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Introduction

Despite two turbulent years of acquisition reform caused by
the much-heralded Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of
1994, and the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996, most of the funda-
mental aspects of government contracting actually remain un-
changed. The government still does business through contracting
officers,’ who generally seek competition® before obligating
congressionally-appropriated funds® to pay for the goods and
services that they buy. A significant number of safeguards still
remain to protect the government against poor contractor per-
formance® or outright fraud.” To ensure that the government
does not pay exorbitant amounts or suffer unacceptable delays
when unexpected contingencies arise® or changes are necessary
in the way work must be performed,” the government continues
to employ a vast array of contractual risk-shifting mechanisms.
Thus, although recent reform legislation has affected many of
the more sophisticated aspects of government procurements,'®
most of the fundamentals remain unaltered. ~

! Pub. L. No. 103-355, 108 Stat. 3243 (1994).

2 Originally passed as Divisions D and E, National Defense Authorization Act

Why do these fundamentals remain in place? Why must com-
manders or other Army supervisors use contracting officers? Why
not eliminate costly government inspection and acceptance pro-
cedures? Why does Congress not permit purchasing officials to
choose whether to obtain competition for their requirements with-
out restriction like private parties? The answers to these ques-
tions lie principally in the Army'’s history, and in particular in the
Army’s purchasing experiences during the Civil War.

Historical Perspective on Private Sector Support

Commanders historically have relied to a significant degree
on contracted support to supplement the commodities and ser- -
vices available through organic logistics systems. Commanders
and- their subordinates have procured food, forage, arms, and
other goods from private citizens and commercial sources since
the first time a warring clan turned to its allies for hunting bows

and spears to use against its enemies. As the United States’ pro-

curement statutes and regulations became more complex over

for Fiscal Year 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-106, 110 Stat. 186, 642-703 (1996), the name

of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 flows from the Federal Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-208, § 308, 104 Stat. 3009 (1996),
which itself was included as part of the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations'Act of 1997, Pub. L. No. 104-208, 104 Stat. 3009 (1996). Division D of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 originally was called the Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1996, while Division E’s original name was
the Information Technology Management Reform Act of 1996, Congress renamed both as:the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 in honor of retiring lawmakers who
played key roles in the passage of the two acts, former Representative William Clinger of Pennsylvania and former Senator (now Secretary of Defense) William

Cohen of Maine.

3. GENERAL SERVS. ADMIN. ET AL., FEDERAL Acquismon ReG. 1.602 (1 Apr. 1984) (as amended) [hereinafter FAR].

4 Competition in Contracting Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-369, §§ 2701-53,98 Stat. 1175-1203 (1984) (implemented in FAR Part 6).

s “No Money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropriations made by Law . .. .” U.S.'ConsT. art. 1,§9,¢7: see 31 US.C. §§ 1341-42,

1511-19 (1994) (commonly known as the Antideficiency Act).

¢ See, e.g., FAR Part 46 (Quality Assurance).

7 See 10U.8.C. § 2393 (1994) (debarment and suspension of defense contractors); 18 U.S.C. §§ 286, 287, 371, 100%; 1031 (1994) (criminal penalties for fraud
and false statemients); sée also FAR Part 3 (Improper Business Practices and Personal Conflicts of Interest); FAR Part 9 (Contractor Qualifications).

8 See. e.g., FAR $2.312-5 (Liquidated Damages); FAR 52.236-2 (Differing Site Conditions); FAR 52.242-14 (Suspension of Work).

* See generally FAR Part 43 (Contract Modifications).

10 For instance. the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 changes the rules for when a disappointed offemf seeking to do business with-the government may.request a
' debriefing explaining why it did not receive a contract award: it exempts providers of commercial items from providing certain. cost data to the government; and.
it-establishes a preference for procuring large information technology systems incrementally through modules rather than all at once. Pub. L. No. 104-106, §§

A104 4901 I 104 Stat. 186. 644-45, 649-52, 690 -(1996).
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time, however, commanders became separated from the procure-
ment process. Until recent times, Army commanders often over-
looked the usefulness of this technique for satisfying the needs
of modern armed forces.

