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THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIELD MANUAL / WACK-CONTENT-0114 / PRACTITIONER REVIEWED

YOUR GRC PLATFORM HAS PCI CONTENT.
DOES IT HAVE A PCI PRODUCT?
If your platform's PCI implementation is a requirement library, a crosswalk, due
dates, evidence uploads, and a green dashboard, the product ended where the
assessment begins.

PRACTITIONER POSITION

My practitioner position is that many GRC platforms struggle with PCI DSS because they model PCI as
content inside a generic compliance workflow instead of a domain with its own connected operating objects.
A catalog can reproduce requirements. A workflow can assign owners. A repository can hold files. None of
those capabilities, alone or together, can explain a payment journey, maintain the CDE boundary, relate
components and providers, preserve recurring control occurrences, define an evidence population, justify an
assessor sample, distinguish a failed occurrence from a corrected current state, or trace a testing result into
a ROC or SAQ conclusion. The fix is not a more colorful PCI dashboard. It is a PCI-native product model:
payment journeys, scope relationships, services, responsibilities, requirements, testing procedures, claims,
populations, occurrences, evidence, exceptions, retests, authority, change impact, and report lineage must
become addressable, related, time-aware records. This does not require every platform to become a QSA or
make assessment judgments automatically. It requires product honesty about the difference between
storing PCI content and supporting PCI work, followed by deliberate engineering of the relationships that
assessed entities and assessors currently rebuild in spreadsheets, diagrams, tickets, and workpapers.

THE FIELD PATTERN

WHAT THIS LOOKS LIKE IN PRACTICE
A multi-framework GRC platform demonstrates excellent catalog mapping. One control is linked to PCI DSS,
ISO 27001, SOC 2, and several internal policies. The organization uploads one access-review PDF and
marks the shared control effective. During the PCI assessment, the assessor asks which CDE-relevant
human, service, emergency, and provider identities were in the population; which system components and
administrative paths they could affect; which review occurrences covered the assessment period; which
exceptions were found; which identities were sampled; which retests closed which failures; and which report
conclusions depend on this evidence. The platform can show the control, file, owner, and status. The rest of
the assessment exists in six spreadsheets, two diagrams, a scanner portal, an assessor workspace, and
people's memories. The platform did not fail to import PCI. It failed to represent the PCI proposition the
evidence was supposed to prove.
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SIGNALS DETECTED

WHAT SHOULD MAKE YOU STOP
- PCI support is demonstrated by the number of imported requirements and cross-framework mappings rather

than by one end-to-end assessment result.

- Scope is a project field, framework toggle, or asset tag instead of dated relationships among payment
journeys, the CDE, connected systems, security-impacting systems, segmentation controls, providers, and
unresolved candidates.

- A control has one current status even though it produces recurring occurrences, different populations,
failures, corrections, and results across an assessment period.

- Evidence is attached to a control without a required subject, population, period, source, collection method,
completeness statement, limitation, or chain of custody.

- The platform supports samples as a list of selected items but cannot preserve the population, variation,
selection rationale, tester, exceptions, and conclusion the sample represents.

- TPSP compliance is represented by an AOC expiration date while exact services, requirement
responsibilities, shared activities, customer controls, and residual evidence remain prose.

- Assessed-entity representation, PCI SSC source language, practitioner method, assessor judgment, and
compliance-accepting-entity direction collapse into one note or status.

- A component, provider, population, source, or control change cannot identify the claims, tests, evidence
requests, approvals, and report sections that must reopen.

WHY IT MATTERS

THE COST OF LEAVING IT UNEXPLAINED
Generic control abstraction is useful, but it is not neutral. It encourages the product to treat one control
statement as the durable center of compliance while scope, population, time, evidence, testing, and
reporting become attachments. PCI work often runs in the opposite direction. The environment and payment
journeys establish the boundary; the boundary identifies applicable components, people, services, and
responsibilities; those facts shape the requirements, testing procedures, populations, evidence, and
conclusions. When the product begins with the catalog row, the assessment's most important relationships
arrive as exceptions to the data model.

The first repair is a scope graph, not another scope questionnaire. Give payment journeys, account-data
flows, security-influence paths, components, applications, identities, networks, facilities, provider services,
segmentation controls, public points of presence, and unresolved candidates stable identities and dated
relationships. Preserve why an object is included, separately covered, excluded, or unresolved; who made
that representation; what evidence supports it; and which change reopens it. The graph need not be visually
extravagant. It must be traversable and historically honest.

The second repair is a claim-to-test chain. A requirement row should be able to express the bounded
assessed-entity claim, applicable testing procedure, assessment method, population, sample, evidence,
observed result, exception, corrective action, retest, reviewer, authority classification, and report destination.
Do not make the system decide what the assessor should conclude. Make it impossible to present a
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conclusion without showing the objects and professional acts that support it.

The third repair is occurrence-level time. A recurring control is not one task that becomes green again. Each
expected occurrence needs its own due window, subject population, owner, performance record, result,
evidence, exception state, and missed-or-completed disposition. Significant changes create additional
triggers that may reopen scope, scans, penetration testing, configuration evidence, provider analysis, or
other claims. A platform that stores only the latest state manufactures amnesia precisely where PCI
assessment needs chronology.

