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Def endant s.

ZLATAVA DAVI DOVA, TRUSTEE OF
LET, A S.,

Movant .

MEMORANDUM OPI NI ON

On COctober 11, 2002, the court held a hearing regarding the
Motion of Zl atava Davidova, Trustee of LET, a.s. to Reconsider
the Court’s Menorandum Opi nion and Order dated August 21, 2002.
At the conclusion of the hearing, the court took the matter under
advi senent . After considering the evidence presented at the
August 7, 2002 trial, the parties’ briefs, stipulations and oral
argunents, as well as applicable statutory and case law, the
court makes the followng findings of fact and concl usions of
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Procedural Hi story

On Novenber 27, 2000, Ayres Aviation Holdings, Inc., Ayres
Cor poration, and the Fred Ayres Conpany filed voluntary petitions
under Chapter 11 of the United States Bankruptcy Code (“Code”).
These cases have been administratively consolidated. On February
8, 2001, First National Bank of South Georgia (“Plaintiff”) filed
this adversary proceeding in the Ayres Aviation Holdings, Inc.
(“Debtor”) case. Plaintiff requested a determ nation of the
validity, priority, and extent of liens and conpeting interests
in two General Electric aircraft engines, serial no. GE-E-685998
(“998 engine”) and serial no. GE-E-685002 (“002 engine”).

Only Debtor, Zl atava Davidova, Trustee of LET, a.s.
(“Movant”) and GATX Capital Corporation (“GATX’) were nanmed as
defendants in the original conplaint.! General Electric Conpany
(“CGeneral Electric”) was l|later added as a defendant. In its
answer, Debtor asserted cross-clains and counterclains and
requested a determ nation of the validity, priority, and extent
of liens and conpeting interests in a L610 G aircraft, serial no.
970301 (“L610-301 aircraft”), in addition to the two General
El ectric engines. Debtor al so sought the determi nation of its

avoidability of these interests and authority as trustee to

! The court notes that John Flanders Kennedy, the appointed Chapter 11

trustee in this case, is the actual party in interest for Debtor. LET, a.s.
is a Czech Republic entity involved in a |liquidation proceeding in the Czech
Republ i c. Li kewi se, Zl atava Davidova, the trustee for LET, a.s. in its
liquidation proceeding, is the actual party in interest for LET
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di spose of these assets. In response to Debtor’s cross-claim
GATX sought, anong other things, relief fromthe automatic stay.
On May 17, 2002, the court held a Final Pre-Trial Conference
in this adversary proceeding. At the hearing, the court approved
and adopted the pre-trial order submtted by the parties. The
parties raised the issue of which | aw shoul d govern the validity,
priority, and extent of liens in the subject property. After
considering the parties’ briefs on this issue, the court found
that the law of the Czech Republic was controlling as to this
i ssue. Because GATX admtted that it did not have a perfected
security interest under Czech Republic law, the court granted the
parties’ nmotion to strike the responsive pleadi ngs of GATX.

On  August 7, 2002, the <court conducted a trial on
Plaintiff’s conplaint to determne the validity, priority, and
extent of liens or conpeting interests in the L610-301 aircraft
and the two General Electric engines. On August 21, 2002, the
court issued its Menorandum Opinion and acconpanying order
regardi ng these issues. After stating that the Mwvant did not
meet her burden to prove substantive Czech Republic |law on the
i ssues before the court, the court held: 1) General Electric was
the title owner of the 998 engine, free and clear of any
encunbrances from Debtor, GATX, Mvant, and Plaintiff; 2) The
Bill of Sale between LET, a.s. and Debtor transferred ownership

in the 002 engine to Debtor and Plaintiff had a valid perfected
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security interest in the 002 engine; 3) The Bill of Sale also
transferred ownership of the L610-301 aircraft to Debtor, thus it
was part of Debtor’s bankruptcy estate; 4) GATX' s Mdtion for
Relief fromthe Stay was deni ed.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

Many of the pertinent facts are not disputed. Debtor is a
corporation organized under the laws of the State of Florida.
Fred P. Ayres is the sole sharehol der of the Debtor corporation.
Formed in 1991, LET, a.s. (“LET") is a legal entity organized
under the laws of the Czech Republic. Both LET and Debtor were
in the business of manufacturing aircraft. LET manufactured the
type L610 G aircraft.

