HOW DID
INVESTIGATORS FIND
THE VICTIMS?

There’s one more thing I’'ve been trying to
understand from the Sandusky presentment: How
did the grand jury find the victims described in
the presentment?

For some of the victims, the answer is clear.
The mother of Victim 1 (the boy who Sandusky met
at his high school) for example, told his school
and the school, in turn, told the cops. That’s
what set off this investigation.

From there, they would have quickly found Victim
6 (the boy whose mother called the University
cops), because there was a lengthy report on
what happened between him and Sandusky in 1998.
And it seems that Victim 6 may have led
investigators to contact Victims 5 and 7, both
of whom he knew (he also alerted investigators
to a B.K. who was also allegedly abused; the
grand jury couldn’t subpoena him because he is
serving in the military overseas).

And it’s always possible that a victim or a
witness came forward after the first reports of
the grand jury investigation were made public
this spring.

But for some of the kids, it seems much more
likely that an insider—someone from Penn State’s
Football program—alerted the grand jury. This is
particularly true for Victims 2 (the boy McQuery
witnessed being raped in 2002) and 8 (the boy a
janitor witnessed being fellated in 2000), since
their identities remain unknown to the grand

jury.

Here’s a summary of the victims with a
description of any obvious way by which they
would come to the attention of the grand jury.
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Here's one possible-speculative-scenario for how
the investigation moved forward and how new
victims were discovered.

The investigation started at least by November
2008. Victim 1's mother contacted her son's
school about Sandusky, who was then a full time
volunteer football coach. The school alerted
authorities. In addition to the victim,
investigators spoke to at least a high school
wrestling coach, the assistant principal, and
another kid who had witnessed Sandusky and the
victim together (Sandusky touched the other kid
inappropriately, too). In addition, the state
tracked almost 120 calls, over 19 months, from
Sandusky to Victim 1 as the boy stopped contact
with him and the investigation started.

The investigation associated with Victim 1 would
presumably have led to Victim 6, the boy whose
mother had alerted the University Police to
inappropriate contact in 1998. The authorities
did an extensive report on that incident, which
they would have found quickly. Additionally, it
is likely that Victim 6 alerted authorities to
Victims 5 and 7, both of whom he knew through
Sandusky from that same time period. Note that
Sandusky, his wife, and a Sandusky friend called
Victim 7 in the period before he testified
before the grand jury, though he did not return
the calls. [Update] Note: I sort of assume the
investigation got to Victims 5, 7, and B.K.
within the last year, because had they done so
earlier, B.K. would presumably have returned
from deployment, giving them a chance to
interview him.
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Here's where I wonder whether the grand jury
started looking into why Sandusky was ousted in
1999, a year after the incident with Victim 6,
and in a period (they would have presumably
discovered) that he had also allegedly molested
two or three other boys.

And that may have led them to Victims 4, and
through him, to Victim 3, who knew him.

Victim 4 is the boy whom Sandusky brought to two
consecutive Bowl Games, the 1998 Outback Bowl
(which was held January 1, 1999) and the 1999
Alamo Bowl (December 28, 1999). In addition
Sandusky gave Victim 4 the most elaborate gifts
of any of the victims—things like a snowboard,
golf clubs, and ice hockey equipment. And Victim
4 accompanied Sandusky to many public events,
sharing his hotel room or siting at the coaches
table with him. Victim 4 showed up in a video
Sandusky made and in a Sports Illustrated
article on Sandusky. In other words, almost
alone of the victims, those close to the
football program would have reason to know
precisely who he was. And given that sexual
abuse with Victim 4 happened in both private
(hotels) and public spaces (the football sauna),
it is possible people suspected the relationship
was more than just a fatherly one.

(Note, I wondered whether Victim 4 could be the
boy the janitor saw being fellated by Sandusky
in 2000; that’'s unlikely, since one of the
witnesses thought the boy was between 11 and 13,
and Victim 4 would have been 16 by 2000. But
it’s not impossible.)

The presentment describes that after Paterno
told Sandusky he would not be the Head Coach,
Sandusky came to Victim 4 to complain.

Victim 4 remembers Sandusky being
emotionally upset after having a meeting
with Joe Paterno in which Paterno told
Sandusky he would not be the next head
coach at Penn State and which preceded
Sandusky’s retirement.



Given that this hint that Sandusky might have
been forced out is tied to Victim 4, I now
wonder whether it was this more public
relationship, on top of the incident with Victim
6, that led Paterno to push Sandusky out, if
that'’s what happened.

In other words, I'm wondering whether the
investigators started to look into why Sandusky
was pushed out in 1999. And in the process of
asking questions to someone from the program,
found out about Victim 4. Note, if someone from
PSU tipped off the investigators to this boy, it
probably wasn’t McQueary, as these events all
seem to have occurred during the window—1997 to
2000—when McQueary was away from State College
pursuing a pro career.

Which leaves Victims 2—the unknown boy who was
anally raped in 2002—and Victim 8-the unknown
boy whom Sandusky allegedly fellated in 2000.
It's pretty clear that someone at Penn State had
to have told investigators about these boys, as
the boys haven’'t been identified.

Now, two different janitors testified about
Victim 8 (and more knew about him), though the
primary witness suffers from dementia and did
not testify. But it’s possible any one of the
other janitors working that night (the two
witnesses appear to still work at Penn State)
heard of the investigation and alerted
investigators.

But I also wonder whether there’'s someone who
knew of all of these stories: Victim 4’'s rather
public tie to Sandusky, Victim 2, whose plight
was discussed 5 ranks up the chain to Spanier,
and Victim 8, whom the night janitors learned
of?

If so, that person probably came forward fairly
late in the investigation. Mike McQueary
testified before the grand jury in December
2010; Tim Curley and Gary Schultz both testified
on January 12, 2011. (It also appears that the
head of The Second Mile, Jack Raykovitz,
testified this year, because the charity says
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the Attorney General’'s office first contacted
them early this year).



