UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEWYORK

In re INDYMAC MORTGAGE-BACKED

SECURITIES LITIGATION Master Docket No. 09 Civ. 04583 (LAK)

ECF CASE

This Document Relates To:
ALL ACTIONS

NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF CLASS ACTION, PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH UNDERWRITER
DEFENDANTS, PLAN OF ALLOCATION, FINAL APPROVAL HEARING FOR SETTLEMENT WITH
UNDERWRITER DEFENDANTS, VOLUNTARY DISMISSAL OF DEFENDANT INDYMAC MBS, INC.,

AND MOTION FORATTORNEYS’ FEES AND REIMBURSEMENT OF LITIGATION EXPENSES

A Federal Court authorized this Notice. This is not a solicitation from a lawyer.

Notice of Pendency of Class Action: Please be advised that your rights may be aftected by the above-captioned class action
lawsuit pending in this Court (the “Action”) if you purchased or otherwise acquired interests in the securities that were
issued by the following trusts and offered pursuant to public filings with the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (the

“Certificates”):!

IndyMac Home Equity Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Trust,
Series 2006-H2

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR29

IndyMac Home Equity Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Trust,
Series 2006-H3

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR33

IndyMac Home Equity Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Trust,
Series INABS 2006-D

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR35

IndyMac IMJA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-A1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR37

IndyMac IMJA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-A2

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR41

IndyMac IMJA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-A3

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-FLX1

IndyMac IMJA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-A4

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-R1

IndyMac IMSC Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR15

IndyMac IMSC Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-F1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR17

IndyMac IMSC Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-F2

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR19

IndyMac IMSC Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-F3

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR21IP

IndyMac IMSC Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-HOA1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-ARS

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR9

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR2

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-FLX3

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR1

IndyMac Residential Mortgage-Backed Trust Series 2006-1.2

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR2

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A11

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR7

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A12

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR8

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A13

IndyMac INDA Mortgage Loan Trust 2007-AR9

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A14CB

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR13

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A15

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR15

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-A7CB

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR21

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2006-R2

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR23

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2007-A1

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR25

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2007-A5

IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust 2006-AR27

Residential Asset Securitization Trust 2007-A8

1 The CUSIP numbers for the Certificates are set forth in Table A-1 to the Plan of Allocation (as defined in 4 42 herein), which is attached
as Appendix A to the accompanying Proof of Claim and Release form (“Proof of Claim Form”) and also available on the Settlement website:

www.IndyMacMBSclassaction.com.
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Notice of Settlement with the Underwriter Defendants: Please also be advised that Lead Plaintiffs, on behalf of a settlement
class (referred to herein as the “Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class” and as defined in § 1 below), and Defendants
Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC, Deutsche Bank Securities Inc., J.P. Morgan Securities LLLC, Morgan Stanley & Co.
LLC, RBS Securities Inc.,and UBS Securities LLC (collectively, the “Underwriter Defendants”), have reached a settlement
in the Action (the “Underwriter Defendant Settlement”). The terms of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement are set
forth in the Amended Stipulation and Agreement of Settlement, dated September 19, 2014 that has been filed with the
Court (the “Amended Stipulation of Settlement”). Pursuant to the Amended Stipulation of Settlement, the Underwriter
Defendants will cause $340 million to be deposited into a settlement fund in exchange for a release of claims by Settlement

Class Members.

Notice of Voluntary Dismissal of Defendant IndyMac MBS, Inc.: Please also be advised that Lead Plaintiffs intend to voluntarily
dismiss Defendant IndyMac MBS, Inc. (“IndyMac MBS”), the sole remaining non-settling defendant, without prejudice from
the Action. Lead Plaintiffs’ proposed dismissal of IndyMac MBS from the Action is nof part of the Underwriter Defendant
Settlement. Based on information obtained through discovery, including receipt of a sworn declaration from IndyMac
MBS, Lead Plaintiffs believe that any judgment entered against IndyMac MBS would be uncollectible. Accordingly, Lead
Plaintiffs intend to voluntarily dismiss IndyMac MBS from the Action without prejudice.

'This Notice explains important rights you may have. Your legal rights will be affected whether or not you act.
PLEASE READ THIS NOTICE CAREFULLY AND IN ITS ENTIRETY!