Despite the inconvenience inherent in many of the current
restrictions on who may exercise procurement authority and how
this authority is used, America’s power-projection Army is now
more dependent upon contracted support than before the end of
the Cold War downsizing which dramatically reduced the Army’s
size and the capabilities of its combat service support compo-
nents.'"" With this increased reliance on contracted support has
come a demand for relaxed restrictions and delegations of pro-
curement authority to lower levels in deployable units.'> An

examination of the Army’s procurement experience during the

Civil War, however, highlights the need for most contracting
controls in existence today, and provides examples of problems
that may arise from relaxed procurement safeguards.

The Army’s Civil War Procurement Experience
Procurement was more critical to the Army during the Civil

War than perhaps in any other conflict due to the lack of signifi-
cant existing stocks.or robust logistics systems to support an un-

precedented mobilization effort.!* Because the War Department
could not meet the materiel demands of a mobilizing Army as
quickly as volunteers filled its ranks, commanders relied on-lo-
cally procured goods for many-of their requirements. Unfortu-
nately, without training, adequate staffs, or effective controls in
place to ensure efficient acquisitions, the procurement of infe-
rior or unsupportable equipment, as well as overcharging, cor-
ruption, and fraud, seriously tainted early war efforts and drew
Congress into an ever-increasing oversight role that continues
today. :

The pre-Civil War Army’s bureau system compartmentalized
purchasing by commodity. The Ordnance Bureau bought weap-
ons and ammunition, commissary officers purchased food, and
the Quartermaster Department procured clothing, general sup-
ply items, and horses." These supply organizations functioned
relatively independently, without effective coordination,'s and

proved inadequate for the task of supporting the huge build-up

when war broke out.!¢

Field commanders’ disappointment with the lack of effective
support from the bureaus was due at least in part to the bureaus’
status as agencies of the War Department outside the structure of
the rest of the Army."” The Quartermaster Department in par-

u Recent widespread use of the contracted Logistics Civil Augmentation Program (LOGCAP) to support contingency missions highlights the significant role
contracted support operations will play in the future. See Der’ oF ArmY, REG. 700-137, LogisTics Civit. AUGMENTATION PROGRAM (1985).

2 Army units have always wanted greater flexibility and responsiveness in having their smail requirements fulfilled. Historicaily; these requirements were filled
by contracting personnel who deployed with their supported units. The provisional contracting offices that these personnel established provided area support if
they were within supporting distance of supported units. To supplement the support available from contracting officers, unit ordering officers sometimes were
appointed to make purchases and satisfy unit requirements closer to the front lines. Often, too few ordering officers were appointed, and even fewer had the
experience and training necessary to enable them to provide effective support without subsequent problems such as slow payments and the acceptance of poor
quality goods. See generally Dep’t oF ARMY, ARMY FEDERAL ACQuistTioN. REG. Supr. 1.602-2-91.(1 Aug. 1996) [hereinafter AFARS].

Recent implementation of the International Merchant Purchase Authorization Card (IMPAC) program has made small purchases easier at the unit level so long
as the unit operates in a part of the world where VISA cards are accepted by local merchants.  See AFARS Subpart 13.9. Credit card holders under the IMPAC
program are now common at fairly low echelons in Army units. This purchasing mechanism has greatly increased the purchasing power available to small unit
commanders.. Whether the training and experience of cardholders will be adequate to avoid the types of problems addressed in this article remains to be seen.

13 The Army expanded to sixty-two times its pre-war size by the end of the Civil War, the greatest proportional increase in the Army'’s size ever. James Huston,
Challenging the. Logistics Status Quo During the Civil War. DEFeNsE MANAGEMENT JournaL 33-(July 1976).

¥ Although the Quartermaster General, Commissary General, and Chief of Ordnance supervised the procurement of most of the goods and services needed to
support an army in the field, the bureau system further divided responsibilities among the more specialized branches of service. Thus, the Chief of Engincers,
Chief of Topographical Engineers, and the Surgeon General were responsible for the procurement of supplies specific to their departments. Charles Shrader, Field
Logistics in the Civil War, in Tug U.S. ARMy WaR CoLLEGE GUIDE TO THE BATTLE OF ANTIETAM 256-58 (ed. Jay Luvaas & Harold Nelson, 1987).

8 Id.

16 A key reason for the inability of the bureaus to support the build-up effectively was that they were continuously understrength until near the end of the Civil
War. CarL Davis. SMALL ARMS IN THE UNioN ArMy 27-35 (1971) (Thesis, Oklahoma State University).