In 1997, LET and General Electric entered into a contract
(“LET/GE Contract”) whereby GCeneral Electric would supply and
sell CT7-9 engines to LET which would, anong other things,
manuf acture L610 G aircraft. (See CGeneral Electric’'s Ex. 1). The
LET/ GE Contract was to be effective during the Devel opnent Phase,
whi ch included the time until the L610 G aircraft with the CT7-9
engine was certified by the United States Federal Aviation
Adm ni stration (“FAA") . (See id., art. 1, par a. G .
Specifically, the LET/GE Contract provided that CGeneral Electric
woul d supply LET with two CT7-9 engines during the devel opnent
phase. These “Engines will be bailed (loaned at no charge) for

the duration of the LET L610G Devel opnent Program as per termns
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of Exhibit D, Bailnent Agreenent, herein.” (ld., Ex. C, para.

C.4). LET and General Electric entered into the above referenced
Bai | mrent Agreenent on June 3, 1997. (See id., Ex. D). The
Bai | ment Agreenent defines “Bailed Property” as property General
El ectric provided pursuant to Exhibit C (ld., cl. 1).

LET manufactured the L610-301 aircraft in the sanme year.
Installed in this aircraft were two Ceneral Electric Mdel HE
CT7-9D engi nes, the 998 and 002 engines. The L610-301 aircraft
and the two Ceneral Electric engines are the property at issue in
this adversary proceeding. General Electric does not dispute
that LET purchased the 002 engine from Ceneral Electric for a
purchase price of $750,400.00. (See Pre-Trial Oder, Ex. “A’,

para. 7; see also Pl.'s Exs. 11 & 12). Accordi ngly, General

Electric clains no interest in the 002 engi ne.

On May 13, 1997, this aircraft was registered with the G vil
Aviation Authority Register of +the Czech Republic (*“Czech
Aircraft Register”), Register No. 4770, with LET designated as
its owner. (See LET Ex. 1).2 Also, the Civil Aviation Authority
issued the L610-301 aircraft a Speci al Certificate of
Airworthiness, No. ZO Z-4770/4, in the experinmental aircraft
category. (See id.).

On or about August 11, 1998, Debtor acquired approximtely

2 At trial, however, M. Ayres testified that the registration with the Gvil
Avi ation Authority of the Czech Republic “has nothing to do with ownership.”
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93% of the outstanding shares of stock of LET. The managenent
structure of LET after Debtor’s acquisition consisted of a Board
of Directors and two Procurators. (See Pl.’s Ex. 13). M. Ayres
held the position of Chairman of the Board of Directors and al so
served as one of the two Procurators. Wiile M. Ayres nmade npst
of the decisions for LET, M. Ayres testified that he never
attended any of the neetings held by the Board of Directors.

Based on the “Conpani es Register maintained by the Regi onal
Court in Brno.,” (“Register”) at |least two directors are required
to act for or on behalf of LET. (See id.). As to the authority
of the Procurators, the Register provides:

Each Procurator is authorised [sic] to act for and on behal f

of the Conpany severally within the scope of the Procuration

granted. Each of the Procurators is authorised [sic] to
perform legal acts in witing for and on behalf of the

Conpany LET, a.s., severally by attaching his signature and

the word “Procurator” to the witten or printed style of

LET, a.s.

(Ld.).

On May 19, 2000, M. Ayres, on behalf of “LET Aeronautica
Works,”® executed a Bill of Sale, Assignment and Conveyance
(“Bill of Sale”). (See Pl.’s Ex. 1). M. Ayres signed the Bill
of Sale as “Chairman.” (See id.). The Bill of Sale purported to

menorialize a sale of the L610-301 aircraft with the attached 998

and 002 engines from LET to Debtor. As consideration for this

M. Ayres testified that LET, a.s. and LET Aeronautical Wrks were the sane
company.
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purchase, M. Ayres testified that Debtor and Ayres Corporation,
Debtor’s affiliate, transferred avionics and cash to LET in 1999
and 2000.

