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OPINION

FIRESTONE, Judge.

Pending before the court are the parties’ cross-motions for judgment on the
administrative record regarding James H. Wollman’s (“Mr. Wollman” or “plaintiff”)

entitlement tadisability retirementompensation and benefits under 10 U.S.C. § 1201

(2012)} following a remand in 2013.Mr. Wollman claims that under the various

! In general, § 1201 provides that a member of the armed services may be entitlabilit/dis
benefits if,inter alig the member is found unfit for duty due to an injury or disease that was
incurred or aggravated in the line of duty.

2 SeeWollman v. United State408 Fed. Cl. 656 (2013).
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regulations governing military disability determinatiphe should have received
disability retirement after the Army diagnosed him in 2005 as suffering from Ankylosing
Spondylitis (“AS” or “Ankylosing Spondylitis™ and determined that the back pain he
suffered due to AS made him medically unfit for continued military servite. Army
dischargedvir. Wollman without disability retirement benefits in 2006.

The government initially argued before this court tiatWollman was not
entitled to a disability retirement becaus® is “hereditary in nature” and Mr. Wollman
failed to rebut the resulting regulatory presumptions that his condition (1) was incurred
prior to his entry into service and (2) was not permanently aggravated by that service.
SeeDef.’s CrossMot. J 28-29, ECF No. 11 (June 21, 2012); Def.’s Reply 4 n.3, ECF
No. 18 (Aug.31, 2012)* Under the subject regulationsMr. Wollman'siliness is not
hereditary in nature, the government would have had the burden of rebutting the opposite

presumptions: namely, that his disease was incurred in the line of duty and that his

% Ankylosing Spondylitis is “a form of degenerative joint disease that affestspihe. It is a
systemic illness of unknown etiology, affecting young persons predominantly, and pgpduci
pain and stiffness as a result of inflammation of the sacroihgerviertebral, and costovertebral
joints. . ..” Dorland’s lllustrated Medical Dictionard/754(32d ed. 2012 AS typically
presents as low back pain of insidious on&g#eRemand Administrative Record (“RAR”) 26

* A service member is not entitled to the presumption that a medical condition discaftered
entering active duty was incurred in the line of duty or service-aggravatedainades of

congenital, hereditary, or genetic diseases. D@grartment of Defege Instruction (“DoDI”)

1332.38 (November 1996) 1 E3.P4.5.2.2, E3.P4.5.2.3; Army Regulation (“Army Reg.”) 635-40
(September 1990) 11 3¢a)(2), B-10(c).



military servicecause any permanent worsening of the disea8eeWollman 108
Fed. Cl. at 659-62 (discussing application of regulatory presumptions).

On February 6, 2013, the court remanded the case fartimg Physical Disability
Review Board (“APDRB” or “the board®}to determine whether the Army had properly
applied the relevant presumptions concerning service-incurrence and aggravation
Although ASis associated with a “genetic predisposition,” the court found that the record
did not establish tha&S is a hereditary disease as the government had argued. Because
the Army had placed the burden of proving service aggravation on Mr. Wollvharh
would have been proper only if AS is a hereditary disease, the court could not determine
whetherthe APDRBhad properly adjudicated Mr. Wollman'’s claiBeeWollman, 108
Fed. Cl. at 672 n.39, 673.

The court ordesdthe APDRB on remand, to (1) determine whether AS could
properly becharacterize@s acongenital, hereditary, or genetic disease (as the
government had argued), and (2) if the disease could not be so characterized, to
determine whether thérmy had met its burden of demonstrating thlt Wollman's AS

existed prior to service (“EPTS"and that any permanent worseriing his disease was

> Except for congenital, hereditary, or genetic conditions, active dulieselare generally
entitled to the rebuttable presumptions that (1) medical conditions discovered aftergenterin
active duty were incurred in the line of duty, and (2) any additional disability onedigma of
that or some other medical condition was in the line of duty andidhengotentially
compensableSeeDoDI 1332.38 1 E3.P4.5.2.2; Army Reg. 6361 32(a)(1)3).

® Like the Army Board of Corrections for Military Records, the APDRE wstablished
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 88 1552, 1554, and possesses the same powess esaitvised by the
boards whose decisions it reviewSee32 C.F.R. § 581.1(a) (2013).

" Army Reg 600-84's glossary defines EPTS as follows:



not caused by military service (i.e., that any aggravatias due to the natural

progression of his disease). The court also reqtivedPDRBto address the

overwhelming evidence in the record that showed that, prior to 200%Yollman’s

military and civilian physicians had repeatedly ruled out AS as the cause of his back pain;
as well as the fact that plaintiff had repeatedly passed his physical fithess tests through at
least 2002. The court also instructed the APDRB to provide Mr. Wollman with an
opportunity to respond to its findings before making any final determination.