17 Id. at 36. The problem of one part of the Army not being totally responsive to the needs of another has not been eliminated in today's organizational structure.
Battles are fought by units from U.S. Army Forces Command while the requirements for the materiel that those forces use are defined by U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command and procured both by U.S. Army Materiel Command and: the Defense Logistics Agency. Nevertheless, the present constant ‘migration of
personnel between these organizations and oversight provided by Headquarters, Departrient of the Army, generally has improved intra-departmental coordination
from the situation that existed before and during the Civil War when the bureaus exercised considerably more autonomy than any agency within the Department
of the Army today. ' '
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ticular developed a reputation for never anticipating aneed and
‘preparing for it, but instead waiting until an emergency arose
and then muddling through the legislative and executive pro-
cesses required to remedy it.'* Wartime commanders quickly

took matters into their own hands.

Among (the most urgently needed suppliefs'w‘ere arms for the -

troops. Legislation required the senior ordnance officer of the
Army to contract for ordnance items,'® but a court decision early
in the war recognized that a general’s first duty was to arm his

troops as best he could in the face of enemy threats, notwith- -

standing a statute to the contrary reserving ordnance procure-
ments to the Chief of Ordnance.??  Commanders took full
advantage of this inherent authority. They also pushed the enve-
lope of ordnance regulations allowing any officer, in circum-
stances of “urgent necessity,” to purchase items normally
procured by the Ordnance Bureau, and to submit a report ex-
plaining the necessity to obtain government reimbursement.?!

Although expedient, such uncoordinated procurements, together -

with purchases of private arms by soldiers in units as small as

company size, greatly compounded the logistics problems asso-

.ciated with resupply.? -
Additionally, staté governors regularly intervened to -press for
arms for their troops, sometimes providing them directly through

state purchasing agents when the War Department responded -
too slowly. These actions disrupted planning and made the work
of those involved in arms procurement more difficult”® Finally,

fluctuating Ordnance Bureau policies regarding the procurement

of foreign arms provided opportunities for some military com-
manders and state governors to dispatch buying agents to Eu-
rope, adding still greater variety to the mix of weapons entering
the Army’s inventory.? - -

The introduction of nonstandard, difficult-to-support arms‘in

“the Army’s inventory presented severe logistics challenges dur-

ing the Civil War, but these problems did not attract the adverse
publicity nor Congressional scrutiny that accompanied contrac-
tor overcharging and government corruption. These problems
began to appear-at the first outbreak of hostilities, when, in the
unrestrained rush to mobilize a bigger Army, legislation regulat-
ing procurement was “flung to the winds in the first flush of war.”»

Before the war, in order to check for irregularities, War De-
partment regulations required purchasing officers to send accounts
through the bureau chiefs for approval before they went to the
Treasury for payment. Slow payments caused by logjams of pa-

- perwork in bureau headquarters led to the passage of a 1862 law

requiring direct transmission of accounts from disbursing offic-
ers to the Treasury; this sped payments but eliminated the checks
that the bureaus provided on prices paid and the proper applica-

 tion of appropriations.? Previously, the failure to follow ac-

cepted procedures could have resulted in'nonpayment for items
provided.? Without bureau scrutiny of their accounts, command-

‘ers essentially gained carte blanche procurement authority.

Although many commanders exercised their procurement au-
thority using reasonable business judgment and some measure of

18 FRep SHANNON, ORGANIZATION AND A DMINISTRATION oF THE UNioN. ArMy 100 (1928).. Later in the war, Quartermaster General Montgomery Meigs reorganized the
bureau and made it quite-effective.  Herman HatTAwAY & ‘Axcuer Jones, How v Normn Won 138-39 (1991). General Meigs achieved increased efficiency first
by requiring decentralized purchases to be made by quartermaster officers rather than field. commanders, and later through a more centralized procurement system.
that required all contracts to be forwarded to the Quartermaster General in Washington for payment. Shrader, supra note 14, at 267.

® James Huston, Guns for Sale: No Unreasonable ofqr Refused, 6 Army Locisician 22 (ed. U.S. Army Logistics Management Center, Nov.-Dec. 1971). The
law ‘entrusted this responsibility to ordnance officers because they were deemed best qualified to assess the quality of the arms procured, but ordnance officers

became so specialized in manufacturing that they often lost touch of the needs of the user. Huston, supra note 13, at 28.

