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Agenda

 FAA COS Process and FAA/Boeing COS Working Agreements
« Service Difficulty Report (SDR) Process
* Ongoing COS Process Improvements

COS Overview




Relevant FAA Orders and Policy
Number ____|Revision/Date _______|CurrentTite

Order 8110.107 Original / March 2010 Monitor Safety / Analyze Data (MSAD)
Rev A/ Oct 2012
Rev B / Oct 2023
Rev B Change 1/ Sept. 2025
PS-ANM-25-05 Nov. 2011 Transport Airplane Risk Assessment
Methodology (TARAM) Handbook
Order 8040.1 Rev B / Jan 1989 Airworthiness Directives
Rev C / Oct 2007
Rev D / May 2025
FAA-IR-M- Rev A/ Jan 2007 Airworthiness Directives Manual
8040.1 Rev B / May 2008
Rev C / May 2010
Order 8010.2 Original / Feb 1978 Aviation Safety (AVS) Service Difficulty

COS Overview
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Relevant FAA Orders and Policy — 2008
Number |Current Title _____|Statusin2008

Order Monitor Safety / Analyze Not yet published. The MSAD Order and numerical
8110.107 Data (MSAD) risk methods such as TARAM,
PS-ANM-  Transport Airplane Risk Not yet published, although | Which are the foundation of our
25-05 Assessment Methodology  a draft version was currt_ent cos process, were
(TARAM) Handbook prototyped in 2008-2009 published later, in 2010-2011.
Order Airworthiness Directives Revised in 2007. The AD Order and Manual focus
8040.1 on the process for AD rulemaking,
FAA-IR-  Airworthiness Directives Revised in 2007 and 2008. | not the safety decision-making or
M-8040.1 Manual COS more generally.
Order Aviation Safety (AVS) Revised in 1981. The SDR Order was originally a
8010.2 Service Difficulty Reporting > Flight Standards document. It did
System not address how to determine if an

Before the MSAD Order was published in 2010, AD was needed.

the FAA’s COS process was not clearly defined.
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FAA/Boeing COS Working Agreements

Applicability O

FAA Seattle Aircraft 707,727,737, 747, 757,
Certification Office (ACO)and 767,777
Boeing (“North”)

FAA Los Angeles ACO and DC-3, DC-4, DC-6, DC-7,
Boeing Long Beach Division DC-8, DC-9, DC-10, MD-80,
(“South”) MD-90, MD-10, MD-11, 717

Harmonized between FAA and All Models
Boeing offices (“North” and
“South”)

Original / October, 1999
A/ September, 2001

B / September, 2004

C / December, 2011

Original / December, 2005
App. 2 Revision / February, 2009
A/ October, 2014

Original / August, 2015

Change Notice 1 / September, 2016
Change Notice 2 / October, 2022
Change Notice 3 / September, 2025

In 2015, the harmonized agreement replaced the two separate agreements, retaining some aspects of

each but together in a single document.

Since FAA reorg in 2023, LA and Seattle ACOs’ Boeing COS Function are now combined into AIR-520.
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Purpose of COS Working Agreements

« Qutline the principles and practices to be followed in reporting,
analyzing, and resolving safety events and issues for the Boeing
Commercial Aircraft (BCA) transport airplane fleet.

« Support the joint goal of BCA and the FAA to manage the Continued
Operational Safety (COS) of the BCA fleet in an expeditious and
efficient manner.
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Isn’t that covered by 21.37 ... Not entirely.

* 14 CFR 21.3 requires that a Type Certificate Holder must report
certain failures, malfunctions, or defects.
— Paragraph (c) lists what must be reported.

(c) The following occurrences must be reported as provided in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this

section:

§ 21.3 Reporting of failures, malfunctions, and defects. _ , _ ,
(1) Fires caused by a system or equipment failure, malfunction, or defect.

