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NO. _____________ 
 
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
 

__________________________________________________ 
 

DENNIS DECIANCIO, 
 

Petitioner, 
 

v. 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 

  Respondent. 
___________________________________________________ 

 
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

 
I, Melissa M. Salinas, do swear or declare that the PETITION FOR A WRIT 

OF CERTIORARI filed in the above-captioned case contains 4,899 words and is in 

Century Schoolbook 12-point font, and therefore complies with Supreme Court Rules 

33(b) and (g). 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
       Melissa Salinas   

University of Michigan Law School 
Federal Appellate Litigation Clinic 
363 Legal Research Building 
801 Monroe Street 
Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1215 
(734) 763-4319 

Dated:  July 13, 2018    Pro Bono Counsel for Petitioner 
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