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3.  The Board, having reviewed all the facts of record pertaining to Petitioner's allegations of error and 

injustice, finds as follows:   

 

     a.  Before applying to this Board, Petitioner exhausted all administrative remedies available under 

existing law and regulations within the Department of the Navy. 

 

     b.  On 28 August 2017, Petitioner arrived to  for duty. 

 

     c.  On 11 June 2018, Petitioner acknowledged Borrower’s Promise to Pay to  

 for the property located at . 

 

     d.  On 19 July 2018, Petitioner’s BAH at the with-dependent rate for  was 

stopped.   

 

     e.  On 20 July 2018, Petitioner’s BAH at the with-dependent rate for  was started. 

 

     f.  On 28 April 2020, Petitioner was issued official change duty orders (BUPERS order: ) with a 

required obligated service to September 2023, while stationed in  with an effective date of 

departure of July 2020.  Petitioner’s ultimate activity was  for duty with an effective 

date of arrival of 31 August 2020.   

 

     g.  On 14 September 2020, Petitioner transferred from , and arrived to  

 on 15 October 2020 for duty.  Furthermore, BAH at the with-dependent rate for 

 was started. 

 

     h.  On 29 October 2020, Petitioner was issued official modification to change duty orders (BUPERS 

order: ), while stationed in , with an effective date of departure of July 2020.  

Petitioner’s ultimate activity was ,  for duty with an effective date of arrival of 31 

August 2020.  Furthermore, these orders were issued without accounting data, which carried no authority 

to fund travel/transportation allowances/household goods shipment.  

 

     i.  On 9 May 2022, Petitioner’s DEERS printout listed a home address of . 

                                   

CONCLUSION 

 

Upon review and consideration of all the evidence of record, and especially in light of the contents of 

enclosure (2), the Board finds the existence of an injustice warranting the following corrective action.  

The Board concluded that Petitioner has not moved from his residence location and both old PDS and 

new PDS are within close proximity parameters, however, Petitioner did not have HHG funding removed 

from his orders prior to execution of orders.  Petitioner was issued official modification to change duty 

orders (BUPERS order: ) a month after he transferred; therefore, the Board determined that 

Petitioner had approval for BAH at old PDS under provision of Close Proximity move but due to 

processing time, the orders modification did not occur in a timely manner.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

That Petitioner’s naval record be corrected, where appropriate, to show that: 

 

Petitioner’s request for a close proximity move was approved by cognizant authority prior to executing 

orders.  Furthermore, prior to execution, Petitioner’s orders were modified to remove funding for a HHG 

move.  