On September 4, 2013, the APDRB##thout providing Mr. Wollman with any
opportunity to respond to its findings—rendered a second decision denying his claim for
disability benefits In the September 4 decision, the board did not address the issues
identified in the remand order. Instead, the APDRB—for thetfirst—asserted that
Mr. Wollman had actually been found unfit due to a symptom of AS: “chronic back

pain” Without addressing the cause of Mr. Wollman’s back pain or evidence suggesting

Any injury, disease, or illness, to include the underlying causative condition,
which was sustained or contracted prior to the present period of [Active Duty] or
authorized training, or had its inception between prior and present periods of
[Active Duty] or training is considered to have existed prior to service. dicale
condition may in fact be present or developing for [some time] prior to the point
when it is either diagnosed or manifests symptoms. Consequently, the time at
which a medical conditionegxists or is“incurred is not dependent on the date of
diagnosis or when the condition becomes symptoméigamples of some
conditions which may be pmxisting are slowgrowing cancers, heart disease,
diabetes, or mental conditions, which can all be present well before they manifest
themselves by becoming symptomatic.)

SeeArmy Reg. 600-8—4 (April 2004) at 27.

8 DoDI 1332.38 defines “Service Aggravation” as “[the permanent worsening of[a]preice
medical condition over and above the natural progression of the condition caused by trauma or
the nature of [m]ilitary [s]ervice.”



that he contracted AS during his military service, the APDRB concluded that plaintiff
was not entitled to compensation because he had suffered from back pain prior to
entering military service. The board also asserted that there was no evidence that
plaintiff's military service had permanently aggravated this paire bblard’s decision

was approved by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
on September 18, 2013. The cross-motions presently before the court address whether
the Army’s decision following remand was arbitrary, capricious, unsupported by
substantial evidence, or contrary to law.

For the reasons that follow, plaintiff's motion for judgment on the administrative
record iSGRANTED, and the government’s cross-motion for judgment on the
administrative record IBENIED.

. BACKGROUND°

The court’s prior opinion presented a detailed review of the facts surrounding
plaintiff's medical history and disability processing, including the military’s extensive
findings regarding MrWollman'’s AS Wollman, 108 Fed. Cl. at 662-70. In the interest
of judicial economy, the court repeats only that which is necessary to resolve the motions
before the court.

a. Mr. Wollman’s service and medical history
Mr. Wollman enlisted in the Reserve Officer Training Corps (“ROTC”) program

on August 23, 1993, and was commissioned into the United States Army on May 8, 1998.

® This backgroundtatement of factis taken largely from the court’s prior opinion athe
administrative recor@’AR”) associated with that opinionCitations to the RAR refer solely to
the administrative record prepared following the APDRB’s remand decision.



Plaintiff served on active duty in the Field Artillery and was deployed to Iraq from May
6, 2003 until June 10, 2004. Mr. Wollmelaims that hesuffered from several
gastrointestinal infections while serving in Iraq, which wietlowed bya severe
worsening of hidack paim’ RAR 178. After attaining the rank of captain, Mr.
Wollman was discharged on February 24, 200&Iliman 108 Fed. Cl. at 662.

Mr. Wollman fractured his pelvis as a child, and suffered from lower back pain
both before and after he entered active duty in 1998. Id. afG6GR2AR 219. Between
November 1994 and January 2005, plaintiff receivecherous medi¢@xaminations
from civilian and military physiciang an effort to identify the source of this pain and, in
some cases, to determine whether he suffered from AS. Many of these examinations
involved the analysis of X-rayspmputed tomographscans (“CTscars”), and magnetic
resonance imaging (“MRI”) of plaintiff’'s back, and most (if not all) of his treating
physicians weréully aware that he was predisposed\® givenhis HLA-B27

positivity.'* Notwithstanding these examinatiody, Wollmanneverreceved an AS

diagnosis prior to 2005. In fact, several of his physicians expressly ruled A8t an

diagnosis after examining medical imaging of his spine and/ortfips.

19 The Army haseen unable to locate the medical records from Mr. Wollman’s tour in Irag. As
a result, there is no record evidence that either confirms or undermines Mr.aislbestimony
concerning his health in Iraqg.

1 As explained inWollman, plaintiff tested pdive for the HLA-B27 antigen in early 1995.
108 Fed. Clat662 n.13. The HLA-B27 antigen is strongly associated with the development of
arthritic processes and indicates increased susceptibility tddA&t 663 n.16.

2 The following is a chronology of Mr. Wollman’s examinations:
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On November 15, 1994, Mr. Wollman'’s civilian physician indicated that Mr. Wollman
had fallen at the age of 5 and injured his pelvis. The physician, after reviewingagn X
stated that he saw signs of a previously healed hip fracture. AR 152.

On January 5, 1995, Mr. Wollman'’s civilian physician “reviewed his LS spine films
again” and concluded that it would be “difficult to make the diagnosis of [A]nkylosing
[S]pondylitis.” AR 153.

On March 9, 1995, a civilian physicianate “X-rays brought in by the patient showed a
pelvis [X]-ray. Difficult to interpret the Sl joints on this film. They were not vgdiced

on the film. Hips look unremarkable. Lumbosacral spine did not show any signs of
squaring or characteristic changegAidhkylosing [S]pondylitis.” AR 158.

On March 17, 1995, Mr. Wollman received a military “fitness for duty” evaluation, in
which the military physician acknowledged the potential for Ankylosing Spadrsgydut
concluded that the lack of objective findings and frequent complaints could be better
explained as “poor exercise tolerance.” AR-B20 Mr. Wollman was subsequently
determined to be “medically qualified” and permitted to continue participatio®@ifiR
AR 163-64.

