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Brands that remove 500 counterfeit listings a month often assume they’re winning the enforcement battle,
but total counterfeit availability stays flat or keeps growing. It’s a pattern that catches most companies off
guard. Takedowns work brilliantly at low volume. Ten unauthorized sellers appear, you report them, listings disappear,
problem solved. Then ten becomes fifty. Fifty becomes two hundred. Your removal numbers look impressive on reports,
yet the actual counterfeit presence on marketplaces never shrinks. That’s not a coincidence. It’s the predictable result of
treating takedowns as a permanent solution when they’re really a temporary tool.
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Why do takedown metrics create false confidence?
Takedown metrics can make an enforcement program look like it’s doing exactly what it should. Removing 500 listings
monthly appears to be serious enforcement. Reports show consistent activity, platforms confirm successful removals,
stakeholders see the problem is being addressed.

But here’s the thing nobody puts in those reports: sellers often return under new accounts within days. New
counterfeiters enter the market while you’re removing existing ones. Total counterfeit availability remains stable or
increases, even as your takedown count climbs.

The core issue is that takedowns address listings, not sellers. Removing one listing from an operation running twenty
accounts across five platforms has limited impact. They lose a few days of sales on one channel while maintaining
operations everywhere else. That’s not enforcement. That’s whack-a-mole with a really good spreadsheet.

The reporting trap:
High takedown numbers feel productive and look great in quarterly reviews. But if you’re removing more listings every
month yet counterfeit availability isn’t declining, you’re measuring activity instead of outcomes. The distinction matters
more than most enforcement teams realize.

At what point does volume break the takedown model?
At small scale, takedowns work because the economics favor brands. Removing ten listings costs less than those listings
cost in lost sales and brand damage. Simple math, clear ROI.
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That math stops working once you’re facing hundreds of new counterfeit listings weekly. Removal costs escalate while
per-listing impact on counterfeiters decreases. They spread their costs across multiple accounts and channels, which
makes any individual listing almost disposable to them.

Your team ends up drowning in operational work: identifying listings, documenting violations, submitting reports,
tracking removals, handling rejections. This consumes resources that should be addressing root causes. It’s a treadmill
that speeds up the faster you run.

Important:
The transition point varies by brand, but the pattern is consistent. When you’re removing hundreds of listings monthly
yet counterfeit availability stays constant or grows, you’ve hit the ceiling of what takedowns alone can achieve. That’s
not a failure of execution. It’s a structural limitation of the tool itself.

Why can’t takedowns stop counterfeit networks?
Most counterfeit operations aren’t solo sellers running a single account. They’re networks. Multiple accounts, multiple
business entities, multiple channels – all designed to maximize reach while minimizing risk from any single enforcement
action.

Takedowns target individual listings or accounts. Network operators view this as acceptable attrition. Losing one account
means creating another. They’ve already invested in the infrastructure: supplier relationships, inventory systems,
shipping logistics, customer service. Creating a new seller account costs almost nothing compared to that sunk
investment.

Network operators aren’t worried about being shut down because they’ve built operations that absorb this kind of loss
without breaking stride.

Breaking the cycle requires targeting the network itself. That means identifying related accounts, coordinating
simultaneous removals across platforms, and making continued operation prohibitively expensive through coordinated
disruption. Individual listing takedowns can’t do any of that.

What can’t takedowns address, even when executed
perfectly?
Even perfect takedown execution – every listing caught, every report accepted, every removal confirmed – still leaves
critical gaps that no amount of volume can fix.

Supply chain leaks. Takedowns remove listings but don’t stop counterfeiters from acquiring inventory. If authorized
distributors divert excess stock or your supply chain has leaks, counterfeiters maintain steady product access regardless
of how many listings you remove.

Manufacturing sources. For fake products, takedowns do nothing about the factories producing counterfeits. Remove
listings every day while manufacturers keep operating, and you’re fighting new inventory without ever touching
production.



Geographic expansion. Counterfeiters operating internationally often source from regions where takedowns carry
minimal weight. U.S. marketplace removals don’t impact their ability to manufacture in Asia, distribute through Europe,
and sell globally.

Sophisticated evasion. As takedown operations scale, counterfeiters learn your patterns and develop
countermeasures. They identify what triggers detection, adjust listings to avoid flags, rotate account identities, and time
their operations around your enforcement capacity. They’re studying you as carefully as you’re studying them.

The adaptation problem:
Counterfeit sellers treat enforcement as a business cost and optimize around it. Every takedown teaches them
something about your detection methods. Over time, the most persistent operations become harder to catch – not
easier. That’s a dynamic most takedown-only programs don’t account for.