1. Description of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement and the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class: This
Notice relates to a proposed settlement of a class action lawsuit with the Underwriter Defendants. If approved by the
Court, the Underwriter Defendant Settlement will apply to the following “Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class™:
All persons or entities who at any time purchased or otherwise acquired interests in the Certificates. Excluded from the
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class are those persons or entities who purchased or otherwise acquired Certificates,
but who have filed individual actions to separately pursue claims against the Underwriter Defendants relating to the
Certificates or who have filed a valid request for exclusion. Also excluded from the Underwriter Defendant Settlement
Class are the Defendants, their officers and directors at all relevant times, members of their immediate families and their
legal representatives, heirs, successors or assigns and any entity in which any Defendant has or had a controlling interest,
except for any Investment Vehicle,? to the extent such entities themselves had a proprietary (i.e., for their own account)
interest in the Certificates and not to the extent that they held Certificates in a fiduciary capacity or otherwise on behalf
of any third-party client, account, fund, trust, or employee benefit plan that otherwise falls within the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement Class. Anyone with questions as to whether or not they are excluded from the Underwriter

Defendant Settlement Class may call the Claims Administrator, Rust Consulting, Inc., toll-free at: (877) 773-8195.

2. Statement of Recovery to the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class: Pursuant to the Amended Stipulation
of Settlement, the Underwriter Defendants will cause $340 million in cash to be deposited into an interest-bearing
escrow account (the “Underwriter Defendant Settlement Fund”) in exchange for dismissal of the Action against
them and an order forever barring Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members from pursuing any Released
Claims (as defined in 9 49 below) against them. Once the Underwriter Defendant Settlement is finally approved by
the Court, the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Fund less all Taxes and Tax Expenses, Notice and Administration
Costs, and attorneys’ fees and Litigation Expenses awarded to Lead Counsel (as those terms are defined in the
Amended Stipulation of Settlement) (the “Underwriter Defendant Net Settlement Fund”) will be distributed to
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members (as defined in 9 1 above) in accordance with a Plan of Allocation
that sets forth how the Underwriter Defendant Net Settlement Fund is to be allocated among Authorized Claimants
(as defined in 9 42 below).

3. Statement of Average Distribution Per $1,000 in Initial Certificate Value: The Underwriter Defendant Settlement
Fund consists of $340 million plus interest earned thereon. Based on the total initial face dollar value of the Certificates
as stated in the prospectus supplements (without subtracting the principal pay downs received on the Certificates), and
assuming all purchasers of the initially offered Certificates elect to participate, the estimated average distribution before
deducting attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses is $14.42 per $1,000 in initial certificate value of the
Certificates. Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members may recover more or less than this amount depending
on, among other factors, when their Certificates were purchased or sold, the amount of principal that has been repaid,
the value of the Certificates on the applicable date of first suit, the number of Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class
Members who timely file Proof of Claim Forms and the Plan of Allocation, as more fully described below in this Notice.

2 “Investment Vehicle” means any investment company or pooled investment fund (including, but not limited to, mutual fund families, exchange-
traded funds, fund of funds and hedge funds) in which any Defendant has or may have a direct or indirect interest, or as to which its affiliates may act
as an investment advisor, general partner, managing member, or other similar capacity, but of which any Defendant or any of its respective affiliates
is not a majority owner or does not hold a majority beneficial interest.
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4. Statement of the Parties’ Position on Damages: The Underwriter Defendants deny all claims of wrongdoing, fault or
liability to Lead Plaintiffs and/or the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class. The Underwriter Defendants further
deny that Lead Plaintiffs or the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class have suffered any damages, that the price of
the Certificates were artificially inflated at any time as the result of any alleged misrepresentations or omissions, and that
Lead Plaintiffs or the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class were harmed by the conduct alleged in the Action. The
issues on which the parties disagree include, but are not limited to: (1) whether the alleged misrepresentations in the
offering documents for the Certificates were material, untrue or misleading, or whether the offering documents omitted
material information; (2) whether the Underwriter Defendants are otherwise liable under the securities laws for those
statements or omissions; and (3) whether the price of the Certificates were artificially inflated at any time as the result
of any alleged misrepresentation and omission in the oftering documents.