» The United States Court of Claims issued this decision after the United States attempted to avoid paymem on a contract for arms not made by the Ordnance
Bureau. Huston, Guns for Sale, supra note 19, at 23.  See The Stevens Case, 2 Ct. Cl. 95 (Dec. 1366). ) ’

2 DavID ‘ARMSTRONG; BULLETS. AND BUREAUCRATS 9 .(1982). General James Ripley, the Chief of Ordnance, was much: more ‘conservative in his approach to
procurement than the field.commanders: he rigorously followed both the letter and the spirit of every regulation. fd. at 26.

2 Davis. supra note.- 16, at 95, Aggravating the préblem’ of nonstandard arms-in units was the failure of many new §Qldie'rs who placed requisitions for 'supplies
through ordnance channels to specify the proper caliber, or any caliber at all, for arms and munitions they needed.. Id. at 42-43.

5 14, at 54.

#4d. at 75.

2 Howarp MENEELY, THE WAR DEPARTMENT, 1861 252 (1928):
2 Huston, supra note 13, at 31-32.

1 ApmeTRONG. sunra note 21. at 40,
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discretion, the carte blanche authority given commanders proved
a great mistake in many cases, the most notable being that of
Major General John Fremont, Department of the West, who sur-
rounded himself with “conniving, dishonest men.”? The De-
partment of the West under General Fremont was notorious for
its irregular operations,? particularly those involving General
Fremont’s assistant quartermaster, Major Justus McKistry.-Ma-
jor McKistry repeatedly agreed to pay contractors above market
prices, then suggested that they might have trouble getting their
bills paid if they did not make substantial gifts to his or-General
Fremont's wife.®® ' General Fremont's command was not the only
one in which dishonesty became rampant (the War Department
itself even had problems with civilian clerks steering business to

certain contractors),® but the irregularities within the Depart-.

ment of the West are among the most notorious and the best
documented.

£y

Much more widespread than dishonesty in Civil War procure-

ment operations were poor business practices by government -

personnel and price gouging (overcharging) by contractors.- The
military simply was more interested in overcoming delay than in
paying fair prices during the early months of the war.®? The lack
of a robust, centralized procurement system led to the growth of

an industry of middlemen, who matched Army buyers with sell-

ers able to satisfy requirements, but whose commissions* added
significantly to the cost of goods procured.’* Vendors some-
times won contracts when they had no plants in which to pro-

 MENEELY, supra note 25, at 271.

* SHANNON, supra note 18, at 58.

% QOnpe substantial gift that Mrs. Fremont received was a horse and carriage. /d. at 65.

3 Davis, supra note 16, at 36.

duce the goods ordered, brokering the contracts to others instead,

“and adding further to the prices paid by the Army.%

Much of the blame for the high prices paid for goods eafly in
the Civil War lies with the War Department, which abdicated a
considerable amount of its procurement authority to the states, .
resulting in confusion, graft, and hardship on soldiers.** Through
haste; carelessness; and occasional criminal collusion, state and
federal officers bid against each other, accepting almost any of-
fer and paying almost any price for needed commodities, regard-
less of quality. Poor business practices resulted in the government
sometimes getting sand for sugar and brown paper for leather.>
‘When Edwin Stanton became Secretary of War in 1862, he tried
to reign in the free-wheeling organization, declaring that he wanted
everything done systematically and in order through a quarter-
master officer at all key locations who would make all contracts
and supervise all disbursements.®® This change in the War De-
partment, and General James Ripley’s desire for economy and
the use of formal advertising in lieu of open market purchases in
the Ordnance Bureau,” gradually brought order to the purchas-
ing chaos that was rampant early in the war, -

Congress quickly became aware of the many procurement ir-

" regularities associated with the war effort. Its Committee on

Contracts severely criticized Lincoln’s first Secretary of War,
Simon Cameron, for appointing incompetent men and allowing
the suspension of contract safeguards without good reason.®

® James Huston, Procuring Quick and Dirty, 5 ArMY LogisTician 22 (ed. U.S. Army Logistics Management Center, Sept.-Oct. 1971).

