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Executive Summary

Payment Means  
& Timing

Overall, the state of freight payment in 2012 is not very different from 
the previous year, but there are a few key areas where the market has 
made progress.

American Shipper, in partnership with the Retail Industry Leaders 
Association (RILA), has benchmarked more than 250 payers (shippers 
and third party logistics providers) and payees (3PLs and carriers) on 
their domestic and international transportation invoice and payment 
practices for all modes. This report is the final in our series that explores 
the lifecycle of freight transportation spending. 

Like previous years, it was not possible to note winning payment 
practices that apply universally. This is in part due to large companies 
having materially different needs than smaller businesses and the 
collaboration required for payment processing.

Overall there is movement away from manual processes. The extent of 
this trend varies between international and domestic modes of transpor-
tation. Domestic payment processes are 10 to 15 percent less likely to 
be done manually, but areas like dispute resolution still remain highly 
manual process for both domestic (70 percent) and international (76 
percent) operations.

Survey respondents are demonstrating increased adoption of electronic 
payment forms like the automated clearinghouse (ACH), which now 
represents about 48 percent of payments. This study series has shown 
that the freight industry still relies heavily on hardcopy checks. 

The average timeframe to pay remains unchanged compared to the year 
before, with retailers still remaining among the quickest payers and 
manufacturers extending their time to payment more than the rest.

Transportation 
Payment Benchmark 
Study: Reaching 
Settlement

Manual vs. Outsourced 
vs. Automated 
Processes
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Costs of Processing 
and Paying an Invoice

Payees

Auditing Practices  
& Results

Not surprising, domestic freight invoices are less expensive to process 
and pay than international invoices across the board. Domestic bills 
tend to be straightforward and more accurate. However, the difference 
is not as big as one might expect, about $1 to $1.40 per invoice.

Outsourcing and automating freight payment processes represents a 
significant opportunity for cost reduction. Domestic costs were reduced 
from $14.17 on average to $5.07 for in-house systems, and $3.38 for  
an outsourced process. A similar decline is true for international 
invoices, dropping the processing cost by as much as $10.87.

With large companies paying four times as many domestic and inter-
national bills on a per-fulltime equivalent employee (FTE) basis, 
automation and outsourcing present a very clear cost saving potential.

Nearly all respondents audit freight bills at some point in their lifecycle. 
Auditing prior to payment has become the preferred method at 59 
percent, with post-payment audits holding steady. Auditing both before 
and after dropped to 29 percent, down from 37 percent last year.

Payers noted the overall accuracy of invoices is roughly the same as 2011. 
As would be expected, domestic freight bills are more often accurate.

Since methods have change, but accuracy hasn’t, it is likely that the shift 
in auditing habits has more to do with easing operations and reducing 
costs. Taxes and duties being the most added elements to audits this 
year supports this thought.

Like their payer counterparts, payees have made significant investments 
in automation and outsourcing parts of their freight pay cycle, but an 
automated approach to dispute resolution remains elusive. 

The average cost for invoicing and collecting payments sits around  
$12, but those who employ a notable amount of technology are seeing  
a savings of roughly 30 percent compared to manual operations.

Contrary to reports by their payer counterparts, payees note that some 
bills still take more than 45 days to process and pay, and are taking 
longer to conclude in general compared to last year.
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Section I: Introduction
Welcome to American Shipper’s third annual study of transportation 
payment practices and technologies. These reports are designed to 
provide readers with a clear picture of the state of the transportation 
industry, emerging trends and best practices. 

M E T H O D O L O GY

American Shipper, in partnership with the Retail Industry Leaders 
Association (RILA), has successfully benchmarked more than 250 
payers (shippers and 3PLs) and payees (3PLs and carriers) on their 
transportation invoice processing and payment practices and systems. 
Participants completed a 53-question survey covering all modes of 
international and domestic freight transportation. 

This is the final report in a series designed to explore the lifecycle of freight 
transportation spend in three segments—procurement, execution (ITMS) 
and settlement. Each report separates successful firms—or “winners”—
from the average in an attempt to highlight best practices. All reports are 
made available for download at www.AmericanShipper.com.

W I NN  E R S

American Shipper research studies aim to highlight actionable best 
practices by comparing top performers—or “winners”—against the 
average survey respondent. Other research studies show how the best- 
in-class are managing procurement, compliance and transportation 
functions among others. Like in previous years we found that it was not 
possible to discern winning payment practices that are widely applicable. 

