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How to read the flags in this guide

Every section below is tagged with one of four labels, so a reader on a different
stack knows exactly what to take as-is versus what to translate:

[UNIVERSAL] -- applies to any project, any framework, unchanged. [UNIVERSAL
PRINCIPLE, FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE] -- the underlying rule applies everywhere;
the specific code, URLs, or numbers shown are this project's particular example of
applying it. [FRAMEWORK-SPECIFIC: REACT/VITE] -- this mechanism itself is
specific to this project's stack. A reader on a different framework needs a different
mechanism for the same underlying problem, not this one adapted.
[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC] -- describes this project's own particular files,
architecture, or incident. Not something to replicate as-is on another project,
though the lesson drawn from it (stated explicitly wherever this tag appears)
generally does carry over.

P R A C T I C A L  S E O ,  A E O ,  G E O ,  A N D  S M O  O P T I M I Z AT I O N

Practical SEO Optimization for Small
Platforms and Independent Founders
A practical, hands-on SEO guide for a developer running their own small platform,
or a founder who set up their own website independently, not generic SEO theory
written in the abstract. Every mechanism, decision, and case study in it is illustrated
through one real, live platform, FolioVista Books, rather than described as theory
and left for you to verify yourself.

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/
https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books
https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization


If you are not on React/Vite: the alternative to step 1.9 (Prerendering), tagged
[UNIVERSAL VERSION GUIDE EXAMPLE], is written specifically for you, Next.js
App Router and Pages Router equivalents, with real code for both. The live
example in this guide itself solves the underlying "a crawler needs real HTML, not
an empty page" problem with a hand-written prerender step (1.9), but if you are
on Next.js or a similar framework with rendering built in, you will not need that
step at all, go straight to its alternative, right after it.

Who this guide assumes as a reader

This guide is written for a developer running their own small platform, or a
startup founder who set up their own website independently, not necessarily a
full-time SEO specialist or a senior React engineer. That is exactly the profile most
likely to run into the terms below without anyone ever having defined them:
anyone maintaining a real, live site on their own, at FolioVista's scale or smaller,
hits all of these sooner or later. They are defined once, here, rather than assumed
or re-explained inline every time they come up.

Terms used in this guide:

JSX -- the HTML-like syntax written inside JavaScript/React component files (e.g.
<div>...</div>  appearing directly in a .jsx  file). If you have written or

copy-edited React code at all, you have seen this; nothing more specialized is
assumed.

Prerendering -- generating a page's actual HTML content ahead of time, at
build time, so a search engine or link-preview bot gets real content on its first
request instead of an empty page that only fills in after JavaScript runs.
Covered in full in step 1.9 Prerendering.

SSR (server-side rendering) -- generating a page's actual HTML markup on the
server, in Node, instead of the browser building it after downloading an empty
shell and running JavaScript. This project's entry-server.jsx  is what does
the actual SSR work. scripts/prerender.mjs  (step 1.9 Prerendering) is what
captures that SSR output to a real static file, once per route, at build time.

CSP / nonce -- CSP (Content Security Policy) is a security header that restricts
what scripts or styles a page is allowed to run, to limit the damage a code-



injection attack could do. A "nonce" (number used once) is a random per-
request token that marks one specific <script>  tag as explicitly trusted
under that policy. Referenced in 4.3 case study (mobile Core Web Vitals, and
two audit-tool suggestions that were not real problems) when explaining why
one performance fix was deliberately avoided.

Helmet ( react-helmet-async ) -- a small library that lets a React component
declare <title> / <meta> / <link>  tags that get moved into the page's real
<head> , even though the component itself renders elsewhere on the page.

Explained fully in step 1.3 (How that metadata reaches <head> : React
Helmet).

Canonical (URL) -- the one URL a page officially declares as its "real" address,
for cases where the same content could technically be reached at more than
one URL. Covered in step 1.6 (Canonical rules).

Meta robots -- an HTML tag telling search engines whether to index a page
and follow its links ( index, follow  versus noindex, nofollow ). Example
and full coverage in step 1.5 (Indexing decisions, page by page).

Sitemap ( sitemap.xml ) -- a plain XML file listing which URLs on a site should
be crawled and indexed. Covered in step 1.7 (Sitemap).

Structured data / schema / JSON-LD ( JSON for Linked Data) -- a block of
machine-readable data embedded in a page, following the shared vocabulary
at schema.org, that tells a search engine explicitly what kind of content a page
is (a book, an FAQ, an organization, and so on) instead of making it infer that
from prose. Covered in step 2.12 (Structured data strategy).

This guide does not teach React, JavaScript, or web development from scratch, it
assumes you can already read and edit the code for your own site. What it does
not assume is prior SEO-specific vocabulary; that is what this list, and the tag
system above, are both for.

About the live example used in this guide

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC]

This guide is a practical, hands-on SEO tutorial for a developer running their own
small platform, or a founder who set up their own website independently, not



generic SEO theory written in the abstract. Every mechanism, decision, and case
study in it is illustrated through one real, live platform, FolioVista Books, rather
than described as theory and left for you to verify yourself.

Live example: https://www.foliovistabooks.com. Source referenced throughout:

foliovistabooks/  (a Vite + React site).

FolioVista Books is the running example, not the subject, the tag system in the
previous section exists specifically so a reader on a different stack, building a
different platform, knows exactly which parts to take as a general rule and which
parts are just how this one example happens to implement it. The guide follows
the actual operational chain a real page travels through, from a route, through
metadata generation and prerendering, to a live URL confirmed indexed in
Google Search Console, then separately covers the content-quality rules that
make each page worth indexing, and finally a set of real case studies showing
what happens when a step in that chain is skipped or gotten wrong.

Diagram: diagram/seo_operational_chain_diagram.svg  in this same folder
shows the full chain covered in Part 1, start to finish, in one picture.

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/


The operational chain: how a page actually gets indexed (Part 1) -- red branch: what breaks it (case study 4.4)

App.jsx
Route table + <Seo> component call (1.1, 1.2)

seo.jsx -- React Helmet
Portal: JSX anywhere in the tree,
extracted into real <head> (1.3)

manuals/*.html
Hand-authored tags per file,

no shared source of truth (1.4)

Rendered <head>
title, description, canonical, schema

prerender.mjs
Bakes head + content into static files (1.9)

Deploy
npm run build, verify output (1.10)

sitemap.xml
Canonical, indexable URLs only (1.7)

Google Search Console
Verify domain -> submit sitemap ->

URL Inspection -> Request Indexing (1.11)
Screenshot + canonical confirmed per URL

Indexed / Ranking
Confirmed via Pages report + site: search

intercepts before 1.2 runs

useHomeEntryGate()
Redirects Googlebot too --

no crawler/webdriver bypass

(Books, BugBountyBook,
LayeredSecurityBook only)

Canonical swapped
to "/" for Googlebot

overrides step 1.6

3 real pages look like
duplicates of "/"

De-indexed by Google

First noticed via GTM/GA4:
traffic almost all on "/"

case study 4.4



Starting point: a real, current example of what this guide is for

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Before the rules, one live example of the exact problem this guide exists to catch,
and the fix actually verified live afterward, not left as a hypothetical.

This is what the homepage looked like when this guide first checked it:

The homepage's <h1>  read: "Digital books, practical guides, manuals, and free
sample chapters."

The homepage's meta description read: "FolioVista Books, digital books, practical
guides, manuals, and free sample chapters."

These were word-for-word near-duplicates. A crawler reading this page saw the
same sentence twice: once as the primary heading, once as the summary meant
to describe the page in a different way for a search results snippet. Neither one
gave a reader, or a search engine, more information than the other already did.
This was not a hypothetical mistake. It was verified directly against the live site
while checking an older, now-outdated site assessment against current reality.
Most of that older assessment's claims had already been fixed by the time they
were re-checked (a missing <h1>  had since been added; a generic title had since
been replaced; a fallback-icon social image had since been replaced with a real
one). This h1/description duplication was the one finding that was still real.

The fix is not to make either one longer. It is to make them do different jobs: the
<h1>  states the page's core promise as a heading a visitor reads; the meta

description summarizes what the page offers as a search-result snippet a visitor
reads before clicking, from a different angle, what's inside, why it's worth the click,
not a restatement of the same sentence. This same distinction reappears through
the rest of this guide (see Part 2's title tag and meta description rules).

That fix has since actually been applied, and re-verified live against the deployed
site:



Live check

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/ | grep -oE '<h1[^>]*>

[^<]*|name="description" content="[^"]*"'

# name="description" content="Free HTML and PDF sample chapters on bug bounty 

fieldwork, security hardening, and SEO/AEO/GEO -- practical reading for founders and 

developers."

# <h1>Digital books, practical guides, manuals, and free sample chapters.

The <h1>  and the meta description are no longer the same sentence twice. The
description now does the job a description is supposed to do: it names the
concrete formats (HTML and PDF sample chapters), the specific subject areas
(bug bounty fieldwork, security hardening, SEO/AEO/GEO), and who it is for
(founders and developers), none of which the <h1>  says. This is what the rest of
this guide is aiming every reader's own site toward: not a rule followed in the
abstract, but a live, checkable result.

The core rule for this project

[UNIVERSAL]

Every page must answer this question clearly:

"Why should this exact page exist and rank separately?"

If the answer is weak, that page should probably:

be merged with another page

be kept as utility content only

be noindex

or be redirected to the canonical page

This matters because FolioVista Books is a focused site, not a large portal. Thin
duplication hurts more here than on very large sites, though the underlying
reason (thin duplication is a real cost everywhere, just a bigger one on a small
focused site) applies at any scale.

This is the one general, abstract test in the whole guide, it names no specific URL,
no specific chapter. Every concrete decision made in Part 1 and every case study
in Part 4 (Chapter 2's canonical, Chapter 3's independent indexing, the Chapter 4



appendix staying noindex, the crawler-gate incident) is this same one question
applied to one specific page's actual content. Keep it in mind through everything
that follows, it is the rule everything else is applying, case by case.

Part 1 -- The Operational Chain: How a Page Actually Gets
Indexed

This part follows one real page from source code to a confirmed entry in Google's
index, in the order the work actually happens on this project. Most steps here are a
universal principle shown through this project's specific implementation; three steps
are genuinely framework-specific to React/Vite, 1.3 (How that metadata reaches
<head> : React Helmet), 1.4 (The parallel path: static HTML chapter pages), and 1.9

(Prerendering), each flagged individually below, and the section right after 1.9 covers
the framework-agnostic version for readers on Next.js or similar stacks with built-in
rendering.

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC]

Current public page groups this chain applies to:

1. Brand and entry pages: / , /contact , /privacy-and-terms

2. Catalog and book overview pages: /books , /books/operational-bug-
bounty-fieldwork , /books/practical-layered-security-for-small-
platforms , /books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

3. Public sample pages (indexable): /manuals/operational-bug-bounty-
fieldwork.html , /manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-
platforms.html , /manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-
platforms-chapter-3.html , /manuals/chapter_04_publication.html ,
/manuals/chapter_05_publication.html

4. Standalone utility or supporting sample pages: /manuals/practical-
layered-security-for-small-platforms-chapter-2.html  (index, follow,
but canonical points at the main sample page, crawlable, not separately



indexed; see step 5 below), and
/manuals/chapter_04_code_appendix_publication.html  (noindex)

5. Planned sample pages (AEO/GEO series, files not yet created): 4 planned
chapters under the SEO/AEO/GEO book, scheduled for staggered release

These page groups should not all be treated the same, and the steps below
explain why.

1.1 Page content and routing

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Every URL on this site starts as a route in foliovistabooks/src/App.jsx : a
path mapped to a page component:

Routes table:

File: App.jsx

<Route

  path="/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms"

  element={<LayeredSecurityBook />}

/>

Nothing downstream, metadata, indexing, sitemap, Search Console, exists for a
page that has no route here. This is step 1 because every later step depends on it:
you cannot declare metadata for a page that was never routed, cannot prerender
a route that does not exist, cannot submit a URL to Search Console that 404s.

Universal version: every framework has an equivalent of this step, Next.js and
similar frameworks use file-system-based routing instead of a hand-written route
table, but the underlying fact is identical: a page that has no route/file has
nothing for any later step to act on.

1.2 Declaring metadata per page

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Each page component renders a <Seo>  call near the top of its return statement,
e.g.:



App.jsx -- Home function's <Seo> call

<Seo

  title="Digital Books, Practical Guides & Free Samples"

  description={description}

  path="/"

  schema={[buildOrganizationSchema(), buildWebsiteSchema(), 

buildFaqSchema(homeFaqItems)]}

/>

This is where a page's title, description, canonical path, and structured data get
decided, one call, in the page's own component, in App.jsx . Every framework
has some equivalent decision point; see the alternative to 1.9 (Prerendering),
right after it, for how Next.js specifically handles this same step.

1.3 How that metadata reaches <head>: React Helmet

[FRAMEWORK-SPECIFIC:  REACT/VITE - -  SEE  THE ALTERNATIVE TO 1 .9
(PRERENDERING)  FOR THE NEXT. JS  EQUIVALENT]

Diagram: diagram/react_helmet_head_mechanism_diagram.svg  in this same
folder shows the full path from a page component's declared metadata to the
real <head> , and, in red, what happens without Helmet. This whole path runs
during npm run build , not per visitor request; the diagram starts there.



