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As you are well aware, it is standard practice in the Court that a Member-in-Charge
recommending the issuance of a TRO should already submit a draft of the same to the
Office of the Chief Justice (OCJ) for approval upon making such a recommendation. This
was precisely what was done on May 28, 2013 at 8:05 am. For your convenient

reference, a photocopy of the complete set of documents received by your office on May
28,2013 at 8:05 a.m. is enclosed herewith.

On May 28, 2013, after my May 27, 2013 letter together with its attachments had been
delivered to your office, the Clerk of Court, Atty. Enriqueta E. Vidal, informed my office

of the extremely urgent motions to reiterate the issuance of TRO and/or SQAO filed in
G.R. Nos. 206844-45. After verifying that you had not acted upon my draft, I sent to your
office at 10:00 a.m. the second version of my draft TRO which added a “Whereas™
clause narrating the filing of said motions. The substance of my recommended draft TRO
remained the same. At that time, I also sent a revised synops;s Plcase see encl
photocopy of the second version of my draft TRO and of th
your office received at 10:00 a.m. on May 28, 2013.

Subsequent to the submission of my second d
the Clerk of Court forwarded to me the
No. 206982. Again, after verifying that y
sent to your office at 1:30 p.m. the t
the “Whereas” clauses to include the !
substance of my draft TRO remained
third version of my draft TRO recei

I trust this will enlighten you on t
while you were out of your office



