
    
      


Ted Kaczynski's Letter to Steven Lapham

February 19, 2003

<thesmokinggun.com/documents/crime/unabomber-wants-his-stuff-back>







      

    

  
    
      



Dear Mr. Lapham:




I would like to have the return of the property seized from me by the government. ...
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this  problem To be worked ‘out, aud possibly

litigated, after the other property has beea
retumed to wme.

However, "even with vegard o the <caTegory 1

property , Two questions arise, namely : Who
will pay the cosT  of shipping The “property
And, 1o what' address should The property be
shipped ? z

Obuviously 1 can't veceive most of this
property here at the prison, and it can'r
be veturned to the place where 7 was
oviginally  seized because theve iz wne

there To veceive it- So I will have ™

one
have
it shipped to some person who will Take

charge ~oF iT for me. I have ner yer
decided who that person will be, bur T
assumeée  That that will be « matrer of

indiFFecence To the government.

I have nor yer Found « cese thar
explizitly addresses the guestion of shipping
costs, but all of *the cases l've seea’
emphasize fhe '‘governwment's responsibility o

veturn the property and  none suggest

that anyone but the goveramenr should
pay the shipping costs, s iT seems
clear That those costs are borne by

the goveramenr.
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I leck forwavd to veceiving your reply.
Sincecely yours,
Thecdoa J Kacyqnshes

cct Quin Denviv
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i the propecT, was seized legally. Id. Moveouver,
if the government ‘wishes o veTain the
property, it bears the burden  of demoustrating
that it has  a legitimaTe veason 7o do so. Ld.
ProperTy  thar has been The insTrumentalit,

of a crime must nevertheless be reTurned *

The  person from whom it ‘was ‘seized) unléss
it is subject T a forfeiture statute. U-S. v

Farrell, 606 F.24 1341, 1344-47 (D.C. Cis: 1979).
If fwe governimewT wishes To rétain the property
puvsuant To sTaTute, it  must institafe
appropriate forfeiture proceedings. £-g. U.S. v.
“Wilson, 540 F.2d 1100, 1104 (D.C. Civ. 1976).
e B

You cam either “arcange with me inFormall,
The refurn  of my: pioperTy, or you can
wait  unTil T file a ‘motion for +he retarm
of my property. The choice is yours.
If  you would like 7o hindle Fhe
maTTer informally  then I offer the Following®
Practically il of my property. held by
the governmewnt Falls into one of three
categories : :

1. Property  other Than Fivearms dnd
ammunition  That has moT even arguably beéen
“the mstramentali7y: of ‘a crime.

2. Propecty, thar — as the govecnment
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wight wish To argue — wmay have been 7he
instrumentaliTy  of & crime and may bhe subject
1o some FYorfeiture statute.

3. Firearms and ammunition.

I Suggest That  we prompTly. make

arvasgemeats For return of all of the propect,
in  category 1. The other two caTegories
may  preseatr problems Thar will cost us
Some Time and eFfoct To work out. Possibl,
we  will have to litigate the

issues. OF course,
it may be thar the

government will  not
Consider it  worth .the trouble ;t
take to have

would
any  alleged insteumentelities
of crime in my case forfeited. In thar

event  The items in calegory 2 can be

reTurned To me along with Those in category 1.
Category 3 — the fivearms and ammunition

— May preseaT «  thorny problem, since

convicted felons ave. prohibited from

possessing  firearms even constructively. £-g.,

U:S. v. Rogers, 41 F.3d4 25 (lsr Cic. I994).

18 1 hat the fivearms sent To a persom

designated by, me, The government mighr
wish o .argque That 1 would vhen have
Comstructive . possession of Them, which I of

Course  would dispute. I suggesr we leave
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FOR RETURN OF ‘ROPERTY 'y 'c” T

CR S=I6-259 |GEB. U.S. PENITENTIARY MAX
P.0. Box 8500
FLORENCE €O 81226-8500

Februav, 149, 2003
R. Steven Laphawm .

OfFice of the United StaTes Attorney.
Eastern District of California
501 I Street, Tenth Floor
Sacramento CA 95814

Dear Me. Lapham:
I would like +o
of the

have the veTurn
property seized from me by. the
government., I believe that Quin

Denvir has
been in conTacT with

you abouT this, but

I have decided to haudle The matTer

personally rcather than through Me Denvir.

I have not Finished my legal veseavch
on  this subjecr. (As you no doubr vealize,
the limiTaTions on  my access to legal:

matevials wmake it impossible for me- 7o

reseavch gquickly.) But at presean
appears that:

cavvy out
it
Whew The govermment does: nor need, or

no lenger needs, seized properT, for evidentiar,
purpeses, iT ovdivarily musT reTurn the

properTy To the pevson from whow 1T was

seized- E.q-, J.S. v. Mactinson, 809 F.24

1364, 1369 (91h Cir. 1987), This s true even





