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What is this case about?





The Federal Circuit found that the veteran – who complained, among other things, that the Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims (CAVC) should not have remanded his claims pursuant to the VCAA – had not shown the factors for departing from the rule of finality as discussed in Williams v. Principi, 275 F.3d 1361 (Fed. Cir. 2002), to have been present in this case. 





How does this affect VBA? 





No effect on VBA.





What is a summary of the Court’s decision and of the reasons for the Court’s decision? 





The Federal Circuit found that it had jurisdiction of some, but not all, of the issues raised by the veteran.  With regard to the remanded issues, the Federal Circuit stated that, in order for that court to have jurisdiction to review a CAVC decision, an issue on appeal must have been finally decided by the CAVC and that remand decisions by the CAVC are generally not considered final for review purposes.  As for the issues over which the Federal Circuit had jurisdiction, it affirmed the decision of the CAVC. Although the veteran complained about certain constitutional, statutory, procedural and factual errors in the CAVC’s decision, the Federal Circuit found no constitutional or other errors in the CAVC’s decision.  The Federal Circuit rejected constitutional challenges to CAVC procedures for pro se appellants, taking note of various services (including free services from veterans organizations) available to assist veterans in pursuing their claims.  The Federal Circuit also reasoned that denial of a request for panel or full-court review by the CAVC does not violate due process because the CAVC is not precluded from deciding appeals with a single judge.  In addition, the Court concluded that there was no statutory authority for payment of interest or applying cost-of-living increases to retroactive veterans’ disability awards.
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