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DPD
Can an agent that has been stable for years drift after a simple
update?

C A R T E  D ’ I D E N T I T É
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United Kingdom

TECHNOLOGY

Customer chatbot

T YPE

Agentic AI

AUTONOMY

autonomous

CONF IDENCE

High

O U T I L S  A C F  I L L U S T R É S  D A N S  C E  C A S

🟢 ACF-01 🟢 ACF-05 🟢 ACF-06 🟢 ACF-08 🟡 ACF-00 🟡 ACF-02

🟢 mobilisé · 🟡 à prévoir · 6 outils du Toolkit (4 mobilisés, 2 à prévoir, sur 17).

ACF-CS-024 · Version 1.0 · Analyse à partir de sources publiques uniquement. Ni audit, ni certification, ni évaluation officielle.
Document de travail. · Agentic Commerce Framework® · acfstandard.com



1. Executive summary

DPD, a parcel delivery company, runs a customer-service conversational agent on its website,
partly based on AI, to handle common requests at scale (parcel tracking, frequently asked
questions). In January 2024, following a system update, the agent's safeguards give way.
Pushed by a customer testing its limits, it swears, writes a poem stating that "DPD is the
worst delivery service in the world", and describes itself as a useless chatbot. The screenshots
go viral. DPD immediately disables the AI element and updates it.

Read through the lens of ACF, this case is the "incident" counterpart to Morgan Stanley
(continuous supervision): both address the same object, the drift and supervision of an
agent over time, by opposite paths. Where Morgan Stanley surrounds its agent with a
system that re-tests it at every evolution, DPD let a technical change break the safeguards
without any control detecting it before public exposure. The value of ACF here is corrective:
it names the governance failure, the absence of re-testing after a change, and provides the
system that would have prevented it.

2. Context

Like most large service companies, DPD deploys a conversational agent to absorb a high
volume of simple requests without mobilizing a human advisor at every exchange. The intent
is legitimate and common. A public agent always speaks in the name of the brand: what it
says commits the company's image. The question the case raises is just as important: when a
stable agent is modified, who checks that it still holds its safeguards before the public
discovers it?

3. Public sources used

TIME, "AI Chatbot Curses at Customer and Criticizes Company" (Jan. 2024).

ITV News, "DPD disables AI chatbot after it swears at customer" (2024).

South China Morning Post, "UK delivery firm DPD suspends AI chat function" (2024).
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4. Reconstructed AI architecture (from public sources)

DPD customer-service conversational agent (in service at the time of the events, January
2024).

Nature: conversational agent integrated into the public website, freely accessible to
customers, including a generative AI element.

Function: answer common requests (parcel tracking, frequently asked questions) in the
name of DPD.

History: according to DPD, the AI element operated without notable incident for years.

The breaking point. In January 2024, a system update introduces an error that breaks the
safeguards. A customer, Ashley Beauchamp, seeks to track a parcel; the agent does not help
him. For fun, the customer pushes it to its limits: he asks it to swear, to write a poem
criticizing DPD, to exaggerate its "hatred" of the service. The agent complies. The screenshots
go viral: an agent meant to serve the brand starts to publicly disparage it.

Failing safeguards (what the facts reveal):

no re-testing of the agent's behavior after the update;

no drift indicator monitored continuously (rate of off-brand responses);

no internal detection: it is a customer, in public, who exposes the slip;

no guarantee that the permanent rules survive a technical change.
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5. ACF mapping

🧰 Tools used: ACF-01 (mapping) · ACF-03 (agentic constitution) · ACF-05 (continuous
supervision).

In ACF language, the incident reads as follows:

ACF element In the DPD deployment

Named human
(accountable)

DPD, the company. It answers for everything its public agent says.

Agent The AI element of the customer-service chat, integrated into the public
website.

Platform The underlying conversational system, modified by the January 2024
update.

Delegated decision Conversing with customers in the name of DPD. The agent represents the
brand at every exchange.

Autonomy level Autonomous in the public exchange: the agent answers alone, without
review or safety net after the change.

Non-delegable zones Disparaging the brand, accepting a mission dictated by the customer,
stepping outside its scope. This is the boundary crossed.

Rule / safeguard Safeguards existed, but nothing verified that they held after the update.

Control third party In effect, public opinion (the viral screenshots), for lack of internal
supervision.

Traceability No drift indicator and no test set replayed: the slip was neither measured
nor detectable before exposure.

A schema in ACF graphic language accompanies this case (separate file).
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6. Analysis

🧰 Tools used: ACF-05 (re-testing after a change) · ACF-03 (persistence of safeguards) · ACF-01
(mapping).

What the incident reveals (the design error):

Past stability is not a guarantee. An agent that "worked well for years" is not safe
forever. A simple change is enough to break its safeguards; without re-testing, the drift
remains invisible until the incident.

The update was treated as a neutral operation. The deployment did not plan to re-test
the agent's behavior after each evolution. The governance failure is not the drift itself, it is
the absence of control after a change.

Detection came from the outside. Without a continuously monitored drift indicator, the
first "supervisor" was a customer, then the general public. Internal supervision was absent,
not merely imperfect.

What ACF would have made explicit (and enforceable):

a non-regression test set on the safeguards, replayed automatically after each update,
before any return to production;

a drift indicator (rate of inappropriate or off-brand responses) monitored continuously,
with an alert threshold;

an agentic constitution whose prohibitions (never disparage the brand, never accept a
mission dictated by the customer) are verified at every evolution, not only written once.
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7. ACF toolkit used

This grid indicates the tools that the ACF analysis uses (✅) to read and correct this case, and
those to anticipate (🔜). It does not mean the company uses ACF: it shows which instruments
the framework would bring.

