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Before LOURIE, HUGHES, and STOLL, Circuit Judges. 
PER CURIAM. 

Gloria N. Cleaver (“Mrs. Cleaver”) appeals from the 
final decision of the United States Court of Appeals for 
Veterans Claims (the “Veterans Court”) affirming the 
decision of the Board of Veterans Appeals concluding that 
the Department of Veterans Affairs did not err in a July 
1973 rating decision by not awarding a service connection 
for paranoid schizophrenia suffered by her husband, 
James E. Cleaver (“Mr. Cleaver”).  Cleaver v. McDonald, 
No. 13-0952, 2014 WL 3748615 (Vet. App. July 31, 2014). 

Our jurisdiction to review decisions of the Veterans 
Court is limited by statute.  We may review a Veterans 
Court decision with respect to the validity of a decision on 
a rule of law or the validity or interpretation of any stat-
ute or regulation that was relied upon by the Veterans 
Court in making the decision.  38 U.S.C. § 7292(a).  Un-
less a constitutional issue is presented, we have no juris-
diction to review questions of fact or the application of a 
law or regulation to a particular set of facts.  Id. § 
7292(d)(2). 

Mrs. Cleaver argues that the Veterans Court applied 
the incorrect legal standard when it determined that her 
husband did not make a claim for service connection in 
July 1973, and further argues that his medical records 
raised an implied informal claim for service connection.  
The Veterans Court opinion, however, only applied the 
relevant law to the facts of the case.  In the absence of a 
constitutional issue, we do not have jurisdiction to review 
the Veterans Court’s application of law to facts.  38 U.S.C. 
§ 7292(d)(2); Payne v. McDonald, 587 F. App’x 649, 651 
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(Fed. Cir. 2014); cf. Livingston v. Derwinski, 959 F.2d 224, 
225 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (“[T]he mere recitation of a basis for 
jurisdiction by party or a court[ ] is not controlling; we 
must look to the true nature of the action.”). 

Accordingly, we dismiss Mrs. Cleaver’s appeal for lack 
of jurisdiction. 

DISMISSED 
COSTS 

No costs. 


