
Case Study:

Securing AI-Native€
Development in (a B2B SaaS Enterprise€



The Challenge: 
Governance and Technical Risk


The companyˇs Chief Information Security Officer (CISO) identified three distinct areas of risk regarding the deployment of these AI tools.
First, there was a lack of visibility and oversight.
(The security team could not effectively know and€ track how extensively these tools were being used or if developers were supplementing approved AI coding tools with unapproved ones, such as Lovable or Bolt.

Second, significant concerns arose regarding the use of Model Context Protocol (MCP) servers. To extend the functionality of their AI agents, developers were downloading MCP servers from public, unverified sources.
















These integrations often had overly permissive access privileges to resources on both the corporate network and individual developer workstations. This created a direct vector for sensitive data leakage, including the accidental exposure of credentials.

Furthermore, the use of MCPs introduced
the risk of "poisoning" the codebase through prompt injection attacks, where malicious instructions could be embedded into the(AIˇs context.

Third, the limitations of traditional Application Security (AppSec) became apparent. 

The security team relied on standard Static Application Security Testing (SAST) and Software Composition Analysis (SCA) solutions to scan code artifacts.




















Background & Objectives

A B2B SaaS company employing 300 software developers initiated a strategic shift in its engineering operations by adopting AI-native coding tools, specifically both Cursor and GitHub Copilot. 

Their objective was to accelerate the delivery of product updates, respond with agility to customer demands, and capitalize on the efficiencies gained by automating routine developer tasks, thus maintaining their advantage in a highly competitive market segment. 

While the adoption of these ˝vibe coding˛ tools immediately increased coding velocity, (it simultaneously introduced new variables into the organization's security posture that existing governance and security frameworks were not equipped to handle. 












The Solution Strategy

The organization determined that blocking
AI tools would be counterproductive to business goals.

Instead, the solution required hardening the Integrated Development Environments (IDEs) and the agentic AI assistants themselves.

The technical requirement was to minimize (the footprint on the developer pipeline while ensuring that prompt rules were centrally applied to enforce secure coding standards before code was committed.

After evaluating several market options,
the company selected Backslash Security.

The decision was driven by Backslashˇs exclusive focus on the specific architecture
of vibe coding environments.




















Unlike generalist security tools, Backslash addressed the CISOˇs specific criteria:

Visibility: Providing a complete inventory of AI tools and LLMs active within the development environment.

Hardening Policies: The ability to centrally manage and restrict the behavior of MCPs, IDEs, and agents to prevent the installation (of risky components.

Active Defense: Detection and response capabilities designed to monitor AI interactions and intercept threats, such as data exfiltration or prompt injections, in real-time.

However, the rapid pace of "vibe coding" � where code is generated and iterated upon at high speed � dramatically increased the frequency of updates. The team was concerned that this volume would lead to
a higher rate of new vulnerabilities or the regression of previously fixed issues, outpacing the cadence of traditional scanning cycles.

























Operational Outcome

Following the deployment of Backslash Security, the company established a controlled environment for its AI-Native development and Vibe Coding.

The security team now maintains oversight of the risks introduced by AI coding, utilizing automated policies to govern MCP usage and prevent unauthorized data access.

This governance framework allowed the engineering department to continue the widespread adoption of Cursor and Copilot without operational delays.

The organization successfully balanced the requirement for high-velocity software delivery with the necessity of protecting the SaaS platform and customer data from the emerging attack vectors associated with generative AI.














Security Posture Comparison:

Pain Point Before Backslash Unregulated
 Vibe Coding



Vibe CodingAfter

Vibe Coding.(Secured.


Visibility Little to no oversight of
where vibe coding tools
are being used, and
how secure they are.





Comprehensive inventory
of all IDEs, agents, LLMs,
and MCPs in use.




MCP
Governance


Unrestricted use
of public MCP
servers with permissive workstation access.





Centralized policies to harden (and restrict MCP server permissions, allowing only (trusted MCPs.





Data Leakage  Prevention


High risk of credential
leakage and sensitive data exfiltration to external LLMs.




Real-time monitoring and interception of sensitive
data transfers.




Code 
Integrity


Vulnerable to prompt
injection and malicious
code poisoning via
unverified agents.





Automated prompt rules
enforce secure coding
practices and block injections.




AppSec (Velocity


Vulnerable to prompt
injection and malicious
code poisoning via
unverified agents.





Security posture
synchronized with AI-driven development cycles.




Developer (Experience


Potential "stop-start" 
friction due to security
manual reviews.




"Full steam ahead"
adoption with transparent, automated guardrails.