On June 12, 1996, Mr. Wiman received a military entry physical examination in which
he was described as a “normal healthy male” and his upper extremities and spine were
listed as normal AR 338.

In April 2000 and again in January 2001, a military medical facility toalays-of Mr.
Wollman’s back and concluded “the vertebral body heights and intervertebrghacsss
are well preservedThere is no evidence of fracture or dislocatidine alignment is
normal. The visualized portions of the abdomen and pelvis armarkable.” AR 245
46.

On May 15, 2001, the military performed a CT scan of Mr. Wollman'’s back. The
radiologist identified a “mild diffuse disc bulge at-B4’ but found no other radiographic
abnormalities. AR 242.

On October 3, 2001, the militaryppermed anotheK-ray of Mr. Wollman'’s bacKor the
specific purpose of identifying any changes seen with Ankylosing Sposdylikie
physician concluded that “[t]here is no evidence of bambooing of the lumbar spine or
changes suggestive [@#]nkylosing [S]pondylitis presently.” AR 244,

On October 29, 2001, Mr. Wollman underwent\iRI exam at a civilian medical

facility. The radiologist identified a “tiny central prosion at L5/S1” and concluded that
Mr. Wollman had mildspondylosis. AR 241. Spondylosisa generalerm for
“degenerative spinal changes due to osteoarthriSeéDorland’s lllustrated Medical
Dictionary1754(32d ed. 201

On January 10, 2005, Mr. Wollman received am}{from a military medical facility.

The radiologist found “erosions and subchondral sclerosis . . . arising from the
sacroiliac joints,” and concluded that Mr. Wollman was suffering fronogdaits. AR

243. The physician, apparently erroneously, indicated that Mr. Wollman had previously
been diagnosedith AS.




On June 10, 2005, Mr. Wollman received a permanent medical profile from the
Army that indicated that he was no longer physically able to perform certain functional
activities (e.g., wear body armor, receive live immunizations, or carry a 45-pound pack).
RAR 338. Over the next two months he underwent further medical evaluation, including
a rheumatology consultation on July 19, 2005 in which Mr. Wollman—for the first
time—received a diagnosis of “Ankylosing Spondylitis manifested by HLA B27
positivity, bilateral Sacrolliitis . . . .” RAR 321-27; see Wollman, 108 Fed. Cl. at 662-63.
This diagnosis was based upon Mr. Wollman’s medical history, prior laboratory data and
imaging studies, as well as a physical exam bynttlieary rheumatologist® Mr.
Wollman's Medical Evaluation Board (“MEB”) was conducted the following day. The
board concluded that Mr. Wollman suffered from AS, that the condition existed prior to
service(i.e., wasEPTS), and that his AS had been permanently aggravated by service.
Mr. Wollman concurred in the result of his MEB, and his matter was forwarded&B.a P

b. Mr. Wollman’s disability processing

On October 7, 2005, MWollmar's Formal PEB met andoncluded thaMr.
Wollmanwas unfit for military service and recommended that he be separated from the
service without disability benefits. In the form used to document the PEB’s decision, the

PEB assigned plaintiff's disability the Veterans Administration Schedule for Rating

13 The rheumatologist erroneously stated that Mr. Wollman received a wai\igés ack pain at
the time of entry onto active dutyVollman 108 Fed. Cl. at 663 n.15. In fact, Mr. Wollman’s
entry physical described him as a “normal healthy rhaled specifically listed both his upper
extremities and spine as being normaAR 33839. The division surgeon from Mr. Wollman’s
unit would later seek, unsuccessfully, to have plaintiffiggtcalEvaluation Bard (“PEB”)
withdrawn because of the pate&l prejudice caused by the waiver statemdshtat 667-68.



Disabilities (“VASRD”) code of “5240,” which corresponds to Ankylosing Spondylitis.
In the section of the form used to describe the disability, the PEB stated as follows:

Chronic [b]ack [p]ain first noted while undergoing ROTC evaluation. The
Soldier receied a waive[/] for the back discomfort as he was suspected
in 1995 of having Ankylosing Spondylitis, which is the current unfitting
diagnosis. There is no history of trauma/injury while on active duty. . . .
There is no evidence of permanent service aggravation. (MEB'x)|.

The PEB has reviewed the medical evidence of record and concludes that

there is sufficient evidence to substantiate an EPTS (existed prior to

service) condition for whiclgou are now unfit.Your condition has not

been permanently aggravated by service but is the result of natural

progression.
AR 237 (emphasis added). Thus, while accepting that Mr. Wollman had AS, the PEB
concluded—contrary to the MEB'’s earlier finding—tihéit Wollman’s AS had not been
aggravated by servicéNotably, the PEB did not address the fact that in October 2001—
prior to his deployment to Iraq and reported gastrointestinal infectidrsWollman's
physicians expressly concluded that he was not suffering from AS. Plaintiff did not
concur with the PEB'’s findings.

Plaintiff subsequently embarked on various unsuccessful attempts to overturn the

Formal PEBs decision, including appealing to other Army review boards and enlisting

the support of one of his United States SenatSexWollman 108 Fed. Cl. at 664-70.

