
 

Pa
ge
1

 

 

 



 

Pa
ge
2

 

 



 

Pa
ge
3

 

 



 

Pa
ge
4

 

 

 

 



 

Pa
ge
5

 

 



 

Pa
ge
6

 

 



 

Pa
ge
7

 

 

 



 

Pa
ge
8

 

 



 

Pa
ge
9

 

 



 

Pa
ge
1
0

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Pa
ge
1
1

 

GUBERMAN ANOMALY – DISCOVERY ADDENDUM No. 2 

Declaration of Authenticity and Technical Basis 

March 7, 2026 

I, DARYL GUBERMAN, CEO of Guberman PMC LLC, hereby declare that 

the following addendum is accurate, factual, and submitted with full 

responsibility for its truthfulness and integrity. The information enclosed 

reflects my educational background, my professional experience, and the 

technical basis for the findings contained within the GUBERMAN Anomaly. 

Educational Background & Professional Experience (Brief Summary) 

My background includes formal training and decades of hands-on 

work in: 

• Aerospace quality systems 

• Advanced materials and metals 

• National and international oversight 

• Patents, distribution, and strategic systems 

• Scientific research and forensic documentation 

For more than 40 years, I have worked directly in these fields, applying 

technical judgment, oversight, and investigative analysis across multiple 

industries. 

For the past 15 years, I have operated my own company, Guberman PMC 

LLC, providing independent quality-systems consulting, forensic analysis, 

and oversight services to aerospace, medical, defense, and manufacturing 

organizations. 

Why Boeing Must Have AS9100 Before Building Aircraft 

AS9100 is the aerospace industry’s mandatory quality-management 

standard. It is not optional, and it is not symbolic. It is the system that 

ensures: 
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• Controlled processes 

• Verified materials 

• Documented traceability 

• Independent oversight 

• Supplier accountability 

• Prevention of long-term structural failures 

No internal Boeing document, procedure, or “robust system” can 

replace AS9100-IA9100. 

AS9100-IA9100 requires independent, third-party certification, which 

Boeing did not have for 24 years while building more than 12,000 

commercial and 400 military aircraft. 

Without AS9100-IA9100: 

• Supplier oversight collapses 

• Special-process verification collapses 

• Traceability collapses 

• Risk management collapses 

• Long-term structural integrity cannot be guaranteed 

AS9100 is the backbone of aerospace safety. 

Boeing built aircraft without that backbone. 

Heat-Treatment Requirements and Why They Exceed NADCAP Alone 

Heat treatment is one of the most critical special processes in aerospace. 

If heat treatment is done incorrectly — wrong temperature, wrong soak 

time, wrong quench, wrong furnace calibration — the metal may look 

perfect on Day 1 but fail years later. 
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This is why: 

• NADCAP alone is not enough 

• PRI audits alone are not enough 

• Supplier paperwork alone is not enough 

NADCAP audits are scheduled, not continuous. 

They rely heavily on documentation, which can be falsified, incomplete, or 

inaccurate. 

AS9100 requires the OEM — Boeing — to: 

• Verify the supplier 

• Validate the process 

• Confirm furnace controls 

• Confirm calibration 

• Confirm traceability 

• Confirm material integrity 

When the OEM is uncertified, NADCAP becomes a “check-the-box” 

exercise. 

Heat-treatment failures do not appear at delivery — they appear years 

later, sometimes decades later, after the aircraft has accumulated 

thousands of cycles. 

This is why AS9100 oversight is mandatory before any aircraft is built. 

Professional Standing and Oversight 

For more than four decades, I have worked in: 

• Aerospace quality systems 

• Advanced materials and metals 

• National and international oversight 
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EDUCATIONAL & TECHNICAL INFORMATION OF  
DARYL WAYNE GUBERMAN 

 

Academic Degree 
 
Bachelor of Science (B.S.), Business Management 
Sacred Heart University / Southeastern University, Washington, D.C. 
Completed coursework in organizational management, operations, and business 
systems — forming the administrative and analytical foundation for later work in 
aerospace, materials, and quality-systems oversight. 