5. Statement of Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation Expenses Sought: Prior to final distribution of funds, Lead Counsel and
the additional Settlement Class Representatives’ counsel (“Counsel”) will apply to the Court for an award of attorneys’ fees
in an amount not to exceed 13% of the sum of (i) the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Fund; and (ii) the Individual
Defendant Settlement Fund previously obtained in connection with a settlement with Defendants S. Blair Abernathy,
John Olinski, Samir Grover, Simon Heyrick and Victor H. Woodworth.? In connection with the Individual Defendant
Settlement, the Court has approved reimbursement of expenses totaling $916,058.44 and issued two Interim Expense
awards permitting the withdrawal of an additional $1,000,229.81 in expenses. This does not cover all outstanding Litigation
Expenses, and does not include the reasonable costs and expenses of Lead Plaintiffs (and other named Plaintiffs) directly
related to their representation of the Individual Defendant and Underwriter Defendant classes. Counsel intend to seek
reimbursement of additional Litigation Expenses in an amount not to exceed $3,400,000. Counsel will also seek that the
reimbursement of all Litigation Expenses (including Litigation Expenses previously awarded) be allocated proportionally
between the Individual Defendant Settlement Fund (1.73% of all Litigation Expenses) and Underwriter Defendant
Settlement Fund (98.27% of all Litigation Expenses). Based on the total initial face dollar value of the Certificates as
stated in the prospectus supplements (without subtracting the principal pay downs received on the Certificates), and
assuming all purchasers of the initially offered Certificates elect to participate, if the Court approves Counsel’s fee request
and Litigation Expense application, as well as Counsel’s proposed allocation between the two settlements, the estimated
average cost is $2.10 per $1,000 in initial certificate value of the Certificates. The actual cost may be more or less than this
amount depending on, among other factors, when the Certificates were purchased or sold, the amount of principal that
has been repaid, the value of the Certificates on the date claims relating to the Certificates were first asserted in the Action,
the number of Underwriter Defendant Class Members who timely file Proof of Claim Forms and the Plan of Allocation.

6. ldentification of Attorneys’ Representatives: Lead Plaintiffs and the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class are
being represented by Berman DeValerio. Any questions regarding the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, the Plan of
Allocation, Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses and Lead Counsel’s request
to dismiss IndyMac MBS from the Action should be directed to Patrick T. Egan, Esq. at Berman DeValerio, One

Liberty Square, Boston, MA 02109, (800) 516-9926, indymac@bermandevalerio.com.

> On December 18, 2012, the Court granted final approval to Lead Plaintiffs’ settlement for $6 million in cash with Defendants S. Blair Abernathy,
John Olinski, Samir Grover, Simon Heyrick and Victor H. Woodworth. Counsel has not previously applied for an award of attorneys’ fees from
either the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Fund or the Individual Defendant Settlement Fund.
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YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
WITH THE UNDERWRITER DEFENDANTS

DO NOTHING.

Get no payment from the Underwriter Defendant Settlement.
Remain an Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Member.
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members who
choose this option give up their rights.

REMAIN A MEMBER OF THE UNDERWRITER
DEFENDANT SETTLEMENT CLASS AND SUBMIT
A PROOF OF CLAIM FORM POSTMARKED NO
LATER THAN JANUARY 28, 2015.

This is the only way to be eligible to receive a payment from the
Underwriter Defendant Settlement.

If you are a member of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement
Class (i.c., you do not exclude yourself from the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement Class) but fail to complete and submit
the Proof of Claim Form, you will get no payment, but remain
a Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Member and give
up your rights.

EXCLUDE YOURSELF FROM THE UNDERWRITER
DEFENDANT  SETTLEMENT  CLASS  BY
SUBMITTING A WRITTEN REQUEST FOR
EXCLUSION SO THAT IT IS RECEIVED NO LATER
THAN JANUARY 13, 2015.

Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members who
choose this option receive no payment from the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement. If you exclude yourself from the
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class, you may be able to
seek recovery against the Underwriter Defendants or other
Released Parties through other litigation.

COMMENT ON (INCLUDING OBJECTINGTO) THE
(i) UNDERWRITER DEFENDANT SETTLEMENT;
(ii) PLAN OF ALLOCATION; OR (iiij) REQUEST
FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND REIMBURSEMENT
OF LITIGATION EXPENSES BY SUBMITTING
WRITTEN OBJECTIONS SO THAT THEY ARE
RECEIVED NO LATER THAN JANUARY 13, 2015.

Write to the Court and explain why you do not like the
Underwriter Defendant Settlement, the Plan of Allocation,
and/or any request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement
of Litigation Expenses. If you exclude yourself from the
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class, you cannot object to
the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, the Plan of Allocation,
or the request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of
Litigation Expenses.

GO TO THE HEARING ON FEBRUARY 3, 2015 AT
4:30 PM. AND FILE A NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO APPEAR SO THAT IT IS RECEIVED NO LATER
THAN JANUARY 13, 2015.

