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Choosing a Threat
Modeling Solution

How to evaluate a modern platform across maturity, scope,
and approach.




WHERE TO START

Introduction

Selecting the right threat modeling solution is hard in a market where tools and practices vary
widely in maturity, scope, and approach. Teams often evaluate through small proofs of concept,
then learn later that the approach cannot scale to the application, cloud, and Al-driven
environments they actually run in.

Al has changed the economics. Finding flaws is now cheap: a capable model can list plausible issues in
minutes. What stays hard, and what a buyer should actually evaluate, is confirming what matters,
catching what is missing, and producing evidence a team can defend to an auditor or a board. Speed of
output is no longer the differentiator. Grounding, governance, and proof are.

This guide lays out the solution types available today, the evaluation criteria that matter most in practice,
and how different approaches align to real requirements. The goal is a clear, structured way to assess
options and find the capabilities that fit your teams, environments, and long-term security priorities.

HOW TO READ THIS GUIDE

Five solution categories, then six evaluation criteria with the questions to ask in each. Weigh the

criteria for your own context; together they describe what a modern threat modeling solution is

expected to do.
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THE LANDSCAPE

Categorizing Threat
Modeling Solutions

The ecosystem spans everything from spreadsheets to Al-driven enterprise platforms. Grouping

it into five broad categories makes solutions easier to compare, and clarifies what each is good

for and where it tends to break.

Manual & list-based

Homegrown & direct-LLM

Lightweight Al wrappers

Scanning tools

Automated platforms

Whiteboards, spreadsheets, checklists, and diagramming tools. Useful for
learning the discipline and for one-off reviews. The model is built and
maintained by hand, with no automated mapping of threats to
components, so it leans heavily on individual knowledge and ages the
moment a system changes.

Internal tooling, increasingly paired with prompting an LLM directly.
Genuinely fast for drafting threat lists and exploring a design. The limits
are structural: output varies between runs, the model has no grounding in
your intended design, and a prompt transcript is not a system of record an
auditor can follow.

Early-stage products built around LLM prompting. Quick to generate a list
and easy to demo. They model the prompt, not the architecture, so they
tend to surface issues that already have a code signature while missing
absent controls and design flaws, and they rarely carry the governance
enterprises need.

CSPM, CNAPP, SAST, DAST, and laC scanners. Strong at detecting
vulnerabilities and misconfigurations in code and configuration that exist.
By design they see what is there, never the design that should exist, so
they cannot tell you what is missing or feed insight back upstream into
design.

Solutions that model architecture, identify threats, and recommend
controls, then map threats to components, identify attack paths, and
integrate with pipelines and ticketing. The strongest fit when modeling
must stay grounded in real architecture and produce repeatable, auditable
evidence across application, cloud, and OT.

Most organizations carry more than one category at once. As scale and assurance requirements rise, the dividing
line is consistent: approaches that can only document what already exists, versus approaches grounded in
intended design that also surface what is missing.
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WHAT TO LOOK FOR

Six Criteria That
Matter in Practice

Capabilities vary widely across tools. These six dimensions are what a modern threat modeling

solution is commonly expected to cover. Each organization will weigh them differently.

CRITERION 01
Enterprise Readiness and
Scalability

Enterprise environments mean large portfolios,
distributed teams, and architectures that change

continuously. Secure-by-design at scale needs modeling
that stays consistent, repeatable, and easy to maintain.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

ThreatModeler -

Does it support consistent modeling across
large portfolios of applications, cloud services,
and infrastructure?

Can teams reuse templates and standardized
models, including nested models, to reduce
rework?

Can existing diagrams and cloud architectures
be imported and updated without manual
rebuilding?

How does it keep security content aligned with
emerging threats?

What governance controls enforce standards,
approvals, and versioning across teams?
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CRITERION 02
Collaboration and Efficiency

Modern teams work across locations, tools, and
disciplines. Without a shared workspace, threat
modeling fragments into documents, screenshots, and
side conversations that are hard to track.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

Can multiple stakeholders collaborate in real
time on the same model?

Does it support clear communication through
comments, markup, or shared visibility?

Are role-specific views available so each team
sees what is relevant to them?

Does it reduce manual back-and-forth during
design reviews?

Can it integrate with existing SDLC and
DevSecOps workflows without adding
overhead?
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WHAT TO LOOK FOR

Automation and

Architectural Insight

CRITERION 03
Process Automation and
Integration

Development moves quickly, and security has to keep
pace without adding friction. Threat modeling should fit
existing workflows, automate routine steps, and deliver
insight where teams already work.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

m  Does it integrate with the IDEs, CI/CD pipelines,
and source control developers already use?

m  Can security insight arrive earlier in design and
build to reduce downstream rework?