How declared metadata reaches the real <head>: React Helmet (1.3) -- red branch: the wrong approach without it

npm run build

vite build --ssr + node scripts/prerender.mjs (1.9)

Page component
Renders <Seo/> deep in the tree (1.2)

skip <Helmet> entirely

seo.jsx -- <Helmet>
Wraps title/meta/link/schema tags --

portal, not render-in-place (1.3)
("the right approach" above)

The wrong approach
<title>/<meta> written directly
in the component's own JSX

no <Helmet> wrapper at all

entry-server.jsx -- HelmetProvider
renderToString() collects helmet.title/
meta/link/script into helmetContext
(StaticRouter supplies the route, 1.9)

Rendered in <div id="root">
Same place as any other element --

inside the document body
at best ignored, at worst visible junk

headTags string
priority + title + meta + link + script,

filtered, joined by \n

Real <head> untouched
Still holds the static template's

original title/description

A crawler reading <head> sees none of it --
browser tab shows the wrong title

see 1.3, "the wrong approach"

prerender.mjs -- buildRouteHtml()
Strips template's placeholder tags,
inserts appHtml into #root, inserts

headTags before </head> (1.9)

Real <head> in dist/index.html
title, description, canonical, schema
confirmed via curl throughout this guide

Declaring the metadata (step 1.2 Declaring metadata per page) is not the same
as it landing in the document's real <head> . This section explains how that
actually happens.

The problem this solves: In a React single-page app, a page component's JSX only
controls what renders inside <div id="root"> , the document body. If a
component wrote <title>...</title>  or <meta name="description"
.../>  directly in its own JSX like any other element, React would not know to
treat those specially. They would not relocate to the real <head> ; at best they
would be ignored, at worst they would render as broken, visible junk in the page
body. There is no built-in mechanism in plain React for a component rendered
deep in the body to reach up and modify <head> .



The wrong approach, concretely:

The wrong approach -- title/meta in a component's own JSX

function BookPage() {

  return (

    <div>

      <title>My Book Title</title>

      <meta name="description" content="A great book" />

      <h1>My Book</h1>

    </div>

  );

}

React renders exactly what was written, in exactly the place it was written, inside
<div id="root"> , in the document body, like any other element:

What actually renders

<body>

  <div id="root">

    <div>

      <title>My Book Title</title>

      <meta name="description" content="A great book">

      <h1>My Book</h1>

    </div>

  </div>

</body>

The real document <head>  is completely untouched by this, it still holds
whatever static title/description were in the base HTML template, unaffected by
anything this component rendered. A search engine reading <head>  sees none
of it; a browser tab shows the wrong title. The <title> / <meta>  tags above are
not broken, exactly, they are simply sitting in a place neither a browser nor a
crawler treats as meaningful for that purpose.

The right approach:

the mechanism this project actually uses, react-helmet-async
( src/seo.jsx , wrapping every page's <title> , <meta> , <link
rel="canonical"> , and <script type="application/ld+json">  tags inside
a <Helmet>  component):



seo.jsx -- simplified from the actual Seo component

import { Helmet } from "react-helmet-async";

export function Seo({ title, description, path, schema = [] }) {

  return (

    <Helmet prioritizeSeoTags>

      <title>{title}</title>

      <meta name="description" content={description} />

      <link rel="canonical" href={path} />

      {schema.map((item, index) => (

        <script key={index} type="application/ld+json">

          {JSON.stringify(item)}

        </script>

      ))}

    </Helmet>

  );

}

And the app root, wrapping everything once so any <Helmet>  rendered
anywhere in the tree has somewhere to report to, the entry-server.jsx  file:

src/entry-server.jsx -- used by prerender.mjs at build time

import React from "react";

import { renderToString } from "react-dom/server";

import { HelmetProvider } from "react-helmet-async";

import { StaticRouter } from "react-router-dom/server";

import App from "./App.jsx";

export function render(url) {

  const helmetContext = {};

  const appHtml = renderToString(

    <HelmetProvider context={helmetContext}>

      <StaticRouter location={url}>

        <App />

      </StaticRouter>

    </HelmetProvider>

  );

  const { helmet } = helmetContext;

  const headTags = [

    helmet.priority?.toString() ?? "",

    helmet.title?.toString() ?? "",

    helmet.meta?.toString() ?? "",

    helmet.link?.toString() ?? "",

    helmet.script?.toString() ?? ""

  ]

    .filter(Boolean)

    .join("\n");

  return {

    appHtml,

    headTags

  };

}



<StaticRouter location={url}>  matters here specifically: App  uses React
Router internally, and route matching needs to know which URL it is rendering
for. In a browser, the router reads that from the address bar; but on the server
there is no address bar, so StaticRouter  takes the URL explicitly as a prop
instead, this is also exactly why prerender.mjs 's route list (step 1.9
Prerendering) has to call render(routePath)  once per route: each call is a
separate server render for one specific URL, not one render that handles all
routes at once.

What scripts/prerender.mjs  actually does with the headTags  string
returned above, the real function, not a paraphrase:

File: scripts/prerender.mjs

function buildRouteHtml(template, { appHtml, headTags }) {

  return template

    .replace(/<title>[\s\S]*?<\/title>/i, "")

    .replace(/<meta\s+name="description"[\s\S]*?>/i, "")

    .replace(/<div id="root"><\/div>/i, `<div id="root">${appHtml}</div>`)

    .replace("</head>", `${headTags}\n  </head>`);

    // ...further .replace() calls handle the CSP nonce and fetchpriority,

    // covered in step 1.9 (Prerendering) and case study 4.3

    // (mobile Core Web Vitals)

}

Three of these four calls use regex (the /pattern/flags  syntax) to match a tag
and whatever variable content sits inside it; only the last, .replace("</head>",
...) , is a plain fixed string.

Each line runs against the built dist/index.html  template read from disk,
there is no DOM, no browser, nothing "rendering" at this stage:

the placeholder <title>  and description <meta>  tags from the base
template are stripped out first, so nothing from the generic fallback survives
into the per-route file

appHtml  (this component's rendered markup) replaces the empty <div
id="root"></div> , this is the fix for the exact empty-shell problem shown at
the top of this section

headTags , the joined helmet.priority / title / meta / link / script

strings from entry-server.jsx  above, gets inserted as raw text directly in
front of the literal string </head> , via .replace("</head>", ...) . That
single line is the entire mechanism: whatever Helmet collected for one specific



route becomes the last thing written into that route's <head>  before the file is
saved to dist/ .

Helmet's entire job is exactly the gap described above: any tag written as a child
of <Helmet>  gets extracted from wherever it was rendered in the component
tree and injected into the real document <head>  instead, a portal, not a render-
in-place. This is why the Seo  component in this project can be called from deep
inside Home() , Books() , or any book page's component, and its output still
correctly lands in <head> , never in the visible page body (confirmed directly:
every curl  check throughout this guide that greps <head>...</head>  for
description/OG/canonical/schema tags is reading exactly what Helmet produced).



IF THAT MECHANISM WAS HARD TO FOLLOW

Diagram: diagram/react_helmet_tree_depth_diagram.svg  in this same
folder draws the actual component tree at two different depths, a <title>
written one level deep inside Home() , and the same tag written three levels
deep inside Books()  -> BookOverview() , and shows both converging on
the same one <head> , next to a third branch at that same depth where a
bare <meta>  (no <Helmet>  wrapper) stays exactly where it was written
instead.

Same portal, any tree depth: where a tag is written in JSX vs. where it ends up (1.3)

App()

Home()
depth: 1 level under App()

Books()
depth: 1 level under App()

<Helmet><title>Home title</title></Helmet>
written at depth 1

(inside Home())

BookOverview()
depth: 2 levels under Books()

<Helmet><title>Book title</title></Helmet>
written at depth 3

(inside BookOverview())

<meta ... /> (no wrapper)
same depth 3,
no <Helmet>

Rendered right here
inside <body>, at this exact

tree depth -- not <head>

no crawler is looking here

depth 1 -> same <head>

depth 3 -> same <head>

Document <head>
title, meta, canonical, schema

same one place, regardless of tree depth

Calling Seo()  from deep inside Home() , Books() , or any page
component does not mean its tags stay scoped to that component's own
output, wrap a tag in <Helmet>  and it lands in the same one place, the
document's real <head> , no matter how deep it was written: a <title>
one level down inside Home()  and a <title>  three levels down inside
Books()  -> BookOverview()  both end up in the exact same <head> ,

side by side, as if tree depth never existed. Skip the wrapper and write a
<meta>  tag directly in JSX instead, and depth suddenly matters again: it

renders exactly where it sits, at that same nesting depth, inside the body,
not <head> , where no crawler is looking for it. Helmet is what turns a
component-tree-deep call into a document- <head>  result, without it,
position in the tree is exactly where the tag ends up.



Why the "-async" variant specifically, not plain react-helmet

Worth stating plainly, since the two names look almost identical: react-helmet
and react-helmet-async  are two separate npm packages, not two versions or
two configurations of the same one. Installing one does not give you the other.
This project depends on react-helmet-async  specifically, and the difference
between the two packages is the entire subject of this section.

Diagram: diagram/react_helmet_async_isolation_diagram.svg  in this
same folder contrasts plain react-helmet 's single shared global (left, where
one render's collected tags can leak into another's) against react-helmet-
async 's per-call helmetContext  (right, one isolated object per
render(routePath)  call, grounded in the real entry-server.jsx  code

below).

Why react-helmet-async, not plain react-helmet: shared global state vs. isolated context, per route

Plain react-helmet -- one shared global
npm package: react-helmet

renderToString(<App/>) for /books

renderToString(<App/>) for /contact

Single global Helmet variable
(module-level state in plain react-helmet)

shared across every render call

Leak risk
Whichever render finishes last can

overwrite or mix into the other route's
collected <title>/<meta>/<schema> tags

dangerous the moment more than one
render can be in flight at once

react-helmet-async -- isolated per call
npm package: react-helmet-async (this project's real entry-server.jsx)

render("/books") called

const helmetContext = {}
fresh object, own function scope

<HelmetProvider context={helmetContext}>
<StaticRouter location="/books">

<App/>
</HelmetProvider>

/books' headTags
only /books' own title/meta/

canonical/schema

render("/contact") called

const helmetContext = {}
fresh object, own function scope

<HelmetProvider context={helmetContext}>
<StaticRouter location="/contact">

<App/>
</HelmetProvider>

/contact's headTags
only /contact's own title/meta/

canonical/schema

no shared object crosses this line

Same render() function, called once per route by prerender.mjs's loop --
isolation holds sequential or concurrent: each call's helmetContext is a

brand-new object, never the previous call's.

The original react-helmet  library tracks its state in a single global mutable
variable shared across every render. That is unsafe the moment more than one
request could be rendering server-side at the same time, because one request's
Helmet output can leak into another's. This project prerenders every route at
build time (step 1.9 Prerendering, below), each route's HTML is generated by
running the same server-rendering code repeatedly, once per route, and needs
its own isolated Helmet state per render, not one shared global. react-helmet-
async  exists specifically to fix this: it scopes Helmet's state to a



HelmetProvider  per render pass instead of a global variable, which is why this
project depends on the "-async" package specifically, not a stylistic preference.

How to verify this yourself, rather than take it on trust (same discipline as every
other rule in this guide): render a page, then check the actual HTML bytes for the
tag you expect, the same way a non-JS crawler would:

Live check

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/ | grep -oE '<title[^>]*>[^<]*'

# <title data-rh="true">Digital Books, Practical Guides &amp; Free Samples | 

FolioVista Books

If the title/description/canonical/schema tags show up in that raw output,
Helmet's portal worked and the prerendered file has real <head>  content. If a
page ever shows an empty <title></title>  or no schema at all in this kind of
check, the failure is in the render step (step 1.9 Prerendering), not in seo.jsx 's
own logic. This verification method itself, curl the live URL, check the raw bytes, is
universal and applies regardless of which mechanism generated the tags.

1.4 The parallel path: static HTML chapter pages

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC - -  LESSON GENERALIZES:  CHECK WHETHER YOUR PROJECT HAS
MORE THAN ONE METADATA-GENERATION MECHANISM AT ALL]

Steps 1.2 (Declaring metadata per page) and 1.3 (How that metadata reaches
<head> : React Helmet) only apply to React-rendered pages.
public/manuals/*.html  files (Chapter 2, 3, 4, 5, and the two main book

sample pages) are a genuinely different, parallel mechanism, worth stating the
contrast explicitly rather than leaving it implied, since a reader who only knows
the Helmet path would wrongly assume chapter pages update the same way:

React/Helmet path (steps 1.2-1.3): metadata lives once in App.jsx / seo.jsx

component logic. Each page's tags are generated at build/render time from
that single source. Change the Seo  call once, every route using it updates.

Static HTML path (this step): each manuals/*.html  file's <meta
name="description"> , <link rel="canonical"> , and <meta
name="robots">  are typed by hand directly into that one file. There is no



shared component, no single source of truth, and no build step keeps them in
sync with each other or with the React side:

public/manuals/chapter_04_publication.html -- hand-typed, this exact file only

<meta

  name="description"

  content="Local publication copy for Chapter 4 of Practical Layered Security for 

Small Platforms."

/>

<meta name="robots" content="index, follow, max-image-preview:large, max-snippet:-1, 

max-video-preview:-1" />

<title>Practical Layered Security for Small Platforms | Chapter 4 Publication 

Copy</title>

Fixing one chapter's meta robots tag (as done repeatedly on this project, e.g.
Chapter 4 and Chapter 5's noindex  -> index, follow  flip) means editing that
exact file, not a shared function like the Seo  component in 1.2-1.3, there is no
equivalent <Seo>  call to change once for every chapter page.

