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Multiple Listing Services all over the country have been working to address the inefficiencies caused by 

subscribers needing to belong to more than one MLS or aggregate data from multiple geographically 

overlapping or adjoining MLSs.  This is a condition commonly referred to as overlapping market disorder 

(OMD).  While the greatest operational efficiencies typically come from regionalizing and forming an 

MLS covering the entirety of a market area, regionalization has slowed over the past decade as a 

number of major market areas have effectively consolidated and reduced or eliminated OMD.  Some 

have predicted that there will be increased MLS consolidation and regionalization in the years to come, 

but as an alternative to further regionalization, MLSs have been looking to data share technologies to 

provide enough efficiency for subscribers that the push to regionalize is lessened or eliminated while 

allowing them to improve the subscriber benefits that include competition on price, service, product 

offerings and innovation.   

Some of the efficiencies desired by participants are not necessarily driven by technology.  For example, 

uniform MLS and IDX rules, and uniform policy and compliance enforcement can be driven 

independently. However, other efficiencies are dependent on the technology approach taken ς and a 

number of approaches have been developed over the past few years. This article will first review long-

standing approaches and then describe some of the new, exciting approaches being taken. 

Clareity Consulting recently conducted a survey for a client where over 500 real estate professionals 

rated how important different methods of, and efficiencies created by, MLS collaboration were to them. 

The following are the methods and efficiencies rated most highly by respondents, as a percentage 

ŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ά±ŜǊȅ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘέ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΥ 

¶ Same MLS system for both MLSs - 87% 

¶ Single download to get all the listings from both MLSs - 86% 

¶ Enter and maintain listings one time, in one system - 85% 

¶ Reciprocal offer of cooperation and compensation - 84% 

¶ Same listing/profile forms and statuses for both MLSs - 84% 

¶ Uniform MLS and IDX rules for both MLSs - 76% 

¶ Maintain different MLS systems - but each has all the data from both organizations - 48% 

LǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘŜ that each market is different and Clareity Consulting likes to start regionalization 

engagements by working to fully understand local history and requirements that may drive different 

statistical results that help inform decisions regarding selection of a method for MLS collaboration.  
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The oldest approach, and one with little operational efficiency, involves a reciprocal agreement, where 

the MLS status quo is maintained ς but subscribers from one MLS can access another MLS system, 

sometimes using single sign-on (SSO) for ease of moving between systems. Usually - unless the vendors 

have also duplicated data between the reciprocal systems - ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳōǎŎǊƛōŜǊǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ 

search or make other use of all the listings at once, have duplicate entry of listings and must enter them 

using different listing forms.  Subscribers may also still have multiple MLS fees, and unless all 

participating MLSs select the same MLS vendor, subscribers have to learn and use more than one MLS 

system and deal with more than one data feed for IDX, listing syndication and other purposes. 

 A different efficiency is gained using an agreement to share IDX data, where each MLS allows the other 

to pull IDX data and combine it with their own for the single efficiency of providing one data feed for 

IDX, listing syndication and other purposes. Most MLS vendors are easily capable of aggregating this 

data and providing the single data feed without new technology being implemented, although there is 

some effort involved. This approach does not require much change on behalf of a participating MLS 

vendor or operator, however deciding the degree to which data should be combined into a single data 

format requires additional effort. Also, any approach that involves reciprocal use of IDX data will be well 

served by evaluating the degree to which IDX rules can be merged. One recent example of this approach 

that is working well for some MLSs is the Carolina Data Share (CDS) where Wolfnet Technologies 

provided a solution that aggregates MLS active listing information. In this example, a real estate broker 

who opts to participate in the data share from any one of the participating (currently six) MLSs can 

display listing data from all six MLSs on their web site. Even though the preceding two approaches 

provide limited efficiency for subscribers, they are ways for MLSs that have historically not collaborated 

with each other to experience success in cooperation with quick and positive results.  

An approach that provides greater efficiency, but requires MLSs to cooperate to a far greater degree is 

to have multiple MLS operators share a single MLS system. Some MLS vendors can provide 

functionality so that each MLS operator can have different MLS rules or unique data from other 

operators. This approach allows subscribers to search and use all of the information in the database, 

enter and maintain listings once, have a single data feed, pay for only one system, learn only one system 

ς while still retaining separate MLS organizations and identities. Most of the advantages of 

regionalization are implicit in this approach.  In some ways, this is regionalization in everything but name 

and entails many of the same challenges as regionalization. However, by maintaining separate MLS 

operators, each operator can provide different levels of service and add-on products and compete on 

service, products and price. The NEOHREX system in Ohio, powered by Rapattoni Corporation, is one 

example of this approach. In the NEOHREX example, each organization maintained its own Boards of 

Directors and shareholder Association of REALTORS® while using a common MLS system and merging all 

input sheets, property classes, fields, reports, and search screens as well as instituting common MLS 

rules and regulations. 

