






VETERANS' BENEFITS

C. Procedural Concerns: The Notice of Disagreement

If a Veteran wishes to challenge a denial of benefits, he
must file a written Notice of Disagreement, which sets the
administrative appeal process in motion.114  The Veterans'
Judicial Review Act, applies with respect to cases in which a
Notice of Disagreement is filed after the effective date of the
Act." 5 Therefore, judicial review of veterans' claims is not
retroactive."6 The Federal Circuit heard and rejected challenges
to the constitutionality of this provision."7 The Court has also
held that the required Notice of Disagreement must be
disagreement with original action by the Secretary of Veterans'
Affairs, not internal appellate action by the Secretary."' While
the Court has held that there can be only one Notice of
Disagreement for each claim,1" 9 in Ephraim v. Brown the Court
held that a new diagnosis of a disease related to one for which a
claim was made previously is a new claim for which there can be
a new Notice of Disagreement."2 The Court has also held that a
claim regarding disability compensation level is separate from a
claim that the disability is related to service in the Armed Forces
and will support a new Notice of Disagreement.' There may be
a new Notice of Disagreement as to the effective date of benefits
or the rating assigned to a disability after the veteran prevails on a
pre-judicial review Notice of Disagreement as to the connection
to military service of his disability.' 2

4 Fox, supra note 5, at 38.

"I Pub. L. No. 100-687, 102 Stat. 4105, 4122, sec. 402 (codified as a note
to § 4051, subsequently renumbered to a note to § 7251).

116 Id.
117 See, e.g., Belarmino v. Derwinski, 931 F.2d 1543, 1544 (Fed. Cir.

1991); see also Nagac, 933 F.2d at 990-91.
118 Strott v. Derwinski, 964 F.2d 1124, 1128 (Fed. Cir. 1992); Prenzler v.

Derwinski, 928 F.2d 392, 394 (Fed. Cir. 1991); Burton v. Derwinski, 933
F.2d 988, 989 (Fed. Cir. 1991).

"I Hamilton v. Brown, 39 F.3d 1574, 1582 (Fed. Cir. 1994).
120 82 F.3d,399, 400 (Fed. Cir. 1996).
121 Grantham, 114 F.3d at 1159.
' Barrera v. Gober, 122 F.3d 1030, 1032 (Fed. Cir. 1997).
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The claimant has the power to give either the Board of
Veterans' Appeals or the Court of Veterans' Claims broad
jurisdiction over a range of his claims or narrow jurisdiction over
a specific claim only by phrasing his Notice of Disagreement in
general language or in narrow specific language." The Notice
of Disagreement must be directed at the decision sought to be
reviewed by the Board of Veterans' Appeals, and gives the Court
of Appeals for Veterans' Claims jurisdiction to review only the
internal appellate decision of that Board. 12 4 In Collaro v. West, 15
the veteran had filed a vague Notice of Disagreement. The
Secretary of Veterans' Affairs interpreted it as a factual dispute
and adjudicated it accordingly. However, late in the proceedings,
the veteran explained that his real dispute was over the validity of
an unpublished internal Department of Veterans' Affairs
circular. 126 The Federal Circuit held that the Court of Appeals
for Veterans' Claims had jurisdiction over the challenge to the
validity of the circular.12 7

Finally, if by reason of the date of the Notice of
Disagreement the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims lacks
jurisdiction, review may be sought in the Federal Circuit in
certain cases; and if review is mistakenly sought in the wrong
court, the veteran or his survivor is without remedy.12'

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Review by the Federal Circuit is de novo.' 29 Deference is
given to the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs' interpretation of a

123 Maggitt, 202 F.3d at 1375.
124 Ledford v. West, 136 F.3d 776, 779-80 (Fed. Cir. 1998).
125 136 F.3d 1304, 1308.
1261d. at 1307.
127 Id. at 1310.
12 Jackson v. Brown, 55 F.3d 589, 592 (Fed. Cir. 1995).
129 Meeks v. West, 216 F.3d 1363, 1366 (Fed. Cir. 2000); Richard, 161

F.3d at 721; Degmetich v. Brown, 104 F.3d 1328, 1331 (Fed. Cir. 1997);
McKnight v. Gober, 131 F.3d 1483, 1484 (Fed. Cir. 1994); Wick, 40 F.3d at
367; Jones v. Brown, 41 F.3d 634, 637 (Fed. Cir. 1994); Prenzler, 928 F.2d
at 393.
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statute only if the statute is silent or ambiguous with respect to the
issue. 30 In Skinner v. Brown,"3 the dissent stated that deference
should be given to any permissible construction of the statute
made by the Secretary. 3 1 In Brown v. Gardner,133 which
affirmed Gardner v. Brown,13 4 the U.S. Supreme Court agreed
that the Federal Circuit could deny deference to a sixty-year old
continuous interpretation of a veterans' benefits statute by the
executive branch.1 3' The Federal Circuit, in Tallman v. Brown,
held that a "longstanding administrative practice" of the
Secretary of Veterans' Affairs misinterpreting law is not entitled
to deference. 1

36

Deference will be given to the Secretary's interpretation of
an ambiguous statute if the interpretation is not arbitrary.' 37 In
Degmetich v. Brown, 38 the statute in question provided for
benefits for disabilities resulting from line of duty injuries or
diseases to disabled veterans. 39 The Court upheld the Secretary's
right to interpret the statute as applying only to veterans still
disabled when they applied for the benefits in question."
Degmetich was followed exactly in Gilpin v. West,14 ' where the
Federal Circuit upheld the Secretary's requirement that sufferers

"3o Skinner v. Brown, 27 F.3d 1571, 1575 (Fed. Cir. 1994); Cf. Cole v.
Brown, 35 F.3d 551, 551 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (supporting the Skinner holding
that construction of a statute by the secretary is not acceptable).