(@) The holder of'a tYPe certlﬂcz?te (including amende'd or supplemental type cgrtlﬂcates), a PMA' o (2) An engine exhaust system failure, malfunction, or defect which causes damage to the
a TSO authorization, or the licensee of a type certificate must report any failure, malfunction, or engine, adjacent aircraft structure, equipment, or components.
defect in any product or article manufactured by it that it determines has resulted in any of the

: : : . (3) The accumulation or circulation of toxic or noxious gases in the crew compartment or
occurrences listed in paragraph (c) of this section.

passenger cabin.
(b) The holder of a type certificate (including amended or supplemental type certificates), a PMA, or (@) A malfunction, failure, or defect of a propeller control system.
a TS0 authorization, or the licensee of a type certificate must report any defect in any product or
article manufactured by it that has left its quality system and that it determines could result in
any of the occurrences listed in paragraph (c) of this section. (6) Flammable fluid leakage in areas where an ignition source normally exists.

(5) A propeller or rotorcraft hub or blade structural failure.

(7) A brake system failure caused by structural or material failure during operation.

(8) A significant aircraft primary structural defect or failure caused by any autogenous condition

The FAA/Boeing COS Working Agreement expands (TS OHE (e, Eoticelo Bc)

upon this Iist’ defining what is COS-repOI’table and 9) ?arzlyue::normal vibration or buffeting caused by a structural or system malfunction, defect, or
what is a potential safety issue (PSI). (10) An engine failure.

(11) Any structural or flight control system malfunction, defect, or failure which causes an
interference with normal control of the aircraft for which derogates the flying qualities.

(12) A complete loss of more than one electrical power generating system or hydraulic power

It also defines key aspects of Boeing’s COS process system during a given operation of the aircraft.
and how the FAA and Boeing work together. (13) A failure or malfunction of more than one attitude, airspeed, or altitude instrument during a

given operation of the aircraft.

—




Safety Determination
2005 FAA/Boeing “South” Agreement

 The agreement contained guidelines for determining what
events or issues

— Boeing needed to report to the FAA
— Boeing needed to investigate and make a safety determination

* The agreement also contained criteria for determining if the
event or issue is a Safety Issue.
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Safety Determination, Cont.
2005 FAA/Boeing “South” Agreement

* For each item that Boeing determined to be a safety issue, the
FAA followed up to determine if an Airworthiness Directive

(AD) is needed.

— The expectation was that the FAA would issue ADs for items that meet the
agreed upon safety criteria.

 The FAA reserved the right to issue an AD regardless of the
Boeing safety determination.

COS Overview




Communication
2005 FAA/Boeing “South” Agreement

 The FAA and Boeing discussed COS items in regular
Partnership meetings.

 The meeting agendas included
— All items that Boeing determined to be safety issues
— Any Potential Safety Issue (PSI) of interest to either side

* For each PSI, Boeing notified the FAA of their determination
whether it was a safety issue.
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Safety Determination

 The FAA has always had the final authority to determine
whether or not an unsafe condition is present.

* In 2008, FAA and Boeing (South) had agreed on a set of safety
criteria. They were therefore generally in agreement on
whether or not a particular COS item was a safety issue.

 Today, the FAA’s safety criteria have expanded to include the
TARAM and some additional qualitative considerations. The

FAA and Boeing now agree about 90% of the time.

— When one determines a COS item is a safety issue, the other agrees 90% of the time.

— Most disagreements are Boeing says it is not a safety issue, but the FAA says it is an
unsafe condition requiring an AD.
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SDR Process

* In 2008, the FAA received individual SDR reports but they
were not gathered into a database.

* Today, the FAA has a single data platform that contains
multiple sources of event data, including reports from the
DAHs and operator SDRs.

 SDRs on Boeing products:
_ 18,880 in 2024
— 19,836 in 2025
« The MSAD Order calls for use of Hazard Criteria based on

key words such as “fire” or “crack.”
— DAH-reported COS items are not filtered using these criteria.
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Ongoing COS Process Improvements

« All Boeing COS reports go through a single office, AIR-520,
which was created to consolidate Boeing COS activities.

— Includes multi-discipline review of all COS reportable items from Boeing
 The FAA has a data platform that contains multiple sources of

event data including reports from the DAHs and operator
SDRs.

« AIR-723 Fleet Safety Section regularly reviews the SDRs for
trends and coordinates with Flight Standards as appropriate.

« Aviation Safety (AVS) has a broader initiative to improve the
SDR process and how we respond to the reports.
— Finalizing recommendations from a Safety Risk Assessment exercise

& 4
COS Overview & %\ Federal Aviation
%

2/ Administration





