Dear Mr. Dimitrief, 
Subject: response to your letter dated February 3, 2011 on the issue of your purported investigation
Your letter under reply presents a misleading and deceptive narrative about GE’s alleged investigation. 
1. As already pointed out, your letter misrepresents and caricatures my complaints. Your letter misrepresents facts. Your alleged investigation covers-up fraudulent and criminal activity. You caricature my complaint about harassment, retaliation and bullying. 

2. Your false and dishonest ‘narrative’ purports to depict what you describe as a comprehensive, thorough, impartial and extensive investigation by a team of investigators including outside counsel from the United States that apparently extensively interviewed me over the course of 5 interviews collectively lasting 10 hours. You painstakingly count and mention 45 emails, 20,000 documents, 20 interviews, 21 separate written complaints, 60-plus pages, etc., etc. .    

3. However your entire ‘narrative’ is so full of holes that it is easily exposed as a mala fide misrepresentation. Your investigation was tainted, dishonest, incomplete, biased, and unfair. I had rejected your investigation when it was proposed and continued to reject it thereafter. I find no value or substance in your purported findings which misrepresent my complaints; are based upon complete disregard for facts and evidence; and, which you have arrived at without me being heard. 
4. Let me describe Mr. Eglash’s investigative strategy and point out your misrepresentations: 

a. Mr. Eglash did not ‘interview’ me over the course of 5 interviews collectively lasting 10 hours. Your assertion to this effect is verifiably and maliciously false. On the contrary, Mr. Eglash went to great lengths and expended considerable effort to ensure that I did not elaborate on my complaints and present my evidence. To a large extent, I was myself not interested in sharing all my information and evidence because I had rejected GE’s internal investigation. Yet, even to the extent I was willing and eager, Mr. Eglash was not interested in hearing me. At the same time, Mr. Eglash attempted to create a deceptive record of me having fully participated in his investigation and of his having fully heard me. Unfortunately, Mr. Eglash was thwarted in this attempt by me. 

b. In addition, Mr Eglash’s investigative strategy included subtle attempts to intimidate me, along with attempts to get me to incriminate myself in wrongdoing, He failed on both counts.
c. You suggest that after I accused Mr. Anil Chaddha, the GE Transportation attorney of leaking information to the persons I was complaining about, you immediately and in an accommodation of my wishes assigned Jeff Eglash to take over the investigation. This suggestion is false. 
d. Among other things, you omit to mention that Ms. Tara Plimpton  suggested (to my amazement) that my concerns be investigated by Ms. Mona Dange, who was the attorney personally involved in the issue I had raised about information discrepancies involving GE’s failed 2009 bid for diesel locomotives. 

e. You also omit to mention that after I accused Anil Chaddha of collusion and a cover-up, and after I emailed Mr. Brackett Denniston and the GE Corporate ombudsperson asking for their help and intervention, you terminated my contract, without notice and without assigning any reason, and had security escort me off the premises.  

f. Having terminated my contract, and having got rid of me,
 and having retaliated against me in violation of law and GE policy for raising concerns, you then asked me to participate in an investigation by Jeff Eglash. I expressly refused the offer of such an investigation and made clear that an internal GE investigation at this stage was unacceptable to me and that I would seek my own remedies.
   
g. You state that Mr. Eglash and Gibson Dunn “continued their investigation” of my concerns “by scheduling telephonic interviews and collecting and reviewing relevant documents”. I note that during this entire period, Mr. Eglash and Gibson Dunn did not actually conduct any interviews. 

h. You state that: “In reviewing these documents, GE/ Gibson Dunn found no support for your claims of “cover-ups”, “forgeries”, or “bullying”. With respect, I find this an astonishing statement.   
i. In your investigative teams’ no-doubt considerable collective experience of white collar crime and work-place harassment, how often have you found that someone would leave behind documentary evidence of forgery, fraud or harassment? I am surprised that it did not appear to you to be necessary that you conduct interviews and obtain oral evidence. You were surprisingly too willing to be satisfied that no fraud or criminal activity occurred (even in the face of serious charges like forgery and securities fraud) merely because (you claim) you did not find documentary proof.
 And I must point out that even your claim that you found no documentary proof is in itself false.
 