. ® The five percent commissions paid to the “five-percenters” who lobbied the War Department arid Congress to arrange contracts were among the more frequently

paid commission amounts levied during the Civil War. /d. at 23.

¥'Most of the additional costs. attributable to middlemen were due to ordinary price markups, but occasionally the higher costs were due to deception and

collusion as well. Shrader, supra note 14, at 269.
3 Davis, supra note 16, at 88.

% SHANNON, supra. note 18, at 54.

3 Id. at 55. This practice was particularly reprehensible because the federal. government ulnmately bore the cost of all contracts, regardless of whether its own

agent or a state’s agent awarded the contract initially. - Id. at 115.
% HArTAWAY AND JONES, supra note 18, at 138.

* ARMSTRONG, supra note 21, at 11.

0 Mensrt v - cunra note 25 at 267-68.
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Congress acted further by passing legislation in July 1862 re-
quiring open bidding and written contracts, prohibiting contract
brokering, requiring all contracts to be reported to Congress, and
making contractors subject to military law and court martial if

they were indicted for fraud.# Congress did not pass detailed
provisions governing the making of contracts during the war,

however, to avoid encumbering the war effort too severely.#?

Of course, there were contracting success stories to accom-
pany the many procurement travesties during the Civil War.

Quartermaster and commissary officers bought supplies as close.
to the troops as possible to save transportation costs.** Union

Army procurements normally provided all subsistence require-
ments, both for men and animals, without resort to pillaging the
countryside.* ‘Overall, the procurement practices of the Civil
War sustained the Army more or less adequately (if not always

efficiently), and enabled it to achieve victory over the Confed-

eracy. Nevertheless, enough abuses like those in the command
of General Fremont occurred to warrant close congressional scru-
tiny. As aresult, a body of strict safeguards developed that con-

tinues to apply to procurements conducted today; undoubtedly, -

these safeguards will continue to apply in the future, providing
an underlymg framework for the federal acquisition system which
no procurement reforms are likely to alter significantly,

The Civil War’s Procurement Legacy

Today, a variety of control measures in the contrabting pro-
cess seek to avoid the problems that arose in General Fremont's

“ command by requiring protection of procurement-sensitive in-

formation,* separation of the contracting and paying functions
during contract performance, and adherence to rigid standards
of conduct.* Additionally, a variety of auditing and investigat-
ing agencies ensure that those who might be tempted to stray
toward dishonesty in the award or administration of government

~ contracts run a high risk of detection and vigorous prosecution 4’

Since the Civil War, the volume of legislation dealing with
federal procurements has expanded to provide comprehensive
congressional direction in the conduct of federal procurements
through a body of law consisting of some 4000 statutes. These
laws provide overall guidance for the conduct of defense-related
procurements,* and limit to trained contracting officers the au-

“ “thority to contract for the United States for supplies and services

valued above $2500.*° These laws also impose severe penalties

for contracting without proper funds for any goods or services,

and highlight the importance of competition in securing fair prices
for government requirements.! These requirements apply
equally during war and peace to help ensure that the procure-

*ment debacle of the Civil War is not mmd.

Implementation of these general mandates has affected the
conduct of Army and other federal procurements in many ways.

- To ensure competition, requirements are generally advertised

through one or more of several specified publication means.*

-“Contractors must execute a variety of certifications in conjunc-

tion with each offer they submit to the government to ensure that
the integrity of the procurement process has not been compro-

4 SHANNON, supra note 18, at 74. Despite this congress:onal initiative to end contract fraud, fraudulent contractual dealings continued to some extent to be a

problem thmugh the end of. the war. Id.

42 MENEELY; supra note 25, atv254.

“ Daruis MiLLER, SOLDIERS AND SETTLERS: MILITARY SUPPLY IN THE SoutnwesT, 1861-1885 3 (1989).

“ Foraging, though officially prohibited unless specifically authorized, was generally overlooked. SHANNON, sipra note 18, at 240. Commanders would crack
down on the practice as necessary to redress the complaints of mhabntants in the areas of operation of the Union Army, unless soldiers’ foragmg cfforts received

command sanction.

“ Pmcmemem Integrity Act, 41 U.S.C. § 423 (1994 & Supp. II 1996).

