
Source Code Review CTF Challenges: Full Guide 
​
Source code review CTF challenges are handson exercises where you read real (intentionally 
vulnerable) application code and find security flaws instead of exploiting a live target through the 
network. They train the same skill professional application security engineers use every day: 
spotting an insecure pattern, a missing input check, a broken access control, a raw SQL string  
directly in the source. They're one of the fastest ways to move from I understand OWASP Top 
10 in theory to I can find these bugs in a real codebase. 

 

If you have spent time on traditional capture the flag events, you already know the drill: a 
blackbox target, a flag hidden somewhere and a lot of trial and error. Source code review 
challenges flip that model. You are handed the code itself and your job is to think like both a 
developer and an attacker at the same time. That dual mindset is exactly what companies are 
hiring for and it is why this challenge format has become one of the most requested skillbuilding 
paths for developers and security engineers alike. 

What Are Source Code Review CTF Challenges, Exactly? 

A source code review challenge gives you a snippet, function, or full application repository that 
contains one or more deliberately planted vulnerabilities. Instead of firing requests at a running 
server, you read the logic line by line, trace how user input flows through the application and 
identify where a security control is missing or broken. 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/challenges
https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/challenges


This is different from a typical web application CTF in one important way: you already have the 
answer key in front of you, you just have to know how to read it. That makes the format ideal for 
building a secure code review habit rather than a one off exploitation skill. It also mirrors how 
vulnerability review actually happens on the job, whether you are doing a pull request review, a 
prerelease audit, or a full source code auditing pass before a compliance deadline. 

Why Practice This Way Instead of Just Reading About 
Vulnerabilities 

Reading an OWASP Top 10 cheat sheet teaches you the categories. It does not teach you what 
an unvalidated redirect looks like buried inside forty lines of routing logic, or how a broken 
objectlevel authorization check hides behind a seemingly reasonable database query. Only 
repetition against real code closes that gap. 

There are three concrete reasons this practice format works so well for building durable skill: 

●​ Pattern recognition compounds. The tenth SQL injection you spot in code takes a 
fraction of the time the first one did, because your eyes learn to go straight to string 
concatenation near a query call. 

●​ It trains the reviewer mindset, not just the attacker. Application security testing in 
industry is split between offensive testing (finding a working exploit) and defensive 
review (finding the flaw before it ships). Codefirst challenges build the second skill, which 
is chronically underrepresented in most training paths. 

●​ It transfers directly to the job. Manual security testing and codelevel review are core 
parts of a working AppSec engineer's week, far more often than standalone exploitation. 

Core Skills You Build Through Code Review Challenges 

A well designed challenge track does not just test whether you can spot a bug  it builds a 
layered skill set: 

1.​ Static application security testing (SAST) literacy  understanding what automated 
scanners will and won't catch, so you know when to trust a clean scan and when to dig 
manually. 

2.​ Manual security testing instills  the ability to trace data flow from an HTTP parameter 
all the way to a sink (a database call, a file write, a shell command) without tool 
assistance. 

3.​ Secure coding practices in reverse  recognizing insecure patterns sharpens your 
ability to write secure code the first time, because you've seen exactly how the insecure 
version fails. 

4.​ Vulnerability assessment judgment  not every flaw is equally severe; challenge based 
practice trains you to prioritize based on real impact, not just presence. 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/labs/sql-injection


Getting Started: A BeginnerFriendly Path 

If you are new to this format, don't start with a full application repository. Start small, with 
singlefunction or singlefile challenges that isolate one vulnerability class at a time. A good 
structured starting point is a dedicated beginner CTF track, which builds foundational challenge 
solving habits before you move into codeheavy exercises. 

Once the basic mechanics of navigating a challenge feel natural, shift specifically toward 
reading code rather than probing a live target. A guide that walks through the transition from 
beginner to expert in source code review is useful here, since it maps out exactly which 
vulnerability categories to tackle first and in what order. 

At this stage, resist the urge to jump straight to complex, multifile applications. Early wins on 
small, contained snippets build the confidence and pattern library you will need later. 

Intermediate Challenges: Where Most Learners Level Up 

Once you are comfortable spotting obvious flaws, intermediate challenges introduce 
vulnerabilities that require tracing logic across multiple functions or files. This is where most of 
the common web vulnerability classes live: 

●​ SQL injection code review  spotting stringbuilt queries, missing parameterization and 
ORM misuse that reintroduces injection risk. 

●​ Crosssite scripting (XSS) reviews  finding places where user input reaches the DOM 
or a template without proper encoding, including stored, reflected and DOMbased 
variants. 

●​ Crosssite request forgery (CSRF)  identifying state changing endpoints missing 
antiCSRF tokens or samesite cookie protections. 

●​ Insecure Direct Object Reference (IDOR)  recognizing authorization checks that 
validate authentication but forget to validate ownership. 

Each of these maps directly to categories in the OWASP Top 10, which is not a coincidence, it is 
the industry's own ranking of what shows up most often in real applications. 