Following a March 9, 2007 APDRB opinion, which affirmed that Mr. Wolllean

disability was EPTS and was not service-aggravated, plaintiff timely filed suit in this

14 As noted above, it is undisputed that the PEB’s notation was erroneous because Mr. Wollman
had not received an entry waiver for any medical condition.

1> The court understands the phrase, “MEB Dx” as referring to the earlietsMiiZgjnosis that
Mr. Wollman’s condition had been permanently aggravated by his military service



court on February 23, 2012. Plaintiff's complaint asserted, inter alia, thaEis

conclusion that his\S was EPTS had been tainted by the MEB’s erroneous statement
that he had received an entry waiver for AS when he entered the service, and that the
Army had failed to apply the proper regulatory presumptions concerning service-
incurrence and service-aggravation.

As discussed above, on February 6, 2018 courtissued an opinion that
remanedthe case back to the APDRB in order to determine whether—and on what
basis—the Armyhad determined that AS constituted a congenital, hereditary, or genetic
disease (as the government argued in support of the APDRB’s first decision). The court
concluded that without this information, it was not possible to assess whether the agency
properly adjudicatetr. Wollman's claim. The court incorporated the regulatory
provisions relevant to the case in its directions to the APDRB:

On remand, the APDRB must determine whether AS can be properly
characterized as a congenital, hereditary, or genetic disease and, if so, the
basis for that conclusion. If the APDRB concludes that “genetic
predisposition” or “susceptibility” is not synonymous with a genetic
disease, then the APDRB will need to carry its burden of showing that Mr.
Wollman's AS was EPTS and that any worsening of his disease was not
due to military service. Should this analysis prove necessary, the board
should also address (1) the undisputed fact that the plaintiff continued to
pass his Army Physical Fitness Tests until at least October 24, 2002; and
(2) that the plaintiff’'s military physicians concluded that Mr. Wollman’s X-
ray, CT, and MRI results did not indicate that he had contracted AS until
January 2005. In addition, Mr. Wollman should be provided an opportunity
to respond to the board’s findings. To the extent that the APDRB primarily
relies on “accepted medical principles” to reach its conclusions, the board
should provide the sources or principles relied upon to Mr. Wollman prior
to rendering a final decision.

Id. at 67374.
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c. The APDRB’s decisiononremand

On September 4, 2013, the APDRB issued an opinion in which it claimed to
“affirm” the PEB s decision that Mr. Wollmas unfitting medical condition was not
compensable because it was EPTS and had not been aggravated by his military service.
SeeRAR 3-15. As noted above, in reaching this conclusion, the APDRB did not address
whetherAS is a congenital, hereditary, or genetic diseasgech wouldhave triggeed
certain presumptions. Rather, and as explained in greater detail below, the board (1)
described Mr. Wollman’s unfitting condition as “chronic back pain,” (2) concluded that
Mr. Wollmaris “chronic back pain” existed prior to service, and (3) determined that Mr.
Wollman's “chronic back pain” was not permanently aggravated as a result of his
military service.

I. APDRB'’s findings as to the etiology of AS

The APDRB did not address whether AS was a congenital, hereditary, or genetic
disease. Instead, the APDRB observed:

It is clear in Court documents that the etiology of AS is of prime concern.

Because the etiology of AS was not a finding or decision of the board under

review . . . the APDRB finds no Army or Government position with which
to concur or non-concur.

The APDRB finds nothing in the record to indicate that the applicant
inherited anything other than the susceptibility to AS and finds no previous
PEB or [United States Army Physical Disability Agency (“USAPDA")]
finding to the contrary.

Id. at 14.

11



ii. APDRB'’s re-characterization of Mr. Wollman’s unfitting
medical condition

Despite conceding that “[t]he only condition referred to the PEB by the Medical
Evaluation Board . . . as having failed to meet retention standards was Ankylosing
Spondylitis,” id. at 8, the APDRBIectedto re-label his disability as “chronic back pain.”
The board reasoned:

[i]n reality, Ankylosing Spondylitis per se does not fail retention standards.

Apparently the condition that failed retention standards because it rendered

the Soldier incapable of performing the duties of his [Military Occupational
Specialty (“MOS”)] was back pain (secondary to Ankylosing Spondylitis).

[T]he PEB determined that the unfitting condition was chronic back pain
acknowledging that the current unfitting diagnosis was Ankylosing
Spondylitis. . . . The APDRB concurs with the PEB finding.

Id. Recognizing that the PEB had, in fact, assigned Mr. Wollman the VASRD code

associated with Ankylosing Spondylitis, the APDRB explained:
There are a host of codes that could have been used for back pain of other
etiologies but in this case the back pain was attributed to AS and the
specific code for AS is 5240. The APDRB concurred that the applicant was
unfit due to chronic back pain and that the appropriate VASRD code was
5240, Ankylosing Spondyilitis.