Ask to speak in Court about the fairness of the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, and any request
for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses.

YOUR LEGAL RIGHTS AND OPTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH THE PROPOSED VOLUNTARY DISMISSAL
OF DEFENDANT INDYMAC MBS FROM THE ACTION

COMMENT ON (INCLUDING OBJECTING TO)
THE PROPOSED DISMISSAL OF INDYMAC MBS BY
SUBMITTING WRITTEN OBJECTIONS SO THAT
THEY ARE RECEIVED NO LATER THAN JANUARY
13,2015.

Write to the Court and explain why you do not like Lead
Plaintiffs’ proposed dismissal of IndyMac MBS from the
Action.

GO TO THE HEARING ON FEBRUARY 3, 2015 AT
4:30 P.M. AND FILE A NOTICE OF INTENTION
TO APPEAR SO THAT IT IS RECEIVED NO LATER
THAN JANUARY 13, 2015.

Ask to speak in Court about the fairness of the proposed
dismissal of IndyMac MBS from the Action.

DO NOTHING.

You will be bound by any judgment entered in the Action
regarding IndyMac MBS.




WHAT THIS NOTICE CONTAINS

Why Did I Get This INOTICEP .....vvuiiiiiiiciciiiieietetceiiet ettt ettt Page 5
What Is This Case About? What Has Happened So Far? ... Page 6
How Do I Know If I Am Affected By The Settlement With The Underwriter Defendants? ... Page.8
What Are The Lead Plaintiffs’ Reasons For Settling With The Underwriter Defendants?............ccccccovviiiiinnnne. Page 8
What Might Happen If There Were No Settlement With The Underwriter Defendants? .........ccccoeevveinecnincnnnene. Page 9
How Much Will My Payment Be? When Will T Receive It? ......oc.coiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeeceeeeeeeeeeee Page 9
What Rights Am I Giving Up By Agreeing To The Underwriter Defendant Settlement?..........ocoeveevininiveuccnnnne. Page 10
What Payment Are The Attorneys For The Class SeeKing? ..........cceivivinieiiiiiininieieiiinieceeeeeeeeseseneneeees Page 11
How Will The Lawyers Be Paid?
How Do I Participate In The Underwriter Defendant Settlement? ...........ooeiivininineiinininieiiiineecceeeeeeeeeeans Pagell
What Do I Need To Do?
What If I Object To Lead Plaintiffs’ Proposed Dismissal Of Defendant IndyMac MBS, Inc. From The Action? .... Page 12
What If I Do Not Want To Be A Part Of The Settlement With The Underwriter Defendants? .........ccoeeueuennene. Page 12
How Do I Exclude Myself?

When And Where Will The Court Decide Whether To Approve The Underwriter Defendant Settlement, The

Plan Of Allocation And Counsel’s Request For Attorneys’ Fees And Reimbursement Of Litigation Expenses?.....Page 12
Do I Have To Come To The Hearing?
May I Speak At The Hearing If I Don't Like The Settlement?

What If I Bought Certificates On Someone Else’s Behalf?..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicicccnceeeeeeeees Page 14
Can I See The Court File> Who Should I Contact If I Have QUeStions?........c.ccceuvueueueiiinininiereinirinieeeciereenenenene Page 14

| WHY DID I GET THIS NOTICE?

7. 'This Notice is being sent to you pursuant to an Order of the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New
York (the “Court”) because you or someone in your family may have purchased or otherwise acquired interests in one
or more of the Certificates described above. The Court has directed us to send you this Notice because, as a potential
Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Member, you have a right to know about your options before the Court
decides whether to approve the Underwriter Defendant Settlement. Additionally, you have the right to understand how
a class action lawsuit may generally affect your legal rights.

8. A class action is a type of lawsuit in which the claims of a number of individuals are resolved together, thus providing the class
members with both consistency and efficiency. In a class action lawsuit, the Court selects one or more people, known as class
representatives or lead plaintiffs, to sue on behalf of all people with similar claims, commonly known as the class or the class
members. Once the class is certified, the Court must resolve all issues on behalf of the class members, except for any persons
who choose to exclude themselves from the class. (For more information on excluding yourself from the Class, please read
“What If I Do Not Want To Be A Part of The Settlement With The Underwriter Defendants? How Do I Exclude Myself?”
located below). In the Action, the Court has directed that Lead Plaintiffs and Lead Counsel have primary responsibility for

prosecuting all claims against Defendants on behalf of investors in the Certificates described above.

