
THECLUSTEROFWACK.COM  /  FIELD MANUAL  /  SCREEN EDITION 1

THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIELD MANUAL / WACK-CONTENT-0172 / PRACTITIONER REVIEWED

A COMMON SERVICE ASSESSMENT IS A
REUSABLE BASELINE, NOT A REUSABLE
CONCLUSION
A business process outsourcer may operate one contact-center platform, workforce
model, identity plane, network, endpoint fleet, recording service, and evidence
system for many customers. That does not make every customer relationship the
same assessment.

PRACTITIONER POSITION

PCI SSC does not define a "Common Service Assessment" as a separate PCI DSS validation method. My
practitioner method uses that phrase for a bounded assessment baseline over genuinely shared people,
processes, technology, facilities, service features, control operations, and evidence at a business process
outsourcer. The baseline can reduce repeated discovery and testing when its scope, period, populations,
service claims, responsibility allocation, and limitations are explicit. It cannot manufacture a portable
compliance conclusion for every customer. Each customer still requires a service-consumption overlay that
identifies the contracted process, payment and security-influence paths, enabled features, locations,
workforce populations, integrations, customer-controlled configuration, nested providers, exceptions,
responsibility seams, evidence period, and compliance-accepting-entity direction. Reuse the tested common
facts. Rebind the customer-specific claims. Reopen both when the shared service or the customer's use
changes.

THE FIELD PATTERN

WHAT THIS LOOKS LIKE IN PRACTICE
A BPO operates payment-support calls for twelve clients from three facilities and a remote-workforce pool.
The same managed desktops, identity tenant, contact-center platform, call-recording service, ticketing
system, network stack, security operations, onboarding process, and evidence repository appear in every
client file. A single service-provider ROC and AOC cover the provider environment. Yet client A uses a
compliant telephone-payment feature, client B permits agents to enter PAN into a customer-hosted portal,
client C disables recording only during a payment segment, client D exposes a refund workflow through a
separate VDI pool, and two clients require customer-managed identities. The common control baseline is
real. The service consumption, account-data paths, responsibility, populations, exceptions, and resulting
customer claims are not identical.
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SIGNALS DETECTED

WHAT SHOULD MAKE YOU STOP
- The provider says "all clients use the same platform" but cannot produce a service catalog with versioned

features, optional capabilities, locations, delivery models, and customer-controlled settings.

- One AOC is attached to every customer record without matching the named service, assessment period,
covered facilities, covered technologies, applicable requirements, and excluded services to actual
consumption.

- A shared control is considered tested once even though material variants exist across countries, facilities,
remote workers, business units, shifts, technologies, or operating procedures.

- The BPO's common evidence package contains screenshots and policies but no population source,
occurrence clock, exception set, reviewer, or customer-claim relationship.

- Client overlays describe contracts and SLAs but omit payment channels, data flows, integrations, identities,
administrative paths, recording behavior, support paths, and nested providers.

- A responsibility matrix assigns whole PCI DSS requirements to the BPO or customer without identifying the
exact activity each party performs and the evidence each produces.

- Customer-specific deviations live in sales notes, implementation tickets, or tribal knowledge rather than a
governed variance and exception register.

- A control change is reviewed inside the BPO but does not reopen affected customer overlays, evidence
requests, test populations, or report language.

- The common assessment period and the customer's assessment period are assumed to align even when
operating evidence, incidents, or material changes fall into the gap.

- The customer treats provider assessment as inherited compliance; the provider treats customer
configuration as somebody else's problem; the seam remains untested.

WHY IT MATTERS

THE COST OF LEAVING IT UNEXPLAINED
Begin with a versioned common-service definition. Name the legal entity, service name and version,
business processes, delivery locations, remote-work arrangements, technologies, provider-operated
activities, customer-configurable features, nested providers, authoritative inventories, material variants, and
intended service boundary. Marketing language is not a service boundary.

