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) 
In the Matter of  ) 

)
The North Carolina Board of ) DOCKET NO. 9343 
Dental Examiners, )  

Respondent.  ) 
) 

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT'S MOTION  
TO CHANGE HEARING LOCATION  

I. 

On Januar 14, 2011, Respondent filed a Motion to Change Hearing Location 

("Motion"). Complaint Counsel filed its Response to Respondent's Motion to Change 
Hearng Location on January 19, 2011. For the reasons set forth below, Respondent's 
Motion is DENIED. 

II. 

Respondent seeks an order to change the location of the hearing in the above 
captioned matter to Raleigh, North Carolina. Respondent asserts that the location of the 
hearng, in Room 532 ofthe Federal Trade Commission building in Washington, D.C., 
was selected by the Commission without discussion among the parties and argues that a 
Washington, D.C. foru is unnecessary for Complaint Counsel to pursue this action. 
Respondent further states that instances giving rise to this action all occurred within the 
State of North Carolina and that 18 of � Respondent's 20 fact witnesses and 14 of 
Complaint Counsel's fact witnesses are located in North Carolina. Thus, Respondent 
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have been brought."¡ Thus, the federal statute controllng change of venue and cases 
interpreting motions to transfer a case from one district court to another are not 
applicable. 

Under the Commission's Rules, the Administrative Law Judge "may order 
hearings at more than one place" and thus has discretion to hold hearings in a location 
other than Washington, D.C. Indeed, in In re North Texas Specialty Physicians, a change 
oflocation was permitted where, unlike the instant case, all counsel were in a location 
other than Washington, D.C.,z all fact witnesses were located in or near Forth Worth, 
Texas, and all parties agreed that it was more practicable to hold the hearing in Fort 
Worth, Texas. In addition, unlike Respondent herein, the request was made at the initial 
scheduling conference, well in advance oftrial. Finally, the Administrative Law Judge's 



hold the hearings in Raleigh, North Carolina is not practicable and not in the interest of 
administrative effciency.� 

For the above stated reasons, Respondent's motion is DENIED. 

ORDERED: k1~ 
D. Michael Chappe 1� 

Chief Administrative Law Judge 

Date: January 25,2011 
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