How does legal action change the equation?
Legal enforcement creates something takedowns can’t: actual consequences that change counterfeiter behavior. A
removed listing is a minor inconvenience. A lawsuit with financial penalties attached? That’s a different conversation
entirely.

Financial penalties. Legal action can recover damages, impose penalties, and make counterfeiting financially
destructive rather than just temporarily inconvenient.

Permanent injunctions. Court orders prevent specific individuals and entities from continuing operations, with
contempt charges for violations. An injunction doesn’t expire when you create a new seller account.

Supply chain accountability. Legal action can target not just end sellers but suppliers, manufacturers, and distributors
enabling the counterfeit ecosystem. This addresses root causes rather than symptoms.

Deterrent effect. Public legal victories create industry awareness that counterfeiting your brand carries serious risk.
Other potential counterfeiters choose easier targets, reducing the inflow of new operations before they start.

Cross-border reach. International legal cooperation, customs enforcement, and treaties provide mechanisms to
address counterfeiting in source countries where platform takedowns are ineffective. These tools exist. Most brands just
aren’t using them.

What does a hybrid enforcement approach look like in
practice?
Effective counterfeit protection at scale doesn’t mean abandoning takedowns. It means combining them with targeted
legal escalation, using each tool where it delivers the best return on investment.

Takedowns for transient sellers. Individual opportunistic sellers without sophisticated operations get standard
platform removal. They typically don’t return after losing accounts, making takedowns sufficient and cost-effective.

Legal action for organized operations. Network operators running multiple accounts, repeat offenders who return
after takedowns, and sellers causing significant volume damage warrant legal escalation. The investment in legal action
pays off through coordinated disruption and deterrent effects that takedowns simply can’t deliver.



Network analysis for prioritization. Identify which sellers are isolated incidents versus nodes in larger operations.
This determines the appropriate response level and prevents wasting legal resources on small players while missing
organized threats.

Supply chain investigation. Track how counterfeiters acquire inventory and implement controls that stop the flow at
source. This is where long-term protection actually lives.

Coordinated platform and legal enforcement. Use platform takedowns to document violation patterns that
strengthen legal cases, then use legal victories to improve platform cooperation and speed up future removals. Each tool
makes the other more effective.

Factor Takedowns only Legal action only Hybrid approach

Speed Fast (24-72 hours per listing)
Slow (weeks to months for
cases)

Fast removal + lasting resolution

Cost per
action

Low per listing, high at volume
High per case, but
recoverable

Optimized – right tool for each target

Deterrent
effect

Minimal – sellers return in days
Strong – financial and legal
consequences

Strong – public cases deter new
entrants

Scalability Breaks down at high volume Limited by case capacity
Scales – takedowns handle volume,
legal handles networks

Best for
Opportunistic sellers, low-
volume infringement

Organized networks, repeat
offenders

Any brand experiencing growth in
counterfeit activity

The pattern is clear enough. Brands that rely solely on takedowns end up spending more over time while the problem
stays the same size. Brands that combine takedowns with strategic legal action spend less in the long run because
they’re actually reducing the number of active counterfeiters – not just removing their listings temporarily.

How does Axencis approach enforcement at scale?
Axencis was built around the idea that takedowns are a tool, not a strategy. They’re necessary – but they’re only one
part of a complete enforcement program that actually reduces counterfeit activity over time rather than just managing
it.

The brand protection approach combines platform-level enforcement with legal escalation for organized operations.
Every takedown goes through human verification, which means legitimate sellers don’t get caught in automated sweeps.
That matters because false positives damage marketplace relationships and erode trust with authorized retailers.

For repeat offenders and network operators, Axencis escalates to legal enforcement that creates real consequences.
Financial penalties, injunctions, and supply chain accountability measures that make continued counterfeiting of your
brand more expensive than it’s worth.

The Performance Partnership model means enforcement costs are covered by assets recovered from infringers. Brands
get protection that scales with the problem rather than protection limited by a fixed annual budget. When the counterfeit
problem grows, the enforcement response grows with it – without requiring a new purchase order.

Why human verification matters at scale:
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Automated takedown systems produce higher false positive rates as volume increases. During enforcement surges,
brands using purely automated tools face an impossible choice: accept false positives against legitimate sellers, or slow
down and let counterfeits stay live longer. Human-verified anti-counterfeiting enforcement avoids that trade-off entirely.

