
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

CHRISTOPHER MOEHRL, MICHAEL ) 
COLE, STEVE DARNELL, VALERIE ) 
NAGER, JACK RAMEY, SAWBILL ) 
STRATEGIC, INC., DANIEL UMPA, and ) Civil Action No.: 1:19-cv-01610 
JANE RUH, on behalf of themselves and all ) 
others similarly situated, ) Judge Andrea R. Wood 
  ) 
 Plaintiffs, ) Magistrate Judge M. David Weisman 
  ) 
 v. ) 
  ) 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ) DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM 
REALTORS, REALOGY HOLDINGS ) IN OPPOSITION TO 
CORP., HOMESERVICES OF AMERICA, ) PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
INC., BHH AFFILIATES, LLC, HSF ) CLASS CERTIFICATION AND 
AFFILIATES, LLC, THE LONG & ) APPOINTMENT OF CLASS COUNSEL 
FOSTER COMPANIES, INC., RE/MAX ) 
LLC, and KELLER WILLIAMS REALTY, ) 
INC.,  ) 
  ) 
 Defendants. ) 
  ) 
  ) 
  ) 

DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
CLASS CERTIFICATION AND APPOINTMENT OF CLASS COUNSEL 
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