Choosing a Site Scanner: A Practical Buyer's Checklist

Search for a site scanner and you will find dozens of options, most claiming to be the fastest,
the most accurate, or the most comprehensive. None of that marketing copy tells you which one
will actually catch the vulnerability that matters on your specific site. This checklist skips the
feature-list comparison and focuses on the handful of questions that genuinely separate a tool
worth paying for from one that will sit unused after the first month, which is exactly what
happens to most security tools nobody took the time to properly evaluate before buying.

Start with coverage, not the feature list

Every vendor's homepage lists an impressive number of checks. What matters is whether those
checks map to real, current threats rather than a padded count designed to look thorough on a
comparison page.

Confirm the scanner tests for the OWASP Top 10 categories specifically, since this is the
industry reference for the most common and damaging web application risks, and any serious
tool should map its checks against it explicitly.

Ask how the vendor keeps vulnerability signatures current, since a tool that only updates its
detection rules quarterly will miss vulnerabilities disclosed the month after your last update.

Check whether the tool tests your specific technology stack by name, since a scanner built
primarily for generic web applications may miss CMS-specific vulnerability classes thata
WordPress or Drupal-aware tool would catch immediately.

Verify the tool supports authenticated scanning, meaning it can log in and test pages behind
your site's login, since this is where a large share of serious vulnerabilities actually live.
Evidence quality matters more than finding count

A scanner that returns two hundred findings with no supporting detail is less useful than one that
returns twenty with full evidence for each. Look specifically at how a tool presents its findings
before you committo it.

Look for the exact HTTP request and response behind each finding, since this evidence is what
lets your team confirm a vulnerability is real without independently re-testing it themselves.

Ask vendors directly about their false positive rate, and be skeptical of any answer that sounds
rehearsed rather than backed by a specific number or methodology.

Request a sample report from a real scan, not a marketing mockup, since the actual output
format tells you far more about day-to-day usability than any sales conversation will.

Why a noisy scanner is worse than a slower one
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A tool that returns constant false alarms trains your team to stop reading its reports carefully,
which is exactly the failure mode that lets a genuine critical finding slip through unnoticed in the
noise. If you are choosing between a scanner with broader coverage but weaker evidence and
one with tighter coverage but confirmed, evidence-backed findings, the second option usually
wins for any team without dedicated security staff to triage constant false positives by hand.

Pricing models and what they actually mean for you

Site scanners price themselves in several different ways, and understanding the model before
you commit avoids an unpleasant surprise later.

Per-asset pricing charges based on the number of domains or subdomains scanned, which
works well if you run one or two sites but scales quickly if you manage a larger portfolio.

Per-scan pricing charges for each scan run, which can discourage the frequent scanning that
actually catches new vulnerabilities quickly, since cost pressure pushes you toward scanning
less often than you should.

Flat subscription pricing with unlimited scans on a defined number of assets tends to suit
teams that want to scan frequently without doing mental math every time, since the costis
predictable regardless of how often you actually run a scan.

Match the pricing model to your actual usage pattern rather than choosing based on the lowest
headline number, since a cheap per-scantool that discourages frequent scanning can cost you
far more in risk than a slightly pricier unlimited plan.

Support and remediation guidance

A finding with no guidance on how to fix it leaves your team to research the fix themselves,
which costs time a small team rarely has to spare.

Check whether findings include specific remediation steps, not just a description of the
vulnerability class, since actionable guidance is what actually gets a finding closed quickly.

Ask whether human support is available for interpreting a confusing or high-severity finding,
since some findings genuinely benefit from a conversation rather than a static knowledge base
article.

Confirm the vendor provides compliance-ready reporting if you operate under a framework like
PCI DSS or SOC 2, since generating that documentation manually from raw scan output wastes
hours you could spend on actual remediation.

Integration with how your team already works



A scanning tool that requires logging into a separate dashboard nobody remembers to check
will get ignored within a few months, no matter how good its detection is.

Check for integration with tools your team already uses, such as Slack notifications for new
critical findings or a ticketing system connection that automatically creates a remediation task.

Confirm scheduling flexibility, since a tool that only supports manual on-demand scans puts the
entire burden of remembering to scan regularly on one person, which is exactly the failure point
that leads to months-long gaps in coverage.

Ask about API access if you plan to build scanning into an automated deployment pipeline,
since this lets new code get tested before it ever reaches production rather than after.
Red flags worth walking away from

Certain signals suggest a tool will disappoint you regardless of its marketing.

Walk away if a vendor cannot clearly explain their false positive rate or evidence methodology
when asked directly, since evasiveness here usually means the answer is not flattering.

