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ABSTRACT

The rapid adoption of artificial intelligence in India's logistics sector has created a
commercially significant but legally unaddressed problem: the absence of any statutory
mechanism to authenticate, trace, or verify Al-generated commercial documents. Logistics
platforms routinely use Al to produce profit and loss (P&L) statements, route optimisation and
tracking (ROT) reports, and automated invoices — documents that carry direct legal and
financial consequences. Under India's current legal framework — comprising the Copyright
Act, 1957, the Information Technology Act, 2000, the Digital Personal Data Protection Act,
2023, and the Indian Evidence Act, 1872 — these documents enjoy legal status but face no
requirement for watermarking, model fingerprinting, or provenance logging at the point of
production. This article examines that gap through a doctrinal and comparative methodology,
drawing on the European Union's Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024 and the NIST Al Risk
Management Framework as comparative benchmarks. It argues that the logistics sector's
established chain-of-custody framework — barcodes, RFID tags, electronic waybills —
provides a practical and legally instructive model for an Al output authentication standard. Five
targeted legislative recommendations are proposed: mandatory watermarking under an
amended IT Act; a national Al Model Registry; blockchain provenance standards for high-
value documents; an Al Document Fiduciary category under the DPDP Act; and a phased
implementation timeline. The article concludes that holding Al-generated logistics documents
to the same authentication standard already applied to physical goods is not a radical reform
— it is a logical and overdue extension of principles that Indian commercial law has long

recognised.
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. Introduction

India’s logistics industry is one of the fastest-growing sectors in the national economy.
Freight companies, warehouse operators, and supply chain managers increasingly deploy Al-
powered platforms that automatically generate legally significant commercial documents —
monthly profit and loss statements, route optimisation and tracking reports, and customer
invoices — without human authorship. The efficiency gains are substantial. The legal risks are
largely unrecognised.

When a document is produced by an Al system rather than a human being, three
questions of legal significance arise: how do you prove the document is genuine? How do you
prove it has not been altered after generation? And how do you identify which Al model
produced it, and whether that model was lawfully trained? Under India's current statutory
framework, there is no answer to any of these questions. No law requires Al systems to embed
a watermark in the documents they produce. No fingerprinting standard records the identity of
the model. No provenance obligation tracks the document from production to use.

This article argues that this is a serious and commercially costly legal gap — one that
creates specific fraud risks in the logistics sector and leaves Al-generated documents legally
indeterminate in precisely the contexts where they matter most: tax audits, contract disputes,
insurance claims, and regulatory proceedings. The argument draws on a productive analogy:
India’s logistics sector has already solved the equivalent problem for physical goods. Every
shipment carries a verifiable identity through barcodes, RFID tags, and waybills. The law
should now extend that principle to the Al-generated documents that accompany those

shipments.

I1. The Existing Indian Legal Framework and Its Limitations

India has several statutes that apply, in varying degrees, to Al-generated commercial
documents. None of them was designed with Al-generated documentation in mind, and none

provides an authentication standard.

A. Copyright Act, 1957
Section 2(d)(vi), inserted by the 1994 amendment, provides that for computer-

Page | 5


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com
Volume 3 Issue 2 | April 2026 ISSN: 2582-6433

generated works, the 'author" is the person who causes the work to be created. This gives Al-
generated logistics documents copyright protection and identifies a legal owner.! However,
copyright protection addresses ownership, not authenticity. It confirms who owns the document

— not whether the document is genuine, unaltered, or traceable to a specific Al model version.

B. Information Technology Act, 2000

Section 4 gives electronic records legal validity equivalent to paper documents.
Sections 65 and 66 criminalise tampering with computer source documents and computer-
related offences respectively.2 Section 43A imposes data protection obligations on entities
handling sensitive personal data. These provisions are valuable but reactive: the IT Act
punishes tampering after it is detected but does not require Al platforms to embed
authentication mechanisms at the point of document generation. Written in 2000, before
generative Al existed commercially, it contains no provisions on watermarking, model

fingerprinting, or provenance logging.

C. Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023

The DPDP Act establishes accountability obligations for Data Fiduciaries — entities
that determine the purpose and means of processing personal data. A logistics Al platform
handling driver or customer personal data would fall within this framework.> However, the
DPDP Act addresses personal data protection, not document authentication. An Al-generated
P&L statement is a financial document, not a personal data record, and the DPDP Act imposes

no authentication requirements on commercial Al outputs.

D. Indian Evidence Act, 1872

Section 65B governs the admissibility of electronic records in court proceedings. It
requires a certificate from a responsible official confirming the record's genuineness and
ordinary-course production.* This is a useful evidentiary safeguard, but it depends entirely on
human certification after the fact. It does not require Al systems to embed built-in
authentication at the moment of generation, and provides no tool to resolve disputes about
whether a document was produced by an Al system at all, or whether it was altered post-
generation.

The combined effect of these provisions is that Al-generated logistics documents have

legal status but no authentication standard. Table 1 summarises the gap:
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Document What Law Covers What Law Does Not Cover
P&L Statement Copyright ownership; electronic No watermark; no fingerprint log;
record validity (IT Act s.4) no provenance obligation
ROT Report Electronic admissibility (Evidence  No authentication at generation; no

Act s.65B); tampering offence (IT Al model identification

Act 5.65)
Automated Digital signature validity; GST No Al watermark; no model version
Invoice compliance rules record; no tamper standard

Table 1: Legal Coverage and Gaps for Al-Generated Logistics Documents

I11. The Critical Gaps: Watermarking, Fingerprinting and Provenance

A. No Watermarking Mandate

A digital watermark is embedded information that identifies a document as Al-
generated, records the Al system that produced it, the date and time of production, and a unique
document identifier. It is invisible to a casual reader but detectable by a verification tool. Like
the security thread in a currency note, a watermark proves the document's genuine origin. India
has no law requiring Al systems to embed watermarks in their outputs. For a logistics company,
this means an Al-generated invoice is indistinguishable — legally and technically — from an

altered or fabricated version.

B. No Model Fingerprinting Registry

Model fingerprinting records which specific version of an Al system produced a given
output, along with the training data used and the parameters applied. Watermarking proves a
document is genuine; fingerprinting proves the model that produced it was lawful. India has no
Al model registry — public or private — where systems used for commercial document
generation must be registered. If a logistics company's Al invoicing platform has a software
update that introduces a calculation error, there is no fingerprint record to identify which

invoices were produced by the faulty version.

C. No Provenance Obligation
Provenance is the complete history of a document — its creation, transmission, and any

modifications. In physical logistics, provenance is established by waybills, delivery
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confirmations, and customs stamps. For Al-generated documents, no Indian law requires a
provenance record. Documents arrive in the hands of customers, auditors, and courts with no

verifiable history of their journey from the Al system.

D. Specific Fraud Risks in Logistics

These gaps create three concrete fraud risks. Invoice fraud involves altering Al-
generated invoices after production — changing amounts, delivery details, or payment account
information. Because no watermark records the original output, alterations may be
undetectable. P&L manipulation involves altering Al-generated financial reports to
misrepresent profitability for investor, lender, or tax purposes. ROT record fabrication involves
creating or altering delivery records to conceal non-performance or diversion of shipments. All

three are practically undetectable without authentication records.

The inconsistency with physical logistics standards is striking, as Table 2 illustrates:

Standard Physical Logistics Al-Generated Documents

Identity Marker Barcode / RFID — legally No watermark required by law
significant

Chain of Custody  Wayhbill / bill of lading with No provenance log required
signatures

Authenticity Customs stamp, GST serial number  No fingerprint / model registry

Check

Tamper Evidence  Physical seals, locked containers No tamper-evident standard

Court Well-established; routinely admitted Possible under s.65B but no built-in

Admissibility authentication

Table 2: Physical vs Al-Generated Logistics Documentation Standards

IV. Comparative Analysis: EU Al Act and NIST Framework

A. EU Artificial Intelligence Act, 2024
The EU Al Act is the world's first comprehensive Al governance law. It applies a risk-

based framework: high-risk Al systems — including those generating financial documents and

compliance records — must satisfy strict traceability and transparency obligations. Providers
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must maintain detailed technical documentation throughout the system's operational life.> The
Act also mandates that Al-generated content — including synthetic documents — carry
markings that identify them as Al-generated. This is a direct watermarking requirement.
Critically, the EU Al Act imposes obligations on both providers (system builders) and
deployers (companies that use Al in their operations). A logistics company deploying an Al
invoicing platform is a deployer with specific obligations: maintaining records of the Al
system's use and ensuring that outputs are appropriately authenticated. This dual-accountability
model addresses the risk that regulatory obligations are simply passed back and forth between

software developers and end-users without either party bearing clear responsibility.