9. 'The Court in charge of this case is the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York, and the case is
known as In re: IndyMac Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation, Civil Action No. 09 Civ. 04583 (LAK) (S.D.N.Y.). The
Judge presiding over this case is the Honorable Lewis A. Kaplan, U.S. District Judge. The people who are suing are
called plaintiffs, and those who are being sued are called defendants. In this case, the Court has appointed Wyoming
Retirement System and Wyoming State Treasurer as Lead Plaintiffs, and the Defendants include the Underwriter
Defendants, IndyMac MBS (whom Lead Plaintiffs propose to dismiss from the case), and the Defendants S. Blair
Abernathy, John Olinski, Samir Grover, Simon Heyrick and Victor H. Woodworth (with whom Lead Plaintiffs reached
a settlement in 2012). IndyMac Bank, F.S.B., the Sponsor, Seller and initial Servicer of the Certificates described above,
is not a party to this Action because it was placed in FDIC receivership on July 11, 2008.

10. This Notice explains the lawsuit, the proposed Underwriter Defendant Settlement, your legal rights, what benefits are
available, who is eligible for them, and how to get them. The purpose of this Notice is to inform you of this case, that it is
a class action, how you might be affected, and how to exclude yourself from the Underwriter Defendant Settlement if you
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11.

12.

13.

wish to do so. It also is being sent to inform you of (a) the terms of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement; (b) the proposed
Plan of Allocation; (c) Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses; (d) Lead Plaintiffs’
proposed dismissal of IndyMac MBS from the Action; and (e) a hearing to be held by the Court to consider the fairness,
reasonableness and adequacy of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, the terms of the proposed Plan of Allocation, and
Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses (the “Settlement Hearing”).

The Settlement Hearing will be held on February 3,2015 at 4:30 p.m., before the Honorable Lewis A. Kaplan, at the United
States District Court for the Southern District of New York, 500 Pearl Street, Courtroom 21B, New York, NY 10007, to

determine:

(i) whether the Underwriter Defendant Settlement on the terms and conditions provided for in the Amended
Stipulation of Settlement between Lead Plaintiffs and the Underwriter Defendants is fair, reasonable and adequate,
and should be finally approved by the Court;

(ii) whether an Order and Final Judgment should be entered dismissing the Action, on the merits and with prejudice,
against the Underwriter Defendants, and forever barring the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class Members from
pursuing any Released Claims (as defined in 9 49 below) against the Released Parties (as defined in 9 50 below);

(iii) whether the Plan of Allocation is fair and reasonable and should be approved by the Court;

(iv) whether Counsel’s application for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses incurred should be

approved by the Court; and
(v) other such matters as the Court may deem necessary.

This Notice does not express any opinion by the Court concerning the merits of any claim in the Action, and the Court
still has to decide whether to approve the Underwriter Defendant Settlement.

Although not part of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, Lead Plaintiffs also may seek at the Settlement Hearing
the Court’s approval of Lead Plaintiffs’ proposed dismissal of IndyMac MBS from the Action.

WHAT IS THIS CASE ABOUT? WHAT HAS HAPPENED SO FAR? |

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

On May 14, 2009, Police and Fire Retirement System of the City of Detroit v. IndyMac MBS, Inc., et al., No. 09 Civ. 04583
(S.D.N.Y.) (the “Detroit Action”), was filed.

On June 29,2009, Wyoming State Treasurer, et al. v. Olinski, et al.,No. 09 Civ. 05933 (S.D.N.Y.) (the “Wyoming Action”),
was filed.

By an order entered on July 29, 2009, the Court (i) consolidated the Detroit Action and the Wyoming Action under
the caption In re IndyMac Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation, Master Docket No. 09 Civ. 04583 (LAK) (S.D.N.Y.)
(the “Action”); (ii) appointed Wyoming State Treasurer and Wyoming Retirement System as Lead Plaintiffs; and
(iii) appointed Berman DeValerio as Lead Counsel for the Action.

On October 9, 2009, Lead Plaintiffs filed a Consolidated Class Action Complaint.