Practical consequence: a change to how this project handles titles, descriptions,
or robots directives never automatically applies to the manuals/*.html  files.
Each one has to be checked and edited individually. This specific split (dynamic
app pages + a folder of hand-authored static HTML files) is FolioVista's own
architecture, not a universal pattern, but the underlying question generalizes to
any project: does this site have more than one place metadata gets generated,
and if so, is that intentional or an accident of how it grew? Worth answering
explicitly for any project, not just this one.

For FolioVista specifically, this split is intentional, not accidental: these files are
pure static content with no interactivity, so keeping them outside the SPA (Single
Page Application) entirely means editing one never touches
App.jsx / seo.jsx , can't break routing or any other page, and needs no

rebuild of the React bundle, a content edit and an app deploy stay two completely
separate operations.



1.5 Indexing decisions, page by page

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Index only the real public landing pages. The mechanism behind every decision in
this section is one HTML tag, in the page's <head> :

That is the tag as it appears on a page meant to be indexed

Meta robots -- indexable

<meta name="robots" content="index, follow" />

That is the tag as it appears on a page meant to be none indexed

Meta robots -- noindex

<meta name="robots" content="noindex, nofollow" />

Two things worth being exact about here, since both are easy to get wrong by
assumption rather than by checking:

Leaving the tag off a weak page is not the same as adding noindex  to it. The
natural assumption runs the wrong way here. Google's own documentation is
explicit: the absence of a robots meta tag is equivalent to index, follow , not
the reverse. A crawler that never encounters a robots tag at all does not treat that
as "leave this page alone." It defaults to indexing it. That is exactly why noindex
has to be an explicit, present tag rather than an omission: silence is not neutral
here. It is an implicit "yes, index this."

A 404  route belongs in a project deliberately. It is not an error to be designed
away, but the correct, deliberate response to an abnormal input: a URL that does
not correspond to real content, not a defect in the project itself. Every real site
needs one, for concrete reasons: a visitor mistyping a URL, an old external link or
bookmark pointing at a page that got renamed (exactly what happened to this
project's old AEO/GEO book URL before the redirect from 4.2 case study (the URL
rename that silently broke prerendering) was added), and automated scanners
probing paths that were never real here at all ( /wp-admin , /.env , and similar
are common examples of paths from other platforms' default installs, not
anything this Vite/React site ever had). A confusing blank page, a raw server error,



or a silent redirect to the homepage with a 200  status are all worse outcomes
than a clean, honest 404  for a path that genuinely does not exist. The redirect
case is worse for SEO specifically; see the soft-404 note below.

That last point has a security-adjacent angle worth being precise about, not
overstated: a consistent, genuine 404  for a nonexistent path is not an active
defense. It does not stop a scanner from probing /wp-admin  or /.env , and
there is nothing there to protect in the first place on a static site that never had
those installed. What it does do is avoid the opposite, worse pattern: an overly
broad catch-all rewrite (like the one already removed in 4.1 case study, the
sitemap 404 that was not a sitemap problem) serving the same 200 -status
content for every unmatched path, indiscriminately, regardless of what was
actually requested. On this project, that pattern's cost was purely an SEO and
availability bug: the two real manual sample pages intermittently got swallowed
by it. On a differently configured project, one that actually has an admin panel, a
config file, or another genuinely sensitive path reachable through the same
catch-all logic, that same "serve something for every path, indiscriminately"
mechanism becomes a real exposure risk, not just an SEO one.

The fix is the same either way: routes that do not exist should return a real 404 ,
not get silently absorbed into a catch-all that serves something else instead.

IF THAT MECHANISM WAS HARD TO FOLLOW

A catch-all rewrite doesn't know or care what was actually requested. Point it
at /some-real-page , /wp-admin , or a completely made-up path like
/asdf123 , and it serves the exact same response for all three: whatever

one destination the rule points at, with a 200  status. On this project that
destination is just the SPA shell, so the only real cost is availability. A real
page can get the wrong content served in its place instead of its own.

On a project where that same catch-all also sits in front of something that
should require checking who is asking, such as an admin route or a config
file, the identical behavior stops being a harmless fallback. It becomes a way
for a request that should have been rejected to get a 200  instead. The fix
doesn't change either way: a path with no real content behind it should
return an actual 404 , not get folded into whatever the catch-all serves.



A 404  page does not need a noindex  tag in the ordinary case, and the reason
is stronger than a meta tag alone could ever provide. A real HTTP 404  (or 410 )
response is itself a signal search engines act on directly, independent of anything
in the page body.

Google does not need to find and parse a noindex  tag on a page it already
knows returned "not found" at the HTTP level. The tag only matters for pages a
crawler can otherwise successfully fetch and read.

The real risk worth knowing about is the "soft 404": a URL that shows "not found"
content to a visitor but still returns a 200 OK  status underneath it.

In that case, the HTTP-level signal that would normally handle this automatically
is missing, and a search engine has to guess, unreliably, whether the page is a
genuine result or a disguised error page. This is not a hypothetical for this project
specifically. Part 4's 4.1 case study (the sitemap 404 that was not a sitemap
problem) describes exactly this mechanism: a catch-all rewrite that intermittently
served the app's own client-side 404 component while the server response
underneath it was still a normal, successful one. Fixing that routing bug is what
actually keeps 404 pages in the automatically-excluded category this section
relies on; a noindex  tag on the 404 component itself would be a reasonable
defense-in-depth addition, but it does not substitute for the underlying routing
fix.

Indexable pages

/

/books

/books/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork

/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms

/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

/contact

/privacy-and-terms

/manuals/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork.html

/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms.html



/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms-chapter-

3.html

/manuals/chapter_04_publication.html

/manuals/chapter_05_publication.html

Do not index

/books?search=...  is a search-parameter URL. The ?search=...  part is a
query string a visitor's own search term gets appended to (e.g. someone
searching "bug bounty" on the books page lands on /books?
search=bug+bounty ); every possible search term would create another URL
showing mostly the same catalog content, so none of these are worth indexing
as their own page.

404  pages are the "page not found" result shown for a URL that does not
exist. See the note above this list for why these are usually already excluded
automatically, and the one real failure mode (a "soft 404") worth knowing
about.

duplicate aliases are a second URL that shows the exact same content as a
page that already has its own canonical address (this project's /privacy  and
/terms , which redirect to /privacy-and-terms  rather than existing as

separate indexable pages, are the concrete example).

utility sample pages that are not meant to rank separately are pages that are
real and reachable but exist to support another page rather than to be found
on their own (this project's Chapter 4 code appendix, listed just below, is the
concrete example).

Keep noindex on

/manuals/chapter_04_code_appendix_publication.html  (this is
supplementary technical material, not a standalone landing page; it has no
unique search intent worth indexing)

Chapter 3 indexing note: Chapter 3 ( practical-layered-security-for-small-
platforms-chapter-3.html ) is currently set to index, follow  in its HTML
meta robots tag. This is intentional because the chapter covers SSH timeout
recovery, a distinct, high-search-intent topic that is different enough from the
main layered security sample page to warrant its own indexing. If you later find



that Chapter 3 cannibalizes rankings from the main layered security sample page,
change its meta robots to noindex, nofollow  and remove it from the sitemap.

Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 indexing note: Chapter 4
( chapter_04_publication.html ) and Chapter 5
( chapter_05_publication.html ) are published on the live platform and are
indexed. Their meta robots tags were changed from noindex, nofollow  to
index, follow, max-image-preview:large, max-snippet:-1, max-video-

preview:-1  (matching the tag already used on Chapter 3 and the two main
manual sample pages), and both are in the sitemap. Chapter 4's code appendix
( chapter_04_code_appendix_publication.html ) remains noindex  because
it is supplementary technical material, not a standalone landing page.

Chapter 2 indexing note (resolved: canonical, not noindex-only). This is the single
authoritative explanation for Chapter 2. Every other mention of Chapter 2's
indexing status elsewhere in this guide points back here rather than re-describing
it.

Chapter 2's content is not merely similar to the main layered security sample
page. It is embedded verbatim inside it (the main page's own heading structure
includes the full "Chapter 2: Linux VPS Hardening Baseline" section). Flipping
Chapter 2 standalone straight to index, follow  without any other change
would have created genuine duplicate content: two indexed URLs carrying the
same text, competing for the same rankings instead of each capturing distinct
intent. The resolution actually applied put both tags together, in the standalone
page's own <head> :

public/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms-chapter-2.html

<meta name="robots" content="index, follow, max-image-preview:large, max-snippet:-1, 

max-video-preview:-1" />

<link rel="canonical" href="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-

layered-security-for-small-platforms.html" />

index, follow  on the meta robots tag keeps the page crawlable. The
canonical points at the main page: the bare URL, with no #chapter-2  fragment
(see step 1.6 Canonical rules fragment note: Google's own documentation says
not to specify a URL fragment as canonical, since fragments generally are not
supported there). This consolidates ranking signal to the main page rather than



splitting it, while still allowing the standalone URL to be crawled and surfaced in
some contexts. Because its canonical points elsewhere, Chapter 2 standalone is
correctly excluded from the sitemap (step 1.7 Sitemap) even though it is index,
follow . Indexable and sitemap-listed are not the same requirement. The
condition for ever making it rank independently: it would take rewriting the
standalone page to cover genuinely different ground than the main page already
does, not a plain canonical removal, since its current content is embedded
verbatim in the main page and removing the canonical alone would just recreate
duplicate content instead of fixing anything.

Legal duplicate control

/privacy  should redirect to /privacy-and-terms

/terms  should redirect to /privacy-and-terms

Reason: search engines should see one legal page, not multiple URLs with
the same legal content.

When the AEO/GEO chapters are published: The 4 planned AEO/GEO chapters will
follow the same pattern as Chapter 4/5. Create the HTML files, set them to
index, follow , add them to the sitemap, and ensure each has a unique title

and heading structure. The book detail page already handles the countdown-to-
publish logic, so the HTML files only need correct meta tags and content once
they are ready.

1.6 Canonical rules

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Each indexable page needs one canonical URL.

Canonical intent for this project:

home canonical -> /

books catalog canonical -> /books

each book overview canonical -> its own book route

legal canonical -> /privacy-and-terms



manual sample canonical -> its own public sample URL

Important rule: canonical is not a substitute for poor route design. If two public
routes show the same content, redirecting is cleaner than only placing canonical
tags.

Note on URL fragments ( #section ) and canonical: A fragment identifier is
stripped by the browser before the request is even sent to the server. The server,
and any crawler making a plain HTTP request, never sees it.
/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-

platforms.html#chapter-2  and /manuals/practical-layered-security-
for-small-platforms.html  are the identical URL as far as canonicalization and
indexing are concerned. The fragment only matters to a browser that has already
loaded the page, to scroll to the element with a matching id . Do not treat a
fragment as a distinct page needing its own canonical, sitemap entry, or indexing
decision. The base URL before the #  is what all of those rules apply to.

This is not just an inference from how fragments work. It is Google's own
documented guidance: "Don't specify a URL fragment as canonical, as Google
generally doesn't support URL fragments." (Google Search Central, Consolidate
duplicate URLs. See Further reading.) In practice this means never put a #  in a
rel="canonical"  href, even when the fragment points at a real, correct anchor

on the target page. The anchor is useful for a human clicking through, not for the
canonical signal itself. The first implementation of the Chapter 2 canonical in this
project did include the #chapter-2  fragment. That was caught and corrected
against this exact guidance before treating it as settled:

Canonical tag -- fragment mistake, then corrected

<!-- Wrong: first implementation, fragment inside the canonical -->

<link rel="canonical" href="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-

layered-security-for-small-platforms.html#chapter-2" />

<!-- Right: corrected, bare URL -->

<link rel="canonical" href="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-

layered-security-for-small-platforms.html" />

This fragment guidance in particular is fully universal. It is Google's documented
behavior, unrelated to any framework.



1.7 Sitemap

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

The sitemap must include only canonical, indexable URLs. It is a plain XML file,
one <url>  entry per page:

sitemap.xml -- example structure

<?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8"?>

<urlset xmlns="http://www.sitemaps.org/schemas/sitemap/0.9">

  <url>

    <loc>https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books</loc>

  </url>

  <url>

    <loc>https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms.html</loc>

  </url>

</urlset>

Include (current live sitemap, 12 URLs, verified via curl
https://www.foliovistabooks.com/sitemap.xml ):

/

/books

/books/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork

/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms

/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

/contact

/privacy-and-terms

/manuals/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork.html

/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms.html

/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms-chapter-

3.html

/manuals/chapter_04_publication.html

/manuals/chapter_05_publication.html

Do not include:

search parameter URLs



/privacy , /terms  (redirect targets, not separate pages. This is tool 1 of the
duplicate-content toolkit from step 2.14 Duplicate-content control: redirect.)

/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization  (old URL, now a permanent
redirect to the SEO-corrected URL above. This is the same tool 1 from step 2.14
Duplicate-content control: redirect. Separately, the route change behind this
redirect is also the subject of Part 4's 4.2 case study, the URL rename that
silently broke prerendering.)