Separate the common baseline from the customer overlay. The baseline owns shared architecture,
operating procedures, control populations, evidence sources, testing, exceptions, and assessment-period
facts. The overlay owns the customer's contracted services, enabled capabilities, data and influence paths,
integrations, identities, customer responsibilities, variants, exclusions, and reliance claims. Neither layer is
complete by itself.

Use stable service-component and control-instance identifiers. A shared identity review, endpoint-hardening
baseline, vulnerability process, facility control, incident process, or logging pipeline may support many
customer claims. Reuse the evidence object and test record by reference; do not copy it into twelve folders
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and create twelve apparently independent facts.

Prove commonality before taking credit for it. A control is common only when the implementation, operator,
population source, cadence, evidence output, exception handling, and material variants are sufficiently
consistent for the stated claim. Similar policy language or one central team is not enough. Preserve the
reason a population was pooled and the cases that were not pooled.

Build the customer consumption overlay from architecture and operations, not the contract alone. Map
account data, authentication data, tokens, transaction metadata, recordings, transcripts, screenshots,
tickets, exports, APIs, callbacks, remote support, administrative access, customer portals, and downstream
destinations. Include systems that can impact security even when they do not directly handle account data.

Allocate verbs, not requirement numbers. Record who configures, approves, operates, monitors, reviews,
retains, investigates, remediates, tests, reports, and supplies evidence for each relevant activity. Shared
responsibility means both parties have named actions; it does not mean the requirement can remain in a
shared column without an owner.

Treat variants as assessment inputs. Facility, jurisdiction, language, labor model, remote work, customer
identity federation, telephony route, recording mode, desktop pool, application integration, privileged
support, retention, and nested-provider differences can change populations and tests. A common baseline
should expose these dimensions instead of averaging them away.

Bind assurance to the exact service. Current AOC information, covered services, applicable requirements,
assessment completion date, service-provider category, locations, TPSPs, and relevant responsibility
information must be reconciled to the service consumed. A provider document can support a reliance claim
only to the boundary it actually describes.

Reconcile periods explicitly. Record the common-assessment cutoff, evidence periods for recurring
activities, customer-assessment period, service activation date, material changes, incidents, control failures,
exceptions, and bridge or supplemental evidence. Time outside the provider's assessed period is not
automatically covered by the existence of a current-looking PDF.

Compile the customer conclusion from the baseline plus overlay plus residual testing. If the common
baseline does not cover a feature, location, population, period, responsibility, exception, or customer
configuration, name the residual test rather than stretching the baseline. The result may be supported,
qualified, pending, contradicted, not tested, or reopened; common does not mean universally concluded.

Design change propagation. A changed common control should identify every affected service claim and
customer overlay. A changed customer configuration should identify the exact baseline assumptions it
invalidates. The reusable asset is not just a report-it is a relationship model that can tell the organization
which conclusions no longer deserve to remain quiet.

Keep authority separate. The BPO owns facts about its services and operations. The customer owns facts
about its consumption and environment. The assessor owns testing and assessment conclusions. The
compliance-accepting entity owns its program acceptance decisions. A common-service record can connect
those authorities; it cannot collapse them.
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QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS THAT EXPOSE THE WACK
01 What exact service, version, legal entity, delivery model, and operating period does the common baseline

describe?

02 Which people, processes, technologies, facilities, remote-work populations, and nested providers are
genuinely common?

03 Which material variants prevent a population or control from being treated as common?

04 What does this customer actually consume, enable, configure, integrate, administer, or exclude?

05 Where can account data, authentication data, transaction metadata, recordings, transcripts, screenshots, or
tickets travel?

06 Which provider service can impact the security of the customer's CDE without directly storing, processing, or
transmitting account data?

07 For every relevant activity, who performs the verb and who produces the evidence?

08 Which AOC scope statements, assessed services, locations, requirements, periods, and exclusions match
the consumed service?