j. It is at this point of the story that I once again intervened in the matter by sending an email to Mr. Jeff Immelt on 10 November 2010 objecting to his lobbying for the diesel locomotive tender when I had pointed out that I believed that GE’s tender application contained a forged customer certificate. I asked if GE could confirm to me that the certificate was not forged.

k. GE  was unable to confirm in November 2010 that the customer certificate was not forged. 
l. I would describe GE’s conduct in pursuing the tender in November 2010 as actionable ‘wilful ignorance’ of a possible forgery. Having satisfied yourself that there was no documentary proof (as you claim), GE decided to ignore the forgery and proceeded to lobby for the tender convinced that I would not dare re-appear. A prudent response to such serious accusation by the Legal Counsel involved in the tender preparation would surely have required more than just a review of documentation. It would surely have required interviewing key witnesses and reviewing the evidence lying with the Government. 
m. In your February 3, 2011 letter, you state: “Despite being unable to corroborate your claims, Mr. Eglash organized a team of several GE lawyers and auditors and an attorney from Gibson Dunn to converge in Delhi” to conduct interviews. This statement is also false. It suggests voluntary action by GE, yet as I have described you were compelled to reopen your investigation because of my intervention in November 2010 when I questioned how GE could ignore the forgery issue.  
n. After my email to Mr. Immelt on November 10, 2010, you emailed me with the request that I change my mind and meet with Mr. Eglash. 

o. I reconsidered the matter and agreed to meet with Jeff Eglash to share what I knew about the customer certificate issue. 

p. It turned out that instead of a one-on-one meeting with me, Mr. Eglash intended to interrogate me along with an associate from a law-firm. Not surprisingly I objected to such interrogation and opted out. 
q. Nevertheless when Mr. Eglash contacted me on 29 November 2010, I spoke with him on the phone with a GE auditor listening in.
 I also met Mr. Eglash on 30 November 2010 in the presence of two GE auditors, one being Ms. Shruti Narang.
  
r. You narrate that: “…over the course of two days, Mr. Eglash, an Indian attorney for GE, and two different GE auditors spent more than seven hours with you going over your concerns.”

s. You give a false impression as if Mr. Eglash went over my concerns with me. You incorrectly state we spoke for seven hours. Mr. Eglash in his email dated 2 December 2010 claimed to have spoken with me for five hours. I disputed his account at that time and clarified for the record that he had not heard me fully and we had not gone over all my concerns or evidence. The total time between the phone conversation on 29 November and the in-person meeting on 30 November was not more than four hours at best. I believe it was less. Phone records can confirm that the conversation on 29 November lasted about one hour. The meeting on 30 November 2010 lasted around 2 and half-hours, certainly not more than three hours in any event. This is based on the total amount of time I was at the venue, as I arrived at 1.30 pm and left the premises around 4.30 pm. On 29 November, I had requested that Mr. Eglash give me 6 hours of his time on 30 November as after speaking with him on the phone, I wanted to go over other issues besides the forged certificate. On 30 November, Mr. Eglash told me he could not spare more than three hours as he had other appointments. I was ready to meet again after his other appointments, but he refused. Out of the three hours that I spent in the business centre of the hotel venue, a substantial amount of time was spent in discussing things apart from the information I wanted to share. By way of example, the first half hour was spent in negotiating whether Mr. Chesley would remain present and the amount of time that Mr. Eglash could spare. I was also asked to leave the room three times for around 10-15 minutes each so that Mr. Eglash could confer with the auditors. I was given no opportunity to relate my experience at GE. Mr. Eglash kept interrupting me, and outright refused to listen to me more than once. Once Mr. Vinod Sharma, a witness arrived, Mr. Eglash abruptly terminated the meeting.  During this meeting I made it very clear to Mr. Eglash that he could not in fairness “investigate” this matter without giving me a full hearing and that I would object to any such purported “investigation”. I also informed Mr. Eglash that I intended to initiate legal proceedings to resolve my complaints. 