/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms-chapter-

2.html  (index, follow, but its canonical points at the main sample page. This is
tool 2 of the duplicate-content toolkit from step 2.14 Duplicate-content control:
canonical, not noindex. See the Chapter 2 note under step 1.5 Indexing
decisions, page by page. A page whose canonical points elsewhere is not itself
canonical, so it does not belong in the sitemap even though it is indexable)

/manuals/chapter_04_code_appendix_publication.html  (noindex. This is
tool 3 of the duplicate-content toolkit from step 2.14 Duplicate-content control,
used here because this page has no distinct search intent to redirect or
canonicalize toward)

404 pages

Every entry above except search-parameter URLs and 404 pages is one of the
three tools step 2.14's (Duplicate-content control) rule lays out (redirect,
canonical, or noindex, in that priority order) applied to one specific URL.

1.8 Robots.txt

[UNIVERSAL]

The main function of robots.txt  is crawl management, not indexing control. It
tells crawlers, at the level of whole paths or the whole site, which parts they are
allowed to request at all, and where to find the sitemap. It has no concept of an
individual page being "indexed" or "not indexed"; that decision gets made later,
by whatever a crawler actually finds once it reads a page it was allowed to fetch.
Use robots.txt  for broad crawl guidance, not page-level deindexing. This
project's entire file, in full:



File: public/robots.txt

User-agent: *

Allow: /

Sitemap: https://www.foliovistabooks.com/sitemap.xml

Good use of robots.txt  here:

allow normal crawling

expose sitemap location

Do not rely on robots.txt  to remove pages from the index. The wrong
approach, concretely:

robots.txt -- hypothetical, not FolioVista's real file

User-agent: *

Disallow: /old-book-preview/

This project's real robots.txt  (above) has no Disallow  line at all; this is a
hypothetical example standing in for the mistake being described, not something
FolioVista actually runs. Robots.txt and the noindex  tag operate at two different
stages, and blocking the first stage stops a crawler from ever reaching the
second. A Disallow  rule, whether scoped to User-agent: *  or to one named
crawler, stops a compliant crawler from fetching a path's content at all. It is a
request-time permission gate that acts before any HTML is downloaded. The
noindex  tag, by contrast, lives inside that HTML's own <head>  (or in an HTTP

response header), and a crawler can only read it after actually fetching the page.
Block the fetch with robots.txt, and the crawler never gets far enough to see the
noindex  tag sitting inside a page it was never allowed to open.

Blocking crawl does not reliably remove a URL from the index either. If other
indexed pages link to the blocked URL, Google can still index the bare URL from
those links alone, sometimes showing it in search results with no title or
description, because discovering that a URL exists and reading its content are
separate processes. The wildcard in User-agent: *  only controls which
crawlers a rule applies to. It does not change this mechanism at all. Whether a
Disallow  rule is scoped to every crawler or to one named bot, the same fetch-



before-read problem applies. For this project, page-level control should come
from meta robots, canonical URLs, and redirects, not from robots.txt.

Why blocking crawl in robots.txt does not remove a page from the index

URL discovered
external link, internal link, or sitemap entry

robots.txt: Disallow

Crawl blocked
Googlebot never requests

the HTML

noindex never read
hidden inside HTML that

was never fetched

Indexed anyway (bare URL)
Search Console: "Indexed, though

blocked by robots.txt"

Snippet: "No information is
available for this page"

page never actually leaves the index

robots.txt: Allow

Page fetched
Googlebot downloads the

HTML

noindex tag read

Excluded from index
clean, confirmed removal

Robots.txt still has a legitimate use here: block only after
removal is confirmed, to save crawl budget on a page Google

no longer needs to revisit.

A page stuck in this exact state has a recognizable, visible symptom: Google
Search Console labels it "Indexed, though blocked by robots.txt," and the search
result itself shows a generic snippet reading "No information is available for this
page" instead of the page actually disappearing. That status is the direct evidence
of the mechanism above: Google knows the URL exists but was never allowed to
read what is on it.

Robots.txt still has one legitimate use in this exact workflow, once the ordering
above is respected rather than skipped. After a page has actually been removed
through noindex , a real 404 , or a redirect, and Google's own reporting
confirms it is gone from the index, blocking that path in robots.txt afterward is a
reasonable way to stop crawlers from spending crawl budget revisiting a page
they no longer need to check. Block first and the removal signal never gets read.
Remove first, then block, and the block is just cleanup.

Robots.txt is a real, working tool, just not for this job. It manages crawl traffic, not
indexing decisions. Meta robots, canonical, and redirects are the actual pillars



that decide whether a page is indexed. Robots.txt is supplementary cleanup
around them, never a substitute for them.

1.9 Prerendering

[FRAMEWORK-SPECIFIC:  REACT/VITE - -  THE ALTERNATIVE TO THIS  STEP,  RIGHT AFTER
IT,  COVERS THE UNIVERSAL,  FRAMEWORK-AGNOSTIC VERSION]

Technical SEO is not only metadata. Search performance also depends on fast
loading, good mobile layout, stable route rendering, and crawlable HTML output.
Prerendering is the step that turns everything declared in steps 1.2 (Declaring
metadata per page) through 1.6 (Canonical rules) into real, static HTML files a
non-JS crawler can read directly, without executing any JavaScript.

What prerendering is, in this project: scripts/prerender.mjs  runs once per
known route at build time, rendering each page's server-side output and writing
it to a real static file. The route list it works from:

File: scripts/prerender.mjs

const routes = [

  "/",

  "/books",

  "/books/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork",

  "/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms",

  "/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization",

  "/contact",

  "/privacy-and-terms",

];

for (const routePath of routes) {

  const routeHtml = buildRouteHtml(template, render(routePath));

  const outputPath = resolveOutputPath(routePath); // e.g. dist/books/index.html

  await writeFile(outputPath, routeHtml, "utf8");

}

Run as one step of the full build:

Build command

npm run build

That is the only command you type. Nothing else needs to be run separately.
Under the hood, package.json 's build  script defines this one command as a
chain of three steps: vite build , then vite build --ssr src/entry-



server.jsx --outDir .prerender , then node scripts/prerender.mjs ,
each joined by &&  so they run automatically in order. That chain is shown here
as prose, not as a second line in the code block above, specifically so it does not
look like something you would type or paste into a terminal yourself.

The second vite build --ssr  command compiles entry-server.jsx  into
its own separate, Node-compatible bundle, because that file has to run React's
server-rendering function outside a browser, in plain Node.
scripts/prerender.mjs  is the part that actually imports that compiled bundle

and calls it once per route, so this SSR build has to finish first or there is nothing
for the prerender step to import.

This is what makes the curl  checks throughout this guide meaningful. A
crawler making one plain HTTP request receives exactly what this step wrote to
disk. It does not get anything extra, such as live JavaScript running or additional
server processing; the static file's own content is the entire response.

How scripts/prerender.mjs actually runs, and the risk of two separate route lists (1.9)

App.jsx route table
used by the live SPA at runtime

prerender.mjs routes array
separate, hardcoded list, read only at build time

NOT the same list

nothing keeps them in sync

Route added, renamed, or removed

routes array not updated
to match

Build and deploy succeed
no error at any stage

Route missing from dist/,
or serving stale content

for that specific path

see case study 4.2

for (const routePath of routes) { ... }

render(routePath)
SSR output from entry-server.jsx
buildRouteHtml(template, appHtml,

headTags)

writeFile(dist/<route>/index.html)

Static file on disk

curl and every crawler
receive exactly this (1.9)

The one operational fact worth checking every time a route changes: the
routes  array above is entirely independent of App.jsx 's own route table. As

illustration (see step 1.1 Page content and routing for the full explanation), that
route table is just a list of <Route>  entries like this one, inside App.jsx :



File: App.jsx

<Route

  path="/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms"

  element={<LayeredSecurityBook />}

/>

It is a completely separate list, in a separate file. Nothing enforces that the two
stay in sync. Adding, removing, or renaming a route in App.jsx  without
updating this array produces a route that builds and deploys successfully, with no
error at any stage, but is either missing from dist/  entirely or serving
stale/broken content for that path. See Part 4's 4.2 case study (the URL rename
that silently broke prerendering) for what this looks like in production when it
goes wrong, including the full diagnostic method and fix.

Practical check, every time:

Live check

npm run build

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books

# 200

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books | grep -oE '<h1[^>]*>[^<]*'

# <h1>Digital books, practical guides, manuals, and free sample chapters.

The universal version of the same check, for any project on any stack:

Live check -- universal version

npm run build   # or: next build / nuxt build / your framework's build command

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" https://<your-domain>/<route-to-check>

# 200

curl -s https://<your-domain>/<route-to-check> | grep -oE '<h1[^>]*>[^<]*'

# <h1>Whatever your real, rendered page heading actually is

The expected response, in words: a 200  status, and an <h1>  line that actually
contains your page's real heading text, not an empty tag and not the wrong
page's heading. If either line looks different from that, for example a non- 200
status or an empty grep  result, that is the same signal covered throughout this
guide: something in the build or prerender step did not produce real content for
that route.

Read the actual response body, not just the HTTP status code. A 200  can still
hide an empty or stale page. This specific check (curl the live URL, read the body)



is universal and belongs in every project's workflow regardless of framework. See
the alternative to this step, right below.

Alternative to 1.9 -- Universal version: frameworks with built-in rendering (no
manual prerender step)

[UNIVERSAL VERSION GUIDE EXAMPLE - -  NEXT. JS ,  NUXT,  SVELTEKIT,  REMIX,  ASTRO,
AND ANY FRAMEWORK WITH BUILT-IN RENDERING]

This project's stack (Vite + React Router + a hand-written prerender.mjs ) is one
specific way to solve the "a crawler needs real HTML, not an empty SPA shell"
problem covered in 1.3 (How that metadata reaches <head> : React Helmet) and
1.9 (Prerendering). It is not the only way, and for a new project today it is not even
the most common way. This section is for readers on a framework that solves the
same problem differently, or automatically. Most commonly this means Next.js
(App Router or Pages Router), but the same logic applies to Nuxt, SvelteKit,
Remix, Astro, and any other framework with built-in server rendering or static
generation.

The underlying problem is identical everywhere (see 1.3): a crawler making a
plain HTTP request needs real content in that first response, not a client-side-only
render. What differs is who is responsible for making that true, and how much of
it you have to build by hand.

Next.js App Router

No separate prerender script exists or is needed. Every route is either server-
rendered on each request, statically generated at build time, or incrementally
regenerated, depending on how that route segment is configured. In all three
cases, Next.js itself guarantees the HTML response contains real content, not
an empty shell.

Metadata (the equivalent of this guide's steps 1.2 Declaring metadata per page
and 1.3 How that metadata reaches <head> : React Helmet combined) is
declared via the built-in generateMetadata()  function or a static metadata
export in each route's page.jsx / layout.jsx . This guide's example is plain
JavaScript, since this project does not use TypeScript. A TypeScript project uses
the exact same pattern in a .tsx  file instead:



File: app/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms/page.jsx

import BookOverview from "@/components/BookOverview";

export const metadata = {

  title: "Practical Layered Security for Small Platforms Free Sample Chapters | 

FolioVista Books",

  description: "Free HTML and PDF sample chapters on Linux VPS hardening, SSH 

recovery, and browser/domain safety.",

  alternates: {

    canonical: "https://example.com/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-

platforms",

  },

};

export default function Page() {

  return <BookOverview />; // no <Seo>/<Helmet> call needed -- metadata above 

already went to <head>

}

No Helmet, no portal mechanism, no -async  package concerns. Next.js
generates the actual <head>  server-side directly from the metadata  export
above, so there is no client-side-JSX-rendered-in-the-body-and-then-portaled-
to-head problem to solve in the first place. That object goes straight into
<head> . It is never rendered as JSX in the page body at all.

The equivalent of the verification from step 1.9 (Prerendering) becomes this:
after next build , check the build output's route-type summary (Next prints
which routes are static and which are dynamic). The same curl -the-live-URL
discipline from step 1.9 still applies exactly as written, since "does the browser
show it" is still not proof of what a crawler receives, regardless of framework.

The equivalent of 4.2 case study's (the URL rename that silently broke
prerendering) specific failure mode (two separate route lists drifting apart)
does not really exist in Next.js the same way. There is only one route table, the
file-system routing itself, so a route cannot be silently "forgotten" from a
separate prerender list the way it could here. The closer Next.js-side risk is a
route's dynamic / revalidate /caching configuration silently producing stale
or empty content for a specific path. That risk is worth the same "verify with
curl against the live URL, not just next dev " discipline either way.

How this actually happens: the App Router caches fetch()  calls and statically-
generated routes by default unless a route explicitly opts out. A route using
export const revalidate = 3600  (or a fetch  call with next: {
revalidate: 3600 } ) serves the same cached HTML for up to an hour after
each regeneration. If the underlying data changes inside that window (a CMS



update, a new book added, a price change), every visitor and every crawler sees
the stale version until the next revalidation fires, with no error anywhere in the
build or deploy logs. A more severe version of the same mechanism: if the data
fetch feeding a statically-generated page fails or returns empty at generation
time (an API timeout, an expired token, a rate limit), Next.js can bake that
empty/error state into the cached page, which then keeps serving that same
empty result to every visitor until something explicitly invalidates it. That is
functionally the same "a successful build is not proof of a correct render" problem
this guide covers elsewhere, just triggered by a data-fetch failure instead of a
routing bug.