RAR 9.

lii. APDRB’s conclusion that Mr. Wollman’s unfitting condition
was EPTS and not permanently aggravated by service

Without citing to any accepted medical principles or requesting additional medical

evidence or opinion, the APDRB asserted that the evidence was “overwhelming” that his

12



back pain was the same back pain as he suffered prior to entering active daty41d.
In reaching this conclusion, the board acknowledged

that back pain is not rare afidr. Wollman] could have had back pain in
1995 that was not in any way related to the back pain for which he was
separated in 2006. There was considerable evidence, however, that the
applicant’s unfitting condition, i.e. chronic back pain, existed prior to
service and that that back pain was eventually discovered to be secondary
to AS.

Id. at 9-10 The only evidentiary basis for the board’s conclusion that plaintiff's 1995

and 2005 back pain were the same was (1) the fact that plaintiff reported suffering from
some degree of back pain from at least 1995 through at least 2005, and (2) the fact that
Mr. Wollman did not contest the MEB's initial finding that his AS existed prior to service
and was service-aggravatefeeid. at 9-11. Specifically, the APDRB noted:

in [a] sworn statement in 2007 . . . [Mr. Wollman] reported that for the next
4 years his pga stayed the same. That is, the pain he had in 1995 he still
had in 1999. The pain that existed prior to service was continuous and
unchanged after entry on active service. . . . The pain currently under
assessment had been going on for 7-8 years. The pain currently being
discussed was first noted in ROTC in 1995. The APDRB determined that
the history is clear that this was not a new pain and that it existed prior to
service. The MEB determined that the condition that now failed to meet
retention standards existed prior to service and the applicant concdfred.|
The APDRB concurs with the PEB determination it Wollman’s]
unfitting condition existed prior to service.

Id.at11Y’

16 As explained in the court’s prior opinion, at no point after the PEB’s decision to overturn the
MEB'’s finding of serviceaggravation has plaintiff ever conceded that his disease was EPTS.
SeeWollman, 108 Fed. Cl. at 665 n.24.

" The court notes that the board suggested in passing—without expressly finding—that Mr
Wollman’s AS mighthave pre-dated his entry onto active duty. This suggestion was baged on
portion ofarheumatologist’s report dated January 23, 2007, which stated that Mr. Wollman did
not have AS until he began to suffer from back pain in 2002. RAR 10 (citing AR 115).
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After acknowledging that there “is no objective information available that speaks
to the applicant’s current conditionfie APDRB concluded that Mr. Wollmanback
pain was not permanently aggravated by his military service. Id. In so finding, the board
emphasized that MiVollmaris symptoms appeared to lessen when he ceased wearing
body armor and began taking medication, including Vioxx and Enbrel. The board also
noted that certain X-ray changes that had previously confirmed the presence of sacroiliitis
were not apparent in later X-rays. &il11-14.

d. Finalization of the APDRB’s decision and the instant motions

Without allowing plaintiff an opportunity to comment on the APDRB’s findings,
the board forwarded its decision to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower
and Reserve Affairs Assistant Secretat)y, who approved the decision on September
18, 2013'® On October 25, 2013, counsel for the government represented to this court
that “the board’s decision adequately addresses the Court’s instructions on remand and . .

. the decision is legally and factually sound.” Joint Status Report, ECF No. 39 (Oct. 25,

'8 The decision memorandum summarized the Assistant Secretary’s findingjswas:fo

Mr. Wollman was unfit for continued service due to back pain. This back pain
was noted prior to his entry in the Army by physicians at Fort Sill and by the
United States&\rmy Cadet Command Surgeon. Although eventually found to be
secondary to a disease known as Ankylosing Spondylitis, which is not itself per se
unfitting, and for which a susceptibility may be inherited, Mr. Wollman'’s pre-
existing back pain became unfitting, but was not permanently aggravated by his
military service. While wear of Individual Body Armor exacerbated his back

pain, the evidence tended to show that Mr. Wollman responded well to treatment,
any increase in pain was temporary, and he was abdsione normal activities.
Accordingly, Mr. Wollman was not entitled to disability separation pay or
disability retirement as his unfitting condition was not compensable.

RAR 1.
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2013). Following a joint status conference, the court set a briefing schedule for the
parties’ cross-motions for judgment on the administrative record.

On February 3, 2014—approximately one maatftler plaintiff filed its motion for
judgment on the administrative record—the government moved for a voluntary remand
back to the APDRB. Def.’s Mot. to Remand, ECF No. 49. In that motion, the
government acknowledged that “the board did not explicitly state the rationale for all of
its findings.” Id. at 3. The motion suggested that remand was appropriate because the
APDRB may have failed to make a finding as to the etiology qfalresappropriate
evidence concerning the time and origin of Mr. Wollman'’s disease, or provide Mr.
Wollman with an opportunity to respond to its findings—all of which had been expressly
required by the court’s remand instructions. Id. In light of the government’s prior
representations concerning the sufficiency of the APDRB’s decision, coupled with the
prejudice to plaintiff, the court denied the government’s motion. Order, ECF No. 50.
Briefing was completed on April 1, 2014, and oral argument was held on May 22, 2014.
Il. DISCUSSION

a. Therelevant statutory and regulatory framework
Chapter 61 of Title 10 provides that a member of the armed services may be

entitled to disability benefits if, inter alia, the member incurs or aggravates a physical

disability in the line of duty.Seel0 U.S.C8 1201 Conversely, a service member who
Is discharged due to a medical condition that was EPTS and was not permanently
aggravated by service is not entitled to disability compensation. The procedures for

making such determinations are laid out in several complementary Department of

15



Defense and Army regulation&eeWollman, 108 Fed. Cl. at 659-62 (reviewing DoDI
1332.38, Army Reg. 6340, Army Reg. 600-8—4, and Army Reg. 40-501 (February

2005)). As explained at length in the court’s prior opinion, these regulations establish a
set of rebuttable presumptions concerning service-incurrence and service-aggravation, the

application of which can turn on the etiology of the disease. |d.; see also Emenaker v.

