
	 	 	
	 	
	

	 	 	 	
	 	

	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	

 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

 	 	 	 	 	 	
		

 	 	 	 	 	
	

 	 	 	 	 	 		
		

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	
 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	
 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 		

	
 	 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		
	

 	 	
	

 	 	 	
	

 	
	
	

	 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	

Malibu Unification Committee 
Meeting Agenda 

Tuesday, April 5, 2016 
7:00	- 9:00	pm 

SMMUSD District Office Conference Room 
1651 16th St., Santa Monica, CA	90404 

I. Call to Order / Roll Call 

II. Approve March 29, 2016 Meeting Minutes 
Attachment: 
• March 29, 2016 meeting minutes 

III. Approve Revised Ground Rules for Committee 
Attachment: 
• The ground rules, as revised by the Committee on March 29, 2016, will be 

provided at	the meeting. 

IV. Retention of Education/Financial Consultant 
• Update on status of proposals from School Services of California	and Capital 

Advisors. (Silvern, Sweetmore) 

V. Retention of Legal Consultant 
• Update the Committee on the status of the retention agreement	with 

Procopio. (Shenkman, Larmore) 

VI. Worksession on Committee’s Work Plan 
• The handout	for this item will be provided at	the meeting. (Silvern, Larmore) 

VII. Public Comments 

VIII. Topics for Next	Agenda 

IX. Adjournment 

Upcoming Meeting Dates and Location 
• Thursday, April 14 at	Malibu City Hall 
• Tuesday, April 19 at	location TBD 



	

 
 

	

	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	

	
	

	 	 	
	 	 		
	 	 	

	 	 	
	 	 	 	

	
 	 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	

	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 			
	

 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 		

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 		
	

 	 	
 	 	
 	 	
 	 	
 	 	 	
 	 	 	

 	 	 		
 	
 		
 	 	
 	
 	 	 	 	

	
 	 	 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	
		

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		

Attachment for Agenda Item II 
Approve 3/29/2016 minutes 

Malibu Unification Committee 
Pre-Negotiations Follow-up	Meeting Minutes 

Tuesday, March	29, 2016 
Malibu City Hall 

23825	Stuart Ranch	Road, Malibu, CA 

I. Call to	Order / Roll Call 
• The committee called the meeting to order	at	7:03pm. All committee members were present: 

Tom Larmore Laura Rosenthal 
Debbie Mulvaney Kevin Shenkman 
Paul Silvern Manel Sweetmore 

• The Committee’s Facilitator, Karen	Orlansky, was also	present. 

II. Approve 3/16/16 Meeting Minutes 
• The Committee voted	6/0	to	approve the 3/16/16	meeting	minutes. 

III. Common	Ground	Rules for Negotiations Process 
• The Committee held	a	worksession	on	a	draft of Ground	Rules for the Malibu	Unification	

Committee and	a	draft of the Role of the Facilitator for the Malibu Unification Committee. 
The draft documents were prepared	in	advance by Ms. Orlansky and	provided	to	the 
Committee at the meeting. 

• Based	on	the Committee’s discussion	and	decisions, Ms. Orlansky will prepare a	revised	
version of the ground	rules and	the role of the facilitator to	be approved	by the Committee at 
the next	meeting. 

• As part of this agenda item, Committee members identified aspects of their respective 
backgrounds, skill sets, and	perspectives that would	assist the Committee 	to 	be 	successful;	
these included: 

- Historical perspective - Good problem solver 
- Experience resolving	disputes - Open-minded 
- Parent perspective - Respectful 
- Analytical skills - A	win/win mindset 
- Good listening skills - A	positive 	attitude 
- Creative problem solving	skills - An understanding of government 

IV. Revised	Agreement for Payment of Consultant Fees 
• The Committee reviewed	a	revised	version	of the Agreement for Payment of Consultant Fees 

that	had been collaboratively developed and agreed to by Mr. Shenkman and	Mr. Larmore. 
(Attachment A is 	the 	copy 	of 	the 	Agreement 	distributed 	at 	the 	meeting, 	dated 	March 	29, 
2016.) 