t. It is clear from your letter of February 3, 2011 that you have not heard me or examined my evidence at all. First because Mr. Eglash was not interested in hearing me. And second, you have chosen to ignore even that evidence which I did share with Mr. Eglash, including the evidence that I communicated in writing. 
u. Yet your false narrative contains an account of five interviews totalling ten hours. You include in this total a phone conversation with Mr. Eglash on 13 December 2010 that I had requested but which Mr. Eglash restricted to half an hour as he claimed he was busy. 
  Mr. Chesley was on this call as well. Again this was not an interview where I was able to discuss my concerns.
 I requested that Mr. Eglash travel to India and hear me for as long as it took. He refused. I requested that Mr. Eglash allow me to show him emails and documents from the laptop I had been using at GE. He refused. 
v. I sent some further emails to GE in January 2010. On 11 January, 2010, I called Mr. Eglash’s office to speak with him. He was not available. Mr. Eglash replied on email that he would not be available to speak with me throughout the weeks of 11 and 18 January. He asked me to send him a note. On 12 January 2010, Mr. Eglash indicated that he would complete his enquiry by the following week. 

w. On 20 January 2011, I made an unscheduled call to Mr. Eglash. Mr. Eglash answered the phone himself and therefore I was able to speak with him. On this call, Mr. Eglash basically informed me that he had finished his enquiry. (This call lasted forty minutes.) I pointed out that Mr. Eglash had not heard me.  I repeatedly requested that Mr. Eglash sit with me and listen to me. He refused.
5. As I have already pointed out, your alleged investigation fails to address my complaints and claims against GE and some GE employees, including my concerns about the forged customer certificate, the securities fraud of 2009, and the subsequent conspiracy and conduct that would amount to obstruction of justice. Your letter also caricatures and misrepresents my claims and evidence on harassment, bullying and retaliation. 
Sincerely, 

Seema Sapra 
� No doubt to ensure that I did not gather more evidence or information by still remaining at GE. 


� At around this time, I was on a call with Mr. Eglash and Mr. Chesley. This was a preliminary introductory call and we did not discuss any of my concerns. I asked that GE tell me why my contract was terminated. I also asked that GE preserve records and hand over copies of my complaints to me. Yet, you refer to this as an interview in your letter when you falsely assert that your investigating team conducted five separate interviews with me totalling ten hours.  


� Your willingness must have been helped along by your impression that I had disappeared and was not coming back. You probably believed that I would be hesitant to follow-through on the forgery issue out of fear of being incriminated in the matter myself. This seems to have been the larger criminal strategy at work here. I believe the termination of my contract without indicating a reason and having security escort me off the premises was also a strategy to make me hesitant and fearful of raising the forgery issue. The manner in which you terminated my contract is also one reason why I am unable to let this matter rest until the truth is established and exposed. 


� I have already alluded to the documentary proof that establishes the securities fraud and the subsequent conduct amounting to obstruction of justice. There is to my knowledge documentary evidence that establishes and supports my harassment, bullying and retaliation claims. And the documentary evidence on the forgery matter is in the custody of the Government of India.


� On this call, I briefly and hurriedly narrated the events of the weekend of 10 and 11 July 2010. Mr. Eglash was not interested in hearing me and kept interrupting me. At one point he asked me why I was telling him all this. I insisted on giving him a bare outline of the events of this weekend. Mr. Eglash asked me a few other questions. I believe we did not speak for much more than an hour, but call records should easily confirm this. Mr. Eglash requested that I meet him the next day to look at some documents. I agreed. I asked him to bring with him the laptop I was assigned at GE. Mr. Eglash did not bring this laptop to my meeting with him on 30 November. Instead he first claimed that he did not know where my laptop was. He later admitted that it was lying in the custody of Mr. Mrigank Sharma in Gurgaon.  


� You mention that an Indian attorney for GE was present during this meeting. This is incorrect. The only persons present in the room besides me were Mr. Eglash, Ms. Narang and another GE auditor. 


� You add: “(Mr. Chesley was present for the in-person interview but, at your insistence, left the room and did not participate.).” On 29 November Mr. Eglash and I had expressly agreed that only a GE auditor would be present along with him for our meeting the next day. Despite this agreement, when I arrived for the meeting on 30 November, Mr. Eglash once again insisted on the presence of Mr. John Chesley.  Naturally I insisted that Mr. Eglash stick to what we had agreed. 


� Mr. Eglash also stated that he was busy for the rest of the week. 


� My request for further conversation with Mr. Eglash in December 2010 was turned down by him. He indicated he was travelling the week of 13 December 2010 and thereafter he would be on his Christmas break. It was evident that Mr. Eglash was avoiding further conversation with me. Nevertheless, I put down some additional information in writing. I fell ill in the last week of December 2010.    
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