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1. The Source Packet That Makes a Draft Publishable

An assistant will write you a landing page in eight seconds, and the page it hands you will often say things about your business that are not true, in a voice that belongs to nobody, ending with an invitation nobody asked for. You can feel that something is wrong with it, but you cannot always say what, and you certainly cannot show a client what. Here is one, for a business I have invented.

Ledgerlane Bookkeeping is a small firm doing monthly bookkeeping and tax-ready accounts for one- and two-van trade contractors: electricians, plumbers, a roofer with a mate. Its customers lose receipts in the footwell of the van, do their paperwork at eleven at night on a Sunday, and file late. Every fact I give you about Ledgerlane is illustrative. It is not a real company, its prices are invented for teaching, and you are not expected to adopt it or to work in bookkeeping. What transfers is the shape of the work: a service with a defined buyer, a specific problem, a price, and things it deliberately does not do. If you sell software, run a yoga studio or freelance as a designer, you have all four of those, and you will build everything that follows from your own facts.

The request most people actually type goes into an ordinary chat, with no files and no instructions: write me a landing page hero section for a bookkeeping business for tradespeople. Here is the sort of thing that comes back. I am inventing this draft to show you the failure mode:

"Stop Drowning in Paperwork. Focus on What You Do Best. At BookkeepingPro, we're passionate about empowering hardworking tradespeople with seamless, stress-free financial solutions. Trusted by thousands of contractors nationwide, our award-winning team handles your books so you can get back on the tools. Plans start from just $99/month. Get started today, your first month is free!"

Count what is wrong. The business is called Ledgerlane, not BookkeepingPro. Nobody said thousands of contractors, or nationwide, or award-winning, or anything about a free first month. Those are four claims with no source, and any one of them could be a legal problem as well as an embarrassment. The price is wrong twice: Ledgerlane charges a hundred and eighty pounds a month for one van, so the draft has the wrong number and the wrong currency. "Seamless financial solutions" is the borrowed voice, the sound of every service company at once. And "get started today" asks for the wrong thing, because this page exists to get a contractor to book a twenty-minute call.

That draft is not badly written. The sentences work and the rhythm is fine, which is the trap. The request produced competent prose with nothing underneath it, and competent prose is hard to argue with until you have something to check it against.

That something is a source packet: the small set of documents you hand the assistant before you ask for anything. It has four items, and each one exists because something specific goes wrong when it is missing.

The first item is the product facts. This is the least glamorous and the most useful. For Ledgerlane it reads roughly like this. Ledgerlane does monthly bookkeeping for sole traders and small limited companies in the building trades, one or two vans, up to about eight hundred transactions a year. One van is a hundred and eighty pounds a month. Two vans is two hundred and sixty. That covers photographing receipts into the app as they happen, a monthly reconciliation of the bank feed, quarterly value added tax return preparation, and year-end accounts handed over tax-ready. It does not cover payroll. It does not cover chasing customers for unpaid invoices. It does not give tax planning advice about whether to incorporate; Ledgerlane will say when that question is worth asking and refer it out. Onboarding takes about two weeks from signing to the first clean month, because the previous year's records usually need untangling first.

Notice how much of that is about limits. Price, scope, and the three things the service refuses to do. Those are the sentences an assistant cannot possibly guess, and they are exactly the sentences that stop a draft from over-promising. Without a product facts document, an assistant fills the gaps with what similar businesses tend to say, and what similar businesses tend to say is where invented claims come from.

The second item is the audience, and one paragraph is enough at this stage. Ledgerlane's buyer is a contractor doing between sixty and two hundred thousand pounds a year, working on the tools himself five days a week, who has no bookkeeper and no real system. He is not confused about accounting in principle. He is out of time. His paperwork is a carrier bag and a banking app, and the thing that finally makes him act is a late-filing penalty or an accountant's year-end bill that arrived larger than expected. He does not read the word "solutions" and feel anything.

That paragraph does two jobs. It tells the assistant who is being spoken to, which changes vocabulary and length. And it tells the assistant what the buyer already knows, which stops the draft from explaining bookkeeping to a man who has been invoicing for fifteen years.

The third item is the goal, and it is one sentence about this specific piece of writing, not about the business. Here it is: the top section of the Ledgerlane landing page, for contractors arriving from a search for help with late accounts, whose single job is to get them to book a twenty-minute call. Written down like that, the goal quietly settles a lot of arguments. It tells you the section is short. It tells you the call to action is a call booking and not a newsletter and not a free trial. And when you come to inspect the draft, it gives you something to measure the last line against.

Skip the goal and you get copy that is pleasant and asks for nothing, or asks for four things.

The fourth item is a brand example: one clearly labelled piece of writing whose tone counts as acceptable. Adjectives like "friendly but professional" mean almost nothing, because every business on earth would tick that box. A real paragraph shows what you mean. Ledgerlane's example is a bit of its own onboarding email, which I am labelling as illustrative too:

"Send us the last twelve months of bank statements and whatever receipts you still have. If there are gaps, say so now rather than later. We would rather know. Most of the mess we see is normal, and none of it is interesting to us. We just want the numbers to be right."

Short sentences. Plain words. No exclamation marks. It says the unglamorous thing out loud, which is the opposite of "seamless financial solutions". Whatever your own business sounds like, find one real piece of writing that sounds like it and put that in the packet instead of a list of tone words.

That is the packet: four short files. It goes in a project, a container inside the assistant that holds standing instructions and reference files, so that every conversation you start inside it already knows your material. Both Claude and ChatGPT call this a project, and Gemini's version is called a Gem. I am going to work through Claude Projects here, because on Claude a free account can create up to five projects, so nobody needs to buy anything to follow along. ChatGPT Projects also work on a free account, and the plan mainly changes how many files a project can hold. Gemini's Gems are available on personal Google accounts for users thirteen and up, and on supported work or school accounts with access to the Gemini apps.

Setting up in Claude goes like this. Open Projects in the left sidebar and choose to create a project, then give it a descriptive name; Ledgerlane Marketing will do. On the right you will find a Project Knowledge panel, and inside it the option to set project instructions. Those instructions are the standing brief: they apply to every conversation you start in this project, so you write them once instead of retyping them. For Ledgerlane, they say something close to this. You are a marketing writer for Ledgerlane Bookkeeping. Every factual claim about the service, including price, scope, timing and what is included, must come from the product facts file. If a fact is not in the files, do not invent it: say what is missing and ask. Match the sentence length and vocabulary of the brand example. Write for the audience described in the audience file, and do not explain bookkeeping basics to them.

The instruction not to invent is the one to keep, and here is the mechanism behind it. Uploaded files become the assistant's factual ground truth, but the model does not stop using what it learned in training. It keeps using that general knowledge for grammar, for structure, and for anything your files leave out, quietly and in the same confident voice. The only thing that changes that behaviour is an explicit instruction to work from the supplied sources and to say when something is absent.

Then upload the four files through the add-content control in the Project Knowledge panel. Claude accepts the ordinary document formats you already have: portable document format files, Word documents, plain text, comma-separated values, rich text, and standard images among others; spreadsheets in the Excel format need code execution turned on to be read properly. The cap is thirty megabytes per file, and there is no fixed limit on how many files, only the practical limit of how much text the model can hold at once. On paid tiers, once your knowledge grows past that, Claude switches automatically to retrieval indexing, which means it searches the files and pulls in the matching passages rather than holding everything at once. For four short documents none of that is in play. On the other two: a ChatGPT project holds up to five files on the free plan, twenty-five on Plus and forty on Pro, Business and Enterprise, with each document capped at half a gigabyte, and Gemini Gems allow up to ten attached source documents.

Now the same request inside the project. In a new chat in Ledgerlane Marketing, the ask is short, because the instructions and files carry the rest: using the product facts, audience and goal in the project files, draft the top section of the Ledgerlane landing page, with a headline, one short paragraph, three brief lines on what is included, and one call to action. Match the brand example. After the draft, list each factual claim and the file line it came from.

Here is the sort of draft that comes back, invented like the first:

"Your accounts, done every month, so year end stops being a shock. Ledgerlane does the monthly bookkeeping for one- and two-van trade contractors. You photograph receipts as you get them, we reconcile the bank feed every month, and your year-end accounts arrive tax-ready instead of arriving as a carrier bag. Monthly reconciliation of your bank feed. Quarterly value added tax return prepared. Year-end accounts handed over tax-ready. From a hundred and eighty pounds a month for one van. Most books need untangling before the first clean month, so we usually take about a fortnight to get started properly. Book a twenty-minute call and we will tell you what your first month would involve."

Then the claim list: one hundred and eighty pounds for one van, from the pricing line of the product facts. Receipt photography, monthly reconciliation, quarterly value added tax preparation and tax-ready year-end accounts, all from the inclusions line. Two weeks to the first clean month, from the onboarding line. One- and two-van contractors, from the audience file.

Every number in it exists in a file. Do not accept it yet, because a draft that cites its sources can still cite them wrongly, and the inspection is what makes copy publishable. Inspect it in four passes.

The first pass is claim tracing. Take each factual statement in the draft, one at a time, and find the line in the product facts that supports it. The file alone is not enough; find the line. The price traces cleanly. The inclusions trace cleanly. The two-week onboarding traces to the onboarding line, and here it is worth being exact, because the draft said "about a fortnight" while the facts say about two weeks from signing to the first clean month. A fortnight is two weeks, so the number holds, but the draft has dropped "from signing", which is the thing that makes the two weeks make sense. That is a small softening rather than a false claim, and I would put the condition back.

The second pass is looking for claims with no source at all. There are none, but the pass turns up an omission. The product facts list three things the service does not do: payroll, invoice chasing and incorporation advice. The section mentions none of them. A contractor reading this could easily book a call believing payroll is included. Nothing on the page is untrue, but the gap will produce a wasted call and a disappointed prospect, so fix it on the page rather than in the call.

The third pass is tone, checked against the brand example rather than against your taste. Read them next to each other. The brand example uses short sentences, plain words, no exclamation marks, and says the unglamorous thing plainly. The draft mostly matches, and "instead of arriving as a carrier bag" is exactly the register: concrete, slightly dry, no flattery. One line drifts: "so year end stops being a shock" is a promise about feeling rather than a statement about work. It is mild. It stays, because it earns the reader's attention and does not claim anything checkable.

The fourth pass is the call to action against the goal. The goal was a booked twenty-minute call. The draft says book a twenty-minute call and tells the reader what the call will produce. That matches. Matching is not automatic; this is the check that catches a draft ending in "sign up now" for a page whose only conversion is a phone call.

So the inspection found two things: a dropped condition on the timing, and a missing scope line. One revision pass: ask the assistant for exactly that, naming the fixes: restore that the two weeks runs from signing, and add one plain line saying payroll, chasing unpaid invoices and incorporation advice are not included, drawn from the scope lines in the product facts. Change nothing else.

The revised section reads:

"Your accounts, done every month, so year end stops being a shock. Ledgerlane does the monthly bookkeeping for one- and two-van trade contractors. You photograph receipts as you get them, we reconcile the bank feed every month, and your year-end accounts arrive tax-ready instead of arriving as a carrier bag. Monthly reconciliation of your bank feed. Quarterly value added tax return prepared. Year-end accounts handed over tax-ready. From a hundred and eighty pounds a month for one van, and about two weeks from signing to your first clean month, because last year's records usually need untangling first. We do not run payroll, chase your unpaid invoices, or advise on whether to incorporate. We will tell you when that question is worth asking. Book a twenty-minute call and we will tell you what your first month would involve."

That is publishable for its stated purpose. Be precise about what the inspection establishes. It establishes that every factual statement on the page is supported by Ledgerlane's own product facts, that the scope is stated rather than implied, that the voice matches a piece of writing the business has already approved, and that the section asks for the one action the page exists to get. It establishes nothing about whether contractors will respond to it. Whether "year end stops being a shock" is the thing that moves this buyer, or whether the late-filing penalty should be named right there in the headline, is a question about real customers, and no amount of inspection against your own files can answer it.

Last step, and it takes thirty seconds. Save the finished section, and save the brief that produced it in the same place: the request you typed, plus a note of which files were in the project and the two fixes the inspection found. Keep the brief for three reasons. It is a record of where each claim came from, so in four months when someone asks whether the page can say a hundred and eighty pounds, you have the answer without reconstructing it. It is reusable: the next section of the page, and the email version of this offer, start from that brief with the goal line changed rather than from nothing. And it tells you what to revisit when a fact changes. Raise the one-van price and the brief shows you every asset built on the old number. Throw the brief away and you keep only the output, which means every future check starts from scratch.

Three different things contributed to that page, and naming them separately is what lets you diagnose a bad result instead of just retrying it.

The first is the underlying model: the general language ability, trained on an enormous amount of text. That is what produced fluent English, the rhythm of a headline, the instinct to put the price after the inclusions. It is also what produced "seamless financial solutions" in the first draft, because on the general average of the internet, that is what a bookkeeping page says. The model supplies capability and the pull toward the average. It supplies no knowledge of you.

The second is the assistant layer: the project, the standing instructions, the uploaded files, the interface. This is the part that makes your material available and keeps it available across conversations, so one careful setup gives every future chat the same footing. When your files are small, their text sits directly in the model's context; when they grow large, the system switches to the retrieval described earlier. Either way, the assistant layer decides what the model can see; it does not decide whether the model prefers it.

The third is the supplied context: the packet. This is what made the second draft specific and defensible. A hundred and eighty pounds. Two weeks from signing. No payroll. Short sentences and no exclamation marks. None of it came from the model, and none of it came from the project container. It came from you writing down four short things.

So when a draft comes back wrong, you can usually tell which layer failed. Fluent but invented facts means the context is thin or the instruction to stay inside it is missing. Correct facts in the wrong voice means the brand example is missing or is a description instead of a sample. Correct everything but the wrong ask at the end means no goal was stated.

One warning. If you ask the assistant to describe Ledgerlane's typical customer, it will produce a convincing paragraph about a forty-two-year-old electrician who worries about penalties. That paragraph is not evidence. It is the model's general knowledge of tradespeople, written in the voice of a research finding, and it will feel more solid than it is. A persona an assistant writes tells you what such a person is commonly said to be like. It does not tell you what your customers say, what words they use, or what would make them trust you enough to book the call.

So the next step is finding out: real customer language, from interviews, reviews, support questions and what people actually type into a search box. That is where a message you can defend begins.

Where the assistants changed this month

One recent change touches the setup we just built.

On the twenty-fifth of August, Anthropic unified Claude's memory across ordinary chat and Claude Cowork. Two things changed in how that memory behaves. Updates now get written during the session itself rather than being gathered up in a daily batch, and the remembered material is sorted into topics you can open and edit, under the memory section of settings. It is switched on by default for the Free, Pro and Max plans, and switched off by default for Team and Enterprise. Sensitive categories, such as health or personal beliefs, are excluded by default.

The marketing decision this touches is where your brand context actually lives. Until now, if you wanted Claude to know how Ledgerlane writes, you put it in the project: instructions and files, deliberately placed, easy to point at. With memory on, things you happened to say in conversation can persist too, and can carry into later drafting work without you re-uploading anything. That is convenient, and it is also how a rule you invented on a Tuesday afternoon for one email ends up quietly shaping copy a month later. Persisted chat remarks are not a reviewed brand document. The packet is.

The smallest useful action is an audit, and it takes a few minutes. Open the memory section of your settings, look through the topics that are active, and read them as if they were instructions someone else wrote for you. In effect they are. Confirm that anything about voice or brand still reflects what you would actually approve. Delete the leftovers: notes from a one-off task, an old price you were testing, a preference about a campaign that finished. Then keep the standing brand rules where you can see them, in the project instructions and the packet files, rather than trusting them to accumulate on their own.

Two habits to keep separate, then. Facts and voice you would defend in front of a client belong in files you control and can hand to someone else. Everything memory accumulates is convenience, and convenience gets audited.



2. What Customers Actually Said, and What You Assumed

Ledgerlane has a hero section where every number traces back to a line in the source packet. Nobody has checked yet whether its words are the ones a contractor would recognise as describing his own week, and the obvious way to check is a mistake that looks like progress while you are making it.

