EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. The manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic concerning AI security risks in PCI DSS–protected financial environments. The methodology and analytical framework are generally sound. However, before acceptance, the authors are requested to make the following minor improvements:

Improve clarity in the methodology description, particularly the CNN-based poisoning simulation setup.

Provide clearer explanation of the PCI DSS compliance gap index construction.

Strengthen the discussion section by explicitly connecting experimental findings with practical implications for financial institutions.

	The mentioned improvements have been made, and the manuscript is ready.
The methodology section has been expanded to provide clearer description of the CNN based poisoning simulation. Additional details were included regarding the CNN architecture, the two stage training process consisting of clean baseline training followed by controlled poisoning injection, and the procedure used to generate adversarial samples. The evaluation metrics including accuracy, F1 score, integrity degradation, and attack success rate were also clarified.
The construction of the PCI DSS compliance gap index has been clarified by explaining the domain level scoring framework used to assess AI threat coverage across PCI DSS v4.0 control domains. The calculation of coverage scores and the derivation of the explicit compliance gap were also described more clearly.
The discussion section has been expanded to more explicitly connect the experimental findings with practical cybersecurity implications for financial institutions. Additional text highlights how the results inform AI governance practices including model integrity monitoring, improved logging for AI systems, and stronger oversight of third party AI service providers.
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