Two factors are at work in this market, making it unique in comparison 
to other functions American Shipper has benchmarked. First, large 
companies with complex networks have considerably more freight 
invoices to handle, ensuring that their needs are materially different 
from their smaller counterparts. Best practices for one group do not 
necessarily apply to another. 

Second, payment remains a group or community-based exercise, where 
companies are only as good as their weakest supply chain partner. It 
takes at least two parties to settle a transaction—often more. It also 
requires hundreds or thousands of partners operating on the same 
standards to create a streamlined, efficient payment market. 

http://www.AmericanShipper.com
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T E RM  I N O L O GY

Payer/Payee

In the context of this study, payers are shippers and intermediaries  
who pay for transportation services, while payees (also known as billers) 
are carriers or intermediaries who collect money for their services. 

LSP/3PL

Logistics service providers (LSPs) are companies that charge a fee for 
supply chain services, including but not limited to transportation, 
distribution, warehousing, and customs services. A third party logistics 
provider (3PL) is a non-asset-based LSP. 

Automated/Manual

Many of the data points illustrated within these pages break down the 
differences between companies that “automate” international transporta-
tion management versus those that manually handle this process. In this 
context, “automated” companies employ at least one application to 
support their transportation invoice processing and payment function. 
“Automated” does not mean human interaction has been eliminated. 
Likewise, “manual” does not mean these firms do not use e-mail, fax and 
other technologies. There is an assumption that basic computing power is 
ubiquitous in the logistics management field.

H Y P O T H E S E S

Each American Shipper study works against a set of assumptions that  
we seek to prove or disprove through the benchmarking process. For  
the most part these study results were in line with expectations. 

Assumption 1—International freight invoices will cost shippers consid-
erably more to process and pay than domestic bills. 

Reality—There is a considerable difference between the costs associated with 
domestic and international freight bills—as much as 33 percent in some 
cases. See Figure 8.

Assumption 2—Study results will again show progress towards improving 
the payment process, particularly as it pertains to electronic banking. 

Reality—Respondents are reporting (see Figure 10) a shift from hardcopy 
checks to ACH and other forms of electronic banking.

Assumption 3—Survey participants will be adopting technology to 
support payment processes at a faster rate than years prior. 

Reality—Figure 18 suggests that the market may have cooled a bit, but large 
companies remain actively involved in purchasing freight payment systems.
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Section II: Demographics
Findings illustrated in this study are aggregated responses from more 
than 250 qualified participants. This includes 3PLs, carriers, and 
shippers of all kinds. Demographics are generally consistent with 
previous studies.

Manufacturers (30 percent), 3PLs (30 percent) and retailers (20 
percent) make up the majority of survey participants. 

Nearly half of the companies participating in this survey are greater 
than $1 billion in annual sales. Many of the data points in the study 
compare these large firms against the remaining small and medium-
sized businesses with less than $1 billion in annual sales.

Manufacturers

3PL/Intermediary

Retailers

Carriers

Other shippers 

30%

30%

20%

13%

7%

Less than $100 million

$100 million to $1 billion

Greater than $1billion

26%

34%

41%

F I GUR   E  1 :  Industry Segments

F I GUR   E  2 :  Company Size

283 total respondents

173 total respondents
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American Shipper readers manage multiple—in some cases, all—modes 
of international and domestic transportation. Therein lays the biggest 
challenge in effectively managing the freight payment function. Each 
mode has distinct payment standards and protocols. 

Seventy-four percent of survey respondents represent middle manage-
ment—30 percent directors and 44 percent manager level. 

F I GUR   E  3 :  Modes Managed

135 total 
respondents0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Ocean transport (other,
non-containerized)

Rail/intermodal

LCL Ocean

Parcel/package Other

FCL Ocean

Airfreight

LTL

Truckload       93%

     89%

     89%

    84%

                      83%

           75%

                    63%

48%

13%12%
5% 4%

22%

44%

C-Level (CEO,CIO,CFO, etc)

Executive (SVP, VP, GM, etc.)

