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INTRODUCTION
The Freeh Report and the November 2011 “Sandusky” grand jury presentment1 downplayed the
failures of the CYS and DPW during their 1998 investigation of Sandusky. The caseworkers for
CYS and DPW knew of at least fourteen signs of possible child sexual abuse and also knew of
the potential of other victims. However, DPW stopped the active investigation of Sandusky in
just a matter of days after it started.
Had the investigation continued, and had other potential victims been interviewed, it may have
been possible to obtain the disclosure needed to indicate Sandusky as a child abuser back in
1998. Instead, the investigation was essentially halted and those other children were not sought
out – those children are now known as Victims 3, 4, 5, and 7.
Due to the importance of the information in this report, a draft version was provided to
Pennsylvania Representative, Scott Petri on November 3, 2012. Rep. Petri was sponsoring
legislation (House Bill 2302) for the establishment of a statewide Office of Child Advocate that
would be created under the Office of Attorney General. The new Office would have the power
necessary to subpoena records and obtain the information necessary to properly investigate
reported child abuse and to take the actions necessary to protect children.
Rep. Petri forwarded the draft report to the Pennsylvania Task Force of Child Protection, which
was scheduled to complete work on 30 November 2012.
On November 16, 2012, an updated draft of this report was provided to reporters from the Wall
Street Journal, Associated Press, Centre Daily Times, and Harrisburg Patriot News. None of
those news outlets found the information in this report to be particularly newsworthy. As of this
date, none have written an article so much as suggesting that the state and county organizations
failed Pennsylvania’s children and had any responsibility for allowing Sandusky to abuse
children for the last 14 years.
On November 27, 2012, the task force recommended a number of improvements to the child
protection system, including revisions to the Public Welfare Code (PWC), establishing a 6-1-1
number for reporting child abuse, and increasing training and qualifications for caseworkers, and
increasing staffing and retention for ChildLine.
However, the task force did not establish an Office of Child Advocate that would oversee child
abuse investigations, nor did it request a performance review or audit of the Department of
Public Welfare’s child protection programs. Both are needed.
Jerry Sandusky is in jail, but the children of Pennsylvania are no safer today than they were back
in 1998.
1

Pages 19 and 20.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Conclusions: The Freeh Report did not consider the relevant Public Welfare Code (PWC) at Pa.
055 § 3490, which outline the procedures to be followed for child abuse investigations in its
investigation of the Sandusky scandal. As a result, the report failed to identify several failures of
the CYS and DPW investigation that compromised the safety of children during the 1998
“Sandusky” investigation and in the years leading up to his arrest and conviction. The report also
failed to consider the evidence – much of it contained in the Freeh report - that provided the basis
to reasonably conclude that the DPW and CYS failed to conduct a thorough investigation in
1998 and were primarily responsible for allowing Sandusky to victimize children for over 14
years.
Similarly, the November 2011 Grand Jury Presentment downplayed the roles of CYS and DPW
in the failure to bring Sandusky to justice in 1998 – instead implying that the investigation was
mostly conducted by the University Park Police. While a presentment is a summary of details in
a criminal proceeding, the public exposure of this presentment and its lack of detail regarding
DPW and CYS’s role in 1998, caused the public to overlook the vital role of child protective
services in bringing child abusers to justice and protecting the children.
Background: As Special Investigative Counsel (SIC), Freeh, Sporkin, and Sullivan, (FSS) was
asked to perform an independent, full and complete investigation of the circumstances of Jerry
Sandusky’s crimes occurring on the Penn State University campus.
This investigation was far from independent, full, and complete because the SIC was working
with the Pennsylvania Office of Attorney General (OAG) to ensure that investigation did not
impede or obstruct the ongoing prosecutions and/or investigations of Sandusky, former Athletic
Director, Tim Curley, former Senior Vice-President for Business and Finance, Gary Schultz, and
former PSU President Graham Spanier. As a result of this mandate, the SIC omitted references
to the PWC and downplayed other evidence that pointed to DPW and CYS’s failure to protect
children during the 1998 investigation and, quite possibly, in the 2001 incident.

KEY FINDING
1. DPW and CYS Failed To Conduct A Thorough Investigation of the 1998 Incident


The CYS and DPW investigators, who were trained professionals at detecting incidents of
child abuse, were aware of up to 14 signs2 of child sexual abuse, based on the interviews of
Victim 6, B.K. and the mother of Victim 6.



The DPW and CYS caseworkers were aware of the possibility of other potential victims,3 yet
did not interview or seek out any of these children. Based on the grand jury presentment and
the book, Touched, six to eight boys were in frequent contact with Sandusky around 1998.4

2

Freeh Report, Exhibits 2H and 2I
Freeh Report, Exhibit 2H
4
http://www.pennlive.com/midstate/index.ssf/2012/01/jerry_sanduskys_book_touched_h.html
3
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On the second morning of the investigation, CYS called a meeting - after learning of over a
dozen signs of possible sexual abuse -- “to decide what to do.”5



The DPW investigator, Jerry Lauro, took over6 the case from CYS on May 5th and on May
7th he reviewed the case file of CYS, received transcribed interviews of the two children
involved in the case, and interviewed the mother of Victim 6.



On or about May 7th, Dr. Alycia Chambers released her written psychological reports7 to the
University Park Police, CYS and made an oral report to DPW stating that Sandusky was
exhibiting grooming behaviors common to pedophiles.



On May 8, 1998, Mr. Lauro arranged for an evaluation of Victim 6, against the objections of
the University Park Police and the Assistant District Attorney.8 This evaluation was done by
an unlicensed counselor, John Seasock, of Renaissance Psychological Corporation. Mr.
Seasock concluded Sandusky was not a pedophile, but was exhibiting behaviors of a coach.9



According to the University Park police report, DPW and CYS had little active involvement
in the investigation until 1 June 1998, when Jerry Lauro and Detective Schreffler interviewed
Sandusky. After the interview, it was concluded no sexual assault(s) occurred and the case
was closed that day.
2. The Freeh Report and OAG Downplayed the Failures of DPW and CYS in 1998



The Freeh Report omitted that caseworkers were aware of many signs of possible child
abuse, possessed the psychological report indicating that Sandusky was exhibiting grooming
behaviors, and failed to pursue leads that may have identified other victims.



The OAG barely mentioned that DPW was involved in the 1998 investigation and made no
mention of CYS’s involvement or the psychological reports, and obscured the information
about the existence of other potential victims.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Conduct a performance audit/review of the current child protective services provided by
DPW and CYS.
2. Conduct a review of the 1998 Sandusky investigation conducted by CYS and DPW.
3. Establish an Office of Child Advocate to oversee DPW and CYS child abuse investigations.
4. Reject the Freeh Report and the Commonwealth Grand Jury Presentment as accurate reports
of the 1998 DPW and CYS child abuse investigation of Jerry Sandusky.