Open the Claude Project you built, the one called Ledgerlane Marketing, and ask the assistant for a customer persona. A persona, if the word is new to you, is a short written sketch of a typical customer: their situation, their pressures, what they care about. Marketers use them to keep a message aimed at a person rather than at everybody. Ask for one and you will get one. The assistant writes fluently, and the answer comes back looking like this:

"Dave, forty-one, runs a two-van electrical firm in the Midlands. He works long days on site and does his paperwork late at night. He values peace of mind and hates admin. He wants to feel confident that his tax affairs are handled so he can focus on the work he actually enjoys."

It is plausible. It might even be right. The question that decides whether you can use it is: who said that?

Nobody said it. There is no Dave. Nobody told anyone he values peace of mind. That sentence was not gathered, it was predicted. The model has been trained on an enormous amount of writing about tradespeople and small business, and when you ask for a persona it produces the most likely-sounding paragraph of that kind. That is what the model does, and it does it well. It is not lying to you. It is doing exactly the job you gave it, which was to generate text, not to find out anything.

Notice that the persona contains nothing you could disagree with. "Values peace of mind and hates admin" will justify almost any copy you were already inclined to write. Want to lead on calm? Peace of mind. Want to lead on speed? Hates admin. The paragraph has no edges, so it cannot stop you from being wrong. Real customer language has edges. Real customer language will tell you that a contractor did not go looking for calm at all, he went looking for someone to deal with a letter, in a particular week, for a particular reason. That is a fact you can build a headline on and defend afterwards.

Researchers have a name for the error. When you take an inferred sketch and start treating it as data, you have reified it: turned an idea into a thing. The dangerous part comes next. Once the persona exists, you start reading real customer comments through it, keeping the ones that fit Dave and skimming past the ones that don't. Your evidence has stopped being evidence and become confirmation. That circularity is hard to see from the inside, which is why the fix has to be structural rather than a matter of being careful.

The fix is one rule. A line earns a place in your evidence only when you can name the source: this review, by this username, on this date. "A forum" does not count. If you cannot name it, the line can still exist, but it goes in a different column with a different label. That is the file we will build for Ledgerlane, with those two columns kept apart.

Where to look, and what each place will lie to you about

Ledgerlane sells monthly bookkeeping to one- and two-van trade contractors in the UK. So we need places where UK trade contractors write about money and paperwork in their own words, without a marketer in the room. There are more of these than most people expect, and each one is bent in a particular direction, which you need to know before you read it.

Start with review sites, because they are the easiest and the most misleading. On Trustpilot's UK site you can look up firms in the neighbouring space: trade-focused accountancy chains like TaxAssist Accountants, and the bookkeeping software contractors actually use, such as FreeAgent, QuickBooks UK and Xero UK. Google Business Profiles are just as useful and more local. Search for bookkeepers and sole-trader accountants in trade-heavy areas and read the client reviews. Checkatrade and TrustATrader are worth a pass too, not for reviews of accountants but for the way tradespeople and their customers describe the working day: twelve-hour shifts, invoicing at eleven at night, no chance of dealing with paperwork during office hours.

When you read reviews, the useful material is not the star rating. In the one- and two-star reviews you find friction, stated plainly and often angrily. In the five-star reviews, look past the praise for the trigger: the sentence that says what was happening in the customer's life when he finally picked up the phone. The trigger tells you when your offer becomes relevant.

Now the bias. Review sites are bimodal, which means the sentiment piles up at both ends and leaves the middle empty. People write reviews when they are furious about a penalty or a surprise fee, or when they have been asked nicely by a firm that just did a good job. Almost nobody writes a review about an ordinary, adequate purchase. So reviews cannot tell you what a routine decision looks like, what price feels normal, or anything at all about the people who considered a service and walked away. They are a map of extremes.

Second source: trade forums and community threads. This is where contractors talk to each other, which is a different register from talking to a supplier. In the UK there is ElectriciansForums.co.uk, with sub-forums on business, advice, regulations and law. There is PlumbersForums.net. The Screwfix and Toolstation community forums have trade and business sections. The ContractorUK bulletin board has accounting and legal boards. UKBusinessForums has an accounts and finance category. On Reddit, subreddits like UKPersonalFinance carry self-employment threads, and there are Facebook groups for UK tradesmen and for self-employed sole traders.

You don't read these front to back. You search inside them for the words attached to your problem: bookkeeper, accountant, receipts, CIS, sole trader tax return, penalty. CIS is the Construction Industry Scheme, under which contractors deduct tax from subcontractors' payments before paying them; it means a lot of trade money arrives already docked, and reconciling that is a common source of confusion and threads. Search terms like that put you straight into the middle of real conversations about the exact thing you sell.

The bias here is different. Forums over-represent the tradesperson who is comfortable online, likes solving things himself, and is actively looking for a way to avoid paying professional fees. That is a self-selected crowd. You will read ten posts explaining how to do your own return and conclude that nobody wants to pay for bookkeeping. Meanwhile the contractor who would happily hand over a hundred and eighty pounds a month tomorrow, purely to never think about it again, is not on the forum. He is not on any forum. He is the customer. So forums give you excellent language about the problem and unreliable signals about willingness to pay.

Third: the phrasings people type into search. This is a source of wording rather than of stories, and there are free ways in.

The simplest is Google's own autocomplete. Set yourself to the UK site, start typing a stem like "sole trader bookkeeping" or "do I need an accountant if", and read what Google offers to finish it with. Those completions are built from real queries. Then run a full search, something like bookkeeping for self-employed builder, and open the People Also Ask box, the expanding accordion of related questions. Those are real question strings in real phrasing. Scroll to the bottom of the results page for the related searches, which often surface regional wording you would not have guessed.

Beyond that: Google Trends, set to the United Kingdom, shows you seasonality, and for this offer seasonality is a real feature. Interest in self-assessment terms spikes as the January deadline approaches. Google Keyword Planner, inside a Google Ads account, gives you UK search volumes and question-shaped terms from seed keywords, and you can use it without running ads. AnswerThePublic and AlsoAsked both take a seed term and produce a branching map of the questions people actually ask around it, organised by the question word: why, how, can, what. Set both to the UK.

The bias in search data is that it is dominated by people trying to solve the problem themselves for free. Someone typing how do I claim van expenses is usually looking for HMRC guidance, not a bookkeeper. Search phrasings tell you the words in people's heads with real accuracy. They tell you almost nothing about whether the person has any intention of hiring anybody, or any money to do it with.

Fourth: your own inbound questions. For Ledgerlane, illustratively, this means the free-text answers on the contact form, the notes from first calls, and the notes on deals that were lost. These are your best material, because they come from people who reached you about this specific offer. The first-call question worth asking is what made you pick up the phone this week, and the answer is often one sentence long and better than anything you'd write. Lost-deal notes are equally valuable: they hold the objection in the customer's own words, things like the wife does the books, or I can't justify that monthly.

Their bias is survivorship. Everyone in that file crossed a threshold: they noticed the problem and did something about it. That means your inbound notes cannot tell you why the other visitors read the page and left, or what keeps a contractor content with the arrangement he already has.

Fifth: competitor pages. Look at the service pages and frequently-asked-questions sections of bookkeepers who serve trades. Notice which headings are phrased as customer questions. Those headings are a competitor's summary of the objections they get often enough to pre-answer, which is useful intelligence gathered at somebody else's expense. Their bias is promotional. Every testimonial on that page was selected. You will never learn from a competitor's site what their prospects found confusing, or what made someone choose not to buy.

Sixth: short interviews with a handful of existing customers. Four or five is enough to change your mind about something. But interviews go wrong in a specific way, and the way they go wrong is that people are polite and people are bad at predicting themselves. Ask a contractor "would you pay sixty pounds a month for automated receipt capture?" and he will say probably, yeah, because that is a friendly thing to say to a stranger who clearly wants to hear it. The answer is worthless.

The dependable approach, set out in Rob Fitzpatrick's book The Mom Test, is to stop asking about the future and ask about the past. Three rules do most of the work. Ask about things that already happened rather than pitching the idea. Anchor on a specific recent occasion: talk me through the last time you did your invoicing, or what happened with your return this January. And check whether the person has already spent time, money or effort on the problem. If a contractor tells you paperwork is a nightmare but has never once tried a spreadsheet, an app, or his sister-in-law, that reported frustration is weak evidence that he will ever pay to fix it. Effort already spent is the signal. Complaints are cheap.

Each of the six distorts in a known direction, and together they cover each other: forums and reviews for wording, interviews and inbound notes for buying behaviour, search for the phrasing of the question. No single one of them would have been enough.

Now build the file. It is a spreadsheet and it stays boring on purpose. Six columns. The verbatim quote, in quotation marks. The source, as a direct link to the actual comment or review. The author's username or handle. The date it was published. A short problem category. And a rough note on how strong the feeling is.

The rule while capturing is that you do not clean anything up. Copy the words exactly, including typos, slang and trade jargon. Keep subbie. Keep shoebox of receipts. Keep whatever mangled phrasing the person used, because the wording is the whole asset. The moment you tidy a quote into professional English you have destroyed the thing you went to get. Also record the situation around the quote where you can see it: the January deadline, the letter that arrived, the new van.

Here is what a first pass might look like for Ledgerlane. Every one of these lines is invented for the example, because Ledgerlane is an invented business, so treat them as illustrations of shape rather than findings about real contractors. In a real file, each would carry its link and its date.

Line one, from a forum thread: "found the letter under the seat of the van three weeks late." Line two, from a review of a bookkeeping firm: "I rang them the day after the fine landed." Line three, forum: "I've got a carrier bag of fuel receipts on the passenger seat and no idea what CIS has been deducted." Line four, first call note: "The wife used to do it but she's back at work now." Line five, review: "It was the year-end bill that did it, four grand out of nowhere." Line six, forum: "I'm not paying an accountant three hundred quid to type numbers off my bank statement." Line seven, autocomplete stem, so a search phrasing rather than a person: "do I need an accountant if I'm a sole trader." Line eight, lost-deal note: "Can't justify the monthly at the minute, ask me after Christmas." Line nine, forum: "Every January I swear I'll keep on top of it and every January I don't." Line ten, first call note: "I just want someone to tell me what I owe before I spend it." Line eleven, review: "They wanted everything in their own software, I gave up." Line twelve, interview: "I hand my paperwork over to my sister-in-law once a quarter."

Twelve lines, each with a source. That is more useful than any persona, and it took an afternoon.

Then comes the move that makes the file trustworthy. Go through and mark each line as one of two things. Observation, or inference.

An observation is a verbatim quote of someone describing something that happened or something they did. Line one is an observation. The letter, the seat of the van, three weeks late. Someone typed that. Qualitative researchers call this kind of coding in vivo, a term Johnny Saldaña uses for taking the participant's own words as the label rather than paraphrasing them. The point of keeping labels verbatim in the first pass is that it stops your interpretation from quietly replacing the customer's voice before you have even finished reading.

An inference is what you conclude from observations. "Contractors need mobile-first receipt capture" is an inference. It is a reasonable one, since lines one and three both describe paper loose in a vehicle, but nobody said it. If you write that sentence into your file without a label, then in two weeks it will read exactly like a quote, and you will build a headline on it believing a customer handed it to you.

So mark it, and cite it. The inference goes in its own column, and beside it you write which line numbers it came from. Contractors capture receipts away from a desk, in a vehicle: lines one and three. Now anyone, including you in a month, can look at that inference and immediately see how much weight is under it.

Which brings up the question of how much is enough. A single statement from one person is an anecdote, not a pattern. The convention is straightforward. If three or more independent sources say something compatible and nothing contradicts it, you have a pattern you can act on. Two independent sources make it an emerging finding, promising and provisional. One source is a hypothesis, and it stays labelled as a hypothesis no matter how much you like it.

Apply that to our file. The trigger inference, that a contractor acts when a penalty or a bill arrives, draws on line two, the fine, line five, the four-grand year-end bill, and line one, the late letter. Three independent sources, nothing against it. That is strong enough to put in a headline, which is convenient, because Ledgerlane's audience paragraph already assumed it. Now it is not an assumption.

Compare that with line twelve, the sister-in-law. The inference you'd draw is that Ledgerlane's real competition is informal family arrangements rather than other bookkeepers. That is an interesting idea. It might change the whole message. And it rests on exactly one line, from one person. Line four, the wife who used to do the books, is adjacent but not the same claim; it describes an arrangement that ended rather than one that competes. So the family-competition inference gets recorded like this: the inference in the column, the source noted as one line only, and a status marking it as thin, to be tested in the next interview before it goes near positioning.

You do not delete it. Deleting it loses the idea, and it might be the most valuable idea in the file. You label it. The labelled version is safe to keep around, because the label is what stops it being promoted to fact when you are tired and drafting at speed. The rule: nothing marked thin goes into core messaging until something independent corroborates it.

Inference itself is necessary. You cannot write copy from raw quotes alone. Copy requires you to generalise, to decide that these five people represent a category of buyer, and to name a benefit nobody articulated in those words. That is the job. It is only dangerous when it is unlabelled, because next chapter's positioning decisions will rest on some of these inferences, and someone has to be able to ask which ones and get an answer.

Now put the assistant on it, properly this time. The difference between the persona request and this one is that this one gives it material and takes away its licence to invent.

Upload the evidence file to the Ledgerlane Marketing project and make the request specific. Group these lines by the situation they describe. Name each group using words that appear in the lines themselves. For each group, list the line numbers it came from. Do not add any line that is not in the file, and do not smooth any wording.

That request does four jobs. Grouping by situation, rather than by feeling, keeps the clusters tied to circumstances you could design copy for. Naming from the customers' own words is in vivo coding done by machine, and it prevents the assistant from renaming a cluster of angry, specific quotes as something bloodless like Administrative Burden. Requiring line numbers gives you an audit trail, so every group can be checked against its evidence in ten seconds. And the instruction against adding lines addresses the failure mode you already know it has, since the standing project instructions already tell it to flag missing facts rather than invent them; here you are naming the specific thing not to invent.

A good result comes back looking like clusters with ugly names. Something like "found the letter late," covering lines one and two. "Receipts in the van," lines one and three. "Somebody else used to do it," lines four and twelve. "Not paying that to type numbers," lines six and eight. Those names are ugly because they are quotations, and that is the sign they are right.

Then inspect it exactly as you inspected the hero section. Two checks. First, take each group name and search the file for those words. If the assistant has named a group "peace of mind" and that phrase appears nowhere in twelve lines, it has drifted back into predicting. Rename it from a line that is actually there. Second, count. Add up the line numbers cited across all the groups and see whether any number appears that your file does not contain, and whether any quoted fragment in its summary differs from your wording.

It will sometimes smuggle in a plausible extra. It usually looks like a thirteenth quote that fits the pattern beautifully, phrased slightly more neatly than the rest. When that happens, do not argue about it in the chat and do not accept a corrected version on trust. Delete the extra, then re-run the grouping request on the unchanged file. That protects the property that makes the file worth having: everything in it has a source.

The file also shows what is missing. It has almost nothing from contractors who considered a bookkeeper and decided against one, because none of these sources reach them well. There is nothing about what price feels normal, since reviews won't tell you and forums will tell you wrong. And the thin lines need testing, which gives you your questions for the next interview: what did you do with your paperwork before you called anyone, and who does it now if not you, and what did you spend on it. Past behaviour, specific occasion, effort already committed.

The message itself has not been written. Ledgerlane still has one hero section, unchanged. What it has now is the evidence a message could be argued against, and that comes first.

A brief you write once

There is a shortcut worth setting up while the tone work is fresh, because you have now inspected voice twice and you have a real brand example in the packet. Rather than describing Ledgerlane's voice in every request, write it down once in a place the assistant reads automatically.

Assistant project workspaces keep rules in two layers, and knowing which layer to use saves you grief. Project instructions are the behavioural layer: role, tone, things never to say, how to handle conflicts. They go into the context on every turn of every conversation in that project. Project files are the factual layer: the product sheet, the brand example, and now the evidence file. In Claude Projects the instructions field takes plain text or markdown at whatever length you like, and project knowledge holds up to two hundred thousand tokens of reference material, which is far more than this offer will ever need. In ChatGPT Projects the file cap depends on the plan: twenty-five per project on Plus, forty on Pro, Business and Enterprise. Either way, rules go in instructions and facts go in files.

