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Per Curiam After a thorough review of the record

and of the subm ssions of the parties, we affirm the
district court’s decision to detain the defendant based on
ri sk of flight.

The evidence proffered by the governnment showed
that appellant Mchael Cruz Reyes (“Cruz”) possesses
extensive financial resources, and Cruz lied to Pretrial
Servi ces about those resources. In light of the extent of
those resources and Cruz’ dishonest statenents, the anount
of the bond suggested by Cruz seens woefully inadequate
especially where the real estate securing that bond does not
belong to Cruz. For a defendant allegedly involved in drug
trafficking of this magnitude, forfeiture of bond my be

“sinply a cost of doing business.” United States v. Jessup,

757 F.2d 378, 385 (1t Cir. 1985) (quoting S.Rep. No. 225,
98th Cong., 1St Sess. 23-24 (1983), reprinted in 1984 U. S. Code
Cong. & Adm n. News, pp. 26, 27).

We find no error in the |ower court’s decision to
di scount the evidence of Cruz’ self-surrender in the instant
matter, in light of the governnment’s proffer indicating Cruz

fled from an officer attenpting to arrest himin a 1995
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incident. Further, the | ower court was entitled to reject
Cruz’ suggestion that he be placed on el ectronic nonitoring;
whil e increasing the |ikelihood that flight will be detected
(and thereby deterring flight), electronic nonitoring is not

al ways effective. See United States v. O Brien, 895 F.2d

810, 815-16 (1t Cir. 1990) (recognizing that while
el ectronic nonitoring acts as a deterrent against flight,
def endants do escape while being nonitored and are never
found). We see no error in the lower court’s concl usion
that in light of all the factors in § 3142(g), electronic
noni t ori ng woul d be i nsuf ficient her e, especially
considering the financial resources of the defendant, the
i nadequat e bond offered, and Cruz’ prior false statenents.

Finally, while the witnesses who make up the bul k
of the governnment’s case against Cruz are cooperating
w tnesses, and therefore are nore vul nerable to i npeachnment
attenmpts, we find no error in the | ower court’s reliance on
t hat evidence, see 18 U. S.C. § 3142(g)(2), especially since
nore than one witness apparently identifies Cruz as a
significant actor in the charged conspiracy.

Affirmed. 1st Cir. Loc. R 27(c).