5

Freeh Report, Exhibit 2I
Pa. 055 § 3490.53 requires the DPW to investigate cases involving “agents” of the county. By definition,
Sandusky was considered an “agent” due to his association with the Second Mile
7
http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/msnbc/sections/news/Chambers_Sandusky_Report_Redacted1.pdf
8
Commonwealth v. Sandusky, Trial Proceedings, June 14, 2012, page 59
9
Renaissance Psychological Corporation Service Evaluation, 5/8/1998, page 5.
6

4

What Really Happened in 1998?
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OVERVIEW
Conclusion: The Freeh Report’s and the OAG’s description of the DPW and CYS 1998 child
abuse investigation of Sandusky omitted relevant facts, misstated the facts, ignored the relevant
statutes, and were otherwise biased in describing the failures of Pennsylvania’s child protective
services.
Facts:
 The Freeh Report omitted any reference to the Commonwealth’s Public Welfare Code (Pa.
055 § 3490). As a result, the investigation did not evaluate the 1998 DPW and CYS
investigation’s compliance with investigative protocols. These organizations failed to
implement a safety plan to protect children during the investigation, failed to make proper
and timely notifications, and did not properly coordinate the investigation.


The Freeh Report’s summary of Dr. Alycia Chambers psychology report of Victim 6 omitted
many grooming behaviors not associated with Penn State activities. The Freeh Report also
obscured the fact that Dr. Alycia Chambers released her report to DPW and omitted the fact
that she released it to CYS.



Both reports incorrectly stated that the incident that prompted the 1998 investigation was that
Victim 6 arrived home with wet hair after showering with Sandusky. There were several
reasons for the mother’s report of the incident; however, her child arriving home with wet
hair was not one of them. According to Dr. Chambers, the mother told her that the boy’s hair
was dry when he arrived at home that night. However, it was wet when she tucked him into
bed, confirming that he had showered just hours after showering with Sandusky.



The text of the Freeh Report describing the interviews of Victim 6 and the other child omitted
evidence that clearly demonstrated that child welfare officials were aware of many signs of
child sexual abuse in 1998.



The Freeh Report omitted evidence revealing that CYS called a meeting to “decide what to
do” and after learning of at least 14 signs of possible child abuse.



The Freeh Report incorrectly stated that Detective Schreffler contacted the Centre County
District Attorney so that he did “not have to worry about Old Main...” Detective Schreffler
was required by law to contact the D.A. in accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.152.



The Freeh Report omitted the conclusion reached by John Seasock, stating that Sandusky
“engaged in a routine of behavior that can be considered indicative of most people termed as
a “(male) coach.” The report also omitted evidence that Seasock was aware of possible child
sexual abuse and grooming behaviors and that he attempted to convince the mother of Victim
6 that Sandusky’s attention to her son was typical to that of any Second Mile participant.



The Freeh Report did not question or challenge Jerry Lauro’s assertion that he did not have
access to the full facts of the case, that he was unaware of Dr. Chambers’ evaluation, and did
not highlight the fact that DPW also had conflict of interest issues with The Second Mile.
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TIMELINE OF 1998 CYS/DPW INVESTIGATION
May 3, 1998 9:00PM
May 4, 1998 7:43AM
May 4, 1998 11:25AM
May 4, 1998 12:25PM10
May 4, 1998 3:00PM
May 4, 1998 8:10PM
May 4, 1998 9:30PM

Victim 6 dropped off at home by Sandusky.
Mother of Victim 6 called Dr. Chambers.
Mother and Victim 6 reported incident to police.
Police Det. Schreffler explained incident to J. Miller, CYS.
Victim 6 and Mother met with Dr. Chambers.
Miller and Schreffler interviewed B.K. (friend of V6).
Miller and Schreffler re-interviewed Victim 6.

May 5, 1998 9:00AM
May 5, 1998 1:55PM

CYS held meeting to decide “what to do.”
J. Lauro, DPW, informed Police he will be assigned to case.
Lauro stated Sandusky will be interviewed on 7 May.

May 7, 1998 11:00AM

Lauro met with police.
Lauro rec’d transcribed interviews of V6 & B.K.
Lauro reviewed case file of J. Miller (CYS).
Lauro and police went to residence of Victim 6.
Lauro interviewed mother of Victim 6.
ADA Arnold advised police to postpone evaluation of V6.

May 7, 1998 11:15AM
May 7, 1998
May 8, 1998 11:20AM
May 8, 1998 11:40AM11
May 8, 1998 11:55AM
May 8, 1998

2:00PM

Police informed CYS to postpone evaluation of V6.
Police informed DPW to postpone evaluation of V6.
Lauro informed police that DPW was going forward with the
evaluation.
Victim 6 evaluated by John Seasock, contractor of CYS.

May 9, 1998 12:30PM

Seasock informed police of results of evaluation of V6.
Seasock stated Sandusky does not fit profile of a pedophile.

May 11, 1998 3:10PM

Seasock returned call of mother of Victim 6. He advises
Sandusky’s calls to her son are customary weekly follow ups by
Second Mile. The mother stated her daughter who is in TSM is not
called weekly.

May 13, 1998

Police informed that DPW wanted to “resolve the matter quickly.”
< 18 day inactive period >

June 1, 1998 11:00AM

Schreffler and Lauro interviewed Sandusky. Determined no sexual
assault occurred.

10

According to Pa. 055 § 3490.171 (b) CYS was required to immediately file a report with ChildLine (DPW) and
according to Pa. 055 § 3490.56 (a), CYS was required to notify The Second Mile within 24 hours of receipt of the
report of suspected abuse. (4)(b) The Second Mile was required to implement a plan of supervision. (4)(c) CYS
was also required to notify The Second Mile of the results of the investigation.
11
See Appendix A, 1998 University Park Police Report, page 10
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Analysis
of the
Freeh Report’s Account
of the
1998 Investigation
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Subject: The Freeh Report did not reference the PWC (Pa. 055 § 3490)
The Freeh Report did not reference, in any way, the PWC, which provides the legal basis for
conducting child abuse investigations and defines the lawful procedures. This monumental
omission rendered the report practically useless for understanding what went wrong in 1998 and
what needs to be corrected or improved to ensure the safety of our children.
Facts:
 No Safety Plan. The Second Mile and CYS were to cooperate in implementing a “safety
plan” to ensure that participant children were protected from Sandusky during the 1998
investigation (in accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.56)12. The 1998 police report (relevant
pages follow) show that Sandusky’s access to children was not restricted during the
investigation, thus we can conclude a “safety plan” was not in place.

12

(b) The person in charge of the child care service or facility shall implement a plan of supervision or alternative arrangements to ensure the safety of the child and
other children who are in the care of the child care service or facility during the investigation. The plan of supervision or alternative arrangements shall be in
writing, approved by the county agency and kept on file by the county agency until the investigation is completed. When the plan is approved by the county
agency, the county agency shall immediately send a copy of the approved plan to the appropriate regional licensing director or designee.

9



Continued Abuse. As a result of the failure to implement a safety plan, it is likely that
Sandusky continued to abuse Victim 4 during the timeframe of the investigation. The
timeframe of abuse is confirmed by the trial testimony and verdicts.



No Notification of Investigation. In accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.56(a), CYS was
required to contact The Second Mile within 24 hours of receiving notification of the alleged
abuse incident. Nothing on the record indicates that occurred. According to press reports,13
Second Mile officials testified that the first abuse incident they were made aware of occurred
in 2001.



No Notification of Determination. . In accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.56(c), CYS was

13

http://www.pennlive.com/midstate/index.ssf/2012/07/sandusky_second_mile_dpw.html
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required to notify The Second Mile, in writing, of the results of the investigation.


Referral of Incident to DPW. In accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.81, CYS should have
immediately referred the investigation to DPW because Sandusky’s association with The
Second Mile placed him in the category of an “agent”14 of the county. Had the DPW
investigator personally interviewed the children, rather than simply reading the transcribed
interviews, he would have had a greater appreciation for the emotional states of each child.



