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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript makes a vital contribution by moving the discussion about AI security threats from theoretical concern to measurable evidence. Through careful experimentation, the authors demonstrate that financial AI systems can be functionally compromised while appearing perfectly healthy under conventional metrics a finding with profound implications for how we think about compliance. The study's innovative gap analysis provides the scientific community with a replicable framework for evaluating whether existing regulations actually address the risks they claim to cover. Most importantly, by validating that preventive controls have nearly twice the impact of detective measures, this research gives regulators and practitioners clear direction on where to focus limited resources. It transforms an abstract problem into actionable science.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and effective.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract does a solid job of covering all the essential bases—it tells you what the study set out to do, how the researchers went about it, what they found, and what should happen next. Anyone reading this abstract would walk away with a clear understanding of the research and its significance, which is exactly what a good abstract should accomplish.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript holds up well under scientific scrutiny. The researchers designed their study carefully, using a multi-phase approach that lets each stage build logically on the last. They ran a controlled experiment to see how poisoning actually affects model behavior, then used regression analysis to understand which control failures matter most, followed by a systematic gap analysis of PCI DSS itself, and finally validated their proposed framework using structural equation modeling. The statistics are appropriate for each question—odds ratios for detection likelihood, standardized coefficients for comparing control effectiveness, and so on. More importantly, the claims they make are proportional to what the evidence actually supports. They don't overreach. If someone wanted to replicate this work, the methodology section provides enough detail to do so. The literature review is thorough and honestly engaged, acknowledging where PCI DSS still works while building the case for where it falls short. Overall, it's the kind of research that advances a field because it's transparent about what was done, honest about what was found, and careful about what it all means.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is solid and does what a good reference section should do—it draws from academic journals, conference proceedings, industry standards, and regulatory sources to build a well-rounded foundation for the research. With about 80 citations, the authors have clearly done their homework, pulling together foundational work in adversarial machine learning, PCI DSS compliance, and AI governance. That said, there's room to tighten things up a bit. A handful of more recent sources from late 2025 and 2026 would help position the manuscript at the very front of where the conversation is right now, especially given how fast both AI vulnerabilities and financial regulations are evolving.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language in this manuscript is solid and absolutely suitable for scholarly publication. The authors strike the right balance—academic without being stuffy, technically precise without drowning readers in jargon. They explain complex ideas like clean-label poisoning and structural equation modeling in ways that make sense even if you're not an expert in every subfield they touch. The sentences vary nicely, with shorter transitions breaking up the denser technical passages, and I didn't spot any grammatical errors or awkward constructions that would pull a reader out of the content. If I were being picky, I might suggest breaking up a few of the longest sentences—some run past forty words—but even those are grammatically correct and clear. Overall, this reads like work from researchers who know their material and know how to communicate it. No editor is going to look at this and worry about the writing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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