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THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIELD MANUAL / WACK-CONTENT-0128 / PRACTITIONER REVIEWED

THE TPSP ASSURANCE PACKET IS WRONG.
NOW WHAT?
A current AOC and a polished responsibility matrix can still be unusable for your
exact claim. The dangerous move is not noticing the flaw. The dangerous move is
noticing it-and continuing as if the packet said what everyone needed it to say.

PRACTITIONER POSITION

My practitioner position is that a clearly flawed TPSP assurance packet must become a governed
contradiction, not a silently repaired story. PCI SSC materials describe the provider information customers
need to understand service coverage, applicable responsibilities, and evidence, while PCI DSS keeps the
assessed entity responsible for managing and monitoring TPSP relationships and understanding which
requirements are performed by each party. Those principles do not authorize the customer or assessor to
edit the provider's attestation by interpretation. When an AOC, responsibility matrix, service description,
contract, listing, architecture, or observed implementation disagrees, first classify the defect: clerical,
scope-defining, responsibility-defining, time-defining, or implementation-defining. Then identify every
customer claim that relied on the disputed statement. A typo that cannot change coverage may need
documented clarification. A missing service, wrong assessed entity, unexplained requirement status, stale
period, contradictory responsibility assignment, or service implementation outside the described boundary
may remove the packet's ability to support the claim until corrected or supplemented. That is not
automatically proof that the TPSP is noncompliant, and it is not automatically proof that the customer fails
PCI DSS. It is proof that the assurance claim is not yet adequately supported. Preserve the exact artifact,
ask a precise question, obtain provider-authored correction or clarification, adjust retained customer work,
and disclose unresolved limitations in the assessment story. The goal is not to win an argument with the
provider. The goal is to stop a known contradiction from being laundered into a clean conclusion.
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THE FIELD PATTERN

WHAT THIS LOOKS LIKE IN PRACTICE
A managed security provider supplies a current AOC and a responsibility matrix. The AOC names a
corporate entity that does not appear on the contract, lists a broad service family, and marks several
requirements in place. The responsibility matrix assigns logging operation to the provider, log review to both
parties, retention configuration to the customer, and incident escalation to nobody. The customer uses a
newer managed tier with a different logging pipeline. One matrix row cites a requirement number that does
not match its activity. Another says the customer has no responsibility even though the administration guide
requires customer configuration. Procurement calls the packet current. Security calls the service compliant.
The assessor can see that some statements may be correct, but cannot tell which exact service, legal entity,
responsibility, implementation, or period they support. The assessment team now has adverse assurance
evidence: not a finding by itself, but a contradiction that must be resolved before the affected claims can be
relied upon.

SIGNALS DETECTED

WHAT SHOULD MAKE YOU STOP
- The legal entity on the AOC does not reconcile to the contracted provider, subprocessor, affiliate, or service

operator used by the customer.

- The exact service, region, environment, deployment tier, or feature consumed cannot be found in the AOC's
assessed-service description.

- The AOC, responsibility matrix, contract, security exhibit, product documentation, and implementation guide
assign the same activity to different parties.

- A responsibility row says customer responsibility is not applicable while the provider's own documentation
requires customer configuration, monitoring, access control, evidence retention, or response.

- Requirement identifiers, versions, assessment dates, reporting periods, or applicability statuses are missing,
stale, duplicated, or internally inconsistent.

- The matrix allocates an entire requirement to one party even though the service divides its testing
procedures or operating activities across provider and customer actions.

- The provider answers a precise contradiction with marketing language, a portal badge, or the same
unchanged document rather than a provider-authored clarification.

- The customer and assessor agree privately on what the provider must have meant, then use that
interpretation as if it were provider evidence.

- A known defect has no owner, due date, affected-claim list, temporary evidence plan, escalation path, or
reopening trigger.

- The assessment report is becoming more precise about the provider's coverage than the provider's own
current attestation and supporting information.
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WHY IT MATTERS

THE COST OF LEAVING IT UNEXPLAINED
Begin by preserving the adverse artifact. Record the exact AOC and matrix versions, source, retrieval date,
digest, stated entity, service descriptions, assessment period, assessor, requirement treatment, and every
document that conflicts with them. Do not overwrite the packet when a corrected copy arrives. The history
explains what the entity knew, when it knew it, and which decisions changed.

Separate document quality from compliance conclusion. A formatting error, ambiguous label, or stale
hyperlink can be real without changing service coverage. A missing service, wrong entity, unsupported
responsibility assignment, or incompatible period can be material to a customer claim. Classify the defect by
the proposition it can change; do not invent a universal severity score.

Build an affected-claims list before debating the provider's overall status. For each disputed statement,
identify the customer service instance, PCI DSS requirement or activity, period, provider responsibility
claimed, customer responsibility retained, evidence expected, report language affected, and
compliance-accepting entity or other party that will rely on the conclusion.