High Profile Perpetrator Not Defined in the PWC. It is unclear how DPW became involved
in the case. Press reports and the Freeh Report stated Mr. Jerry Lauro was assigned to the
case due to a conflict of interest between The Second Mile and CYS. In addition, the same
sources indicated that DPW was assigned due to Sandusky’s high profile. There is nothing in
the statutes defining a high profile subject. The most likely reason that Lauro was assigned
to the case was that Dr. Chambers reported the incident to ChildLine on May 4, 1998, noted
on page 1 of her report (excerpted below), and he was responding to the report.



Mistakes Repeated in 2008. Clinton County CYS also did not notify DPW to investigate
Sandusky, despite the fact that his charity was providing services to the county and that he
should have been considered an agent. In addition, Clinton County CYS should have
instructed Central Mountain High School officials, who made the report, to notify the local
district attorney (in accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.152(a)). Finally, Clinton County
notified The Second Mile of the incident, however no formal “safety plan”15 was put in
place.

Conclusion: Centre County CYS in 1998, and Clinton County CYS in 2008, did not comply
with relevant laws concerning the conduct of child abuse investigations. More specifically, both
failed to implement “safety plans” and to properly transfer the investigations to DPW.
Recommendation: Conduct a performance audit of CYS and DPW procedures to ensure
knowledge of, and compliance with the PWC in the conduct of investigations.

14

Pa. 055 § 3490.4, Definitions. Agent of the County Agency (E) Staff and volunteers of public and private social
service agencies
15

http://www.pennlive.com/midstate/index.ssf/2012/08/jerry_sandusky_case_review_bei.html
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May 3, 1998 – Initiation of the 1998 Investigation
The Freeh Report at 42, that cited the 1998 University Park Police Report, described the event as
follows: “Sandusky brought the boy home around 9:00 p.m. and left. The boy’s mother noticed
that her son’s hair was wet and he told her that he had showered with Sandusky. The mother
also observed that her son was acting in a way that he did when he was upset about something,
that he did not sleep well and took another shower in the morning.”
Facts:
 Based on Gary Schultz’s handwritten notes at Exhibit 2H, which detail the May 4th 11:00AM
interview of Victim 6, the child took a shower after returning home from the gym with
Sandusky on the evening of May 3rd. The child showered again (see Exhibit 1, below) the
next morning. At 7:43AM on May 4th, the mother called her son’s psychologist Dr. Alycia
Chambers to report the suspected abuse.
Exhibit 1: Notes Regarding the May 4th 11:00AM Interview of Victim 6
and his Mother (Freeh Report Exhibit 2H) - transcription of critical fact added.



A March 25, 2012, Centre Daily Times article recounted the incident described in Chambers’
report: “On May 4, 1998, at 7:43am (redacted) mother called on my emergency voicemail
line, asking that I return a call soon, before the children were awake. She said “I need you to
tell me I’m crazy” because she did not want to believe her suspicions were true. She relayed
the events of the previous evening, trying to check whether she was overreacting about the
events her son reported.”

In an October 16, 2012 interview, Dr. Chambers concluded that the handwritten notes from the
morning interview would be the most accurate account of the events of May 3rd 1998. Chambers

12

also noted that the child’s hair was dry when he arrived home, but he stated his hair was wet to
indicate he was troubled by the fact that he had showered with Sandusky. This was an indication
of possible sexual abuse (see Exhibit 2).
Exhibit 2: Warning Signs in Children and Adolescents of Possible Child Sexual Abuse
Warning Signs in Children and Adolescents of Possible Child Sexual Abuse
Any one sign doesn't mean that a child was sexually abused, but the presence of several
suggests that you begin asking questions and consider seeking help. Keep in mind that
some of these signs can emerge at other times of stress such as:
During a divorce
Death of a family member or pet
Problems at school or with friends
Other anxiety-inducing or traumatic events

Behavior you may see in a child or adolescent
Has nightmares or other sleep problems without an explanation
Seems distracted or distant at odd times
Has a sudden change in eating habits
Refuses to eat
Loses or drastically increases appetite
Has trouble swallowing.

Sudden mood swings: rage, fear, insecurity or withdrawal
Leaves “clues” that seem likely to provoke a discussion about sexual issues
Writes, draws, plays or dreams of sexual or frightening images
Develops new or unusual fear of certain people or places
Refuses to talk about a secret shared with an adult or older child
Talks about a new older friend
Suddenly has money, toys or other gifts without reason
Thinks of self or body as repulsive, dirty or bad
Exhibits adult-like sexual behaviors, language and knowledge
Source: http://www.stopitnow.org/warning_signs_child_behavior

Conclusion: The Freeh Repot omitted that the child had taken a shower that night, after he had
previously showered with Sandusky. In addition, the report did not identify the significance of
the second and third showers by the boy nor did it explain the significance of the conversation
the child initiated.
Statement in Freeh Report at 42 is incomplete.
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Freeh Report at 42: Summary of Dr. Chamber’s Psychology Report
Subject: May 4, 1998 – Dr. Alycia Chamber’s Psychology Report of Victim 6
The Freeh Report at 42, that cited the 1998 University Park Police Report, summarized the event
as follows: “Later that day, Chambers met with the boy who told her about the prior day’s
events and that he felt like “the luckiest kid in the world” to get to sit on the sidelines at Penn
State football games. The boy said he did not want to get Sandusky in trouble, and that
Sandusky must not have meant anything by his actions. The boy said he did not want anyone to
talk to Sandusky because he might not invite him to any more games. Chambers made a report
to the Pennsylvania child abuse line and consulted with colleagues. She and her colleagues
agreed that “the incidents meet all of our definitions, based on experience and education, of a
likely pedophile’s pattern of building trust and gradual introduction of physical touch, within the
context of a ‘loving,’ ‘special’ relationship.” ”
Dr. Chambers Psychology Report (full report, transcribed)16
“On May 4, 1998, at 7:43am (redacted) mother called on my emergency voicemail line, asking that I return a call
soon, before the children was awake. She said “I need you to tell me I’m crazy” because she did not want to believe
her suspicions were true. She relayed the events of the previous evening, trying to check whether she was
overreacting about the events her son reported.
She had been invited to a banquet for volunteers at (redacted) and had delayed her attending by one hour. She
wanted to be present for her son’s departure with Jerry Sandusky for an evening of weight-lifting. She was grateful
for the attention the Second Mile Program and Mr. Sandusky had given her son up until that night. She had been
happy that (V6) had the opportunity to be with male role models, especially since the family lives quite a distance
from the children’s father. She knew (V6) was excited about the evening and he had always been pleased about the
Second Mile events and activities he had experienced. Her college-age daughter, (redacted) was waiting with her
and present when Mr. Sandusky arrived to pick (V6) up. Ms. (Redacted) noted that she thought it odd that Mr.
Sandusky made little eye contact and left quickly and reports that her daughter thought he seemed a bit “witty”, unlike
their expectations of him. (Redacted) babysat the other two children while Ms. (Redacted) attended the banquet and
reported that (V6) got home a few minutes before Ms. (Redacted) did.
She reported that (V6) related generally having a good time and, at end, on his way out of the room added ‘We took
a shower, just in case you're wondering why my hair's wet‘. Since his hair didn't seem very wet and she knows it is
her son's pattern to add topics he finds upsetting at the end of a talk, she asked more about it while tucking him in.
He was defensive immediately. saying 'l knew you'd make a big deal of it ‘but continuing to relay the evening's
events. He reported that he was taken to what seemed like an empty building, near the ice skating rink, and they
lifted weights and did wrestling. Afterwards Jerry told him they would shower “He said all the guys do.” In the
shower, he reported that Jerry played a game coming up behind him saying he would squeeze his guts out’ and
hugging him from behind V6 wanted his mother not to say anything because Mr. Sandusky had promised to take him
to the movies and to let him sit on the bench with him at Penn State football games. V6 told his mother that he asked
Mr. Sandusky if she could come with him to football events because she likes football and he said ‘no, just you”.
Mother had talked with a policeman's wife and had names of police to contact. I advised that she was not
overreacting and that she should proceed with reporting it. I would meet with them at 3:00 that day.
At 3:00pm I met with V6 who appeared worried and eager to pick up on a previous discussion we had. He seemed in
conflict, wide-eyed and sitting right down to talk (usually V6 wanders around the office looking for things to play with
16

