
H.P. Sacks, Esq. 
Sacks, }1ontgomerv, Pastore & Levine, P.C. 
417 ~farlison Avenue 
New York, N.Y. 10022 

Dear Mr. ~a.cks: 

Your letter of Har.ch Q, 1987, re11uests our explanation for recommendin~ to 
the FAA Aircraft Redstry that thev not accept your proffered notice of lis 
pennens concernin11. a dispute between the re~istered aircraft owner, First 
Securitv Rank, N.A., as Owner Trustee, and the aircraft mortgap.;ee, Hest
in~house Crerlit Corporation, which has submitted its Certificate of 
Repossession on the aircraft involved. 

You state that if the Certificate of Repossession has been made a matter of 
record, title searchers are also entitled to know that the repossession is 
in rlhrmte Anrl T'll!.V have heen wrongful, anrl that with full notice of the 
rlisr,11te, proF1pective nurchasers anrl fimmcers, if any, will be appropriate
ly a<lviRe<i of the ci rcnmstanceA before thev take anv action. 

FirRt, let me e~plain how the Registry treats Certificates of Repossession: 
If the r.ertificates are received without either a bill of sale, indicatin~ a 
sale to third narties, or without an Application for Re~istration, 
in~icAttnR that the reoossessor is retainin~ the aircraft in its 01'111 name 
(either proceeding heing A "disposition" as that term is used in the UCC), 
then the r.er.tificate ts placed in the aircraft "Suspense" file on micro
fiche, but is not recorded. It is not recorded since in and of itself it is 
not a "convevance" as that term is defined at 49 u.s.c. 1301(20), or used in 
49 n.s.c. 1403(a); only when associated with a hill of sale or an Applica
tion does it become an inteP.ral part of a transaction we recognize as a 
convevance. 

The FAA Aircraft Re~istry maintains a "conveyance" recording aysteM, not a 
"notice" svstem. Feldman v. Philadelphia National Bank, 408 FSupp 24. 
We are of the ooinion thA.t the ReP.;istrv does not have authority unrler 49 
u.s.c. 1403 to accept notices of interests in aircraft, rather than 
conveyances, for recordi nir, or otherwiF.1e. We are of the on inion that by 
definition, your lis pendens is a notice, and your letter refers to it as 
such. Accor.dinglv, we are of the opinion that we do not hA.ve the 11uthority 
to accept your notice of lis pendens for association with the aircraft 
recorils. 
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f'le:-uH• c'\Ccent our as11111rnnces that our p0Rt11re on notices of lis penrlens is 
not n noqi.tion on thP. merits of eithor the r.ert tficate of ~<>posi-H"ssion or 
ttiP. controversy repreqenterl bv your i:iuit a~n1.nAt the renosaessor. 

~i ncerP ly, 

.Toseµh P. ~t..nnrlell 
Aeron-'lt1t1.c:etJ r.enter r.01.mRel 

'Rv: 
n. T\ruce r;irter 
t\t tornev A<hd si::ir 

cc: Gaddis/A_GC-7/AAC-250 