• Committee members unanimously agreed	to	recommend	that the Superintendent and	AMPS 
sign the March 29, 2016 version of the Agreement. 
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• Committee members also unanimously agreed that they would “move ahead” with the work 
of the Committee on	the assumption	that this Agreement will be signed. 

V. Retention	of Education/Financial Consultant 

• Mr. Silvern and Mr. Sweetmore provided a status report on their preliminary interactions 
with contacts from both School Services of California and Capital Advisors. Following a brief 
discussion, the Committee agreed	that both	firms should	be asked	to	submit	a proposal. 

• At Mr. Silvern’s suggestion, the Committee then discussed the anticipated scope of services 
from an education/financial consultant	that	would form the general basis for	proposals from 
both	firms. The following	list of potential services evolved 	from 	the 	Committee’s 	discussion:	

1. An overview of the Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District (SMMUSD)’s budget, 
including 	its 	structure, 	its 	different 	revenue 	sources, 	and 	an 	explanation 	of 	the 	District’s 
flow of	funds. 

2. A	review of the major reports and	financial analysis completed	to	date related	to	the 
proposed	separation	of the Santa	Monica-Malibu Unified School District SMMUSD into 
two unified school districts, the Santa Monica Unified School District	(SMUSD)	and the 
Malibu Unified School District	(MUSD). At	minimum, this includes four	previously 
prepared	documents: the WestEd/Malibu	forecast; the SMMUSD and	SMUSD forecast; 
the Financial Oversight	Committee’s July 2015 memorandum to the Board of	Education; 
and	the Financial Oversight Committee’s 	November 	2015 	update. 

3. The scope of the consultant’s review of these documents would	focus on	examining	the 
revenue assumptions in the respective analyses, including the “math” behind calculating 
the minimum State aid amounts. While the primary focus would	be on	the revenue side, 
the consultant’s review should also identify any major	changes in expenditures or	
potential opportunities for cost savings related	to	the structural change from one to	two	
school districts. 

4. Assistance with the development of a multi-year model for projecting alternative	
revenue scenarios based upon changes in key budget-drivers, such	as the State aid	
formula. 

5. Assistance with developing options for “solving the problem” and identifying the pros 
and	cons of each	option. For purposes of this scope of services, the “problem” is defined	
as: how to	minimize the difference in	revenue per student in	SMMUSD (if the governance 
structure remains	the same) vs. revenue per student in a Santa Monica only district. 

VI. Retention	of Legal Consultant 
• Mr. Shenkman reported back to the Committee that	Procopio’s reference checks had yielded 

positive reviews. 
• The Committee unanimously	decided to move	ahead with obtaining a retention agreement 

from Procopio, and designated Mr. Shenkman to be in contact	with Procopio on this next	
step. Mr. Shenkman and Mr. Larmore agreed to work together to review language in a 
proposed	retention	agreement. 

2 



	

 
 

	

 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	

 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		

	
 	 	 	 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	

	
 	

 	 	 	 	 	 	 			
	
	
	

	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	
 	 	 	 	 	 	

	
	
	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		

VII. Discussion re: CEQA Issues 
• The Committee briefly discussed how the creation of a	Malibu Unified School District is 

considered a “project” that is	subject to the California Environmental Quality Act	
(CEQA). In sum this statute that	requires state and local	agencies 	identify 	the 	significant 
environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate	those	impacts, if 
feasible. 

• The Committee identified some questions that will need to be addressed regarding 
CEQA, including to	what extent the Committee’s portfolio of issues should include	
looking 	at 	the 	impact 	of 	CEQA 	and 	the 	need 	to 	understand 	more 	about 	indemnification. 

VIII. Public Comments 
• No one from the public requested to provide comments. 

IX. Topics for Next Agenda 
• In 	addition 	to 	follow-ups from the March 29th meeting, the Committee agreed to allocate 

time on their	April 5th agenda	for a	worksession	on	a	Committee’s Work Plan. Mr. Silvern	
and	Mr. Larmore offered	to	prepare a	document to	serve as the basis for this agenda	
item.	