http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/msnbc/sections/news/Chambers_Sandusky_Report_Redacted1.pdf
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while we decide what to do.) He reported worry that his mother may be making too much of what happened last
night. He said he did not want Mr. Sandusky to be in trouble. V6 reported he was feeling "like the luckiest kid in the
world to get to sit on the sidelines at Penn State football‘. He was visibly anxious, repeating “I don’t think he meant
anything by it’ alter confirming what he had reported to his mother. He said yes, they were alone in the building, and
confirmed the shower incidents including squeezing from behind with both of them naked. He repeated the promises
Mr. Sandusky made including going to the movie and to the games with him. I asked about other behavior in the
shower and he said he splashed him and played around. He was reluctant to talk about it, saying ‘He's married so I
don't think he meant anything.
He admitted he didn't need to go through that again, but he was worried about what to do next. He said he could just
refuse to shower next time. He didn’t want anyone to talk with Mr. Sandusky, because then he might not invite him to
the games. We wondered about what Mr. Sandusky’s reaction would be if he was not ever alone with him again but
(V6) quickly said “No, then he might say, don’t you feel comfortable alone? Then he wondered if (BK) could go with
him. That (V6) was worried about risking the relationship by telling these things, but worried about the incidents also,
was clear. He would say it was “sorta weird” but then deny anything was really wrong. Due to his discomfort and to
respond to his stated interests in the session we moved on to discussion of ways of handling his feelings. We worked
on anger feelings and he did some good release work on a chair with a tennis racquet, hitting it hard, repeatedly, and
reporting that it felt good. We talked about getting a punching bag and physical therapy ball). I suggested bags of
potting soil in a duffel bag and improvised other less expensive possibilities. At the end (V6) asked me not to tell his
mother this because she would be upset, but that after he finished lifting on some of the machines Mr. Sandusky
kissed his head and said “I love you “.
My consultants agree that the incidents meet all of our definitions based on experience and education, of a likely
pedophile’s pattern of building trust and gradual introduction of physical touching, within the context of a loving
special relationship.
One colleague who has had contact with the Second Mile conﬁrms that Mr. Sandusky is reasonably intelligent and
thus, could hardly have failed to understand the way the behavior would be interpreted, if known. His position at the
Second Mile and his interest in abused boys would suggest that he was likely to have had knowledge with regard to
child abuse and might even recognize this behavior as a typical pedophile overture.
On May 5th. I met with Ms. (Redacted) who reports (V6) said to her ‘I know you did the right thing, Mom, but my heart
hurts - I'll bet he won't take me to football games anymore‘. '
Ms. (Redacted) reported to me that (V6) reported that Mr. Sandusky also picked him up to lift him closer to the
shower head to rinse his hair. He says “he doesn’t remember” when asked other questions. She said the said that he
also told him he would get to go to Mr. Sanduskys house where he has a cool computer. He could sit on his lap and
they would go “online”.”
On May 7 Ms. (Redacted) reported that V6 has said that when he went into the shower there were four shower heads
and he went to the furthest away from Mr. Sandusky but Mr. Sandusky called him back to the one next to his by
indicating that he had already turned it on for him. She reports that V6 is up often throughout the night and seems to
be sleeping poorly.”
<end of report>

Discussion:
The Freeh Report’s summary of Dr. Chambers’ psychology reports omitted many important facts
that indicated possible child sexual abuse and pedophile behavior and obscured the fact that the
caseworkers all had access to Dr. Chambers’ report.
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Facts:
 The following facts indicating pedophile (grooming) behavior and child sexual abuse in this
report included, but were not limited to:
-- “Mr. Sandusky had promised to take him to the movies”
-- “he asked Mr. Sandusky if she could come with him to football events because she likes
football and he said ‘no, just you”.
-- “he would get to go to Mr. Sanduskys house where he has a cool computer. He could sit on
his lap and they would go ‘online’ ”
-- “He was visibly anxious, repeating, ‘I don’t think he meant anything by it’ alter confirming
what he had reported to his mother.”
-- He was reluctant to talk about it, saying ‘He's married so I don't think he meant anything.”’
-- (redacted) is up often throughout the night and seems to be sleeping poorly.


Dr. Chambers stated in her 16 October 2012 interview that she released her report to Centre
County Children and Youth Services (CYS).



Dr. Chambers made an oral report to ChildLine17 detailing the information in her report.
ChildLine reports are received by the Pennsylvania DPW (the Freeh Report references this as
“a report to the Pennsylvania child abuse line”).