The brand brief goes in the instructions field, and it has four parts. Voice rules, stated as things to do and not do. A banned list. One acceptable example. One rejected example.

For Ledgerlane it reads roughly like this. Voice: short sentences, active voice, plain words a contractor would use, no more than one idea per sentence. No conversational opening: give the copy without "Sure, here's a draft." Never use the words seamless, effortless, revolutionary or game-changer. Never use peace of mind. Then the claims list: every price, timing or scope statement must cite the file it came from, and anything not in the files gets written as unverified rather than estimated. Add the two rules the inspection taught you, so the two-week onboarding claim always carries from signing, and any page that names what is included also names what is excluded. Then add one line the evidence file does not support and ban it explicitly: no claim that Ledgerlane chases invoices, and no claim about saving a number of hours per month, because nothing in the packet or the evidence establishes either.

The acceptable example is a sentence from the saved hero section. The rejected example is a sentence from the ungrounded draft, kept deliberately, with a note of what is wrong with it. Examples do more than adjectives here, because "direct" means many things and a sentence means one.

One structural rule is easy to miss. Assistants have no compiler deciding which source wins when your instructions and your files disagree. In practice, instructions tend to dominate on tone and files on facts, but without a stated rule a contradiction can produce a confident blend of both. So write the precedence in: these instructions override the attached files on voice, the files govern facts, and if two files disagree, flag it rather than choosing.

Then test whether the brief actually saved you anything. Open a new chat in the project and give a bare request with no style reminders at all, such as a three-bullet summary of what Ledgerlane includes. Check four things in the answer. Did it skip the conversational padding. Are all the banned words absent. Did it cite the source file for the price, or mark a missing figure as unverified instead of guessing. And can you use the text as it stands without a correction prompt. Four out of four means the brief is being inherited and you have stopped paying for tone in every request. Anything less tells you which rule to make more specific, and negative rules and if-then conditions hold up better than open-ended requests to be engaging.

The brief holds rules. It does not hold evidence, and it cannot make a claim true. That is what the evidence file is for.



3. Writing a Positioning Claim You Can Trace Back to a Line

Ledgerlane has a hero section saved in the project, and every number in it can be traced to a line in the product-facts sheet. The price is right. The two-week onboarding says "from signing." The exclusions are on the page. As a piece of factual writing it holds up.

It is also aimed at nobody in particular.

That is not a tone problem. It is a decision that has not been made yet. The evidence file has twelve labelled lines in it, grouped into named situations, each group tied back to the lines that produced it. Those groups tell you which situations contractors are actually in. They do not tell you which situation the message should speak to. Nothing in the file can tell you that, because it is not a fact about contractors. It is a choice about who Ledgerlane is going to talk to first, and what it is willing to stop talking to in order to do it.

This is the part the assistant cannot do for you. It can assemble, cite and flag. Ask it to choose, and it will pick whatever the grouped lines make loudest, which is not the same as whatever is smartest to sell against. So this chapter does two things at once. It makes the choice, out loud, with reasons. And it turns that choice into a document you can hand to any future request: an audience-and-offer brief, six named parts, each part carrying the evidence line numbers that support it. Everything in the course so far has been about traceability of claims about the product. This extends it to claims about the customer.

Choosing one situation and declining the others

Start with the audience part, because the other five all lean on it.

There is already an audience paragraph in the source packet: a contractor earning between sixty and two hundred thousand a year, no bookkeeper, prompted to act by a penalty or a large year-end bill. That paragraph is fine for telling the assistant who it is writing for. It is not an audience situation. It is a description of a person. A situation is a moment — something that just happened, that the person is currently inside, and that they would recognise if you described it back to them.

The evidence file has one situation carried by three independent lines. Lines one, two and five all describe the same shape: nothing happened for months, then a letter or a bill arrived, and the person started looking for help that week. Different sources, different authors, same trigger. That group was marked strong support for exactly that reason.

The file also has a thin one, line twelve on its own, from an interview with a contractor who hands his paperwork over to his sister-in-law once a quarter. That is a real line. Someone actually said it. It might even point at Ledgerlane's real competition. But it is one source, and one source is a hypothesis.

Why does that matter enough to govern a whole message? Because a message aimed at a thin idea fails in a way you cannot read. If Ledgerlane builds its page around replacing the relative who does the books, and the page converts badly, you have learned almost nothing. Maybe the idea was wrong. Maybe it was right and the wording was bad. Maybe it was right for a tenth of the market and you needed the other nine. With one supporting line you cannot separate those. Aim at the three-line group instead and a bad result means something: the situation is real and documented, so the failure is more likely in the offer, the wording or the channel, and those are things you can change and retest.

The thin idea does not get thrown away. It gets a promotion path. Line twelve moves up to emerging support the moment a second independent source says something like it — a different forum, a different first call, a review. At three independent sources it can carry a message of its own. Writing that rule down is the point. Without it, thin ideas get promoted by whoever finds them charming, which on current evidence is usually the assistant.

So the brief's first element reads roughly like this, and I will give it in the words that go in the file: the audience is a one- or two-van trade contractor who has just received a penalty notice or an unexpectedly large tax bill, has no bookkeeper, and is looking for help in the days immediately after. Supported by lines one, two and five. Not the demographic paragraph. The moment.

Now the positioning claim, and here the word earns explaining. Positioning is not a slogan and it is not a summary of your good points. It is a statement of where your offer sits in the buyer's head relative to the other things they could do. Geoffrey Moore and April Dunford both build it from the same handful of pieces: the target situation, the category the buyer files you under, what you do differently, what they would use if you did not exist, and why they should believe you. The one that gets skipped is the fourth. Most drafts describe the product against nothing at all.

So before writing the claim, get honest about what Ledgerlane is actually up against. For a one- or two-van trade contractor in the United Kingdom, the realistic set is five things.

The first is the spreadsheet, or the receipts in the glovebox. It costs nothing. It falls apart on faded till receipts, on deductions nobody claimed, and on having no idea whether a job made money.

The second is an accountant who appears once a year. Contractors mostly see this as unavoidable compliance rather than help, and it breaks in a specific way: the accounts get prepared nine or ten months after the year ended, so the tax number arrives far too late to prepare for, sometimes with a rush fee attached.

The third is the spouse or a family member. Free and trusted. It breaks on the technical corners — the Construction Industry Scheme, the domestic reverse charge on VAT — and on the fact that home admin gets done last, plus the friction of being told off about paperwork by someone you live with.

The fourth is self-managed software: Xero, QuickBooks, FreeAgent, roughly ten to thirty-five pounds a month. Cheap and genuinely capable. It breaks because nobody operates it. Receipts get captured sometimes, bank feeds go unreconciled, subcontractor costs land in the wrong place. Rubbish in, rubbish out. Subscriptions without an operator get abandoned.

The fifth is doing nothing until something forces it. Ten-hour days on site, then a letter from His Majesty's Revenue and Customs.

Look at those five and notice which ones pair up. What actually holds the business is not a rival bookkeeping firm. It is the year-end-only accountant plus inertia. The accountant covers the legal requirement. The inertia covers everything in between. That combination is the incumbent, and it is what Ledgerlane has to be chosen over.

That changes how the claim is written, in a way worth being precise about. If you think your competitor is another bookkeeper, you write about being better: more responsive, better software, nicer people. If you know your competitor is a once-a-year accountant plus nine months of silence, you write about when, not how good. The gap is time. Ledgerlane's whole difference is that the numbers exist monthly instead of retrospectively.

So the positioning claim, one sentence, naming who it is for, what it does, and what it stands instead of: for one- or two-van trade contractors who have just been stung by a penalty or a surprise tax bill, Ledgerlane keeps the books current every month and the tax position visible all year, instead of a year-end-only accountant and a glovebox full of receipts.

That sentence is deliberately unglamorous, and it does something a slogan cannot. It tells every future draft what to argue against. And it is written against alternatives that are documented, not invented. Nothing in it claims a rival firm is slow, because the files say nothing about any rival firm. If a claim about a named competitor ever goes in, it needs its own evidence, and none exists yet.

One boundary belongs here, because it bites on positioning language specifically. In the United Kingdom the words accountant and bookkeeper are not protected, so Ledgerlane may call itself a bookkeeping service. The chartered titles are protected — chartered accountant, chartered certified accountant, and the membership designations of bodies like the Association of Accounting Technicians or the Institute of Certified Bookkeepers. Copy must not state or imply any of those without an active licence. Separately, anyone providing bookkeeping or tax services as a business is an accountancy service provider under the money-laundering regulations and must be registered for supervision with the Revenue or a recognised professional body before trading. That is a fact about the business, not a line of copy, but it belongs in the brief as a constraint so no future draft implies credentials the business does not hold. And under the advertising code, claims have to be accurate and capable of being backed up, which rules out something like a penalty-free guarantee unless you spell out exactly what gets reimbursed and when.

Next element: the benefit. This is where most briefs quietly turn back into a feature list. Monthly bank reconciliation. Quarterly VAT preparation. Receipt capture by photo. All true, all in the product facts, and none of it is a benefit. A benefit is the change in the customer's week.

The person the brief is aimed at is problem-aware. Eugene Schwartz's old distinction still does the work here: this buyer knows they have a problem and does not yet know that a solution like yours is a category they could buy. They are not comparing bookkeeping providers. They are annoyed and slightly frightened. So the benefit has to name the symptom they would name themselves, not the mechanism that fixes it.

Say it as relief from a specific recurring moment: no more Sunday evenings guessing what the tax bill is going to be, and no more digging faded fuel receipts off the van floor in January. That is aimed at the recognised symptom. And crucially, the wording comes from the lines. The evidence file is the vocabulary source — the phrases contractors actually used about January, about receipts, about not knowing. If a phrase in the benefit sentence does not appear in some form in a cited line, it came from marketing instinct, and marketing instinct is exactly what this brief exists to keep out.

Then scope. The product facts already list exclusions: no payroll, no invoice chasing, no incorporation advice. In the hero section those went in as a scope line, and the temptation is to treat them as small print you are obliged to carry.

They are doing more than that. Consider what happens without them. A contractor with two subbies on the Construction Industry Scheme reads a page about keeping trade books current, books a call, and spends twenty minutes discovering Ledgerlane does not run his payroll. He is annoyed and the slot is gone. Put the exclusion in the message and he either self-selects out before the call, or he books anyway knowing what he is buying. The exclusion line is not caution. It is a filter that raises the quality of what arrives. In the brief it goes in as its own element, with the product-facts lines behind it, and marked as text that must survive into every channel variant.

Then proof. Sort the candidates into three piles and only two of them get used.

The first pile is what the product facts establish. One van, one hundred and eighty pounds a month; two vans, two hundred and sixty. Onboarding about two weeks from signing. The specific cadence — receipts captured by photo, banks reconciled monthly, VAT prepared quarterly, year-end accounts tax-ready. For a problem-aware buyer, that cadence is proof in itself. It describes a machine that runs whether or not the contractor remembers, which is precisely the failure mode of the ten-pound-a-month app.

The second pile is what the evidence lines establish about the problem, not about Ledgerlane. This pile is easy to underrate. Naming the penalty timetable accurately is proof that you understand the customer's year. A Self Assessment return filed one day past the thirty-first of January draws an immediate hundred-pound penalty even if no tax is owed. Three months late and ten pounds a day starts accruing, up to nine hundred. At six months and again at twelve it becomes the greater of three hundred pounds or five percent of the tax. Late payment interest runs from the deadline at somewhere around seven and a half percent. Construction Industry Scheme returns are due monthly by the nineteenth, with a hundred pounds at one day late and two hundred at two months, which is brutal for someone with one or two subbies. Value Added Tax registration becomes mandatory once rolling twelve-month turnover reaches ninety thousand pounds. And from April two thousand twenty-six, Making Tax Digital for Income Tax Self Assessment starts requiring digital records and quarterly filing for sole traders over fifty thousand pounds, extending to over thirty thousand the year after — which is a real deadline arriving for exactly this audience's spreadsheet.

None of that is a claim about Ledgerlane. All of it is checkable, and getting it right signals competence more convincingly than an adjective.

The third pile is everything the offer cannot yet prove. Numbers of clients. Average tax saved. Testimonials. Time saved per month. Any suggestion that penalties will not happen. That pile stays out of the brief entirely — not parked, not softened, out. Write it down as a named exclusion list so that in three months, when someone is drafting an ad and wants a number, the brief says no and says why.

Last element: the call to action. Look again at where the trigger situation puts someone. A letter arrived on Tuesday. It is now Thursday. They are on a phone, on site, mildly panicking, and they are not shopping. Ask that person to book a paid consultation and they close the tab. High-commitment asks assume a buyer who has already decided the category is worth money, and this one has not.

What works is a low-friction diagnostic — something that gives them a partial answer to the thing that frightened them, without requiring a decision. A five-minute sole-trader tax checklist. An admin health check. A receipt audit. The ask matches their state: they want to know how bad it is. Give them that, and the conversation about a hundred and eighty pounds a month happens from a better place. In the brief, the call to action is written with a note explaining why it is low-commitment, because otherwise the first person who wants more leads will swap in a demo booking and never know what they changed.

Six elements. Now they become a document.

Getting the brief out of the assistant and finding what is wrong with it

The request goes into the Ledgerlane Marketing project, where the product-facts sheet, the audience paragraph, the brand example and the labelled evidence file already live, and where the standing instructions already tell the assistant to take factual claims only from uploaded files and to flag missing facts rather than invent them.

The request, in substance: draft a reusable audience-and-offer brief from the uploaded files, with six named sections — audience situation, positioning claim, benefit, scope boundaries, proof and call to action. After each element, cite the evidence line numbers or the product-facts entry that supports it. Where the files cannot support an element, write that it is unsupported and say what would be needed, instead of filling it. Do not cite a line for anything the line does not say. The competitive alternative set and the penalty timings are supplied in this request, not in the files, so mark those as supplied here rather than attributing them to the evidence file.

That last clause matters. Half the alternatives and all the penalty numbers came from research done outside the project. If they arrive without a source label, in a month nobody will know whether the hundred-pound figure came from a file or from the assistant's guess.

The first draft came back well-formed, correctly sectioned, mostly cited. It also had three things wrong with it, and they are the three worth learning to spot.

The benefit sentence read, roughly: "Ledgerlane gives trade contractors back their evenings and the confidence that their finances are under control." Fluent. Warm. Cited to nothing. Search the evidence lines for "confidence" and it is not there. Search for "under control" and it is not there. That sentence was not drawn from anything; it was produced by the model's sense of how bookkeeping is normally advertised. An uncited element is the easiest failure to catch and the easiest to leave in, because it reads better than the sourced version.

The second problem was quieter. Under proof, a bullet asserted that a family member is the arrangement Ledgerlane most often replaces, sourced to line twelve. Line twelve is the sister-in-law line. One source, marked thin. It had been promoted from hypothesis to proof by being placed under a heading called proof. The citation was honest; the pile was wrong.

The third was a citation claiming more than its line supports. The audience section said contractors in this situation want monthly visibility into their tax position, citing lines one, two and five. Go back and read those three. They describe a penalty or a bill arriving and the person looking for help. Not one of them mentions wanting monthly visibility. That is a reasonable inference — it may well be right — but stated as audience fact with three line numbers after it, it borrows their authority. Six months later nobody rereads the lines. They read the citation and believe it.

So the inspection is three questions, run element by element. Does the cited line actually say what the element claims? Is any line being cited for more than it supports? Is anything stated with no citation at all?

One revision pass fixed all three. The benefit sentence was rewritten from the wording the lines themselves use, about January, about receipts, about not knowing the number, and cited to the lines carrying that wording. The sister-in-law point moved out of proof and into a short section at the end of the brief called untested hypotheses, with its support tier and the promotion rule attached: two independent sources to reach emerging, three to carry a message. And the audience line was split. The observed part — the penalty-or-bill trigger — kept lines one, two and five. The inferred part — that they want ongoing visibility — was restated as an inference, labelled as such, with those lines named as the basis rather than the proof.