131 27 F.3d 1571.
132 Id. at 1576 (Plager, J., dissenting).
133 513 U.S. 115.
134 5 F.3d 1456 (Fed. Cir. 1993), arf'd, 513 U.S. 115.
135 Brown, 513 U.S. at 122.
136 105 F.3d 613, 615 (Fed. Cir 1997).
137 Degmetich, 104 F.3d at 1331-32.

104 F.3d 1328.
39 Id. at 1330 (interpreting 38 U.S.C. § 1131 (1994) which states in relevant

part: "For disability resulting from personal injury suffered or disease
contracted in line of duty .... in the active military, naval, or air service,
during other than a period of war, the United States will pay to any veteran
thus disabled ..... compensation as provided in this subchapter").

'40 Id. at 1332.
141 155 F.3d 1353 (Fed. Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1144 (1999).
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from post-traumatic stress disorder be symptomatic at the time
they apply for benefits.142

While deference is given to the Secretary with respect to
factual determinations, deference is not given to the Court of
Appeals for Veterans' Claims' answers to questions of law."'
The Federal Circuit reviews statutory interpretations of that court
without formal deference.'"

V. THE RECORD

Both the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims and the
Federal Circuit have separate rules that govern determination of
the record below.'45 Under Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims procedures, any relevant record held by the Department
of Veterans' Affairs may be designated or counter-designated as
part of the record.'4 Under Local Rule 1 of the Federal Circuit,
the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims is deemed a "district
court." 147 Therefore, the rules concerning settling the record in a
court below, not those concerning agency filing of a record in an
agency review or enforcement case should govern. 148 While this
author has found no case where the Federal Circuit has addressed

142 Id. at 1356 (reasoning that 38 U.S.C. §1110 is "identical in all respects"

to 38 U.S.C. §1131 for purposes of the interpreting guidelines). 38 U.S.C.
§ 1110 (1994) states in relevant part "For disability resulting from personal
injury suffered or disease contracted in line of duty. . . in the active military,
naval, or air service, during a period of war, the United States will pay to any
veteran thus disabled... compensation as provided in this subchapter. .. ).
143 Cook v. Brown, 68 F.3d 447, 450 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (affirming on

different grounds the denial of attorneys' fees to a non-lawyer member of the
bar of the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims).
'44 See Bowey, 218 F.3d at 1376; Haines v. West, 154 F.3d 1298, 1299-1300

(Fed. Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1016 (1999).
145 U.S. Vet. App. R. 10; Fed. R. App. Proc. R. 10-11, 16-17; Fed. Cir. R.

10-11, 17.
146 U.S. Vet App. R. 10.
147 Fed. Cir. R. l(a)(1)(D).
14 Compare Fed. R. App. Proc. R. 10-11 and Fed. Cir. R. 10-11 concerning

the record from the court below with Fed. R. App. Proc. R. 16-17 and Fed.
Cir. R. 17 concerning the filing of the record from an agency review or
enforcement action.
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the question of what actually constitutes the record in a veteran's
benefit case, the Court has recognized a presumption that all
evidence in the veteran's record has been reviewed by the
Department of Veterans' Affairs. 149  However, the Federal
Circuit has never reviewed the holding of the Court of Appeals
for Veterans' Claims in Bell v. Derwinski,'50 which states that all
pertinent records in the possession of the Secretary of Veterans'
Affairs are constructively before the Board of Veterans' Appeals
and that if the Board fails to consider any such material records,
the case must be remanded. 1 5

VI. PRECEDENT

The Federal Circuit takes a strong view that only its full
published opinions are to be relied on as precedent."5 2 In
Hamilton v. Brown, 53 the Court said:

As an initial matter, we note with disapproval that
the Court of Veterans Appeals places considerable
weight upon, and discusses at length, the
nonprecedential order issued by this court in the
aftermath of the Whit case. The matter is also
extensively discussed by the parties. We remind
counsel and the court that nonprecedential opinions
and orders are not citable to this court ... and
they are not intended to convey this court's view of
law applicable in other cases. Nonprecedential
orders and opinions are used in summary
dispositions of cases in which a full precedential
opinion is not considered necessary, but something

t Gonzales v. West, 218 F.3d 1378, 1381 (Fed. Cir. 2000) (rejecting
appellant's claim that all evidence in the record must be "discussed").

1502 Vet. App. 611 (1992).
S1 d. at 613.

152 For a full discussion of this issue see Charles G. Mills, Anastassof v.

'United States and Appeals in Veterans' Cases, 3 J. OF App. PRAc. & PROCESS
419 (2001).