Conclusion: The Freeh Report’s summary of Dr. Alycia Chambers’ psychology report of
Victim 6 is biased and incomplete because it omitted grooming behaviors and omitted many
signs of possible child sexual abuse identified in Dr. Chambers’ report. The Freeh Report also
obscured the fact that Dr. Alycia Chambers released her report to the Pennsylvania Department
of Public Welfare and omitted the fact she released it to CYS.
Statement in Freeh Report at 42 is biased and incomplete
The Freeh Report at 42, that cited the 1998 University Park Police Report, summarized the
event as follows: “Later that day, Chambers met with the boy who told her about the prior
E
day’s events and that he felt like “the luckiest kid in the world”
ET to get to sit on the sidelines
L
Pwant to get Sandusky in trouble, and
at Penn State football games. The boy said he did not
OM
that Sandusky must not have meant anything by C
his
actions. The boy said he did not want
IN invite him to any more games. Chambers
anyone to talk to Sandusky because he mightd not
an line and consulted with colleagues. She and
made a report to the Pennsylvania child abuse
D
her colleagues agreed that “the incidents
SE meet all of our definitions, based on experience
A
I
and education, of a likely pedophile’s
pattern of building trust and gradual introduction of
B
physical touch, within the context of a ‘loving,’ ‘special’ relationship.”
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http://www.dpw.state.pa.us/provider/childwelfareservices/childlineandabuseregistry/index.htm
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Subject: May 4, 1998: Police/CYS Interviews with Mother of V6, V6, and B.K.
Freeh Report at 41: “Sandusky and the boy went to a coaches’ locker room, where the two
wrestled and Sandusky tried to “pin” the boy. After wrestling, the boy changed into clothes that
Sandusky provided and followed him to work out on the exercise machines. When they finished
exercising, Sandusky kissed the boy’s head and said, “I love you.” Sandusky and the boy then
went to a coaches’ locker room where Sandusky turned on the showers and asked the boy if he
wanted to shower. The boy agreed and began to turn on a shower several feet from Sandusky.
Sandusky directed him to a shower head closer to Sandusky, saying it took time for the water to
warm up.
While in the shower, Sandusky wrapped his hands around the boys chest and said, “I’m
gonna squeeze your guts out.” The boy then washed his body and hair. Sandusky lifted up the
boy to “get soap out of” the boys hair, bringing the boys feet “up pretty high” near Sandusky’s
waist. The boy’s back was touching Sandusky’s chest and his feet touched Sandusky’s thigh.
The boy felt “weird” and “uncomfortable” during the time in the shower.”
Freeh Report at 42: “Around 11:30 a.m., Detective Schreffler interviewed the boy. The boy told
Schreffler what happened to him with Sandusky the previous evening and added that a 10 yearold friend of his had been in the shower with Sandusky on another occasion where Sandusky
similarly squeezed the friend.”
Freeh Report at 43: That afternoon Schreffler contacted John Miller, a caseworker with the
Centre County Children and Youth Services (CYS) about the allegation...
Around 8:00 p.m. on May 4, 1998, Schreffler and Miller spoke with the boy’s friend
about his contact with Sandusky. The friend stated that he had gone to the Penn State campus
with Sandusky on two occasions when he met him through the Second Mile. Sandusky had
taken him to the Lasch Building, where they wrestled, then showered together. While in the
shower, Sandusky came from behind him and lifted him in a bear hug. Following this interview,
Schreffler and Miller re-interviewed the first boy.
Discussion:
The Freeh Report’s description of the child welfare agents and police interviews contain a
minimum of details relating to child sexual abuse and grooming behaviors. Conversely, when
the Freeh Report describes the same information in the context of Schultz’s “confidential” notes,
the descriptions (Freeh Report at 47 and 48) are much more detailed.
Facts:
 Freeh Report, Exhibit 2H (see Exhibit 3 next page) are from the police interview of
Victim 6 that were reviewed by John Miller of CYS on 4 May 1998. The following
details – omitted from the text of the report - were additional signs of child sexual abuse
and/or grooming behaviors that were known by child welfare officials.
o
o
o
o

Gave him clothes even though wearing shorts
Keep clothes – socks, JVP’s hat
Mother concerned something more – Kid took another shower last night & this a.m.
But when asked of boy, he quickly said no (about genital contact)
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Exhibit 3: Freeh Report Exhibit 2H – Notes from 4 May interview of V6 and Mother

Keep clothes – socks JVP’s
hat

Mother concerned something
more –Kid took another
shower last night & this a.m.

Gave him other clotheseven though wearing shorts

But then asked of boy
he quickly said no



Freeh Report, Exhibit 2I (see Exhibit 4 next page) is from the police and CYS interviews
of Victim 6 and his friend on the evening of 4 May 1998. The following details were
omitted from the text of the report and are additional indications of grooming behaviors
and signs of possible child sexual abuse that were known to child welfare officials:
o Concerned about getting Jerry in trouble – getting FB tickets
o Kid has been seeing a psychologist
o Probably emotional problems.

18

Exhibit 4: Freeh Report Exhibit 2I – Notes from 5 May 1998 Police/ CYS interviews
of V6’s friend and V6 with his Mother
Kid has been seeing
psychologist

Probably emotional
problems

Obsessed w PSU FB &
concerned about getting Jerry
in trouble – getting FB tickets

Kissed on head



The Freeh Report omitted the fact that the information from the police interview of
Victim 6 (on the morning of May 4, 1998) was provided to John Miller of CYS, as
evidenced on page 4 of the 1998 police report (Exhibit 5)
Exhibit 5: 1998 Police Report, page 4
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Conclusion: The text of the Freeh Report omitted evidence from Appendix 2H and 2I of the
Freeh Report and the 1998 University Park Police Report, page 4 that substantiated that CYS
caseworker John Miller was aware of many signs of possible child sexual abuse and grooming
behaviors obtained through interviews of Victim 6, his mother, and his friend, B.K.

Freeh Report at 41, 42, and 43 Describing 1998 Interviews is Biased and Incomplete

Freeh Report at 41: “Sandusky and the boy went to a coaches’ locker room, where the two
wrestled and Sandusky tried to “pin” the boy. After wrestling, the boy changed into
clothes that Sandusky provided and followed him to work out on the exercise machines.
When they finished exercising, Sandusky kissed the boy’s head and said, “I love you.”
Sandusky and the boy then went to a coaches’ locker room where Sandusky turned on the
showers and asked the boy if he wanted to shower. The boy agreed and began to turn on a
shower several feet from Sandusky. Sandusky directed him to a shower head closer to
Sandusky, saying it took time for the water to warm up. TE
E hands around the boys chest
Lhis
While in the shower, Sandusky wrapped
P
M then washed his body and hair.
and said, “I’m gonna squeeze your guts out.” TheOboy
C
Sandusky lifted up the boy to “get soap out of”INthe boys hair, bringing the boys feet “up
pretty high” near Sandusky’s waist. The aboy’s
nd back was touching Sandusky’s chest and his
feet touched Sandusky’s thigh. The boy
ED felt “weird” and “uncomfortable” during the time
S
in the shower.”
IA

B

Freeh Report at 42: “Around 11:30 a.m., Detective Schreffler interviewed the boy. The
boy told Schreffler what happened to him with Sandusky the previous evening and added
that a 10 year-old friend of his had been in the shower with Sandusky on another occasion
where Sandusky similarly squeezed the friend.”
Freeh Report at 43: That afternoon Schreffler contacted John Miller, a caseworker with the
Centre County Children and Youth Services (CYS) about the allegation...
Around 8:00 p.m.on May 4, 1998, Schreffler and Miller spoke with the boy’s friend about
his contact with Sandusky. The friend stated that he had gone to the Penn State campus
with Sandusky on two occasions when he met him through the Second Mile. Sandusky
had taken him to the Lasch Building, where they wrestled, then showered together. While
in the shower, Sandusky came from behind him and lifted him in a bear hug. Following
this interview, Schreffler and Miller re-interviewed the first boy.
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Subject: May 6, 1998, 0900 Meeting of CYS
The Freeh Report at 48 makes only one reference to this meeting as follows: “Schultz’s
confidential notes also show that sometime before 9:00 a.m. on May, 5 1998, Harmon reported
to Schultz that the victim had been re-interviewed...”
Discussion:
The fact that the Freeh Report utilized the time of this meeting to set a timeline for
communications of PSU officials, but did not mention the context or significance of the meeting
is clearly biased use of evidence. Additionally, the other notes on this page reveal that CYS was
aware of other potential victims and needed to make a decision on how (or if) to proceed.
Facts:
 After learning of at least 14 signs18 of possible child sexual abuse and pedophile grooming
behaviors, as well as the possibility of other potential victims, the CYS caseworker informed
Detective Schreffler that CYS was going to hold a meeting “to decide what to do.”
 The note stating “Either way caseworker felt they would interview Jerry”19 indicates that
Jerry Sandusky would be interviewed regardless of CYS’s decision on how (or if?) to proceed.
Exhibit 6: Freeh Report Exhibit 2I, page 2: Notes from 4 May 1998 interview