Ask a correction-grade question. Quote the conflicting fields, name the exact service and period, explain the
customer claim at risk, and request one of four things: a corrected AOC, corrected responsibility matrix,
provider-authored signed clarification, or a direct statement that the service or activity is not covered.
'Please confirm you are PCI compliant' is too broad to resolve anything.

Do not self-heal provider evidence. The customer can document its own configuration and responsibilities.
The assessor can evaluate evidence and form an assessment opinion. Neither should manufacture a
provider statement, broaden an assessed-service description, reassign an activity on the provider's behalf,
or turn silence into coverage.

Use supplemental evidence carefully. Contracts, bridge letters, audit extracts, implementation guides,
tickets, architecture records, technical configurations, and provider explanations may clarify a bounded
question. They do not all carry the same authority or necessarily replace the expected evidence of PCI DSS
assessment. Record exactly what each artifact adds and what remains unresolved.

Reallocate work when assurance is absent. If the provider cannot support a claimed activity, determine
whether the customer performs and can evidence it, whether another assessed service covers it, whether
the architecture can be changed, or whether the claim must remain open. Customer testing cannot
automatically substitute for controls that exist only inside an inaccessible provider environment.

Escalate based on consequence, not embarrassment. Involve contract owners, provider compliance
contacts, technical service owners, the QSA, and the compliance-accepting entity when the defect can
change scope, validation eligibility, requirement status, report wording, submission acceptance, or a
time-sensitive program decision. Preserve who decided what; do not make the acceptor discover the
limitation at submission.

Monitor the repair as an assurance occurrence. Give the contradiction an owner, response deadline, interim
treatment, affected claims, evidence requests, decision authority, and closure criteria. A new document
closes the issue only when the exact entity, service, responsibility, implementation, and period now
reconcile-and dependent claims are deliberately reconsidered.
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Report honestly. If the contradiction remains, write the narrow limitation the evidence creates. Avoid both
unsupported accusation and unsupported comfort. 'The provider is noncompliant' may overstate the facts.
'The vendor handles it' ignores them. The defensible middle is a bounded statement about which customer
claim could not be supported, why, what was done, and which authority determines the resulting
assessment or program treatment.

QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS THAT EXPOSE THE WACK
01 Which exact legal entity, assessed service, deployment tier, region, feature, and period does the AOC

actually identify?

02 Does the responsibility matrix address the service as implemented, or a product family that hides materially
different customer duties?

03 Which row, phrase, date, status, or omission is defective, and what exact customer claim could it change?

04 Are we dealing with a harmless clerical defect, or a coverage, responsibility, time, or implementation
contradiction?

05 Which provider-authored artifact would resolve the issue without asking the customer or assessor to speak
for the provider?

06 What customer-side configuration, monitoring, testing, evidence, oversight, or response remains regardless
of the provider's answer?

07 If the provider never corrects the packet, what narrower claim can the available evidence still support?

08 Could the unresolved defect affect scope, SAQ eligibility, ROC or AOC wording, requirement status, or
recipient acceptance?

09 Who needs to know before the assessment conclusion or submission is drafted?

10 When a corrected packet arrives, which claims, schedules, reports, and prior decisions must reopen rather
than silently inherit it?

THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIND / MAP / EXPLAIN / REDUCE / PROVE

ESCAPE THE WACK
01 / FIND
Freeze the exact assurance packet and record every mismatch among the AOC, responsibility matrix,
contract, product documentation, implemented service, assessment period, and customer claim. Give each
contradiction a stable W/? identifier.
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02 / MAP
Connect every defect to the provider entity, service instance, activity, provider and customer responsibility,
period, evidence expectation, dependent claim, owner, and escalation consequence.

03 / EXPLAIN
Separate provider attestation and clarification, contract language, technical observation, entity
representation, assessor judgment, practitioner method, and accepting-entity direction. State what is known,
contradicted, inferred, and missing.

04 / REDUCE
Replace vague compliance questions with correction-grade requests, remove claims that outrun
exact-service evidence, assign orphan responsibilities, and redesign or reallocate work where necessary.

05 / PROVE
Obtain provider-authored correction, signed clarification, or explicit non-coverage; reconcile the actual
service and customer evidence; retest dependent claims; preserve limitations; and record the final authority.

THE FIELD LAW

THE LINE WORTH REMEMBERING

YOU MAY EXPLAIN A PROVIDER CONTRADICTION. YOU MAY NOT SILENTLY EDIT
THE PROVIDER'S ATTESTATION WITH YOUR CONCLUSION.
Download the Assurance Packet Contradiction Ledger. Mark one provider packet W/?, trace the affected
claims, and write the correction-grade question that lets each claim close-or remain honestly open.

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-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

https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/document_library/?class=pcidss&doc=pci_dss
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1312/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1065/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1576/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1576/
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AUTHORITY CLASSIFICATION / PCI_SSC_SOURCE / ASSESSOR_JUDGMENT / PRACTITIONER_POSITION / PRACTITIONER_METHOD /
AI_ASSISTED
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