Secure Vibe Coding Practices A Developer Guide

Secure vibe coding practices come down to six habits: treat every Al generated file as
unreviewed third party code, scan for secrets before every commit, run SAST and dependency
scanning on Al output specifically, restrict Al agent permissions to nonproduction environments,
audit rules and configuration files for hidden instructions and practice on real vulnerable code so
you can recognize these patterns quickly. None of these require abandoning Alassisted
development; they require building a workflow around it that assumes the output needs
checking.
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Most guidance on this topic stops at reviewing the code before you ship it, which is true but not
actionable. This guide is written for developers who already know that advice and want the
actual workflow: what to automate, what to check manually, where to put the checkpoints in a
CI/CD pipeline and how to scope Al agent permissions so a single bad prompt can't become a
production incident. If you want the underlying research and incident data behind why this
workflow matters, our companion piece on vibe coding security risks and how to catch them lays
out the numbers this guides recommendations are built on.

Why a Checklist Alone Is not Enough

Knowing that Al generated code needs review does not tell you when to review it, what tooling
catches what, or how to keep pace with a workflow specifically designed to move faster than
manual review can follow. A generic reminder to be careful does not scale past a single
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developer working alone and it definitely doesn't scale across a team shipping features
generated in minutes rather than days.

What actually works is treating Al generated code the same way you had treated a pull request

from a contractor you have never worked with before: useful, probably functional, but unverified
until it passes the same gates as everything else does. The steps below are that gate structure,
in the order they should run.

Step 1: Review Every Al Suggestion Like It is ThirdParty Code

Before anything is automated, the first checkpoint is still human judgment. Read generated code
the way you had read a diff from an unfamiliar contributor not line by line in exhaustive detail,
but with specific attention to the places vulnerabilities tend to hide: anywhere user input is
accepted, anywhere a database query is constructed, anywhere authentication or authorization
is checked and anywhere a credential or configuration value appears.

This step matters even when automated scanning is in place, because static analysis catches
known patterns, not business logic errors. An access control flaw where a user can view
another user data by changing a number in a URL often won't trip a scanner at all; it requires a
person who understands what the feature is supposed to do to notice that it does something it
shouldn't.

Step 2: Automate Secret Scanning Before Every Commit

Hardcoded credentials are among the most common and most persistent problems in Al
generated code and they are also the easiest to catch mechanically. A precommit hook that
scans for API| key patterns, database connection strings and known credential formats will catch
the overwhelming majority of these before they ever reach a repository public or private.

The reason this needs to run before the commit, not after, is that a secret pushed to a public or
even a semipublic repository tends to stay exploitable for a long time. Once a credential is out,
rotating it after the fact closes the door, but scanning before the commit means the door never
opens in the first place. This single automation catches more real incidents than almost any
other control on this list and it takes minutes to set up.

Step 3: Run SAST and Dependency Scanning on Every
AlGenerated Component

Static application security testing (SAST) and software composition analysis (SCA) serve
different purposes and Algenerated code needs both. SAST catches the patterns a human
reviewer often misses in a quick read: missing input sanitization, weak cryptographic choices
and injectionprone query construction. SCA catches something more specific to this workflow
dependencies that were never vetted, including packages an Al model referenced that don't



correspond to anything legitimate, a known failure mode when a model generates a plausible
sounding but nonexistent package name.

Run both in your CI/CD pipeline, gating merges on the results rather than treating scan output
as optional reading. The gap between functional and secure code is measurably wider in
Algenerated components than in code written by hand, which makes automated gating here
less of a nicetohave and more of a baseline requirement.

Step 4: Sandbox Al Agent Permissions

An Al coding agent that can both generate code and deploy it has effectively erased a control
most engineering teams rely on without thinking about it: separation of duties, the principle that
no single actor should be able to write, approve and execute a change without another
checkpoint in between. This becomes a real production risk the moment an agent holds
credentials for both a development and a production environment.

Restrict agent access explicitly. Development and test environments can reasonably grant an Al
tool broader latitude to experiment; production credentials should never be reachable by the
same agent, full stop. This is a policy decision as much as a technical one and it needs to be
enforced at the credential and access control level, not left as an assumption about how the tool
will be used.

Step 5: Audit Rules and Configuration Files for Hidden
Instructions

Most Al coding tools read a projectlevel configuration file something like a rules file or an
instructions file that shapes how the model behaves across every file it touches in that project.
Because these files are rarely reviewed with the same scrutiny as application code, they've
become a viable place to hide instructions that steer the Al toward inserting vulnerabilities, using
techniques as subtle as hidden Unicode characters that render invisibly to a human skimming
the file.

Add these configuration files to your regular review cycle, not just your onboarding checklist. A
rules file that looked clean when a project started can be modified later, particularly in projects
that accept outside contributions and a poisoned instruction persists across every future
generation in that environment until someone catches it.

Step 6: Build the Review Instinct Through Deliberate Practice

Automated tooling catches a lot, but it does not build judgment. The developers who catch
subtle logic flaws, the ones that don't trip a scanner, are the ones who've seen enough real
vulnerable code to recognize the shape of a problem quickly. The source code review labs at
App Security Master are built specifically around this: realistic codebases with planted
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vulnerabilities, the same categories that show up in Algenerated output, reviewed under the
same conditions you'd face on a real project.

