Why Carrier Load Matching Is the Real Test of a
TMS

For anyone who has spent time on both sides of a freight transaction, the phrase "carrier load
matching" probably lands somewhere between a job description and a daily headache. It is the
moment when a broker with a truck and a shipper with a load try to find each other in a market
that moves faster than most software can keep up. Over the years, | have seen operations
spend more time on this single task than on routing, billing, or customer service combined. The
tools we use to handle it often make the difference between a profitable day and a string of
late pickups.

When | first started in freight, load matching meant scanning paper faxes from broker load
boards and calling a list of carriers who might have trucks in the right area. That process
worked, barely, but it ate hours. Today, the expectation is that a TMS software should handle
most of that legwork. The question is whether the system actually understands the nuances of
carrier load matching or just throws data at a screen and calls it automation.

The Gap Between Load Boards and Real Matching

Broker load boards have been around long enough that most carriers know which ones to
check first thing in the morning. But a load board is essentially a bulletin board. It posts what is
available and leaves the rest to the user. Real carrier load matching goes deeper. It considers
not just location and equipment type, but also a carrier's past performance, lane preferences,

hours of service from electronic logging devices, and even the relationship history between
broker and carrier.

| have watched dispatchers toggle between three different load boards, a spreadsheet of
preferred carriers, and a phone to find a match for a single load. That is not matching. That is
manual sorting. Good TMS software should pull all those signals into one view and surface the
best options without the operator having to guess. When a system uses Al algorithms to weigh
carrier capacity against freight visibility, it stops being about who answers the phone first and
starts being about who can actually deliver.
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Why Carrier Capacity Matters More Than Price

Rate negotiation will always be part of the conversation, but in my experience, the loads that
cause the most trouble are the ones that move at a low rate with a carrier who does not have
the capacity to handle them well. Carrier capacity is not just a number. It is the difference
between a truck that shows up on time and one that gets double-booked because the dispatch
system could not see the full picture. Automating the matching process with a TMS that tracks
capacity in real time helps avoid that situation.

One thing | have learned is that the best matches happen when the system does not treat every
load like a commodity. A full truckload of produce needs different handling than a partial pallet
of electronics. The best freight matching tools in a TMS allow the user to set parameters for
each load type and then score potential carriers against those criteria. That is the kind of
nuance that separates a simple load board from a true matching engine.

Automated Dispatching and Load Tendering

Automated dispatching sounds like a dream until you realize it only works if the system has
good data to act on. When a TMS can handle load tendering by sending offers to a carrier
network based on pre-set rules, it frees up the dispatcher to handle exceptions. But that only
works if the carrier onboarding process captured the right information in the first place. | have



seen systems try to auto-tender loads to carriers whose ELD data showed they were still 200
miles away from the pickup. That kind of mismatch destroys trust.

API integration between the TMS and carrier systems changes that picture. When the platform
can pull live data from electronic logging devices, it knows exactly where a truck is and how
much drive time remains. That turns automated dispatching from a gamble into a reliable
workflow. A cloud-based platform that updates in near real time gives the broker a level of
freight visibility that was impossible with phone-based check calls.

Dock Scheduling and the Human Element

Dock scheduling might not sound like part of carrier load matching, but it often determines
whether a match works in practice. | have watched a perfect load match fall apart because the
receiver's dock was full and the driver had to wait four hours to unload. That delay ripples
through the rest of the day and affects the carrier's ability to take the next load. A TMS that
includes dock scheduling capabilities can factor appointment windows into the matching
process, so the broker does not offer a load that the carrier cannot actually service within the
time constraints.

Shipment optimization is another layer that gets overlooked. Sometimes the right match is not
the closest truck but the one that can combine two partial loads on the same lane. Good data
analytics inside the system can suggest those combinations, which saves money and reduces
empty miles. That kind of insight comes from having a broad carrier network with good
performance history, not from scanning a load board manually.



Real-Time Tracking and Check Calls

Real-time tracking has become table stakes for any serious operation, but it only helps carrier
load matching if the system uses that data to adjust matches on the fly. If a carrier hits a delay
and the TMS can automatically re-tender the load to another carrier in the network, that is
where the value lives. | have seen operations that still rely on manual check calls every two
hours, and the difference in response time compared to a system with automated tracking is
night and day.

Freight marketplaces add another dimension. They aggregate available capacity and loads
from multiple sources, which can expand the carrier network quickly. But the broker still needs
to vet those carriers before a match happens. Carrier onboarding that integrates with the TMS



and checks authority, insurance, and safety scores helps filter out bad matches before they
waste anyone's time.

Data Analytics and the Long View

The real advantage of a TMS that handles carrier load matching well shows up over time. Data
analytics can reveal patterns that a dispatcher might not notice. Maybe a certain lane always
has trouble finding carriers on Fridays, or a particular carrier performs well on short hauls but
struggles with long-distance runs. When the system tracks those patterns, the matching
algorithm gets smarter. It stops offering loads that will likely get rejected and starts prioritizing
matches that have a high probability of success.

| have seen teams that still rely on gut feel for matching, and while experienced dispatchers
often have good instincts, they cannot process as much data as a well-configured algorithm.
The best approach combines human judgment with machine suggestions. The TMS surfaces
the best options, and the dispatcher makes the final call. That balance respects the expertise
of the people doing the work while using technology to handle the heavy lifting.

Practical Advice for Evaluating a TMS

If you are in the market for a TMS and carrier load matching is a priority, here are a few things
to look for based on what | have seen work and fail:



e The system should pull live data from electronic logging devices and not rely on
estimated arrival times. Real-time tracking changes everything for matching accuracy.

e Look for a platform that supports APl integration with multiple broker load boards and
freight marketplaces. The wider the net, the better the match options.

e Carrier onboarding should be built into the matching workflow, not a separate
process. If the system cannot vet a carrier before offering them a load, you will waste
time on bad matches.

e Data analytics that show lane performance and carrier reliability over time are
essential. Without that history, the matching algorithm is just guessing.

e The interface should let a dispatcher override automated suggestions easily. Rigid
automation that cannot handle exceptions will frustrate the team and hurt
relationships with carriers.

None of this is magic. It is about building a system that respects the complexity of freight
movement while reducing the repetitive work that burns out good dispatchers. Carrier load
matching will never be completely painless, because the real world throws curveballs that no
algorithm can predict. But a TMS that handles the routine matches well gives the team room to
handle the hard ones.



In the end, the value of any transportation management system comes down to whether it
makes the people using it more effective. If the system can take a load, match it to the right
carrier, handle the tendering and tracking, and surface issues before they become problems,
then it earns its place in the operation. That is the standard | measure every TMS against, and it
is the reason | still get excited when | see a system that actually gets carrier load matching
right.