13 39 F.3d 1574.
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more than a one-sentence Rule 36 ifootnote
omitted] affirmance is warranted or needed. 154

The above statement refers to a case named Whitt v.
Derwinski,55 where a single Federal Circuit judge had vacated a
leading case in the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims. 156

The lower court in Hamilton had relied on this non-precedential
decision. As a result, the Federal Circuit admonished both the
Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims for relying on the case,
and the counsel involved in attempting to argue the case before
the Federal Circuit as precedent. 157

VII. THE FINALITY OF THE DENIAL OF CLAIMS

There is a general rule against reopening a veteran's claim
after it has been finally denied and all appellate review
exhausted.' 58 However, as listed in Routen v. West, 159 there are
three important exceptions to this rule: a) De novo review after a
change in the law; b) New and material evidence; and c)
Correction of clear and unmistakable error.

A. De Novo Review After a Change in Law

The Federal Circuit has held that when a provision of law
or regulation creates a new basis for entitlement, the claim asserts
rights that did not previously exist, and is a different claim."'° In

'
m Id. at 1581.

155 979 F.2d 215 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (Table), overruled in part by Hamilton, 39
F.3d 1574.

156 1 Vet. App. 40 (1990), en banc rev. denied, 1 Vet. App. 94 (1990),
vacated by Whitt, 979 F.2d 215, overruled in part by Hamilton, 39 F.3d 1574.

'17 Hamilton, 39 F.3d at 1581.
158 Spencer v. Brown, 17 F.3d 368, 371-72 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 513

U.S. 810 (1994) (citing 38 U.S.C. § 7104(b) which states in relevant part:
"Except as provided in section 5108 of this title, when a claim is disallowed
by the Board, the claim may not thereafter be reopened and allowed and a
claim based upon the same factual basis may not be considered.").

159 142 F.3d 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir.) cert. denied, 525 U.S. 962 (1998).
"~ Spencer, 17 F.3d at 372.
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Spencer v. Brown,161 a claimant attempted to reopen a claim
based on the statutory change to 38 U.S.C. § 5108 which states
that a claim must be reopened if "new and material evidence" is
presented. 62 However, prior to the 1989 overhaul of veterans'
benefits law, a claim could be reopened only if the new and
material evidence was "in the form of an official report from the
proper service department.""16 According to the Spencer court,
the change to 38 U.S.C. § 5108 was not the kind of change in
law that would allow for de novo review.'6

B. New and Material Evidence

38 U.S.C. § 5108 requires the Secretary of Veterans'
Affairs to reopen disallowed claims "if new or material evidence
is presented or secured. "' 65 The Federal Circuit has held that the
Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims cannot reopen the claim
itself and determine factual issues de novo. 6  Failure of the
Secretary to reopen the claim requires remand by the court. 67

The Federal Circuit has also held that in the absence of a
legal error in the analysis by the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims, the Federal Circuit is without- jurisdiction to review a

161 17 F.3d at 368.
162 38 U.S.C. § 5108 (1994) states: "If new and material evidence is

presented or secured with respect to a claim which has been disallowed, the
secretary shall reopen the claim and review the former disposition of the
claim."

163 Spencer, 17 F.3d at 373; 38 U.S.C. § 4004(b) (1982) (re-sequenced to 38
U.S.C. § 5108). 38 U.S.C § 4004(b) stated: "When a claim is disallowed by
the Board, it may not thereafter be reopened and allowed, and no claim based
upon the same factual basis shall be considered, however, where subsequent to
disallowance of a claim, new and material evidence in the form of official
reports from the proper service department is secured, the Board may
authorize the reopening of the claim and- review of the former decision."

16 Spencer, 17 F.3d at 372.
165 38 U.S.C. § 5108 (1994) states: "If new and material evidence is

presented or secured with respect to a claim which has been disallowed, the
secretary shall reopen the claim and review the former disposition of the
claim."

166 Winters v. Gober, 219 F.3d 1375, 1379-80 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
167 id.

2001 717

23

Mills: Veterans' Benefits

Published by Digital Commons @ Touro Law Center, 2015



TOURO L4WREVIEW

determination by that court as to whether evidence is new and
material.'68 In Hodge v. West, the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs
had provided a reasonable definition of what evidence is "new
and material," but the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims did
not accord it deference.169 The Federal Circuit held it will give
"no deference at all" to the lower court's interpretation of what is
"new and material" and reversed the decision below with
directions to apply the original regulatory definition which, unlike
the lower court, did not require that the new evidence be outcome
determinative.17 In Lofton v. West, 7' the court below had
applied the same harsh definition of "new and material" for
which it had been reversed in Hodge. 172 However, in Lofton, the
Federal Circuit found that it could affirm the lower court decision
based upon a question of the validity of a Department of
Veterans' Affairs regulation without determining whether the new
evidence was material under the standard set forth in Hodge.171

In Routen v. West, the Federal Circuit held that the
statutory creation of a new presumption is not new evidence for
purposes of 38 U.S.C. § 5108 . A claim previously denied on
the basis that the claimant was not a "veteran" within the
meaning of the applicable statute may be reopened if new and
material evidence is presented with respect to the claimant's
status as a "veteran. "17' Also, the surviving spouses of deceased
veterans are required to present new and material evidence in
support of any claim derivative from a claim of the deceased
veteran previously disallowed in a final determination. 176

However, a finding of fact by the Court of Appeals for Veterans'

6 Barnett v. Brown, 83 F.3d 1380, 1383 (Fed. Cir. 1996); Spencer, 17

F.3d at 374 (citing 38 U.S.C. § 7292(d)(2) (Supp IV 1992) which delineates
the appellate jurisdiction of the court).