Integrating This Into an Existing CI/CD Pipeline

For teams already running CI/CD, the additions here are incremental rather than a rebuild. Add
a precommit secret scanning hook at the developer's machine level, add SAST and SCA as
required checks on every pull request touching Algenerated files and add a manual review
requirement specifically for any change touching authentication, authorization, or payment logic
regardless of whether it was Al generated or handwritten. This last rule matters because it's
often unclear, weeks later, which parts of a codebase were originally Algenerated and which
were not, so the safest policy applies the higher scrutiny to the sensitive code paths themselves
rather than trying to track provenance indefinitely.

For a broader baseline of what a security conscious pipeline should include beyond Alspecific
concerns, our guide to web security best practices covers the general controls this workflow
builds on top of.

Common Implementation Mistakes to Avoid
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Teams adopting this workflow tend to make the same handful of missteps. The first is treating
the initial security review as sufficient for everything that follows every new Algenerated feature
and every refactor is a fresh opportunity for a vulnerability and skipping review because we
already checked this project is how gaps accumulate quietly over months.
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The second is scanning code but never auditing the tooling itself. A rules file, an extension, or
an agent standing permissions are part of the attack surface just as much as the code they
produce and teams that focus entirely on output while ignoring configuration are leaving half the
workflow unchecked.

The third is granting broad, standing access to Al agents for convenience, rather than
configuring narrow, taskspecific permissions each time. It's faster in the moment and
considerably riskier the moment a single bad prompt or hallucinated command has more reach
than it should.

Will This Workflow Still Matter as Al Coding Tools Improve?

It's worth asking directly, since it changes how much effort is worth investing here: will better
models eventually make this entire checklist unnecessary? The current trajectory suggests no,
not in the near term. Model improvements have raised functional correctness substantially, but
the security gap has not closed at the same rate, largely because security requires reasoning
about an adversary's intent, a fundamentally different task from generating code that satisfies a
feature description. This is closely tied to a bigger question a lot of developers are asking about
their own career trajectory, which our piece on whether Al will replace cybersecurity roles covers
directly the short answer relevant here is that this remains a growing, not shrinking, area of
demand for developers who can do it well, rather than a skill on its way to obsolescence.

Getting HandsOn Practice

The fastest way to internalize this workflow is to run it against real vulnerable code rather than
reading about it in the abstract. The CTFstyle security challenges at App Security Master give
you exactly that: realistic, deliberately flawed applications where you apply the same review
steps covered here spotting hardcoded secrets, injection points and access control gaps under
conditions that mirror what you will actually encounter reviewing Al generated code on the job.
The broader challenge library extends this practice across additional vulnerability categories
and the web application hacking labs specifically are worth working through if your role involves
reviewing full applications rather than isolated code snippets. If you are building a training
program for a team rather than practicing solo,

Conclusion

A secure vibe coding workflow isn't a single tool or a one time audit, it is a small set of layered
checkpoints that assume Algenerated output needs verification by default, not by exception.
Reviewing generated code like third party contributions, automating secret and dependency
scanning, restricting agent permissions and auditing configuration files closes the specific gaps
that keep showing up in real incidents. None of these steps require slowing development to a
crawl; they require building the checkpoints into the pipeline once, so they run automatically
from then on.
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The habits in this guide are worth practicing directly, not just reading about. Reviewing real
vulnerable code under realistic conditions is what turns this checklist into an instinct you apply
without having to think about it exactly, the skill that separates a team shipping Alassisted code
safely from one waiting to find out the hard way what got missed. App Security Master full
platform is structured around exactly this kind of progressive, handson skillbuilding.

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

Do I need to review 100% of Algenerated code, or can | sample it?

Full review is ideal for anything touching authentication, payments, or user data. For
lowerstakes code, a combination of automated scanning plus a targeted review of the riskiest
sections input handling, database queries, access checks is a reasonable and scalable middle
ground.

Which catches more issues: SAST or SCA?

They catch different things and aren't substitutes for each other. SAST finds flaws in the code
your team or Al tool wrote directly; SCA finds risk introduced through third party dependencies,
including packages that shouldn't have been trusted in the first place. Both belong in the
pipeline.

How do | convince a team to slow down for security review when Al coding
is valued for its speed?

Frame it as a gate, not a bottleneck automated scanning runs in seconds and catches the
majority of issues without any human time cost and it is specifically the manual review step that
should be reserved for the highest risk code paths, not applied uniformly to everything.

Can prompting the Al to write secure code replace this workflow?

No. Explicitly prompting for security conscious code can help at the margins, but research has
shown it doesn't reliably close the security gap on its own, which is exactly why an independent
verification step human or automated remains necessary regardless of how the prompt is
worded.

What is the single highest priority step for a team just starting to formalize
this?

Secret scanning before commit. It is the fastest to implement, catches one of the most common
and most damaging categories of Al, introduces vulnerability and requires no change to how
developers already work.
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