
Close the Commercial Property Loophole (Res-027
-14/15)
Date Noticed: 10/14/2014 Date of Action: 5/12/2015 

Whereas, Voters in the state of California approved Proposition 13 in 1978;

Whereas, Proposition 13 created limits on the property taxes paid by residential and commercial properties;

Whereas, Residential and commercial property values in California are reassessed upon change of ownership;

Whereas, California residential property changes hands frequently, while change of ownership for commercial
property is far more complicated and therefore generates reassessments less often;

Whereas, Commercial property owners are able to avoid reassessment of their property by limiting the 
portion of ownership that changes hands to ensure that no single party owns more than 50 percent;

Whereas, Property owned by publicly-traded corporations is not reassessed even though stock values change
continuously

Whereas, Property taxes represent the single largest source of funding for public schools;

Whereas, Proposition 13 resulted in a 53 percent drop in property tax collections and through subsequent
legislation the State assumed a greater role in funding of schools;

Whereas, Since the State of California has assumed a greater role in the funding of public schools, per-pupil
support has declined from the top 10 in the nation to the bottom 10;

Whereas, Proposition 13 is anti-competitive in that new entrepreneurs and businesses must pay fair market
value for their property, while commercial property owners who have owned their property for a longer time
pay disproportionately lower property tax rates;

Whereas, California’s schools enroll the largest share of English learners (ELs) in the US, and has a larger
percentage of students from low-income families than does the rest of the US;

Whereas, Research indicates that students who are both English Learners and living in poverty need
additional resources to achieve at levels comparable to their peers;

Whereas, California spends far less per student than do states – such as Illinois and New York – that have
smaller percentages of both ELs and economically disadvantaged students;

Whereas, Among states, California ranked between 48th and 51st nationally in the number of students per
teacher, counselor, the number of students per administrator, number of students per nurse and number of
students per librarian for well over a decade;

Whereas, Public schools in California face challenges in providing an equitable and fair education for a student
population with vast differences in language, poverty, parental education level, and other social, educational
and economic factors; and

Whereas, Regularly reassessing commercial property would, according to an analysis of data provided by
researchers at the USC Program for Environmental and Regional Equity, generate $9 billion annually for
California and $2.9 billion for Los Angeles in additional revenue for public schools and other public services by
2019-20; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Governing Board of the Los Angeles Unified School District supports efforts to modify how 
the value of commercial properties in California are reassessed to allow for more regular and fair
reassessment of commercial property value to market value while protecting small business while maintaining
Proposition 13 protections for residential properties including homeowners and renters;

Resolved further, That tax revenues generated by modernizing how commercial property is reassessed 
benefit local schools and essential social services, and, be it finally

Resolved, That the Los Angeles Unified School District supports this effort and will communicate this position
to local elected officials including members of the Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, the Los Angeles City
Council, as well as Senators, and Assembly members.

Sponsor: Steven Zimmer

Cosponsors:

Bennett Kayser
Mónica Ratliff

Moved by: Steven Zimmer

Second: Mónica Ratliff

Votes:

Yes: 7
No: 0
Absent: 0
Abstain: 0
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George McKenna III................................................................................................................................................. Yes
Mónica Ratliff........................................................................................................................................................... Yes
Bennett Kayser..........................................................................................................................................................Yes
Steven Zimmer..........................................................................................................................................................Yes
Richard Vladovic...................................................................................................................................................... Yes
Tamar Galatzan......................................................................................................................................................... Yes
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