B. NIST Al Risk Management Framework (USA)

The NIST framework, while voluntary, identifies traceability and transparency as core
dimensions of Al trustworthiness. It recommends that organisations maintain documentation
sufficient to trace outputs to their source model version and training data.® Many global
logistics operators use the NIST framework as a practical compliance benchmark for their Al

systems.

C. India's Position Against Global Standards

Against these benchmarks, India's position is one of almost complete regulatory
absence on Al output authentication. There is no Al-specific legislation, no Al regulator, and
no Al-specific enforcement mechanism. As Table 3 shows, the gap is not merely a matter of

degree — it is structural.

Standard EU Al Act (2024) | India (Current Law)

Watermarking Mandatory for specified Al content | No requirement

Traceability / Fingerprinting Mandatory for high-risk systems | No requirement — no

registry

Provenance Logging Required documentation for high-risk systems | No
equivalent obligation

Deployer Accountability Specific obligations on deployers | No deployer-specific

obligations
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Regulatory Body National authorities + EU Al Office | No dedicated Al
regulator
Enforcement Fines up to €35M or 7% of turnover | No Al-specific
enforcement

Table 3: EU Al Act vs India — Al Output Authentication

D. Lessons for India

Three lessons from the comparative analysis are directly applicable. First, a risk-based
approach is practically workable: India does not need to regulate all Al outputs equally. Al
systems that generate documents used in tax filings, contract disputes, and regulatory
proceedings should be classified as high-risk and subject to the most rigorous authentication
requirements. Second, deployer accountability is essential: a logistics company that deploys an
Al platform must bear clear obligations, not merely the software developer. Third, voluntary
standards will not produce universal compliance: document authentication is a public good

requiring legal mandate, not industry goodwill.

V. Recommendations: A Proposed Legal Framework

Recommendation 1: Mandatory Watermarking — Amendment to the IT Act, 2000

Any Al system deployed to generate commercial documents — invoices, financial
statements, and logistics tracking records — should be legally required to embed a watermark
in every document at the moment of production. The watermark should record: (i) the fact that
the document was Al-generated; (ii) the identity of the Al platform; (iii) the date and time of
generation; and (iv) a unique document identifier. The IT Act, 2000 should be amended to
insert a new provision after Section 43A establishing this requirement. Failure to embed a
watermark should constitute a failure to maintain proper electronic records, attracting civil and
criminal consequences under the existing IT Act framework.

For the logistics sector, this means every Al-generated invoice, P&L report, and ROT
record carries a verifiable identity from the moment of production — directly analogous to the
RFID tag on every physical shipment.

Recommendation 2: National Al Model Registry

A national Al Model Registry should be established under the IT Act, administered by
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CERT-In or a new Al Regulatory Office. All Al systems deployed for commercial document
generation should register with this registry, providing model version details, training data
summary, and performance benchmarks. Documents produced by registered systems would
carry a fingerprint linking them to the registered model version. This registry would enable
rapid identification of documents produced by defective or non-compliant model versions —
a capability the logistics sector already understands through its use of lot tracking and batch
identification in physical supply chains.

Recommendation 3: Blockchain Provenance Standards for High-Value Documents

For high-value Al-generated documents — invoices above a specified threshold, P&L
statements used in regulatory filings, and ROT records used as evidence in legal proceedings
— the law should require a tamper-resistant provenance record maintained on a blockchain
ledger. Blockchain provenance is already deployed by global logistics operators to track
physical goods. The IT Act amendment proposed in Recommendation 1 should explicitly
recognise blockchain provenance records as valid authentication evidence for Al-generated
documents, placing them on an equivalent legal footing to a Section 65B certificate under the

Indian Evidence Act.

