
All About the ASA 
Statement Form 
and the Revised 
ATA Spec 106:



COMMON MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT THE ATA SPEC 106:

• The ATA Spec 106 consists of just the one-page form: 

o In fact, the spec consists 

of 50 pages, of which only 

8 pages currently address 

the use of the form. I’m 

frequently asked about 

certain entries on the form, 

and I respond by asking 

‘have you looked at the 

spec regarding how to fill it 

out?’ This is met by raised 

eyebrows, a pause, and a 

‘thanks, I’ll get back to 

you.’ 



COMMON MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT THE ATA SPEC 106:

• This is an ASA (Aviation Suppliers Association) form:

• The ASA requires the use of the form:

o ATA stands for Air Transport Association, who is now the A4A or 

Airlines for America. The spec retains the legacy ‘ATA’ for ease of 

identification. The spec and its form have never been an invention of 

the ASA.

o The ASA has never required use of this form; however many distributors 

use it as a means to show compliance with certain sections of the ASA-

100. Let’s review this. 



USE OF THE FORM TO COMPLY WITH THE ASA-100

Likely contributory to the mistaken perception that the ASA requires use of this form and/or that it is an ASA 

form, is that many accredited firms use it to comply with a section of the ASA-100 standard. Section 10 of the 

standard is titled: Certification and Release of Materials. Its paragraph B:

“B. Additionally, a certified statement disclosing the following should be issued about the material 

or parts, certifying that they were or were not:

1) subjected to conditions of extreme stress, heat or environment,

2) previously installed in a public aircraft, such as a government use aircraft or a military aircraft.”

To date, the form most used to express these statements is the ATA Spec 106. 



• The form retains Block 9, 

Eligibility. The intent of this 

block is for the originator to enter 

“The aircraft, propeller, engine or 

appliance model on which the 

part may be installed if known.” 

This block has always been 

optional, but the industry, in 

recognition that it has always 

been up to the installer to 

determine Eligibility, long ago 

removed the same block from the 

8130-3 and EASA Form 1 among 

others. On this form today, nearly 

all originators enter N/A or TBV 

(to be verified by installer), 

meaning that, this has fallen into 

disuse.

CONTINUING ISSUES WITH FORM:



• Block 14 New Parts 

Verification: For new parts 

being signed on the ‘left side’ 

of form, the block refers only 

to the USA-centric FAA. But 

what if you have new parts 

from a CAA or EASA source, 

for example? Signing here 

would appear to be a 

falsehood. 

CONTINUING ISSUES WITH FORM:



CONTINUING ISSUES WITH FORM:

• The Specification continues to refer to 

what is loosely called the Non-Incident 

Statement does not recognize what the 

global community is moving toward 

which is called the ICS or 

Incident/accident clearance statement. 



Introduction to NIS (Non-
Incident Statement)



First we must  have a history  
lesson regarding  the ATA Spec 
106



In 1993, at a time 
when the issue of 
‘Bogus Parts’  was 
becoming a national 
topic of concern, the  
Airlines collaborated 
through their 
membership in  the 
Air Transport 
Association (ATA), 
and created  this 
historical document : 
Carefully note the 
title:



Of its 55 pages, 10 
pages contained an 
Appendix C which 
introduced this Form



The instructions for 
the form contained 
this entry:

“3) If a particular part was obtained 
from any of the following, then it 
should be so identified:

a. Government agency (non-military) 
or non-FAA certificated aircraft.

b. Aircraft or engine subjected to 
extreme stress or heat, major failure, 
accident, or fire.”

Voila, and there 
you have it, the 

birth of the 
Non-Incident 

Statement



By the way, 
did you 
know the 
ATA just 
revised the 
ATA Spec 
106 Form? 



WHAT HAS CHANGED WITH THE 
FORM?

•Added a new Block 18B (thereby 
making the existing Block 18, now 
18A). According to the spec:

• 1.22. Block 18B Non-Incident 
Confirmation:

By initialing the check box, the 
signature acknowledges that to 
the best of their knowledge the 
identified part does not meet any 
of the “Unusual Circumstances” 
identified in section 3-1 paragraph 
D. of this document.



What are the ‘Unusual 

Circumstances’?

•(1) Noncertificated aircraft (aircraft without 
airworthiness certificated, i.e., public use, 
non-U.S., and military surplus aircraft).

•(2) Knowledge of aircraft, aircraft engines, 
propellers or appliances that have been 
subjected to extreme stress, sudden 
stoppage, heat, major failure or accident.

•(3) Salvaged aircraft or aircraft components.