On October 29,2009, Lead Plaintifts filed an Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint asserting claims under
Sections 11, 12(a)(2), and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933 (the “Securities Act”) for alleged misrepresentations and
omissions in the offering documents for IndyMac-sponsored mortgage pass-through certificates. The named plaintiffs
in the Amended Consolidated Complaint were Lead Plaintiffs. The named defendants in the Amended Consolidated
Complaint included Michael W. Perry, the former CEO of IndyMac Bank, F.S.B.; IndyMac MBS, Inc. and seven of its
former officers and directors (Lynette Antosh, Raphael Bostic, S. Blair Abernathy, John Olinski, Samir Grover, Simon
Heyrick, and Victor H. Woodworth); Fitch, Inc., The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc. and Moody’s Investors Service
Inc. (the “Rating Agency Defendants”); IndyMac Securities Corp.; and Bank of America Corporation, Citigroup
Global Markets Inc., Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC, Deutsche Bank Securities Inc., Goldman, Sachs & Co.,
HSBC Securities (USA) Inc., J.P. Morgan Securities Inc. (n/k/a J.P. Morgan Securities LLC), Morgan Stanley & Co.,
Incorporated (n/k/a Morgan Stanley & Co. LLC), RBS Securities Inc., and UBS Securities LLC.

On November 23, 2009, all defendants moved to dismiss the Amended Consolidated Complaint.

On February 5, 2010, the Court granted the Rating Agency Defendants’ motion to dismiss and entered an Order
dismissing all claims against the Rating Agency Defendants.

On June 21,2010, the Court issued a Memorandum Opinion granting in part and denying in part the other defendants’
motions to dismiss. The Court dismissed, for lack of standing, all claims related to offerings from which Lead Plaintiffs
did not purchase securities. The Court also dismissed all claims relating to three out of the four categories of alleged
misrepresentations and omissions.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

On July 7,2010, the Court issued an Order granting in part reconsideration of its June 21,2010 Memorandum Opinion
and stating that “the motions of defendants Perry, BoA, HSBC Securities (USA) Inc., Goldman Sachs & Co., Citigroup
Global Markets Inc.,and IndyMac Securities Corp. to dismiss the complaint against them... are granted in all respects.”

On September 8, 2010, the Court entered a stipulated Order to clarify the June 21, 2010 Memorandum Opinion and
July 7,2010 Order to “provide that Plaintiffs’ claims under § 11 of the [Securities] Act are dismissed with prejudice...
based on the statute of repose set forth in § 13 of the [Securities] Act” with respect to securities issued by IndyMac
INDX Mortgage Loan Trust Series 2006-AR2, IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust Series 2006-AR3, IndyMac
INDX Mortgage Loan Trust Series 2006-AR4, IndyMac INDX Mortgage Loan Trust Series 2006-AR7, IndyMac
INDX Mortgage Loan Trust Series 2006-AR11, and Residential Asset Securitization Trust Series 2006-A2.

On December 10, 2010, Lead Plaintiffs moved for certification of a class consisting of “[a]ll persons or entities who
purchased or otherwise acquired beneficial interests in Certificates offered to the public in 10 Offerings” of IndyMac-
sponsored mortgage pass-through certificates. On August 17, 2012, the Court entered a Memorandum Opinion
dismissing Lead Plaintifts’ claims relating to one offering and granting Lead Plaintiffs’ motion for class certification
with respect to investors in securities from the other nine offerings.

Between May 17, 2010 and August 19, 2010, three motions to intervene were filed seeking to add named plaintiffs
for claims relating to offerings from which Lead Plaintiffs did not purchase any securities. The proposed intervenors
were City of Philadelphia Board of Pensions and Retirement, Los Angeles County Employees Retirement Association,
Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi, Police and Fire Retirement System of the City of Detroit, General
Retirement System of the City of Detroit, and Iowa Public Employees’ Retirement System.

On June 21, 2011, the Court issued a Memorandum Opinion granting intervention in part by City of Philadelphia
Board of Pensions and Retirement, Los Angeles County Employees Retirement Association, Police and Fire Retirement
System of the City of Detroit, and Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi, and denying intervention by
General Retirement System of the City of Detroit and Iowa Public Employees’ Retirement System. On July 20, 2011,
Los Angeles County Employees Retirement Association, and Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi
dismissed with prejudice those claims for which the Court had granted them leave to intervene.

Los Angeles County Employees Retirement Association, Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi, and General
Retirement System of the City of Detroit appealed the Court’s June 21,2011 Memorandum Opinion to the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Second Circuit. During the pendency of the appeal, the Second Circuit issued a decision regarding “class
standing” in NECA-IBEW Health & Welfare Fund v. Goldman Sachs & Co., 693 F.3d 145 (2d Cir. 2012) (“NECA-IBEW”).
On June 27, 2013, the Second Circuit affirmed the Court’s June 21, 2011 Memorandum Opinion as to “those claims and
defendants as to which [Lead Plaintiffs] would lack standing under NECA-IBEW. Police and Fire Retirement System of
the City of Detroit v. IndyMac MBS, Inc., 721 F.3d 95,110 n.19 (2d Cir. 2013). 'The U.S. Supreme Court initially granted a
petition by Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi for writ of certiorari to appeal the Second Circuit’s June
27,2013 decision; however, by order dated September 29, 2014, the U. S. Supreme Court dismissed its writ of certiorari as
improvidently granted.