Advanced Challenges: Where the Real Skill Gap Shows 

Advanced tier challenges are where source code review separates strong candidates from 
average ones. These typically involve: 

●​ Server side request forgery (SSRF) hidden behind seemingly legitimate "fetch this 
URL" features. 

●​ Command injection review, often disguised inside shellouts to system utilities or image 
processing libraries. 
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●​ Authentication vulnerabilities, including subtle session handling bugs, weak token 
validation and logic flaws in multistep login flows. 

These vulnerability classes rarely announce themselves. They hide inside code that otherwise 
looks reasonable, which is exactly the point  advanced practice trains you to be suspicious of 
reasonable looking code, not just obviously broken code. 

To build this instinct against realistic, larger scope targets, handson labs that simulate full 
applications are far more valuable than isolated snippets. A web application hacking lab gives 
you that larger surface area to practice against, combining codelevel review with the kind of 
exploitation context that shows why a given flaw actually matters. 

Manual Review vs. Automated Scanning: How They Compare 

A common question from developers newer to this space is whether SAST tools make manual 
code review challenges unnecessary. They are not  the two are complementary and 
understanding the gap between them is itself a skill worth building. 

Factor Manual Source Code 
Review 

Automated (SAST) 
Scanning 

Business logic flaws (e.g., broken 
authorization) 

Catches reliably Frequently missed 

Speed on large codebases Slow, requires focused 
time 

Fast, scales easily 

False positive rate Low, but 
reviewerdependent 

Can be high without 
tuning 

Contextaware severity judgment Strong Weak without human 
triage 

Injection and pattern based flaws Effective, but 
timeintensive 

Effective, high catch rate 

Best used for Deep review, prerelease 
audits 

Continuous CI/CD 
scanning 

For a deeper look at how automated tooling fits into a modern workflow  and where it still needs 
a human reviewer in the loop, the guide on automated code review breaks down the current 
landscape of scanning tools versus manual practice. 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/labs/web-application-hacking
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Comparing Practice Formats 

Not all handson practice environments are built the same way. Here's how the major formats 
stack up for someone specifically trying to build code review skill: 

Format Code Visibility Best For Realism 

Blackbox web CTF None (network only) Exploitation technique Medium 

Source code review 
challenge 

Full source given Reading and auditing skill High 

Static snippet exercises Isolated function/file Fast pattern drilling LowMedium 

Full application security 
labs 

Full source + running 
app 

End to end review + 
exploitation 

Very High 

Where to Practice: Structured Labs Built for This 

Rather than piecing together scattered snippets from forums, a structured lab environment 
tracks your progress and increases difficulty deliberately. AppSecMaster source code review lab 
is built specifically around this challenge format, walking through real, vulnerable code across 
multiple languages and vulnerability classes. 

If you rather combine code review with live exploitation in a single environment, the web security 
CTF lab blends both approaches, so you can confirm that a flaw you spotted in code is actually 
exploitable in practice, a step that builds far more confidence than code review alone. 

For learners who want a running list of everything available across formats and difficulty levels, 
the full challenges library is the fastest way to find something that matches your current skill 
level. 

Building a Study Routine That Actually Sticks 

A sustainable routine beats a single intense weekend every time. A structure that works well for 
most learners: 

1.​ Week 1–2: Isolated snippet challenges, one vulnerability class per session. 
2.​ Week 3–4: Small multifunction challenges combining two related classes (e.g., IDOR 

plus broken authentication). 
3.​ Week 5 onward: Full application labs where you both find and exploit the flaw, 

reinforcing why the fix matters. 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/labs/source-code-review


Track every challenge you complete and briefly note the pattern that gave the flaw away. Over 
time, this becomes a personal cheat sheet more valuable than any external reference, because 
it's built from patterns you have personally learned to recognize. 

From Individual Practice to Team and Enterprise Training 

The same challenge based approach that works for individual skillbuilding scales surprisingly 
well for teams.  

 

Structured, codefirst challenges give engineering teams a shared vocabulary for what secure 
code actually looks like, rather than an abstract policy document nobody reads closely. For 
organizations building this out at scale, a broader application security training guide for 
developers covers how to structure a training program around this kind of handson practice, 
including how to measure progress across a team rather than a single learner. 

Common Mistakes Beginners Make in Source Code Review 
Challenges 

Even motivated learners tend to repeat the same handful of mistakes early on. Recognizing 
them ahead of time saves weeks of frustration: 

●​ Skimming instead of tracing. It's tempting to scan a file looking for obviously scary 
function names like eval or exec. Real challenges often hide the flaw in a boring 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/blog/application-security-training-for-developers-a-guide/
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looking helper function three calls deep. Train yourself to trace data from its entry point 
(a request parameter, a form field, an uploaded file) all the way to where it's finally used. 

●​ Treating every finding as equally severe. Not every missing input check is exploitable. 
Part of building vulnerability assessment judgment is learning to ask "so what happens if 
I control this value?" before flagging something as a real issue. 

●​ Ignoring configuration and dependency files. Many challenges plant flaws outside 
the obvious application logic  in a permissive CORS config, an outdated dependency 
with a known CVE, or an environment file with a hardcoded secret. A thorough code 
review checklist always includes these files, not just controller and service code. 