How to catch it: the same discipline this guide uses throughout. Curl the live URL
and read the actual body, not a browser tab, which can be showing a locally
cached response, or a client-side-hydrated view unrelated to what a crawler
received. Two additional, Next.js/Vercel-specific signals worth checking directly:
the x-vercel-cache  response header ( HIT / STALE / MISS  shows
immediately whether the response was cached or freshly generated), and
comparing any dynamic value on the page (a price, a count, a timestamp) against
what the actual data source currently holds.

How to fix it: set revalidate  to match how often the underlying data actually
changes, not a default copied from another route. Use on-demand revalidation
( revalidatePath() / revalidateTag()  in the App Router,
res.revalidate()  in the Pages Router) triggered by the real content-update

event instead of relying purely on a time-based window. For the empty-content
case specifically, fail the build/generation step explicitly when a required fetch
returns empty or errors, rather than letting a "successful" build silently ship a
blank page.

Triggering that on-demand revalidation happens one of two ways in practice,
depending on where the content update actually happens. If content comes from
an external CMS, the CMS fires a webhook to a small custom API route,
commonly /api/revalidate , whenever an editor publishes something. That
route checks a shared secret token included in the request before calling
revalidatePath() / revalidateTag() , so only the real CMS can trigger it, not

anyone who finds the URL. If content updates happen through your own backend



or admin code instead, for example your own "add a new book" form, you call
revalidatePath() / revalidateTag()  directly, in the same server-side code

that just wrote the update, right after that write succeeds. No external token is
needed there, since that code is already trusted and internal to your own app.

Now that both sides of the comparison have been explained, here is the full
picture in one place:

Two ways to guarantee real HTML: this project's two-list architecture vs. Next.js's single route table

Vite + React Router + prerender.mjs
this project's stack

Two separate route lists
App.jsx's own routes, and

prerender.mjs's routes array

Risk: the two lists can
drift apart silently

case study 4.2, the URL rename that
silently broke prerendering

Next.js (App Router or Pages Router)
and similar universal frameworks

One route table
the file-system itself; no separate

list to forget a route from

But: `dynamic`/`revalidate`/
caching configuration

Risk: stale or empty content
served silently

if revalidate/caching is
misconfigured

Different specific risk, same universal fix
curl the live URL, read the actual body.

Don't trust a browser tab, `next dev`, or `vite dev`.

Next.js Pages Router (older, still common in existing projects)

Metadata is set via next/head 's <Head>  component inside each page, or via
getStaticProps / getServerSideProps  feeding page-level <Head>

content:



File: pages/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms.jsx

import Head from "next/head";

import BookOverview from "@/components/BookOverview";

import { getBookData } from "@/lib/books";

export default function BookPage({ book }) {

  return (

    <>

      <Head>

        <title>{book.title} | FolioVista Books</title>

        <meta name="description" content={book.description} />

        <link rel="canonical" href={`https://example.com/books/${book.slug}`} />

      </Head>

      <BookOverview book={book} />

    </>

  );

}

export async function getStaticProps() {

  return { props: { book: getBookData() } }; // build-time, closest analogue to 

prerender.mjs

}

Conceptually closer to this guide's Helmet pattern (JSX-authored metadata) than
the App Router is, but still framework-managed: no separate portal library
needed, next/head  is built in.

Prerendering-equivalent: getStaticProps  (build-time, closest analogue to
this project's prerender.mjs ) or getServerSideProps  (per-request). Either
way, Next.js owns making sure the response has real content; there is no
separate script to keep in sync with the route table.

Other frameworks (Nuxt, SvelteKit, Remix, Astro, plain server-rendered apps): the
specific API names differ, but the same question this whole section is answering
applies to all of them: does the framework guarantee real content in the raw
HTTP response by default (most modern meta-frameworks do), or is there a
manual step, script, or configuration flag responsible for making that true (closer
to this project's situation)? Answering that question for your specific framework is
the actual translation work. The verification method (curl the live URL, read the
actual body) does not change either way.

What carries over completely unchanged, regardless of framework? This is the
actual point of separating Part 1 into universal versus framework-specific pieces.
Steps 1.5 (Indexing decisions, page by page), 1.6 (Canonical rules, including the
fragment guidance: Google's documented behavior does not care what
framework generated the tag), 1.7 (Sitemap), 1.8 (Robots.txt), and 1.11 (Google



Search Console) apply exactly as written to a Next.js project, a Nuxt project, or
any other stack. Those steps are about what a crawler receives and what Google
does with it once it has it, not about which framework produced the HTML.

1.10 Deploy and verify build output

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Basic practical checks before considering a deploy done, as one runnable
sequence:

Live check

npm run build                                                            # or: next 

build / nuxt build

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/ | grep -oE '<title[^>]*>[^<]*'  # check the 

page title

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/robots.txt                      # check 

robots.txt allow/disallow rules

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/sitemap.xml | grep -c '<url>'   # count the 

URLs listed in the sitemap

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books | grep -oE 'rel="canonical" href="

[^"]*"'  # check the canonical tag

curl -s -I https://www.foliovistabooks.com/privacy | grep -i location   # check the 

redirect target for /privacy

In words: the build completes without error. The built HTML has the expected
page title and description. robots.txt  and sitemap.xml  are reachable and
correct. Canonical tags check out on a sample of pages. Redirects ( /privacy ,
/terms , any renamed URLs) actually redirect.

A build that completes successfully is not, on its own, proof that a route rendered
correctly. See step 1.9 Prerendering, or its alternative, for other stacks, and Part
4's 4.2 case study (the URL rename that silently broke prerendering). This entire
checklist's underlying principle ("a successful build is not proof of a correct render,
verify the actual output") is universal. Only the specific build command differs by
stack.



1.11 Google Search Console

[UNIVERSAL]

Once a build is deployed and verified (step 1.10 Deploy and verify build output),
the remaining work happens in Google Search Console. This means confirming
Google can actually reach, render, and index each page, not just that the page is
technically live. This entire section applies identically regardless of framework:
Search Console does not know or care whether a page was built with Vite, Next.js,
or anything else.

Domain verification

Search Console property

Add a Domain property (covers http / https / www  variants together,
broader than a URL-prefix property)

Verification method used here: Domain name provider (DNS TXT record)

DNS check command:

DNS TXT record

dig +short TXT foliovistabooks.com @8.8.8.8

# google-site-verification=REPLACE_WITH_YOUR_OWN_TOKEN

A real verification failure worth knowing how to read, since it happened on this
project: Search Console's error message can say "we couldn't find your
verification token" while simultaneously listing that exact token in its own "we
found these DNS TXT records instead" section. That is not a normal propagation-
lag message. If the record genuinely were not visible yet, it would not appear in
the "found instead" list at all. The actual cause here was a truncated DNS TXT
record: the value entered at the registrar was missing the token's trailing
characters ( google-site-verification=...  cut short by 9 characters). The fix
is character-for-character comparison: open the property's original "Verify
ownership" screen (not the failure message) and compare its currently required
token against what is actually in DNS, byte for byte. If they match, it is genuinely
propagation lag. Wait. If they do not match, add the correct full token as an
additional TXT record (do not remove the old one yet) and retry Verify.



Sitemap submission

Search Console -> Sitemaps -> submit /sitemap.xml

First submission commonly shows "Couldn't fetch" before settling. Recheck
after a short wait rather than resubmitting repeatedly

Confirm the final status reads "Success" with the expected URL count
discovered (12 on this project, per step 1.7 Sitemap)

URL Inspection workflow, for each URL that should be indexed

1. Search Console -> URL Inspection bar -> paste the full URL -> Enter

2. Ignore the first screen if it shows stale/cached data

3. Click "Test Live URL" (top right)

4. Click "View Tested Page"

5. Screenshot tab: confirm it shows the real page content, not the homepage or a
blank shell

6. HTML tab: search for rel="canonical"  and confirm it points to this URL
itself, not /  or any other page

7. "More Info" tab: quick check for JS errors (should be clean)

8. Only once a URL passes all of the above does the "Request Indexing" button
become meaningful to click. Requesting indexing before confirming this risks
Google just re-crawling and finding the same broken state again, wasting the
priority-crawl request

9. After requesting: "Indexing requested -- URL was added to a priority crawl
queue." Submitting the same URL multiple times does not change its queue
position or priority.

If any URL's Screenshot or canonical tab shows the wrong content, the underlying
fix (steps 1.1 Page content and routing through 1.9 Prerendering) did not actually
take effect for that route. Go back and re-check rendering (step 1.9, or its
alternative) and canonical (step 1.6 Canonical rules) for that specific URL before
requesting indexing again.



Monitoring, over days/weeks, not a same-day check

Search Console -> Pages (under Indexing): watch submitted URLs move from
"Not indexed" / "Duplicate, Google chose different canonical" to "Indexed"

After a few days: search site:foliovistabooks.com  on Google, confirm
results beyond just the homepage appear.

Search the exact page/book titles directly and confirm the specific page
surfaces, not just the homepage.

Search Console does not wait for a manual check to surface a new problem. It
emails the property owner directly whenever it detects a new indexing issue,
worded generically, for example "New reason preventing your pages from being
indexed: Excluded by 'noindex' tag," followed by a recommendation to fix it if the
exclusion was not intentional. That email is itself a monitoring channel, arriving
on its own instead of requiring a scheduled Pages check. It is also a generic alert:
Search Console has no way to know whether a given page's noindex  was placed
there deliberately or by mistake. On this project several pages are intentionally
noindex  (the code appendix and the other cases documented in step 1.5

Indexing decisions, page by page), so this exact email is expected for those URLs
and requires no action. The email is only a real signal to act on when the flagged
noindex  was not an intentional decision for that specific page.

Real example, checked live on this project: a site:foliovistabooks.com
search currently surfaces six results, the homepage, /privacy-and-terms ,
/books , /contact , and both book overview pages ( /books/operational-
bug-bounty-fieldwork  and /books/practical-layered-security-for-
small-platforms ). That is a genuinely useful sanity check. Results beyond just
the homepage are a reassuring sign that the crawler-gate bug described later in
this guide, 4.4 Case study (the crawler-gate bug that actually de-indexed three
real pages), has not recurred. It is not, however, a precise or complete count.
Google's own documentation is explicit that site:  results are an approximate
sample, not an exhaustive index listing. A URL missing from this list is not proof it
is unindexed, and a URL appearing here is not proof every sitemap URL is
indexed. The per-URL Search Console URL Inspection workflow described above is
the authoritative check for any individual page. This site:  search is only useful
as a quick, rough sanity check between those more precise ones.



A SECOND REAL EXAMPLE, WORTH KNOWING HOW TO READ

URL Inspection is authoritative for what Google currently reports, but
"currently" means as of Google's last crawl, not as of right now. On this
project, Chapter 3 ( practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms-
chapter-3.html ) showed "Page is not indexed: Excluded by 'noindex' tag,"
with no user-declared canonical, against a crawl timestamped three weeks
earlier. A direct live check told a different story:

Live check

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms-chapter-3.html | grep -iE '<meta[^>]*robots|

<link[^>]*canonical'

# <meta name="robots" content="index, follow, max-image-preview:large, max-

snippet:-1, max-video-preview:-1" />

# <link rel="canonical" 

href="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms-chapter-3.html" />

The live tag was already correct. Google's report accurately described what it
saw during that specific crawl, three weeks earlier, not the site as it exists
now. Nothing on the site needed fixing; what was needed was a fresh crawl,
triggered through the same URL Inspection -> Request Indexing workflow
above. The general fix for a stale Search Console report, once a live check
confirms the site itself is already correct, is exactly that: request indexing for
the specific stale page, so Google recrawls it and picks up the already-fixed
tag, rather than spending any effort debugging code that was never actually
broken. The same discipline that runs through this whole guide, verify
against the live site rather than trust a report, applies to Search Console's
own output just as much as it applies to a third-party audit tool.

Part 2 -- Content and On-Page Quality Rules

Part 1 covers whether a page can be indexed at all. This part covers whether it is
actually worth ranking once it can be. These are the content-quality rules that apply
once a page has cleared Part 1's technical requirements. Almost all of Part 2 is
universal principle told through FolioVista's specific examples. Each section is still



flagged individually below, since two of them, 2.11 (CTA and SEO relationship) and 2.14
(Duplicate-content control), are fully framework- and even project-independent.

2.1 Title tag strategy

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Every major public page needs a distinct, reader-facing title.

Good title characteristics:

clear page purpose

specific to the page

not overloaded with keywords

consistent with visible headings

Recommended pattern examples:



PAGE TITLE

Home Digital Books, Practical Guides & Free Samples

| FolioVista Books

Books Digital Books, Practical Guides, Manuals & Free

Sample Chapters | FolioVista Books

Bug bounty book
page

Operational Bug Bounty Fieldwork Free Sample |

FolioVista Books

Layered security book
page

Practical Layered Security for Small Platforms

Free Sample Chapters | FolioVista Books

SEO/AEO/GEO book
page

Practical SEO, AEO, GEO, and SMO Optimization

Free Sample Chapters | FolioVista Books

Operational manual
sample

Chapter 1: Scope and Operating Rules |

Operational Bug Bounty Fieldwork | FolioVista

Books

Layered security
sample page

Practical Layered Security Free Sample Chapters

| FolioVista Books

Chapter 2 standalone
sample

Chapter 2: Linux VPS Hardening Baseline |

Practical Layered Security | FolioVista Books

Chapter 3 standalone
sample

Chapter 3: SSH Timeout Recovery Basics |

Practical Layered Security | FolioVista Books

2.2 Meta description strategy

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Meta descriptions should:

summarize what the page actually offers

sound customer-facing

reflect the visible page content

avoid repetitive filler



Do not write descriptions like "best SEO site for books" or "digital books guides
manuals chapters free free free."

