
Formal Rebuttal to Testimony Before the Michigan House Subcommittee on Military and 
Veterans Affairs 
Regarding the Role of Veteran Service Officers (VSOs) and Veteran Engagement Officers 
(VEOs) 

Dear Representative Robinson and Members of the Subcommittee, 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to testimony presented on March 12, 2026, regarding 
the roles of Veteran Service Officers (VSOs) and Veteran Engagement Officers (VEOs). We 
would like to respectfully offer clarification and perspective from the county level. 

During the testimony, the phrase “boots on the ground” was used repeatedly to distinguish the 
role of VEOs. By definition, “boots on the ground” refers to individuals who are physically 
present and actively engaged in delivering services. County Veteran Service Officers (CVSOs) 
have long fulfilled this role across the State of Michigan. CVSOs are embedded in their 
communities and serve veterans through direct, in-person engagement, outreach, and ongoing 
case management. 

While a portion of a VSO’s responsibilities includes the preparation and submission of claims, 
describing this work as “paper pushing” does not fully reflect the scope or value of the 
profession. CVSOs are accredited professionals who not only assist with claims, but also build 
relationships with veterans, listen to their experiences, and identify additional needs. Through 
this process, they connect veterans to a wide range of local, state, and federal resources. This 
comprehensive and individualized approach is central to effective veteran advocacy. 

Testimony also suggested that VSOs lack the “bandwidth” to conduct outreach, creating a need 
for VEOs to fulfill that function. However, county offices have consistently demonstrated their 
ability to perform outreach, often with limited resources. The reduction of grant funding 
previously provided through the Michigan Veterans Affairs Agency (MVAA) significantly 
impacted outreach capacity at the county level. Despite this, CVSOs have continued to adapt and 
maintain community presence. With restored or increased funding, outreach efforts at the county 
level could be expanded substantially. 

It has been communicated to MACVC by the MVAA Deputy Director that VEOs were advised 
to avoid direct engagement with county veteran offices. This raises important concerns regarding 
coordination and continuity of services. CVSOs serve as the primary local resource for veterans, 
and collaboration between partners has historically produced the most effective outcomes. A 
model that discourages coordination risks creating fragmentation rather than improving access. 

It is also important to clarify that VEOs are not accredited through the U.S. Department of 
Veterans Affairs and therefore cannot prepare, present, or prosecute claims on behalf of veterans. 
This distinction is critical. When veterans require claims assistance, it is unclear where VEOs 
were directing them if not to accredited county offices. A clearly defined and consistent referral 
pathway is essential to ensure veterans receive timely and accurate assistance. 



Furthermore, the role described for VEOs closely mirrors that of Veteran Navigators within the 
Michigan Department of Health and Human Services. Historically, these navigators have worked 
in coordination with county offices, reinforcing local services rather than duplicating them. This 
collaborative model has proven effective and highlights the importance of alignment between 
state and county efforts. 

Feedback from county offices across Michigan indicates that, during 2024–2025, there has been 
minimal sustained engagement with VEOs. In many instances, contact was limited to initial 
introductions without ongoing communication or measurable collaboration. This lack of 
integration further raises questions about the effectiveness and necessity of the role. 

These factors collectively suggest that the VEO position represents a duplication of services 
already being performed by CVSOs. This concern is particularly relevant given the 
Subcommittee’s previously stated intent that the MVAA should not establish or fund repetitive 
services. 

Given these considerations, it may be more appropriate to direct available funding, such as the 
$700,000 previously allocated for VEO-related efforts, toward strengthening the existing CVSO 
infrastructure. County grant funding that was previously provided by MVAA in FY25 is now 
administered through the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs in FY26. This could 
include reinstating training funds that have historically equipped CVSOs with the skills needed 
to serve veterans at a high level. Ensuring that resources are invested in proven, community-
based systems would maximize impact and avoid unnecessary duplication. 

In closing, we would like to respectfully note that terminology such as “paper pushers” and 
suggestions that VSOs lack capacity can be discouraging to the dedicated professionals who 
serve veterans across Michigan. CVSOs remain committed to their mission and take pride in 
providing both the technical expertise and personal connection that veterans deserve. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this perspective. 
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