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Veteran’s Preference: Goals



Veteran’s Preference: Mechanics



Veteran’s Preference: Mechanics



Reminder: Invitations to Bid
• For commodities or non-professional services
• Cost > $50,000
• Awards to the lowest, responsible, responsive bidder
• Win on price 
• What the MOA ultimately gets shouldn’t depend on identity 

winner 



ITB: Deliver to Spec
Commodity



ITB: Build to Spec

Construction



ITB: Award to Lowest Capable, 
Responsive and Responsible Bidder

ConstructionCommodities



Reminder: Requests for Proposals
• For professional services or when parameters are not defined 

enough to use the ITB process 
• Cost > $50,000
• RFP package outlines numerical evaluation factors 
• Awards to highest-scoring proposer (not price alone) 
• What the MOA gets may depend on the identity of the contractor



Examples: Requests for Proposal
• Services & Professional Services

• Construction

• IT 

• Legal



RFP:  Bespoke Scoring Matrices



RFP:  Bespoke Scoring Matrices



RFPs: Awards to Highest Scoring—“Best fit” 



Summary
ITB – Any winner would deliver the 

exact same thing  
     Win on Price

RFP – Proposers may deliver different 
things 

     Win on Best Fit 



Bidding Preference: ITB

Imagine #2 Southcentral qualifies for a 
preference:

Bid Price = $875,404.50

5% Preference =    $43,770.23

Effective Bid Price = $831,634.28

Southcentral’s Effective Bid Price 

< Spernak & Son’s

Southcentral wins

MOA Pays unadjusted bid price =  
$875,404.50

Cost to MOA of preference = $43,770.34



Vendor  TOTAL 
SCORE RANK

Website Vendor 1 362.12 1
Website Vendor 2 360.01 2
Website Vendor 3 324.59 3
Website Vendor 3 316.27 4

Bidding Preference: RFP

(* Real RFP was won by Revize—example 
scenario if Revize hadn’t bid)

Imagine Website Vendor 2 qualifies:

Total Score =  360.01

5% Preference =     18.00 

Effective Score =  378.01

Website Vendor 2’s  Effective Score 

> Website Vendor 1’s 

Vendor 2 wins

MOA Gets a Different Website System



Bidding Preference: Policy 
ITB – Award is not to the cheapest
   Pay more to advance  

  policy goals 

RFP – Award is not to the best fit
   Take second- or third-  

  best offering to   
  advance policy goals?



What We Have Now: Local for ITB Only

Adopted in 1995 – AO 95-147
$1USD 1995  ~ $2.19USD 2026



Proposed S-2 Changes
•Alaska Veterans (and State law)
•New Businesses 
•Cost of Preference Stacking 
•Joint Ventures 
•Application to RFPs
•Reporting and Accountability 



Proposed S-2 Changes: Alaska Veterans 
•S-1 Version Awards Preferences to 

Veterans, regardless of whether they 
ever served in, or currently reside in 
Alaska 



Proposed S-2 Changes: Alaska Veterans 
•This is not how state law works
•AS 36.30.321(f) awards:

- a 5% bid preference
- Capped at $5,000  (10 times less)
- Only to 
o Veterans who reside in Alaska
o Partnerships, LLCs, or Corporations 

that are majority Alaska-veteran owned



Proposed S-2 Changes: Alaska Veterans 
AS 36.30.321(f):
(f) If a bidder or offeror qualifies as an Alaska bidder and is a qualifying entity, a five percent 
preference shall be applied to the price in the bid or proposal. The preference may not exceed 
$5,000. In this subsection,

(1) “Alaska veteran” means an individual who is both a resident of the state and a veteran;
(2) “qualifying entity” means a

(A) sole proprietorship owned by an Alaska veteran;
(B) partnership under AS 32.06 or AS 32.11 if a majority of the partners are Alaska 

veterans;
(C) limited liability company organized under AS 10.50 if a majority of the members are 

Alaska veterans; or
(D) corporation that is wholly owned by individuals, and a majority of the individuals are 

Alaska veterans;

(3) “veteran” means an individual who
(A) served in the

(i) armed forces of the United States, including a reserve unit of the United States 
armed forces; or

(ii) Alaska Territorial Guard, the Alaska Army National Guard, the Alaska Air National 
Guard, or the Alaska Naval Militia; and

(B)    was separated from service under a condition that was not dishonorable.



Proposed S-2 Changes: Alaska Veterans 
.

The S-2 Version mirrors the “Alaska 
Veteran” approach, as better calibrated 
to the goals of: 
• “encourag[ing [veterans] to remain in 

Anchorage area” and
• “stimulat[ing] economic growth within 

the community”



Proposed S-2 Changes: Alaska Veterans 
.

The S-2 Version also provides a different 
definition of “veteran” to include:
•  Servicemembers with a “general 

(under honorable conditions) 
discharge,” and 

• Better match to Title 3 (hiring 
preference)



Proposed S-2 Changes: New Businesses
•Current version does not phase out 

after preference has achieved its aim 
and Veteran-owned business is 
established  

•S-2 version targets new entries as 
better calibrated to goal of getting new 
businesses set up and established 

•Lifetime $500k cap 



Proposed S-2 Changes: New Businesses
• A significant challenge with any government incentive 

program is paying for outcomes that would have occurred 
anyway

• Example: the MOA does not know which, if any of its “usual” 
contractors are veteran-owned; should it apply to any of the 
following?



Proposed S-2 Changes: Cost of Preference & 
Stacking 

•Current version takes local and veteran 
owned preferences from a max of $20,000 
(local) + $0 (veteran) to $50,000 each, and 
allows them to stack

•S-2 version would apply the local sliding 
scale to Alaska Veterans (still much larger 
than state preference)

•Provide that if bidders are both Alaska 
Veterans and in Anchorage, they get one 
and a half preferences 



Proposed S-2 Changes: Joint Ventures
• S-1 Version allows business associations to 

claim a fractional percentage of the 
preference, in relationship to the ownership 
interest of veterans

• S-1 Version does not address how preferences 
should be applied if ownership interests 
change 

• S-2 Version requires majority veteran 
ownership, and requires majority veteran 
ownership to be in place at bid award, when a 
contract is amended, and when any options 
are exercised 



Proposed S-2 Changes: Joint Ventures
•S-1 requirement that meeting the 

definition of an eligible joint venture 
“for the duration of the term of the 
contract” seems impossible to 
administer
•Contract price cannot change 

midstream
•Contract cannot (or should not) be 

canceled midstream



Proposed S-2 Changes: Focus on ITBs
•S-2 version mirrors the local-

preference approach and limits the 
preference to ITBs, and not to RFPs

• Alternative approach could be to 
target an RFP preference only to 
quantitative scoring factors related to 
cost



Proposed S-2 Changes: Reporting & Accountability 

• How often will a veteran preference be used?
• What will it cost the MOA?
• How will we assess if this “is working”?

• The S-2 version requires Assembly documents to 
note:

• If the preference was applied and, if so,
• The cost to the MOA of applying the preference

• The S-2 version also requires an annual report:
• # of preferences applied
• Identity of contractors receiving preference, and  
• Total annual cost to the MOA
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