Conclusion: The Freeh Reporter omitted evidence revealing that CYS called a meeting to
“decide what to do” after learning of 14 signs of potential child abuse and other potential
victims.
18

http://www.notpsu.blogspot.com/2012/08/schultzs-secret-file-could-exonorate-psu.html

19

One can conclude that caseworker Miller was not familiar with the relevant statutes requiring the investigation to
be turned over to DPW (due to Sandusky’s status as an “agent” of the county).
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Subject: May 5, 1998: Transfer of Investigation from CYS to DPW
The Freeh Report at 43 states: “However, there were several conflicts of interest with CYS’s
involvement in the case (e.g., including placement of children in a Second Mile residential
program, Second Mile’s executive director Jack Raykovitz had a contract with CYS to conduct
children’s evaluations, and the initial referral sheet from Chambers indicated the case might
involve a foster child). In light of these conflicts, the Department of Public Welfare (DPW) took
over the case from CYS on May 5, 1998. DPW officials in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania took the
lead because of Sandusky’s high profile and assigned it to caseworker Jerry Lauro.”
Discussion:
While there may have been conflicts of interest between Second Mile and CYS, the relevant
child protective services statutes required CYS to transfer the investigation to DPW. In addition,
the Freeh Report at 49, University Park Police Chief Tom Harmon noted that DPW had a
conflict of interest with Second Mile.
Facts:

In accordance with Pa. 055 § 3490.5320 and Pa. 055 § 3490.54,21 the DPW was required
to investigate the case because Sandusky – through his employment and association with Second
Mile – was considered an “agent” of the county.


There are no provisions or exceptions in the statutes for handling high profile cases.

Conclusion: The Freeh Report incorrectly stated that the DPW was assigned to the case due to
a conflict of interest between CYS and Second Mile. DPW was assigned because Sandusky was
considered an “agent” of the county and those investigations are handled by DPW in accordance
with Pa. 055 § 3490.53 and Pa. 055 § 3490.54.
The Freeh Report at 43 Rationales for the Transfer from CYS to DPW is Incorrect.

20

(a) The county agency is the sole civil agency responsible for receiving and investigating reports of child abuse
except reports of abuse allegedly perpetrated by an agent. The county agency shall investigate allegations of abuse
of children residing in facilities operated directly by the Department
21

Except for reports investigated by the Department, the county agency shall investigate and make independent
determinations on reports of suspected child abuse, regardless of another investigation conducted by another agency,
the court or the police and regardless of whether or not the person making the report identified himself. A county
agency may rely on an investigation of substantially the same allegations by a law enforcement agency to support
the county agency’s finding regarding a child abuse report. This reliance does not limit the duties required of the
county agency by section 6368 of the PWC (relating to investigation of reports).
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Subject: May 8, 9, and 11, 1998 Activities of John Seasock
Freeh Report at 44: “Schreffler had a discussion with Arnold that day as well. Arnold told
Schreffler to postpone a second psychological evaluation of the boy until an additional
investigation could be completed. Nonetheless, a second evaluation of the boy occurred on May
8, 1998 as part of DPW’s investigation. Counselor John Seasock, who had a contract to provide
counseling services to CYS, conducted the evaluation.
During the meeting with Seasock, the boy described the incident with Sandusky. Given
that the boy did not feel forced to engage in any activity and did not voice discomfort to
Sandusky, Seasock opined that “there seems to be no incident which could be termed sexual
abuse, nor did there appear to be any sequential pattern of logic and behavior which is usually
consistent with adults who have difficulty with sexual abuse of children.” Seasock’s report ruled
out that the boy “had been placed in a situation where he was being ‘groomed for future sexual
victimization.’” Seasock recommended that someone speak with Sandusky outlining acceptable
behavior with young children and explained, “The intent of the conversation with Mr. Sandusky
is not to cast dispersion (sic) upon his actions but to help him stay out of such gray area
situations in the future.”
On May 9, 1998, Schreffler discussed the outcome of Seasock’s evaluation with Seasock.
While Seasock said he identified some “gray areas,” he did not find evidence of abuse and had
never heard of a 52-year-old-man “becoming a pedophile.” When Schreffler questioned
Seasock’s awareness of the details of the boy’s experience, Seasock acknowledged he was not
aware of many of the concerns Schreffler raised but stated Sandusky “didn’t fit the profile of a
pedophile,” and that he couldn’t find an indication of child abuse.”
Discussion:
The Freeh Report selectively utilized evidence and made material misstatements to cast the
events of May 8 and 9 in a manner most advantageous to CYS and DPW, while excluding
exculpatory evidence regarding Penn State officials. In addition, the Freeh Report did not
address Seasock’s post-evaluation activities that attempted to excuse Sandusky’s constant
attention on Victim 6.
Facts:
 DPW ordered the second evaluation of Victim 6 over the objections of Detective Schreffler
and ADA Arnold.22 23 See Exhibit 7, below (full page of report at Appendix A).
Exhibit 7: Excerpt from 1998 University Park Police Report

22
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Commonwealth v. Sandusky, trial testimony of Detective Schreffler, 14 June 2012
http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/MSNBC/Sections/NEWS/redactedpolicereport.pdf
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John Seasock was an unlicensed counselor in 200124 – not a certified counselor as implied by
the Freeh Report. Thus the Freeh Report made a misstatement of his qualifications.



Seasock determined that Sandusky was exhibiting behaviors of a football coach,25 not a
pedophile (see Exhibit 8, below). At the Freeh Report press conference on July 13, 2012,
Louis Freeh made derisive statements about Penn State coaches missing “red flags” of child
abuse, yet had no such criticism for John Seasock’s evaluation (full report at Appendix B).
Exhibit 8: Excerpt of John Seasock’s 8 May 1998 Evaluation of Victim 6



According to the University Park Police Report, on May 9, 1998, Seasock stated he went into
the interview cold and was unaware of the following details of possible child abuse and
grooming behaviors:
o Sandusky kissing the boy and saying “I love you;”
o Sandusky told the boy he could come to his house and sit on his lap and get on the
internet;
o Sandusky promised the boy football tickets.



Upon completing his May 8, 1998, interview with Victim 6, Seasock accessed the prior
interviews of the two children. Based on Exhibits 2H and 2I, it is reasonable to conclude that
these materials contained at least 14 signs of possible child sexual abuse and grooming
behaviors. These records also included Dr. Chambers’ psychology report which was
attached to the police report on May 8, prior to Seasock’s evaluation. Despite this
information, Seasock concluded that Sandusky’s behaviors were typical of a coach and not a
pedophile. Detective Schreffler questioned Seasock about his evaluation of Victim 6, which
lasted one hour. Seasock admitted going into the interview cold and that he was not told
many of the details contained in Dr. Chambers’ report (see Appendix C).