 
Technical Diplomas, Certifications & Professional 
Training 

 
Your educational path is unique because it is multi-disciplinary, industry-embedded, and 
materials-focused. Below is the structured, professional outline. 
 

Materials Engineering Institute – Metals Park, Ohio 
 

Diplomas & Certificate Courses Completed: 
 

Core Certificate Courses 
 

• Aluminum and Its Alloys 
• Titanium and Its Alloys 
• Corrosion 
• Principles of Metallography 
• Principles of Failure Analysis 
• Fundamentals of Non-Destructive Testing 
• Mechanical Testing of Metals 
• Composites I: The Basics 
• Composites II: Material Selection & Application 
• Welding Inspection & Quality Control 
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Diplomas Earned 
 

• Composite Engineering Technology 
• Non-Ferrous Metallurgy 
• Testing & Inspection 
• Welding Metallurgy 
• Applied General Metallurgy 
 
These programs formed the backbone of my expertise in metals, composites, failure 
analysis, and special-process oversight — the same disciplines now central to the                          
GUBERMAN Anomaly-Discovery. 
 

Harcourt Learning – Scranton, Pennsylvania 
 

Certificate Programs Completed: 
 

• Plastics Level I 
• Plastics Level II 
• Films, Sheets, Foams & Laminates 
• Industrial Plastics 
• Plastic Adhesives & Coatings 
 
This training expanded my materials knowledge into polymers, adhesives, coatings, and 
industrial plastics — critical for aerospace, medical, and manufacturing applications. 
 

Connstep, Inc. – Rocky Hill, Connecticut 
 

Certificate: 
 

• Lean Awareness & Kaizen Training 

 
This provided the process-improvement foundation that later shaped my consulting 
work and your ability to identify systemic inefficiencies. 

 
Clean Harbors – Bristol, Connecticut 
 

Certificates: 
 

• Hazardous Waste Management (40 CFR 265.16 & 262.34) 
• DOT Hazardous Materials Training (40 CFR 172.704 1 & 2) 
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This training strengthened my regulatory and compliance expertise, especially in 
controlled materials and environmental safety. 
 

International Association of Plastics Distributors –            
Boca Raton, Florida 
 

Certificates: 
 

• Plastics Certificate Program I 
• Plastics Certificate Program II 
 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute – Hartford, Connecticut 
 

Certificate: 
 

• Quality Management (CQM) 
 
This program reinforced my formal quality-systems training and supported your later 
work in ISO, AS, and NADCAP-related oversight. 
 

Flexcon, Inc. – Worcester, Massachusetts 
 

Diploma (Advanced): 
 
• UV-Cured & Water-Based Materials 
 

North Atlantic NDT – Branford, Connecticut 
 
Certification: 
 

• Level II Penetrant Inspection 
 
This is a direct special-process qualification — essential for understanding NDT failures, 
supplier oversight, and long-term structural risks. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

Pa
ge
1
9

 

Professional Experience                                                   
(Condensed Executive Summary) 

 

My experience is not theoretical — it is hands-on, 
industry-embedded, and multi-sector. 
 

Sikorsky Aircraft – Stratford, CT (1983–1995) 
 

• Composite worker → Seahawk electrical installation → Grade-A 
Composite Blade Inspector 
• Inspected special processes: anodize, prime, heat treatment 
• Inspected main and tail rotor blades for all major Sikorsky platforms 
• Worked with MMCs, ceramics, filament winding, experimental programs 
• Received performance awards and 40+ process-improvement awards 
• Changed companywide policy on independent study education (1991) 
 

 
DiSanto Technologies – Darien, CT (1996–1998) 
 

• Medical implants: knees, hips, shoulder/back R&D 
• Worked with titanium, aluminum alloys, cobalt chrome, Ultem, Teflon, 
Celcon, etc. 
 

