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1 Introduction

This document is the Fiscal Year 2025 Performance Accountability Report (PAR) for the Contract Appeals Board.

The PAR is the second of two agency performance documents published each year. A Performance Plan is published at
the start of the fiscal year when budget decisions have been finalized. A PAR is published in January following the end of
the fiscal year. Each PAR assesses agency performance relative to its annual Performance Plan.

PAR Structure: PARs are comprised of agency Objectives, Administrative Structures (such as Divisions, Administrations,
and Offices), Activities, Projects, and related Performance Measures. The following describes these plan components,
and the types of performance measures agencies use to assess their performance.

Objectives: Objectives are statements of the desired benefits that are expected from the performance of an agency’s
mission. They describe the goals of the agency.

Administrative Structures: Administrative Structures represent the organizational units of an agency, such as
Departments, Divisions, or Offices.

Activities: Activities represent the programs and services an agency provides. They reflect what an agency does on a
regular basis (e.g., processing permits).

Projects: Projects are planned efforts that end once a particular outcome or goal is achieved.

Measures: Performance Measures may be associated with any plan component, or with the agency overall. Performance
Measures can address questions about an agency’s overall performance, the performance of an organizational unit,
program, or service, or the implementation of a major project. Performance Measures can answer questions like “How
much did we do?”, “How well did we do it?”, “How quickly did we do it?”, and “Is anyone better off?” as described in the
table below.

Measures are printed in the Performance Plan along with the Objective, Administrative Structure, Activity, or Project that
they measure.

Measure Type Measure Description Example

Quantity Quantity measures assess the volume of work an agency
performs. These measures can describe the inputs (e.g.,
requests or cases) that an agency receives or the work that
an agency completes (e.g., licenses issued or cases closed).
Quantity measures often start with the phrase “Number
of…”.

“Number of public art projects
completed”

Quality Quality measures assess how well an agency’s work meets
standards, specifications, resident needs, or resident
expectations. These measures can directly describe the
quality of decisions or products or they can assess resident
feelings, like satisfaction.

”Percent of citations issued that
were appealed”

Efficiency Efficiency measures assess the resources an agency used to
perform its work and the speed with which that work was
performed. Efficiency measures can assess the unit cost to
deliver a product or service, but typically these measures
assess describe completion rates, processing times, and
backlog.

”Percent of claims processed
within 10 business days”

Outcome Outcome measures assess the results or impact of an
agency’s work. These measures describe the intended
ultimate benefits associated with a program or service.

“Percent of families returning to
homelessness within 6- 12
months”
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(continued)

Measure Type Measure Description Example

Context Context measures describe the circumstances or
environment that the agency operates in. These measures
are typically outside of the agency’s direct control.

“Recidivism rate for 18-24
year-olds”

District-wide
Indicators

District-wide indicators describe demographic, economic,
and environmental trends in the District of Columbia that
are relevant to the agency’s work, but are not in the control
of a single agency.

“Area median income”

Targets: Agencies set targets for most Performance Measures before the start of the fiscal year. Targets may represent
goals, requirements, or national standards for a performance measure. Agencies strive to achieve targets each year, and
agencies provide explanations for targets that are not met at the end of the fiscal year in their PAR.

Not all measures are associated with a target. Newly added measures do not require targets for the first year, as agencies
determine a data-informed benchmark. Changes in some measures may not indicate better or worse performance. They
may be “neutral” measures of demand or input or outside of the agency’s direct control. In some cases, the relative
improvement of a measure over a prior period is a more meaningful indicator than meeting or exceeding a particular
numerical goal, so a target is not set.
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2 Contract Appeals Board Overview

Mission: The mission of the Contract Appeals Board (CAB) is to provide an impartial, expeditious, inexpensive, and
knowledgeable forum for hearing and resolving contractual disputes, protests, and debarments and suspensions involving
the District and its contracting communities.

Summary of Services: The Contract Appeals Board reviews and determines protests of District contract solicitations
and/or awards, appeals by contractors of District contracting officer final decisions on contractor claims, claims by the
District against a contractor, appeals by contractors of suspensions and/or debarments, and contractor claims under the
Quick Payment Act.

Objectives:

1. Increase public confidence in the DC procurement process through the efficient, effective and fair disposition of
public contracting disputes.

2. Increase use of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in resolving cases without the need for traditional litigation
models, resulting in faster, more efficient dispositions of cases and greater party satisfaction.

