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PHILLIP A. TALBERT 
United States Attorney 
JOSEPH D. BARTON 
ARELIS M. CLEMENTE 
HENRY Z. CARBAJAL III  
Assistant United States Attorney 
2500 Tulare Street, Suite 4401 
Fresno, CA 93721 
Telephone:  (559) 497-4000 
Facsimile:   (559) 497-4099  
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
United States of America 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 
                                               Plaintiff, 

 
                                     v. 
 
JIA BEI ZHU, aka JESSE ZHU, QIANG HE, 
and DAVID HE, 
 
                                              Defendant.  
 

 
 

CASE NO.  1:23-CR-00219-NODJ-BAM 
 
GOVERNMENT’S RESPONSE TO 
DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR BAIL REVIEW 
 
DATE: April 24, 2024 

TIME: 2:00 p.m. 
COURT: Hon. Erica P. Grosjean 

 

The United States of America, by and through its attorneys, Phillip A. Talbert, United States 

Attorney, and Joseph Barton, Arelis Clemente, and Henry Z. Carbajal III, Assistant United States 

Attorneys, hereby provides its response to defendant’s motion for bail review. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Procedural History  

On November 16, 2023, Jia Bei Zhu (“Zhu”) was indicted on two counts of distribution of 

adulterated and misbranded medical devices and one count of making false statements to United States 

Food and Drug Administration (“FDA”) officials.  (Dkt. No. 14).  At his arraignment, Zhu entered a not 

guilty plea.  He made two requests to continue his detention hearing, which took place on November 22, 

2023.  At his detention hearing, in light of the Pretrial Services Office’s detention recommendation, Zhu 

submitted on the issue of detention and was detained as a risk of flight and obstruction of justice.  (Dkt. 
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No. 19).  On April 18, 2024, Zhu filed the instant Motion for Bail Review.  (Dkt. No. 45). 

B. Relevant Background  

During the past several years, Zhu lived and operated businesses in Canada and the United States 

under a different alias.  In approximately 2014, after having civil legal troubles in Canada with his 

business IND Diagnostic Incorporated, Zhu moved to the United States and has since resided here.  Zhu 

had little difficulty entering the United States, as he has Canadian citizenship and had Canadian 

identification documents, including a Canadian Driver’s License and a Canadian passport.  (Ex. 1, Zhu 

Canadian information).1  By 2015, Zhu was opening bank accounts and establishing businesses in the 

United States.  In 2021, Zhu used the name Qiang He to apply for asylum and filed a personal statement 

and a copy of a Chinese passport in support of his application.  (Dkt. No. 45 , Ex. B, at 2 ).  After 

submitting his application for asylum, Zhu filed an application to change his name from Qiang He to 

David He, using an apparent Chinese passport issued to Qiang He.  (Dkt. No. 45, Ex. C, at 2, Ex. ,B at 

2).  As David He, Zhu obtained a Social Security number, an employment authorization, and an official 

California Identification card for his alias.  On January 23, 2024, the United States Department of 

Homeland Security conducted a fingerprint analysis comparing the fingerprints obtained from Zhu’s 

prior entries into the United States with David He’s fingerprints obtained from his arrest/booking by the 

United States Marshals Service and found the fingerprints were a match and made by the same 

individual.   

Zhu has maintained ties with China while living in the United States.  He owned and operated a 

business named Ai De Diagnostics out of China since at least 2016.  (Ex. 2, Redacted 2016 FDA 

inspection report).  Notably, income generated from this Chinese-based business supplied the funding 

for the purchase of the Sugar Springs Las Vegas property Zhu now offers for bond.  (Ex. 3, Wire 

Transfer for Sugar Springs).  Ai De Diagnostics also provided funds at various times to Zhu’s other 

businesses Universal Meditech Incorporated (“UMI”), Prestige Biotech Incorporated (“PBI”), and David 

Destiny Discovery, LLC (“3D”); businesses Zhu now claims are owned and operated by someone else.2    

In addition, Zhaoyan Wang (“Ms. Wang”), the mother of Zhu’s infant son, Ms. Wang’s mother, and 

 
1 Zhu’s Canadian passport is expired as of September 2023. 
2 On April 13, 2024, Ms. Wang and two other individuals became 3D’s managing members.  
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Zhu’s infant son flew to China six days after service of a search warrant in this case and have not 

returned.  Zhu also has a brother in New Zealand and an ex-wife and children in Canada.  Thus, Zhu’s 

business operations and his closest family are outside the United States. 