CCL Label – Shelton, CT (1998–2000) 
 

• QA Manager for OTC and pharmaceutical labels 
• Developed the only test for IRC (instant redeemable coupon) labels 
• Worked with UV inks, adhesives, PETE, HDPE, LDPE, colorants, and 
molded plastics 
 

Modern Plastics – Bridgeport, CT (2000–2009) 
 

• Quality Director 
• Achieved ISO 9001:2000 certification without auditors or external 
consultants 
• Direct customer-facing quality leadership 
 

 
 



 

Pa
ge
2
0

 

GUBERMAN-PMC LLC – Stratford, CT (2011–Present) 
 
• Consulting in aerospace, machining, medical, casting, plastics, adhesives, 
fasteners, titanium, aluminum alloys 
• Expertise in NADCAP, ISO, cGMP, ESD training 
• In 2012, asked to split the company to create G-PMC LLC, a registration 
body for ISO standards 
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AS9100, IA9100, and NADCAP — Why Boeing 

Needed Certification Before Building Aircraft 

This document explains, in clear and simple language, why Boeing should 

have been certified to AS9100/IA9100 before demanding certification from 

its suppliers, why FAA certification does not replace AS9100, and how 

failures in oversight contributed to major industry problems including the 

2024 titanium scandal.  

 

Section 1 — Introduction: Why Boeing Needed AS9100 

Before Building Aircraft 

1.1 Why AS9100 Matters (Simple English) 

AS9100 is the aerospace quality system rulebook. It tells a company 

how to: 

• Build safe parts 

• Control suppliers 

• Check materials 

• Prevent mistakes 

• Catch problems before they reach the public 

If a company does not follow AS9100, it is like building an airplane without 

instructions, without supervision, and without proof that anything 

was done correctly. 

1.2 Why Boeing Should Have Been Certified First 

Before Boeing demanded AS9100 from suppliers in July 2002, Boeing 

itself should have already been certified. Here’s why: 

• The OEM (Boeing) is the top of the chain. 

• If the top of the chain is not certified, the whole chain becomes 

weak. 
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• A supplier can make perfect parts, but if Boeing has no certified 

system to receive, check, and control those parts, the parts become 

"not good" by definition. Doesn’t matter how much Boeing says its 

internal processes are better than the AS9100-IA9100 they can not 

wheedle out of 3rd party requirements. 

Simple rule: 

If the OEM is not certified, the supply chain cannot be trusted. 

1.3 FAA Certification Does NOT Replace AS9100 

FAA certification is about airworthiness, not quality systems. 

FAA = "This airplane meets flight rules." AS9100 = "This company builds 

airplanes correctly and safely." 

They are two different worlds. 

Anyone who claims FAA certification replaces AS9100: 

• Does not understand aerospace quality 

• Should not be in charge of safety decisions 

• Should be removed from any role involving certification or compliance 

1.4 Why Boeing Should Not Have Built Aircraft Without AS9100 

Without AS9100, Boeing had: 

• No controlled supplier oversight 

• No required third-party audits 

• No proof of process control 

• No required risk management 

• No required configuration management 

• No required verification of special processes 

This means Boeing was building aircraft without the mandatory quality 

backbone the entire aerospace world relies on. 
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Section 2 — AS9100 / IA9100 Breakdown (2026 Edition) 

Below are the major clauses, written in simple English, with explanations of 

why Boeing should not have built aircraft without them. 

Clause 4 — Quality Management System 

What it requires: A complete, documented system for how the company 

works. 

Why Boeing needed it: Without it, nothing is controlled — drawings, 

changes, suppliers, materials. 

 

Clause 5 — Leadership 

What it requires: Management must take responsibility for safety and 

quality. 

Why Boeing needed it: Leadership must own the system. Without 

certification, leadership had no accountability. 

 

Clause 6 — Planning & Risk Management 

What it requires: Identify risks before they become disasters. 

Why Boeing needed it: Aircraft programs involve huge risks. Without 

AS9100, Boeing had no formal risk controls. 

 

Clause 7 — Support (Training, Resources, 

Competence) 

What it requires: Trained people, proper tools, controlled documents. 