That is the whole discipline, and it is the same one from the evidence file, applied one level up. A line supports what it says and nothing further.

Then the brief gets saved into the project workspace, alongside the hero section and its request, with the request that produced it stored next to it. That pairing is not bookkeeping for its own sake. Future work starts from the brief, not from the chat that made it. If the brief ever looks wrong, you want to be able to see what was asked for, not reconstruct it from memory of a conversation.

What that document now buys you is narrower and more useful than a message. It is a message with its reasons attached. You can hand it to a customer situation and see whether it survives contact: take one contractor who just got a penalty notice, read the positioning claim and the benefit back to him in his own week's terms, and watch whether he recognises himself or shrugs. If he shrugs, the brief tells you which element to suspect and which lines to go back and reread. That is the difference between a message you like and a message you can argue with.

Which leaves the approved hero section sitting in the project doing one job in one place, and a fast way to get more out of it.

Reuse it as a channel variant, and treat the adaptation as translation rather than rewriting. The rule is claim parity: change the format, the length and the pacing as much as the channel demands, and hold every factual claim, number, timeframe, qualifier and exclusion exactly as approved.

The destinations set the shape. An email opener wants one to three sentences, somewhere around thirty-five to sixty-five words, and the preview text truncates somewhere between thirty-five and ninety characters, so the core context has to land in the first line. A LinkedIn post allows three thousand characters, but the hook before the "See more" cut is what governs it: roughly a hundred and forty characters on mobile, a little over two hundred on desktop. A post on X gives non-subscribers two hundred and eighty characters for the whole thing — proposition, qualification and link.

The prompt to the assistant is worth writing as a standing one. Give it the role of a compliance-focused marketing editor. Paste the approved hero copy as the source asset. Then four preservation rules: keep every factual claim, number, timeframe, scope boundary and qualifying clause intact while changing tone and format freely; do not inflate capabilities or turn a conditional into an unconditional promise; add no metrics, testimonials or features not in the source; obey the channel's limit. And ask for the output in two parts — first a claim breakdown listing every explicit claim, condition and boundary it found in the source, then the variant. The breakdown is the useful half. It shows you what it thinks it is preserving before it preserves it.

Then check the variant against the original, line for line, never against whether it reads better. Three things to compare. The core claim: two weeks from signing must still say from signing. The scope limitation: no payroll, no invoice chasing, no incorporation advice, still present. The qualifiers: about two weeks has not become two weeks flat, and the price has not lost the per-van condition.

And one rule for when it will not fit. If two hundred and eighty characters cannot hold a mandatory qualifier, do not trim the qualifier. Either link straight to the full terms, or swap that claim for a different one that is self-contained and complete on its own. A shortened claim is not a shorter claim. It is a different one.



4. The Brand Guide Built From Passed and Rejected Drafts

A standard only helps when it can be checked

The audience-and-offer brief is saved. It sits in the Ledgerlane Marketing project next to the hero section and the customer-language evidence file. Every element in it points back to a line number or a product fact. That brief tells the assistant who the message is for and what it offers. It does not yet protect two things that every later draft will lean on: the facts themselves, and the way Ledgerlane sounds.

This chapter builds those two protections. The first is a product-facts register. The second is a brand guide made of real work that passed and real work that failed. Both follow one idea. A standard only helps when someone can check a draft against it. "Our prices are accurate" cannot be checked. "Two vans cost two hundred and sixty pounds a month, confirmed on this date by this person" can. "Our tone is friendly and clear" cannot be checked either. "This email was accepted, this draft was rejected, and here is why" can.

The companion segment has already built a reusable brand brief and tested it in a fresh chat. That brief described voice, claims, examples and which source wins. What follows goes two steps further. The register keeps track of which facts are current and who vouches for them. The guide teaches through contrast, so the assistant can see where the edge of the voice is.

As always in this course, Ledgerlane is illustrative. The prices, dates, owners and example drafts below are invented to make the method visible. They are not facts about any real firm.

The facts sheet becomes a register

Start with what already exists. In the first chapter the source packet got a product-facts sheet. It says one van costs a hundred and eighty pounds a month, and two vans cost two hundred and sixty. It lists four things included: receipt photo capture, monthly bank reconciliation, quarterly VAT preparation, and tax-ready year-end accounts. It lists three things excluded: payroll, chasing unpaid invoices, and advice on whether to incorporate. And it says onboarding takes about two weeks from signing.

That sheet worked for one hero section. It has a weakness, though. It is a paragraph of facts with no history. Nothing on it says when each fact was last true, who confirmed it, or where it came from. That is fine on the day you write it. It stops being fine the first time something changes.

So the sheet becomes a register. A register is just a list where every fact gets its own row, and every row carries the same few pieces of information. For Ledgerlane, each row has six parts.

The first part is the claim, said plainly: "monthly price for one van". The second is the value: "one hundred and eighty pounds a month". The third is the source, meaning the document or system where the fact really lives. For the prices, that might be Ledgerlane's current price list. For onboarding, it might be the onboarding checklist the team actually uses. The fourth is the owner, a named person who can say yes, that is still true. In our illustrative firm, the founder owns prices and scope, and the person who runs onboarding owns the timing. The fifth is the date last checked. The sixth is the status, which is either current or retired.

Walk through the rows. Price for one van: a hundred and eighty pounds, from the price list, owned by the founder, checked on the twenty-second of September, current. Price for two vans: two hundred and sixty pounds, same source, same owner, same date, current. Then one row for each inclusion and one row for each exclusion. That is seven more rows. Splitting them matters. If payroll ever moves from excluded to included, you change one row, and the date on that row tells you when. Last comes onboarding: "about two weeks from signing", from the onboarding checklist, owned by the onboarding lead, current.

Notice that the onboarding row keeps the words "from signing" inside the value. In the first chapter, the assistant dropped that qualifier and the draft promised something slightly different. Putting the condition inside the fact makes it part of what gets copied. A register row should hold the whole claim, conditions included. The short version should never be what gets stored.

At the top of the register sits a small header. It names the file's overall owner, the date of the last full check, and when the next full check is due. Monthly suits a small firm whose prices rarely move. The header answers one question fast: how old is this, as a whole?

Research on structuring reference files for Claude suggests one more thing. Mark the boundaries of each section so the assistant can tell them apart. Anthropic's own prompting guidance recommends labelled tags for this. You do not need to write code. It is enough to give the register clear, labelled sections, one per fact, each with the same fields in the same order. The point is that the assistant can see where one fact ends and the next begins, and which field is the date.

What a stale file actually does

Here is why the dates and statuses are worth the trouble. Suppose that in January Ledgerlane raises the one-van price to a hundred and ninety-five pounds. Someone writes a new facts sheet and uploads it to the project. The old sheet is still there. They meant to tidy it later.

What does Claude do now? It helps to know how a Claude Project handles its files. When the files are small enough to fit, which a few pages of Ledgerlane material easily are, Claude reads all of them into the conversation as background. When the files grow very large, past roughly two hundred thousand tokens, Claude switches to retrieval. Retrieval means it searches the files for the pieces that look relevant and reads only those. Either way, every file in the project counts as available knowledge.

Three details matter here.

First, Claude does not treat a newer upload as a replacement. Upload time is not a signal it uses to decide which file is true. Two files that disagree are, to Claude, two pieces of equally valid context.

Second, there is no overwrite. If you upload "facts sheet, January" while "facts sheet" is still in the project, you now have two files. Both are active.

Third, when two active files disagree, the result is not a clean error. Claude may blend them, hedge with "from about a hundred and eighty pounds", or simply pick one. Which one it picks can depend on where the text sits in its context or what it happens to weigh more. In a long chat there is a further drift. As the conversation grows, older material can get compressed, and recent chat turns can end up counting for more than the background files.

Put that together and you get the failure the register exists to prevent. The assistant writes a smooth, confident email that quotes a hundred and eighty pounds. The sentence reads well. The tone matches the brand. Nothing about it looks wrong. The only way to catch it is to know that the price changed. A reader skimming for tone will not.

This is the pattern from earlier chapters, now over time. A claim only counts when its source can be named. A source only counts when it is still the current one.

The rule for keeping it current

The fix is simple, and it has three parts.

There is one current register in the project. Not a register plus last quarter's sheet. Not a register plus the original packet's facts sheet "just in case". One.

When the register changes, the old file comes out before the new one goes in. In Claude, you delete the outdated file from the project knowledge panel, then upload the revision. Deleting first means Claude stops drawing on the old version. It also means there is never a moment when both are live. If you want a history of past prices, keep it outside the project, in your own records. Inside the register, a row whose status is "retired" can stay briefly to show what changed. The safer habit is to move retired rows out too. Anything in the project is something the assistant can quote.

The project instructions point to the register first. The standing instructions for Ledgerlane Marketing gain a short passage on facts. In plain words it says this. For any price, inclusion, exclusion or timing, use the product-facts register and only its rows marked current. If two sources in the project disagree, the one with the more recent checked date wins. If they disagree and neither has a date, or both have the same date, stop and ask me rather than choose or blend. Never state a price, feature or timing that has no row in the register. At the end of any draft, list which register rows you used and their checked dates.

That last instruction is small but useful. It turns every draft into something you can audit. If the footnote lists "one-van price, checked twenty-second of September", and you know the price changed in January, you have caught the stale fact without rereading the whole draft.

One more habit closes the loop. After any change to the project's files, open a fresh chat in the project. Ask the assistant to list every current fact it can see, with its value, source and checked date, and to flag any two facts that disagree. A fresh chat matters because it carries no earlier conversation that might mask the files. If the list shows two prices for one van, a stale file is still in there. If it shows the new price with the new date and nothing else, the project is clean.

Instructions are guidance to the model, not a lock. The precedence rule makes a good outcome much more likely. It does not make a contradictory file harmless. Removing the old file is what actually removes the risk. The instruction is there for the day someone forgets.

The brand guide, taught through what passed and what failed

The register settles what Ledgerlane can say. The brand guide settles how it says it. A guide made of adjectives rarely constrains an assistant much, so this one is built from something firmer.

Think about what an adjective asks the model to do. Tell the assistant that Ledgerlane is "friendly, clear and professional". Each of those words covers a wide range of writing. Nearly all marketing copy would call itself friendly, clear and professional. That includes the kind that opens with "Say goodbye to tax-season stress!" So when the assistant reads those adjectives, it fills them in with the most common version of them. That is the generic marketing voice the course has been steering away from since chapter one. The adjectives are not wrong. They just do not rule anything out.

An example rules things out. Show the assistant a real onboarding email and say "this passed". It sees the sentence length, the missing compliments, how numbers are stated. Show it a rejected draft next to it and say "this failed, because it flatters the reader and promises what the service does not do". Now it can see the boundary from both sides. The contrast carries information that neither example carries alone.

Collecting the accepted work

Ledgerlane already has two pieces of accepted work.

The first is the onboarding email excerpt from the original source packet. It is the course's brand example: short, plain, unflattering sentences. An illustrative line in its style reads: "We'll need your last three bank statements by Friday. If you can't find them, tell us and we'll ask the bank." It says what is needed, when, and what happens if there is a problem. It does not say "we're so excited to work with you". The reason it passed, in plain words: it tells a busy contractor exactly what to do next and assumes they are competent.

The second is the corrected hero section from chapter one. After its two fixes, it stated the onboarding time with "from signing" attached and named what the service does not cover. The reason it passed: every claim traces to a fact, the conditions stay attached to the numbers, and the exclusions are said out loud rather than hidden.

Collecting the rejected work

Now the failures, which are just as useful.

The first is the ungrounded draft from chapter one. That was the one written from a bare request outside the project. It had the wrong business name, invented claims, a wrong price, and a call to action that did not match the goal. An illustrative line in its style: "Experience stress-free, hassle-free bookkeeping tailored to your unique business needs." The reasons it failed, in plain words: "stress-free" is a promise no fact supports; "tailored to your unique needs" describes any service at all; and the line says nothing a contractor could check.

The second is the faulty benefit sentence from the assistant's first draft of the audience-and-offer brief. It was one of the three faults caught there: a benefit with no citation behind it. It read smoothly. It sounded like the brand. But it did not come from the evidence file's own words. The reason it failed: it claimed a feeling customers never described, which made it sound right while being unsupported.

That second rejection is worth holding onto. A brand guide made only of obvious failures teaches the assistant to avoid obvious failures. The benefit sentence failed for a quieter reason. It was on-voice and still ungrounded. Including it teaches that sounding like Ledgerlane is not enough.

Label all four in the guide as illustrative examples of the method. That keeps them honest when someone else reads the file later.

Letting the assistant draft the rules, then cutting

With four examples and four stated reasons in hand, ask the assistant to draft voice rules. The request is roughly: "Using only the accepted and rejected examples in the brand guide and their stated reasons, write voice rules for Ledgerlane. For each rule, name which example supports it."

That last clause does the work. It makes every rule answer to evidence, the same way the brief's claims answer to line numbers.

Say the assistant returns seven rules. Check each against the examples.

"State numbers with their conditions attached." Supported by the corrected hero section, which kept "from signing", and by the rejected draft's wrong price. Keep it.

"Name what the service does not cover." Supported by the hero section's exclusion line. Keep it.

"Do not compliment or reassure the reader in place of information." Supported by the onboarding email, which does neither, and by the rejected "stress-free" line, which does both. Keep it.

"Keep sentences short and tell the reader what to do next." Supported by the onboarding email. Keep it.

"Every benefit must use words customers actually used, with its source named." Supported by the rejected benefit sentence. Keep it.

"Use light humour to build rapport." Which example supports it? None. The onboarding email is not funny, and nothing in the rejected pile failed for being too serious. This rule came from the model's general sense of what brand guides say, not from Ledgerlane. Cut it.

"Maintain a warm, approachable tone." This is the adjective problem sneaking back in. No example shows what "warm" means for Ledgerlane that the other rules do not already cover. Cut it, or rewrite it as something checkable. In this case the no-compliments rule and the short-sentences rule already carry it. Cut.

Five rules survive. Each can be checked against a draft by pointing at a sentence.

How the guide is laid out

Research on brand guides that work well with assistants points to a clear structure. Ledgerlane's guide follows it.

At the top sits a small header: a version number, the date it was last updated, and the channels it covers. For now that means the website and customer emails. The date plays the same role as the register's dates. If two versions of the guide ever end up in the project, the date says which one is current. The same delete-before-upload rule applies.

Next comes a short description of who Ledgerlane sounds like, written as what it is and what it is not. Here that is: a competent person who does this work every week, talking to another competent person who is busy. Not a cheerleader. Not a textbook.

Then a short list of phrases to use and phrases to avoid. The avoid list comes straight from the rejected examples: "stress-free", "hassle-free", "tailored to your unique needs". Add any stock phrase that shows up in a rejected draft later.

Then the five rules, each with its supporting example named.

Last, the paired examples. Accepted and rejected sit side by side, each with its one-sentence reason. This section does most of the teaching. The rules summarize it. The pairs show it.

Save the guide in the project beside the brief and the register. Then add one line to the project instructions: for voice, follow the brand guide, and compare any draft to its accepted examples before finishing.

Testing the pair on a fresh request

A register and a guide are claims too, in a sense. They claim that drafts written with them will be accurate and on-voice. So test them the way the course tests everything: give the assistant real work and inspect the result.

Open a new chat in the Ledgerlane Marketing project. A fresh chat means the assistant works from the files and instructions, not from anything said earlier. Ask for a short answer for the website's frequently asked questions page. The request: "Write an answer, under eighty words, to this question from a contractor: I've got two vans. What does it cost and what do I actually get?"

Here is an illustrative version of what comes back. "Two vans is two hundred and sixty pounds a month, including VAT. That covers photographing your receipts, reconciling your bank account every month, preparing your quarterly VAT return, and tax-ready accounts at year end. It doesn't cover payroll, chasing unpaid invoices, or advice on incorporating. Setup takes about two weeks from signing." Below it, as the instructions asked, the assistant lists the register rows it used and their checked dates.

