
Rethinking How Consumer Disputes Become Visible 
​
A new publishing model is trying to close the “invisibility gap” in consumer disputes 
Across the United States, serious consumer disputes often disappear — not because they are 
resolved, but because they fragment. 
 
A homeowner may file a complaint with a licensing board.​
Another consumer may leave a short review online.​
A third may consult an attorney.​
Each action lives in a separate system. 
What rarely exists is a structured, searchable, durable public record that organizes what happened in one 
place — with documentation, timeline clarity, and a visible Right of Reply. 
DisputeVoice, founded by Seattle entrepreneur Steven Chayer, is experimenting with a different model. 
Rather than functioning as a review site or complaint aggregator, DisputeVoice publishes what it calls 
“Lighthouse Reports” — structured, evidence-referenced consumer dispute reports designed to preserve 
context and improve public visibility. 
 
Each report typically includes: 

●​ A documented timeline 
●​ Distinction between allegations and evidence 
●​ Attribution-based language 
●​ A Right of Reply notice to the named subject 
●​ A visible response status banner 
●​ Corrections and update protocols 

 
The premise is simple but consequential:​
Search visibility determines what future consumers see when researching a name. 
Short-form reviews compress complex disputes into a few sentences.​
Administrative complaint systems often record outcomes without public narrative context.​
Legal remedies can be slow and inaccessible for many consumers. 
The result is what Chayer describes as an “invisibility window” — a period during which serious disputes 
remain scattered, unclear, or effectively invisible to others conducting due diligence. 
DisputeVoice’s model attempts to shrink that window through structured documentation designed for readability 
and search visibility — while maintaining language controls, editorial safeguards, and a standing Right of Reply 
policy. 
The platform does not adjudicate disputes or determine liability.​
Its stated goal is narrower: to create a clear, documented public record that does not disappear when 
communication breaks down. 
 
The approach raises broader questions: 

●​ Are traditional review platforms sufficient for complex disputes? 
●​ Should Right of Reply be standard in consumer publishing? 
●​ Does search visibility function as a form of modern consumer protection? 
●​ What happens when structured dispute documentation begins ranking alongside — or above — 

directory sites? 
DisputeVoice is currently focusing on roofing contractor disputes and homeowner complaint education, but its 
model is industry-agnostic. 



For reporters covering consumer protection, contractor regulation, online reputation systems, or the limits of 
review platforms, the project offers a case study in how publishing architecture may influence accountability. 
 
Steven Chayer is available for interview regarding: 

●​ The “invisibility gap” in consumer disputes 
●​ Documentation-first publishing 
●​ Search visibility as a consumer-protection variable 
●​ Right of Reply in independent publishing 
●​ The structural limitations of review platforms 

 
Media contact: support@disputevoice.com​
Press materials: DisputeVoice.com/disputevoice-press-media/ 
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