Why Boeing needed it: Untrained or unsupported workers lead to 

mistakes in assembly and inspection. 
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Clause 8 — Operation (The Heart of AS9100) 

This is the most critical section. 

8.1 — Operational Planning 

Requires planning every step of production. 

Why Boeing needed it: Prevents chaos and undocumented changes. 

8.3 — Design & Development 

Requires controlled design, reviews, verification, and validation. 

Why Boeing needed it: Prevents design flaws from reaching production. 

8.4 — Control of External Providers (Suppliers) 

Requires strict supplier oversight. 

Why Boeing needed it: Without certification, Boeing had no formal system 

to control suppliers. 

8.5 — Production & Process Control 

Requires controlled manufacturing, approved processes, and documented 

steps. 

Why Boeing needed it: Prevents assembly errors, missing steps, and 

undocumented changes. 

8.6 — Release of Product 

Requires proof that every part meets requirements. 

Why Boeing needed it: Without it, parts can be released without proper 

checks. 

8.7 — Control of Nonconforming Outputs 

Requires catching and controlling bad parts. 

Why Boeing needed it: Prevents defective parts from entering aircraft. 
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Clause 9 — Performance Evaluation 

Requires audits, monitoring, and measurement. 

Why Boeing needed it: Without third-party audits, Boeing had no 

independent oversight. 

 

Clause 10 — Improvement 

Requires corrective action and continuous improvement. 

Why Boeing needed it: Prevents repeated failures. 

 

Section 3 — Why Supplier Parts Become “Not 

Good” When the OEM Is Uncertified 

Even if a supplier sends dimensionally perfect parts, those parts become 

invalid when the OEM is not certified. 

Why? 

Because AS9100 requires: 

• Controlled receiving inspection 

• Controlled documentation 

• Controlled traceability 

• Controlled storage 

• Controlled verification 

If Boeing is not certified, none of these controls are guaranteed. 

A perfect part becomes a bad part if it enters a bad system. 
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Section 4 — NADCAP (Special Processes) 

NADCAP covers processes that cannot be checked by measuring a part. 

These include: 

• Heat treatment 

• Welding 

• Non-Destructive Testing (NDT) 

• Chemical processing 

• Coatings 

• Composites 

4.1 Why NADCAP Exists 

Because you cannot "measure" heat treatment or welding after the fact. 

You must control the process, not just the part. 

4.2 Examples of Failures 

Heat Treatment Failure 

• Wrong temperature 

• Wrong soak time 

• Wrong quench 

• Result: weak metal, early cracking 

Welding Failure 

• Poor penetration 

• Contamination 

• Result: weld breaks under stress 
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NDT Failure 

• Missed cracks 

• Missed porosity 

• Missed inclusions 

• Result: catastrophic failure in service 

 

Section 5 — The 2024 Titanium Scandal 

In 2024, suspect titanium entered the aerospace supply chain. 

Important fact: 

The companies involved were NADCAP certified. 

Why did bad material still get through? 

Because Boeing’s 2002 rule — 

"Send your cert, send your parts" — allowed suppliers to ship material 

before Boeing had a certified system to verify it. 

What this proves: 

• NADCAP alone is not enough 

• Supplier certification is not enough 

• The OEM must be certified to AS9100 

Without AS9100 at the top, the entire chain collapses. 

 

Section 6 — Conclusion 

• Boeing should not have built aircraft without AS9100/IA9100 

• FAA certification does NOT replace AS9100 

• Supplier parts become invalid if the OEM is uncertified 
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• NADCAP cannot function without AS9100 oversight 

• The 2024 titanium scandal proves the system failed 

• The public deserves transparency and accountability 
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SPECIAL PROCESS FAILURES 
 

Special Process Failures — Why They Appear Years After the Aircraft 
Leaves the Hangar 
 
Special-process failures, especially heat-treatment failures, do not show up 
when an aircraft rolls out of the hangar. They show up years later, after 
thousands of flight hours, because the metal slowly weakens over time. 
These failures are invisible at delivery. They grow quietly inside the 
structure until the aircraft has been flying for years. 
 