Now inspect it in two passes.

Against the register first. Two hundred and sixty pounds matches the two-van row. The four inclusions match their rows. The three exclusions match theirs. "About two weeks from signing" matches the onboarding row, qualifier intact. The footnote lists the rows and the date checked, the twenty-second of September. Then comes "including VAT". Look for a row about whether prices include VAT. There is none. The register says what the price is. It says nothing about tax on that price. The assistant has added a claim that sounds routine and has no source.

That is the fault. It is a good example of why the register helps. Without a row-by-row list, "including VAT" reads as ordinary detail and slides past. With the register open, the question is simple: which row is this? No row means no claim.

Against the guide second. Compare the answer to the accepted onboarding email. The sentences are short. Nothing flatters the reader. The exclusions are named. None of the avoided phrases appear. The answer tells the contractor exactly what they would get, which is what the onboarding email does. On voice, it passes.

Record the result in the project, next to the answer: one fault, "stated that the price includes VAT; no register row supports this". Then the revision. Ask the assistant to remove the VAT phrase and change nothing else. Read it again. Every claim now maps to a row.

Then do one more thing, because the fault revealed a gap. Contractors will ask about VAT on the price. The register should hold the answer. Add a row for it with its status left open, not current, and assign it to the founder to confirm. Until that row is confirmed, the assistant's instructions already tell it not to state it. The test did not just fix one answer. It improved the register every later draft will use.

Save the revised answer and its fault note beside the brief, the register and the guide. The project now holds all three foundations the course set out to build: who the message is for and what it offers, the facts it can state with their dates and owners, and the voice shown through work that passed and failed.

A message you can defend against its evidence has one more test to pass. Can it change shape for one particular customer without breaking? Take a single contractor's situation, such as a penalty letter that arrived last week and one van. The next piece of work is adapting the message to fit that situation while every claim stays tied to its row.

Keeping reference files current across assistants

The register and guide depend on one thing: the assistant reading the files you meant it to read, and applying the rules every time. Two recent changes outside Claude bear on that, and both are worth knowing if you use ChatGPT or Gemini for the same work.

The larger one is at OpenAI. In September 2026 it announced that standalone Custom GPTs will retire on the eleventh of December 2026. Their settings move over to what OpenAI calls Plugins and Skills. The difference matters for a brand guide. A Custom GPT applied its standing instructions on every turn of a conversation. A Skill works differently. ChatGPT calls it up when it judges the Skill relevant to what you asked. Uploaded knowledge files become reference files, and the way they are searched changes too.

For a marketer, the decision this affects is simple to state. If you kept a brand guide and a facts sheet in a Custom GPT, you could count on the voice rules being present every time. After the move, you should not assume that. A request that does not obviously look like brand work might never pull the guide in. The same goes for a price question that Chat­GPT answers from general context without checking the reference file.

The smallest useful action is to run the audit from this chapter after you migrate. Open a fresh chat. Ask it to list every current product fact with its source and date, and to flag disagreements. Then ask for one short piece of copy and check whether the voice rules show up in it. If the list is wrong or the rules are missing, you know before a customer does.

The second change is at Google. Gemini Gems accept up to ten attached files, each up to a hundred megabytes, from Google Drive or your own computer. Reports from monitoring what Gems actually read show silent failures. A complex PDF with several columns, a Word file with an unusual encoding, or a filename with special characters can fail to be read, with no warning. Your Gem looks fully stocked. Part of your register may simply not be there.

The fix is cheap. Keep your register and brand guide as plain text files with clear headings, one section per fact or rule. Give them simple filenames. Then ask the Gem to list what it knows, the same way you would in Claude. A plain file that Gemini can fully read beats a nicely designed PDF that it partly skips.

Across all three assistants, the habit is the same one this chapter built. One current file per job. Old versions out before new ones in. And after any change, a fresh chat that asks the assistant to show you, fact by fact, what it thinks is true.



5. Adapting a Defended Message to One Contractor's Situation

One contractor, one penalty letter

The Ledgerlane Marketing project in Claude now holds a lot of checked work. It has the product-facts register, the brand guide, the six-element audience-and-offer brief, the tagged evidence file and the tested FAQ answer. This chapter adds no new foundation. It uses that foundation for one real-looking person and checks that nothing slips while it does.

The question this chapter answers is narrow. When one customer's situation arrives, how do you change a defended message for them without losing what made it defensible? Adapting a message does not mean rewriting it. You choose which parts of the brief to bring forward for this situation, and you leave the rest alone. Then you prove two things. Every changed line still points to a named source. And no new promise has crept in.

Here is the situation. It is illustrative, like every Ledgerlane fact. A contractor with one van got a late-filing penalty letter from HMRC, the UK tax authority, this week. They have no bookkeeper. They sent a short message through the Ledgerlane website. It says, in their words: "Got a penalty letter on Tuesday for my tax return. One van, no bookkeeper, never really kept on top of it. Can you help and what does it cost?"

That is the whole input. Four facts are in it. They got a penalty letter. It is about their tax return. They run one van. They have no bookkeeper. Everything else we might want to say has to come from the brief, the register or the evidence file. If it comes from none of them, it does not go in.

What the brief already covers

Start by reading the brief against the message, before the assistant writes a word. This takes about five minutes. It saves an argument with the draft later.

The brief's audience element already describes this person. Its observed trigger is a penalty or a large year-end bill, and it rests on lines one, two and five of the evidence file. Those three lines come from independent sources, so the trigger has strong support. This contractor arrived in exactly that state. So the reply does not need to explain why someone in their position might want help. They already know. The brief told us they would.

The positioning element names the real competitor. It is not another bookkeeping firm. It is the accountant they see once a year, plus inertia, the habit of leaving things until the letter comes. That matters for the reply. The useful difference Ledgerlane offers is about when the work happens: every month, not once a year in a rush. A reply that makes that point is on solid ground. A reply that says Ledgerlane is better than accountants is not, because nothing in the brief supports it.

The price row covers them too. One van is a hundred and eighty pounds a month, from the price list, owned by the founder, current. The register also holds the four inclusions and three exclusions, and onboarding of about two weeks from signing.

What the brief does not cover

Now the gaps. There are three, and each one is a place where a fluent assistant will want to fill in something plausible.

First, the penalty itself. We do not know how much it is, which stage it is at, or which tax year it covers. The contractor did not say.

Second, VAT. VAT is value added tax, the sales tax a business charges once its turnover passes a set level. We do not know if this contractor is VAT-registered. And the register's VAT row is still open. It is assigned to the founder to confirm. So we cannot say whether the price includes VAT, and we cannot say quarterly VAT prep is relevant to this person.

Third, their deadlines. We do not know what they owe or when.

These gaps lead to an important decision. Some facts about penalties and deadlines are general. They are the same for every sole trader. Those can be checked once and put in the register. Other facts are about this one person. Those can only come from the person.

Putting the penalty and deadline facts in the register

The assistant could recite UK tax deadlines from what it says it knows. Do not let it. A model's training has a date, rules change, and a register row has a source and a checked date where a model's memory has neither. The rule from the last chapter still holds: never state a fact that is not a row.

So before drafting, add the time-sensitive facts as rows. Take each one from HMRC's own published Self Assessment guidance. Self Assessment is the system sole traders use to report income and pay tax each year. Each row gets the same columns as before: claim, value, source, owner, date last checked, status. The checked date is the day you read the HMRC page yourself. The owner should be someone who will look again. The founder is the obvious choice.

Here are the rows, said the way you would say them. The tax year ends on the fifth of April. An online return is due by midnight on the thirty-first of January after that tax year ends. A paper return is due by the thirty-first of October. The tax owed for the year, called the balancing payment, is due on the thirty-first of January too. So is the first payment on account for the next year. A payment on account is an advance toward next year's bill. The second payment on account is due on the thirty-first of July.

The penalty rows come next, and they need their conditions kept inside the value. A return up to three months late gets a fixed hundred-pound penalty. That applies even if no tax is due, or if the tax was paid on time. Between three and six months late, ten pounds a day is added, for up to ninety days. That can come to nine hundred pounds. At six months, a further three hundred pounds or five percent of the tax due is added, whichever is higher. At twelve months, the same again. Late payment is separate. Five percent of the unpaid tax is added at thirty days, again at six months and again at twelve months. Interest also builds up every day on overdue tax, at the Bank of England base rate plus two and a half percent.

Notice how much the conditions matter. "The penalty is a hundred pounds" is false for many people who get a letter. "A return up to three months late gets a fixed hundred-pound penalty" is true. The first version is the kind of line a draft produces when it drops a qualifier. The register stops that by holding the condition in the same cell as the number.

One more row belongs here. It is Making Tax Digital for Income Tax. This is HMRC's newer system, where some sole traders keep digital records in software HMRC accepts and send four quarterly updates a year. They still file a final declaration by the thirty-first of January. Since the sixth of April twenty twenty-six, it has applied to sole traders with gross business or property income over fifty thousand pounds. From April twenty twenty-seven the line drops to over thirty thousand. From April twenty twenty-eight it drops to over twenty thousand.

Ledgerlane's audience earns sixty to two hundred thousand a year. On paper, that means most of them are already inside Making Tax Digital. But look at what we do not know. "Earning" in the audience paragraph is a rough description, not a measured gross income for this contractor. So the row goes in, with its threshold and dates. The reply may mention that the rules exist. It may not tell this person the rules apply to them.

Mark every one of these rows with a monthly next check, like the rest of the register. Tax figures and thresholds are exactly the kind of fact that goes stale between campaigns.

The rules a penalty reply has to live inside

Two sets of limits shape this reply, and both were already in the project.

The brief recorded the advertising code's limit on guarantees. In the UK, the Advertising Standards Authority enforces the CAP Code, the rulebook for non-broadcast ads. A business's own website and marketing emails fall under it. For a service near tax penalties, the code allows plain statements of what you do. It does not allow a guarantee, or anything that sounds like one, that a penalty will be cancelled or reduced. Only HMRC and the tax tribunals decide that. The code also counts it as misleading to leave out something material. One example: if someone appeals a penalty, interest on late tax keeps building up while the appeal is pending. A reply that suggests an appeal stops the clock would be leaving out that fact.

There is a related point that matters even more for Ledgerlane. Look at the register's four inclusions. Receipt photo capture, monthly bank reconciliation, quarterly VAT prep and tax-ready year-end accounts. Penalty appeals are not on the list. HMRC does allow appeals, usually within thirty days, and it accepts a "reasonable excuse" such as serious illness. But Ledgerlane has no row saying it handles them. So the reply cannot offer to appeal the penalty. It can say, honestly, that the penalty letter itself explains how to appeal. That is a fact about HMRC's letters, not a Ledgerlane service.

The brand guide adds its own rule: no compliments or reassurance in place of information. A worried person does not need to be told it will be fine. They need to know what Ledgerlane does, what it costs, what it does not do, and what to do next.

Asking the assistant for the adaptation

With the rows in place, open a new chat inside the Ledgerlane Marketing project. Paste the contractor's message, then the request. Here is the request, as typed:

"Below is a website inquiry from a contractor. Draft two things: a reply email to them, and a short section for the offer page aimed at contractors in the same situation. Start from the audience-and-offer brief. Change only what this situation needs. Do not add benefits, services or claims that are not already in the brief, the product-facts register or the evidence file. After each sentence you changed or added, put in brackets the evidence line number or register row it comes from. Use only facts the contractor wrote in their message when you refer to them personally. Do not guess their penalty amount, tax year, income, VAT status or deadlines. At the end, list anything you would need to know to make the reply more useful but do not know, and list the register rows you used with their checked dates."

Each part of that request has a job. "Change only what this situation needs" keeps the brief's tested wording where it already works. The bracket tags make the audit possible, because you can check a tag in seconds and you cannot check an untagged sentence at all. The line about the contractor's own facts separates situation from person, which we will come back to in a moment. And the final list turns the assistant's gaps into questions you can see, not guesses it quietly fills.

Reading the first draft line by line

The assistant's first draft reads well. That is the risk. Here are the faults it shows, illustrative but typical.

The reply opens: "Sorry to hear about the penalty, don't worry, we'll sort it out for you." The tag says audience trigger, lines one, two and five. Check it. Those lines say contractors get penalties and then look for help. None of them says Ledgerlane sorts out penalties. The sentence borrowed a true citation to carry an untrue promise. It is also a guarantee in tone. "We'll sort it out" sounds like the penalty will go away. Under the advertising code, that is the kind of implied promise you cannot make. Under the brand guide, it is reassurance in place of information. Cut it.

The second fault sits in the pricing line: "One van is a hundred and eighty pounds a month, including VAT." The price has a row. The VAT part does not. The VAT row is still open. This is the same fault the FAQ test caught last chapter, and it came back. That is worth noting. A fixed fault in one saved asset does not stop the model making it again in a new one. Only the open row and the audit catch it. Cut "including VAT."

The third fault is a deadline with no date: "We'll get your books ready well before your next deadline." Which deadline? The assistant does not know. Neither do we. The sentence also promises a timing outcome that depends on when they sign and what state their records are in. The register says onboarding is about two weeks from signing. That is all we can say about timing.

There is a smaller fault in the offer-page section. It says, "If you've been fined a hundred pounds." The register row is a hundred pounds for a return up to three months late. Dropping the condition makes it wrong for anyone further along. Put the condition back, or leave the number out of the offer page entirely.

Then read the gap list the assistant added. It asks for the penalty amount, the tax year, whether the contractor is VAT-registered, and whether their income is above the Making Tax Digital threshold. Those are the right questions. Three of them should go to the contractor. The VAT price question goes to the founder, because it is the open row.

One revision

Tell the assistant what to fix, in one message: "Remove the sentence promising to sort out the penalty. Remove 'including VAT'. Remove the deadline promise. In the offer-page section, either keep the penalty figure with its condition or drop it. Turn the unknowns about this contractor into two or three short questions in the reply. Keep the tags."

The revised reply runs about like this, in Ledgerlane's plain voice. Thanks for getting in touch. Ledgerlane does monthly bookkeeping for one- and two-van trade contractors. One van is a hundred and eighty pounds a month. That covers receipt photo capture, monthly bank reconciliation, quarterly VAT prep and tax-ready year-end accounts. It does not cover payroll, chasing invoices or advice on becoming a limited company. We do not handle penalty appeals. Your letter from HMRC explains how to appeal and the time limit for doing it. Setup takes about two weeks from signing. To tell you what we would do first, can you tell us three things? Which tax year is the letter about? Have you filed that return yet? Are you registered for VAT? Reply here, or book a short call.

Each sentence about Ledgerlane carries a tag in the working copy: the price row, the four inclusion rows, the three exclusion rows, the onboarding row. The questions carry no tag because they claim nothing. The line about the letter is general and safe. The diagnostic call to action comes straight from the brief's call-to-action element.

Now audit the revision for new claims, the same way as before. Read each sentence and ask what it says Ledgerlane does, costs or promises. Find the row. If there is no row, the sentence goes. This one passes.

Situation versus person

This draft shows the line between two things that are easy to blur.

Adapting to a situation means using what the brief already knows about everyone in that situation. Contractors who just got a penalty letter are in a hurry and want facts. The one-van price applies. The when-not-how-good difference applies. You can write that once, for an offer-page section, and it fits every contractor with a penalty letter.

Personalizing means using facts about this one recipient. Here the rule is strict. You may use only what they told you. This contractor said one van, no bookkeeper, a penalty letter about their tax return. So the reply can quote the one-van price, and it can skip explaining what a bookkeeper does. It cannot say "your hundred-pound penalty," because they did not give an amount. It cannot say "now that you're in Making Tax Digital," because they did not give their income. A guess that turns out right still teaches the reader you invent things. A guess that turns out wrong does worse.

So the offer-page section and the reply differ in a clear way. The section speaks to the situation, with penalty stages and their conditions as general proof. The reply speaks to the person, using only their own four facts plus Ledgerlane's register, and asks for the rest.

Checking the voice

Last, compare the reply to the brand guide's accepted examples, the onboarding email and the corrected hero section. Put them side by side.

