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QUOTES ABOUT THE FREEH REPORT
FROM THE ATTORNEYS OF FORMER PSU OFFICIALS
“You should be aware that much of the information in the Freeh Report is factually
inaccurate as it relates to Ms. Baldwin, and no one should draw conclusions until all the
facts are known As Judge Freeh made clear in his Report, no one, not even his client, the
University, had an advance copy of the Report so that inaccuracies could be corrected. Ms.
Baldwin was never given the opportunity to review the content of the interviews that she
provided to Judge Freeh’s agents so that any mistakes in note-taking or understanding
could be corrected.” 1
-- Charles A. De Monaco, Attorney for Cynthia Baldwin
"Since the Attorney General's office prevented Louis Freeh and his team access to critical
witnesses with full knowledge of all of the facts, the Freeh Report is not fair, full, accurate
or complete. Absent the opportunity to interview critical witnesses, including, but not
limited to Mike McQueary, Chief of Police Tom Harmon and former Assistant District
Attorney Karen Arnold, the Freeh Report, like the Grand Jury Presentment, does not
provide a comprehensive rendition of the facts.” 2
-- Thomas Farrell, Attorney for Gary Schultz
“The Freeh Group was limited in its investigation by lack of subpoena power and the
reluctance of many people to be interviewed. Therefore, the Freeh Report has limited
impact on the defense of Tim Curley. At the request of the Pennsylvania Attorney General,
the Freeh Group did not interview critical witnesses such as Mike McQueary and others.
The result is a lopsided document that leaves the majority of the story untold. Thus, the
conclusions reached in the Freeh Report are based on an incomplete record.”3
-- Caroline Roberto, Attorney for Tim Curley
“A careful review of the evidence alleged to support the scathing conclusions drawn by the
SIC reveals that the Freeh Report falls short of being an “independent, full, and complete
investigation” of the response of PSU officials to the allegations regarding Jerry Sandusky.
The Report strives to create the appearance that it is a fair and comprehensive review of
voluminous evidence. In actuality, SIC failed or was unable to interview nearly every key
player in the relevant events, had limited access to PSU emails from relevant time periods,
failed to evaluate the reliability of witnesses, and neglected to investigate facts that
contradict the predetermined findings against Spanier, Curley, Paterno, and Schultz.” 4
-- The Honorable Timothy K. Lewis, Attorney for Graham Spanier
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QUOTES ABOUT THE FREEH REPORT
FROM THE PATERNO REBUTTAL5
“The lack of factual support for the SIC’s inaccurate and unfounded findings related to
Mr. Paterno and its numerous process-oriented deficiencies was a rush to injustice and
calls into question the credibility of the entire Report.”
-- Former U.S. Attorney General, Richard Thornburg

“The SIC failed to properly factor the dynamics of acquaintance child sexual victimization
cases into their investigation. Consequently, the SIC misinterpreted evidence and behavior
and reached erroneous conclusions. Any investigation will reach the wrong result by using
the wrong approach and by interpreting the facts through the wrong filter.”
-- Former FBI profiler, Jim Clemente

“I have not seen evidence supporting a conclusion that Joe Paterno had acted in bad faith,
nor have I seen evidence supporting a conclusion that he has ever been a man who lacked a
genuine concern about the wellbeing of others — including the well-being of children.”
-- Physician, Psychologist, & Psychiatrist at Johns Hopkins Hospital, Dr. Fred Berlin

“The Freeh Report is a profound failure. It isn't a little wrong on the minor issues. It is
totally wrong on the most critical issues. That the Board and the NCAA relied on this
report, without appropriate review or analysis, is a miscarriage of justice.”
-- Paterno Family Lawyer, Wick Sollers
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Paterno: The Record, http://paterno.com/Default.aspx

3

REPORT ANALYSIS STATISTICS
There were 50 findings in Chapters 2, 4, 7, 8, and 9. They were
the findings used to support the NCAA Sanctions levied upon
Penn State University.
Of those findings:
• Six (6) were substantiated/partially substantiated based on
the evidentiary and legal review.
• Twenty-seven (27) were unsubstantiated based on the
evidentiary and legal review.
• Seventeen (17) did not meet the Yellow Book or GAGAS6
standard for a finding.

Bottom Line
Twelve percent (12%) of the findings were
supported by relevant laws and the evidence.
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Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards, Chapters 6 and 7, Performance Audits
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REPORT ANALYSIS STATISTICS - Continued
Chapters 2, 4, 7, 8, 9 and Press Conference
• One finding (of 10) regarding the 1998 incident was partially
substantiated – Chapter 2
• No findings (of 23) regarding the 2001 incident were
substantiated – Chapter 4
• No findings (of 7) regarding the Sandusky’s post retirement
were substantiated – Chapter 7
• Three findings (of 6) regarding compliance with reporting
laws were substantiated or partially substantiated -- Chapter 8
• Two (of 4) findings regarding protection of children were
substantiated – Chapter 9
• None of Freeh’s press conference statements regarding the
basis for NCAA sanctions were substantiated.

Overviews for each chapter follow.