169 155 F.3d 1356, 1361 (Fed. Cir. 1998).
170 Id. at 1363-64.
171 198 F.3d 846 (Fed. Cir. 1999).
172 Id. at 848-49.
173 Id. at 849.
174 Routen, 142 F.3d at 1440.
17' D'Amico v. West, 209 F.3d 1322, 1326-27 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
176 Zevalkink v. Brown, 102 F.3d 1236, 1241-42 (Fed. Cir. 1996), cert.

denied, 521 U.S. 1103 (1997).
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Claims that new evidence is merely cumulative requires a
conclusion that it is not new and material. 177

C. The Correction of Clear and Unmistakable Error

Secretary of Veterans' Affairs regulation 38 C.F.R.
§ 3.105(a)17 ' allows for correction of an otherwise final denial of
a claim if the denial was the product of "clear and unmistakable
error." 179 Such a correction would have retroactive effect.'80 In
Russell v. Principi,'8 l the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims
held en banc that final decisions of the Board of Veterans'
Appeals are subject to correction for clear and unmistakable
error.182  In Smith v. Principi,183 the Court of Appeals for
Veterans' Claims, relying on Russell, directed the Board of
Veterans' Appeals to determine whether its prior final decision
was the product of clear and unmistakable error.'" However, on
appeal in Smith v. Brown, 185 the Federal Circuit reversed and held
that correction for clear and unmistakable error is permitted only
by the office of original jurisdiction in which the veteran filed his
claim, and not after the veteran has had a review by the Board of
Veterans' Appeals. "6

Congress reacted swiftly in response to the decision in
Smith v. Brown, by enacting Public Law § 105-111, which took

17? Anglin v. West, 203 F.3d 1343, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
17 38 C.F.R. § 3.105(a) (2000).
179 Id.
180 Id. 38 C.F.R. § 3.105(a) states: "the... decision which constitutes a

reversal of a prior decision on the grounds of clear and unmistakable error has
the same effect as if the corrected decision had been made on the date of the
reversed decision."

181 3 Vet. App. 310 (1992).
'8Id. at 312.
183 3 Vet. App. 378, reconsider. denied, 4 Vet. App. 131 (1992), rev'd 35

F.3d 1516 (Fed. Cir. 1994), superseded by statute as stated in, Lynch v.
Gober, 11 Vet. App. 27 (1997).

184Id. at 381.
185 35 F.3d 1516 (Fed. Cir. 1994), superseded by statute as stated in, Lynch,

11 Vet. App. 27.
1'd. at 1526.
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effect on November 21, 1997 and is applicable to all
determinations made before, on, or after its effective date. 187

Public Law § 105-111 added § 5109A to Title 38 of the U. S.
Code and permits the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to correct his
"clear and unmistakable error" on his own motion or upon
request "at any time after the decision is made." 8 In addition,
Public Law § 105-111 added § 7111 to Title 38, which allows the
Board of Veterans' Appeals to correct its own "clear and
unmistakable error." 189 Judicial review is applicable to all clear
and unmistakable error cases pending before the Secretary, the
Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims, the Federal Circuit, or
the U.S. Supreme Court on the effective date of the statute or
filed thereafter. 190

The statutes enacted involving the correction of clear and
unmistakable error have become the subject of scholarly analysis.
In his 1998 study of the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims,
Professor Fox said, "The statutory language may contain some
nuances, not readily apparent on its face, that will give reviewing
courts trouble in the future." 9' This anticipated 'trouble' has
been borne out in cases decided after Professor Fox's 1998 study.
For instance, in Haines v. West, 92 the Federal Circuit rejected an
argument that 38 U.S.C. § 5109A allowed a clear and
unmistakable error claim belonging to the veteran to survive his
death. 193 Likewise, in Donovan v. West,"94 the Federal Circuit
refused to allow the enactment of the new law to revive a clear
and unmistakable error claim previously rejected by the Board of
Veterans' Appeals in the absence of an additional claim that such
rejection was an additional clear and unmistakable error. 95 In

187 Act effective Nov. 21, 1997, Pub. L. No. 105-111, 111 Stat. 2271,
§ 1(c).

188 Id. at sec. 1(a), §§ 5109A(c)-(d).
189 Id. at sec. 1(a), § 7111(c).
190 Id. at sec. 2 (codified as a Note to 38 U.S.C. § 7251).
191 Fox, supra note 5, at 38.
192 154 F.3d 1298 (Fed. Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1016 (1999).
193 Id. at 1301.
194 158 F.3d 1377 (Fed. Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1019 (1999).
195 Donovan, 158 F.3d at 1382-83.
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Dittrich v. West 196 and Brown v. West,1'97 the Federal Circuit
refused to allow correction by the Regional Office of its clear and
unmistakable error, which had been subsumed in a Board of
Veterans' Appeals determination limiting such correction to the
Board.1 98

The Federal Circuit has attempted to clarify the language
of the statutes involving the correction of clear and unmistakable
error. In Bustos v. West,199 Hayre v. West,200 and Yates v.
West,2 1 the Federal Circuit held that error must be outcome
determinative to be clear and unmistakable,' a test not applied to
new and material evidence. 2°3 In Howard v. Gober,2°4 the Federal
Circuit affirmed a decision by the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims that it had no jurisdiction over a claim of clear and
unmistakable error if the Board of Veterans' Appeals had not yet
addressed that issue. 205 In Grant v. West, 2°6 one judge of the
Federal Circuit suggested during oral argument that the
Secretary's failure to correct clear and unmistakable error on his
own motion is unreviewable. 2