Also on My 19, 2000, M. Ayres, on behalf of Debtor,
entered into a |oan agreenment with Plaintiff in which Plaintiff
| oaned $200, 000.00 to Debtor. (See Pl.’s Exs. 2 & 5). In
exchange for these funds, Debtor executed a docunment purporting
to grant Plaintiff a security interest in the 002 and 998
engines. (See Pl.’s Ex. 6). On May 22, 2000, Plaintiff filed a
UCC-1 financing statenment in the Superior Court of Dougherty
County. (See Pl.’s Ex. 10). On July 17, 2000, Plaintiff recorded
its security interest in the two engines with the FAA. (See Pl.’s
Ex. 8). Debtor and Plaintiff have stipulated that as of the date
of the trial, the principal anpbunt by which Debtor is indebted to
Plaintiff is $200,125.00 plus $45,261.60 in interest which
continues to accrue contractually at $63.92 per day.

On or about August 30, 2000, Iliquidation proceedings were
initiated against LET under the laws of the Czech Republic.
Movant is the trustee of the estate of LET. As stated above
Debtor filed bankruptcy on Novenber 27, 2000 and this adversary
proceedi ng was filed on February 8, 2001.

The trial of this adversary proceedi ng was hel d on August 7,
2002. On the norning of the trial, Mvant filed with the court

and hand delivered to all parties a letter by ThomaS Richter, a
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Czech Republic attorney. The letter contained both English
translations of relevant sections of Czech Republic law and M.
Ri chter’s opinions on those provisions. However, Movant never
tendered the opinion letter as evidence nor did Mvant object
when Plaintiff asserted that the court could not consider the
letter. Movant did submt a post-trial brief in support of her
argunment that the court should consider M. Richter’s letter
pursuant to Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 44.1 (“Rule 44.1"),
despite the fact that the letter was not offered as evidence at
trial. As explained in the August 21, 2002 Menorandum Opi ni on

the court did not consider the pre-trial opinion letter in
rendering its decision as to the validity, priority, and extent
of liens and conpeting interests in the L610-301 aircraft and the
two General Electric engines.

Movant has asked the court to reconsider its August 21, 2002
Menmor andum Opi nion and Order pursuant to Federal Rule of Civi
Procedure 59(e) ("Rule 59(e)”). Movant contends the court was
incorrect when it reasoned that she did not net her burden on
provi ng substantive Czech Republic law and held that the Bill of
Sal e between Debtor and LET was valid and effective.

Movant urges that under Rule 44.1, the court may consider
any relevant source of foreign |aw whether or not submtted by a
party or adm ssible as evidence. Therefore, the court should

have considered both the pre-trial opinion letter and the post-
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trial brief submtted by Mvant. Additionally, there is no
requi rement that the docunments be submitted as evidence at trial.

Further, the fact that the pre-trial opinion letter was
aut hored by Myvant’s co-counsel does not prevent the court from
considering it. When opposing counsel argues only about the
probative weight of an opinion letter rather than submtting a
contradicting opinion letter, he does so at his own risk. Once
the court considers the substantive Czech Republic law, it should
hold that the Bill of Sale was ineffective.

Plaintiff contends that the pre-trial opinion letter had to
be tendered as evidence or the court cannot consider it. Rul e
44.1 relaxes the rules for proof of foreign law but it does not
elimnate the requirenent that an opinion letter regarding
foreign | aw nust be tendered as evidence. A party can insist on
consi deration of proof only to the extent that evidence was given
to the court during trial.

The court can conduct its own research but it is not
required to do so. Accordingly, the court can consider the
English translations of Czech Republic law but it cannot and
should not consider the opinions expressed by Myvant’'s co-
counsel, who prepared the pre-trial opinion letter. The cases
cited by Movant do not require a different outcone than the one
al ready reached by this court. The Mtion to Reconsider does not

all ow Movant to submit the pre-trial opinion letter as evidence
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for the court to consider

Further, at trial Mvant never objected to the court’s not
considering the pre-trial opinion letter, asked the court to
consider it, or asked the court to reopen evidence. Thus, Mvant
wai ved any right to object to the court’s failure to consider the
pre-trial opinion letter.

Finally, even if the court does consider the pre-trial
opinion letter and the later filed docunents,* they are
i nadequate to prove Czech Republic |aw. Only the portions of
Czech Republic law deenmed to be relevant by Myvant have been
submi tt ed. If there are areas of foreign |law not proven by the
party bearing the burden, the court should assune there is no
substantive difference from United States (“U.S.”) |aw The
transl ated sections offer no basis under which the court can rule
that the Czech Civil Aviation Act invalidates a good faith
purchaser for value sinply because it was not registered with the
appropriate Czech Republic aviation authority. Nor do the
provi sions deal with the 002 engine that is also subject to this
adversary proceedi ng.

