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In your latter of Dec:ambar 16, 1981, you ask our 
opinion as to the application of Proposition 13 to the 
fo.llowing facta: 

l. IL and M, , h/v, 
acquired the subject property on OCtober 6, 1977. 

2. a . quitclaimed Ilia interest 1n the 
property to his wife B on Janwu:y 19, 1978. 

3. A joint venture agreement was signed 0D. January 
14, 1978, whereby a t.ranafarred the property 
to the joint vcmtura and mcaived a 50 percent 
interaat in the ventm:a aDd J. M. 
and D. D. contributed cash and each 
received a 11, illtareat 1n th.a venture. This 
Yentura was newr recorded and the property 
rewtiDecl in tba llW of H until January 19, 
1911. 

4. 011 June .U, 197,, D. transferred his 1/4 
interest 1D tba joint wntura to J. in 
exchange for another.piac:a of prO.-rtY. 

s. OA JanuarJ 19, 1981., B •. P. quitclaimed 
any interest he had in the pxoparty of the joint 
venture to his wife, .J. K. • 

,. By grant deed 0ll January 7, 1981, If. F. 
purported to transfer the subject property to 
H. F. and J. M. · as equal tenant.a 
in comnw,u • 
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As an intrial starting point, it must be remembered 
that the rules concerning partnership• are eqUAlly applicable 
to joint ventures. A joint venture ia . ordinarily, but not 
necessarily, limited to a single transaction, Porbes v. Butler, 
66 Utail, 373, 242 p. 950, which serves to distinguish it from 
a partnership, Barry v. ~, 184 Wis. 266, 199 N.H. 77. 

1'he acquisition of the property by B • .t. and 
N. F. 1a considered. a change in ownership under Section 
60 of the Revenue and Taxation Code and recruires 100 percent 
reappraisal.. '.l'ha quitclair.:l by B. I. . . ___ to his wife N._. 
is not a change in ownership because of Section 6 3 of the 
&avenue and Taxation COdo. 

The transfer of the property to the joint venture is 
A little mom involved. For the 1978-79 tax year, partnerships 
and joint ventures vera not regarded as legal ent.ities. Accord­
ingly, when the property wa.s contributed to the joint venture·, 
only 50 percent would ca au.bject to reappraisal since H 
mtained the other 50 percent interest in the property. 
liowever, when AB 1488 vaa enacted on July 10, 1979, it adopted 
the entity concept for partnerships and joint wntures. Since 
it was retrospective and applied to the 1979-80 years and 
thereafter, this would require that the total. property be reap­
praiaecl as of January 19, 1978, and factored toward by two 
percent and placed on the 1979-80 roll. An additional two 
percent would be added for 1980-Bl. and 1981-82 ro.llJI. In 
tllis c:aae, this would require escape assessments fe>r 1979-80, 
198.0-81, ·And 1981-82. 

'!ha exchan~• (or transfer) of 1/4 interest 
in the joint venture would not constitute a change in ownership 
since only tbe intaraat of the joint venture,,.. transferred 
and it vu a continuing joint venture midar Paragraph 2 of the 
agreement and did not result in a change in control. 

'?ha quitclaim deed of January 19, 1981, from B. P. 
to J. H. clid not cause a mappraiaal under 

one of two theories, namely, it. was 1ntar•powaal or the joint 
venture inte.rast. transferred vaa leas than SO percent. 

The purported transfer of the property from N 
to herself and J. M. aa t.ananta iD OOJillK)Jl would 

not be conaidered a change in ownership since the property was 
st.ill. owned by the joint venture. 'rha purported transfer only 
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result.ad in the joint venturers holding the property in their 
names for the benefit of tbs joint venture. 

Very truly iours, 

Glenn L. Rigby 
Assistant Chief coun.sel 

GLli:tr 