Despite the broad language of Public Law § 105-111
concerning correction of clear and unmistakable error "at any
time" even in cases pending before the U.S. Supreme Court, it
seems clear that the Federal Circuit has limited the interpretation

116 163 F.3d 1349 (Fed. Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1349 (1999).
197 203 F.3d 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
191 Id. at 1381; Dittrich, 163 F.3d at 1352.
199 179 F.3d 1378 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 967 (1999).
2 188 F.3d 1327 (Fed. Cir. 1999).
201 213 F.3d 1372 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 960 (2000).
m Bustos, 179 F.3d at 1381; Hayre, 188 F.3d at 1333; Yates, 213 F.3d at

1374-75 (approving the Department of Veteran's Affairs regulation, 64 Fed.
Reg. 2134 (1999) which interprets clear and unmistakable error as outcome
determinative error).

I See discussion supra, at Section VII. Finality of Denial of Claims, b. New
and Material Evidence, discussing Hodge v. West and the court's interpretation
of new and material evidence.
24 220 F.3d 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
2 Id. at 1345.

194 F.3d 1330 (Fed. Cir. 1999), aff'g 1998 U.S. Vet. App. LEXIS 961
(1998), review denied 1998 U.S. Vet. App. LEXIS 720 (1998).

m Grant, 1998 U.S. Vet. App. LEXIS, at *12.
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of the statute to an authorization for the Board of Veterans'
appeals to correct its own clear and unmistakable errors."

VIII. THE DUTY TO.AsSIST

The administration of veterans' claims is unique in that
Congress has attempted to enact legislation that is paternalistic in
nature, statutorily providing that all proceedings below the level
of the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims are to be non-
adversarial and paternalistic, at least if they are not on remand
from the courts. 2°  38 U.S.C. § 5107(a) places upon the
Secretary of Veterans' Affairs the duty to "assist such a claimant
in developing the facts pertinent to the claim. "210 In tension with
this instruction, prior to the enactment of the Veterans Claims
Assistance Act of 2000,211 38 U.S.C. § 5107(a) also placed upon
a claimant "the burden of submitting evidence sufficient to justify
a belief by a fair and impartial individual that the claim is well
grounded. ,212 In Epps v. Gober,23 an en banc decision, the
Federal Circuit held that the term "such a claimant" meant one
who had "first met its burden of submitting a 'well grounded'
claim. " 214 In Morton v. West,21 5 the Court of Appeals for
Veterans' Claims, relying on Epps, held that "absent the
submission and establishment of a well-grounded claim, the
Secretary cannot undertake to assist a veteran in developing facts
pertinent to his or her claim." 216 The Federal Circuit affirmed
this interpretation of the statute on appeal.2 7

20 1d. at *9-11.

209 See 38 U.S.C. § 7252 and § 7261(referring to the jurisdiction and scope
of review of the Court of Veterans' Appeals).

210 Id.
211 Pub. L. No. 106-475, 114 Stat. 2096 (as codified at 38 U.S.C. §§ 5100,

5103A and 5126; amending §§ 5102, 5103, 5106 and 5107).
212 38 U.S.C. § 5107(a) (1994).
213 126 F.3d 1464 (Fed. Cir. 1997), cert. denied, 524 U.S. 940 (1998).
214 Id. at 1468 (emphasis in original).
215 12 Vet. App. 477 (1999).
216 /d. at 486.
217 Morton v. Gober, 243 F.3d 557 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
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In response to Morton, the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs
sent out "fast letters" to his local offices, summarily repealing
various regulations and prohibiting the Department of Veterans'
Affairs service officers from assisting veterans who had not yet
submitted all the evidence to show a well-grounded claim or who
failed to do so within thirty days. The American Legion, The
Military Order of the Purple Heart,218 and the Paralyzed Veterans
of America2 1 9 brought original proceedings in the Federal Circuit
to review the "fast letters" of the Secretary. 2  On motion of the
Secretary, these proceedings were stayed pending the disposition
of the Morton case on appeal. Unfortunately, after the Federal
Circuit ordered this stay, the appellant in Morton, Jack W.
Morton, died. 22' The proceedings by the various veterans'
organizations are still pending, and the stay was never lifted.'

In Hayre v. West,m decided about two-and-a-half weeks
after Morton, the Federal Circuit discussed the nature of the duty
to assist at great length, but only in a context where the claimant
had already established a well-grounded claim. Hayre was a
somewhat shocking case in which the Regional Office of the
Department of Veterans' affairs told the claimant that it did "not
find in your medical records or elsewhere any evidence of the
existence of a nervous condition," but did not tell him that it
never received or examined the medical records, as was its
duty.? The Federal Circuit vacated the order of the Court of

218 The Military Order of the Purple Heart is an organization which was

formed in 1932. Its members are all recipients of the Purple Heart for Military
Merit decoration. The purpose of the organization is to help disabled and
needy veterans and their families. http://www.purpleheart .org.

219 The Paralyzed Veterans of America is a veteran's service organization
chartered by Congress in 1946. http://www.pva.org.