Write descriptions like: what the reader can access, what topic the page covers,
what kind of sample or overview exists. See the "Starting point" example at the
top of this guide for what it looks like when a description fails this rule on a live
page, and what it looks like fixed:

Live check

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/ | grep -oE '<h1[^>]*>

[^<]*|name="description" content="[^"]*"'

# name="description" content="Free HTML and PDF sample chapters on bug bounty 

fieldwork, security hardening, and SEO/AEO/GEO -- practical reading for founders and 

developers."

# <h1>Digital books, practical guides, manuals, and free sample chapters.

The description names concrete formats, specific subject areas, and who it is for.
The <h1>  states the page's core promise. Neither repeats the other.

2.3 Heading structure rules

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Use headings to reflect document structure, not decoration.

Global heading rule:

one main h1  per page

use h2  for major page sections

use h3  only under the correct parent section

demote lower subsections consistently

Examples for this project:

Home page: h1  = platform promise, h2  = main platform explanation, h3  =
book-specific sections

Books page: keep one page h1 , h2  for major content blocks, h3  for book-
specific summaries inside content sections

Book overview pages: h1  = book name, h2  = included sample section



Multi-chapter sample page: h1  = book name, h2  = chapter title, h3  = chapter
subsections, h4  = lower supporting blocks where necessary

Standalone chapter page: h1  = real chapter title, h2  = main chapter sections,
h3  = supporting sections

Do not use headings only because they look larger.

2.4 Content depth guidelines

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Important pages need enough useful text to justify indexing.

Suggested content depth for this project:

Home page: roughly 350 to 650 visible words; should explain the platform and
summarize the two current reading paths

Books page: roughly 500+ useful words; should explain what is in the catalog and
how the books differ

Book overview pages: enough text to explain the book promise, sample scope,
and reading path; avoid thin pages that are just buttons

Manual sample pages: naturally long enough already if they contain real chapter
material

Do not add text only to hit a number. Do add text when the current page is too
thin to explain its purpose.

2.5 Customer-facing content rule

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Public copy should sound like reader-facing positioning, not internal planning.

Avoid public text like "this homepage should help readers understand," "the page
should work as," "the current site is centered on."



Prefer customer-facing phrasing like "FolioVista Books brings together...",
"Readers can start with...", "This sample explains...", "This book helps readers..."

Reason: search engines can parse both styles, but customer-facing text is
stronger for trust, click-through behavior, conversion quality, and overall
page quality.

2.6 Homepage SEO guidance

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

The homepage should not try to be the books page.

Best homepage role: define the platform, summarize the current technical focus,
introduce the two current book paths, route the reader deeper.

What the homepage should contain: brand-aligned h1 , a short clear hero
promise, an overview section explaining what FolioVista Books publishes, short
book summaries for the current books.

What it should not contain: too much repeated catalog instruction, duplicate long
catalog explanation already covered on /books , internal workflow wording.

2.7 Books page SEO guidance

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE - -  GENERALIZES TO ANY CATALOG
PAGE ON A SITE  WITH A CATALOG +  INDIVIDUAL-ITEM-PAGE STRUCTURE]

The books page is the best place for fuller catalog explanation, comparison
between books, current free sample paths, future release context.

The books page should: keep its current h1 , have one major explanatory section
near the top, use structured h2  and h3  headings, explain the difference
between the current books, link readers into the right HTML or PDF sample paths.

The books page is a stronger catalog SEO target than the homepage for: digital
books, practical guides, free sample chapters.



2.8 Book overview page guidance

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE - -  GENERALIZES TO ANY INDIVIDUAL
ITEM/DETAIL PAGE DISTINCT FROM ITS  CATALOG LISTING]

Each book overview page should exist for a different reason than the books page.

Books page purpose: compare and browse. Book overview page purpose:
understand one book, understand sample scope, choose reading format.

Each book overview page should: clearly explain what the public sample includes,
clarify what the book is for, provide clean access to sample pages, avoid being just
a mirror of the books card.

2.9 Sample page SEO guidance

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Main public sample pages are good index targets when they contain substantial
real content, are useful entry points from search, have unique title and
description, and have correct heading structure.

For this project: the operational bug bounty sample page and the main practical
layered security sample page should be indexed (see Part 1, step 1.5 (Indexing
decisions, page by page) for the full indexing policy including Chapter 2/3/4/5).

2.10 Internal linking strategy

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Internal links should reflect real user journeys.

Strong internal link paths for this project:

home -> books

home -> each main book page

books -> each book page

books -> main manual sample pages



book pages -> sample pages

manual pages -> main book page and contact page

contact page -> books

Good internal linking helps crawl flow, topic association, reader movement. Do
not add links only to "increase links." Links should help a real reader choose the
next step.

2.11 CTA and SEO relationship

[UNIVERSAL]

CTA (call to action) is the specific button, link, or prompt on a page that asks the
reader to do something concrete next (e.g. "Read the free sample," "Join the
waitlist"). This rule is about the relationship between CTAs and the explanatory
content around them, not about CTAs on their own.

Buttons and links do not replace content.

Good rule: use content to explain, use links to move.

This matters because a page with only buttons is weak for SEO even if it is good
for direct navigation. For example: book cards can contain shortcut links, but the
page still needs real explanatory copy around them.

2.12 Structured data strategy

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Use structured data to clarify page types, not to fake authority. In practice this is
a <script type="application/ld+json">  tag (see step 1.3 How that
metadata reaches <head> : React Helmet) whose content is a plain JS object
following the schema.org vocabulary:



Structured data (JSON-LD) -- Book schema

{

  "@context": "https://schema.org",

  "@type": "Book",

  "name": "Practical Layered Security for Small Platforms",

  "author": { "@type": "Person", "name": "Hazem Elbatawy" },

  "url": "https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms"

}

Useful schema already aligned to this project: Organization , WebSite ,
BreadcrumbList , CollectionPage , Book , ContactPage , WebPage .

Schema should match visible content. Do not claim a page is something it is not.

Examples: books catalog page -> CollectionPage , book overview page ->
Book , legal page -> WebPage , contact page -> ContactPage .

2.13 Open Graph (OG) and social preview guidance

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Each important public page should have title, description, OG image, and Twitter
image. These are rendered by the same Seo  component from step 1.3 (How
that metadata reaches <head> : React Helmet):

Open Graph and Twitter meta tags

<meta property="og:title" content="Practical Layered Security for Small Platforms 

Free Sample Chapters | FolioVista Books" />

<meta property="og:description" content="Free HTML and PDF sample chapters on Linux 

VPS hardening, SSH recovery, and browser/domain safety." />

<meta property="og:image" 

content="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/og/foliovistabooks-home.png" />

<meta name="twitter:card" content="summary" />

<meta name="twitter:image" 

content="https://www.foliovistabooks.com/og/foliovistabooks-home.png" />

Current fallback is acceptable for baseline implementation. Better next step:
custom OG image for homepage, custom OG image for books catalog, optional
book-specific OG images later.

Why this matters: social shares influence click quality, strong previews reinforce
branding.



2.14 Duplicate-content control

[UNIVERSAL]

Main duplicate risks in this project: legal aliases, search parameter pages,
standalone sample pages competing with main sample pages, pages with near-
identical summaries and no unique purpose. (The categories themselves, legal
aliases, parameter URLs, competing near-duplicate pages, recur on essentially
any site, not just this one.)

Use these tools in this order:

1. redirect if the page should not exist separately

2. canonical if multiple URLs are unavoidable

3. noindex  for non-canonical public utility pages

This is the toolkit referenced throughout Part 1 (the sitemap exclusions in step 1.7
Sitemap, and Chapter 2's canonical resolution in step 1.5 Indexing decisions,
page by page). Each of those decisions is one of these three tools applied to one
specific URL.

Part 3 -- Governance and Maintenance

3.1 Practical enhancement roadmap

[UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLE,  FOLIOVISTA EXAMPLE]

Phase 1, Structural baseline: route-level titles, descriptions, canonical URLs,
robots and sitemap, structured data, indexing policy.

Phase 2, Content depth: improve home page, improve books page, improve book
overview pages, refine customer-facing wording.

Phase 3, Search clarity: remove duplication, improve heading hierarchy, better
internal linking, stronger sample-page intent.



Phase 4, Visual preview and trust: custom OG images, stronger About or founder
trust signals if needed, Search Console monitoring.

3.2 Practical page-by-page checklist

[UNIVERSAL]

For every page, check:

1. Does it have one clear purpose?

2. Does it have one h1 ?

3. Does it have a unique title?

4. Does it have a useful description?

5. Does it have enough real text?

6. Does it have a canonical URL?

7. Should it be indexed?

8. Is it in the sitemap only if canonical and indexable?

9. Does it link to the right next page?

10. Does its wording sound customer-facing?

3.3 Project-specific file map

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC - -  NOT APPLICABLE AS-IS  TO ANY OTHER PROJECT;  FIND THE

EQUIVALENT FILES IN YOUR OWN STACK]

Main files involved in SEO work:

foliovistabooks/src/App.jsx  handles page copy, route SEO, routing
structure, and analytics event tracking.

foliovistabooks/src/seo.jsx  is the shared SEO helper: canonical, robots,
OG, Twitter, and schema.

foliovistabooks/public/robots.txt  provides crawl guidance.

foliovistabooks/public/sitemap.xml  lists canonical indexable URLs.



foliovistabooks/scripts/prerender.mjs  generates prerendered route
output.

foliovistabooks/vercel.json  controls redirects and deployment routing
behavior.

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/operational-bug-bounty-

fieldwork.html  is the bug bounty sample page (indexable).

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms.html  is the layered security main sample page (indexable).

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms-chapter-2.html  is Chapter 2 standalone: index, follow,
but its canonical points at the main sample page. It is crawlable, not separately
indexed, and not in the sitemap.

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-

small-platforms-chapter-3.html  is Chapter 3, SSH recovery (indexable).

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/chapter_04_publication.html  is
Chapter 4, browser hardening (indexable).

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/chapter_04_code_appendix_publicati

on.html  is the Chapter 4 code appendix (noindex).

foliovistabooks/public/manuals/chapter_05_publication.html  is
Chapter 5, browser rendering (indexable).

3.4 Final working principle

[UNIVERSAL]

For FolioVista Books, strong SEO does not come from tricks.

It comes from: clear public page purpose, focused content, correct indexing,
useful headings, unique landing pages, practical internal linking, consistent
reader-facing language.

If a page is useful for readers and clearly different from the rest of the site, SEO
implementation should make that clarity visible to search engines.



Part 4 -- Case Studies: What Happens When a Step in Part
1 (The Operational Chain) Is Skipped or Gotten Wrong

Part 1 describes the operational chain as it should work. The four case studies below
are real incidents from this project, each one traceable to a specific step in that chain
being skipped, misunderstood, or silently broken. Read after Part 1, not instead of it,
since each one assumes the step it's about. All four are FolioVista-specific incidents.
Each one's "Practical lesson" paragraph states explicitly what generalizes beyond this
project and what does not.

4.1 Case study: the sitemap 404 that was not a sitemap problem

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC INCIDENT - -  LESSON GENERALIZES:  DIAGNOSE ROUTE-
RENDERING STABILITY BEFORE TOUCHING SITEMAP INCLUSION,  ON ANY STACK]

What was reported:

/manuals/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork.html  and
/manuals/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms.html , both

correctly listed in the sitemap per step 1.7 (Sitemap), intermittently returned a
404 on first load, then loaded correctly after a manual page refresh.

What was wrongly suspected first:

That the sitemap contained duplicate URLs (the /books/...  overview pages
and the /manuals/...html  sample pages), and that removing the manual URLs
from the sitemap would fix it.

Why that diagnosis was wrong:

Per step 1.7, those two URL groups are not duplicates. One is the book overview,
the other is the actual sample content. Removing the manual URLs from the
sitemap would not have fixed anything. It would only have told search engines to
stop checking pages that were still reachable, still linked from the books page,
and still broken for any real visitor who clicked through.



Actual root cause:

This was a step 1.9 (Prerendering) problem, not a sitemap problem at all. The
project's vercel.json  had a catch-all SPA rewrite meant to let the client-side
router handle unknown paths:

File: vercel.json

{

  "rewrites": [

    { "source": "/(.*)", "destination": "/index.html" }

  ]

}

"source": "/(.*)"  is a wildcard pattern matching any path at all.
"destination": "/index.html"  sends every one of those requests to the

same file. That is the whole shape of a catch-all/fallback rule: one rule, one
wildcard, one destination. It is standard, unremarkable config on its own. The risk
is not in the rule's syntax. It is in where the platform evaluates it relative to real
static files, which the rule itself has no control over. On most platforms, including
Vercel, an existing static file is normally supposed to be served before a rewrite
like this ever gets a chance to fire. That ordering is what protects a real file from
being swallowed by the catch-all. This project's bug happened precisely because
that ordering was not reliable on every request:

On a cold edge cache hit, this occasionally intercepted direct-file requests to the
two .html  manual pages and served the SPA shell instead of the real static file.
So the client-side router loaded, did not recognize the path as one of its own
routes, and rendered the app's own 404 component. A refresh then hit an edge
that resolved the request correctly.