Conceivably, it appears that by initialing 
18.B, a Non- Incident Statement in 
Remarks is not needed. 



https://www.aviationsuppliers.org/ata-spec-106-revision

For more information 
read this article and 
don’t forget to 
subscribe to future 
postings

https://www.aviationsuppliers.org/ata-spec-106-revision


To be perfectly clear, use of the ATA Spec  

106 is NOT required by any regulation or  

standard. It is typically used because of one  

of two reasons:

Use of the Non-
Incident Statement 
(NIS) IS NOT 
required by any 
regulation! 

The NIS remains a stubborn 
requirement from Leasers, 
Operators, Repair Stations and other 
distributors selling to them.
 
The idea is that any such information 
be presented to them and let them 
decide. 



WELL KNOWN PROBLEMS WITH THE NIS: 

• Persons are making the statement without any clue 
as to whether the part has ever been involved in 
these occurrences.

• With a 20-year-old aircraft, it is likely that there has 
been some sort of incident, but the statements are 
still being made.

• “To the best of my knowledge…” although likely true, 
greatly waters-down the attestation. 

• Because the NIS is not required by regulation, there 
appears to be many variations of the wording.

Most importantly, the entire NIS premise overlooks the fact that 

even if the part was indeed removed from an incident/accident 

aircraft 5 years ago, and its airworthiness has since been 

established by inspection or overhaul by a qualified and approved 

repair station, that therefor the incident/accident connection is 

irrelevant.



In recognition of these 
shortcomings with the NIS, an 
Aviation Working Group (AWG) 
collaborated with the 
International Air Transport 
Association (IATA) and created 
within this document the 
Incident/Accident Clearance 
Statement, now
 commonly called an ICS. 





The Form from the IATA Document: You have likely already seen the 

IATA format from your suppliers as in the following sample document: 
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The new ‘ASA Statement Form’ 

Note that the 
Incident 
Clearance 
Statement is 
already built in 



The Desired Best Practice:

The ICS/NIS “Chain of Custody”

Operator’s 
ICS or NIS 

Distributor A:

Issues their ICS 
and/or NIS based on 

the Operator’s 
statement

Distributor B (YOU):

Issue your ICS 
and/or NIS based 

on the previous  
statements

Your PO T&Cs requires the
 ICS/NIS



ICS vs NIS: Some confusion has arisen because some 

companies have continued to call the new ICS, an NIS. 

ROYBOY STRONGLY COUNSELS THAT YOUR 

PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES DISTINGUISH 

THE TWO 

Typical NIS

“I hereby certify, to the best of my 

knowledge the above referenced  

part/s has not been obtained from 

any Government or military  source 

and have not been immersed in salt 

water and/or subjected to  extreme 

stress or heat as in major engine 

failure, accident, or fire.”
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The new ‘ASA Statement Form’ 

TAKE NOTE! The 
simplified and 
globally 
acceptable New 
Part statement 
vs the 
problematic 
statement on 
the 106. 



https://www.aviationsuppliers.org/asa-statement-form-2020

https://www.aviationsuppliers.org/asa-statement-form-2020


Roy Resto is an experienced aviation industry professional having served 
in management positions with several firms, and is currently the Principal 
of AIM Consulting Solutions. Most recently he was Vice President of 
Technical Operations for Tracer Corp. and Messier-Bugatti-Tracer (Safran), 
a family of aviation companies. Prior to this position, he was the COO of 
Quality Management Solutions LP, a consulting firm specializing in aircraft 
maintenance. In addition, Roy worked with American Airlines in their 
Maintenance and Engineering center where he retired as a level 5 
Manager, and before that, with McDonnell Douglas. He was also a member 
of the US Air Force in the Reserves/ANG having served 32 years in 
Electronic Warfare and Avionics. Resto has served on the FAA’s 
Suspected Unapproved Parts Steering Committee and the Aviation  
Suppliers Association Board of Directors.

Roy has an MBA in Finance from Oklahoma City University, a BS from 
Oklahoma State University, an AAS in Avionics from the Community 
College of the Air Force, and is an Aviation High School graduate. 
Complementing these, he has an FAA A&P license, an FCC 
Radiotelephone license with a RADAR endorsement, is an FAA DAR 
(Designated Airworthiness Representative), Instrument Rated Pilot, and 
speaks fluent Spanish. His website is: www.AimSolutionsConsulting.com

royresto@aol.com, cell and texting: 414-467-3063

http://www.aimsolutionsconsulting.com/
mailto:royresto@aol.com


Thanks 
everyone!
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