M. Kennedy, as Trustee of Debtor, argues that the transfer

4 I'n addition to her post-trial brief, Mwvant subnmitted in support of her

Motion to Reconsider an additional document with an opinion letter from
Peter Zeman, a disinterested Czech Republic attorney, which contained

addi ti onal Czech Republic |law translations and M. Zeman’s | egal opinion,
and certified English translations of eight Czech Republic | aw provi sions.
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of the L610-301 aircraft satisfies both U S. and Czech Republic
I aw. The use of *“LET Aeronautical Works” in the Bill of Sale
does not invalidate the transfer, nor does the absence of the
price term make the Bill of Sale defective. Movant’ s ar gunment
that the transaction is avoi dable under the Czech Bankruptcy and
Conposition Act is unfounded. Therefore, the court was correct
in its Menorandum Opinion and Order dated August 21, 2002 and
Movant’s Motion for Reconsideration should be denied.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

Pursuant to Rule 59(e), applicable to Bankruptcy proceedi ngs
under Federal Bankruptcy Rule 9023 (“Bankr. Rule 9023"), this
court has been asked to reconsider its Menorandum Opinion and
Order dated August 21, 2002. (Fep. Bankr. R 9023). A court is
given great latitude in deciding whether to reconsider its own

opinion. See Florida Association of Rehabilitation Facilities,

Inc. v. State of Florida Departnment of Health and Rehabilitative

Servi ces, 225 F.3d 1208, 1216 (11'" Cir. 2000) (standard of review
for the Court of Appeals regarding the disposition of a notion
for reconsideration is abuse of discretion).

In deciding whether to alter or anend a judgnent, courts
| ook at four factors: “1) whether the judgnent was based upon a
mani fest error of fact or law, 2) whether the nopvant presents
new y discovered or previously unavail able evidence; 3) whether

t he anendnment is necessary to prevent manifest injustice; and 4)
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whet her an intervening change in controlling |aw has occurred.”

Clancy v. Enployers Health |Insurance Conpany, 101 F. Supp.2d 463,

464 (E.D. La. 2000). The issue before this court involves a
multi-mllion dollar aircraft and two engines, each worth
hundreds of thousands of doll ars. There is no question that
there would be “manifest injustice” if this court cane to the
wrong |egal conclusion as to which entity owned the L610-301
aircraft and the two General Electric engines.
. Rule 44.1

Under controlling Eleventh Circuit law, “[w hen analyzing
foreign law, the district court my consider any relevant
mat erial or source, including testinony, whether or not submtted
by a party or adm ssible under the Federal Rules of Evidence.”

Trini dad Foundry and Fabricating, Ltd. v. MV K. A S. Camlla, 966

F.2d 613, 615 (11" Cir. 1992)(enphasis added). The court in

Kalmich v. Bruno, 553 F.2d 549 (7" Cr. 1977), considered an

i nadm ssi ble opinion letter that was not offered until the notion
to alter judgnment was filed with the court. Kalmch, 553 F.2d at
555. VWhile not controlling over this court, the Kalm ch case is
further support for the argunment that Rule 44.1, applicable to
Bankruptcy proceedings under Federal Bankruptcy Rule 9017
(“Bankr. Rule 9017"), gives courts w de discretion to consider

any relevant material when determining an issue of foreign |aw
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The cases cited by Plaintiff are not persuasive as to the
i ssue of Rule 44.1 and proving foreign law. The court in Bernard

v. GQulf O Corporation, 841 F.2d 547 (5'" Cir. 1988), was dealing

with the US Cvil R ghts Act of 1964. Bernard, 841 F.2d at
549. Therefore, Rule 44.1 regarding proving foreign |aw was not
applicable. Another case cited by Plaintiff deals with Rule 44.1
only in a footnote and does not hold that proof of foreign |aw
nmust be submtted as evidence before the court can consider it.

See Ackermann v. Levine, 788 F.2d 830, 838 (2d Cir. 1986).