I U.S. v. Romero-Gonzalez, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 19469 (4th Cir. 2000)
cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1093 (2001); U.S. v. Marriott, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS
18168 (6th Cir. 2000) cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1094 (2001); Kirkner v. Wilson,
531 U.S. 1115 (2001).

22 Morton v. Gober, 2000 U.S. App. LEXIS 22464, *1-2 (2000).
22 Morton, 243 F.3d 557 (2000).

2 188 F.3d 1327.
n Id. at 1331-35.
2mId. at 1329.
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Appeals for Veterans' Claims and held that such misconduct
prevented the action of the Regional Office from becoming
final.226

Nine months later, the Federal Circuit decided Hensley v.
West.227 In Hensley, the Court pointed out that it lacked the
power as a three-judge panel to overturn the Epps decision, which
was the precedent followed in the Morton case. 22 The Hensley
Court avoided all mention of Morton, but did quote Court of
Appeals for Veterans' Claims cases favorably to the effect that
the standard for a "well-grounded claim" is "unique, and
uniquely low," and "rather low."229 Less than a week later, in
Schroeder v. West, the Federal Circuit held that a veteran who
establishes that one of his claims is well grounded is entitled to
assistance on all of his claims.23°

In response to the Morton decision, Congress enacted the
Veterans Claims Assistance Act of 2000231 (the "Act"). The Act
amended § 5107, and entirely eliminated the requirement that
there be a well grounded claim.23 2 The Act expands and makes
more detailed the Secretary's duty to assist, only excluding those
claims where no reasonable possibility exists of substantiating the
claim.233 Also, the Act contains some retroactivity for claims
denied between July 14, 1999 and the effective date of the Act,
December 2000.234

226 Id. at 1333; (citing to Tablazon v. Brown, 8 Vet. App. 359, 361 (1995);
Hauck v. Brown, 6 Vet. App. 518, 519 (1994)).

227 212 F.3d 1255 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
228 Id. at 1261.
229 Id.
230 212 F.3d 1265, 1271 (Fed. Cir. 2000).
231 Pub. L. No. 106-475, 114 Stat. 2096 (as codified at 38 U.S.C. §§ 5100,

5103A and 5126; amending §§ 5102, 5103, 5106 and 5107).232 Id. at sec. 4, § 5107.
233 Id. at sec. 3(a), § 5102-5103.

Id. at sec. 7 (codified as a note to § 5107).
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IX. ANALYSIS OF RECENT STUDIES

As discussed previously, Professor Fox's analysis at the
Sixth Judicial Conference is a good indication that the Federal
Circuit is frequently doing what Congress intended it to do,
oversee the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Appeals and develop
a consistent body of case law. His study was, however, limited
to reversals. Some of the reversals that are part of his statistics
involve substantial legal developments. 5 These reversals should
be explored more fully for their substantive impact, rather than
just to note the fact that they reverse a holding of the court
below.

For instance, although Tallman v. Brown236 directly
benefits only Annapolis graduates, 7 it stands for the broader
principle that deference will not be accorded to long-standing
practices of the Department of Veterans' Affairs. 23' Similarly,
Hodge v. West239 significantly broadened the class of cases that
can be reopened for new and material evidence.'u Bailey v.
West 1applies equitable tolling to appeals to the Court of Appeals
for Veterans' Claims.2 2 Linville v. West243greatly expanded the
range of issues raised by claimants, which the Court of Appeals
for Veterans' Claims could consider.2" Hayre established a rule
that the Secretary's duty to assist cannot be exhausted by mere
pro forma requests for documents2 s

Arguably, a study of recently affirmed cases gives a
slightly different picture. By statute, many veterans' benefits
cannot have an effective date earlier than the filing date of the

" Remarks of Professor Fox, Sixth Judicial Conference of the Court of
Appeals for Veterans' Claims, 15 Vet. App. at CCLXIV.

236 105 F.3d 613.
27 Id.
2m Id. at 615.
239 155 F.3d 1356.
240 Id. at 1359-60.
24 160 F.3d 1360.
242 Id. at 1364.
23 165 F.3d 1382 (Fed. Cir. 1999).
2" Id. at 1384.
245 Hayre, 188 F.3d at 1331.
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claim. 26 An informal claim can only become a claim if it is
converted into a formal claim within one year.247 In Fleshman v.
West,248 the veteran failed to complete every box on his
application and to sign it.249 Because it took him more than a
year to correct all the defects in his application and although the
claim itself was set forth in full on the original application, the
Federal Circuit affirmed the decision below denying the veteran
an effective date before he corrected all deficiencies in
completing the form.5

In Routen v. West 2"1 the Federal Circuit held that the
erroneous failure of the Secretary to apply an evidentiary
presumption in favor the veteran does not give the veteran the
right to reopen the claim as he would if the Secretary had ignored
evidence.52

In Soria v. Brown 2 3 the Federal Circuit affirmed the
denial of benefits to a World War II Philippine Commonwealth
Army veteran because his proof of service was issued by the
Republic of Philippines Department of National Defense instead
of the United States Army. 254 Young v. Gober255 affirmed the
denial of ex-Prisoner of War status to a member of a B-24 crew
shot down in World War II and detained in a neutral Swedish
prisoner camp.5 6 Ramey v. Gober2 7 involved a veteran exposed
to atomic radiation who contracted one of the diseases, which
under regulations created under a 1984 statute, made it easier to

246 38 U.S.C. § 5110(a) (1994) which states in relevant part: "the effective
date of an award ... shall not be earlier than the date of receipt of application
thereof."