X. Adjournment 
• The committee adjourned the meeting at	9:40 pm. 

Upcoming Meeting Dates: 
• Tues., April 5	at the SMMUSD district office 
• Thurs., April 14	at Malibu	City Hall 
• Tues., April 19	at SMMUSD district office 

Attachment: Agreement for Payment of Consultants, March	29, 2016 
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Attachment A to Minutes for March 29, 2016 Meeting 

AMP/SMMUSD Agreement for Payment of Consultant Fees, 3/29/2016 
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AGREEMENT FOR PAYMENT OF CONSULTANT FEES 

This Agreement for Payment of Consultant Fees (this “Agreement”) is made and entered 
into as of ____________, 2016, by and between Santa Monica Malibu Unified School District, a 
political subdivision of the State of California, (“SMMUSD”), and Advocates for Malibu Public 
Schools, a California unincorporated association, (“AMPS”). SMMUSD and AMPS are 
collectively referred to herein as the “Parties” and individually as “Party.” This Agreement is 
made with respect to the following facts and circumstances: 

A. On June 7, 2012, the Board of Education for SMMUSD (the “Board”) accepted 
the recommendation of SMMUSD’s Financial Oversight Committee (the “FOC”) that the FOC 
“analyze all reports and research related to the proposed Malibu separation.” 

B. In its annual report to the Board for 2012-2013, the FOC reported that a 
subcommittee of the FOC had reviewed a feasibility report prepared by West Ed, an educational 
consulting firm retained by AMPS (“WestEd”), discussed certain financial aspects relating to a 
proposed separation and concluded that it was premature to reach any conclusions regarding the 
financial viability of two separate districts. As a result of various legal and financial 
uncertainties, the FOC recommended, and the Board agreed, that this subcommittee be continued 
for at least another year.  On June 6, 2013, the Board accepted this proposal. 

C. On July 16, 2014, the FOC reported to the Board that the subcommittee had 
reviewed a revised feasibility report prepared by West Ed and that there were legal issues that 
needed to be addressed before the subcommittee would be able to make a recommendation to the 
full FOC. A legal memorandum from AMPS’s counsel was expected on these issues. The 
minutes of the Board meeting reflect the following Board discussion in response to the FOC’s 
recommendation that this subcommittee be continued for an additional year: 

“Issues associated with split unification, including the allocation of existing 
Measure BB bond indebtedness between two districts, new Measure ES 
bonds, and future bonds; CEQA indemnification costs; the continuation of 
the Measure R parcel tax in Malibu; the potential role of state legislation in 
regards to the split unification process; a division of assets and workforce; 
and LCFF calculations. It was decided that the FOC could assist the district 
in developing a scope of work for an independent contractor to help the 
district answer many of these questions. Mr. Foster, FOC member and 
President of AMPS, said AMPS would cover the cost of such an 
independent contractor. [FOC Subcommittee Chair] Mr. Larmore suggested 
that the FOC return in October with a scope of work for the independent 
contractor for the board to consider and plan to move forward. [SMMUSD 
Board Member] Dr. Escarce suggested staff create a matrix identifying and 
prioritizing all of the district’s questions and issues regarding split 
unification and determine where the FOC and/or independent consultant 
could assist reduce uncertainty. It was also decided that [SMMUSD Chief 
Financial Officer] Ms. Maez, the independent contractor, and the FOC 
would report back to the board with findings. [SMMUSD Board Members] 
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Ms. Lieberman and Dr. Escarce, board liaisons to the FOC, will work with 
the FOC unification subcommittee.” 

On or about September 23, 2014, AMPS provided to the FOC a memorandum from its counsel, 
the law firm of Nielsen Merksamer Parinello Gross & Leoni LLP. 

D. The FOC reported to the Board on October 16, 2014 regarding, among other things, 
recommendations for activities by two separate subcommittees - one focusing on budget issues 
and another on bond-related issues. Shelley Slaugh-Nahass, Chair of the FOC, advised the 
Board in her presentation that both subcommittees recommended that SMMUSD retain legal and 
financial consultants and that it was the FOC’s understanding that all costs would be paid by 
AMPS. In response to a question from Board Member Mechur, SMMUSD’s Chief Financial 
Officer, Jan Maez, advised that SMMUSD would retain the consultants and that AMPS would 
reimburse SMMUSD for the fees incurred.  