The diagnostic method that actually found it (reusable for future intermittent-
availability issues):

1. Reproduce in a fresh private/incognito window first, before investigating
further. This immediately rules out browser cache as the cause.

2. Note the exact pattern: fails on first load, succeeds on refresh. This specific
signature points at edge/server-side routing inconsistency, not a client-side
caching artifact.



3. Compare which URLs fail against which never do. Here, the six extensionless
app routes (served via directory-index resolution against their own
prerendered files) never failed; only the two direct file-extension matches did.
That asymmetry identified the exact mechanism at fault.

4. Do not trust a single testing environment's results as conclusive. Repeated
curl  checks from one location returned 200 every time and never

reproduced the failure the browser was hitting, because that testing
environment happened to always hit an already-warmed edge node.

Fix applied:

Removed the rewrites  block from vercel.json  entirely, rather than trying to
patch it with a path exclusion:

vercel.json -- rewrites block removed

 {

-  "rewrites": [

-    { "source": "/(.*)", "destination": "/index.html" }

-  ]

 }

It was not actually needed for the six known app routes. Prerendering already
produces a real index.html  in each route's own directory, so they were already
being served correctly by default directory-index resolution with no rewrite
involved. Tested on a preview deployment (all six routes, both manual pages, and
one genuinely unknown path) before merging to production.

Practical lesson:

An intermittent-availability problem is not a sitemap problem, even when a
sitemap URL is what surfaces it. The sitemap only tells a crawler what to check. It
has no effect on whether the underlying page actually loads correctly. Removing
a URL from the sitemap in response to a routing bug treats the symptom Google
happens to notice, while leaving the same bug live for every real visitor reaching
that page through an actual link. Diagnose route-rendering stability (step 1.9
Prerendering, or its alternative on a framework with built-in rendering) before
ever touching sitemap inclusion (step 1.7 Sitemap). This ordering is the part that



generalizes to any stack. The specific catch-all-rewrite mechanism is this project's
own.

4.2 Case study: the URL rename that silently broke prerendering

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC INCIDENT,  FRAMEWORK-SPECIFIC MECHANISM (REACT/VITE'S
TWO-ROUTE-LIST PROBLEM,  SEE  THE ALTERNATIVE TO 1 .9  PRERENDERING)  - -  LESSON

GENERALIZES:  VERIFY A ROUTE CHANGE WITH CURL AGAINST THE LIVE URL,  NOT A
BROWSER CLICK]

What was reported:

The SEO/AEO/GEO book's URL was renamed to include a missing keyword, from
/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization  to /books/practical-seo-
aeo-geo-smo-optimization , via a route change in the main app component
(step 1.1 Page content and routing). The change was committed and deployed.
Clicking the new URL from the site's own homepage worked correctly, full page
content, no visible problem in the browser.

What a direct check found instead:

Live check

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" 

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

# 404 -- no static file exists for it anywhere on the server

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" 

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

# 200 -- but check the body, not just the code:

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

# <div id="root"><div class="app"><header>...</header><footer>...</footer></div>

</div>

# -- header and footer only. No book title. No content. Empty <title>.

Why the browser check missed it entirely:

The in-app link navigation never touches the server for that specific path. Client-
side routing (React Router) handles it entirely in the browser once the JS bundle
has loaded, using whatever route table is in the current JS bundle, which was
already up to date. A browser check exercises exactly that path and only that
path. It tells you nothing about what a fresh request (a crawler, a shared link, a
bookmark, a curl check) would actually receive from the server.



Actual root cause:

The route rename was made in the app's route table (step 1.1 Page content and
routing; App.jsx ), but the prerender script (step 1.9 Prerendering;
scripts/prerender.mjs ) has its own separate, hardcoded list of routes to

generate static HTML for at build time. That list was never updated. Effect:
prerendering the old URL ran it through the current app code, where that path is
now just a client-side redirect element with nothing to render on the server. This
produces the empty shell. The new URL was never in the prerender route list at
all, so no static file was ever generated for it. This produces the genuine 404. This
is the exact failure mode step 1.9 warns about: two separate route lists, nothing
enforcing they stay in sync. As noted in the alternative to 1.9 Prerendering, this
specific two-list problem is largely a React/Vite-with-manual-prerender-script
issue. Frameworks with a single file-system-based route table (Next.js and similar)
do not have a second list to drift out of sync in the same way.

The diagnostic method that found it:

1. Do not trust "it works when I click it." That only tests client-side navigation,
which by design never requests the server for that path.

2. curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" <url>  on both the old and
new URL, directly, to see what the server actually returns for each.

3. When a response is 200 but suspicious, read the actual body ( curl -s
<url> ), not just the status code. A 200 with an empty <div id="root">
shell is a passing status code hiding a real failure.

4. Grep the prerender script's own route list against the app's actual route table,
rather than assuming they stay in sync automatically. They are two separate
files with no shared source of truth enforcing agreement between them.

Fix applied:

1. Updated scripts/prerender.mjs 's routes  array (see step 1.9
Prerendering) to the new URL.

2. Added a real server-side redirect in vercel.json , instead of relying on the
app's client-side <Navigate>  redirect alone, since that produces an empty
response body for any non-JS request (crawlers included) rather than a proper
301/308:



File: vercel.json

{

  "redirects": [

    {

      "source": "/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization",

      "destination": "/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization",

      "permanent": true

    }

  ]

}

3. Rebuilt, redeployed, reverified with the same curl  checks:

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code}\n" 

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization

# 200 -- real content

curl -s -I https://www.foliovistabooks.com/books/practical-aeo-geo-smo-optimization 

| grep -i location

# location: /books/practical-seo-aeo-geo-smo-optimization  (308)

That old URL redirect is permanent, not a temporary cleanup step to remove later.
The old URL was live in production before the rename, so anything that
happened during that window, an external link, a bookmark, Google's own prior
crawl of it, still points at that exact path. Deleting the route and letting it 404
would break every one of those references into a dead end instead of landing on
the actual book. A permanent redirect also carries forward any ranking signal the
old URL had already accumulated; a bare 404 gives Google nothing to transfer
that signal to. There is effectively no ongoing cost to keeping the redirect rule in
vercel.json  indefinitely, so there is no real argument for ever removing it.

Practical lesson:

A route rename is not one change. It is at minimum two on this stack: the app's
route table, and the prerender script's route list, because nothing enforces that
they stay in sync. Vite/React Router will happily build and deploy successfully with
them out of agreement, and the failure is invisible in every check that goes
through a browser. Any time a route path changes, check
scripts/prerender.mjs 's routes  array in the same change, and verify with

curl  against the live URL afterward, not just against npm run dev , which runs
the JS-driven dev server and would render the new route correctly regardless of
whether the prerender script was ever touched. The part of this lesson that
generalizes to every stack, Next.js included: never trust a browser click as proof a



route rename fully took effect. Always verify with curl  against the live,
deployed URL.

4.3 Case study: mobile Core Web Vitals, and two audit-tool suggestions that were not
real problems

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC INCIDENT - -  LESSON FULLY GENERALIZES:  VERIFY AN AUDIT
TOOL'S  SUGGESTION AGAINST A PRIMARY SOURCE BEFORE IMPLEMENTING IT,  ON
ANY PROJECT]

What was reported:

Two SEO audit tools (Seobility.net, SEOTesterOnline) run against the live
homepage flagged five findings. Before implementing any of them, each was
checked against the live site and, where the claim was about SEO or accessibility
best practice rather than a raw fact, against Google's own documentation and
current accessibility guidance. None of it was implemented on the tool's word
alone.

Report excerpts, as each tool actually showed them:

TOOL METRIC SCORE TOOL'S MESSAGE

SEOTesterOnline Title on Tag <a> 26.1/100
(17/23 links)

"Some Tag <a>  of this
page don't contain the
title attribute. Fix it!"

Seobility.net Internal links,
anchor text

3/4,
Important

"Some anchor texts are
used more than once"

Seobility.net

Backlinks (0 total,
0 referring
domains, 0
domain rating)

0/1, Very
important

"We didn't find any
backlinks to this page."

SEOTesterOnline
Largest
Contentful Paint,
mobile

31.0/100, 4.8s
-- Core Web
Vitals

"Largest Contentful
Paint marks the time at
which the largest text
or image is painted."

Two flagged findings, checked and not implemented (the fix, not the finding, was
rejected):



17-23 <a>  tags "missing the title attribute," scored 26.1/100. Checked against
Google's own stated position and current WebAIM/W3C accessibility guidance:
the title  attribute carries no SEO ranking weight, and is not reliably read by
screen readers at all. It is specifically not recommended as an accessibility fix.
Its one legitimate use is when several links share identical visible text but point
to different destinations. None of the flagged links on this page do that
(repeated text like "Home" in both header and footer points to the same URL in
both places, which is normal). Adding the attribute to all 23 links would have
satisfied the tool's checklist without fixing anything real.

Repeated internal anchor text (Seobility, Internal Links 3/4). Same category of
non-issue: the real "anchor text diversity" concern in SEO is about a site's
external backlink profile (many other sites all linking in with the identical exact-
match phrase), not a site's own internal nav repeating "Home" in its header and
footer, which nearly every site does.

The first real finding, checked and confirmed, but not something a code change
can fix:

Backlinks: 0 total, 0 referring domains, flagged "Very important." Genuinely
true, still true when re-checked live. Not a site defect. It is an off-page/outreach
state (no other site currently links here), outside the scope of anything editable
in the codebase.

The second real finding, checked, root-caused, and fixed:

Mobile Largest Contentful Paint (LCP): 31/100, 4.8 seconds. LCP is one of
Google's Core Web Vitals: the time from navigation start until the largest visible
content element (here, the page's real text, since it renders in the prerendered
HTML) has actually painted on screen. That is well into Google's "poor" band
(threshold for "good" is 2.5s). Checked the live <head>  directly rather than
guessing at causes: no custom @font-face  (ruled out web-font loading
delay), only a small SVG logo above the fold (ruled out image size). What
remained: a 32KB CSS file loaded as a plain render-blocking <link
rel="stylesheet"> , with no preload hint and no critical-CSS inlining. The
browser has to fully fetch and parse it before painting anything, even on a
page where the real text is already sitting in the prerendered HTML.



The standard, classic solution for this, preloading the CSS and then swapping it to
a real stylesheet once it's fetched, looks like this:

The classic technique -- rejected

<!-- The classic technique. Rejected here -- see why below. -->

<link rel="preload" as="style" href="/assets/index-XXXX.css"

      onload="this.onload=null;this.rel='stylesheet'">

<noscript><link rel="stylesheet" href="/assets/index-XXXX.css"></noscript>

The above classic technique was not used because of this site's actual CSP
header:

This site's real Content-Security-Policy header

Content-Security-Policy: script-src 'self' 'nonce-AbC123XyZ==' 'strict-dynamic'; ...

The onload="..."  attribute above is an inline event handler. A script nonce is
not encryption or a hash of the script itself, it is a random, per-request token: the
server generates it once, includes it in the CSP header ( 'nonce-AbC123XyZ==' ),
and stamps that same value onto each trusted <script
nonce="AbC123XyZ==">  tag. The browser only trusts <script>  tags carrying
that exact nonce. It does not extend to inline event-handler attributes on other
elements like this <link> . Under 'strict-dynamic' , that handler would
likely be silently blocked by the browser, which fails worse than doing nothing:
the rel="preload"  would just sit there forever, never swapping to
rel="stylesheet" , so the CSS would never apply at all.

What was used instead, three additive hints, rel="preconnect" , rel="dns-
prefetch" , and fetchpriority , that need no CSP change, since none of them
executes any script. A "hint" here is a specific technical term: all three are
resource hints, a declarative instruction that tells the browser to prepare for or
prioritize fetching something sooner than it otherwise would, without forcing the
browser to actually do it. The browser is free to ignore a hint under memory or
bandwidth pressure, which is exactly why hints  are considered "low-risk":
unlike the rejected onload handler  above, a hint that gets ignored just falls
back to the browser's normal default behavior instead of breaking anything:



index.html -- added directly under the GTM inline script

<link rel="preconnect" href="https://www.googletagmanager.com" />

<link rel="dns-prefetch" href="https://www.googletagmanager.com" />

scripts/prerender.mjs -- fetchpriority hint

.replace(

  /<link rel="stylesheet" crossorigin href="([^"]+)">/,

  '<link rel="stylesheet" crossorigin href="$1" fetchpriority="high">'

)

The above snippet of code produces the below code snippets actual before/after
in the built, and deployed process of HTML:

Before and after -- fetchpriority applied at build time

<!-- Before -->

<link rel="stylesheet" crossorigin href="/assets/index-DwgqjWds.css">

<!-- After -->

<link rel="stylesheet" crossorigin href="/assets/index-DwgqjWds.css" 

fetchpriority="high">

preconnect / dns-prefetch  hints free up bandwidth and connection time
from Google Tag Manager's own async script fetch during the critical rendering
window. fetchpriority="high"  elevates the CSS to Chrome's Highest priority
tier. Confirmed directly in DevTools' Network panel (right-click any column header
-> Priority): index-DwgqjWds.css  consistently shows Highest, while this same
page's other early resources, the main JS bundle ( index-Bwb-1IPm.js ), the
hero banner image, and the favicon files, all show High, one tier below. Neither
hint changes whether  or when  the CSS applies relative to render. Both only
change how quickly the browser gets around to fetching it, which is exactly why
this avoids the CSP problem the rejected technique above runs into.