Director

Manager

Staff

Other

F I GUR   E  4 :  Job Titles

134 total respondents

PAY E E S

For the second year this benchmarking study offered a parallel question-
naire for those respondents who are responsible for issuing invoices and 
collecting payments. This group of “payees” includes all carriers and 
those 3PLs who qualified. This segment of the survey has 65 total 
participants. Section 8 of this document outlines those results.
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Section III: The “State” of  
Freight Payment
Overall the state of freight payment in 2012 is not very different from 
the previous year, but there are a few key areas where the market has 
changed and, in some cases, made progress. 

The key functions that make up the freight invoice payment process 
continue to migrate away from manual processes and slowly toward 
systems-based or outsourced platforms. However this shift remains subtle. 

The gap between international and domestic transportation markets in 
terms of level of sophistication remains smaller than one would expect. 
Manual processes are generally 10 to 15 percent more prevalent on the 
international side. 

F I GUR   E  5 :  International Payment Process

Outsourced

Electronic/
Automated

Manual

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

AuditPaymentApprovalDispute ResolutionValidationInvoice Receipt

21%

34%

45%

20%

28%

52%

10%

14%

76%

10%

36%

53%

21%

47%

32%

25%

18%

56%
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It is somewhat ironic that automation is more prevalent in domestic 
transportation payment—the less complex side of the market. However, 
this dichotomy is really a sign of the times. Similar to other transporta-
tion management functions the US domestic market was an early 
adopter of payment technology. Streamlining the international 
payments market has only recently become the focus of many shippers 
who have already addressed their domestic processes. 

Dispute resolution, in particular, remains a sticking point where manual 
processes are generally handled in-house and break an otherwise 
automated or outsourced process. Until the transportation industry 
grapples with the issues caused by frequent disputes, it is unlikely that 
companies –both payers and payees—will be able to wring out all the 
inefficiencies from the settlement process. 

F I GUR   E  6 :  Domestic Payment Process

Outsourced

Electronic/
Automated

Manual

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

AuditPaymentApprovalDispute ResolutionValidationInvoice Receipt

26%

42%

32%

26%

39%

35%

14%

15%

70%

14%

44%

42%

23%

44%

33%

34%

22%

44%
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Centralizing business processes remains a good idea in many, possibly all, 
areas of supply chain management, but this is specifically true in the freight 
payment arena. Centralization builds scale that makes automation feasible.

F I GUR   E  8 :  Cost to Process & Pay an Invoice

Domestic International

Average Shipper $6.97 $7.44

Outsourced $3.38 $4.39

In-house Systems $5.07 $6.47

In-house Manual $14.17 $15.26

F I GUR   E  7 :  Central vs. Regional Processes

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

AuditPaymentApprovalDispute ResolutionValidationInvoice Receipt

5%

14%

74%

8%

16%

9%

67%

12%

64%

7%

12%

62%

15%

9%

68%

7%

17%

7%

15%

7%

20%

58%

7%

19%

N/A

Mix

Regional

Central

158 total respondents

This year’s survey asked both payers and payees to assess the costs associ-
ated with freight payment on a per invoice basis. Payers were asked to 
provide costs for international freight bills separately from domestic freight. 

Not surprisingly, domestic freight invoices, which are typically more 
straightforward and tend to have higher levels of accuracy, cost less to 
process and pay than international bills. However, the difference isn’t as 
big as one might anticipate. Depending on the payers’ use of technology 
or outsourcing an international bill is anywhere from 40 cents to $1.40 
more expensive than domestic. 
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11F I GUR   E  9 :  Productivity—Invoices per Year, per FTE 

158 total 
respondents0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000

Large Companies

Average

Small & Medium
Companies

International

Domestic

 1,129
  8,978

          4,445
   21,734

           5,032
   43,136

In terms of invoice volume and productivity the gap between large 
payers (more than $1 billion in annual revenue) and their small and 
medium-sized peers (less than $1 billion in sales) remains huge. Large 
companies are paying four-times as many domestic and international 
bills on a per-fulltime equivalent employee (FTE) basis. 

As this study will demonstrate in Section 6, these large companies are 
also more likely to use technology or outsourced resources to process 
invoices and they’re more in the market to buy systems to continue  
to address these needs. These large companies have the volume and 
scale that creates a need and a business case for automation of  
payment processes.
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Section IV: Payments
Study respondents are reporting an increase in their usage of electronic 
payment forms, such as an automated clearing house (ACH). Adoption 
levels in terms of dollars transacted and number of transactions are both 
slightly under 50 percent.

