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Introduction

Clareity Consulting conducted its tenth annual survey of Multiple Listing Services in
January and February 2011. The purpose of the study was to learn more about MLS
customer satisfaction and key metrics that affect it, including system performance and
uptime, technical support, and communications.

As in previous years, this yeard survey report is focusing on the basic, important
guestions that MLS executives ask each other when performing reference checks during
the system selection process. We also asked a number of questions regarding MLS
innovation, including having MLSs rate their vendor on a number of elements such as
vendor responsiveness to field level, business rule, and report changes, feature
requests, and integration requests.

This year, 224 MLSs completed the survey, representing 864,000 subscribers. The
following MLS systems had enough responses to be included in the survey results:
Corelogic MarketLinx (Innovia, MLXchange, and TEMPO platforms), dynaConnections,
FBS, Filogix (soon to be known as D+H Limited Partnership), LPS (Paragon and
Paragon XL platforms), Rapattoni Corporation, Solid Earth, Stratus, and Tarasoft. Non-
inclusion in this report should not be regarded as indicating a negative opinion of any
vendor, and Clareity Consulting welcomes their increased participation in years to come.
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Sever al MLS vendors encouraged their customers

we thank those vendors for their cooperation. Clareity also thanks each of the 224 MLSs
that participated!

Clareity hopes that readers will understand that customer satisfaction is just one element
of selecting an MLS vendor. Some vendors serve primarily large markets, others
primarily serve small and medium markets, and some service a wide variety of market
sizes. Some vendors will make reasonable system changes quickly upon request, while
others make their customers wait months for changes or deny them entirely, and some
vendors allow the MLS staff themselves to make many changes to the MLS system.
Some vendors provide end-user customer support, and others do not. The point is that
there are many factors to consider in evaluating and selecting an MLS vendor that is
best for your organization. Every year Clareity leads a number of MLSs though a
structured vendor and software selection process. We typically determine and prioritize
MLS and member needs via discussions with staff and leadership, online surveys, and
sometimes focus groups. This provides information that helps the selection task force
better evaluate which vendors might best meet those needs. The information garnered
from surveys and/or focus groups also provides feature and function priorities and a
better, more localized foundation for a request for proposal (RFP) and competitive bid.
Clareity then provides an 6 a p-foda @ p | analy8is of the proposals where vendor
capabilities are measured against member needs, system demonstrations, hands-on
testing, and other processes designed to ensure the best system and vendor selection is
made by each ML Anual MLGS | Castoenér tSqtiéfaction Survey is one
valuable source of input when evaluating a vendor6 service and system capabilities, but
we encourage all groups to do their due diligence, whether they choose to use a

consultant or not. Clareity also offersitsc| i ent s a presentation

Lands c appovides ehsarhmary of more than 20 MLS offerings for organizations
that are considering alternatives, or just want to stay up to speed.

Clareity hopes that MLS executives, selection committee members, and MLS vendors
alike find thisy e a regos valuable.

Summary

Clareity is including satisfaction ratings showing vendors and systems side-by-side again
this year; however, we urge readers i customers and vendors alike - not to take these
ratings out of context. We had heard that a few MLSs that were seeking a new system

only invited Clareityds o6top 4 o rectdnproeessk e d

T regardless of whether those vendors had the capability to serve their specific needs. A
vendor that does well servicing customers with different needs than your own may not
have the ability to service your MLS. Please note that we have color-coded the charts
below: vendors/systems with more than ten customers are indicated in blue and those
with less than ten customers are indicated in green.
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The following chart shows overall end-user satisfaction grouped by MLS vendor and

system, basedon a <calcul ated score (3 times the OExc:
mi nus O6Accept abl e 6, Amghercakulakd scarersigrsfiesdéter errd-0 )

user satisfaction as reported by the MLS executive. The raw scores from which the

calcuated scores are generated are |l ocated in the )
later in this report.
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The chart below shows movement in end-user satisfaction score year over year.
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The chart
increased,

below shows whether the respondents thought that subscriber satisfaction
decreased, or stayed the same in 2010. Obviously, a vendor that has been

consistently rated excellent in the past has little room for satisfaction increases.
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When asked filf you could do it over again, would you select this MLS system

again

t @4¥mof Rapattoni Corporation respondents indicated they would not

likely do so, as did 10% of LPS Paragon respondents, as did single Corelogic

MarketLinx InnoVia and TEMPO customers. All of the ot her

vendor so

they would likely or definitely select their current MLS system again today.
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