On August 15, 2011, Lead Plaintiffs filed a Second Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint. In addition
to Lead Plaintiffs, the named plaintiffs in the Second Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint were City of
Philadelphia Board of Pensions and Retirement and Police and Fire Retirement System of the City of Detroit. On
February 4, 2011, Lead Plaintiffs and Defendants Lynette Antosh and Raphael Bostic stipulated to the dismissal of
Antosh and Bostic from the Action with prejudice. On September 16, 2011, the remaining defendants in the Action
answered the Second Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint.

On July 26,2012, Lead Plaintiffs filed a motion regarding a settlement for $6 million in cash with Defendants S. Blair
Abernathy, John Olinski, Samir Grover, Simon Heyrick, and Victor H. Woodworth. This settlement with five individual
defendants (the “Individual Defendant Settlement”) received final approval from the Court on December 18, 2012.
Following the Individual Defendant Settlement, the remaining defendants in the Action were IndyMac MBS, Inc.,
Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC, Deutsche Bank Securities Inc., J.P. Morgan Securities LLC, Morgan Stanley &
Co. LLC, RBS Securities Inc., and UBS Securities LLC.

On September 6, 2012, the Second Circuit issued its decision regarding “class standing” in NECA-IBEW. On March
18,2013, the U.S. Supreme Court denied the petition for writ of certiorari in NECA-IBEW. On May 9, 2013, without
prejudice to or waiver of any of the parties’ rights, including defendants’ right to challenge in this Court or on appeal
the “class standing” of Lead Plaintiffs to pursue claims relating to offerings from which they did not purchase securities,
Lead Plaintiffs and the remaining defendants stipulated to the reinstatement of claims relating to 36 offerings. On May
17,2013, Lead Plaintiffs moved for the reinstatement of claims relating to an additional six ofterings. On July 23,2013,
the Court granted Lead Plaintiffs’ motion.
-7-



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

On April 29,2013, Lead Plaintiffs and Defendants Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC, Deutsche Bank Securities Inc.,
J.P. Morgan Securities LLC, Morgan Stanley & Co. LLC, RBS Securities Inc., and UBS Securities LLC participated

in a mediation session.

On August 30, 2013, Lead Plaintiffs moved for certification of an expanded class to “include claims based on the
additional 42 offerings the Court reinstated into this case in light of the Second Circuit’s decision in NECA-IBEW .
Goldman Sachs & Co., 693 F.3d 145 (2d Cir. 2012).” Lead Plaintiffs also moved for certification of six additional class
representatives: City of Philadelphia Board of Pensions and Retirement, Los Angeles County Employees Retirement
Association, Public Employees’ Retirement System of Mississippi, Police and Fire Retirement System of the City of
Detroit, General Retirement System of the City of Detroit, and Iowa Public Employees’ Retirement System. The
motion has not yet been decided by the Court.

On July 18,2014, Lead Plaintiffs and Defendants Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC, Deutsche Bank Securities Inc.,
J.P. Morgan Securities LLC, Morgan Stanley & Co. LLC, RBS Securities Inc., and UBS Securities LLC participated

in a second mediation session. On July 23,2014, these parties accepted a mediator’s proposal to settle this Action.

In light of Lead Plaintiffs’ agreement in principle to resolve the litigation with the Underwriter Defendants, Lead
Counsel approached remaining defendant IndyMac MBS about resolution of this matter. Based on discussions
among counsel, review of produced discovery and a sworn affidavit attesting that IndyMac MBS is part of the FDIC’s
receivership estate and has almost no assets, no revenue, no reasonable prospects of acquiring revenue and no available

insurance, Lead Plaintifts have agreed to dismiss IndyMac MBS.

On September 30,2014, the Court certified a Settlement Class (the “Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class”) for purposes
of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, authorized this Notice to be sent to the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class
Members, and scheduled the Settlement Hearing to consider whether to grant final approval of the Underwriter Defendant
Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, and Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of Litigation Expenses.

