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Christopher Michael Craig appeals pro se from the district court’s order

denying his motion under Rule 41(g) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure
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seeking return of his Hummer vehicle seized by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo.
United States v. Marolf, 173 F.3d 1213, 1216 (9th Cir. 1999). We may affirm on
any grounds supported by the record. ACLU of Nev. v. City of Las Vegas, 333 F.3d
1092, 1097 (9th Cir. 2003). We affirm.

The exclusive remedy for seeking to set aside a declaration of forfeiture
under a civil forfeiture statute is via a motion filed under 18 U.S.C. § 983(e). To
prevail on a motion under 18 U.S.C. § 983(e), a movant must show that the
government failed to take reasonable steps to provide the movant with notice of the
proposed forfeiture and that the movant did not know of or have reason to know of
it. 18 U.S.C. § 983(e)(1). It is undisputed here that the government sent by
certified mail notices of the proposed civil forfeiture to addresses associated with
Craig, including to Craig’s attention at his last known address and location of the
Hummer when seized, and that it also published notice of the proposed forfeiture
for three successive weeks in The Wall Street Journal. Consequently the district
court did not err by denying Craig’s motion, which we construe as having been
brought under 18 U.S.C. §983(e).

AFFIRMED.
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