E. On June 11, 2015, SMMUSD Staff submitted a request that it be authorized to enter into 
an agreement with the law firm of Dannis Woliver Kelley in response to recommendations from 
the FOC relating to the retention of legal counsel in connection with bond issues associated with 
the Malibu separation. The Agenda item stated: “Expenses will be reimbursed by AMPS upon 
completion of a reimbursement agreement between SMMUSD and AMPS. DWK to provide 
legal support to SMMUSD related to the creation of a new Malibu Unified School district.” The 
Board, on a motion by SMMUSD Board Member Dr. Escarce and seconded by SMMUSD Board 
Member Mr. Foster1, voted 6-0 to “postpone approval of the Dannis Woliver Kelley contract for 
the Business Services Department until the agreement with Advocates for Malibu Public Schools 
(AMPS) has been signed by AMPS and is ready for board approval.” AMPS has advised 
SMMUSD that it did not sign the agreement due to the scope of the proposal by Dannis Woliver 
Kelley, the form of the agreement for financial responsibility, and its objection to the selection of 
Dannis Woliver Kelley. 

F. On July 15, 2015, the FOC reported to the Board that it believed: 

1. Assuming a new parcel tax in Malibu, the proposed reorganization would 
not cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal status of a new Malibu Unified 
School District (“MUSD”) or SMMUSD, then operating as Santa Monica Unified 
School District (“SMUSD”). 

2. Allocation of assets and liabilities, including bond indebtedness, should 
not create a significant obstacle to the proposed reorganization. While the FOC 
subcommittee recommended what it believed to be equitable allocations of most 
categories of assets and liabilities, it was unable to reach a consensus on a few and 

1 In November 2014, Mr. Foster was elected to the SMMUSD Board, and shortly thereafter 
resigned his position with AMPS in order to avoid any conflict.  Mr. Foster currently serves as a 
Trustee of SMMUSD, and has no leadership role with AMPS. 
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concluded that these would need to be worked out through further discussions.  
While the subcommittee attempted to apply relevant law to its allocations, 
SMMUSD should retain legal counsel to review the subcommittee’s work to 
assist the Board in working through the various issues. 

3. Any separation would need to be conditioned upon a release of any claim 
made in the lawsuit filed against SMMUSD, Board members and certain 
SMMUSD officials relating to compliance with the Toxic Substance Control Act 
with respect to certain Malibu classrooms to the extent that such claim might 
continue to apply to SMUSD, its Board members and officers. MUSD should be 
obligated to indemnify SMUSD for any exposure to future claims based upon any 
failure to properly remediate any existing conditions because responsibility to 
deal with the Malibu facilities would, following a separation, be under the sole 
jurisdiction of MUSD. However, it is not clear on what other exposure might 
remain to SMUSD, such as personal injury claims, and, if any, to what extent it is 
appropriate for MUSD to provide an indemnity and how a meaningful indemnity 
would be crafted. 

4. SMMUSD should retain legal counsel experienced in the area of toxic 
contamination to advise it regarding the nature of any continuing exposure to 
SMUSD, the proper allocation of responsibility, and the appropriate means to 
achieve that allocation, including indemnifications. 

G. In September, 2015, the FOC received new information regarding the manner in which 
the State of California provides funds to SMMUSD relevant to the opinion it expressed in its 
July 15, 2015 report to the Board regarding the effect on the fiscal status of the proposed 
reorganization. After studying the new information the FOC adopted the following motion on 
November 12, 2015: 

“After careful analysis of updated operating budgets and projections 
provided by the District’s fiscal services department and WestEd, which 
now reflect the District’s new understanding about the effects of minimum 
state aid, the FOC concludes that the Santa Monica-only district financial 
picture would be significantly different than what was reported to the Board 
by the FOC in July 2015 and is significantly worse on a per-student basis, 
as compared with continued operation of the existing District. As part of the 
discussion, the FOC also considered other issues that could affect the 
overall financial change with a Malibu-only district and a Santa Monica-
only district. These changes are outside of the operating budget but could 
include for a Santa Monica-only district some relief from ongoing legal fees 
related to facility-related litigation in Malibu and SMMEF funding that will 
no longer be required by a separate Malibu-only district.” 