Twenty errors and omissions impacting the Freeh Press Conference
and supporting the NCAA sanctions are provided on page 12.
5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

TWENTY CRITICAL ERRORS/OMISSIONS IN THE FREEH REPORT
The following list is provided to quickly identify some of the most critical errors and omissions
in the Freeh Report. The list of errors and omissions is not all inclusive, but identifies many of
those which were used by the NCAA as a basis for levying sanctions and Freeh’s press
conference remarks. The errata7 published with the Freeh Report did not identify any of the
errors contained below; therefore these errors and omissions remain on the record today.
The Freeh Report and/or the SIC:
1. Omitted Federal and state laws regarding the confidentiality of child abuse reports.
2. Incorrectly found that Paterno, Curley, and Spanier knew the details of the 1998
investigation (none of the e-mails used as evidence contain any details about the
investigation).
3. Incorrectly found that Spanier failed in his duties by not informing the Board of Trustees
about 1998 (based on the e-mail evidence and Spanier’s calendar, he did not know of the
investigation).
4. Incorrectly found that Paterno, Curley, Spanier, and Schultz were kept informed of the 1998
investigation of Sandusky (e-mail evidence shows they were not kept informed).
5. Incorrectly found that Paterno and Curley provided Sandusky with access to facilities for
conducting programs for youth (access was granted by PSU’s Outreach Office).
6. Constructed an incomplete timeline of Sandusky’s crimes.
7. Did not investigate the claims by Gary Schultz and Wendell Courtney regarding contacting
Centre County Children and Youth Services (CYS) about the 2001 incident.
8. Did not address the changing testimony and non-specific information reported by Mike
McQueary regarding the 2001 shower incident.
9. Omitted the testimony of Dr. Jonathon Dranov regarding the 2001 incident.
10. Incorrectly characterized e-mails as “cryptic” and “unique” to the 2001 shower incident.
11. Incorrectly found that Schultz, Spanier, and Curley had agreed to report the incident to
DPW, but Paterno changed the plan.
12. Incorrectly found that PSU failed to report Sandusky in 2001 to avoid the consequences of
bad publicity.
13. Did not investigate the potential conflict of interest issue between DPW and The Second
Mile that was mentioned by police chief Thomas Harmon during the 1998 investigation.
14. Incorrectly found Paterno, Curley, and McQueary should have reported the 2001 incident to
comply with the Clery Act.
15. Incorrectly found that Paterno did not report the 2001 incident immediately because he
didn’t want to interrupt anyone’s weekend (Paterno informed PSU officials on the weekend.
In addition, Paterno’s schedule reveals that out of town travel delayed his report by a day).
16. Incorrectly recounted the trial testimony regarding the Fall 2000/Victim 8 incident.
17. Did not critically analyze testimony in the Fall 2000/Victim 8 incident.
18. Incorrectly stated that Victim 6 was assaulted (Sandusky was acquitted of that charge).
19. Incorrectly stated that Victim 7 was assaulted (Sandusky was not charged with assault).
20. Incorrectly stated that Victim 5 was assaulted (Sandusky was acquitted of that charge).
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Judge Freeh’s press conference statements on the following pages are evaluated against
the 20 errors and omissions cited on the previous page. Red indicates lines struck based
on the errors and omissions.
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Edits to Freeh Press Conference Findings – 12 July 2012

15

Edits to Freeh Press Conference Findings – 12 July 2012
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Analysis of Freeh’s Remarks
During the Question and Answer Session