3. Create and maintain a highly efficient, transparent and responsive District government through the digital archiving
and electronic filing of all Board cases permitting web-based retrieval and full-text searching by the parties with
pending cases and the public.
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3 2025 Accomplishments

3.1 Effective and Efficient Resolution of Appeal Cases
In FY25, the average time taken for the Board to close Appeals cases was 1.2 years, and 62% of all closed cases were
resolved through settlement (saving parties the time and expense of protracted litigation).

Impact: Creates increased confidence in the District’s ability to fairly, efficiently and effectively resolve disputes within its
public contracting community, and to utilize Alternative Dispute Resolution towards that end.

3.2 Continued Appellate Recognition for the Board
In FY25, the DC Courts affirmed four CAB protest decisions. CAB has now been affirmed in 11 consecutive decisions
(Protests and Appeals) dating back to 2017.

Impact: Creates increased confidence in the District’s ability to consistently resolve disputes within its public contracting
community in a manner recognized by the appellate courts.

3.3 Efficient and Effective Disposition of Protest Cas
In FY25, the average time taken for the Board to close Protest cases was 35 business days, and the Board closed 100% of
all FY25 Protest cases within the 60 business day statutory deadline.

Impact: Creates increased confidence in the District’s ability to fairly, efficiently and effectively resolve disputes within its
public contracting community.
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4 Objectives

4.1 Increase public confidence in the DC procurement process through the
efficient, effective and fair disposition of public contracting disputes.

Measure
Type

Directionality Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Annual Target

Percent of decisions sustained on appeal
Quality Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 100% 100%

Percent of Appeals resolved within 4 months of the cases being ready for decision
Efficiency Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 92.31% 90%

Percent of Protests resolved within 60 business days
Efficiency Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 100% 95%

Percent of pending Appeals that are three years old or less
Efficiency Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 80% 100%

Explanation of Missed Targets:

1. Percent of pending Appeals that are three years old or less: Of the five appeals cases pending at the end of FY25,
only one case has been pending more than three years. The parties to this case requested the matter be removed
from the Board’s active docket for over a year pending completion of the parties’ settlement negotiations.
Ultimately, the matter did not settle and a full, evidentiary trial was conducted in 4QFY25. After post-trial briefing, a
decision from the Board is expected by 2QFY26.

4.2 Increase use of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in resolving cases
without theneed for traditional litigationmodels, resulting in faster,
more efficient dispositions of cases and greater party satisfaction.

Measure
Type

Directionality Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Annual Target

Percent of cases resolved through settlement
Outcome Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 61.54% 50%

4.3 Create and maintain a highly efficient, transparent and responsive Dis-
trict government through the digital archiving and electronic filing
ofall Boardcases permittingweb-based retrievaland full-text search-
ing by the parties with pending cases and the public.

Measure
Type

Directionality Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Annual Target

Percent of cases closed by the Board in the current fiscal year that are electronically archived to permit web-based retrieval and full-text searching
capability

Outcome Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 100% 100%

Percent of new cases using electronic filing system
Outcome Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 94.12% 100%

Explanation of Missed Targets:
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1. Percent of new cases using electronic filing system: In FY25, one protest case was filed by US Postal Service. The
remaining 16 protest and dispute cases were filed electronically via FileandServeXpress. While the Board’s goal is
100% electronic submission of cases, filings are still permitted to be made in person and by mail so as to support
Access to Justice initiatives.
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5 Activities

5.1 Increase use of ADR in resolving disputes before CAB through research-
ing, developing and applying best practices in mediation and other al-
ternative dispute resolution models

Under Board Rule 217, CAB offers alternative dispute resolution in all cases, including the use of Board Judges as Neutrals
in Mediation. Even in cases where ADR is not requested, the Board encourages settlement through initial scheduling
orders, on-going status conferences, and pretrial conferences. The Board will continue to provide meaningful
settlement/mediation opportunities in all proceedings.

Measure
Type

Directionality Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Annual Target

Number of cases resolved through settlement/voluntary withdrawal

Outcome Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 16
Target not
required

Percent of Scheduling Orders issued in appeals cases encouraging settlement
Outcome Up is Better Annual Annual Annual Annual 100% 100%

5.2 Increase digital archiving and electronic filing of new cases to pro-
vide full-text searching and, therefore, greater transparency for liti-
gants, the contracting community and the public

The Board’s current database of appeal, protest and debarment/suspension cases permitting web-based retrieval and full
text searching includes nearly all records from 1958 to the present. Case records in all newly filed cases are uploaded to
the public website within 3 business days of filing.

Measure
Type

Directionality Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Annual Target

Number of documents filed in new cases

Quantity Neutral Annual Annual Annual Annual 475
Target not
required

Number of new cases filed and processed electronically

Quantity Neutral Annual Annual Annual Annual 16
Target not
required
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