While this definitely looks like progress, let’s keep it in perspective. This 
survey suggests that at least half of all freight bills are still being paid with 
a hardcopy check. That’s means billions of dollars are still trading hands 
the “old fashioned way.” A huge opportunity remains in the increased 
adoption of electronic banking in the transportation industry overall. 

F I GUR   E  1 0 :  Payment Means—2010 to 2012

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

ACH OtherACH Other

2010

2011

2012

Dollars Transactions

64%
59%

54%

36%
41%

46%

69%

55% 52%

31%

45% 48%
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The timeframe in which payers are remitting payments remains 
unchanged compared to last year. Retailers remain faster payers, 
presumably in the interest of keeping their freight moving quickly. 
Manufacturers stretch their payments out a bit further. Like last year  
we hypothesize this segment is hoping to synch up freight payments 
with other payable cycles related to materials or components. 

F I GUR   E  1 1 :  Average Timeframe to Pay

140 total respondents

25%

14%
16%

59%

38%

58%

9%

26%

19%

6%

22%

6%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

45–60 days30–45 days15–30 daysLess than 15 days

Retailers

Manufacturing

3PL
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Section V: Auditing
Last year’s report characterized the state of freight bill auditing  
as ubiquitous but incomplete. That remains the case in 2012. 

Nearly all respondents report that they audit their freight bills at some 
point. Auditing prior to payment appears to be more popular in 2012, 
as more firms have moved from auditing both before and after.

Payers report the accuracy of invoices overall remains about the same as 
2011. Domestic freight bills get higher marks than their international 
counterparts. 

While freight auditing practices are changing, the results are not. This 
suggests that auditing prior to payment is more cost effective than 
auditing post-payment or both.

42%

52%

59%

7% 8% 9%

47%

37%

29%

4% 2% 4%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

NoneBothPost paymentPrior to payment

2010

2011

2012

F I GUR   E  1 2 :  Auditing Practices—2010 to 2012

148 total respondents

F I GUR   E  1 3 :  Accuracy of Invoices Based on Audit, by Year

140 total respondents
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Less than 70%70–79%80–89%90–95%95% or more

2011

2012—Domestic

2012—International

40%
42%41%

36%

41%

35%

14%
10%

12%
8%

6%
8%

2% 1%
3%
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Likewise, payers find slightly more errors occur in their payments for 
international invoices than they do for domestic. 

As previously stated, freight-bill auditing remains incomplete. This  
is particularly true for international invoices, which contain a number 
of specific, yet important, elements that require review. 

Taxes/duties are the only element significantly added to the audit 
process. A 16 percent jump is significant, but so is the fact that 54 
percent of audits still lack this important element.

More than 30%

20–30%

10–20%

5–10%

5% or less 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

InternationalDomestic

80%

14%

81%

9%
7%3%

2%
1% 3%

F I GUR   E  1 4 :  Payment Made Incorrectly

140 total respondents

0 20 40 60 80 100

Other, please specify

Currency conversion

Incoterms

Taxes/Duties

Fuel surcharge

Duplicate invoices

Accessorials
(rate, validity, etc)

Transportation rates 2011

2012

                 93%
               91%

                    95%
            89%

             87%
         86%

        83%
       80%

 30%
     46%

  33%
    39%

  33%
   37%

7%
7%

F I GUR   E  1 5 :  Elements Included in Audit

131 total respondents
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Payees who have an opinion on the matter prefer their payers audit 
payments prior to completing the transaction. 

Auditing is only worthwhile if it’s complete. Payers need to look  
at every critical element of every freight bill to effectively audit. For  
a company with thousands of freight bills, this thorough audit will 
require a systems-based or outsourced approach as the manual  
alternatives tend to be cost prohibitive. 

9%
3%

59%
28%

Audit prior to payment is preferable

No preference

Audit after payment is preferable

N/A—my customers do not audit my invoices

F I GUR   E  1 6 :  Preferred Auditing Practices

32 total respondents
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Section VI: Technology
Payers have a multitude of options in terms of how they handle the 
processing and payment of freight bills.  As Figures 5 and 6 demon-
strate, many payers choose to leverage a mix of systems—outsourced 
and manual in-house processes. 