Peake551 F.3d 1332, 1339 n.2 (Fed. Cir. 2008) (citing Reese v. United States, 180 Ct.

Cl. 932 (1967) and Siegel v. United States, 148 Ct. Cl. 420 (1960) as providing guidance

for application of similar regulatory presumptions concerning service-incurrence and
aggravation).

In general, service members are presumed to have been in sound physical and
mental condition upon entering active duty, except for (1) medical defects and physical
disabilities noted and recorded at the time of entrance, or (2) diseases that are hereditary,
congenital, or genetic. As this court previously explained:

DoDI 1332.38 and Army Reg. 63%0 entitle Mr. Wollman to the

presumption that his AS was incurred in the line of duty if (1) his AS was
neither noted nor recorded at the time he entered active duty; and (2) AS is
not a congenital, hereditary, or genetic disorder. If both conditions are
satisfied, then the government bears the burden of showing by a
preponderance of the evidence that Mollmaris AS was EPTS. This
evidence must be based on accepted medical princip)ésif need not be
confirmed by specific reference to Mr. Wollman’s medical records.
However, should the government rely primarily on accepted medical

19 Accepted medical principles are defined as “[flundamental deductions, teoisigth medical
facts[,] that are so reasonable and logical as to create a virtual certaintytreattberrect.”
DoDI 1332.38 1 E2.1.1See alsArmy Reg. 635-40 at 79-8@lossary defining “Accepted
Medical Principles” as “[flundamental deductiahst are consistent with medical facts. They
are accepted for treating and practice in current majobtmoits and publications”). This
evidentiary showing “differs from personal opinion, speculation, or conjecture.” Reqy
63540 1 32(a)(5).
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principles to reah the conclusion that Mr. WollmanAS was EPTS, then

those principles must be cited and must show “consistent and universal”

agreement among medical authorities as to the (1) cause and (2) time of

origin of AS.

Wollman, 108 Fed. Cl. at 661 (internal citations omitted). Thus, because Mr. Wollman
was not diagnosed with AS prior to entering senastong as AS is not a congenital,
hereditary, or genetic disease, the government bears the burden of rebutting the
presumption of service-incurrenaghichrequires demonstratirfgy preponderant

evidence that under accepted medical principles, it was “virtually certain” that his disease
existed prior to servic&,

Even if the government establishes that Mr. Wollman’s AS existed prior to his
entering active servigée is generally entitled to a rebuttable presumption that any
additional disability or aggravatiasf his AS was in the line of duty and therefore
potentially compensableSeeDoDI 1332.38 E3.P4.5.2; Army Reg. 6380 1 3-2(a)(3).
This presumption is not available, however, in the case of congenital, hereditary, or
genetic diseases, and can be rebutted. As this court previously explained:

[T]he government can rebut the presumption [of service aggravatyon]

making a specific finding that a preponderance of the competent medical

evidence establishes that any aggravation of Mr. Wollman’s AS was due to

the natural progression of the disease. This showing can be made by

reference to well-established medical principles alone, and need not
specifically refer to Mr. Wollman’s medical recordd][ By contrast, if AS

Y The court notes that the Federal Circuit has not squarely addressed the leenbgvsonal
opinion” and “accepted medical principles” in the context of the regulatipplscable to the
case at bar.

1 SeeDoDI 1332.38 { E3.P4.5.2.3 (presumption “may only be overcome by competent medical
evidence establishing by a preponderance of the evidence that the diseasanyasaither

incurred nor aggravated while serving on active duty.Such medical evidence must be based

on well-established medical principles, as distinguished from personalaheylicion alone”).
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IS a congenital, hereditary, or genetic disease, then Mr. Wollman bears the

burden of showing, with clear domentary evidence, that fdendition

was service aggravated beyond its natural progression or that he was

permitted to continue on active duty after his AS was diagnosed or should

have been diagnosed.
Wollman, 108 Fed. CI. at 661-62. Thwslong as AS is not a congenital, hereditary, or
genetic disease, any aggravatiorvsf Wollman’'sAS would presumptivelpedue to
his military service. To rebut this presumption, the Army would need to cite to either
accepted medicarinciples or evidence in Mr. Wollman’s medical files that demonstrate
that the aggravation was actually due to the natural progression @&€sl.; DoDI
1332.38 § E3.P4.5.2.2; Army Reg. 638 1 3-2(a)(3).

b. Standard of review

When reviewing a motion for judgment on the administrative record under Rule

52.1(c) of the Rules of the United States Court of Federal Claims (“RCFC”), the court

makes factual findings based on record evidence “as if it were conducting a trial on the

record.” SeeBannum, Inc. v. United States, 404 F.3d 1346, 1357 (Fed. Cir. 2005).