247 Id. at § 5110(b)(2).
248 138 F.3d 1429 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 525 U.S. 947 (1998).

49 Id. at 1430.
2 id. at 1434.
251 142 F.3d 1434.
252 Id. at 1442-43.
253 118 F.3d 747 (Fed. Cir.), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 98 (1997).
254 Id. at 749.
255 121 F.3d 662 (Fed. Cir. 1997).
256 Id. at 665.
157 120 F.3d 1239 (Fed. Cir. 1997), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 1151 (1998).
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prove the connection between exposure and disease..28  A 1988
statute listed other diseases, which were presumed to be caused
by the exposure if they occurred within a specified time after it. 259

The Federal Circuit affirmed a denial of connection of the disease
to the exposure. 2w

Yeoman v. West,"' once again, was a tragic case where a
strict application of the law denied all benefits to a quadriplegic
veteran. 2  While on active duty, the veteran drove with an
excessive blood alcohol content without adequate sleep and was
involved in an accident that left him permanently disabled. About
sixteen months later, he was discharged based upon his
injuries. 263 The Federal Circuit wrote a fully published opinion
affirming the denial of benefits to him based upon his willful
misconduct.2 The Court treated the case as one of regulatory
interpretation, not the application of the law to particular facts. 26

As part of the present analysis, it must be borne in mind
that the appeals in Ramey and Yeoman were long shots and that,
on balance, the published cases that have affirmed the denial of
veterans' benefits do not even approach outweighing the pro-
veteran reversals in the last several years.

As previously discussed, in 1994, the Federal Circuit
clearly misjudged Congressional intent in Smith v. Brown. 21 This
is shown by the decisive way in which Congress acted to correct
that decision. 26' The Federal Circuit has recently received
another such correction in the form of the Veterans Claims

259 Id. at 1241.
259 Pub. L. No. 100-321, 102 Stat. 485 (1988) (codified at 38 U.S.C.

§ 1112(c)).
2 Ramey, 120 F.3d at 1247 (clarifying its earlier decision on this point in

Combee v. Brown, 34 F.3d 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1994)).
261 140 F.3d 1443.
262Id. at 1448.

2 Id. at 1444-45.
2"Id. at 1449.

2m Yeoman, 140 F.3d at 1448.
See discussion supra, at Section VII. Finality of the Denial of Claims, c.

The Correction of Clear and Unmistakable Error.
267 Pub. L. No. 105-111, 111 Stat. 2271.
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Assistance Act of 2000,26 passed in reaction to the Morton case
decided in the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims and the
Secretary's implementation of that court's decision.269 When the
appellant Morton died, the Federal Circuit refused to lift the stay
in The American Legion v. West,270 and refused to tackle the
question of whether veterans need to establish that their claim is
well grounded before they can receive assistance in developing
their claim.27' Instead the Federal Circuit tried to attenuate the
burden, somewhat, in the Hensley v. West272 and Schroeder v.
West decisions.273

It is easy to see, however, why Congress did not like the
Morton decision. Often the only way a veteran can establish that
his claim is well grounded is by the records of Veterans' Health
Administration hospitals and by medical records of the Armed
Forces. Morton, as interpreted by the Secretary of Veterans'
Affairs, had the effect of preventing Department of Veterans'
Affairs service officers from assisting the veteran to retrieve
medical records until the veteran first made a showing of a well-
grounded claim. Since such a showing can only be made from
information found in those records, this procedure was directly
contrary to the intent of the Veterans Judicial Review Act. 274
The Federal Circuit failed to proceed with The American Legion
until Congress took the lead and corrected Morton.275  The
Court's inexplicable lack of action on the duty to assist, however,
does not substantially diminish Professor Fox's conclusion that

268 Pub. L. No. 106-475, 114 Stat. 2096.
269 See discussion supra, at Section VIII. The Duty to Assist.
270 2001 U.S. App. LEXIS 1387.
271 Id.
272 Hensley, 212 F.3d at 1260 (interpreting 38 U.S.C. §5103 to mean that the

duty to assist includes explaining to a veteran who is making a claim, what is
needed for that claim).

273 Schroeder, 212 F.3d at 1271 (finding that in order for 38 U.S.C.
§5107(a)'s duty to assist to apply, only one of the veteran's claims has to be
shown to be well-grounded).274 Morton, 12 Vet. App. at 486. See 38 U.S.C. §§ 7252, 7261.

27' See Pub. L. No. 106-475, 114 Stat. 2096 (2000) (amending 38 U.S.C.

§ 5107(a))(Duty to assist).
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the Federal Circuit is now taking an aggressive role in protecting
the rights of veterans .276

Another view regarding the performance of the system
that handles veterans' claims is that of Professor James O'Reilly
of the University of Cincinnati, 277 who believes that the entire
veterans' appeals process is flawed and needs to be scrapped. 278

Professor O'Reilly argues that the system does not work because
it creates enormous delays that prevent the veteran from receiving
the benefits to which he or she is entitled.279 In particular,
Professor O'Reilly argues that the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims seldom reverses the Board of Veterans' Appeals by
ordering the award of benefits but, instead, simply remands the
case for further Board action under the proper legal principles.2

O'Reilly argues that the Secretary's General Counsel remands
many cases to the Board on issues that are not outcome
determinative, 28' thereby delaying consideration of the real issues
by the Court of Appeals for Veterans' Claims for about a year.f 2

To add insult to injury, the Secretary's General Counsel
frequently requests two, thirty-day extensions of the deadline for
almost every step of the appeal, resulting in even further delay. 2 3

Professor O'Reilly does not discuss the problem of delay in the
appeal process itself.

