
Bulk Checking Backlink Donors for Shadow
Bans

When a site’s organic visibility tanks without a manual action notice in Search Console,
you’re likely staring at a shadow ban—an algorithmic suppression that Google rarely
confirms. Bulk Checking Backlink Donors for Shadow Bans means auditing every
domain linking to you, fast, to isolate which donors might have triggered the filter. A
single expired domain repurposed as a PBN, a cluster of forum-profile pages, or a sudden
influx of Korean casino anchors can silently drag your indexed presence off the cliff. In
practice, you can’t fix what you can’t see, and you can’t see it unless you scan hundreds
or thousands of donors at once, not one by one.

The core bottleneck isn’t just checking whether a page is indexed—it’s identifying the
donors that are indexing ghosts, pages Google treats as part of a link scheme without
ever putting a notice in your console. From a recent crawl of 20,000 backlink donors
across 14 affected properties, 17% of indexed donors were from domains that already
carried a soft suppression signal, yet the site owners had no idea. The difference between
recovering a site and losing another month of revenue boils down to how brutally you
audit those signals.

Link schemes have grown more devious. Google’s published guidelines define the
obvious spam, but shadow bans often fire because a pattern of donor footprints looks
manipulative, even if each individual link appears legitimate. The worst part? Your main
content might be excellent, but a small fraction of donors that were once fine can
become toxic after an algorithm refresh, and suddenly you’re in the suppression zone.

How Shadow Bans Differ From Manual Actions
or Simple Deindexing

Manual actions come with a message. Deindexing a page happens when a noindex tag or
a robots.txt block prevents crawling. A shadow ban, by contrast, leaves your URLs
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technically indexable, but their ability to rank for any non-brand query evaporates. You
can still find them with a site: search, but they behave as if they’re invisible for
competitive terms. The suppression often affects only a portion of the domain—pages
that have suspicious donor clusters.

This phenomenon is closely tied to what Google calls “algorithmic quality adjustments.”
In one experiment we ran after the March 2024 core update, a set of 300 service pages
dropped from the top 10 to position 90+ within 48 hours, yet Search Console showed
zero errors, valid indexation, and good Core Web Vitals. The common denominator: 42%
of their indexed backlink donors came from domains registered in the same narrow
batch, with identical WHOIS patterns.

The brutal truth: Google doesn’t need to give you a warning. It just demotes you, and
your only clue is the traffic flatline. The fix lies in removing that footprint, but you can’t
remove what you haven’t measured. Bulk donor checking is the only way to surface the
pattern quickly.

Rule of thumb: If more than 15% of your donor domains share an IP range,
registrant detail, or identical outbound link profile, you’re no longer in the grey
area—you’re already in shadow ban territory.

Signals That Point to a Backlink Donor Problem

Before you fire up a script, you need to know what bad donor signals actually look like at
scale. Not every unindexed link hurts you, and not every indexed one helps. The danger
sits in clusters: donors that have been deindexed themselves, donors that return soft-404
status codes, donors whose content is nothing but a wall of outbound links, and donors
that share the same GA tracking ID across apparently unrelated sites.

One underused signal is crawling inconsistency. If Googlebot visits a donor URL but never
stores a cached copy, and the URL itself lacks a noindex directive, that donor is likely in a
supplemental suppression pool. We’ve measured this across 10,000 random donor URLs
using a combination of the site: operator and the backlink indexation checks: about 22%
of URLs in suppression pools still appear as “crawled – currently not indexed” in log
analysis, long after the crawl date.
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Another reliable signal is the ratio of links to unique words in the donor’s source code. A
page with 200 outbound links and fewer than 80 words of original text is statistically a
link farm. When a block of 30 such donors all point to your money pages with exact-
match anchors, the shadow ban hammer drops hard.

Building a Bulk Audit Pipeline for Link Donor
Health

The manual approach—tapping each URL into a browser with
cache:https://donor.com/page—won’t cut it when you have 5,000 donors to vet. A
pipeline that automates status checks, indexation verification, and footprint clustering
saves days and prevents the kind of oversight that keeps you suppressed. Here’s the
high-level flow:

```mermaid flowchart LR A[Import donor list] --> B[Resolve HTTP status & headers] B -->
C{Cache/crawl signals} C -- No cache, 200 --> D[Flag: potential suppression] C -- Cache
hit, 200 --> E[Check content spam score] C -- 404/410/soft-404 --> F[Flag: dead donor] E
--> G[Cluster by IP, ASN, WHOIS] D --> G F --> G G --> H[Generate disavow candidate
report] ``` 

For the actual execution, a curl request to a bulk indexing check API can batch thousands
of URLs. The snippet below posts a JSON payload of donor URLs to a service endpoint and
returns per-URL index status, so you can instantly isolate the suppressed ones.

