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I. INTRODUCTION 

REX has engaged in a campaign of lies that have misled consumers and harmed NAR’s 

reputation.  NAR’s counterclaim seeks to hold REX responsible for those falsehoods.  Specifically, 

as described in NAR’s counterclaim, REX has made the following false statements on its website: 

• “REX charges a low fee by totally eliminating the buy side agent commission.”  ECF 
114 (Counterclaim) ¶ 8. 

• REX charges “[n]o buyer’s agent fee . . . . Even if your buyer is working with a non-
REX agent, REX doesn’t ask sellers to cover the cost.”  Id. ¶ 9. 

• With REX, “no additional buyer’s agent commission [is] required.”  Id. ¶ 10. 

• “REX’s services cost significantly less when compared with those of traditional real 

estate agents,” who are “members of the National Association of Realtors (NAR).”  Id. 
¶ 11. 

• “By removing the obligation to pay two agent commissions for a single transaction, 

[REX] save[s] [its] customers an average of $10,435 off their home sales . . . .”  Id. ¶ 13. 

• “Our tech geniuses have come up with algorithms and computations that use data and AI 
to find qualified buyers.”  Id. ¶ 27. 

• “By more efficiently pairing sellers and buyers, we can reduce costs for all involved--

REX charges a fixed 2% covering both sides of the transaction instead of the 5 -6% 
customarily enforced by MLS participants.”  Id. ¶ 29. 

• “Using machine learning, we’ve built predictive analytics that can target and accurately 

match sellers and buyers of properties.”  Id.  

• “REX uses smart, direct and cost-effective marketing to drive traffic to each listing 
through proprietary data-driven algorithms.  Smarter marketing enables us to sell homes 
faster, while avoiding buy-side agent commissions of 2-3%”  Id. ¶ 30. 

• “[W]e have PhDs from the best schools in the country predicting who we think within a 
certain radius or square mile or demographic is the best buyer for your home, and then 
dropping them a note.”  Id. ¶ 38. 

• “So most people come to [REX to] sell their home and then we target people who would 

like to buy that home. Not using the MLS, not using agents, but just using digital 
technology to identify them.”  Id. ¶ 39. 

 REX used these false advertisements on its website to attack NAR.  Specifically, REX 

falsely advertised its services (for example, claiming REX does not charge buyer-agent 

commissions) and then drew false comparisons between REX’s services and aspects of the services 
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