On May 11, 1998, Seasock responded to a telephone inquiry by the mother of Victim 6, who
was concerned about Sandusky’s frequent calls to her son. Seasock attempted to defend
Sandusky’s calls by explaining it was common practice for the Second Mile to call kids once
a week to see how the kids are doing. The mother advised Seasock that she had a daughter in
Second Mile and they never called her once a week.26

24

http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2012/03/29/v-print/143482/man-who-evaluated-alleged-sandusky.html
http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/msnbc/sections/news/Seasock_Sandusky_Report_Redacted1.pdf
26
1998 Police Report, http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/MSNBC/Sections/NEWS/redactedpolicereport.pdf
25

24

Conclusions: The Freeh Report omitted the conclusion reached by (unlicensed) counselor John
Seasock, stating that Sandusky “engaged in a routine of behavior that can be considered
indicative of most people termed as a “(male) coach.” In contrast, the Freeh Report condemned
Penn State coaches who did not notify their supervisors of Sandusky showering with children.
The report also omitted evidence that Seasock was aware of possible child sexual abuse and
grooming behaviors when he came to his conclusions about Sandusky’s behavior, and that
Seasock attempted to convince the mother of Victim 6 that Sandusky’s attention to her son was
typical to that of any Second Mile participant.
Freeh Report at 43, Regarding John Seasock’s Activities is Biased and Incomplete
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Subject: May 5, 1998 – June 1, 1998: Investigative Activities of Jerry Lauro and DPW
Freeh Report at 43: “DPW officials in Harrisburg Pennsylvania took the lead because of
Sandusky’s high profile and assigned it to caseworker Jerry Lauro.”
Freeh Report at 44: “Also on May 7, 1998, Lauro interviewed the boy’s mother. According to
Schreffler’s notes, Lauro had received copies of the boy’s recorded statement, yet Lauro advised
the Special Investigative Counsel that he did not have full access to the facts of the case and was
unaware of Chambers’ evaluation. Lauro said that if he “had seen [Chambers’] report, I would
not have stopped the investigation, which he thought at the time fell into a “gray” area and
involved possible “boundary” issues.”
Freeh Report at 46: On June 1, 1998, Schreffler and Lauro interviewed Sandusky. Lauro said he
did not discuss an interview strategy with Schreffler before meeting with Sandusky. Lauro
recalled the interview took place in a small weight room in the Lasch Building….Schreffler and
Lauro also told Sandusky that the police could not determine that a sexual assault occurred. No
records reflect that Schreffler or Lauro consulted with the District Attorney during or after the
interview.
Lauro also told the Special Investigative Counsel that he never spoke to Schreffler about
whether improper actions took place between Sandusky and the boy. Lauro stated, “it wasn’t
until Schreffler told me that there wasn’t anything to the case that I closed mine. Schreffler’s file
notes state that Lauro agreed no sexual assault occurred.”
Discussion:
The Freeh Report understates the role and responsibilities of Jerry Lauro as the lead investigator
of the 1998 incident. Furthermore, the Freeh Report does not challenge the veracity of Lauro’s
claims about his knowledge of the facts of the investigation, despite the existence of ample
evidence to the contrary (available on the public record).
Facts:

On May 5th, 1998, Jerry Lauro was assigned to the case in accordance with Pa. 055 §
3490.53 and Pa. 055 § 3490.54 which require investigations of county agents to be conducted by
DPW. There is no provision in the statutes for high profile individuals being turned over by
county agencies to the DPW for investigation.27

On May 7, 1998, Jerry Lauro reviewed the case file of CYS caseworker John Miller,
received the transcribed statements of Victim 6 and his friend, and interviewed the mother of
Victim 6. Based on the information contained in Exhibits 2H and 2I, the transcribed statements
included numerous signs of grooming behaviors and possible child sexual abuse.

On or about May 7, 1998, Dr. Alycia Chambers released her psychological evaluation of
Victim 6 through an oral report to ChildLine, which is administered by DPW. As the lead
investigator on the case, Jerry Lauro should have had access to this information.
27

This fact does not rule out the possibility that DPW had official or “unofficial” policies on handling cases
involving high profile suspects. Further investigation required.
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On or about May 8, 1998, police chief Tom Harmon informed Schultz of a potential
conflict of interest between DPW and Second Mile (Freeh Report at 49). There is nothing in the
Freeh Report indicating the SIC attempted to determine the conflicts and their potential impact
on DPW’s investigation.

On May 8, 1998, Jerry Lauro called Detective Schreffler to inform him that DPW had
ordered28 a second evaluation of Victim 6 (see Appendix A of this report).

In a March 22, 2012, Patriot News article29 stated: “Lauro was interviewed by the state
grand jury that recently brought 52 child sex abuse charges involving 10 boys against Sandusky,
but he said he did not even know psychologists had evaluated the boy then 11, until a reporter
who acquired the 100-page report approached Lauro and showed him the reports.” Lauro’s
testimony before the grand jury is not supported by the police report that reported his
involvement in setting up the second evaluation.

In the same article, Jerry Lauro said this about the two psychology reports: “Detective
Schreffler never shared any of these with me,” and about Chambers’ report: “The conclusions
she had drawn in her report were pretty damaging,” Lauro said. “I would have made a different
decision. … It’s unbelievable, and it gets my blood pressure going when I think about it.”

On or about May 13, 1998, DPW contacted Chief Thomas Harmon to inform the police
that “the psychologist from DPW spoke with the child. They have not spoken to him. It is still
my understanding that they intend to do this. I have also been advised they want to resolve this
quickly.”30

The 1998 police report and the Freeh Report provide no evidence of DPW’s or Lauro’s
involvement in the case from 8 May 1998 until June 1, 1998, when Lauro and Schreffler
interviewed Sandusky.

Lauro, who was the lead investigator on the case, stated, “it wasn’t until Schreffler told
me that there wasn’t anything to the case that I closed mine.” However, in a Pittsburgh PostGazette article,31 Lauro stated: "It didn't meet the criteria," and "If I really thought there were
any child abuse ... I definitely would have indicated it."

Schreffler, stated in an interview with the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette32 regarding the case
closure: “Gricar said there wasn’t enough to charge, and he said to close the case. You don’t
question Ray. Ray was not a person to be intimidated. If he didn’t feel the elements were there.”
Also, Schreffler stated: “It’d be a little hard for them to prosecute when you’ve got the state
saying there’s no abuse.”

28

1998 Police Report, http://msnbcmedia.msn.com/i/MSNBC/Sections/NEWS/redactedpolicereport.pdf
http://www.pennlive.com/midstate/index.ssf/2012/03/penn_state.html
30
Freeh Report, Exhibit 2B.
31
http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/local/state/retired-detective-describes-1998-sandusky-investigation224764/#ixzz2AGYKGWn1
32
Id.
29
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Conclusions: Freeh Report, despite having access to contradictory evidence, did not question or
challenge Jerry Lauro’s assertions that he did not have access to the full facts of the case, that he
was unaware of Dr. Chambers’ evaluation or any evaluations, and that he closed the case based
on the advice of Detective Schreffler. Furthermore, the Freeh Report did not highlight the fact
that DPW also had conflict of interest issues with The Second Mile.
Freeh Report at 43, 44, and 46 Regarding DPW’s Investigation Is Biased and Incomplete

CONCLUSION 1
The Freeh Report’s version of the 1998 investigation was not an accurate account of the
investigative activities and information uncovered in the course of the investigation. Moreover,
its failure to reference the PWC severely diminished the diagnostic quality of the results of the
report.
However, due to the report’s very highly publicized release and exposure, as well as the status of
the lead investigator (Mr. Freeh), the report was not seriously evaluated nor its findings
questioned. As a result, the entire focus of the remedies for improving child protection (from
the Freeh Report) was focused on the campuses of Penn State University.
While children who attend Penn State sports camps and other activities on campus will be made
safer by the recommended reforms, the vast majority of the children of the Commonwealth will
continue to be underserved and at risk by the state and county agencies.
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Analysis
of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
November 2011,
Grand Jury Presentment’s Account
of the
1998 Investigation
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COMMONWEALTH GRAND JURY PRESENTMENT, NOVEMBER 2011,
ACCOUNT OF 1998 INVESTIGATION

30

ANALYSIS OF COMMONWEALTH’S ACCOUNT OF THE 1998 INVESTIGATION
Background: A grand jury presentment is a document constructed by the Commonwealth’s
district attorney at the request of the grand jury.33 The grand jury votes to approve the
Commonwealth’s presentment by simple majority. The supervising judge must also approve the
presentment.
Discussion: The presentment constructed by the Commonwealth’s attorney for the 1998
investigation of Sandusky, minimized the role of the child welfare organizations. In fact, the
Department of Public Welfare, who was the primary investigator of the case,34 was not
mentioned until the end of the Commonwealth’s account.
The Commonwealth’s version of the 1998 investigation:


Did not make it clear that the Department of Public Welfare was the primary investigator of
the case35 and did not mention DPW’s role until the end of its narrative.