Therefore, unlike a motion for summary judgment, the existence of a disputed material
fact does not preclude the court from reaching a decision. Id. at 1355. Should the
administrative recorte silent as tesomedisputed facts, the court may still render
judgment if the agency provided an adequate discussion of the bases of its d&asion.

Rebosky v. United States, 60 Fed. Cl. 305, 311-13 (2004).

It is well-established that the military is afforded substantial deference in

adjudicating disability claims. Heisig v. United States, 719 F.2d 1153, 1156 (Fed. Cir.

1983). The court’s task is limited to determining whether the board’s decision was
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arbitrary, capricious, unsupported by substantial evidence, or contrary to law. Cameron

v. United States, 550 F. App’x 867, 872 (Fed. Cir. 2013); Barnick v. United States, 591

F.3d 1372, 1377 (Fed. Cir. 2010).
Notwithstanding this deferential standard of review, howetierArmy is still
“bound to follow its own procedural regulations [once] it chooses to implement some.”

Murphy v. United States, 993 F.2d 871, 873 (Fed. Cir. 1993); Cameron, 550 F. App’x at

873. Additionally, the Amy’s decisions must be supported with “such relevant evidence
as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a coriclGsawford v.

Dep't of the Army, 718 F.3d 1361, 1365 (Fed. Cir. 2013) (quoting Consol. Edison Co. v.

NLRB, 305 U.S. 197, 229 (1938)).
c. The APDRB'’s decision tore-label Mr. Wollman ’s unfitting condition
as “back pain” was arbitrary, capricious, and not supported by
substantial evidence
Plaintiff contends that the APDRB’s decision to ignore Mr. Wollman’s AS on
remand did not comply with the court’s order and was per se arbitrary and capricious.
Plaintiff also argues that, as a matter of law, the government waived its right to change
the nature of the diagnosis by failing to raise “chronic back pain” as the unfitting
condition prior to the remand. In response, the government argues that the APDRB was
not bound by its prior findings and was therefiwez on remand to ignore Mr.
Wollman’s prior AS diagnoses and the grounds for denlyingdisability benefits.
As explained below, the court concludes that the APDRB'’s decision to ignore Mr.

Wollman’s prior AS diagnoses and instead find that his unfitting condition was “chronic

back pain” was arbitrargapricious, and unsupported by substantial evideneeause
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the APDRB did not support this new determination with a rational explanation that was
supported byecord evidence, the board’s decision must be set aside.

I. The APDRB’s decision to re-label Mr. Wollman’s unfitting
condition as “back pain” lacked a rational basis

The first question that the court must resolve is whether there was a rational basis
for the APDRB’s decision to reharacterize theedical disability that causédr.
Wollmannot tomeetthe necessametention standardsPrior to the APDRB’s remand
decision, the MEB, Informal PEB, Formal PEB, and USAPDA issued decisions agreeing
thatMr. Wollman was unfit for continued military service dudhe back pain caused by
his AS—decisions that the APDRB previously affirmed. On remand, however, the
APDRB decided to ignore these decisions by findilrgWollman’s unfitting condition
was “chronic back pai’ without regard to his ASAccording to the board[a]pparently
the condition that failed retention standards because it rendered [Mr. Wollman] incapable
of performing the duties of his MOS was back pain (secondary to Ankylosing
Spondylitis)! RAR 8. The APDRB explained that the cause of his back pain was not
relevant because Ankylosing Spondylitis “per se does not fail retention standards.” Id.

The court recognizes the APDRB’s right to make a new causation determination

if it is supported by the evidence. However, the APDRB does not have the right to
ignore—without meaningful discussion—the Army’s previoushgisputed medical
findings and conclusions regarding the cause of the back paleed, a military board’s
decision to reverse a previous finding by a disability evaluation board must be explained.

Seelstivan v. United States, 689 F.2d 1034, 1039 (Ct. CI. 1982hyAoard for
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Correction ofMilitary Records’ failure to address unexplained change in service

member’s disability rating was arbitrary and capricious); Craft v. United States, 544 F.2d

468, 474 (Ct. Cl. 1976) (per curiarfwhere a military corrections board “suddenly, and
without explaining its reasons, reverse[s] a decision by a Physical Evaluation Board . . .
[sJuch a determination . . . cannot be sustained”); see also 32 C.F.R. § 581.1(c) (reversal
of prior disability determination requires complete written findings).allow a board to
completely ignore a previously recognized cause of an unfitting medical condition puts
military service members at risk of losing their disigpretirementssimply because their
unfitting medical conditions happengbare asymptom(s) with other medical conditions
thatthe membesuffered from prior to entering servite.