Walk away if the only available report formatis a vague letter grade or numeric score with no
findings detail underneath, since a score alone gives your team nothing to actually act on.

Walk away if the vendor cannot demonstrate how quickly they add detection for newly
disclosed CVEs, since a scanner with stale detection rules is only marginally better than not
scanning at all.

Testing a scanner before you commit

Most reputable vendors offer some form of trial, and using it properly matters more than the trial
period's length.

Run the trial scan against your actual production site, not a placeholder page, since a clean
generic test site tells you nothing about how the tool performs against your real technology
stack and configuration.

Compare the trial results against any known issues you already have documented, since a
scanner that misses something you already know about is a strong signal about what else it
might be missing.

Read the full report yourself rather than only checking the summary score, since the summary
rarely reveals whether the underlying evidence quality meets the bar your team actually needs.

Open-source versus commercial options



Before comparing commercial vendors against each other, decide whether a commercial tool is
even the right starting point, since capable open-source options exist and suit some situations
better.

Consider an open-source scanner if your team has the technical skill to configure and interpret
raw output without vendor support, since these tools can match commercial detection quality for
many common vulnerability classes at no licensing cost.

Consider a commercial tool if you want managed updates, a polished dashboard, and support
you can actually contact when a finding is confusing, since these conveniences are exactly what
a subscription price is paying for.

Weigh the total cost honestly, including the engineering time an open-source tool requires to
configure, run, and interpret correctly, against the subscription price of a managed alternative,
since the cheaper option on paper is not always cheaper once staff time is counted.

Neither category is universally better. A well-resourced technical team can get excellent results
from open-source tooling. A lean team without dedicated security staff usually gets more real
protection per hour invested from a managed commercial option, simply because the setup and
interpretation burden is lower.

How to weigh trial results against your final decision

A single trial scanis a data point, not a verdict, and treating it as the whole decision leads teams
astray in both directions.

Weight the evidence quality of trial findings more heavily than the raw count, since a trial that
surfaces fewer but well-documented issues is a stronger signal than one that surfaces many
with thin justification.

Cross-check at least one trial finding manually if you have the technical ability to do so,
confirming the tool's evidence actually holds up rather than assuming it does.

Ask what changes between the trial tier and your intended paid tier, since some vendors

deliberately run trials with expanded detection that gets scaled back once you convert to a
paying plan, which would make your trial results misleading.

A short example of the evaluation process in practice

A small agency managing a dozen client sites needed to add security scanning without hiring
dedicated staff. They shortlisted three options based on price and evidence quality, then ran
identical trial scans against the same client site with each. Two tools returned similar critical
findings with matching evidence. The third returned nearly double the findings, but on inspection
most were low-confidence guesses about outdated library versions with no confirming evidence
attached. The agency picked one of the first two, not because it found more, but because every



finding it did report came with proof their small team could act on without independent
verification. Within the first month, that evidence-first choice paid off directly: a confirmed critical
finding on one client's checkout page got fixed the same day it was reported, because the
evidence made the fix obvious rather than requiring further investigation first.

Frequently asked questions

Is a more expensive scanning tool always more accurate?

Not necessarily. Price often reflects scan frequency limits, asset count, and support level more
than raw detection accuracy. Request evidence of accuracy directly, such as a sample report or
a documented false positive rate, rather than assuming price correlates with quality.

How many scanning tools should | evaluate before choosing one?

Three to five is usually enough to see meaningful differences in evidence quality, reporting
clarity, and pricing structure without spending excessive time on the evaluation itself. Beyond
that range, the comparisons tend to blur together without adding much decision-making value.

Should I choose a tool based on the highest number of vulnerability checks it claims to
run?

No. A high check count is easy to market and hard to verify independently. Focus instead on
whether the tool covers the OWASP Top 10 thoroughly, tests your specific technology stack by
name, and backs its findings with real evidence.

Can | switch tools later if my first choice disappoints me?

Yes, and it is common for teams to switch once they have real usage data on a tool's false
positive rate and reporting quality. Avoid long contract commitments until you have run the tool
against your actual site for at least one full scanning cycle.

Do | need adifferent evaluation approach for a large multi-site portfolio versus asingle
site?

The core evaluation criteria stay the same, but pricing model and scheduling flexibility carry
more weight for a larger portfolio, since the cost difference between per-asset and flat
subscription pricing compounds quickly across many sites, and manual on-demand scanning
becomes impractical once you are managing more than a handful of properties at once. In that
scenario, prioritize whichever option makes bulk scheduling and centralized reporting across
every property genuinely simple, since that operational convenience matters more at scale than
it does for a single site.