The onboarding email uses short sentences. It names what is excluded. It gives a next step. It never says "don't worry." The revised reply does all four. It has no "stress-free" or "hassle-free". It does not praise the contractor for reaching out. The brief's benefit wording comes from customer lines, not from the assistant. On voice, it passes.

Saving the work and the method

File three things together in the project. First, the revised reply and offer-page section. Second, the request that produced them. Third, a short fault note: guarantee-like reassurance removed, unsupported "including VAT" removed again, undated deadline promise removed, penalty figure given back its condition.

Then save the method itself as a reusable project instruction called situation adaptation. It says, in plain terms: when adapting the brief to a customer situation, change only what the situation requires. Tag each changed sentence to an evidence line or current register row. Use only facts the recipient supplied. Never promise an outcome that depends on HMRC or on information you do not have. Do not offer services that are not inclusion rows. End with a list of unknowns, split into questions for the customer and questions for the owner, and the rows used with their checked dates.

That instruction is what makes the next adaptation faster. You will not have to retype the rules. You will still have to read the draft.

Here is one to try. A two-van contractor writes in. They got their year-end figures and the tax bill is far bigger than they expected. Start with the same steps. Read the brief against the message. Which parts of the trigger apply? The two-van price row is two hundred and sixty pounds a month. Then look at the register. The thirty-first of January and thirty-first of July payment-on-account rows matter here, because a large first bill is often followed by advance payments toward next year. But you do not know if that is what happened to this person. Watch for a draft that promises to "reduce your tax bill." Ledgerlane has no row for that. It is a promise about an outcome, and it cannot be in the reply.

The reply and section from this chapter are defended against their evidence and fitted to one real situation. That completes the message you can defend. The next build is the offer page itself, where this section becomes one part of a path a customer can actually click through.

That instruction is new, and an instruction is only worth something if it behaves the same way in every chat that uses it. A recent change to Claude Projects makes that worth checking now.

A Projects change that spreads your saved instructions

On the seventeenth of September twenty twenty-six, Anthropic changed how Claude Projects run work. A project no longer has to run as one linear thread over a folder of files. A coordinator can now send work out to several parallel threads at once. Each parallel thread inherits the project instructions and reference files when it starts.

For Ledgerlane, the effect is direct. The situation adaptation instruction, the facts passage, the register and the brand guide now travel into every thread a coordinator starts. That is good when they are right. It also means one stale file or one loose instruction reaches every thread at once. The rule from the last chapter, one current register and delete the old file before uploading the new one, now protects more work. The threads pick up files when they start, so update the register before you begin a job, not halfway through.

The smallest useful action takes about ten minutes. Open a fresh chat in the project. Paste the two-van inquiry and a one-line request: adapt the brief to this situation using the situation adaptation instruction. Then check four things. Does every changed sentence carry a tag? Is there any VAT claim, even though the row is still open? Does the reply refer only to facts the contractor wrote? Does it end with the unknowns split between customer and owner, and the rows used with their checked dates?

If all four hold, the instruction works on its own, without the history of this chapter's chat behind it. That matters, because parallel threads will not have that history either. If one fails, fix the instruction's wording, not the draft, and run the fresh chat again. A fix to the draft only repairs that one reply. A fix to the instruction reaches every future thread that starts from it.



6. An Offer Page That Answers the Penalty Letter

The reply to the penalty letter is saved. So is the short offer-page section that went with it. Both passed their audits. Now the offer page has to stand on its own, for a contractor who never wrote in and is reading alone on a phone at nine at night.

An offer page is the single web page that explains one offer and asks for one action. For Ledgerlane, that offer is monthly bookkeeping for one- and two-van trade contractors. The action is booking a short diagnostic call. A useful way to think about the page is as a promise put in order. Every section answers the question the reader has at that moment. Every sentence still traces back to a row in the facts register or a line in the evidence file. This chapter does both. It sets the order, finds the objections, asks the assistant for a draft, fixes what it gets wrong, and checks the result at phone width.

Putting the promise in order

Start with the reader. The visitor this page is built for is what copywriters call problem-aware. They know they have a problem. A penalty letter arrived, or a tax bill was bigger than they expected. But they don't yet know which kind of help fits, or who offers it. Research on conversion copy and usability work from the Nielsen Norman Group point to a common pattern for this reader. Show them their own problem first. Then explain how the help works. Then say what it includes, prove it, price it, deal with doubts, and ask for one low-risk step.

That pattern is a guide, not a law. Ledgerlane's page follows it with one change, and the change comes from Ledgerlane's evidence. Here is the order, and why each part sits where it does.

The first section is the trigger, written in the customer's own words. This is the part of the page a reader sees before scrolling. People call that "above the fold", a phrase from newspapers. The top half of a folded paper was what you saw on the stand. On a phone, the fold is the bottom of the screen when the page first loads. The research is plain about this spot. Mirror the visitor's symptoms and vocabulary right away. Opening with credentials or a vague slogan makes more people leave. For Ledgerlane, the strongest trigger in the evidence file is the penalty-or-bill moment from lines one, two and five. So the top of the page names that moment the way contractors described it. It doesn't open with "expert bookkeeping".

The second section says what Ledgerlane does and when. The research calls this the delivery model. It means explaining how the help works before listing features. Ledgerlane's brief already settled the angle. The real competitor is the accountant who looks at the books once a year, plus doing nothing. So Ledgerlane doesn't claim to be better than that accountant. It claims a different timing. The books get done every month, not once in January. That is the when-not-how-good difference, and it needs no proof beyond the inclusion rows that describe the monthly work.

The third section is the price, with what it includes. This is where Ledgerlane moves away from the research order. In the research order, proof comes before pricing. Ledgerlane puts price earlier for two reasons. First, the research also says that a missing price is a main frustration for business buyers. When the price is missing, people tend to assume the service costs too much. Second, Ledgerlane's price is its clearest, best-sourced fact. The one-van fee is a hundred and eighty pounds a month and the two-van fee is two hundred and sixty. Both come from the price list, are owned by the founder, were checked on the twenty-second of September and are current. The four inclusion rows sit right beside the price, so the reader sees what the money buys.

The fourth section is the exclusions, used as a filter. Ledgerlane has three exclusion rows, and penalty appeals are outside its scope. Putting these next to the price does a job the research describes. Answer a doubt next to the content that raises it, and keep the FAQ for broader questions. A contractor who needs an appeal handled learns that here, before booking a call that won't help. That saves their time and the founder's.

The fifth section is proof. For Ledgerlane, this section is short, and it should stay short. The research names proof as case results, client quotes and before-and-after evidence. Ledgerlane is an illustrative business with none of those yet. The brief limited proof to product facts and checkable HMRC timings, and that limit holds. So proof here means facts a reader could check. One is the setup, about two weeks from signing, which comes from the onboarding checklist. Another is the HMRC Self Assessment dates and penalty stages from the register. A testimonial added because the page "needs one" would be invented, and the page goes without.

The sixth section is objections. An objection is a reason a reader gives themselves for not acting. It might be "I already have someone for this," or "it's too late," or "it costs too much." The research's advice is to treat the FAQ as an engine, not a junk drawer. Each question should match a real hesitation, and it should be phrased the way a visitor would say it, not in company language.

The last section is the call to action. That is the single step the page asks for, usually a button. The research says the button label should name the actual action. "Submit" and "Get started" tell the reader nothing. "Book a diagnostic call" says what happens. The research also suggests a short line under the button that sets expectations, such as how long the call takes or how fast you'll hear back. That advice comes with a trap for Ledgerlane. The register has no row for call length or reply time. A line like "we reply within one working day" would be a new fact with no source. So that line stays blank until the founder supplies a row. The blank goes on the list of questions for the owner.

Finding the objections in what customers already said

It's easy to write objections from imagination, and those don't count. A believable list of doubts is just a persona in disguise, and the course has already shown that a made-up persona tells you nothing about real customers. So the rule for this list matches the rule for the brief. A candidate objection must come from a category in the evidence file and its lost-deal notes. If it doesn't, it gets labelled a hypothesis. Each answer has to cite a row or say clearly what isn't known.

Three candidates come up. Each one gets a different answer.

The first is "My accountant does this once a year." This has the strongest support. The brief's competitor was built from evidence: the year-end accountant plus inertia. So the objection belongs to an evidenced category. The answer doesn't argue that the accountant is bad. It repeats the timing difference. Ledgerlane does the books every month, the inclusion rows say what that means, and the accountant can still do the year-end work. Wait, though. Can they? The register says nothing about whether Ledgerlane works alongside a contractor's accountant or hands records over. A sentence promising that would be easy to write and would have no source. So the answer says what the inclusions cover. A new question goes to the owner: does Ledgerlane hand records to an existing accountant, and how?

The second is "Software is cheaper." This is labelled a hypothesis. It sounds likely, but likely is not observed. Unless a line in the evidence file shows a contractor saying it, it doesn't count as proven. It can still go on the page as a question, because answering a doubt that turns out to be rare costs little. But the answer is limited. Ledgerlane's own price can be stated from its row. No price for any software can be given, because the register holds none. Comparing to a figure nobody checked would break the rule that numbers keep their conditions. The honest answer is narrower. Software records what you enter. Ledgerlane's fee covers the four listed inclusions, done for you. Whether that's worth the difference is the reader's decision, and the page doesn't make it for them.

The third is "Is it too late this year?" This is also a hypothesis as an objection. It follows from the penalty trigger, but no line quotes it. It's the most dangerous one to answer, because the tempting answer is a guarantee. "It's never too late, we'll get you sorted" is the reassurance the brand guide bans. It also runs into the advertising-code limits recorded in the brief. Under the CAP Code, the UK advertising code, the page can't promise or imply an outcome that depends on HMRC. What the page can say comes straight from the register. An online return is due by the thirty-first of January. A return up to three months late gets a fixed hundred-pound penalty. Later stages add ten pounds a day for up to ninety days, then three hundred pounds or five percent at six months and again at twelve. Setup takes about two weeks from signing. Those are facts with their conditions attached. What the page can't say is whether it's too late for this particular reader. That depends on their tax year and whether they've filed, and the page doesn't know either. So the answer ends by naming those two unknowns. The diagnostic call is where they get answered.

Notice what that third answer does. A diagnostic call is the right next step because the page admits what it doesn't know. The call to action grows out of the unknowns. It isn't a sales trick.

The request to the assistant

With the order and the objections settled, the assistant can draft. The request goes in a new chat inside the Claude Project called Ledgerlane Marketing. The brief, the register, the brand guide and the evidence file are already there as project files. Its standing instructions apply automatically. Still, the request names everything it relies on. A named source is easier for it to use and easier for you to check.

In plain words, the request says this. Draft a full offer page for Ledgerlane from the saved audience-and-offer brief, the product-facts register and the brand guide. Use seven sections in this order: the trigger in customers' words, what Ledgerlane does and when, the price with its inclusions, the exclusions, proof limited to product facts and HMRC timings from the register, objections, and a call to action to book a diagnostic call. For objections, use only the three listed. Label the second and third as hypotheses in your notes, not on the page. After every sentence, add a tag in brackets naming the register row or evidence line it rests on. A sentence with no source gets the tag "no source", so it can't hide. Don't write the line under the button, because no row supports a call length or reply time. At the end, list every row used with its checked date. Then list unknowns in two groups, questions for the customer and questions for the owner.

The tag-per-sentence rule matters most. It turns the audit into a search. You don't have to reread the page and hope you spot a problem. You look at each tag and open the row.

Inspecting the first draft

The draft below is illustrative. Its faults follow the pattern the course keeps recording. Fluent copy slips in claims the sources don't hold.

Most of it is sound. The trigger section uses the penalty-letter wording. The price section gives a hundred and eighty and two hundred and sixty pounds, tagged to the price rows. The exclusions are listed and tagged. Three sentences fail.

The first failure is a reassurance line. At the end of the trigger section, the assistant wrote, "Relax. We'll take the stress off your shoulders." It's tagged to evidence line two, which is a contractor describing stress. The tag points at a true line, but the line doesn't support the sentence. Line two shows the stress exists. It doesn't show Ledgerlane removes it. This is the same misused citation the penalty-letter reply had. The brand guide's rule about reassurance in place of information settles it. The fix is to cut the line. The sentence after it, which names monthly books and the two-week setup, does the real work.

The second failure is an uncited claim about saving time. In the "what we do" section, the assistant wrote, "Save hours every week on paperwork." It's tagged "no source", so the tag rule worked. It flagged its own gap, which is the point. No row measures hours saved, and no evidence line quotes a contractor on time spent. The fix is to replace it with what the inclusion rows actually say Ledgerlane does each month. The reader can judge the time saved for themselves.

The third failure is a penalty figure that lost its condition. In the proof section, the assistant wrote, "HMRC charges £100 for a late return." It's tagged to the penalty row, and the row is correct. But the sentence dropped the row's condition. The hundred pounds applies to a return up to three months late. After that, the amount grows. Stated bare, it's false for many readers and could make the risk look smaller than it is. The fix copies the full condition from the row.

One revision pass handles all three. The request is short. Remove the reassurance line. Replace the time claim with the monthly inclusions from their rows. Restate the penalty with its full condition from the row. Confirm that no sentence on the page promises or implies a result from HMRC. That last check is the CAP Code limit, run once more across the whole page, because a guarantee can appear anywhere, not only where you expect it. The revised draft comes back with every sentence tagged to a row or line. No "no source" tags remain. The row list gives the price, inclusion, exclusion, onboarding and HMRC rows with their checked dates. The owner questions now include call length, reply time and handover to an existing accountant.

Looking at it on a phone-sized screen

Most contractors will read this on a phone, often in a van between jobs. A page that looks tidy on a laptop can fall apart on a narrow screen. So the last check happens at phone width. Two things matter here: line length and where the button lands.

You don't need a phone to start. In the Chrome browser, open the draft page and open the developer tools. The F12 key does it, or Control, Shift and I on Windows, or Command, Option and I on a Mac. Then turn on the device toolbar with Control, Shift and M, or Command, Shift and M on a Mac. Under Dimensions, choose Responsive and set a width between three hundred and twenty and three hundred and ninety pixels. That covers common phone sizes. Know the limit of this tool. Chrome is imitating a phone on a desktop computer. It doesn't run a real phone's software or hardware. So a final look on an actual phone is still worth doing.

At that width, check line length first. Readability guidance aims for about forty-five to seventy-five characters per line. The web accessibility guidelines set eighty as an upper limit. At phone width, long lines are rarely the problem. The common fault is the reverse. A heading, or a price line with its condition, breaks into two- and three-word scraps that are hard to follow. The penalty sentence, now carrying its full condition, is the one to watch. If it reads badly in short pieces, fix the layout, not the wording. The condition stays.

Then check the button. "Book a diagnostic call" should be easy to tap, with space around it so a thumb doesn't hit the wrong thing. The accessibility guidelines set a minimum target of twenty-four by twenty-four pixels, and forty-four by forty-four at their stricter level. If the page uses a button stuck to the bottom of the screen, scroll the whole page. Make sure it never covers the exclusions or the penalty condition. A sticky button that hides the facts which filter readers out undoes the work of putting those facts next to the price.

That is as far as this check goes. The button doesn't lead anywhere yet. The page still needs its booking form, the confirmation a contractor sees afterward, and a full accessibility review of headings, focus order and form fields. Those form the next build.

The page is saved in the project with the request that produced it, the revised draft with its tags and row list, and a fault note. The note names the three faults: the reassurance line on a misused citation, the uncited time claim, and the penalty figure without its condition. Each note makes the next draft easier to check, because the faults it records are the first places to look.

Testing the adaptation instruction in a fresh chat

Before the form gets built, one small test is still owed. The saved situation adaptation instruction has only ever run in the chat where it was written. An instruction that works there might lean on earlier conversation without anyone noticing. A fresh chat removes that crutch.

First, a quick check that the ground hasn't moved. Anthropic's documentation shows no change, from the start of September to the twelfth of October, in how Claude Projects apply instructions and files in new chats. That check left out two areas: the September coordinator update already covered, and changes to Claude's memory system. Project instructions still act as standing guidance in every chat. Uploaded files are still reference documents the project pulls into each chat as needed. So a new chat in Ledgerlane Marketing should see the instruction, the register and the brief. The test checks whether it does.