The fourth repair is authority and acceptance. Product fields should distinguish official PCI SSC source,
assessed-entity representation, organizational position, practitioner method, assessor judgment, and
compliance-program direction. The platform should route unresolved reporting or acceptance decisions to
the identified compliance-accepting entity without pretending that the acceptor performs the assessor's
testing or that the assessor controls the acceptor's program. Clear authority metadata is not bureaucracy. It
prevents software-generated confidence from impersonating a professional or program decision.

The final repair is a buyer-visible product acceptance test. Ask the vendor to take one changed
CDE-relevant component, one missed recurring occurrence, one TPSP limitation, and one failed sample
through the complete product. The demonstration should show which boundaries, populations, evidence
requests, tests, review states, and report conclusions reopen. If the vendor must export a spreadsheet to
explain the relationships, that is not automatically disqualifying. It is an honest boundary. The problem
begins when the platform markets the catalog as if the missing assessment model were already present.

QUESTIONS

QUESTIONS THAT EXPOSE THE WACK
01 Can the platform start with a payment journey and traverse every component, provider service,

responsibility, control occurrence, evidence object, exception, and assessment claim that supports it?

02 Can scope relationships be dated, versioned, challenged, and reopened, or does the product retain only
today's asset tag?

03 Can one control express multiple expected and actual occurrences without overwriting late, missed, failed,
or partial history?

04 Can every evidence object name its subject, population, period, source, method, completeness claim,
limitation, and assessment use?

05 Can the assessor preserve a population, representative variation, selected sample, rationale, result,
exception, and retest without a side workbook?

06 Can exact TPSP services and activities be mapped to provider, customer, and shared responsibility with
current evidence and residual customer work?

07 Can the system distinguish source language, entity representation, practitioner recommendation, assessor
judgment, and accepting-entity direction?

08 Can a changed fact reopen every dependent claim and publication without turning the entire assessment
back into an undifferentiated red project?
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THE CLUSTER OF WACK

FIND / MAP / EXPLAIN / REDUCE / PROVE

ESCAPE THE WACK
01 / FIND
Inventory the PCI work that escapes the platform: payment and influence mapping, component
reconciliation, scope decisions, recurring occurrence tracking, population preparation, sampling,
responsibility mapping, exception and retest lineage, assessor review, and report production. Record why
each activity escaped.

02 / MAP
Translate escaped work into missing domain objects and relationships. Connect payment journey to scope,
component, service, responsibility, requirement, testing procedure, claim, occurrence, population, sample,
evidence, exception, authority, review, and report lineage.

03 / EXPLAIN
Publish a capability boundary that separates catalog coverage, workflow coordination, evidence storage,
assessment execution, judgment support, and reporting. Describe what the platform does natively, what
requires configuration, and what remains in external practitioner tools.

04 / REDUCE
Prioritize repairs that eliminate broken lineage rather than adding screens: stable scope identifiers,
occurrence history, evidence metadata, claim-to-test records, TPSP activity seams, adverse-result
preservation, and change-triggered reopening. Retire duplicate status fields after the authoritative
relationship exists.

05 / PROVE
Run the PCI-Native Product Acceptance Test with four adversarial events: a new security-impacting system,
a missed periodic occurrence, an incomplete provider responsibility, and a failed sample. Demonstrate the
exact downstream claims, tests, evidence, reviews, and report sections that change.

THE FIELD LAW

THE LINE WORTH REMEMBERING

PCI CONTENT TELLS THE PLATFORM WHAT THE REQUIREMENTS SAY. A PCI
PRODUCT CAN SHOW WHAT THE ASSESSMENT CLAIM DEPENDS ON.
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Download the PCI-Native Product Acceptance Test. Give your GRC vendor one changed component, one
missed occurrence, one TPSP seam, and one failed sample. Ask the product to show every affected
boundary, population, test, evidence object, reviewer, and report conclusion. The spreadsheet that appears
at the end is the platform roadmap.

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-0003 / Is sampling allowed in PCI DSS v4.x? / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0005 / PCI DSS Scoping and Segmentation Guidance for Modern Network Architectures / 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-0031 / FAQ 1572: Periodic controls cannot be completed retroactively / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0033 / FAQ 1087: Quarterly vulnerability scanning timeframes / PCI Security Standards Council / Open source

- WACK-SOURCE-0034 / Best Practices for Maintaining PCI DSS Compliance / 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 2026-09-09 against canonical digest
154b78e710eb5d70afdb1e7e0da95bea8a3f1e523146e6291fd32c206045b21e. 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/document_library/?class=pcidss&doc=pci_dss
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1312/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1569/
https://blog.pcisecuritystandards.org/new-information-supplement-pci-dss-scoping-and-segmentation-guidance-for-modern-network-architectures
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1473/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1572/
https://www.pcisecuritystandards.org/faqs/1087/
https://listings.pcisecuritystandards.org/documents/PCI_DSS_V2.0_Best_Practices_for_Maintaining_PCI_DSS_Compliance.pdf