Some MLSs have adopted a model where they regularly pull data from cooperating MLSs into their 

existing MLS database. This allows participants to use all the features in their favorite MLS system while 

utilizing all the data from the cooperating MLSs. For this model to work well, the databases need to be 
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significantly standardized and still, sometimes duplicate records end up in the databases when listings 

have been entered in more than one system. Technically a single data feed for all participants could be 

offered from one MLS, but that may or may not be permitted in the MLS collaboration agreement. Much 

of the energy and innovation of MLS collaboration has recently been focused on the newer variations of 

MLS data sharing, as follows: 

CURE Solutions Group LLC 

Cure Solutions Group LLC (CURE) is a subsidiary of MRIS in Rockville, Maryland. Perhaps the best known 

of the data sharing solutions because of its use in the high-profile California CARETS initiative, the 

/¦w9ϰ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ Ǉǳƭƭǎ ŘŀǘŀΣ typically every ten minutes, from participating MLSs into a centralized 

repository where the data is standardized ς making it easier to use. Then each participating MLS pulls 

the aggregate data back into its own system, which can be modified by its vendor to accommodate the 

aggregated data. Each participating MLS can have its own system modified to use the data in whatever 

ways it sees fit ς for searches, CMAs, prospecting, and other MLS functions. Each MLS also can provide 

its own unified data feed. Subscribers only need to enter and manage listings in one place and it is 

replicated to the repository for use by all participating MLSs. 

This approach encourages competition and innovation among participating MLS, because rather than 

selecting a common MLS vendor and eliminating unique data, MLSs collaborating using the CURE 

product can decide how much they standardize business rules and data on their own systems, can keep 

their own distinct MLS rules if they want to, can retain their own MLS vendor, and compete for 

subscribers based on unique products and services offered. LǘΩǎ ŀƴ Ŝŀǎȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŦƻǊ MLS subscribers, 

who use their single MLS of choice ς now incorporating data from the data share. CURE creates an 

opportunity for MLS operators to share data while still retaining their own MLS autonomy if the local 

market is not ready for regionalization or consolidation. It enables partnerships while maintaining 

competition and local service delivery and member support. 

/¦w9ϰ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ to support MRIS subscribers as well as to power MLS data shares in California, Michigan, 

Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin ς supporting over 300,000 real estate professionals. 

FBS 

The flexmls® Web Data Sharing product works by pulling data from participating MLS RETS servers or 

using a central repository. It replicates the data onto FBS servers periodically ς usually every 15 minutes. 

FBS flexmls customers can then use that information inside their MLS system.  Each user can choose to 

search across all shared MLSs or each one individually. If multiple MLSs are selected, the system 

automatically presents the user with the common fields for those systems. If a single MLS is chosen, the 

user can search every field made available by that MLS. 
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MLSs using another vendor can pull the consolidated RETS feed into their own system, which they would 

need to adapt to use the new data ς or they could contract with FBS to access the data through a flexmls 

system. This technology provides much efficiency for flexmls customers, supporting single-entry and 

maintenance for listings and subscribers using the aggregated data for searches, CMA, and prospecting. 

Since subscribers can use all the data they only need to learn and use a single MLS system. Depending 

on MLS operator agreements, it could facilitate a single data feed for multiple MLSs and for agents to 

only need to belong to (and pay for) one MLS subscription.  

Some MLS data sharing methods require MLS organizations to agree on a common database, which is 

often a politically impractical task. While FBS can help MLSs consolidate to a single data format if 

desired, it is not required. This approach provides all of these efficiencies without requiring separate 

MLSs agree on uniform listing forms and business rules - each MLS retains complete control over their 

database and determines when and how neighboring MLS members are able to search and view the 

data. Administrative controls ensure that each MLS stays in control of its own data and can control data 

sharing and the field level and restrict or shut off the sharing as quickly as it was started. Control 

provides comfort and comfort makes decisions easier. 

The flexmls® Web Data Sharing product is being used by seven or eight FBS customers in Pennsylvania, 

three customers in Oregon, and four customers in Minnesota. 

Illustration of a search performed across seven MLSs using the FBS flexmls® Web Data Sharing product. 

 