In 2012, more payers are characterizing their overall payment process  
as systems-based or outsourced either to a 3PL or payment firm. Payers 
using entirely manual processes are less prevalent than prior years and 
there is a significant decrease in the number of payers using a mixed  
or hybrid approach. 

8%

2% 2%
5% 5%

10% 10%

18%18%

30%

24%

18%

35%
33%

32%

13%

18%19%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

ManualOutsourced 
to another 

service provider

A mix or 
hybrid of 

all of these

Application 
Based (including 

TMS or ERP-
based)

Outsourced
 to 3PLs

None of these

2010

2011

2012

F I GUR   E  1 7 :  Current Delivery Model

140 total respondents
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The market for payment systems is roughly the same as in 2011, 
although it may have cooled slightly overall. The percentage of compa-
nies looking to purchase systems has dropped a few points. Like last year, 
large companies remain more active than their small and medium-sized 
counterparts in terms of budgeting freight payment system purchases. 

A lack of interest in the subject appears to be the largest inhibitor to 
investment. More than half of respondents claim their current system  
or process is satisfactory. 

More than a third of large companies report they have either recently 
addressed their systems or are currently in the process of implementing 
their new purchase.  This suggests that findings reported in previous years 
were on the mark in terms of an active market among larger companies.

F I GUR   E  1 8 :  Plans to Buy, Upgrade or Replace

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

On our company’s
5-year plan

Budgeted within the
next 12–24 months

Budgeted within
the next 12 months

No plans to 
buy or replace

Large Companies

Small & Medium 
Companies

62%

71%

16%

8%
13%

5%
9%

16%

133 total respondents

Small & Medium 
Companies

Large Companies

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Available systems do
not provide the

functionality we require

None of these

Lacks return
on investment

We’re in the process
of upgrading or

replacing our system

Organizational
resistance to change

We recently upgraded
or replaced our system

Current system
meets our needs

                         59%
            48%

    2%
               24%

              7%
 12%

              7%
 12%

   13%
0%

                  9%
      3%

    2%
0%

F I GUR   E  1 9 :  Inhibitors to Systems Adoption

98 total respondents
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Drivers to purchasing systems have changed slightly in the past year. 
Fewer buyers are focused on automating accounting practices, while 
there is an increased interest in cash flow benefits. Visibility to costs  
and supply chain data remain important strategic initiatives. 

A 24 percent drop in the need to automate accounting practices may 
point to some of these new systems, replacing already automated processes 
instead of the traditional view of a system to replace manual efforts.

2011

2012

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Other, please specify

Expand my offerings/Increase
operational scale/capacity

Cash flow benefits

Bring systems in line
with industry standards

Integration, with
vendors and partners

Integration, internal

Carrier performance/
compliance enforcement

Visibility to costs

Cost savings

Automate accounting
practices

Visibility to data

Improve operational
efficiency

             79%
            71%

           73%
             67%

         69%
                      45%

                          63%
        64%

       62%
        64%

      48%
                      45%

                    44%
              40%

                    44%
        36%

    33%
   24%

    33%
     45%

 15%
  19%

8%
  10%

F I GUR   E  2 0 :  Drivers to Systems Adoption

65 total respondents
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Looking to the future, those payers with plans to address their freight 
payment processes will deploy systems to support at least some of the 
functions. Almost half will look for a wholly application-based approach. 

2011

2012

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

ManualOutsourced
to 3PLs

None of
these

Outsourced to
another service

provider

A mix or
hybrid of all

of these

Application Based
(includes

TMS or ERP)

0% 0%
4% 5%6% 7%

29%

22%

31%

22%

31%

44%

F I GUR   E  2 1 :  Future Delivery Model

45 total respondents
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Section VII: Payees
3PLS and carriers serving both U.S. domestic and international markets 
who qualified were asked a series of questions about their invoicing and 
collections process. 

Like their payer counterparts, payees have significant levels of automa-
tion or outsourced processes on the front end of the freight pay cycle, 
but a major point of failure exists with dispute resolution. 