This court held that Czech Republic Iaw was controlling as
to the issue before it. Upon reconsideration, the court wll
consider all relevant sources of Czech Republic |law submtted by
the parties. Therefore, the court finds that it can and should
consider M. Richter’'s letter, M. Zeman's letter, and the
certified English translations of relevant Czech Republic |aw
submtted to the court by Mwvant. Additionally, the court wll
consider the information submtted by M. Kennedy regarding the
Czech Republic Commercial Code and Bankruptcy & Conposition Act.
However, the court wll afford little weight to the information
on Czech Republic law submtted by M. Kennedy given that its
authority and accuracy were not shown.

[1. L610-301 Aircraft
In sum Mvant submtted eight sections of relevant Czech

Republic law. 1) Three sections fromthe Czech Civil Aviation Act
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49/ 1997, sections 4, 5(a) and 5(b); 2) Three sections from the
Czech Bankruptcy and Conposition Act 329/1991, sections 14, 15
and 28(1); 3) Two sections from the Czech Commercial Code
513/ 1991, sections 409 and 448. (See Doc. 66).
A. Czech Civil Aviation Act

Section 4 explains the Czech Aircraft Register and lists
required information to place an aircraft on the Czech Aircraft
Regi ster. (See Doc. 66). This section has little relevance to
the issue before the court except for (2)(e). This sub-section
requires a description of any security interests, called a charge
in the English translation, “over the aircraft and its parts, as
well as spare parts to the aircraft and its parts.” (See id.).
The court points to this section only to show that Czech Republic
| aw does distinguish between the aircraft and its parts.
Therefore, the court wll not assune the use of the word
“aircraft” in a Czech Republic statute necessarily includes the
aircraft’s parts or nore specifically the aircraft’s engines.
Further, nothing in this section invalidates a transfer of
ownership in an aircraft or its parts for any reason

Section 5(a) is irrelevant because the statute only refers
to the registration of a security interest over an aircraft, not
its parts. (See id.). Wiile thereis a dispute as to Plaintiff’s
security interest in the 002 engine, no party is claimng a

security interest in the L610-301 aircraft. Only the ownership
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of the L610-301 aircraft is disputed.

Section 5(b) is by far the npst relevant section.
Specifically, the English translation for 5(b)(1) states “The
transfer of ownership title to, and charge over, an aircraft
shall take effect upon the registration thereof in the aircraft
register.” (See id.). It is undisputed that the transfer of
ownership of the L610-301 aircraft from LET to Debtor was never
regi stered on the Czech Aircraft Register.

It is hard to believe that an aircraft nmust be registered in
the Czech Republic to effectuate the transfer of ownership when
the aircraft is presunptively being noved to the U S., as it was
purchased by Debtor, a U.S. corporation. It is unclear to the
court what interest the Czech Republic would have in such an
aircraft once ownership is purportedly transferred to a foreign
corporation seeking to operate the aircraft in another country.
However, Section 5(b)(1) of the Czech Civil Aviation Act is clear
on its face. The transfer of ownership of an aircraft takes
effect upon the transfer being registered on the Czech Aircraft
Regi ster. (See id.). Additionally, both M. Richter’s and M.
Zeman’ s opinions are consistent with this conclusion. (See id.).
Wthout contrary authority from the adverse parties, the court
cannot find that the Bill of Sale is effective as to the L610-301

aircraft.
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B. Czech Bankruptcy & Conposition Act and Czech Commerci al Code

Wt hout Section 5(b)(1) of the Czech Civil Aviation Act,
Movant’s argument would not have been successful. The ot her
Czech Republic law provisions submtted to the court are not
hel pful to her argunent.

Section 14(f) of the Czech Bankruptcy and Conposition Act is
i napplicable to the issue before the court. (See Doc. 66). This
section refers to transactions that take place during the two
nonths prior to the entity filing for bankruptcy protection. (See
id.). LET entered bankruptcy in the Czech Republic on August 30,
2000, three and a half nmonths after the Bill of Sale for the
L620-301 aircraft and the two General Electric engines.

Section 15 of the Czech Bankruptcy and Conposition Act
invalidates certain types of transfers that occur during the six
nonths imediately prior to a bankruptcy filing. (See id.).
While this disputed transaction took place during that tinme
frame, it does not fit wunder any of the six categories of
avoi dabl e transactions in 15(1)(a-f). Even if the transaction
were to fit into one of these avoi dable transaction categories,
Movant has not pursued such an action in the Czech Republic. Nor
has she proved the elenments of such an avoi dable transaction to
this court.