II. APPLICABLE LAW 

A. Standard for Bail Review 

A bail hearing “may be reopened, before or after a determination by the judicial officer, at any 

time before trial if the judicial officer finds that information exists that was not known to the movant at 

the time of the hearing and that has a material bearing on the issue whether there are conditions of 

release that will reasonably assure the appearance of such person as required and the safety of any other 

person and the community.”  18 U.S.C. § 3142(f) (emphasis added).  The rationale behind this provision 

is that “a rule that would not discourage a party for failing to acquire readily available evidence for 

presentation the first time is a rule that encourages piecemeal presentations. Judicial efficiency is not 

served by such a practice.” United States v. Tommie, No. CR–10–1578–PHX–SRB, 2011 WL 2457521, 

at *2 (D. Ariz. June 20, 2011) (citations omitted, emphasis in original). 

B. Pertinent Bail Principles 

Zhu’s proposal of spare rental properties for bond and third-party custodians does not address the 

typical purposes of conventional bail conditions.  First, “‘[t]he purpose of bail is not served unless losing 

the sum would be a deeply-felt hurt to the defendant and his family; the hurt must be so severe that 

defendant will return for trial rather than flee.’” United States v. Townsend, 897 F.2d 989, 996 (9th Cir. 

1990) (citation omitted).  Rental and investment properties posted by strangers or sourced from 

unnamed “family funds from China” do not fulfill the purposes of the Bail Reform Act.  (Dkt. 45-4, ¶¶ 

3(c) & 4).3  Secondly, with respect to Zhu’s offer of electronic monitoring, in this District location 

monitoring is limited to RF rather than GPS.  It ensures only a “reduced head start should a defendant 

decide to flee.”  See United States v. Githens, Case No. 1:23-CR-00089-ADA-BAM, 2023 WL 4424555, 

 
3 Ms. Wang’s vague declaration regarding how 3D is funded and how it holds the property also 

fails to comport with Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 46(e).  See United States v. Noriega-Sarabia, 
116 F.3d 417, 420 (9th Cir. 1997) (“case law makes clear that sureties must reveal their property 
resources so that the government can be assured of their financial ability and so that the court can be 
satisfied that they have an incentive and purpose to secure the defendant’s presence at trial”) (citations 
omitted). 
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at *3 (E.D. Cal., July 10, 2023).  Moreover, location monitoring does not address the risk of obstruction, 

as “it provides little to no information about what [defendant] is doing and who he is communicating 

with[.]”  United States v. Cazares, 445 F. Supp. 3d 425, 433 (N.D. Cal. 2020). 

III. ZHU SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE DETAINED AS A RISK OF FLIGHT AND 
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 

A. Bail Hearing is Not Warranted  

A bail hearing is not warranted because Zhu’s motion does not mention any new information not 

known to him at the time of the prior detention hearing that is material to the issue of detention.  Zhu 

states he applied for asylum, changed his name, has an infant son with Ms. Wang and claims financial 

resources for posting bond.  However, all this information was known to Zhu at the time of his detention 

hearing on November 22, 2023.  In fact, Zhu applied for asylum in February 2021, changed his name in 

August 2021, and his infant son was born in April 2023.  Zhu failed to disclosed this information to 

Pretrial Services and the dates in which these matters took place clearly indicates he was aware of this 

information prior to his first detention hearing.  Moreover, Ms. Wang’s reference to their special 

agreement to keep their family status secret and this being some sort of cultural tradition is non-sensical.  

(Dkt. No. 45, Ex. D, ¶ 2).   

Zhu also knew of 3D and its rental properties during his first detention hearing because he 

initially founded 3D and his Chinese company Ai De Diagnostics wired $850,000 for the purchase of 

the Sugar Springs property.  (Ex. 3).  Rather, it appears Zhu tried to hide these properties and his 

business assets.  Given that those efforts have been unsuccessful, Zhu now characterizes the properties 

and businesses as belonging to others that charitably offer them for his bail.  Even if this were the case, 

loss to 3D would not be loss to Zhu and thus is not adequate compulsion for Zhu to stay in the country 

and face the charges.  See Townsend, 897 F.3d at 996.  Similarly, Zhu proposes third-party custodians.  