48 total respondents

F I GUR   E  2 3 :  Payee Invoice Processing Cost

Average $12.05

Systems-based $10.85

Manual $15.65

F I GUR   E  2 2 :  Payee Processes

Outsourced

Electronic/
Automated

Manual

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

AuditReceipt of
Payment

Dispute
Resolution

Invoice
Presentation

Invoice
Generation

5%

65%

30%

11%

50%

39%

3%

19%

78%

11%

42%

47%

11%

20%

69%

Respondents were asked to estimate the costs associated with invoicing 
for their services and collecting payments. The average payee’s cost is 
roughly $12. Payees who leverage a significant amount of technology to 
manage this process have a cost of under $11—roughly 30 percent less 
than those payees who manage this process manually.
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Respondents who offered an estimate of their costs were asked to 
highlight the elements they considered when calculating that number. 

Days sale outstanding, the length of time it takes payees to collect on 
their invoices, has stretched longer in the last year. This contradicts find-
ings from payers (see Figure 11) that suggest payment timeframes have 
not changed since last year. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Other, please specify

Credit Reviews

Exception Handling

Paper, Postage
and Other Materials

Collections

Receiving and
Processing Payments

Bad debt (collections
labor and materials)

Invoice Creation

Carrying cost of DSO
(days sale outstanding)         82%

       71%

      60%

     57%

    55%

  38%

  38%

 24%

7%

F I GUR   E  2 4 :  Cost Elements of an Invoice

48 total 
respondents

2011

2012

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

More than 60 days45–60 days30–45 days15–30 daysLess than 15 days

13%

4%

31%

24%

45%

56%

9%

16%

2% 0%

F I GUR   E  2 5 :  Days Sale Outstanding (DSO)

43 total respondents
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While companies are moving away from manual payment processes, 
they are increasing their use of more manual technology and interaction 
to resolve disputes. Web-based portals and electronic messaging actually 
increased at the smallest amount for 2012, with more companies still 
relying heavily on the telephone but also increasing their use of tradi-
tional mail and faxes.

Payers believe their invoices are more accurate than last year; however, 
this chart is hardly flattering. About 15 percent of payees believe that 
more than 10 percent of their invoices are incorrect. That’s a significant 
opportunity for improvement.

95% or more

90-95%

80-89%

70-79%

Less than 70%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

20122011

36%

11%
5%

48%

63%

23%

10%
3%

F I GUR   E  2 7 :  Accuracy of Invoices Based on Audit

43 total respondents

2011

2012

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Web-based portal with
workflow tools

Fax

Mail

Electronic message
(i.e. EDI)

Phone
      82%
       88%

    56%
      59%

   44%
     58%

26%
  39%

   28%
 33%

F I GUR   E  2 6 :  Means to Respond to Disputes

43 total respondents
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Section VIII: Takeaways & Best Practices
Freight payment remains a fragmented practice. The continued lack of 
universal, multimodal standards creates a large obstacle for payers and 
payees attempting to streamline the process, which may account for the 
large number of companies still manually processing domestic and 
international dispute resolutions.

Companies are moving towards an electronic environment. The prog-
ress may be slow, late, and at times frustrating, but the good news is 
that it’s happening and companies are becoming smarter about what to 
include in electronic documentation.

Electronic systems and transactions are becoming more pervasive and 
companies are shifting to them for various reasons. While not neces-
sarily enhancing accuracy, there are other benefits such visibility of 
costs, cash flow, dates and resolution, especially for larger companies.

Dispute resolution remains problematic for the majority of payers and 
payees. While there may be some benefits from automated and 
outsourced systems, dispute resolution remains by far the most manual 
process covered by this report.

On the surface, auditing is ubiquitous, yet most audits lack depth and 
completeness. Payers should audit every invoice, not just a sample. And 
every invoice should be reviewed for accuracy at both the obvious and 
mode-subtle level. 
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Appendix A: About Our Sponsors

B RAV  O S O LUT   I O N

BravoSolution offers leading software and services to fit the needs of 
today’s sophisticated supply management organisations. Our services 
organization, one of the world’s largest teams of professionals dedicated 
exclusively to sourcing and procurement consulting, delivers lean, targeted 
services to support strategic sourcing and procurement initiatives. Our 
industry leading software toolkit supports the full supply management 
lifecycle across myriad industries, geographies and business models.

As of today, over 40,000 procurement professionals in 60 different 
countries are benefiting from BravoSolution’s technology and services, 
unlocking tangible benefits including of increased process efficiency, 
decision support, cost reduction, improved process governance,  
greater quality relationships with vendors and the ability to share, 
understand and act upon the wealth of sourcing-related data held 
within their organization.

J DA  ® S O FT  WAR  E  GR  O U P,  I NC  . 

