Dear Mr. Dimitrief, 
In response to your letter dated 3 February 2011 and your email dated 9 April 2011, I regret that I am unable to consider this matter closed.  My response on your alleged investigation and purported findings on the forgery issue is as follows:  
Forgery 

GE employees committed a forgery of the Kazakhstan certificate and submitted it to the Government of India as part of GE’s Request for Qualification for the Diesel Locomotive tender at Marhowra. These employees including Deepak Adlakha, GE India’s General Counsel, attempted to implicate me in this offence, and to scapegoat and victimise me. I was bullied, lied to, and tricked. There was an attempt to blackmail me. Deepak Adlakha conspired to ensure that I did not leave GE immediately after 11 July 2010. He conspired to prevent me from quitting while he set the stage for a termination of my contract and created conditions that compelled me to resign. Mr. Adlakha threatened me. He bullied me when I withdrew my resignation in order to raise concerns. He tried to dissuade me from raising my concerns. At a later date, he suggested that he could find me an alternate position if I was ready to wait for a couple of months before raising my concerns. I refused. Once I started to raise my concerns, Mr. Adlakha avoided me. I was asked to move to the Gurgaon office in an attempt to isolate me. Finally when I started to relate Mr. Adlakha’s role, I was fired without being given a reason.  He then got another GE lawyer to try and influence me into not raising further concerns. 
In your letter, you claim that documentary evidence disproves my complaint about the forgery. This is incorrect. The documentary evidence you discuss is irrelevant.
 The evidence that I have shared in writing clearly shows the following: 

1. The document I saw in the compilation on the evening of 9 July 2010 contained a black and white copy of the Kazakhstan certificate. This was the final set that was supposed to have been sent for binding. 
2. The bound set that I saw on 10 July 2010 contained an entirely different document (Kazakhstan certificate) that was in colour and looked like an original leading me to ask: are you guys playing games with me?
3. Ashish Malhotra lied to me and said that the coloured document was there in the set I looked at on 9 July 2010. This is incorrect. The document I saw on 9 July 2010 was a black and white document that on the face of it looked like a copy. The document I saw on 10 July was a colour document that looked like an original. 
4. The document I was shown by Mr. Eglash on 1 December 2010
 (I call it Document X) was most certainly not the document I saw on 10 July. I made this very clear. Mr. Eglash asked me if I was sure. I answered: would I lie about something like this. Further, Document X did not in any way resemble an original. Let me also state that I was not shown an electronic record of Document X despite my request.  

5. I asked Mr. Eglash during the same meeting right after being shown Document X that he needed to look at what the Government had on its file. He smiled at me and said “why should I?”

6. In your letter you misquote me to suggest that I was unable to definitely state whether or not I saw Document X in the bound set on 10 July. Subsequent to my meeting with Mr. Eglash I stated in writing as follows: 
When I met Jeff Eglash on 1 December, I was shown a printout of an email trail and an attached document that looked like the Kazakhstan certificate. I was told this was a color printout. The document had black lettering and a blue signature. I do not remember having earlier seen the printout I was shown. I informed Jeff that this was not what was filed with the RFQ. The document that was filed was a more colorful document with a red signature. The signature was in bold similar to the result of a sketch pen having been used. This is what I seem to remember, i.e., the signature was in red. But given the time lapse and other circumstances, I would rather not state this today with 100% certainty. Maybe some other writing on the certificate was in red. What I do remember is my reaction to what I saw on 10 July 2010. That looked like an original. The document Jeff showed me did not look like an original. What was submitted is available with the Railways. The persons who claimed and told me that was a color printout need to show a scanned copy received by email on or before 9 July that is identical to what was submitted and is on the record with the Government. None of these documents or emails is in my possession. So GE should not be relying upon me to establish the facts here. GE should be able to verify this independently. 

7. Your letter misquotes this and claims that I stated: 
“given the time lapse and other circumstances,  [you] would rather not state [the certificate shown to you during the interview was not the certificate you saw previously] with 100% certainty”.  
The words in square brackets are GE’s. 
8. As is clear from the full quote of my written communication (at point 6 above) I stated “… what I seem to remember, i.e., the signature was in red. But given the time lapse and other circumstances, I would rather not state this today with 100% certainty. Maybe some other writing on the certificate was in red.”  I go on to say that “What I do remember is my reaction to what I saw on 10 July 2010. That looked like an original. The document Jeff showed me did not look like an original.”  
9. My statement that I could not remember with 100% certainty if the signature was in red, has been distorted in your letter to mean something entirely different. As is clear from the full quotation extracted above at point 6, I clearly and unambiguously stated that Document X was not the document I saw in the bound compilation on 10 July 2010. I maintain this even today.  
10. In my communication, I also pointed GE towards the documentary evidence that it needed to examine by repeating what I had verbally told Mr. Eglash on 1 December. I stated “What was submitted is available with the Railways. The persons who claimed and told me that was a color printout need to show a scanned copy received by email on or before 9 July that is identical to what was submitted and is on the record with the Government. None of these documents or emails is in my possession. So GE should not be relying upon me to establish the facts here. GE should be able to verify this independently. 
11. Any reasonable person wanting to investigate this forgery thoroughly would look to the relevant documentary evidence available with the Government. I wonder why GE does not want that evidence examined?  
12. I have described the events of 10 and 11 July 2010 in great detail in writing. Further, I have also detailed the conspiracy to cover up this forgery that was put into effect afterwards.  
13. Your statement that I have candidly retreated from my stance is incorrect and false. You intentionally misquote me to distort what I stated during the meeting on 1 December 2010 and in my subsequent communication. 
14. Given the above, I continue to believe that the Kazakhstan certificate was forged.  I base my claim on the evidence of what I saw with my own eyes. Further, the additional material I have shared describing the conspiracy supports my claim on the forgery. 

15. You have offered no convincing argument/ evidence for your statement that “GETI submitted the scanned copy of the Kazakh certificate received on July 7 to Indian Railways without alteration”. Instead you have attempted to misquote me and distort my evidence. Further GE has declined to examine the documentary evidence available with the Government. 

16. You also state in your letter that you are “troubled by the misleading tone of my communications with Indian Railways.” You add: 
“When GETI submitted its RFQ, GETI explicitly stated to Indian Railways that “all documents accompanying (our) Application are true copies of their respective originals”. We have reviewed numerous e-mails between you and the GETI business team that plainly demonstrate that you were aware at the time that GETI was submitting a scanned copy of the certificate in question and made no claim then of “forgery”. …” 
With respect, these statements appear to me to be totally irrelevant and an attempt to obfuscate the issue as part of a cover-up. 
I hope this response sheds a clearer and more authentic light on the forgery issue. 

Thank you, 

Seema Sapra  
� You state: “We have compared the printout of the certificate from the July 7 e-mail with GETI’s copy of the Request for Qualification (“RFQ”) submitted to Indian Railways and they are identical”. With respect, this does not establish that the certificate was not forged.  This is not contrary to what I have stated: the document I saw on 9 July was different from what I saw on 10 July.  It would therefore appear that the document was substituted sometime after I saw it on 9 July and before it was sent for binding. I presume that the copy of the RFQ that you refer to was made before 9 July and was of the set that I saw on 9 July and not of the set that I saw on 10 July.  


� You state that I requested Mr. Eglash during the meeting to show me the email from which the customer certificate was printed. This is incorrect. Mr. Eglash showed me Document X on his own accord. I understand he set up the meeting for this purpose. 
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