Because the APDRB did not dispute that Mr. Wollman has Ankylosing
Spondylitis, the board was not free to simply ignoed diiagnosis by relabeling his
unfitting condition as “chronic back painPut another way, while the APDRB was free
to find another cause for Mr. Wollman’s back pain that was supported by the evidence,
the board was not free to simply substitute a symptom of Mr. Wollman’s illness for the
cause. The cause dfir. Wollman'’s back pairs at the crux of his disability entitlement,
and the fact that AS does not cause a soldier to “per se” fail retention standards is not a
reason to ignore that diagnosed cause. Moreover, under DoDI 1332.38, a diagnosis of

Ankylosing Spondylitis requires referral for military disability evaluation. DoDI 1332.38

22 Forexamplejt would be improper to deny a disability retirement seavice member who
was rendered medicallynfit due to @raumatic Ipain injurythat was incurreth the line of duty
solelybecause¢hat memberhappened tsuffer from headachdmth prior to enteringerviceand
after the head injury

21



1 E4.4.1.2.2.1. A referral presumably is required because AS can cause back pain and
other debilitating symptoms that fail to meet retention standards. Thus, Mr. Wollman’s
AS diagnosis required that he be entered into the Army’s disability evaluation system,
assessed for fitness for continued active duty, and potentially be evaluated for a disability
retirement. Accordingly, the court finds that the APDRB’s conclusion that it could

ignore Mr. Wollman’s AS on the grounds that it is not a “per se” unfitting medical
condition was arbitrary and capricious and thus not rational.

ii. The APDRB’s September 2013 decision is notigported by
substantial evidence

The APDRB'’s decision to re-characterize Mr. Wollman’s unfitting condai®n
“chronic back pain"—and thus EPTS—is also contrary to the evidence in the record. For
the court to uphold the APDRB, the court would need to find that Mr. Wollman’s
unfitting back pain at discharge is the same back pain he had before he joined the service
and thus, as the APDRB contends, his AS diagnosis was irrelevant. The record evidence
simply does not support such a finding.

Contrary to the board’s conclusory statements that there was “overwhelming” and
“considerable” evidence supporting its conclusions, there is almost nothing in the record
to link Mr. Wollman’s early back pain with the back pain he was found to have in 2005
in connection with his AS. The chronology set forth in footnote 12 lays out in detail the
numerous times doctors expressly ruled out AS as the cause of Mr. Wollman’s back pain
before 2005—after he reportedly suffered from several gastrointestinal infections. The

only record evidence that the board cites for such a finding is the fact that in 2007, Mr.
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Wollman stated that the pain he suffered from in 1995 “stayed the same” until 1999.
However, his finding has no medical meanhd does not constitute an accepted medical
principle.

There is no question that Mr. Wollman had back paimfany years.The record
establishes, however, that his back pain was attributable to a variety of causes, which
may includethefractured pelvis he suffered as a child. In addition, as discussed above,
the record evidence establishes tilat Wollmanwas tested repeatedly for AS but was
not diagnosed with AS until 2005. Importantly, the record further establishes that despite
his periodic bouts of back pain, Mr. Wollman was not found unfit for seontil after
he received the AS diagnosis. Prior to that time he was able to serve. Given this record,
the APDRB’s conclusion that Mr. Wollman'’s back pain in 1993 was the same back pain
he suffered in 2005 is simply contrary to the evidence in the record. Therefore, the court
finds that the APDRB’s conclusion thlr. Wollman's chronic back pain was the same
from 1993 to 2005 is not supported by substantial evidence.

d. The government has failed to rebut the presumption that Mr.
Wollman’s AS was incurred in the line of duty

BecauseMr. Wollman was discharged dueliack pain associated with his AS
and the APDRB did not dispute th&$ isnot a congenital, hereditary, or genetic disease,
RAR 13-14 (“The APDRB finds nothing in the record to indicate that the applicant
inherited anything other than the susceptibility to AS and finds no previous PEB or
USAPDA finding to the contrary”), Mr. Wollman is entitled to the presumptions that his

AS was incurred in the line of duty and that any permanent worsening of the disease was
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caused by his military seioe. Indeed, the government concedes as much. Def.’s Cross-
Mot. J. 4., ECF No. 51.

The government also does not dispute that the board did not icemyigvidence
in the record to overcome the presumptions favoring Mr. Wollman with regardA&his
related back pain being service-relateckc@®use the RDRB on remand elected not to
address—and thus failed to rebut—the presumptions of service-incurrence and service-
aggravation, the court is required, in accordance with Army regulations, to presume that
Mr. Wollmarnis AS was incurred in the line of duty and that, to the extentih&rated
for a disability, entitled to receive a diglitl retirement based on his ratifg
. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, plaintiff’'s motion for judgment on the administrative
record iSGRANTED, and the government’s cross-motiomdiENIED. The court
ORDERS the parties to file a joint status report no later thame 30, 2014 regarding
the next steps the government will be taking to rate Mr. Wollamahultimately
determine his disability entitlement, if any.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

s/Nancy B. Firestone

NANCY B. FIRESTONE
Judge

23 In this connection, this is not a case in whieé “court simply cannot evaluate the challenged
agency action on the basis of the record . ... .” Fla. Power & Light Co. v. Lorion, 470 U.S. 729,
744 (1985).Becausette APDRBon remand elected not to introduargyevidence to overcome

the presumptionsf serviceincurrence and aggravation, a secozand is ot necessary or
appropriate.
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