JDA® Software Group, Inc. (NASDA Q: JDA S), The Supply Chain 
Company®, is a leading provider of innovative supply chain manage-
ment, merchandising and pricing excellence solutions. JDA empowers 
more than 6,000 companies of all sizes to make optimal decisions that 
improve profitability and achieve real results in the discrete and process 
manufacturing, wholesale distribution, transportation, retail and 
services industries. With an integrated solutions offering that spans the 
entire supply chain from materials to the consumer, JDA leverages the 
powerful heritage and knowledge capital of acquired market leaders 
including i2 Technologies®, Manugistics®, E3®, Intactix® and Arthur®. 
JDA’s s flexible deployment options, including JDA Cloud Services 
provides customers with complete solution lifecycle management for 
rapid time-to-value, lower total cost of ownership, and supply chain 
expertise when and where needed.

To learn more, please use the following contact information:  
www.jda.com | info@jda.com | +1 800 479 7382

http://www.jda.com
mailto:info%40jda.com?subject=
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S YNCADA    

Syncada from Visa partners with banks and Visa to offer business-to-
business payments under the software as a service (SaaS) model. The 
global financial supply chain network offers end-to-end invoice 
processing, payment and financing. Syncada Freight is a simple yet 
robust payment solution for companies facing the challenges of 
managing large supply chain operations. The turn-key solution helps 
multi-national shippers get paid faster, save operating costs and 
improve cash flow. Paper transactions can be eliminated, electronic 
audit reduces errors and shippers can collaborate online with buyers 
to quickly work out billing discrepancies.

Appendix A: About Our Sponsors, Continued
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Appendix B: About Our Partner

R E TA I L  I NDU   S TRY   L E AD  E R S  A S S O C I AT I O N  ( R I LA  ) 

RILA is the trade association of the world’s largest and most innovative 
retail companies. RILA members include more than 200 retailers, 
product manufacturers, and service suppliers, which together account 
for more than $1.5 trillion in annual sales, millions of American  
jobs and operate more than 100,000 stores, manufacturing facilities 
and distribution centers domestically and abroad. For additional 
information visit www.rila.org



Appe





n
d

ix
 C

: 
Abo




u
t

 A
m

e
r

ic
a

n
 S

hippe





r
 Rese





a

r
c

h

Transportation Payment  |  Benchmark Study 2012

28

Appendix C: About American Shipper Research

BACKGROUND

Since our first edition in May 1974, American Shipper has provided U.S.-based logistics practitioners 
with accurate, timely and actionable news and analysis. The company is widely recognized as the voice  
of the international transportation community.

In 2008 American Shipper launched its first formal, independent research initiative focused on the state 
of transportation management systems in the logistics service provider market. Since that time the 
company has published more than a dozen reports on subjects ranging from regulatory compliance to 
sustainability. 

SCOPE

American Shipper research initiatives typically address international or global supply chain issues from a 
U.S.-centric point of view. The research will be most relevant to those readers managing large volumes of 
airfreight, containerized ocean and domestic intermodal freight. American Shipper readers are tasked with 
managing large volumes of freight moving into and out of the country so the research scope reflects 
those interests. 

METHODOLOGY

American Shipper benchmark studies are based upon responses from a pool of approximately 30,000 
readers accessible by e-mail invitation. Generally each benchmarking project is based on  200-500 
qualified responses to a 25-35 question survey depending on the nature and complexity of the topic.

American Shipper reports compare readers from key market segments defined by industry vertical, 
company size, and other variables, in an effort to call out trends and ultimate best practices. Segments 
created for comparisons always consist of more than 50 responses to keep the potential margin of error 
to a minimum. 

LIBRARY

American Shipper’s complete library of research is available on our Website: AmericanShipper.com/Research.  

Annual studies include:
•	 Environmental Sustainability

•	 Export Compliance

•	 Import Compliance

•	 International Transportation Management

•	 Transportation Invoice Payment

•	 Transportation Procurement

CONTACT

Jim Blaeser 
Publisher 
American Shipper 
BlaeserJ@Shippers.com

http://www.americanshipper.com/newweb/index.asp
http://www.americanshipper.com/NewWeb/reports/index.asp
mailto:BlaeserJ%40Shippers.com?subject=More%20information%3A%20American%20Shipper%20White%20Paper
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