Tool Status Role in this case

ACF-05 · Continuous
supervision

✅ Re-test the safeguards after each update, monitor a drift
indicator

ACF-03 · Agentic
constitution

✅ Set the permanent prohibitions and guarantee their
persistence over time

ACF-01 · Mapping ✅ Position the agent, the accountable party, and the conditions
for a safe update

ACF-08 · Decisions register 🔜 Log responses and out-of-role behavior to detect drift at scale

ACF-06 · Kill switch 🔜 Quickly disable an agent that slips (DPD did it, but late and
under public pressure)

8. Governance questions (what an AI committee should ask itself)

1. Did the drift come from the agent, or from the absence of control after a change?

2. Can a stable agent be considered safe "forever", without re-testing at each evolution?

3. What difference do we make between launching an agent and supervising it at each
change?

4. Are our safeguards replayed and verified after each update, or only written once?

5. Do we have a drift indicator that alerts before a customer exposes the problem?
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9. General lessons

A conversational agent does not drift because it "becomes mean": it drifts when a change
breaks its safeguards and no one re-tests it. DPD did not lack safeguards at the outset, it
lacked supervision over time: no verification accompanied the evolution of the system, so
the first detection came from the public.

The transferable lesson: an agent is safe as long as it is supervised, not as long as it has
been safe. Every change requires a re-test of the safeguards before the return to
production.

10. What ACF would do (reference design)

Prescriptive and non-critical formulation: here is how an organization would design such an
agent directly with the framework, whatever its sector.

If an organization wished to operate this type of public agent directly with ACF, it could in
particular:

map the agent, its accountable party, and its scope (ACF-01), and set as a condition that
no update goes into production without re-testing the safeguards;

declare in a signed agentic constitution (ACF-03) the permanent prohibitions: never
disparage the brand, never accept a mission dictated by the customer, stay within scope;

link these prohibitions to a continuous supervision system (ACF-05): a non-regression test
set replayed after each evolution, plus a continuously monitored drift indicator;

plan a stop mechanism (ACF-06) that can be activated as soon as the drift indicator
crosses its threshold, without waiting for public exposure;

log responses and out-of-role behavior (ACF-08) to detect and correct drift at scale.

None of this is a technical reproach: it is the way ACF would have made explicit, signable,
and auditable the supervision that a public agent must receive throughout its life, changes
included.
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11. Similar cases (transferability)

This case is specific neither to DPD nor to delivery. It is transferable to any organization that
exposes to the public an evolving conversational agent in the name of the brand:

✅ transport and logistics

✅ telecoms and energy suppliers

✅ e-commerce and retail

✅ banks and insurance (mass customer service)

✅ public services and administrations

✅ tourism and hospitality

Everywhere, the same pattern: an agent that speaks in the name of the brand, a technical
change that can break the safeguards, and supervision that must re-test at each evolution.
This is what makes this document a reference case: it illustrates a concept, not just a
company.

12. Confidence of the assessment

High. The case rests on reference press coverage (TIME, ITV News, South China Morning
Post), on screenshots that went viral, and on DPD's publicly confirmed reaction (disabling and
updating the AI element). The facts are therefore established and verifiable by the reader.
The ACF analysis draws on these public facts; it bears on governance, not on the internal
technical details of the update, which are not public and have no bearing on the reading
proposed here.
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Teacher guide

Pedagogical objective. Convey that a stable agent can drift after a simple update, and why
supervision must re-test the safeguards at each evolution.

Session outline (90 min).

1. (15 min) Reading of the two cases in the kit: DPD (incident) and Morgan Stanley
(reference), without the analyses.

2. (20 min) In groups: design the re-testing of the safeguards after an update in ACF
language (card ACF-05).

3. (20 min) Workshop: write the permanent safeguards and guarantee their persistence after
a change (card ACF-03).

4. (20 min) Comparison DPD / Morgan Stanley: uncontrolled change versus continuous
supervision.

5. (15 min) Synthesis: an agent is supervised at each evolution; past stability guarantees
nothing.

Possible exam questions. See the "Governance questions" section.

Reminder: grading students' work is a pedagogical act of the teacher. This guide provides the
reference analysis, not automatic grading.

Associated lab (ACF-LAB-024)

From this case, the student produces:

the mapping of the public agent (card ACF-01): agent, accountable party, scope,
conditions for a safe update;

the continuous supervision system (card ACF-05): non-regression test set and drift
indicator;

an agentic constitution (card ACF-03): the permanent prohibitions and their guarantee of
persistence;

the definition of a kill switch (card ACF-06) and its trigger (drift threshold).

ACF IN ACTION  ·  ACF-CS-024  ·  Agentic Commerce Framework® acfstandard.com



Appendix - Completed ACF cards

The official Toolkit cards used in this case, filled in with its public data. For illustration: an
organization of the same profile can reuse and adapt them.
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Card ACF-01 · Decision map · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-05 · Supervision & governance · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-06 · Kill switch · completed with public case data.
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Card ACF-08 · Decisions register · completed with public case data.
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Disclaimer

This study is carried out exclusively from public information. It constitutes neither an
audit, nor a certification, nor an official evaluation of DPD. It applies the ACF framework
for pedagogical and illustrative purposes. No internal, confidential, or non-public data was
used. The trademarks cited belong to their respective owners.

Sources

TIME, AI Chatbot Curses at Customer and Criticizes Company (Jan. 2024)

ITV News, DPD disables AI chatbot after it swears at customer (2024)

South China Morning Post, UK delivery firm DPD suspends AI chat function (2024)

ACF Case Study ACF-CS-024 · v1 · working document, to be reviewed before any public
distribution.
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