09 How do the common evidence period and the customer's assessment period align, and what facts live
between them?

10 Which customer-specific exception or feature changes the population, test, evidence, or conclusion?

11 What event reopens the shared baseline, and how are affected customer overlays notified and
re-evaluated?

12 Can a cold reviewer reconstruct one customer conclusion from baseline, overlay, evidence, residual testing,
limitations, and authority without asking the account team to explain it?

THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIND / MAP / EXPLAIN / REDUCE / PROVE

ESCAPE THE WACK
01 / FIND
Select one BPO service delivered to multiple customers. Recover the actual service catalog, shared
architecture, inventories, locations, workforce models, processes, nested providers, evidence sources,
assessment package, customer configurations, exceptions, and current conclusions.
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02 / MAP
Build two connected layers: a common-service baseline for truly shared control instances and a
customer-consumption overlay for enabled features, relationships, responsibilities, periods, variants,
exceptions, and residual tests. Join them with stable identifiers.

03 / EXPLAIN
For each reused fact, state what is common, why it is common, the represented population and period,
known variants, the exact customer claim it supports, and what it does not establish. Preserve provider,
customer, assessor, and accepting-entity authority.

04 / REDUCE
Centralize authoritative service, population, control, evidence, test, and assurance records. Reference them
from customer overlays rather than cloning them. Keep customer-specific deviations and residual work
explicit instead of forcing them into the common baseline.

05 / PROVE
Give one baseline and two materially different customer overlays to a cold reviewer. Require reconstruction
of each service path, responsibility seam, evidence period, residual test, limitation, and conclusion. Then
change one shared control and verify that every affected overlay reopens.

THE FIELD LAW

THE LINE WORTH REMEMBERING

ASSESS THE COMMON SERVICE ONCE AS A BOUNDED BASELINE. BIND EVERY
CUSTOMER CLAIM SEPARATELY. REUSE FACTS, NEVER CONCLUSIONS BEYOND
THEIR PROVEN BOUNDARY.
Build one Common Service Baseline and two Customer Consumption Overlays for the same BPO service.
Mark every shared fact, material variant, residual test, and reopening trigger.

TECHNICAL GROUNDING

START WITH THE SOURCE MATERIAL
These references ground the practitioner interpretation. They do not turn the metaphor or method into official PCI DSS terminology.

- WACK-SOURCE-0001 / PCI DSS v4.0.1 / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0002 / How is an entity's PCI DSS compliance impacted by using TPSPs? / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0008 / FAQ 1473: Role of compliance-accepting entities and assessors in determining applicability / PCI Security Standards
Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0011 / FAQ 1382: Partial PCI DSS assessments documented in a ROC / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/document_library/?class=pcidss&doc=pci_dss
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1312/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1473/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1382/
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- WACK-SOURCE-0023 / FAQ 1065: What is a TPSP expected to provide to customers as evidence of PCI DSS compliance? / PCI Security
Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0024 / FAQ 1576: What information are TPSPs expected to provide to customers? / PCI Security Standards Council / Open
source

- WACK-SOURCE-0038 / FAQ 1579: TPSPs that can impact the security of payment account data / PCI Security Standards Council / Open
source

- WACK-SOURCE-0089 / FAQ 1354: Can sensitive information be redacted from the PCI DSS Attestation of Compliance before it is shared with
other entities? / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0134 / FAQ 1602: Assessment of enterprise or internal service providers / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0135 / FAQ 1580: Scope for service providers that can impact payment-account-data security / PCI Security Standards
Council / Open source

AUTHORITY CLASSIFICATION / PCI_SSC_SOURCE / ASSESSOR_JUDGMENT / PRACTITIONER_POSITION / PRACTITIONER_METHOD /
AI_ASSISTED

Practitioner reviewed by Scott Norton on 2026-09-20 against canonical digest
132a5d1ea758fb1acf058d34d7e51f2725f47d9b6df9091814c79ff46adebe2e. Educational content, not a compliance determination. Independent
practitioner resource; not affiliated with or endorsed by PCI SSC. Authorship and authority classification do not determine legal
intellectual-property ownership.

https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1065/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1576/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1576/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1579/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1579/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1354/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1602/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1580/