Obscured the fact that the county agency (CYS) is the sole agency for investigations, unless
otherwise delegated to the department,36 and that the county makes independent
determinations on reports of suspected child abuse, regardless of another investigation
conducted by another agency, the court or the police.



Caused initial press reports (that eventually were awarded a Pulitzer Prize) to characterize the
investigation as strictly a police matter. Examples of press reports follow (with emphasis
added):
“As part of the investigation, authorities went back and took a second look at a report filed to Penn
State police in 1998…
Police investigated that report in May 1998, and then-District Attorney Ray Gricar never pursued
charges.
“Ray said ‘I’ll be in touch,’ and he called the chief or supervisors for those detectives. I don’t know
what he said, but I know that no investigation or charges were pursued from that point on,” the
source said.
By June 2, the report was labeled “unfounded” by Penn State police, and the case was closed”.
-- Harrisburg Patriot News, November 4, 2011

“It’s not clear if Spanier also knew about a six-week investigation by his university’s police
force that centered around similar touching in a shower in 1998 that never led to charges.

33

42 Pa. C. S. § 4541, Investigating grand jury presentment
Pa. Code 55§ 3490.81, Responsibilities of the Department and county agency
35
Pa. Code 55§ 3490.81, Responsibilities of the Department and county agency
36
Pa. Code 55 § 3490.54, Independent investigation of reports.
34
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However, now-resigned Vice President Gary Schultz, who was in charge of the campus
police in 1998 and in 2002, did know about both reports, and in his grand jury testimony, he
acknowledged that they were similar — they both involved young boys and allegations of
sexual misconduct in a shower at the football building.”
-- Harrisburg Patriot News, November 11, 2011


Did not mention the significance of the psychological evaluation conducted by Dr. Alycia
Chambers that identified Sandusky as exhibiting grooming behaviors consistent with a
pedophile.



Did not mention the evaluation of John Seasock, who CYS had procured at the request of
DPW to conduct a second evaluation of Victim 6. Seasock stated Sandusky was not
exhibiting pedophilic behaviors.



Changed the timeframes of the crimes against the other victims to make it difficult for the
reader to discover that Sandusky may have been abusing five or six children in 1998. The
Commonwealth’s attorney often used the phrase “and other boys” in the presentment to mask
the associations. All of these children were pictured with Sandusky in a photograph taken in
the fall of 1999.37

CONCLUSION 2
The Commonwealth’s version of the 1998 investigation was not reflective of the roles of DPW
and CYS nor did it provide any details that indicated the child protective agencies failed to
conduct a thorough investigation. Furthermore, the Commonwealth masked the relationships of
the victims by changing the dates of abuse and by not fully stating which victims knew each
other. As with other parts of the presentment, such as the 2002 report of McQueary witnessing
anal intercourse, the description of the 1998 investigation falls well short of being an accurate
account of the facts of the case. As a result of its release to a wide public audience, the
presentment’s inaccurate account of the 1998 investigation reduced the public’s awareness to the
vital role of protective services. Moreover, had the failures of DPW and CYS been revealed in
this much publicized document, the needed reviews and reforms to these organizations would
have likely resulted.
Instead, the public has been lulled into believing that the conviction and imprisonment of Jerry
Sandusky has made the children of the Commonwealth safer.
They couldn’t be more wrong.
The children of the Commonwealth are still at risk.

37

Touched, by Jerry Sandusky,
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CONCLUSION
Neither Chapter 2 of the Freeh Report nor the grand jury presentment referenced the PWC (Pa.
055 § 3490) regarding the conduct of child abuse investigations. The statute required the 1998
investigation be conducted by DPW, since Sandusky was an “agent” of the county. In addition,
it required that CYS notify The Second Mile within the first 24 hours of the investigation and
that the charity put a “safety plan” in place to ensure no youths were at risk during the
investigation.
While there is no provision in the law for “high profile” suspects, the Freeh Report’s discovery
that DPW had a policy or procedure for high profile child abuse suspects is a matter worthy of
investigation.
Neither report’s recounting of the CYS and DPW investigation of the 1998 incident provides
many of the signs indicating that possible child sexual abuse were present and known to the CYS
and DPW investigators. In addition, neither report made it clear that DPW received an oral
report of Dr. Alycia Chambers’ report via the ChildLine nor made any mention that CYS
received a copy of her report.
While the Freeh Report mentioned Tom Harmon’s concern over DPW’s conflict of interest with
Second Mile, it did not take any investigative steps to understand that relationship and its
possible ties to the DPW determining on 13 May 1998 that it wanted to resolve the matter
quickly and the curtailment of DPW’s investigative activities from May 8, 1998 to June 1, 1998
There are conflicting statements between Lauro and Schreffler regarding who decided to close
the case, with each stating the other made the decision to close the case. Schreffler stated to the
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette that he believed there was enough evidence to charge Sandusky with
crimes such as corruption of minors.38 The Freeh Report did not note these discrepancies
between Schreffler and Lauro.

SUMMARY
The Freeh Report and the grand jury presentment were biased and omitted and obscured
the evidence that demonstrated that DPW and CYS knew of signs of possible sexual abuse
in the 1998 case and employed a strategy that resulted in an unfounded report of abuse.
Moreover, the 2008 Sandusky investigation by Clinton County CYS had many of the same
shortcomings that put children at risk.
Sandusky is in prison, but the Commonwealth’s children are still at risk.
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APPENDIX A: 1998 University Park Police Report, page 10

1
2

3

1 – the “5” in May 5 is tilted, suggesting it was cut and pasted into
the report. It wouldn’t have been possible for Schreffler to contact Lauro
at 11:40AM on May 5 because Lauro did not inform Schreffler he had been
assigned to the case until 1:55PM that day.
2 – the :57 and :55 are also tilted, suggesting it was cut and paste. The time doesn’t fit
with the series of events. It is more likely the first call was made at 11:55 and the
Second call at 11:57
3 – although the time (12:30 p.m.) is out of order, the alignment of the text is correct
when checked with a grid.

Note: Investigators made a number of attempts to speak with Detective Schreffler about the
suspected alterations on this page of the report, however phone messages went unreturned.
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APPENDIX B: The Seascock Evaluation of Victim 6
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APPENDIX C: Seasock’s Response to Detective Schreffler’s Inquiries
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