“ See 10 U.S.C. § 2207 (1994) (gratuities to government contracts personnel in return for the award of a contract are prohibited); Der't oF Derense, Di. 5500.7-

R, Jonr ETrics ReG. (30 Aug. 1993).

7 See 10°U.S,C. § 2313 (1994) (providing for gxamfnation of conitractor records by auditing agencies); FAR 52.215-2.

4 One of the chief statutes goveming procuremernits conducted by the Departmerit of Defense is the Armed Services Procuremem Actof 1947, 10 U.S.C. §§ 2301-

3 (1994 & Supp. 11:1996) (as amended).
# See 10 US.C. § 2311 (1994); FAR Subpart 1.6,

* The Antideficiency Act, 31 U.S.C. §§ 1341, 1342, 1511-19 (1994).

" Competition in Contracting Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-369, §§ 2701-53, 98 Stat. 1175-1203 (1984).

s S.: TAD Daww .2
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mised,” Both contractor and government personnel are respon-
sible for ensuring that the goods delivered 1o the government
meet specified quality requirements* In these and many other
ways, the legacy of Civil War procurements, left largely un-
changed by recent acquisation reforms, continues to provide a
fundamental baseline for the conduct of scquisitions.

In addition, today’s centralized procurement agencics™ and
standardization programs’ (race their origins to some of thess
Civil War problems, Weapons programs today are managed care-
fully 1o ensure supportability of ficlded systems, and standard-
ized desagns are used to the mazimum extent possible to avoeid
the complex logistics problems that arise when an uncontrolled
variety of weapons configurations are presenl on the battleficld,
Such organizational and administrative arrangements also are
intenced, at least in pan, to prevent recurrence of procurement
problems like those of the Civil War,

Conclusion

Thee legacy of Civil War procurements for modern command-
&% is manifest in the many statutory and administrative controls
on coniracting that have pone inte effect since 1861, Civil War
abuses cost commanders their ability to contract directly for their
requiremeants, forcing them 1o rely instead on procurcment pro-

0 Cop d Pan 1

fessionals, At least in theory, modern commanders are supported
by staffs of officers, enlisted personned, and civilian employess
with the necessary waining and experience 1o conduct govern-
ment acquisitions properly,™ of course, this theory breaks down
if personnel are lacking or they do not have the training and &2~
pericnce nesded to provide commanders effective support. With
trained personnel, however, current procurement controls effec.
tiveely safeguard the current federal procurement sysiem without
impeding the responsive support essential 1o deployed forces.

A feas been the case in recent deployments, American units
deploying to sustere environments in the new world order of the
Tate 20cth and early 215t Centuries will continue 1o depend heavily
om contracted suppont for their sustainment because the orgamic
force structare necessary to satisfy all requirements through the
Army's logistics system is ao bonger available. Dwespite all the
talk ahout acquisition streamlining, however, commanders should
ot expect refief from the many procurement safe guarnds that trace
their lineage to the Civil War. Instead, commanders should en-
gure befare they deploy that trained procurement personned and
legal advisors will support them in accomplishing their missions
&0 that they can do soin full compliance with the many statstory
and reguiatory safegiands embedded in today's procurement sys-
LEm.

“ See 15 US.C. § 287 (19943 (faloy claimad; 1B ULE.C. § 1000 (19594) (false gearements); FAR Pan 36 (Quality Assormmce).

"™ Bt see Clinger-Cohen Act of 1796, Pub. L Mo D0s= (06 § d300, LU0 Sear. 65658 { 1998) (elimasating svmafammory contracter certification mquirementsl.

% The Army Maiene| Commasd ssd the Defense Logistics Agency peocure nearfy oll dhe srms, supplies. and other materied issued o soldien Ars-wide,

¥ The Army inday seeks 10 enswe (kal siandardized components am wed i flekied sysems io the maximum possible exient. See Der'y or Deree, Do 200005,
ETARDARDIEATION 480 |HTERGFFRAILTY or Wearors: SyATEsE AkD Eguimeser Wrrne v Moems AfLanne Teeary Diganiiameon (5 Mas 19800, Des'r of ARy, REQ

T 142, Mameem Azipsse, Froses, ssin Thassre {| BMay 1595945,

" Defense _ﬂ.cqmsui,u.n Workforre Impsovement Al BOLLSEC § 1738 ¢ 1994) (a8 amended).
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