= How well does it support cloud-native
development workflows?

m  Are security requirements presented so
developers can act on them quickly?

= Does it connect to existing issue-tracking and
workflow tools without extra steps?
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CRITERION 04
Architecture-Aware Risk Analysis

This is where approaches separate. Finding issues that
already have a code signature is now cheap. The harder,
more valuable work is grounding analysis in a model of
intended design, so the tool can surface absent controls
and design flaws that no scan or prompt will show.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

= Is analysis grounded in a model of the system's
intended design, or generated from a prompt
with no architectural context?

m  Can it surface what is missing, such as absent
controls and unprotected trust boundaries, not
only flag flaws in code that already exists?

= Does it map threats to trusted frameworks such
as STRIDE, MITRE ATT&CK, CAPEC, and OWASP
Top 10?

m  Does it reason about how an attacker moves
across services, and prioritize to cut noise?

= Can it model Al components, LLMs, and Al-
specific data flows, and assess risks unique to
Al-driven systems?
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WHAT TO LOOK FOR

Governance and
Governed Al

CRITERION 05
Governance and Compliance

As systems evolve, organizations need a consistent way
to track risk, document decisions, and show alignment
with internal standards and external regulations, with
traceability that holds up in an audit.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

m  Does it support alignment with key regulatory
frameworks and industry standards?

m  How does it connect threats, mitigations, and
security requirements for audit traceability?

= Can compliance and audit reports be generated
automatically?

m Does it offer governance controls such as rules,
approvals, and versioning?

m  How does it keep compliance requirements
aligned as systems and standards change?
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CRITERION 06
Governed Al in Threat Modeling

A prompt returns an answer; an enterprise needs a
decision it can defend. Keep the two ideas separate: the
threat model is the artifact, the LLM is one engine
behind it. Trustworthy Al runs inside a deterministic,
governed framework, so the same question returns the
same result and every output traces back to its source.

KEY QUESTIONS TO ASK

= Does the Al reason against a connected model
of architecture and curated security content, or
against a one-off prompt?

m  Are outputs deterministic and reproducible, the
same question returning the same answer,
rather than varying between runs?

m |s there a system of record, with versioning,
approvals, and an audit trail, so Al-assisted
decisions are defensible?

= Can the organization bring its own approved
model (BYOAI), with the framework governing
the outcome regardless of which model
responds?

m  What keeps architectural data and Al-generated
insight inside the enterprise boundary?

06



A NOTE ON THE PLATFORM

Where ThreatModeler® Nexus™
Fits These Criteria

Read together, the criteria reduce to one question: is the analysis grounded in a model of your

intended design, or generated from a prompt? ThreatModeler Nexus answers it with the Secure

Design Graph, one connected model of your architecture, threats, and controls that the agents

and reports all run on.

Other Al tools build prompts. We build a Graph.

THE SECURE DESIGN GRAPH

One connected, queryable model of components, data
flows, trust boundaries, threats, controls, and
compliance. Built on 180+ frameworks, 2,500+
requirements, 1,500+ threats, more than a decade of
curated research, and 13 granted patents.

IT FINDS WHAT IS MISSING

Scans and prompts surface issues that already have a
code signature. Reasoning against the Graph also
surfaces absent controls and design flaws with no
signature, the gaps a list never shows.

THE SAME ANSWER EVERY TIME

Outputs are grounded in the Graph, not a one-off
prompt, so the same question returns the same result,
versioned and reproducible across teams and reviews.

A SYSTEM OF RECORD

Every threat, mitigation, and requirement is connected
and recorded, under RBAC, SSO, approvals, and an
audit trail, so the evidence an auditor asks for is
already there.

Al ON YOUR TERMS

With BYOAI, the deterministic framework governs the
outcome regardless of which approved model
responds, and architectural data stays inside the
enterprise boundary.

BETTER WITH EVERY MODEL

Each threat model written into the Graph makes the
next one faster and more accurate, so coverage
compounds across the portfolio instead of resetting
each time.

Code-trained Al finds what's there; we find what's missing.
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NEXT STEPS

See the criteria
against your stack.

Map these criteria to your applications, cloud environments, and
development workflows, and see what each means in practice for your
program.

threatmodeler.ai

For more information, support, or inquiries:

Email Phone Web
support@threatmodeler.com +1 201 266-0510 threatmodeler.ai

© 2026 ThreatModeler Software, Inc. All Rights Reserved. - Privacy Policy - Terms of Service


https://threatmodeler.ai

	For more information, support, or inquiries:

