Chapter 5
The DPW Cover Up
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The cover-up of the failures of the Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare (DPW) and Centre County
Children and Youth Services (CYS) originated in the November 4, 2011 Sandusky grand jury presentment.
The PA Office of Attorney General’s (OAG) version of the incident involving Victim 6’s allegations of
abuse in 1998 made little mention of DPW’s (Jerry Lauro’s) role in investigating and deciding the
outcome of the case.

The Public Welfare Code clearly states that investigations by law enforcement and child welfare officials
may be joint, however, the welfare agency is solely responsible for determining if abuse took place. The
grand jury presentment obfuscated that fact and gave the public the impression that the 1998
investigation was conducted exclusively by the PSU campus police with the final decision of Sandusky’s
fate in the hands of District Attorney, Ray Gricar.

The P-N dutifully reported the OAG’s deceptive story line, blaming Gricar for closing the child abuse
investigation. Later it would go a step further and treat the 1998 DPW investigation as if it never
existed.
It seemed that DPW was in the clear for not identifying Sandusky’s 1998 abuse for over a decade.
However, on March 23, 2012 the 1998 police report and the evaluations of Victim 6 were revealed to
the public by NBC. Remarkably, the P-N just so happened to conduct pre-emptive strikes about those
reports in the two days leading up to NBC releasing this critical information to the public. I hardly think
this was a coincidence.
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The Pre-emptive Strikes
On March 21, 2012, Ganim penned a column opining that Ray Gricar had closed the 1998 Sandusky
investigation because of the evaluation of Victim 6 by unlicensed counselor John Seasock. Seasock’s ’98
report would be released two days after that article ran. Again, the timing of Ganim’s column was
uncanny – as if she was told the Seasock report would soon be leaked to NBC.
Her assertion that Gricar closed the case based on Seasock’s report had flimsy support by the
speculation of an unnamed source. Conversely, DPW’s Jerry Lauro clearly told Ganim (in that column)
that he had decided not to make an abuse finding because of a lack of evidence.
“At that time, the information that we had wasn’t sufficient enough to substantiate a case,” Lauro said.
“I don’t want [the mother] to think we didn’t believe their kid back then. We did, but we didn’t have
enough.”
However, the P-N ran the misleading story under the following headline:

Patriot-News exclusive: Psychologist's report might be reason Ray Gricar
declined to bring charges against Jerry Sandusky in 1998
The column broke many rules of journalistic ethics, including: biased reporting, a sensational headline,
the use of unnamed sources, reliance on speculative evidence, and reporting of known falsehoods.
At the time he evaluated Victim 6, Seasock was not even a licensed counselor, let alone a psychologist.
And, Lauro made it clear that it was his decision to evaluate the evidence to make the case or not
against Sandusky.
However, Ganim and the P-N didn’t stop there.
Her March 22, 2012 column featured an interview with DPW’s Jerry Lauro who denied any knowledge of
either evaluation of Victim 6. But, Ganim had possession of the 1998 police report early in 2011 which
revealed Lauro had actually arranged one of the evaluations. Yet, she never called Lauro out for his
patently false statement. Instead, she knowingly regurgitated Lauro’s lie.
Again, the P-N ran a further story under another misleading headline – this time blaming the PSU police
for not sharing the reports with Lauro.

Patriot-News Special Report: 1998 Jerry Sandusky investigator would have
pursued dropped case if he had seen hidden Penn State police report
In familiar fashion, Ganim was one day ahead of the NBC leak of the police report to the national media.
And, as a result, the other media outlets absolved DPW and CYS of any responsibility for enabling
Sandusky’s 14 year crime spree -- based on her (false) story that Jerry Lauro didn’t see any of the
evaluations.
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Between the omissions in the grand jury presentment and the P-N’s false reporting, DPW made it
through the scandal unscathed.
The public never learned about DPW’s failures in 1998 and, as a result, believed that it was the lack of a
PSU phone call in 2001 that enabled Sandusky to abuse children for 14 years. The PSU “failure to
report” story was strongly promoted by the P-N in op-eds) regarding the strengthening of child abuse
reporting laws. These editorials also managed to avoid any mention that DPW had been called in three
years earlier to investigate Sandusky and determined he was not a molester.
As a result of the P-N’s reporting on the scandal, the public and the PA Task Force on Child Protection
never learned about the true system failures that enabled Sandusky’s abuse. None of the solutions
offered by the task force attacked the problem of lack of adherence to procedures, which caused
children to be harmed both times Sandusky was under investigation and which has led Pennsylvania to
have one of the nation’s lowest rates of investigations per reported incidents of child abuse.

Blaming it on the dead guy (Ray Gricar)
The early reporting by the P-N in the Sandusky case put the entire blame for not stopping Sandusky in
1998 on former DA Ray Gricar. Columns on November 6th and 9th of 2011 both presented a case that
Gricar was the sole decision maker in deciding Sandusky’s fate.
A check of the Public Welfare Code would have revealed that child welfare officials are solely
responsible for the findings in abuse investigations. The District Attorney strictly decides whether or not
to prosecute the criminal case. In other words, DPW could have indicated Sandusky for abuse and
revoked his ChildLine clearance, but Gricar still could have chosen not to prosecute. Under that
scenario, Sandusky would have been prohibited to have contact with TSM children.
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As noted earlier, Lauro’s contention that it was Gricar who made all the decisions about the 1998 case
was categorically untrue. The decision of the “unfounded” abuse case in ’98 was made by DPW’s Lauro,
who was assigned to the case due to Sandusky’s status as an agent of the county. Lauro’s statements
that he had absolutely ‘no power in this case’ and that no one ‘influenced his decisions of the hundreds
of cases’ that he ran was quite the contradiction. In short, Lauro is not a credible person.
On November 9th, the P-N ran a story quoting Ray Gricar’s nephew that the former DA closed the case
due to lack of evidence, however, no evidence to substantiate Tony Gricar’s claims appear in the article.
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The 1998 Investigation Never Happened
After spending a few columns on blaming Ray Gricar for the failures to apprehend Sandusky in 1998, the
P-N went even lower.
On November 13th, another Editorial Board Op-Ed reported that the child abuse reporting laws should
be changed to prevent serial child abuse. The graphic that accompanied the Op-Ed showed eight
children and a blue ribbon with the caption that the General Assembly should revise the child abuse
reporting laws. The inference was that all of the Sandusky victims were abused because of the failure to
report. Obviously that was misleading. Seven of the eight were abused prior to the 2001 incident and,
more importantly, six of the eight were abused after DPW’s investigation in 1998.
The latter inconvenient truth was simply not revealed because the Editorial Board pretended the 1998
investigation never happened….after ironically asking, “Who could have done more?”
Not only did it make that omission, but the Editorial Board also managed to make an erroneous report
about the child abuse reporting law and then repeat a Pulitzer Prize winning fabrication of a nonexistent chain of reporting.
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The overwhelming evidence in this article proves that the P-N was deliberately covering up the PA
government’s failure to stop Sandusky in 1998 and instead blaming a failure to report in 2002 (sic) for all
of Sandusky’s crimes. The Editorial Board’s lack of journalistic ethics in this column was truly appalling.

The Op-Ed was a complete sham. Clearly, abuse occurred in 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2002 (sic) AFTER
Sandusky was REPORTED to authorities in 1998. The law wasn’t the problem. The problem was DPW’s
failure to properly investigate and recognize the signs of possible child sexual abuse the first time they
investigated Sandusky.
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Pre-Emptive Strike #1 – The Seasock Report
On March 21, 2012, Sara Ganim, in response to the news that defense attorney Joe Amendola had
requested access to the psychology reports related to the future Victim 6, wrote a column opining that a
report by John Seasock may have been the deciding factor in the closure of the 1998 case.
In a continuing pattern of deception, Ganim wrote that someone with knowledge of the Seasock report
was unsure whether Seasock had interviewed the victim or just reviewed someone else’s notes. The
reality was that Ganim knew from her possession of the 1998 police report that Seasock had conducted
a live interview with the child and did not rely on the notes of Dr. Chambers.
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Ganim’s motivation to play “dumb” about the Seasock report appears to be part of the P-N’s attempt to
minimize the role of DPW in the investigation – and put the focus on the PSU police and DA Ray Gricar.
As the story continues, that theme reveals itself. There is no more elaboration on the Seasock report,
Lauro is incorrectly reported as an agent of Children and Youth Services, and the discussion turns its
focus on Schreffler as the lead investigator with Gricar as the decision maker.
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Pre-Emptive Strike #2 – Covering Up the Failures of Jerry Lauro and DPW
DPW investigator Jerry Lauro’s name surfaced rather innocuously in the November 2011 grand jury
presentment. The PA OAG’s presentment stated that Lauro and Detective Schreffler had interviewed
Sandusky on June 1, 1998.
The P-N first ran a story referencing Lauro on November 6, 2011, in which he provided the rather
contradictory, if not incomprehensible, statement about his lack of decision making in the 1998
investigation.

“I had no decision-making authority or power in any of these cases,” Lauro said, when
contacted Saturday. “They are left up to the district attorney to decide. In all of the hundreds
of cases that I ran, I never let anyone influence me.”
He then contradicted that statement in interviews with the New York Times (Nov. 10), Business Week
(Nov. 18), and the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette (Dec. 18) telling each paper that he decided there was not
enough evidence to “indicate” child abuse.

