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IV. CONCLUSION

As with tax refunds, governments must know their potential losses from
prospective BID assessments. The government should not have to wander forward into
darkness, unsure whether a BID (by definition created with the approval of a majority
vote of the assessees) will inflict financial losses in the future. The Opinion falls well

within traditional authorities. It should not be reviewed.
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By: 2’\/\/\_

DANIEL M. WHITLEY
Deputy City Attorney
Attorneys for Respondent
City of Los Angeles

22









Supreme Court of California

Jorge E. Navarrete, Clerk and Executive Officer of the Court

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court of California

Electronically FILED on 8/25/2020 by Ines Calanoc, Deputy Clerk

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Supreme Court of California

Case Name: HILL RHF HOUSING PARTNERS v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Case Number: S263734
Lower Court Case Number: B295181

1. At the time of service I was at least 18 years of age and not a party to this legal action.

2. My email address used to e-serve: monique.carrillo@lacity.org

3. I'served by email a copy of the following document(s) indicated below:

Title(s) of papers e-served:

Filing Type

Document Title

ANSWER TO PETITION FOR REVIEW (FEE PREVIOUSLY PAID)

Answer to Petition for Review

Service Recipients:

255855

Person Served Email Address Type Date / Time
Monique Carrillo monique.carrillo@lacity.org|e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34
City Attorneys Office Serve |AM
Laura Dougherty laura@hjta.org e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association Serve |AM

Michael Colantuono
Colantuono Highsmith & Whatley, PC
143551

MColantuono@chwlaw.us |e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34
Serve |AM

Michael Feuer

michael.feuer@lacity.org |e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34

Office of the City Attorney

Office of the City Attorney Serve (AM

Stephen Raucher sraucher@rrbattorneys.com [e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34
Reuben Raucher & Blum Serve [AM

162795

Daniel Whitley daniel.whitley@lacity.org |e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34
Office of the City Attorney Serve (AM

175146

Beverly Cook beverly.cook@lacity.org  |e- 8/25/2020 9:03:34

Serve |AM

This proof of service was automatically created, submitted and signed on my behalf through my agreements with
TrueFiling and its contents are true to the best of my information, knowledge, and belief.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

8/25/2020

Date

/s/Monique Carrillo

Signature




Carrillo, Monique (Pro Per)

Last Name, First Name (PNum)

City Attorneys Office

Law Firm



	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. BACKGROUND
	III. OPPOSITION TO PETITION FOR REVIEW
	A. THE OPINION APPLIES CONSISTENT AUTHORITIES THATWOULD REQUIRE ADMINISTRATIVE EXHAUSTION HERE.
	1. An Assessment Hearing Offers An Administrative Remedy ThatMust Be Exhausted.
	2. Article XIII D Does Not Prohibit The Courts Or The LegislatureFrom Requiring Exhaustion Of Administrative Remedies.
	3. Article XIII D Does Not Limit Appellant's Administrative RemedyTo Casting A "No" Ballot.
	4. Objections At An Assessment Hearing Provide An Administrative Remedy, Not JustAn Opportunity To Comment On City Ordinances.
	5. The Administrative Review Process Is Amply Described In ArticleXIII D, (4)(e), And Section 53753.
	B. RETROACTIVITY WAS NOT RAISED TIMELY AND SHOULDNOT BE REVIEWED.
	C. THE APPELLATE COURT DID NOT RULE ON THEREMAINING ISSUES AND SO THEY SHOULD NOT BEREVIEWED.
	IV. CONCLUSION