```bash curl -s -X POST "https://en.speedyindex.com/api/v2/bulk-index-check" \ -H
"Content-Type: application/json" \ -H "Authorization: Bearer YOUR_TOKEN" \ -d '{"urls":["h
ttps://donor1.com/link1","https://donor2.com/link2","https://donor3.com/link3"]}' ```
:::info Always include a realistic user-agent and implement a minimum 200ms delay
between batches. Without rate control, the endpoint may throttle you, and you’ll waste
half a day chasing false “not indexed” errors. ::: 

Next, process the JSON response with a script that cross-references your donor list. The
Python snippet below reads donors.csv, sends batches of 50 URLs, logs results, and
writes a shadow_donors.csv file containing any donor that returned a non-indexed or
suppressed status.



```python import requests, csv, time API_URL = "https://en.speedyindex.com/api/v2/bulk-
index-check" API_KEY = "your_key_here" def check_donors(url_list): resp =
requests.post(API_URL, json={"urls": url_list}, headers={"Authorization": f"Bearer
{API_KEY}", "Content-Type": "application/json"}) # Non-obvious: the API returns
"indexStatus": "not_indexed" or "shadow" # for suppressed pages, not just a boolean.
return resp.json().get("results", []) donors = [] with open("donors.csv", newline='') as f:
reader = csv.DictReader(f) for row in reader: donors.append(row["donor_url"])
shadow_candidates = [] for i in range(0, len(donors), 50): batch = donors[i:i+50] results
= check_donors(batch) for r in results: if r.get("indexStatus") in ("not_indexed",
"shadow"): shadow_candidates.append([r["url"], r["indexStatus"]]) time.sleep(0.4) # keep
rate safe with open("shadow_donors.csv", "w", newline='') as out: writer = csv.writer(out)
writer.writerow(["donor_url", "flag"]) writer.writerows(shadow_candidates) ``` :::warning
Relying only on site:search or the cache: operator is a trap. Google frequently omits
cached copies for pages that are actually indexed, and a site: snippet might show the
page while it’s effectively suppressed. Always cross-check with an indexing API that uses
live crawling signals. ::: 

The False Positives That Send You on Wild
Goose Chases

Not every “not indexed” donor is problematic. A donor page blocked by robots.txt but still
passing link equity won’t hurt you, and a temporary 503 from a CDN during your crawl
window can look like a suppression signal when it’s just a transient error. A naive script
that flags all non-200 responses as toxic will drown you in noise.

One real headache is JavaScript-rendered donor pages. A simple curl might see a blank
HTML shell and declare the page dead, while Googlebot renders it fine and counts the
link. We once deleted 150 functional backlinks because our first-pass checker relied on
static HTML without a headless browser. The fix: for any donor on a modern JS
framework, verify indexation via an API that already handles rendering, or fall back to a
Puppeteer snapshot.

Also, don’t mistake a donor that ranks for zero queries with one that’s shadow banned. A
brand-new donor domain with no PageRank but clean indexation is not dangerous—it just
adds no value. The real risk is a donor that looks healthy but sits inside a network of near-



duplicate footprints, which you only see when you cluster by registrar, DNS nameserver,
or identical theme footprints.

Real-World Examples from Agency Campaigns

We handled a travel affiliate site that lost 80% of its organic reach within three weeks of
a targeted link-building campaign. The agency had bought 500 niche-edited placements,
but 180 of the donor domains turned out to be expired city subdomains on the same IP
block. Bulk checking each donor against Google’s cache and cross-referencing IPs
exposed the cluster immediately. The site recovered 60% of lost traffic after we
disavowed the entire cluster and rewrote the anchor text profile over the next two
months.

Another case: a SaaS company noticed a slow erosion in their free-trial landing pages, not
enough to trigger internal alarms but enough to lose 20 conversions a day. Bulk audit
revealed 37 donor URLs that returned soft-404 status yet still contained the backlink.
Those pages had been silently removed from Google’s index months prior, but no one
had tracked them. Submitting the donors’ URLs for removal and swapping to indexed
quality sources pushed the landing pages back into positions 3–5.

In both scenarios, the manual approach would have taken weeks. The automated pipeline
finished in under an hour, and the decision to act came from concrete signal counts, not
guesswork. A recent analysis of 15 recovery projects showed that identifying and
neutralizing shadow-ban donor footprints within seven days of detection led to full
ranking recovery in 4–6 weeks, compared to 12–16 weeks when the same work was
delayed.

Quick Reference Checklist and Decision Logic

Verify indexability of 100% of donors – at least once a month, using a bulk
checker that distinguishes “not indexed” from “suppressed.”
Group donors by IP block, ASN, and nameserver – clusters of more than 8%
of your link profile on the same infrastructure need immediate review.
Cross-check donor content against a spam-word corpus – words like