This motion was reported to the Board by the FOC on November 19, 2015. While the Board 
took no action at this meeting, each Board member present stated that he or she understood the 
desire of many Malibu residents for an independent school district and that they were in support 

4 



	 	

            
       

     
 

 
       

     
      

      
        

    
        

     
      

      
 

 
          

      
           

        
      

        
            

  
 
 

      
       

        
        

           
        

        
          

   
        

   
 

          
        

         
          

       
        

     

of a separate district as long as there was no materially negative financial impact to Santa 
Monica students, and the Board directed that its Malibu unification subcommittee (Ms. 
Lieberman, Dr. Escarce and Mr. Foster) meet and return to the full Board with recommendations 
regarding next steps. 

H. On December 17, 2015, in furtherance of all of the foregoing events, the Board 
considered a Major Action Item Recommendation from the Board’s Malibu unification 
subcommittee entitled “Process of Negotiations Between Santa Monica-Malibu Board of 
Education and Representatives of a Potential Malibu Unified School District Regarding 
Resolution of Issues and Concerns Pertinent to Unification of a Separate Malibu Unified School 
District.” After discussion, the Board unanimously approved the Recommendation with 
modifications. (As adopted, the Recommendation is referred to herein as the “Action Item.”) 
The Action Item, which was carefully negotiated between the Board members on the Malibu 
unification subcommittee, guides and controls the process by which the negotiating committee 
established by that Action Item (and discussed below) is to complete its task (defined by the 
Action Item). 

1. The Action Item expresses the Board’s concern about the negative financial 
consequences to the resulting SMUSD arising from unification, as identified by the FOC 
report and the Board’s “unanimous desire for the co-existence of the Santa Monica 
Unified School District and the Malibu Unified School District as two excellent school 
districts serving their respective communities and providing the best educational 
opportunities for their respective students as long as it can be accomplished in a manner 
that does not have a negative impact on the financial condition of the remaining Santa 
Monica Unified School District.” 

2. To accomplish that end, the Action Item established a negotiating process “in an 
effort to resolve both the financial concerns raised by the FOC report and any other 
financial issues regarding unification of a separate [MUSD] that remain unresolved from 
previous discussions.” Specifically, the Action Item called for the appointment of two 
teams of negotiators – a maximum of three to be appointed by the SMMUSD 
Superintendent and approved by the Board to represent the interests of a potential 
separate SMUSD, and a maximum of three to be appointed by the Malibu City Manager 
to represent the interests of a potential separate MUSD. The Action Item further 
instructed the negotiators “to work cooperatively with one another and with their 
counterparts, to develop and agree upon terms that promote the [stated] aspirations of the 
Board.” 

3. The Action Item (1) sets forth a series of objectives of the Board, (2) 
contemplates that “the negotiators will likely require access” to certain consultants “to 
address questions that arise during the negotiations,” (3) encourages the negotiators to 
communicate with the staff of the Los Angeles County Office of Education, various 
elected representatives and other parties in the State Legislature to address such questions 
as well, (4) expresses the Board’s expectation that “Advocates for Malibu Public Schools 
(AMPS) will agree to pay for all mutually agreed upon services provided to the 
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negotiators by” one or more educational consultants and legal consultants that may be 
necessary to address questions concerning “non-budgetary financial issues” and 
“environmental liability,” and directs the execution prior to the commencement of 
negotiations of appropriate agreements between SMMUSD and AMPS to ensure that 
AMPS is responsible for the payment of such mutually agreed upon services. 

4. The Action Item listed four conditions that must be met before the negotiations 
will be determined to have been completed successfully: 

a. The negotiating teams collectively determine that negotiations 
have achieved the Board’s objectives and present the evidence for 
their determination in a Discussion Item during a regular meeting of 
the Board; 

b. Any technical and legal concerns regarding the negotiated 
agreements have been resolved satisfactorily; 

c. The Board determines that negotiations have achieved their 
objectives and formally approves the written report and the 
agreements therein as a Major Action Item during one of its regular 
public meetings; and 

d. The Malibu City Council formally approves the written report 
and the agreements therein during one of its regular public meetings. 