The test input is a second illustrative inquiry, different from the penalty letter. A two-van electrician writes that their accountant just sent a year-end tax bill much bigger than expected. They ask whether Ledgerlane could have prevented this and what it would cost. That's the bill side of the trigger, not the penalty side, so it tests whether the instruction adapts or just copies the last reply.

The assistant is asked for a reply email using the saved instruction. The result is judged on the four checks from the penalty-letter work. Here is the illustrative result.

On tags, every changed sentence carried one. The price sentence pointed to the two-van row at two hundred and sixty pounds, which correctly matched the reader's two vans. That passes.

On VAT, the reply made no VAT claim. This matters because "including VAT" slipped into two earlier drafts, and the VAT row is still open with the founder. That passes.

On using only the contractor's own facts, the reply mentioned the two vans and the bill. It didn't guess the bill's size, the tax year or the trade's income. It also didn't answer "could you have prevented this" with yes. A yes would be a promise about an outcome. Instead, it described the monthly work from the inclusion rows. That passes.

On split unknowns, the reply ended with questions for the customer: which tax year the bill covers, and whether they're VAT-registered. It listed questions for the owner, including the open VAT row and whether Ledgerlane works alongside an existing accountant. That passes.

All four checks passed on this one illustrative inquiry. That shows the instruction carries into a new chat for this kind of message. It doesn't show that it holds for every message. A third test with an unusual case, such as a contractor outside the van-trade audience, would test it further. For now it has earned its place, and the work can move on to the booking form and the confirmation behind the button.



7. The Booking Form Behind the Button

The offer page for Ledgerlane is written, fixed and checked on a phone. Its last section is a button that says "Book a diagnostic call", and right now that button goes nowhere. This chapter gives it somewhere to go. You will build the form a contractor fills in, the message they see straight after, and the first email they get. Then you will check all three on a small screen and for people who use a keyboard or a screen reader.

All of this is still the customer path, the part of the course where a promise on a page turns into what a customer actually experiences. One rule from the start of the course still holds. A claim only counts when you can name its source. The form, the confirmation and the email are full of small promises too, so every field label, every line of the confirmation and every sentence of the email has to come from a row in the facts register or from the brand guide. If no source exists, the space stays blank.

Building the booking form and its first messages

Start with the form itself, before any tool. A lead capture form is the box of questions that turns a visitor into a named contact. Here the visitor is called a lead. The question to ask about each field is simple: what decision does this answer feed? If nobody will ever use the answer, the field should not be on the form.

Every extra field costs you people. Each one is another thing to type on a phone keyboard, another reason to stop halfway, and another moment where someone thinks, why do they want that? A contractor who has just opened a penalty letter is reading on a phone, maybe in the van. Three or four quick fields feel like booking a call. Ten feel like filling in a tax return, and that is exactly the job they are trying to hand off.

So trace each field to a need in the brief.

Name comes first, because the founder has to know who they are calling.

Email is the next field, because the follow-up email has to reach someone. It is also where the record of the lead will be keyed later.

Phone number is there because this is a call. Without a number the call cannot happen.

Van count is the field that qualifies the lead. The offer has two prices, one van at a hundred and eighty pounds a month and two vans at two hundred and sixty. A choice of "one van" or "two vans" maps each lead straight onto a price row, so the founder knows which offer to talk about before dialling. A third choice, "three or more", is worth thinking about. The register has no row for it, so Ledgerlane has nothing to sell that person. Leave it off for now and let the qualifying note below handle it.

What made you get in touch is the next field. The brief's trigger is a penalty letter or a big year-end bill, so offer those two choices plus "something else". This tells the founder what the call is really about. It also shows whether the page is reaching the people it was written for.

The last field is an optional box for anything else, in the person's own words. It is optional because some people will have nothing to add, and a required empty box is a reason to leave.

Look at what is missing. There is no question about yearly income, even though Making Tax Digital thresholds depend on it. Asking for income on a first form feels intrusive, and the call can cover it. There is no business name, no postcode and no "how did you hear about us". The postcode would be useful for nothing Ledgerlane does. "How did you hear about us" belongs to measurement, which gets proper tracking rather than a guess typed by the lead.

Above the fields goes a short qualifying note, so that someone the offer cannot help finds out before they submit. Here is a version built only from register rows. Ledgerlane handles monthly bookkeeping for one- and two-van contractors: receipt capture, monthly bank reconciliation, quarterly VAT prep and tax-ready year-end accounts. It does not do payroll, invoice chasing or incorporation advice, and penalty appeals are not among its inclusions. A contractor who needs only a penalty appeal should not book a call. That person is better off finding out now than on the phone, and the founder is better off not spending a slot on a call that cannot become a sale.

Now pick the tool to build the form in. There are two broad kinds. A scheduler such as Calendly lets someone pick a time slot and answer a few questions in one go. A form builder such as Tally, Typeform, Google Forms or HubSpot's free forms collects answers first and then sends the person on, perhaps to a booking link.

Calendly looks like the obvious choice for something called "book a call", and it does take the back-and-forth out of finding a time. On its free plan, though, its intake questions are fixed. The logic that would treat a lead differently depending on an answer needs a paid plan. Sending someone on to another web address after booking needs a paid plan too.

Tally is the better fit here. On its free plan you get unlimited forms and submissions under fair-use limits, with branching logic, which means the form can show or skip a question depending on an earlier answer. It can also send a person to a different page depending on what they chose. It sends you an email when a new submission arrives, and it stores answers in its own dashboard, which you can export to a spreadsheet such as Google Sheets. Tally is hosted in the European Union, in Belgium, which keeps things simpler for a business in the United Kingdom handling personal details. Typeform's free plan stops taking answers after ten submissions a month, which rules it out for a form meant to run all year. Google Forms is free but cannot send a person to another page based on their answer, and its logic only works section by section.

Choose Tally and build the six fields in the order above, with the qualifying note at the top. Then go back to the offer page and point the "Book a diagnostic call" button at the form's share link. The button now leads somewhere.

Make one test entry yourself and see what the tool produces. Two things appear. The first is a stored submission record in the Tally dashboard: one row with the name, email, phone, van count, trigger and free text, and the time it arrived. The second is a notification email sent to the account owner saying a new response has come in, with the answers inside. That email is how the founder learns a lead exists. Right now the record lives only in Tally. Where it should live later is the CRM's job, and that comes in a later part of the course.

Calendly can still play a part. Tally can send the person on to a free Calendly booking page after they submit, so someone who qualifies picks a time straight away. That only works if the founder has decided how long a call lasts, and the founder has not decided yet. More on that shortly.

The words on the form come next, and here the assistant helps. Open a new chat in the Claude Project called "Ledgerlane Marketing". The project already holds the facts register, the brand guide, the evidence file, the offer page and the situation adaptation instruction, and its standing instructions already tell Claude to take facts only from those files, flag missing facts and list the rows used with their checked dates. Your request can be short because the project carries the rules. Something like this: "Draft the field labels, help text and error messages for the Ledgerlane diagnostic call form, with these six fields. Then draft the confirmation message shown after submitting and the first follow-up email. Tag every sentence to a register row, a brand guide rule or 'no source'. List the rows used with their checked dates, and list any owner questions you hit."

What comes back is mostly plain. Labels such as "Your name", "Email", "Phone number" and "How many vans do you run?" need no source beyond the form itself. Help text under the phone field might read "We'll use this to call you about your books." Error messages should say what went wrong and how to fix it, such as "Enter an email address, like name at example dot com", rather than a bare "Invalid input". The brand guide's rule about short sentences with a next step applies here as much as in an email.

Next, inspect the drafts. The danger sits in the confirmation and the email, because those are where helpful-sounding promises creep in. Two facts are still open owner questions with no register rows: how long the diagnostic call lasts, and how quickly Ledgerlane replies after a booking. Nothing written to a lead can state either one.

Here is an illustrative case of the fault to look for. A first draft of the confirmation might read: "Thanks, we've got your details. We'll call you within 24 hours for a quick 15-minute chat." Both numbers sound reasonable, and both are invented. Claude, if the project instructions are working, will tag that sentence "no source". But read the tags every time rather than trusting them. A sentence like "We'll be in touch soon" can slip past a tagging pass while still implying a speed nobody has promised.

The fix is not to guess a softer number. Replace the sentence with a marked placeholder routed to the founder: "We'll call you on the number you gave. [OWNER: reply time after booking, no row yet.]" Add it to the owner questions list next to call length. The placeholder must be filled or removed before the form goes live. Until then the confirmation says only what is true. It thanks the person, says what they told you, says a call will follow, and restates in one line what Ledgerlane covers and does not.

The first follow-up email has a slightly bigger job. It goes to someone who has just shown interest, so it should help them decide before the call. It restates the price for the van count they chose. It names the four inclusions and the three exclusions: payroll, invoice chasing and incorporation advice. It also says plainly that penalty appeals are not part of the service, because no inclusion row covers them. It gives the setup time as about two weeks from signing, because the onboarding row says exactly that. Then it asks only for facts they have not already given. They already gave their name, phone, van count and trigger, so do not ask again. A useful question is whether they are VAT-registered, since quarterly VAT prep is one of the inclusions and the answer changes the call. The open VAT row about Ledgerlane's own fees stays out of the email entirely.

Check the email against the brand guide's accepted examples. It should have no compliments, no "don't worry", short sentences, and a clear next step. A line such as "We know a penalty letter is stressful" fails the rule against reassurance in place of information. Something that states what happens next passes.

Save everything in the project before moving on: the request, the revised labels, help text and errors, the confirmation, the email with its sentence tags and row list, and a fault note. The fault note records the invented reply time and call length, why they were removed, and that the placeholder is waiting on the founder.

With the words settled, look at the form the way real people will meet it. Some will be on a small phone, some will use a keyboard rather than a mouse or finger, and some will listen to the page through a screen reader. The standard most checks point to is the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, version two point two, usually shortened to WCAG.

Start with labels. Every field needs a visible label sitting outside the box, not just grey placeholder text inside it. Placeholder text vanishes the moment someone starts typing, so they lose track of what the field was asking. It is also often too faint to read. The label must also be tied to its field in the page's code, so a screen reader says "Phone number" when the field gets focus. The two van choices should be grouped under one question, so a screen reader announces "How many vans do you run?" before the options.

Then errors. Leave the email blank and press submit. The message should appear as words next to the field, not just a red border, because someone who cannot tell red from other colours would see no difference. The error should be linked to its field so a screen reader reads it out, and focus should move to the first problem or to a summary of problems at the top.

Next is keyboard order. Click into the page and press Tab over and over. Focus should move name, email, phone, vans, trigger, free text, submit, in the same order as the screen. Each step should show a visible outline. Watch for the offer page's sticky button. If it floats over a field so that the field is completely hidden while it has focus, the person cannot see where they are, and WCAG two point two counts that as a failure.

Contrast comes after that. Label text, help text and error text need a contrast ratio of at least four and a half to one against the background. Field borders and the focus outline need at least three to one, so people can see where the boxes are.

Then input types, which matter most on a phone. The email field should be set as an email type, so the phone shows a keyboard with the at sign close at hand. The phone field should be set as a telephone type, so a number pad appears instead of letters. Each should also carry an autocomplete hint for name, email or telephone, so the phone can fill them in from saved details. In Tally, choosing its email field and phone field blocks rather than plain text blocks gives you this. Check it rather than assume it.

The last check is tap size. Open Chrome DevTools, switch on the device toolbar, and set the width between three hundred and twenty and three hundred and ninety pixels, the same range you used for the offer page. Every field, option and button must be at least twenty-four by twenty-four pixels, the WCAG two point two minimum. Apple's and Google's own design guidance aims for about forty-four to forty-eight, which suits thick thumbs in work gloves far better. Look at the van choices especially. Small round option buttons squeezed close together are a classic mis-tap.

Then add one quick automated check. Lighthouse is built into Chrome DevTools: open its panel, tick accessibility and run it on the page with the form. You could also use the free axe DevTools extension from Deque, or WAVE from WebAIM. These tools catch missing labels, broken code attributes and many contrast failures in seconds.

Be clear about what that check cannot tell you. Automated tools cover somewhere between about a third and a bit over half of the problems that matter. They can confirm a label exists but not whether it makes sense; a field labelled "Field 3" passes. They cannot submit the form, so they never see whether errors are announced or whether focus moves to them. They cannot judge whether the tab order follows the task, or whether a sticky button covers a focused field. They also cannot show you the real keyboard on a real phone. A clean Lighthouse score means only that the easy mistakes are gone. The manual checks above are the actual inspection.

When the checks pass, or you have fixed what failed, save a second fault note in the project. Record each check, what it found, what you changed, and the Lighthouse result with the reminder of what it does not cover. The form, its words and its checks now sit beside the offer page in the same workspace, and the open owner questions list has grown by one placeholder waiting to be filled.

Native forms versus a separate form builder

Tally works for this form, but it is worth knowing the other road. HubSpot, Klaviyo and Mailchimp all offer forms built into the platform where your contacts live. The real difference is where the lead lands.

With a native form in HubSpot, a submission becomes a contact record in the CRM straight away. HubSpot checks the email against contacts it already has, so the same contractor filling in the form twice updates one record rather than creating two. It also ties the submission to that contact's history, and the founder can be notified inside the same system they would use to follow up. HubSpot has been adding to this in twenty twenty-six. In July, salespeople gained the ability to book meetings for contacts without leaving the CRM. In September came account-wide spam controls for native forms, which matters once a public form starts attracting junk. Klaviyo launched hosted landing pages with multi-step forms in February. Mailchimp updated its form builder to pull in brand assets.

With a separate builder like Tally, the record lands in Tally's dashboard and the notification goes to your inbox. Nothing is in a CRM yet. When you add one later, you have to connect the two. Unless that connection checks for an existing email first, the same person can turn up as two contacts. Consent checkboxes in a separate builder also arrive as plain answers rather than as a properly stored permission record, so they need care when you connect them.

That is the trade for this form. Tally gives free branching, European hosting and a quick build today. A native form gives a cleaner record later. For a business with no CRM yet, the smallest useful step is to write down, in the fault note, that the Tally record will need a connection with duplicate checking when a CRM arrives. Then you will not be surprised by it later.



8. Following One Lead From Link to Inbox

Following one test lead through the Ledgerlane path

The Ledgerlane offer page is written. Its "Book a diagnostic call" button leads to the six-field Tally form. The form has a confirmation and a first follow-up email drafted beside it. All of that works. What you can't do yet is tell anyone what happened after a post went out. Did anyone see it? Did they click? Did the people who filled in the form fit the service, or were they a four-van firm looking for a penalty appeal?

This chapter adds that ability, and then tests it. It finishes the stage of the course where you build a complete customer path. The first half sets up measurement: what you want to happen, what you will count, and how a campaign link carries its origin into the form. The second half runs one test lead through every step and checks each place it should leave a mark. By the end you can follow a single lead from the link it clicked to the record it created.

The habit behind this chapter is one the course already uses for copy. A claim only counts when you can name its source. A number works the same way. "Four leads this week" means nothing until you can say what was counted, where, and what was left out.

Start with the outcome you want

Before you track anything, decide what success is. For Ledgerlane, the answer comes straight from the brief. The service is for one- and two-van trade contractors. They usually arrive because of a penalty letter or a big year-end bill. So the outcome you want is a booked diagnostic call from a qualified lead. A qualified lead here means a contractor with one or two vans and a penalty or bill trigger.

That definition is narrow on purpose. A visitor is not a lead. A form submission is not always a qualified lead. A three-van firm, or someone who only wants an appeal, can fill in the form and still be a poor fit. If you count every submission as success, you will praise a post that brought in the wrong people.

The diagnostic call can't be booked automatically yet. The call length is still an open owner question, so the Calendly step after the form is waiting. For now, "call booked" means the founder replied and agreed a time. You record it by hand. That is fine. The outcome is defined before the tooling exists.

Five things you can observe, and why they differ

Marketing reports mix together five quite different observations. Keep them apart.