●​ Only practicing one language. Insecure patterns look slightly different in Python, Java, 
JavaScript and PHP, even when the underlying vulnerability class is identical. Rotating 
across languages early builds a more transferable version of the skill. 

●​ Not writing anything down. Without notes, patterns you've already learned to spot tend 
to fade after a few weeks of inactivity. A short log of flaw type → what tipped me off turns 
individual challenges into compounding knowledge. 

A Sample Walkthrough: Spotting an IDOR in Practice 

To make this concrete, consider a typical pattern you will encounter in a source code review 
challenge. An endpoint accepts an invoiceId parameter, looks up the invoice in the database 
and returns it  but the lookup query only filters by invoiceId, never by the authenticated user's 
account ID. The code checks that a user is logged in, but never checks that this user is allowed 
to see this invoice. 

This is a textbook insecure direct object reference and it is a useful example precisely because 
it looks completely unremarkable at a glance. The function name might be getInvoice, the 
logic might be a single clean database call and nothing about it triggers alarm bells the way an 
obvious SQL string concatenation would. That is exactly why this category of flaw is so 
commonly missed by less experienced reviewers and why deliberate practice against realistic 
examples  rather than only reading about the category in the abstract  makes such a 
measurable difference in review speed and accuracy. 

How to Know You are Actually Improving 

Progress in source code review skill is easy to underestimate because it's mostly invisible; there 
is no scoreboard tracking patterns recognized per minute.A few concrete signals worth tracking 
instead: 

1.​ Time to first finding. How long does it take you to spot the planted vulnerability in a 
new challenge? This should shrink noticeably over your first 15–20 challenges. 

2.​ False positive rate. Early on, learners often flag defensible code as vulnerable out of 
caution. As judgment improves, the ratio of real findings to false flags should climb. 



3.​ Crosslanguage transfer. Can you spot the same vulnerability class in a language you 
haven't practiced as much? If yes, you are building genuine pattern recognition rather 
than memorizing specific code snippets. 

4.​ Explaining impact, not just presence. Early reviewers say this looks vulnerable. 
Experienced reviewers say "this is vulnerable, here's how it could be exploited and 
here's the actual business impact." That shift in language is one of the clearest signs of 
real growth. 

Tools Worth Having Alongside Challenge Practice 

Challenges are best solved with a small, deliberate toolkit rather than a heavy setup. A few 
additions that speed up practice without turning it into a tooling exercise: 

●​ A code search tool (grep, ripgrep, or your IDE's project search). Being able to 
quickly search for risky function calls (exec, eval, raw query builders) across a whole 
repository saves time on larger challenges and mirrors how real audits start. 

●​ A language appropriate linter with security rules enabled. Running a linter is not 
cheating, it is a useful sanity check after you've already done a manual pass, helping 
you catch anything your eye missed and compare your findings against a tool. 

●​ A notes file per challenge. Even a plain text file with vulnerability type, line number, 
why it is exploitable, suggested fix turns each challenge into a small, reusable audit 
report, good practice for realworld writeups. 

●​ A basic HTTP client (curl or Postman). For challenges that pair code review with a 
running application, being able to quickly confirm a finding by sending a request closes 
the loop between I think this is vulnerable and I have confirmed this is vulnerable. 

Resist the temptation to reach for a full SAST suite before you've built manual skill. Automated 
tools are valuable, but leaning on them too early skips the exact skillbuilding this challenge 
format is designed to develop. 

Final Thoughts 

Source code review CTF challenges close the gap between knowing OWASP Top 10 categories 
and actually being able to spot them in real code. Start small with isolated challenges, build 
toward multifile exercises and eventually move into full application labs where you can confirm 
your findings are exploitable, not just theoretically correct. That progression, repeated 
consistently, is what turns me on when I study AppSec so I can find real vulnerabilities. 

https://www.appsecmaster.net/en/challenges


Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 

What are source code review CTF challenges?  

They are handson exercises where you read real, intentionally vulnerable source code to find 
security flaws, rather than attacking a live server. They build the same skill used in professional 
secure code review and prerelease security audits. 

Are source code review challenges harder than regular CTFs?  

They test a different skill rather than a harder one. Regular CTFs reward exploitation techniques 
against a blackbox target, while code review challenges reward careful reading and pattern 
recognition across full application logic. 

Do I need to know how to code to start?  

Basic reading fluency in at least one common language (JavaScript, Python, or Java) is enough 
to begin. You don't need to write production applications, you need to be able to trace how data 
moves through functions. 

How long does it take to get good at source code review?  

Most learners see a noticeable jump in speed and accuracy after roughly 15–20 challenges 
covering the core OWASP Top 10 categories, though comfort with advanced flaws like SSRF 
and auth logic bugs typically takes longer. 

Is source code review a valuable skill for a security career?  

Yes. Manual code review and secure code review are core, recurring responsibilities in 
application security and DevSecOps roles,] and they're skills automated scanners still can not 
fully replace. 
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