I. Negotiators have been appointed consistent with the Action Item, and this Agreement is 
intended to comply with the Board’s direction to ensure payment by AMPS of mutually agreed 
upon services provided by consultants who are to be made available to the negotiators, and 
mutually agreed upon by those negotiators, that are in furtherance of establishing a Malibu 
Unified School District co-existing with the Santa Monica Unified School District as two 
excellent school districts serving their respective communities and providing the best educational 
opportunities for their respective students as long as it can be accomplished in a manner that does 
not have a negative impact on the financial condition of the remaining SMUSD. 

Now, therefore, in view of the foregoing, the Parties make the agreements set forth 
herein. 

II. AMPS PAYMENT FOR CONSULTANTS’ SERVICES 

A. AMPS shall pay for the services of each of the consultants described in Section C below, 
each of whom shall be mutually agreed upon by the negotiators and after receipt of a scope of 
work proposal from said consultant(s) that has been approved by the negotiators. 
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B. Each consultant shall be (1) retained by SMMUSD pursuant to an engagement agreement 
approved by SMMUSD to support the negotiators.  However, neither the negotiators, nor 
SMMUSD, nor The City of Malibu (“MALIBU”) shall be responsible for payment to such 
consultant(s) for said services.  Rather, AMPS shall be responsible for all payments for said 
services provided by such consultant(s), and each engagement agreement shall be signed by 
AMPS to reflect its obligation to pay for all services provided to SMMUSD and the negotiators 
and shall provide that such consultant has no financial recourse to collect any money from 
SMMUSD, MALIBU or the negotiators for any such services. 

C. It is contemplated that the following consultants may be retained pursuant to the Action 
Item and this Agreement, for the services and advice described below: 

1. An educational consultant with respect to issues relating to (a) the extent and 
nature of any fiscal impact of separation on each of the districts and, if necessary, available 
methods to address any significant adverse financial impacts, (b) the allocation of assets and 
liabilities of SMMUSD between the two districts, and (c) any other financial issues which the 
negotiators agree should also be addressed as a part of the negotiations. The educational 
consultant will be made available by SMMUSD to the negotiators during the negotiation process. 

2. A legal consultant, to provide legal advice as to the legality and enforceability of 
(a) any method selected by the negotiators to address any significant adverse financial impact of 
separation, and (b) methods selected by the negotiators to allocate assets and liabilities of 
SMMUSD between the two districts and to address issues relating to outstanding bonds and 
authorized but unissued bonds. The legal consultant will be made available by SMMUSD to the 
negotiators during the negotiation process. 

3. An environmental law consultant, to provide legal advice with respect to all 
matters relating to the elimination of post-unification liability of SMMUSD (operating then as 
SMUSD) for environmental issues at Malibu schools, including, without limitation, assumption 
of responsibility for any remaining remediation work, a release from MUSD from any such 
liability, an indemnification for any future claims arising from such remediation work after 
separation or the failure to undertake appropriate work post-unification, resolution of the pending 
litigation against SMMUSD or an enforceable agreement from the plaintiffs that SMMUSD, then 
operating as SMUSD, the Board and all individuals will be dismissed from the lawsuit. 

D. In addition, AMPS shall be solely responsible for payment of fees and costs incurred by 
SMMUSD for legal services rendered to SMMUSD by one or more law firms in connection with 
review by SMMUSD of any written report prepared and signed by the two negotiating teams at 
the conclusion of successful negotiations, if negotiations were completed successfully, and any 
modified written report prepared after negotiations have been reopened, all as described in the 
Action Item.  Negotiations shall not be deemed to have been successful unless the report 
executed by the two negotiating teams includes a provision setting forth the manner in which 
AMPS is to make such payments, including any retainer deposits.  