This is why AS9100 requires strict control of special processes and 
requires independent, third-party certification. No internal Boeing or Airbus 
document, no internal procedure, and no internal “robust system” can 
replace AS9100. It simply does not work. AS9100 is required because 
special-process failures are long-term failures, not immediate ones. 
 
Between 2002 and 2026, Boeing built more than 12,000 commercial 
aircraft and more than 400 military aircraft in an uncertified environment. 
Every one of those aircraft contains heat-treated parts, welded parts, and 
NDT-inspected parts that were produced and installed without the oversight 
required by AS9100 or IA9100. This creates a 24-year window of risk that 
cannot be undone. 
 

Why NADCAP Alone Cannot Protect Passengers 
 
NADCAP certification is important, but it is not enough to guarantee that 
heat treatment, welding, or NDT were done correctly. Here is why: 
 
1. NADCAP audits are scheduled, not continuous. 
2. NADCAP does not replace OEM oversight. 
3. NADCAP cannot see everything inside a furnace or quench tank. 
4. NADCAP relies on paperwork, and paperwork can be falsified. 
5. Only AS9100 forces the OEM to verify the supplier’s special processes. 
6. Passengers cannot be assured of safety if the OEM is uncertified. 
NADCAP is good, but it is not enough. 
AS9100 is the system that ties everything together. 
Without AS9100 at the OEM, NADCAP cannot protect the public 
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BOEING SPECIAL PROCESS FAILURES —             
REAL CASES 

 
These failures show how metallurgical and heat-treatment-related defects appear years 
after delivery, even when Boeing was certified. Boeing’s uncertified 2002–2026 window 
is far more dangerous. 
 
BOEING — Metallurgical / Structural Failures (2002–2026 Window) 
 
1. Boeing 737NG — Pickle Fork / Frame Fitting Cracking 
 
Delivery years: 1999–2017 (within your 2002–2026 window) 
Failure discovery: 2019 
Time-to-failure: As little as < 10 years (far earlier than 90,000-cycle design life) 
Nature: Structural cracking in fuselage-wing join fittings. 
 
Links:https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/2019-10/EAD_2019-20-02.pdf  
 
https://www.seattletimes.com/business/boeing-aerospace/faa-orders-inspections-
of-737-ng-after-structural-cracks-found  
 
2. Boeing 787 — Fuselage Gaps, Shimming, Join Quality Issues 
 
Delivery years: 2011–2020 
Failure discovery: 2020–2021 
Time-to-failure: Found during in-service inspections and production audits 
Nature: Out-of-tolerance gaps, improper shimming, structural join stress concerns. 
 
Links: 
https://aviationweek.com/mro/boeing-787-quality-issues-explained  
 
https://www.boeing.com/commercial/787/787-quality 
 
https://www.aeronewsjournal.com/2021/02/boeing-787-production-issues-
explained.html 
 
 
3. Boeing 787 — Substandard Titanium Parts (Supplier Fraud) 
 
Delivery years: 2010s–2020s 
Failure discovery: 2019–2021 
Time-to-failure: Not failure-in-service; material pedigree failure discovered during 
investigation 
 
Nature: Incorrect titanium alloys + falsified documentation. 

https://www.faa.gov/sites/faa.gov/files/2019-10/EAD_2019-20-02.pdf
https://www.seattletimes.com/business/boeing-aerospace/faa-orders-inspections-of-737-ng-after-structural-cracks-found
https://www.seattletimes.com/business/boeing-aerospace/faa-orders-inspections-of-737-ng-after-structural-cracks-found
https://aviationweek.com/mro/boeing-787-quality-issues-explained
https://www.boeing.com/commercial/787/787-quality
https://www.aeronewsjournal.com/2021/02/boeing-787-production-issues-explained.html
https://www.aeronewsjournal.com/2021/02/boeing-787-production-issues-explained.html
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Link:https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/boeing-787s-contain-
parts-made-falsified-documents-2021-10-14  
 
4. Boeing 737 MAX — Structural / High-Load Joint Concerns 
 
Delivery years: 2017–2020 
Failure discovery: 2019–2020 
 
Time-to-failure: Found during grounding inspections 
Nature: Structural stress and fatigue concerns in fuselage and wing-body join areas. 
 