When should you move beyond takedowns?
Takedowns work at small scale because they’re removing outliers from an otherwise controlled market. At scale,
takedowns reveal themselves as temporary patches on problems that need structural solutions.

The signals are hard to miss once you know what to look for. You’re removing more listings every month, but counterfeit
availability isn’t declining. The same sellers (or obviously related accounts) keep reappearing after removals. Your
enforcement team spends more time on operational process than on strategic thinking. The cost per takedown is going
up while the impact per takedown is going down.

If any of that sounds familiar, you’ve likely crossed the threshold where takedowns alone stop delivering meaningful
protection.

Strategic enforcement combines platform takedowns for appropriate situations with legal action that creates
consequences, addresses networks, and eliminates sources. Done right, this costs less over time while delivering actual
protection instead of activity reports that make a growing problem look like steady progress.

Key takeaways
Takedowns address listings, not sellers – Removing one listing from an operation running twenty accounts
across five platforms barely registers as a cost of doing business for counterfeiters.
Volume breaks the economics – At small scale, takedowns cost less than the damage. At high volume, removal
costs escalate while per-listing impact on counterfeiters shrinks.
Networks absorb takedowns by design – Organized counterfeit operations build infrastructure that treats
individual listing removals as acceptable attrition.
Legal action creates actual deterrence – Financial penalties, injunctions, and supply chain accountability
change counterfeiter behavior in ways that takedowns never can.
The hybrid approach wins on cost and outcomes – Using takedowns for transient sellers and legal escalation
for organized networks delivers better protection at lower long-term cost.

Frequently asked questions

Why do takedowns stop working as counterfeit volume
increases?
Takedowns target individual listings, not the sellers or networks behind them. At low volume, removing a listing is
enough to deter an opportunistic seller. At high volume, organized operations absorb listing removals as a cost of doing
business and replace removed accounts within days. The economics shift from favoring the brand to favoring the
counterfeiter.

https://axencis.com/anti-counterfeiting/


How quickly do counterfeit sellers return after a takedown?
Most organized sellers can re-establish operations within days of an account removal. They’ve already invested in
supplier relationships, inventory systems, and shipping logistics. Creating a new seller account is the cheapest and
fastest part of their operation. Some networks maintain backup accounts that are ready to activate immediately.

What’s the difference between a takedown and legal
enforcement?
A takedown removes a listing or account from a marketplace. Legal enforcement targets the individuals and entities
behind counterfeit operations with financial penalties, court injunctions, and supply chain accountability. Takedowns are
temporary and repeatable. Legal action creates lasting consequences that change behavior and deter future operations.

Can takedowns address counterfeit supply chains?
No. Takedowns only affect the marketplace listing. They don’t impact manufacturing sources, supplier relationships,
inventory channels, or distribution networks. A counterfeiter whose listings get removed still has the same production
capacity, the same inventory, and the same ability to list on other platforms. Supply chain disruption requires
investigation and legal tools.

When should a brand start combining takedowns with legal
action?
The clearest signal is when takedown volume increases month over month but counterfeit availability doesn’t decline.
Other indicators include repeat offenders reappearing after removals, enforcement costs rising faster than results, and
the same network patterns showing up across multiple accounts and platforms.

How does the hybrid enforcement approach reduce costs over
time?
Legal action against organized networks eliminates multiple accounts and listings at once, reducing the total volume that
needs ongoing takedown monitoring. Deterrent effects from public cases discourage new entrants. Over time, the brand
spends less on reactive removals because there are fewer active counterfeit operations targeting them.

What role does network analysis play in enforcement strategy?
Network analysis identifies which sellers are isolated operators versus nodes in larger counterfeit networks. This
prevents wasting legal resources on small players who’d be handled fine by standard takedowns. It also reveals the full
scope of organized operations so that legal action can target the network as a whole rather than picking off individual
accounts one at a time.



Why do false positives become a bigger risk at higher takedown
volumes?
Automated takedown systems that work well at low volume produce higher error rates when processing larger numbers
of listings. Speed and accuracy trade off against each other. At scale, brands using purely automated enforcement face a
choice between catching more counterfeits (but hitting legitimate sellers) or maintaining accuracy (but missing real
infringement). Human-verified enforcement avoids this trade-off.
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Ready to scale enforcement beyond takedowns?
If your takedown numbers keep climbing but counterfeit availability won’t budge, the problem isn’t
execution. It’s strategy. Axencis combines platform enforcement with targeted legal action so your
brand protection actually reduces the counterfeiting problem instead of just managing it.

Talk to Our Team About Enforcement Strategy
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