Further, if foreign law is not sufficiently proven by the

party carrying the burden, then the court is to apply forum | aw.
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See R ffe v. Magushi, 859 F.Supp. 220, 223 (S.D. WVa. 1994)

Since Myvant did not establish the applicable Czech Republic
statute of limtations for such an action, the court nust apply
forumlaw. Therefore, pursuant to the Code, it is assunmed that
it is too late for Movant to pursue one of these actions. See 11
U S.C. 8§ 546(a).

Section 28(1) of the Czech Bankruptcy and Conposition Act
does not seem applicable to the issue before the court. (See Doc.
66) .

Section 409 of the Czech Commercial Code requires that
contracts for the sale of good requires a price termunless “it
follows fromthe negotiations of the purchase contract that the
parties intended to conclude the purchase contract wthout
specifying the price.” (See id.). The Bill of Sale does not
include a price term (See Pl.’s Ex. 1). However, fromthe terns
of the Bill of Sale, “The Seller, in return for valuable
consi deration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby
acknow edged...,” it is clear that not only was the price term
agreed upon for the aircraft, LET stipulated to the sufficiency
and receipt of the price when M. Ayres signed on behalf of LET.
(Ld.)

Section 448 of the Czech Commercial Code spells out how to
determ ne the price termif one was not set in the contract and

if the parties had agreed to |l eave the price term open. (See Doc.
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66). Since the court finds that the price term was agreed upon,

this code section is inapplicable to the issue before the court.

I11. 998 Engi ne
The court wll not change its conclusion that the 998 engi ne
is the property of General Electric. The submtted relevant

material on Czech Republic law does not alter the court’s
reasoning that the 998 engine was subject to the bail nent
agreement between General Electric and LET. Therefore, as stated
in the August 21, 2002 Menorandum Opi nion and Order, LET did not
own the 998 engi ne.
V. 002 Engi ne

The Bill of Sale purported to transfer ownership of the
L610-301 aircraft, the 998 engine, and the 002 engine fromLET to
Debtor as separate itens. (See Pl.’s Ex. 1). Unli ke the
requi rement that transfers of aircraft ownership be recorded on
the Czech Aircraft Register to be effective, there was no such
| aw presented to the court that requires the same for aircraft
parts or specifically aircraft engines. Movant did not provide
to the court any substantive Czech Republic law or
interpretations of the Czech Civil Aviation Act which establish
that the transfer of ownership of an aircraft engine nust be
registered on the Czech Aircraft Register to be effective.
Section 4 of the Czech Civil Aviation makes the distinction

between an aircraft and its parts. (See Doc. 66). Furt her,
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Section 5(b) only requires transfers of aircraft ownership be
regi stered on the Czech Aircraft Register. This section does not
mention transfers of ownership in aircraft parts. Thus, the
court concludes that Czech Republic law does not require
transfers of ownership in aircraft engines to be recorded on the
Czech Aircraft Register for the transfer to be effective.

Concl usi on

Based on the foregoing, the court finds that the Bill of
Sale is invalid as to the L610-301 aircraft and the 998 engine.
However, the Bill of Sale is valid as to the 002 engine.
Therefore, the court concludes the follow ng:

1) The Bill of Sale between LET and Debtor did not transfer
ownership in the L610-301 aircraft to Debtor. The aircraft is
not part of Debtor’s bankruptcy estate but bel ongs to Mvant;

2) General Electric is the title owner of the 998 engine,
free and clear of any clainms or encunbrances of Debtor, Movant,
GATX, and Plaintiff;

3) The Bill of Sale between LET and Debtor did transfer
ownership in the 002 engine to Debtor. Debtor’s pledge of the
002 engine to Plaintiff as collateral is valid. Plaintiff has a
valid perfected security interest in the 002 engine. See
generally 49 U S.C. § 44107; OC. GA § 11-9-310 (2002); and

4) The notion of GATX for relief fromstay is denied.
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An order in accordance with this Menorandum Opinion will be
ent er ed.

DATED t his 4'" day of Novenber, 2002.

JOHAN T. LANEY, |11
UNI TED STATES BANKRUPTCY JUDGE
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