Link:https://www.faa.gov/aircraft/air_cert/airworthiness_directives  
 
5. Boeing (and Airbus) — Counterfeit / Suspect Titanium in Supply Chain 
 
Delivery years affected: 2019–2023 
Failure discovery: 2023–2024 
 
Time-to-failure: Material pedigree failure (not yet in-service cracking) 
Nature: Titanium with falsified quality certificates entered Boeing & Airbus production. 
 
Link:https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/14/business/boeing-airbus-counterfeit-
titanium.html  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/boeing-787s-contain-parts-made-falsified-documents-2021-10-14
https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/boeing-787s-contain-parts-made-falsified-documents-2021-10-14
https://www.faa.gov/aircraft/air_cert/airworthiness_directives
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/14/business/boeing-airbus-counterfeit-titanium.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/06/14/business/boeing-airbus-counterfeit-titanium.html
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AIRBUS SPECIAL PROCESS FAILURES —                          
REAL CASES (SECOND) 

 
Airbus has also experienced metallurgical and process-control failures that 
appeared years after delivery. Heat treatment is the factor. 
 
Metallurgical / Structural Failures (2002–2026 Window) 
 
1. Airbus A380 — Wing Rib Feet Cracking 
 
Delivery years: 2007–2011 
Failure discovery: 2011–2012 
Time-to-failure: As little as 3–5 years 
 
Nature: Cracks in metallic wing rib feet; structural fatigue + material behavior. 
 
Links: https://ad.easa.europa.eu/ad/2012-0013  
 
https://www.bbc.com/news/business-16706988  
 
2. Airbus A320 Family — Wing Front Spar / Stringer Cracking 
 
Delivery years: 2000s–2010s 
Failure discovery: 2010s 
Time-to-failure: Typically 8–15 years depending on utilization 
 
Nature: Fatigue cracking at front spar vertical stringers and floor beam attachments. 
 
Link:https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/09/06/2018-19202  
 
 
3. Airbus A319/A320/A321 — MLG Bay Rear Skin Panel Cracking 
 
Delivery years: 2000s–2010s 
Failure discovery: 2014–2016 
Time-to-failure: Roughly 5–12 years 
 
Nature: Cracks at stringer run-out in the main landing gear bay rear skin panel. 
 
Link:https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2016/04/07/2016-07910  
 
 

 
 
 

https://ad.easa.europa.eu/ad/2012-0013
https://www.bbc.com/news/business-16706988
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/09/06/2018-19202
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2016/04/07/2016-07910
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HEAT-TREATMENT FAILURE TIMELINE (KEPT INTACT) 
 

1–3 Years After Delivery: Early Fatigue Initiation 
 
Microscopic cracks begin forming inside improperly heat-treated 
components. 
 
4–7 Years After Delivery: Crack Growth Under Load 
 
Cracks grow under normal flight loads. 
 
8–12 Years After Delivery: Detectable Structural Fatigue 
 
Cracks reach a size detectable during heavy maintenance. 
 
13–20 Years After Delivery: Major Component Failures 
 
Large cracks form in critical structures. 
 
20+ Years After Delivery: Aging Aircraft Failures 
 
 

WHY THESE REAL FAILURES MATTER 
 

These cases prove: 
 

1. Heat-treatment and metallurgical failures do not appear at delivery. 
2. They appear years later — sometimes decades later. 
3. These failures occurred even when Boeing and Airbus were certified. 
4. Boeing’s uncertified 2002–2026 window is far more dangerous. 
5. No internal document can replace AS9100. 
6. Special processes require independent oversight. 
7. The 24-year uncertified production window affects more than 12,000 
commercial and 400 military aircraft. 
 
 

This is the largest uncontrolled special-process exposure in modern 
aerospace history 