However, the condition of a third-party custodian was previously considered by Pretrial Services and 

found inadequate to address the risk factors.  Therefore, with no new information on the matter, no new 

consideration is necessary.   

Zhu also claims he is not a flight risk because he is pursuing civil lawsuits.  (Dkt. No. 45 at 5, ¶ 

4).  These are immaterial because not only can they be dismissed at any time but Zhu’s participation in 
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these lawsuits and funding is unclear.  For example, it is unclear how UMI’s commercial leasing 

agreement pertains to Zhu.  This lack of clarity diminishes Zhu’s claim that the lawsuits are material to 

the flight risk and obstruction of justice consideration.  (Dkt. No. 45, Ex. F, ¶ 4).        

B. Zhu’s Continued Efforts at Deception Calls for Continued Detention 

Zhu has continued to mislead the Court and Pretrial Services as to his identity, family ties, assets, 

and employment.  For instance, Zhu provides no reasonable explanation for the misrepresentations he 

previously made to Pretrial Services during his interview, including his failure to disclose his United 

States Citizen infant son and the financial resources to post a bond.  Therefore, Zhu’s assertions that he 

will not flee should be disregarded and his conduct may support a later finding of obstruction.  See 

United States v. Kesoyan, Case No. 2:15-CR-236-GEB, 2018 WL 1212527, at *11 (E.D. Cal., Mar. 8, 

2018) (“Defendant's manifested dishonesty in the record, combined with her access to hidden assets and 

her ties outside the United States evince that she cannot be trusted when she represents to the Court that 

she will not flee, if released.”); United States v. Magana-Guerrero, 80 F.3d 398, 401 (9th Cir. 1996) 

(“providing materially false information to a pretrial services officer, whose job it is to conduct 

investigations for the court, constitutes obstruction of justice for purposes of section 3C1.1, without a 

specific showing that the falsehood actually obstructed justice”).  The Court correctly detained Zhu as a 

risk of flight and obstruction and he should remain detained. 

IV. CONCLUSION    

The government respectfully requests the Court deny Zhu’s motion for bail review. 

 

Dated:  April 23, 2024 

By: 

PHILLIP A. TALBERT 
United States Attorney 
 
/s/ Henry Z. Carbajal III 

 HENRY Z. CARBAJAL III 
JOSEPH D. BARTON 
ARELIS M. CLEMENTE 
Assistant United States Attorney 
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From: - Equity Title of Nevada
To: TeamTLT
Subject: WIN 22TKG24336
Date: Friday, May 27, 2022 7:40:44 AM
Attachments: image001.gif

image002.jpg

Wire has been posted to your file.

$837,886.09 Incoming Intl Wire Transfer(s) 208

Transaction Detail for 05/27/2022 as of  07:38:13 AM PDT  
PAR Number:
Swift Ref: 
Date/Time Received: 05/27/2022 05:31:25 AM
Value Date: May 27, 2022
Wire Currency: USD
Wire Amount: 837,886.09
Instructed Amount: USD 837886.09
Sender's Reference: 
Originator: /OSA11014764196008 AI DE DIAGNOSTIC CO., LTD ADD:NO.141 ZHUZHOU RD, LAOSHAN DISTRICT
QINGDAO CHN
Originator Bank: SZDBCNBS
Sending Bank: SCBLUS33AXXX STANDARD CHARTERED BANK
Receiving Bank: USBKUS44AIMT U.S. BANK
Beneficiary: / EQUITY TITLE, LLC DBA EQUITY TITLE OF NAVADA ADD: 60 LIVINGSTON AVENUE, ST.
PAUL, MINNESOTA 55107 US
Originator To Beneficiary Info: CONT.NO.: PREPAYMENT 979 SUGAR SPRINGS DRIVE, LAS VEGAS,NV
89110
Charging Option: SHA

Thank you,

EmailSignature
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