Both hints act early and in parallel, targeting two different resources through two
different mechanisms. preconnect / dns-prefetch  warm up the connection
(DNS plus TCP/TLS) to googletagmanager.com  ahead of time, so that whenever
the browser's parser reaches GTM's script, it is not also paying connection-setup
latency during the critical rendering window. fetchpriority="high"  is a
separate mechanism entirely: it raises the CSS file's own priority in the browser's
resource-loading queue, so competing requests do not crowd it out.



Confirmed directly in DevTools, gtm.js  and the GA4 script it loads both
consistently show Chrome's Low priority tier, the lowest of any resource on this
page, well below the CSS's Highest. That gap is exactly why two different tools
were needed here rather than one: fetchpriority="high"  raises a resource's
own priority tier, and GTM's Low tier was never the thing being fixed, third-party
analytics staying low-priority relative to the page's own critical CSS is the correct
outcome, not a problem. preconnect / dns-prefetch  solve a different cost
entirely, the fixed DNS/TCP/TLS setup time a request pays regardless of what
priority tier it eventually runs at, so that whenever GTM's naturally low-priority
request does fire, it is not also paying connection-setup latency on top of its own
low scheduling priority.

Where each hint lives also differs by build stage. Before build, in the source
index.html , only the preconnect / dns-prefetch  hints exist, since the GTM

domain is fixed and does not depend on anything build-specific.
fetchpriority="high"  cannot be written into that same source file, because

Vite only generates the CSS file's real hashed filename ( index-DwgqjWds.css  in
the example above) at build time. After build, scripts/prerender.mjs 's regex
.replace(...)  patches that attribute onto the CSS <link>  tag in the already-

built HTML output, once the real filename exists to attach it to.



Why the classic CSS-preload swap was rejected, and what replaced it under a strict CSP

Mobile LCP: 31/100, 4.8s
render-blocking 32KB CSS, no preload hint

4.3 case study

Classic technique: preload + onload
swap to stylesheet once fetched (rejected)

Site's real CSP:
script-src 'nonce-...' 'strict-dynamic'
nonce trusts <script> tags only, not

inline onload= on this <link>

Handler silently blocked
preload never swaps to stylesheet --

CSS never applies. Worse than doing nothing.

Used instead: three additive hints
preconnect/dns-prefetch + fetchpriority

Neither executes any script
so no CSP change is needed

CSS fetched sooner
same render timing, just faster fetch --
LCP improves without touching CSP

Verify against the site's real CSP before adopting a technique
A popular fix (inline onload=) can be silently blocked by a strict CSP.

Prefer hints that execute no script at all when CSP is strict.

step 1.10 Deploy and verify build output

Verified structurally after building: both hints present in the final prerendered
HTML, CSS and JS both still return 200 with correct content-type, real page
content still present.

Live check

curl -s https://www.foliovistabooks.com/ | grep -oE '<link[^>]*rel="(preconnect|dns-

prefetch)"[^>]*>|<link[^>]*fetchpriority="high"[^>]*>'

# <link rel="preconnect" href="https://www.googletagmanager.com" />

# <link rel="dns-prefetch" href="https://www.googletagmanager.com" />

# <link rel="stylesheet" crossorigin href="/assets/index-DwgqjWds.css" 

fetchpriority="high">

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code} %{content_type}\n" 

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/assets/index-DwgqjWds.css

# 200 text/css; charset=utf-8

curl -s -o /dev/null -w "%{http_code} %{content_type}\n" 

https://www.foliovistabooks.com/assets/index-Bwb-1IPm.js

# 200 application/javascript; charset=utf-8

The change was judged low-risk specifically because it only affects fetch timing,
not whether/when the CSS applies relative to render, a materially different risk
profile than the onload-swap technique that was avoided.



IF THAT MECHANISM WAS HARD TO FOLLOW

Think of the browser as only having so much attention to give out in the first
moments of a page load. The classic fix needed permission to run a small
piece of script, and this site's security rules did not grant that permission, so
the fix would have silently failed instead of working. The three hints used
instead do not ask for that permission at all, since none of them run any
script. One hint tells the browser to give the CSS extra attention above what
it would normally get. The other two just get a head start on setting up the
connection to a third-party script that was always going to run at low priority
anyway, so that setup work does not eat into the same early window the CSS
needs.

Practical lesson:

Free SEO audit tools have a commercial incentive to make a page look like it has
more problems than it does. Both tools used in this check showed upgrade
prompts during the audit ("Activate backlink monitoring, test free for 14 days,"
"Upgrade Now & Save 30%"). That does not make their findings wrong, but it
means a flagged score is a lead to verify, not a checklist to satisfy. The discipline
that matters is the same one from the 4.1 and 4.2 case studies (the sitemap 404
that was not a sitemap problem, and the URL rename that silently broke
prerendering): check the live site directly, check the primary source (Google's
documentation, not a tool's summary of what Google wants) before spending
effort implementing a suggested fix, and be equally willing to conclude "this one
is not a real problem" as "this one needs fixing."

4.4 Case study: the crawler-gate bug that actually de-indexed three real pages

[FOLIOVISTA-SPECIFIC INCIDENT - -  LESSON GENERALIZES:  ANY CLIENT-SIDE
GATING/REDIRECT LOGIC ON ANY FRAMEWORK NEEDS AN EXPLICIT  ANSWER FOR

WHAT A CRAWLER SEES,  NOT AN ASSUMPTION THAT CRAWLERS ARE EXEMPT]

This is the most severe incident of the four. It is the only one that caused actual
de-indexing of live, working pages, not just a missed optimization opportunity or
a temporary availability glitch.



What was happening:

/books , /books/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork , and
/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms  were not

appearing in Google search results at all, including a direct
site:foliovistabooks.com  search.

How it was first noticed, independent of Search Console:

Checking GTM/GA4 analytics, specifically a lead-generation report, showed nearly
all recorded visits landing on the homepage ( / ) only, with visits to the book
detail pages essentially absent, despite those pages being linked directly from
the homepage and receiving real traffic in principle. Traffic concentrated almost
entirely on one URL when a site has several other real, linked pages is itself a
symptom worth investigating on its own, before ever opening Search Console. It
is consistent with either those pages genuinely not being visited (a UX problem)
or, as turned out to be the case here, those pages not being independently
reachable/indexed the way analytics and search expect.

What Search Console's URL Inspection (step 1.11 Google Search Console)
confirmed:

/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms  showed "URL is
not on Google... Discovery: No referring sitemaps detected, Referring page: None
detected." Testing the live URL showed the page rendered correctly with the right
canonical when fetched directly. The page itself was fine. The problem was
specifically in how Googlebot's crawl pass through the site was being handled.

Actual root cause:

src/App.jsx 's useHomeEntryGate() , a client-side gate meant to redirect
first-time visitors through an entry flow, was redirecting every visit to /books
and both book detail pages back to the homepage, including Googlebot's render
pass, and swapping the canonical tag to /  in the process:



App.jsx -- Before, the bug: no distinction between a bot and a first-time

human

function useHomeEntryGate() {

  const location = useLocation();

  const navigate = useNavigate();

  useEffect(() => {

    if (hasHomeEntrySeen()) return;

    rememberPendingEntryPath(buildLocationPath(location));

    navigate("/", { replace: true }); // <- runs for Googlebot too

  }, [location, navigate]);

}

Google saw three real, distinct pages as duplicates of the homepage and dropped
them from the index accordingly. This function had no crawler or
navigator.webdriver  check at all, so it treated Googlebot exactly like a first-

time human visitor and gated it the same way. Contact and other ungated pages
were never affected. useHomeEntryGate()  only runs on the Books,
BugBountyBook, and LayeredSecurityBook components.

This is Part 1's step 1.5 Indexing decisions, page by page, and step 1.6 Canonical
rules, both being silently overridden at runtime by application logic that neither
step accounts for. The meta robots tag and canonical declared in each page's own
<Seo>  call (step 1.2 Declaring metadata per page) were correct. A redirect

happening before that component ever rendered swapped the canonical for a
subset of real visitors, Googlebot included, without touching the source code
either rule points at. This class of risk is not React/Vite-specific. Any framework's
equivalent of an entry gate, auth wall, onboarding redirect, or A/B test router can
do exactly this if it does not explicitly account for crawler user agents.

Fix applied:

An explicit crawler check, checked first, before any redirect logic runs:



App.jsx -- After, current live code

const CRAWLER_UA_PATTERN =

  

/bot|crawl|spider|slurp|googlebot|bingbot|duckduckbot|yandex|facebookexternalhit|lin

kedinbot|twitterbot|applebot|lighthouse|headlesschrome/i;

function isLikelyCrawler() {

  if (typeof navigator === "undefined") return false;

  if (navigator.webdriver) return true;

  return CRAWLER_UA_PATTERN.test(navigator.userAgent || "");

}

function useHomeEntryGate() {

  const location = useLocation();

  const navigate = useNavigate();

  useEffect(() => {

    if (isLikelyCrawler()) return;      // <- the fix: bots skip the gate entirely

    if (hasHomeEntrySeen()) return;

    rememberPendingEntryPath(buildLocationPath(location));

    navigate("/", { replace: true });

  }, [location, navigate]);

}

This works because of where the crawler check sits, not just that it exists.
CRAWLER_UA_PATTERN  and isLikelyCrawler()  are both declared before
useHomeEntryGate() , and inside the effect, if (isLikelyCrawler())
return;  is the first line, ahead of the hasHomeEntrySeen()  check and the
navigate(...)  call. A crawler matching that check returns immediately, before

any gate or redirect logic runs at all.

Bots now skip the entry-gate redirect entirely and see each route's own real
content and canonical, exactly as a human visitor past the gate would.
navigator.webdriver  catches headless/automated browsers (including most

crawler renderers) directly. The user-agent pattern catches the rest by name.

Verification, per-URL (via the URL Inspection workflow from step 1.11 Google
Search Console):

/books : Test Live URL showed correct canonical and correct rendered
content. Final status: indexed.

/books/operational-bug-bounty-fieldwork : Test Live URL showed correct
canonical and content. Indexing requested. Final status: indexed.

/books/practical-layered-security-for-small-platforms : Test Live
URL showed correct canonical (pointing at itself, not / ), correct rendered
title/content, valid breadcrumbs, successful crawl (Googlebot smartphone).



Status settled at "Crawled - currently not indexed" for a period. That is normal
and temporary, since Google had fetched the correct page and simply had not
finished adding it to the index yet, not a recurrence of the original bug.

/contact  (never affected by the original bug, checked anyway): correct
canonical, page indexable, indexing requested successfully.

Outcome:

Fix confirmed working across all tested URLs. Two of the four checked URLs were
indexed immediately after the fix. The other two were confirmed technically
correct (right canonical, right content, crawl allowed) and indexed on Google's
own normal timeline shortly after.

IF THAT MECHANISM WAS HARD TO FOLLOW

A first-time visitor to /books  or a book page used to get bounced straight
to the homepage before ever seeing the real page, that redirect was the
entry gate's whole purpose. Googlebot looked exactly like a first-time visitor
to that gate, so it got bounced too, every single time, and came away
thinking those three pages were just duplicates of the homepage. The fix
adds one question at the very top, before any of that gate logic runs: is this
actually a crawler? If yes, skip the gate completely and let it see the real
page. If no, the gate still behaves exactly as it always did for a real human
visitor.



Practical lesson:

A page's own metadata being correct (step 1.2 Declaring metadata per page)
is not sufficient proof that Google is actually seeing that metadata. Client-
side application logic that runs before a page component renders (auth
gates, entry flows, onboarding redirects, anything conditional on "is this a
first visit") can silently override canonical and content for a crawler exactly as
easily as for a human visitor, unless it explicitly accounts for the difference.
Any redirect or content-gating logic added to a page component going
forward needs an explicit answer to "what does Googlebot see when it hits
this," not an assumption that crawlers are exempt by default. This is true on
any framework: an application-logic risk, not a React/Vite-specific one. And
independent of Search Console entirely: a lead-generation or traffic report
showing visits concentrated almost entirely on one URL, on a site with
several other real linked pages, is a signal worth investigating in its own
right. It caught this incident before Search Console's own reporting was even
checked.

Further Reading

Google Search Central: Consolidate duplicate URLs (canonical URLs, including
the explicit guidance against fragments as canonical):
developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/consolidate-duplicate-
urls

Google Search Central: What is URL canonicalization:
developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/canonicalization

Google Search Central: Robots meta tag, data-nosnippet, and X-Robots-Tag
(noindex, nofollow, max-snippet, and related directives):
developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/robots-meta-tag

https://developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/consolidate-duplicate-urls
https://developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/consolidate-duplicate-urls
https://developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/canonicalization
https://developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/robots-meta-tag


Google Search Central: robots.txt introduction and syntax:
developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/robots/intro

Google Search Central: Build and submit a sitemap:
developers.google.com/search/docs/crawling-indexing/sitemaps/build-sitemap

schema.org: FAQPage: schema.org/FAQPage

schema.org: Book: schema.org/Book

MDN Web Docs: URL fragment / hash (what a fragment identifier is and is not
sent to the server): developer.mozilla.org/en-US/docs/Web/URI/Fragment

Next.js documentation: generateMetadata function reference (App Router):
nextjs.org/docs/app/api-reference/functions/generate-metadata

Practical SEO Optimization for Small Platforms and Independent Founders, free sample chapter.
Written by Hazem Elbatawy, Founder, FolioVista Books.
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