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PER CURIAM.   

James Demos appeals the judgment of the United States Court of Appeals for 

Veterans Claims, which affirmed the Board of Veterans’ Appeals decision denying him 

service connection for his knee injury.  Our jurisdiction over cases from the Veterans 

Court is limited to a review of law or constitutional matters.  We do not have jurisdiction 

to review facts or the application of law to facts.  38 U.S.C. § 7292(d)(2).  Whether the 



2008-7153 2

court misinterpreted “defect” in 38 U.S.C. § 1111 (2006) is a question of how the law 

was applied to facts.  Also, whether the court did not address a lack of evidence of 

whether his knee became more disabled through service versus the natural progression 

of his pre-service injury, or that the court relied on the conclusion of the Army medical 

board requires a reweighing of evidence.  Because Demos has presented only claims 

that would require this court to consider facts or the application of law to facts, his case 

is outside our jurisdiction and we must dismiss.   


