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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

CHERYL J. HIGGINS,
Petitioner,

vs.

THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT

No. 36323

OF THE STATE OF NEVADA, IN AND FOR FlLED

THE COUNTY OF CLARK, AND THE

HONORABLE ROBERT W. L
DISTRICT JUDGE, FAMIL
DIVISION,
Respondents,

and

VINCENT RAMPINO,

Real Party in Interes

PECK, AUG 17 2000

¥ COURT JANETTE M. BLOOM
CLERK PREME COURT
BY
IEF DEPUTY CLERK

ORDER_ DENYING
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