Recommendation 4: Al Document Fiduciary Category under the DPDP Act, 2023

The DPDP Act, 2023 should be amended to create a new category of 'Al Document
Fiduciary' — entities that deploy Al systems to generate documents used for commercial, legal,
or regulatory purposes. Al Document Fiduciaries should be required to comply with the
watermarking, fingerprinting, and provenance obligations described in Recommendations 1 to
3, and to make authentication records available on request to customers, auditors, and
regulators. This amendment uses the DPDP Act's existing institutional framework — the Data
Protection Board — rather than requiring a wholly new regulatory body, making it

administratively efficient.

Recommendation 5: Phased Implementation Timeline

A phased approach would allow industry adaptation while sending a clear regulatory
signal. Phase 1 (0-12 months from enactment): IT Act amendments and Al Model Registry
established; CERT-In issues implementation guidance. Phase 2 (12-24 months):

Watermarking mandatory for organisations above a specified size threshold; DPDP Act
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amendment enacted. Phase 3 (24-36 months): Full provenance and blockchain logging
requirements in force for all Al Document Fiduciaries. This timeline mirrors the phased
implementation used for the DPDP Act itself, which Indian industry has found manageable.

VI. Conclusion

India’s logistics industry has solved the problem of physical document authentication.
A shipment moving from Chennai to Mumbai carries a verified identity — barcode, RFID tag,
signed waybill — at every stage of its journey. Courts, customs authorities, tax officials, and
business partners rely on that chain of authentication every day. The legal infrastructure that
makes this possible was built deliberately, through statute, because the commercial stakes of
unauthenticated physical goods were too high to leave to industry goodwill.

The commercial stakes of unauthenticated Al-generated documents are equally high —
and the legal infrastructure to address them does not yet exist. An Al-generated invoice is as
commercially significant as a manually prepared one. An Al-generated P&L report is as legally
consequential as an auditor-prepared financial statement. An ROT record produced by an Al
tracking system is as evidentiary as a driver's handwritten log. The digital origin of these
documents does not make them less important — it makes authentication more urgent, because
digital documents are easier to alter than physical ones and harder to verify without built-in
authentication mechanisms.

This article has proposed five targeted legislative reforms that would establish an Al
output authentication standard for India's logistics sector and, by extension, for India's
commercial digital economy more broadly. These reforms are not radical departures from
India’s existing legal architecture. They are logical extensions of principles — authenticity,
chain of custody, accountability — that Indian commercial law has recognised and enforced in
the physical domain for decades.

India is actively positioning itself as a global leader in the Al economy. That ambition
requires not only the deployment of Al at scale, but the legal infrastructure to make Al-
generated outputs trustworthy. An Al document authentication standard is the baseline
requirement for that trustworthiness. The reform agenda is clear. The legal tools are available.
The logistics sector has shown that authentication works. The law should now make it real for

the digital documents that Al systems generate.

Page | 12


http://www.ijlra.com/

www.ijlra.com

Volume 3 Issue 2 | April 2026 ISSN: 2582-6433
FOOTNOTES
1 The Copyright Act, 1957, s. 2(d)(vi), as amended by the Copyright (Amendment) Act,
1994,

2 The Information Technology Act, 2000, ss. 4, 65, 66, 43A, as amended by the IT
(Amendment) Act, 2008.
8 The Digital Personal Data Protection Act, 2023, ss. 2(i), 8 (Data Fiduciary obligations).
4 The Indian Evidence Act, 1872, ss. 65A, 65B, as inserted by the IT Act, 2000; see Anvar
P.V.v. P.K. Basheer, (2014) 10 SCC 473.
European Union Artificial Intelligence Act, Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, Arts. 11-13

W

(technical documentation and traceability for high-risk Al systems); Art. 50 (transparency
obligations for Al-generated content).

¢ National Institute of Standards and Technology, Al Risk Management Framework (NIST
Al 100-1), January 2023, Govern 1.1, Map 1.1.
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