“I feel bad that there was not more information so I could have done something,” he said. “I
feel bad that the mom thinks I should’ve done more. I just didn’t have all the information
back then.” – New York Times
“I feel bad for those mothers,” Lauro said. “If I thought there was child abuse, I would have
done something.”
– Business Week
"It didn't meet the criteria," Mr. Lauro said. "If I really thought there were any child
abuse ... I definitely would have indicated it.” -- Pittsburgh Post-Gazette
As I would learn from interviews with a former State College policeman familiar with the 1998 case and
from the mother of Victim 6, Lauro was an “untrustworthy and downright contradictory” individual. The
mother of Victim 6 called him a “snake,” after learning how wrong he was about Sandusky.
On November 23, 2011, the P-N reported that Sara Ganim had possession of the 1998 police report in
early 2011, which led to her report on the grand jury in March.
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The police report definitively shows that Lauro had arranged the second interview of Victim 6 by John
Seasock.
1998 Police Report, page 18/25

The P-N’s possession of the 1998 police report confirms the paper published a known falsehood when it
let Lauro’s statement stand about not having knowledge of either psychological report. The “Special
Report” was written one day in advance of the public release of the 1998 police report and accused PSU
of hiding the reports from Lauro.
Again, the lack of journalistic ethics by the P-N was absolutely appalling.
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Also noteworthy is Ganim’s false statement that Detective Schreffler ‘declined to comment.’ On the
contrary, Detective Schreffler made a very strong comment -- “My report speaks for itself.” He was
right. The report proved Lauro was lying.
According to hand written annotations on the police report, Dr. Chambers’ psychological report was
attached to it. Moreover, Chambers’ report revealed she had released her findings to the Pennsylvania
child abuse line (i.e., DPW) on May 7, 1998.
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Between the police report and Chambers’ report, there was no doubt Lauro was being untruthful.
However, the P-N made no corrections or retractions to the March 22, 2012 article (even after the 1998
police report had gone public).
Other newspapers followed the false narrative of missing psychology reports that was promulgated by
the P-N.

But state welfare department investigator Jerry Lauro told AP in December that he didn't have
access to the criminal investigative file. On Wednesday, he told The Patriot-News of Harrisburg
that he never would have closed the case had he seen the reports from Chambers and the second
psychologist, Seasock.
"The course of history could have been changed," Lauro told the newspaper, which first reported
the existence of the twin psychological reports.
-- The Associated Press, March 25, 2012

Lauro, the DPW investigator, said he never knew about the psychologists' reports when he
advised his department to close its case more than a decade ago.
Had he seen them, he "would have made a different decision," he said Saturday. "The course of
history could have been changed."
– The Philadelphia Inquirer, March 25, 2012
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Obfuscation of Dr. Alycia Chambers’ report
On March 21st and 22nd, 2012, in the days preceding MSNBC’s “exclusive” on the duelling evaluations of
Victim 6, the P-N made several references to an unnamed “female psychologist.” That psychologist
was Dr. Alycia Chambers, who was also referred to as the “first psychologist,” but never mentioned by
name in either article.
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On May 24, the P-N mentioned that “a psychologist warned University police” that Sandusky was a likely
pedophile, but again did not provide Dr. Chambers’ name. The article was one paragraph in length and
linked to the NBC report.
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Interestingly, the P-N quoted Jerry Lauro extensively in the two news reports and also had reached out
to John Seasock for his comments, but there was no mention of an attempt to interview Dr. Chambers
for any of the stories. This was a rather conspicuous omission for the paper that had the lead on most
of the exclusives and special reports in the scandal.
In October 2012, I discussed the case with Dr. Chambers. She informed me that she had reported the
1998 incident to ChildLine and had furnished copies of her report to DPW and Centre County CYS. In
short, the child protection agencies all had knowledge of Dr. Chambers’ report, appeared to ignore it,
and instead sought out a different opinion (from unlicensed counselor John Seasock).
Ganim and the P-N never ran a full story about Dr. Chambers and only mentioned her name once in
relation to the Sandusky scandal. That mention came in May 2012, when they noted she had been
subpoenaed by Joe Amendola.
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As noted earlier, the P-N’s failure to provide any of their own coverage on the content of Dr. Chambers’
report is highly suspicious. Dr. Chambers’ report was not good news for DPW and revealed a colossal
failure on its part for not heeding Chambers’ warning.
The only other mention of Dr. Chambers name in a P-N news report was when her car hit a deer.
It is interesting to note that even in this May 2012 article, the P-N continued to blame Ray Gricar for not
prosecuting a ‘likely pedophile’ back in 1998 even though the newspaper had ample evidence that
DPW’s Jerry Lauro was the man in charge of indicating abuse and had known about both evaluations of
Victim 6. Yet, they carelessly printed Lauro’s fabricated statements: “I didn’t feel there was enough
evidence for charges” and “I would have made a different decision (had I seen Chambers’ report.)”
The P-N would use a different tactic to cover up the failures of Centre County CYS.
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