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Maria Lopez (“Appellant”) appeals from the district court’s order granting
the government’s motion for forfeiture of Francisca Alvarado Lopez’s $200,000
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appearance bond and entering judgment against Appellant as surety for the full
amount of the bond. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.
Appellant contends that the district court erred by entering a $200,000
judgment against her as surety. The district court did not abuse its discretion in
declining to set aside the bond forfeiture. See United States v. Nguyen, 279 F.3d
1112, 1115 (9th Cir. 2002). Contrary to Appellant’s contention, the record shows
that she was provided with an interpreter at her sister’s bond hearing and was
informed that the government could seek to recover the full $200,000 bond if her
sister absconded prior to trial. The district court did not abuse its discretion in
concluding that these factors outweighed Appellant’s mitigating arguments,
including her lack of familiarity with the criminal justice system, her status as a
family member rather than a professional bail bondsman, her offer to cooperate in
the apprehension of her sister, and her limited financial means. See id. at 1115-17
& n.2 (discussing factors the district court is to consider when ruling on a bond
forfeiture motion and declining to create a “loving relative” exception to bond
forfeiture).
AFFIRMED.
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