Reach is how many people had the chance to see something. If you post in a local trades group on Facebook, reach is roughly how many members saw the post in their feed. The platform reports it, using its own method. You can't check it yourself.

Engagement is what people did with the post itself: reactions, comments, shares, clicks on the link. A post can get forty comments from other bookkeepers and no interest from a single plumber. Engagement tells you the post was noticed. It doesn't tell you who noticed.

Qualified leads are people who reached the form and fit the service. You learn this from the form's own answers, the van count and the trigger, so this number comes from your records, not the platform's.

Conversion is a step from one stage to the next. The one that matters most here is from qualified lead to booked call, and then from call to signed customer. Conversion is always a rate between two counts, so you need to say which two.

Revenue is money. For Ledgerlane that is £180 a month for a one-van customer and £260 for two vans.

Here is an illustrative example to show how these separate. The numbers are made up. Say your post in a trades group reaches about two thousand people. Sixty of them click through to the offer page. Five submit the form. Three are qualified: one van or two, with a penalty letter or a big bill. Two of those book a call. One signs up for one van. That is £180 a month in revenue.

Look at the gaps between those numbers. Two thousand people saw the post and one became a customer. If you judged the post by its reach, you would think it was huge. If you judged it by its comments, you might think it failed. Neither tells you what you care about. Only the last three numbers come from records you control. That is why the lead record matters more than any dashboard.

The events worth tracking

An event is one thing a visitor does that a tool writes down. For this path you need four.

A page view means someone loaded the offer page. A button click means they pressed "Book a diagnostic call." A form submit means they sent the Tally form. A call booked means the founder confirmed a time with them.

The first three can be recorded by software. The fourth happens in a conversation, so for now it goes in your lead sheet by hand.

Each event answers a question. Page views with no clicks suggest the page isn't convincing people. Clicks with no submits suggest the form is putting people off. Submits that aren't qualified suggest the post or the page attracted the wrong reader. You need all four to know where people drop away.

Campaign links that carry their origin

When someone arrives at your page, your analytics tool tries to work out where they came from. Often it guesses badly. A visit from a Facebook group, a WhatsApp message and a typed address can all look alike. Campaign links fix that by writing the origin into the link itself.

The standard way to do this uses UTM parameters. UTM stands for Urchin Tracking Module, an old name from the tool Google bought to make Google Analytics. A UTM parameter is a small label added to the end of a web address after a question mark. Your analytics tool and your form can both read it.

Three labels do most of the work. Source names where the visitor came from, such as facebook or a newsletter's name. Medium names the type of channel, such as social, email or paid. Campaign names the push this link belongs to. Two more exist, term and content, for keywords and for telling apart two versions of the same post. You can skip them for now.

Let's build one. Say you are posting in a local trades group in October, aimed at contractors who just got a penalty letter. Your link is the offer page address, then a question mark, then "utm underscore source equals facebook", then an ampersand, then "utm underscore medium equals social", another ampersand, and "utm underscore campaign equals penalty underscore letter underscore october". Spoken aloud it is long. On screen it is one line.

Keep your labels in lower case and spell them the same way every time. "Facebook" and "facebook" will show up as two different sources. Write the agreed spellings in a short note in the project workspace, so every later link follows them.

Some people shorten long links with a link shortener. That is fine, as long as the shortener forwards the full address with its labels. That is one of the things the test later checks.

Catching the labels in the Tally form

A campaign link tells your analytics tool where a visitor came from. But your analytics tool is not your lead record. You also want the origin stored next to each person's form answers. That way, when the founder looks at a submission, it already says "facebook, social, penalty letter October."

Tally does this with hidden fields. A hidden field is a form field the visitor never sees. It fills itself from the web address. In the Tally form builder, you type a forward slash and the word "hidden" on a new line, then press Enter. You then name the fields to match the labels in your link exactly: utm underscore source, utm underscore medium and utm underscore campaign. The names are case-sensitive, so a capital letter breaks the match. Then press Publish, or the fields won't be live.

When a visitor opens the form at an address that carries those labels, Tally fills the matching hidden fields. The values are saved with the submission. In the form's Submissions tab, they appear as columns beside the name, van count and trigger.

There is a catch, and it matters for Ledgerlane. The labels arrive on the offer page, because that is the address in your post. The form lives at a separate Tally address. When the visitor presses the button, does the form get the labels too? That depends on how the form is connected to the page. Hold that question. The test will answer it.

Recording the click and the submit

For page views, button clicks and submits, you need an analytics tool on the offer page. Two are worth comparing here.

Google Analytics 4, usually called GA4, is free and widely used. Plausible Analytics is a smaller, paid, privacy-focused tool. Both can record a page view as soon as their script is on the page. Both need a small extra instruction for the button click and for the submit.

For the button click, a short script watches the "Book a diagnostic call" button. When it is pressed, the script sends an event. In GA4 you might name it button click. In Plausible you might name it CTA Click. CTA stands for call to action. If you use a website builder, it may offer a box for adding scripts. If it doesn't, this is a small job for whoever manages the site.

The submit is trickier. The Tally form usually sits inside the page as an embedded frame, a window onto another site. The page can't see what happens inside that window. Tally solves this by sending a message out of the frame when someone submits. The message is called Tally dot FormSubmitted. A short listener on the page waits for it and passes it on to your analytics tool. GA4 has a standard event name for this, generate lead. In Plausible you create a goal called Form Submission. Plausible needs both goal names registered in its dashboard, or it won't count them.

Notice what this depends on. The submit message reaches your page only if the form is embedded on your page. If the button just sends people to Tally's own address, your page is gone by the time they submit. Nothing on it is listening.

Both tools have a live view for checking events as they happen. In GA4 it is the Realtime report, under Reports. There is also DebugView, under Admin, for a closer look at single events. In Plausible, the dashboard shows current visitors at the top and a Goal Conversions panel at the bottom.

What UK consent rules mean for these counts

Ledgerlane serves UK contractors, so UK rules apply to how its page uses cookies and similar storage. For years, the Privacy and Electronic Communications Regulations, known as PECR, meant most sites needed opt-in consent before analytics cookies could run. That is why so many sites have banners.

That changed for one kind of analytics. The Data (Use and Access) Act 2025 amended PECR. The change has been in force since the fifth of February 2026. The Information Commissioner's Office, the UK's data regulator, finalised its guidance on storage and access technologies on the twenty-ninth of April 2026. Under the new exception, you no longer need opt-in consent when the only purpose is collecting combined statistics about how your site is used, so you can improve it.

The exception has conditions. You must tell visitors clearly what you use and why. You must give them a simple, free way to object, such as a setting that turns analytics off. The data must be combined into totals, and individual-level data kept only as long as it takes to make those totals. It can't be used to make decisions about one person. If an outside company provides the analytics, it must act only for you. It can't reuse, combine or share the data for its own purposes.

The exception does not cover advertising. Cross-site tracking, ad measurement, remarketing and profiling still need prior opt-in consent. That matters for GA4. A standard GA4 setup with Google Signals or ad-personalisation sharing switched on links your analytics to advertising. It doesn't fit the exception, so it still needs consent. Penalties under PECR now match UK data protection law, up to £17.5 million or four percent of global annual turnover. Small sites rarely face that, but the gap between fines tells you the rules are taken seriously.

Here is what this means for Ledgerlane. Plausible says it uses a cookieless method. It stores nothing on the visitor's device, and the hash it uses to count visitors changes every day. Tools that store and access nothing on the device sit outside PECR's consent rule altogether. Your handling of personal data must still follow UK data protection principles, and you should still explain your analytics on the page. GA4 can work, but you would need to set it up carefully and probably show a consent banner.

A banner changes your counts. When someone refuses or objects, the page must stop storing or reading identifiers on their device. Their visit goes unseen. Their multi-page session may break into pieces. Their submit may never be linked to the post that brought them. A site with a banner always under-counts, by an amount you can't measure. The usual pattern is that a meaningful share of visitors decline. So for this example, Plausible is the simpler choice. It has no banner gap, and the counts are closer to what really happened. Your Tally records don't depend on any of this, because they are written when someone submits.

What the numbers will never show

Even with a clean setup, some leads won't come with a label. Know where the gaps are before you read a report.

Dark social is sharing in private spaces, such as WhatsApp, text messages and email. If a plumber copies your page address without the labels and sends it to a friend, the friend arrives with no source. Your analytics tool may file the visit as "direct," as if they typed the address.

Cross-device visits split one person in two. Someone sees the post on their phone at lunch, then fills in the form on a laptop that evening. Cookieless tools can't link those visits, and most cookie-based tools can't either. The submit may show no campaign.

Refused cookies, as above, make visits vanish from tools that need consent.

And some people skip the form. A contractor sees the post, finds the phone number and rings. That lead never touches Tally, so no hidden field ever fills. The founder has to ask, "How did you hear about us?" and write the answer down. The form leaves that question out on purpose, to keep it short. On a call, it costs nothing to ask.

So read every campaign count as a floor, not a total. Some of what you are owed sits in the "direct" pile or in the founder's call notes.

A lead sheet that follows one person

The analytics tool counts visits in totals. The Tally dashboard stores submissions. Neither one follows a lead past the form. Until a CRM arrives, a simple spreadsheet does that job. Make it a Google Sheet, kept alongside the project files.

Each row is one lead. The columns follow the path in order. Date first. Then source, medium and campaign, copied from the hidden fields, or "phone" or "unknown" for leads that didn't come through the form. Then van count and trigger, from the form. Then a qualified column, yes or no, with a short reason when it is no. Then call booked, with a date. Then became customer, yes or no, and the monthly fee from the price rows, £180 or £260. Then a test column, which you will need in a moment. Then a notes column.

Reading across a row tells one lead's story. Reading down a column tells you how a campaign did. Count the qualified "yes" answers for the October penalty-letter campaign, and you have a number you can stand behind.

Now the setup is ready. The only way to know it works is to use it.

Running the test on a phone

Use your phone, because that is where contractors will read this. Open a private browsing tab, so no earlier visit gets in the way. For the test link, use the October link from earlier, with one change. Set the source to test, the medium to test and the campaign to test. A test lead should never be mistaken for a real one, even if someone forgets the test column.

Open the link. Look at the offer page as a contractor would. Check that the hero line about the penalty-or-bill moment comes first, that the prices read £180 for one van and £260 for two, and that the exclusions sit next to the prices. Then press "Book a diagnostic call."

Fill in the form as a one-van contractor with a penalty letter. In the name field, write "TEST" plus the date, so the record explains itself. Use an email inbox you can check. Pick one van. Pick penalty letter as the trigger. Leave the optional box empty. Submit.

The confirmation appears. Read it closely. The owner placeholder for reply time is still there, as it should be, because the founder hasn't answered yet. That placeholder blocks going live. The test proves the confirmation shows. It doesn't make the confirmation ready. Write it down.

Checking every place the lead should appear

Now go through each place the lead should have reached. Use the same order every time you test.

First, open the Tally dashboard on a computer and go to the form's Submissions tab. The test entry should be there. The name, email, phone, one van and penalty letter should all be in the right columns. Then look at the three hidden-field columns for source, medium and campaign.

In this illustrative run, they are empty.

That is the catch from earlier. The labels reached the offer page, because the link pointed there. But the button sends the visitor to the Tally form's share link, a separate address. That jump drops everything after the question mark. The form opened clean, so its hidden fields had nothing to fill. A redirect or a link shortener that strips labels would fail the same way.

Second, check the inbox for the Tally account owner. The notification email for the test submission should be there. In this run it is.

Third, check analytics. Open the Plausible dashboard while you repeat the test. If you use GA4, open the Realtime report. The page view shows up. The button click shows up as a CTA Click goal. The form submit does not. That is the same fault showing up in a second place. The form was on Tally's own site, not inside your page, so the Tally dot FormSubmitted message went to a page with no listener.

Fourth, check the follow-up email. Nothing arrives, and nothing should. The follow-up email drafted with its sentence tags isn't sent automatically. Right now the founder copies it and sends it by hand. That is a gap, not a fault. It works only if someone remembers. Record it as a gap, with the time it would take a lead to hear back on a busy day.

Fixing the fault and testing again

One change fixes both failures: embed the form on the offer page instead of linking away from it. Tally's embed widget reads the labels in the parent page's address and passes the matching ones into the form's hidden fields. It does this for standard, pop-up and full-page embeds. Point the "Book a diagnostic call" button at the embedded form, either as a pop-up or as a section further down the page. Add the short listener that turns the submit message into your Form Submission goal.

If the page builder only accepts a plain embedded frame, without Tally's script, the labels won't pass on their own. A small script has to add the page's address labels to the form's address. That is a job for whoever manages the site, and a reason to prefer the official widget.

Then run the test again, exactly as before, with a new TEST name and time. This time the Submissions tab shows test in all three hidden-field columns. Plausible shows the page view, the click and the form submission. The notification email arrives. The confirmation still shows the owner placeholder. The follow-up still waits for the founder.

Also check the page on a phone again. An embedded form changes the page layout, so redo the quick checks from the form chapter. Make sure the sticky button doesn't cover the form fields when they are in focus, and that the choices still meet the tap-size check at narrow widths.

The fault note and the test record

Save a fault note in the project workspace beside the other form notes. Write it so someone else could reuse it. What broke: the hidden UTM fields stayed empty, and the submit event never fired. Why: the button sent visitors to the Tally share address, which dropped the labels and left the page before submitting. What changed: the form is now embedded with Tally's widget, and a listener is on the page. How it was checked: a second test, with all three fields filled and the submit goal counted. Also list what is still open: the owner placeholder blocking going live, and the follow-up email being sent by hand.

Then keep the test out of your real numbers. In the lead sheet, add the test rows with the test column marked yes. Every count you make filters those rows out. In Tally, the TEST name and test labels make the entries easy to spot and remove later. Leave them for now as proof the path worked on this date. In Plausible, the test source shows up as its own line, so it won't mix with real campaigns. Keep a note of the test dates, so you can ignore those visits when you set a baseline.

Here is where the path stands. A tagged link reaches the page. The click and the submit are counted in a tool that fits UK consent rules. The form stores the lead's answers with their origin. The account owner is notified. The lead sheet carries the lead on to qualified, booked and signed. You can check each step and say what each number counts. Two things are still open, and both are written down: the owner placeholder that must go before launch, and the follow-up that depends on someone remembering.

With the path working end to end, the next question is what to send down it. That is channel craft: articles, emails, posts and ads that each carry the same defended claims to this page.

Getting Tally records into a CRM

The fault notes already say the Tally records will need a duplicate-checking connection once a CRM exists. There are three ways to do it. They differ in two things that matter for Ledgerlane: whether the UTM labels arrive with the contact, and whether a second submission from the same person creates a duplicate.

Tally's own integrations come first. They are built in and need no upkeep. But they connect to Notion, Airtable, Google Sheets and Slack, not to sales CRMs. Hidden fields do arrive, as columns or properties in those tools. Duplicate handling stops at the form. Tally can block repeat submissions, but it can't check whether a contact already exists anywhere else. A Google Sheets integration is still useful now. It could fill your lead sheet automatically, labels included.

A connector such as Zapier or Make sits between Tally and the CRM. Tally has official triggers there that connect to HubSpot, Pipedrive and Salesforce. Your hidden fields show up as named values you can match one to one with contact fields. For duplicates, HubSpot offers a "Create or Update Contact" action that uses email as the identifier. A contractor who submits twice updates one record instead of creating two. With a lookup step, you can also keep the first campaign that brought them. The trade-off is cost. Connector plans charge by usage, so the bill rises as submissions rise.

A Tally webhook is the third way. When someone submits, Tally sends the record to a web address you control. This works on free and paid plans. The hidden fields arrive inside the list of fields, marked as hidden fields. Duplicate checking becomes your job, written into whatever receives the data. That receiver must be hosted, maintained, and must reply within Tally's ten-second window. It is the most flexible option and the most to look after, so it fits later in the course.

You don't need to pick a CRM yet. One small step now: add one line to the form fault note. Whichever route you use, email is the identifier for each contact, and the three UTM fields must carry over unchanged. That way, when the CRM arrives, the test you just ran becomes the test you run again.
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