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SUMMARY
Prohibits the practice of conditioning consumer refunds on removing a negative review or signing a non-disclosure agreement.
Major Provisions
Makes a contract, provision in a contract, or nondisclosure agreement that prohibits a consumer from publishing or making negative statements about the business as a condition of receiving a refund void and unenforceable.
COMMENTS
Online reviews play a crucial role in consumer behavior by providing valuable information about a company or product thus influencing a consumer's decision regarding purchases of goods and services. In today's digital age, consumers heavily rely on online reviews to gain insights into the quality, performance, and overall experience of a product or service. These reviews act as a form of social proof, helping potential buyers assess the credibility and reliability of a brand or product. By reading reviews, customers can gauge the satisfaction level of previous buyers and make more informed purchasing decisions. Customers often consider the overall rating and individual reviews to evaluate the pros and cons of a product or service, comparing it with alternative options. Positive reviews can build trust and foster positive brand image—negative reviews, on the other hand, can be a death knell.
This measure would prohibit the practice of conditioning consumer refunds on removing a negative review or signing a non-disclosure agreement by rendering contracts or provisions of contracts containing such clauses void and unenforceable. 
According to the Author
As explained by the author: 
Several studies show that over 90% of consumers read reviews before making a purchase and that "consumers' attention to negative comments is significantly greater than that to positive comments." Still, no business should attempt to block the transparency of this information to conceal potentially poor and unsatisfactory business practices. 
As noted by the author, some businesses have attempted to stop these negative reviews by conditioning consumer refunds on removing a negative review: 
Unfortunately, we have seen this practice being used in recent history. In 2015, a consumer sued a telecommunications company after he had cancelled his cable service, but was still being charged for the cable box. That charge accumulated to several hundreds of dollars, at which point the consumer requested a refund. The company stated that they would release the customer of their financial obligation, but only if they did not "disclose or allow to be disclosed any of the negotiations regarding the matter, or the terms, conditions, or amounts of settlement."
Arguments in Support
Numerous consumer protection groups, including the Consumer Attorneys of California and the Consumer Protection Policy Center at the University of San Diego Law School support AB 1900. The Consumer Federation of California explain the need for this measure:
Numerous market sectors have a range of products and options, making it a challenge for consumers to accurately and independently gauge the value or effectiveness of a particular product or service. Social media has further complicated this for consumers, with "influencers" collectively paid billions by corporations creating the false impression that their product review is independent when it is not.
As a result, many people turn to user reviews to make informed decisions. However, some businesses have implemented policies that prevent previous customers from openly sharing their experiences with a particular product or service, especially if those experiences were negative. In a 2020 article by The New York Times, it was revealed that SmileDirectClub had requested customers seeking refunds—due to dissatisfaction with the product's inability to correct their dental issues and, in some cases, causing new problems—to sign a nondisclosure agreement.
Along with signing the NDA, customers were asked to delete all negative social media comments and reviews and were prohibited from telling anyone about the refund granted to them. Such practices led the District of Columbia's Attorney General to file a lawsuit against SmileDirectClub due to its improper use of NDAs, accusing the company of engaging in unfair and deceptive practices. The settlement resulted in the release of 17,000 customers from NDAs, imposed by the company, and a fine by the District of Columbia of $500,000.
These corporate policies to silence critical information act as a muzzle on consumers' actual experience and make it harder to find true, independent, unpaid reviews of products and services. More facts and clarity are needed in the marketplace, not less. If you get a refund on a product you shouldn't be silenced from letting others know what happened.
Arguments in Opposition
No opposition on file.
FISCAL COMMENTS
None.
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