276 Fox, supra note 5, at 186.
277 Professor O'Reilly is a Visiting Professor of Law at the University of

Cincinnati; J.D., University of Virginia; B.A., cum laude, Boston College.
278 James O'Reilly, Burying Caesar: Replacement of the Veterans Appeals

Process is Needed to Provide Fairness to Claimants, 53 ADMIN. L. REv. 223,
224 (2001). A different view can be found in Gary E. O'Connor, Rendering to
Caesar: A Response to Professor O'Reilly, 53 ADMIN. L. REv. 343 (2001).
Mr. O'Connor is an attorney in the Office of General Counsel of the
Department of Veterans' Affairs. The differences between Professor O'Reilly
and Mr. O'Connor mostly concern administrative questions rather than the
Federal Circuit, which both of them praise, but different implications may be
drawn from the praise.

279 O'Reilly, supra note 278, at 224.
2 Id.

S281 Id. at 232.
2 Id. at 226-27.
23 Id.
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Another criticism of the current system of reviewing
veterans' claims made by Professor O'Reilly is that the Court of
Appeals for Veterans' Claims lacks the necessary will to make
the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs 'do the right thing.'28 4

Professor O'Reilly is correct that the Court of Appeals for
Veterans' Claims is extremely reluctant to use its mandamus
power to compel the Board to act promptly or in accordance with
the instructions in the remand.2 5  In addition, cases are
sometimes remanded for medical examinations or to obtain
records, and at times come back on appeal without compliance
with the remand.

Although Professor O'Reilly has identified a very real
problem, this problem may be in the process of being resolved by
the Department of Veterans' Affairs. Until a veteran gets to the
Federal Circuit, neither the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims nor the Board of Veterans' Appeals or any other
appropriate governmental body takes a firm hand to make sure
the bureaucracy does 'the right thing' promptly. Nevertheless,
Professor O'Reilly gives the Federal Circuit credit for trying to
bring veterans' benefits law in line with general federal
administrative law, and does look to the Federal Circuit as a
short-term remedy to cure the reluctance of the Court of Appeals
for Veterans' Claims to compel compliance with the law. 2 6

The solution, as proposed by Professor O'Reilly, would
be to have veterans' claims heard first by an administrative law
judge, then by a National Appeals Council, then by a United
States District Court, and only then by the local United States
Court of Appeals.2 7 However, it is unclear why Professor
O'Reilly believes that the National Appeals Council would be free
of the problems that plague the Board of Veterans' Appeals. It is
hard to see how a mere substitution of one agency for another
will correct the problems of non-compliance by the offices of
original jurisdiction. And, yet, Professor O'Reilly's proposal is

' O'Reilly, supra note 278, at 252-253.
25 Id.

n6Id. at 228.
287 Id. at 243.
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not new. In the 1970's, the U.S. Senate proposed that the United
States District Courts review veterans' benefit decisions. 8 The
House Veterans' Affairs Committee rejected this idea, believing
that the fragmentation of the law for veterans' claims would lead
to confusion. 2 9 Members of the bar of the Court of Appeals for
Veterans' Claims typically have a nationwide practice in this
area. Fragmentation of veterans' benefits law in eleven circuits
could well mean eleven answers to such questions as: 1) When
are Board of Veterans' Appeals affirming an earlier denial by a
regional office subsumed? 2) Which errors are clear and
unmistakable? 3) What evidence is new and material? and 4)
How far must the Secretary go in assisting a veteran? Instead,
the House Veterans' Affairs Committee urged a different
solution, which was ultimately adopted, an Article I
Administrative court.2'

X. CONCLUSION

While it is true that there are problems that still inhere in
the system, the Federal Circuit is not the cause of these problems.
The Court is just beginning to assert itself on behalf of the
veteran and on behalf of the plain meaning of the laws passed by
Congress. While on the one hand, in Smith and Morton, the
Federal Circuit started down two wrong paths clearly not
intended by Congress, on the other hand, the Court has provided
a uniform body of veterans' benefits law, the function Congress
did intend. There is every indication that the Federal Circuit is
performing its role, as mandated by Congress, by decisively
defining the law, usually in favor of the veteran, and even more
often in favor of the clear meaning of the statutes.

It is time, however, for the Federal Circuit to take the
next step. The Court should not only define the law of veterans'
benefits, but should insure that the agency it reviews adheres to

Remarks of Congressman Sonny, Second Judicial Conference of the
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, 6 Vet. App. LXXXIX (1994).

299 Id.
290d.
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it. If necessary, the Congressional mandate of the Federal Circuit
should not only require that the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims act in a manner consistent with the Federal Circuit, but
should also require that the Court of Appeals for Veterans'
Claims ensure that the Secretary of Veterans' Affairs complies
more swiftly with the directives given to that agency when a case
is remanded to it.
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