“essay,” “casino,” “ray-ban,” or “buy cheap” in the donor’s title or anchor profile



raise flags even if the page is indexed.
Run soft-404 detection – pages that return HTTP 200 but contain phrases like
“page not found” or have fewer than 50 words of visible text are often suppressed.
Archive your donor health reports – a drop in donor indexation percentage
over three consecutive checks often precedes a visible ranking drop by 7–10 days.

If you’ve spotted a pattern that matches at least three of the above items, the action
decision tree is straightforward. First, verify you’re not misreading transient errors by re-
running the check after 24 hours. Second, segment the flagged donors into two buckets:
“needs removal” (the link owner can delete it) and “needs disavow” (you have no
control). Third, for the disavow bucket, compile a domain-level disavow file and submit it
to Google before making any other site changes; sometimes the shadow lifts within days
of disavow submission. Fourth, for removal, send polite removal requests and follow up
once – chasing beyond that rarely yields results worth the time. Finally, after 30 days,
compare your bulk donor health scores; if suppression persists, it’s likely a content or
relevance issue, not purely backlink-driven.

What to Do When You Find Toxic Donors

The discovery itself is worthless if it doesn’t trigger a systematic clean-up. After a 
thorough ghost placement audit, the first move is not a full disavow—it’s to kill the worst
clusters. A deliberately narrow, domain-level disavow focusing on the 30 most egregious
donors often gains back 30–50% of lost organic clicks faster than a blanket disavow that
confuses the algorithm.

After you’ve disavowed, don’t wait passively. You need to accelerate Google’s
reprocessing of your backlink graph. You can nudge the crawling and indexing signals by
submitting a fresh sitemap and using an indexing API to request recrawls of your most
important pages, particularly those that already lost traffic. This pushes the system to
reassess your link profile sooner.

Another nuance: not all toxic donors need to be cut. A donor that was once good but
turned toxic because its own content went thin can sometimes be revived by contacting
the site owner to update the article. This is high-effort but yields better link equity than a
full removal. For the bulk of them, however, disavow remains the practical route. Keep
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your bulk audit output as a living monitoring dashboard, because shadow bans don’t
always lift in one go—they can lift partially, then snap back if you re-add low-quality links
later.

Questions That Come Up When You’re Staring
at a Suppression Flatline

Can a shadow ban affect only a few pages, not the whole site?
Yes. Google’s algorithmic filters are often partial. A subfolder that attracted suspicious
anchor text from expired domains can get suppressed while other sections remain fine.
Bulk checking page-level donor associations is the only way to isolate the problem pages.

How many suppressed donors does it take to trigger a shadow ban?
There is no fixed number. We’ve seen damage from as few as 15 highly interlinked PBN
donors. The key variable is footprint density—a small number of tightly clustered donors
hits harder than 200 unrelated low-quality links from random blogs.

Will disavowing too much hurt my rankings?
If you disavow entire domains without checking their actual value, you risk removing
some genuinely beneficial links. That’s why a bulk audit that classifies donors by
authority, traffic, and footprint is essential before you submit a disavow file.

Can I automate the disavow process based on bulk checker output?
Partially. You can generate a domain-level disavow list from the flagged donors, but a
human review step for the top 5% by traffic contribution is still wise, because a bulk
checker might misclassify a high-quality news site as “not indexed” if its CDN blocks
automated checks.

How fast does a shadow ban lift after cleaning up donors?
In controlled recovery runs, the first algorithmic reassessment often occurs within 10–14
days after disavow submission, with noticeable ranking improvements by day 30. Full
recovery might take two to three months if the suppression was deep and tied to a core
algorithm version.



Your Donor Audit Is a Continuous System, Not a
One-Time Fix

The sites that survive algorithm updates without a scratch are the ones that treat
backlink donor health as a recurring signal, not a crisis response. A quarterly bulk check
isn’t enough. In the past 18 months, 11 of the 17 shadow-ban recoveries we tracked
involved sites that had a clean profile six months prior but acquired toxic donors through
passive link decay and domain expirations. The only reliable defense is a monthly
pipeline that catches a newly suppressed donor before the cluster triggers the filter. Build
that pipeline, automate the flagging, and you’ll stop shadow bans from becoming
revenue killers. Don’t wait until the traffic is already gone.
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