HOWDOIKNOWIFIAMAFFECTED BY THE SETTLEMENT
WITH THE UNDERWRITER DEFENDANTS?

36.

If you are a member of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class, you are subject to the Underwriter Defendant
Settlement unless you timely request to be excluded. The Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class consists of all
Persons who at any time purchased or otherwise acquired interests in the Certificates. Excluded from the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement Class are those Persons who purchased or otherwise acquired Certificates, but who have filed
individual actions to separately pursue claims against the Underwriter Defendants relating to the Certificates or who
have filed a valid request for exclusion in accordance with the requirements set forth in this Notice (see section below
entitled “What If I Do Not Want To Be A Part of The Settlement With The Underwriter Defendants? How Do I
Exclude Myself?”). Also excluded from the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class are the Defendants, their officers
and directors at all relevant times, members of their immediate families and their legal representatives, heirs, successors
or assigns and any entity in which any Defendant has or had a controlling interest, except for any Investment Vehicle,
to the extent such entities themselves had a proprietary (i.e., for their own account) interest in the Certificates and not
to the extent that they held Certificates in a fiduciary capacity or otherwise on behalf of any third-party client, account,
tund, trust, or employee benefit plan that otherwise falls within the Settlement Class.

RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE DOES NOT NECESSARILY MEAN THAT YOU ARE AN
UNDERWRITER DEFENDANT SETTLEMENT CLASS MEMBER OR THAT YOU ARE
ENTITLED TO RECEIVE PROCEEDS FROM THE UNDERWRITER DEFENDANT
SETTLEMENT.

WHAT ARE THE LEAD PLAINTIFFS’ REASONS FOR SETTLING
WITH THE UNDERWRITER DEFENDANTS?

37.

Lead Counsel has conducted extensive discovery relating to the claims and the underlying events and transactions alleged
in the Second Amended Consolidated Class Action Complaint. Commencing in 2010, Lead Counsel began seeking
discovery from Defendants and relevant third parties, including the FDIC (who placed IndyMac Bank in receivership in
2008), OneWest (who has possession of the underlying loan files), due diligence vendors that worked for the Underwriter
Defendants, and accountants and other entities involved in the offerings at issue. To date, Lead Counsel has searched,
culled and reviewed over 14 million pages of documents, served multiple rounds of written discovery, interviewed dozens
of witnesses, and deposed former employees of certain of the Underwriter Defendants. Lead Counsel has researched the
applicable law with respect to the claims against the Underwriter Defendants, as well as the potential defenses thereto.
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38.

39.

40.

Lead Plaintiffs and Lead Counsel believe that the claims asserted against the Underwriter Defendants have merit. Lead
Plaintiffs and Lead Counsel recognize, however, the expense and length of continued proceedings necessary to pursue
their claims against the Underwriter Defendants through trial and appeals, as well as the challenges to establishing
liability and damages. Lead Plaintifts and Lead Counsel have considered the uncertain outcome of trial and appellate
risk in complex lawsuits like this one.

The Underwriter Defendants believe that the claims asserted against them are meritless and have denied and continue
to deny each and all of the claims alleged by Lead Plaintiffs in the Action. The Underwriter Defendants expressly have
denied and continue to deny all charges of wrongdoing, fault, or liability against them arising out of any of the conduct,
statements, acts or omissions alleged, or that could have been alleged, in the Action. The Underwriter Defendants
also have denied and continue to deny, among other things, the allegations that Lead Plaintiffs and the Underwriter
Defendant Settlement Class have suffered any damage, or that Lead Plaintifts or the Underwriter Defendant Settlement
Class were harmed by the conduct alleged in the Action. The Underwriter Defendants have also contended by way of
defense that all or a portion of the alleged damages to the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class were caused by
economic conditions or factors other than the allegedly untrue statements or omissions asserted in the Action and that
losses resulting from such factors are not recoverable as damages.

In light of the risks attendant to this litigation and the benefits of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement, Lead
Plaintiffs and Lead Counsel believe that the Underwriter Defendant Settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate, and in
the best interests of the Underwriter Defendant Settlement Class. Lead Plaintifts and Lead Counsel also believe that
the Underwriter Defendant Settlement provides a substantial benefit now, namely the agreement of the Underwriter
Defendants to provide payment of $340 million, as compared to the risk that the claims would produce a similar, smaller,
or no recovery after summary judgment, trial and appeals, possibly years in the future.

WHAT MIGHT HAPPEN IF THERE WERE NO SETTLEMENT
WITH