The following remarks (next page) were made by Louis Freeh
during the question and answer period preceding his formal
report at the press conference8.
Red type indicates the allegation/statements that are
unsupported based on the errors in the Freeh Report that were
identified on page 13 of this report and based on the verdicts
reached at the Sandusky trial.
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http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g_afZMa5HlA (PBS)
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20:40- “the evidence clearly shows, in our view, an active agreement to conceal”
22:20 -”the rapes of these boys occurred in the Lasch Building”
24:12 – “feel obligated to advise the board on a timely and fulsome basis. That clearly did not
happen here in 1998.’
26:00 - “between 2009 and 2011, some of the same things I just alluded to.” (referring to
Sandusky interacting with youth on the PSU campus – timeline indicates no crimes on PSU
campus from 2009 to 2011)
26:20 – “the reasonable conclusion that we make is that all four individuals, that
I’ve mentioned including Mr. Paterno made a decision – made a decision to actively conceal
knowledge in the events of February 2001. I can’t parse between them, degrees of
responsibility - what’s significant and shocking is that the four of them, the four most powerful
people at Penn State University made a decision to conceal this information.”
28:18 – “As we put in our report, the motivation to avoid the consequences of bad publicity.
Not just bad publicity.”
28: 52 – “What’s striking about 1998 is nobody even spoke to Sandusky. Not one of those four
persons, including the coach who was a few steps away from his office. There’s no indication
anybody spoke to him.”
30:08 – “Well we know when Mr. Curley speaks to the Second Mile he uses the same word, that
they were worried about Sandusky showering with a boy because of bad publicity. So this
notion of bad publicity, which is really disclosure, opening, and reporting, is a pervasive concern
and fear by those running the university.”
30:55 - “There’s several e-mails – contemporaneous e-mails – in 1998, which we found by the
way, which shows he’s (Paterno) clearly following the case. He’s clearly following the 1998
investigation.”
33:08 - “The janitors, that’s the tone on the bottom. Ok. These are the employees of Penn
Stare who clean the locker rooms in the Lasch building where young boys are being raped. They
witness, what is probably, in the report, the most horrific rape, that’s described.”
36:20 – “He (Paterno) as someone once said, made perhaps the worst mistake of his life. We’re
not singling him out. We’re putting him in a category of four other people who are the four
major leaders of Penn State….He was an integral part of the active decision to conceal.”
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CONCLUDING REMARKS
It is clear that when comparing the Freeh Report findings to the evidence on the public record
that the report is far from a full, fair, and objective account of the actions of PSU officials. In
fact, it is an error riddled account of the events related to the Sandusky scandal that was based on
a shoddy investigation, biased analysis, and incomplete information.
The preceding pages provided a detailed analysis of each finding. The analyses revealed that the
nearly all of the Freeh Report’s findings used to support the NCAA sanctions were
unsubstantiated, didn’t meet the criteria for a finding, and contained factual errors.
My first report on the Sandusky Scandal laid bare the breakdowns in Pennsylvania’s child
protection system and the failures of the caseworkers to take action when they identified the
signs of possible child sexual abuse. However, I did not recommend any punishment for the
individuals who failed to identify Sandusky as a child molester in 1998. Instead, I recommended
a review of the procedures pertaining to the Commonwealth’s child sexual abuse investigations
and for the establishment of an Office of Child Advocate to independently oversee child abuse
investigations.
In stark contrast, the NCAA’s solutions for preventing future recurrence of child abuse were to
place blame on “the football culture” at Penn State and a handful of individuals who were fooled
by Sandusky. The NCAA also levied unprecedented sanctions including: $60 million in fines; a
five year probation period that included punishing student-athletes by depriving them of
scholarships; prohibiting the athletes from competing for championships and from playing in
bowl games for four years; and negating the wins of the Penn State program (and coach Paterno)
back to 1998.
Only one of the remedies, the $60 million dollar fine, would have any impact on preventing
child abuse. However, the fine was pre-mature because no athletic department official has been
found guilty of a crime. The Freeh Report - by Judge Freeh’s own admission - does not meet the
standard for providing proof beyond a reasonable doubt. The Freeh Report’s relaxed standard of
a “reasonable conclusion” is not met when the facts on the public record (many of which the SIC
excluded) are added to the report and correctly analyzed.
For all of the reasons stated above, the NCAA sanctions against Penn State University should be
repealed.
Ray Blehar has 27 years of experience as an analyst and investigator. He previously served as a member of the
Board of Examiners for the U.S. Senate Productivity and Maryland Quality Awards program. In this role, he
examined the most important aspects of organizational governance, including legal, ethical, and societal
responsibilities, strategic planning, customer relationship management, operations management, human resources
management, and business performance. He holds certifications as a Quality Improvement Associate with the
American Society of Quality and as a team facilitator through the Army Management and Engineering College. Ray
is currently employed as a senior requirements analyst in Washington, DC.
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QUOTES IN SUPPORT OF THE FREEH REPORT
“We thank Judge Freeh for his diligence in uncovering the facts over the past eight months
and issuing such a comprehensive and thorough report,”
-- Penn State Trustee, Kenneth Frazier, July 12, 2012

“Over the past several weeks, high-profile criticisms of the Freeh Report, which
examined the Penn State administration's failed response to a report of inappropriate
sexual behavior by former defensive coordinator Jerry Sandusky, generated more heat
than light. Nearly identical missives from a handful of renegade PSU trustees, the family
of ex-coach Joe Paterno, and a handful of former Penn State football players all slammed
the Freeh Report as biased and filled with factual errors--but were unable to identify
even one specific way in which the report was biased, or point out even one factual error
that made the critics' case.”
-- KC Johnson, Minding the Campus, September 5, 2012

“The reliance on the Freeh Report was a clearly thoughtful decision and logical decision.
When you consider the fact that, as I described, we the NCAA, our investigators don't
have anywhere near the authority granted to the Freeh group. The Freeh group was given
carte blanche to look anywhere and everywhere inside the university. We would never
have had that authority. They were essentially given a blank check for resources, spent six
and a half million dollars, interviewed 450 people, read over three million documents and
e-mails -- I could have sent my entire team in there for five years and couldn't have gotten
anywhere near that level of detailed understanding of what went on there. Everyone on the
Executive Committee and Division I board understood that. So, to suggest that we could
somehow conduct, and by the way, spend another two years…. anyone in the room can
understand that and spend another two years debating and discussing what happened at
Penn State didn't make sense to anybody involved. When the probability of finding
anything in addition to the Freeh Report was zero.
-- NCAA President, Mark Emmert, December 12, 2012
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