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PER CURIAM.

Joseph D. Maples appeals the decision of the Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims (Veterans Court) affirming the decision of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals
(Board) that Maples was not entitled to an earlier effective date for service connection

for hammertoes deformity and hallux valgus. Maples v. Nicholson, No. 04-0244 (Vet.

App. Nov. 3, 2006). Because this appeal involves issues that fall outside this court’s
jurisdiction, we dismiss.
BACKGROUND
Maples served on active military duty from March 1963 until May 1965. He

received treatment in 1963 for severe athlete’s foot and blisters. Maples filed a claim for

: Hon. Denise Cote, District Judge, United States District Court for the
Southern District of New York, sitting by designation.



compensation for an infection of his left foot and in July 1972 the regional office (RO)
denied service connection for foot infection. That decision was not appealed and
became final. He sought to reopen his claim for service connection for his foot condition
in August 1983, which the RO denied in September 1983. Maples then underwent a VA
examination, and was diagnosed with painful callouses, dermatophytosis, and a wart.
In May 1984, the RO granted service connection, effective August 1983.

After subsequent VA examinations, Maples was also granted service connection
for bilateral hammertoes deformity and hallus valgus, with an effective date of June 4,
1997 for this condition. In August 2000, Maples submitted a statement disagreeing with
the June 1997 effective date. In January 2004, the Board (following a Veterans Court
remand pursuant to the Veterans Claims Assistance Act) affirmed the RO’s decision
that Maples was not entitled to an earlier date of award of service connection. The
Veterans Court affirmed the Board decision.

ANALYSIS

We have exclusive jurisdiction to review and decide any challenge to the validity
of any statute or regulation or any interpretation thereof by the Veterans Court and “to
interpret constitutional and statutory provisions, to the extent presented and necessary
to a decision.” 38 U.S.C. § 7292(a), (c). We lack jurisdiction to review a challenge to a
factual determination or a challenge to a law or regulation as applied to the facts of a
particular case. Id. at 8 7292(d)(2).

All of Maples assertions on appeal pertain to his belief that he is entitled to an
earlier date of award for bilateral hammertoes deformity and hallus valgus. The

determination of the effective filing date is a question of fact. Evans v. West, 12 Vet.
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App. 396, 401 (1999); Hanson v. Brown, 9 Vet. App. 29, 32 (1996). We lack jurisdiction

to review such factual determinations. Specifically, Maples asserts that the Board
“failed to address the 1975 claim for service connection for ‘feet’ to see if it qualified as
a claim for bone abnormalities.” The question of whether a claim that requested service
connection for “feet” could be construed as a claim for service connection for bilateral
hammertoes deformity and hallus valgus is a question of fact.> Maples also asserts that
the Board misinterpreted the word “reopen” with respect to his 1984 claim for service
connection. The Board determined that Maples had not previously raised a claim for a
foot disability other than a foot infection, thus, the VA could have only construed his
request to reopen as a claim for his previously denied foot infection claim. This too is a
guestion of fact. Maples also argues that his earlier medical evaluations themselves
should have constituted claims for benefits that would have entitled him to an earlier
effective date. This is a factual question.?

Since none of these claims fall within our jurisdiction, we dismiss.

! Even if bilateral hammertoes deformity and hallus valgus were in fact the

same conditions that were the subject of the earlier claim, Maples is not necessarily
entitled to the earlier effective date. See Cook v. Principi, 318 F.3d 1334, 1339 (Fed.
Cir. 2002) (en banc).

2 Likewise, we lack jurisdiction over Maples allegations that the VA should
have looked at the information more thoroughly.
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