E. If SMMUSD determines, in its sole discretion, that it requires legal services in 
connection with its review of the status of negotiations as reported to the Board by the Santa 
Monica Team from time to time under the Action Item but prior to the submission of a written 
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report from the negotiators reflecting the conclusion of successful negotiations, AMPS shall not 
be required under this Agreement to pay fees and costs due to such counsel for such services but 
will, in good faith, consider doing so upon request of SMMUSD in a manner to be determined by 
AMPS and SMMUSD. 

F. Notwithstanding the foregoing, AMPS shall have no obligation to execute any 
engagement agreement with, or pay any amounts which may become due to, the law firm of 
Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman, LLP if SMMUSD selects such firm to provide any of such 
services. 

III. REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES OF AUTHORITY 

Each person executing this Agreement represents and warrants that he or she has the full right 
and authority to enter into and consummate this Agreement. 

IV. MISCELLANEOUS 

A. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between and among the Parties with 
regard to the matters herein set forth.  

B. This Agreement may not be amended, canceled, revoked or otherwise modified except by 
written agreement executed by all of the Parties. 

C. This Agreement is the product of negotiation and preparation by and among the Parties 
and their respective attorneys. This Agreement shall be interpreted without regard to the drafter 
of this Agreement and shall be construed as though all Parties hereto participated equally in the 
drafting of this Agreement. 

D. Nothing in this Agreement or any actions taken by SMMUSD in connection herewith 
shall be deemed to constitute an agreement by SMMUSD to approve, or participate in, any 
petition proposed to be filed by AMPS or any other person seeking approval of a school district 
separation. AMPS acknowledges that any decision by SMMUSD relating to such a petition will 
be subject to the consideration of a variety of factors, that SMMUSD must retain the unfettered 
right to decide whether, and to what extent, to support any such petition and to elect not to do so 
for any reason whatsoever. No decision by SMMUSD to refuse to support a petition shall give 
AMPS the right to be reimbursed by SMMUSD for any amounts paid by AMPS hereunder. 

E. Nothing in this Agreement obligates SMMUSD to continue with any of the negotiations 
contemplated in the Action Item and the Board retains the right to terminate all such negotiations 
or modify instructions to the Santa Monica Team at any time for any reason in its sole discretion.  
Furthermore, nothing in this Agreement shall obligate the Board to accept the recommendations 
of the negotiators and the Board retains the right to modify or reject any such recommendations 
at any time for any reason in its sole discretion. No action by the Board to terminate or modify 
negotiations or amend or reject any recommendations of the negotiators shall give AMPS the 
right to be reimbursed by SMMUSD for any amounts paid by AMPS hereunder. 
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F. MALIBU and all members of the Malibu City Council are intended to be third-party 
beneficiaries of this Agreement. 

[The balance of this page has been intentionally left blank.] 
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_______________________________________ 

_______________________________________ 

V. COUNTERPARTS 

This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, and all so executed shall constitute an 
agreement which shall be binding upon all Parties, notwithstanding that the signatures of all 
Parties do not appear on the same page. This Agreement may also be enforced where the 
signature of any party is, or has been, transmitted by facsimile or electronic transmission, and the 
fact that a party has only provided its signature by facsimile or electronic transmission shall not 
prevent any other party from enforcing this Agreement. 

IT IS SO UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED. IN WITNESS OF THEIR AGREEMENT TO 
THE FOREGOING TERMS, THE PARTIES HAVE EXECUTED THIS AGREEMENT 
AS OF THE DATE FIRST SET FORTH ABOVE. 

SANTA MONICA-MALIBU UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT: 

By: Sandra Lyon 
Its: Superintendent 

ADVOCATES FOR MALIBU PUBLIC SCHOOLS: 

By: 
Its: 

10 


	1
	2
	3


Accessibility Report

		Filename: 

		agenda040516.pdf



		Report created by: 

		Maryanne Solomon

		Organization: 

		



 [Personal and organization information from the Preferences > Identity dialog.]

Summary

The checker found problems which may prevent the document from being fully accessible.

		Needs manual check: 2

		Passed manually: 0

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 1

		Passed: 27

		Failed: 2



Detailed Report

		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Failed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Skipped		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Failed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Passed		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting




Back to Top