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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF CENTRE COUNTY,
PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL ACTION - LAW

Michael J. McQueary, Docket No. 2012-1804

Plaintiff,

v Type of Case:
> Whistleblower
The Pennsylvania State University,

Defendant. Medical Professional Liability

Action (check if applicable)

Type of Pleading:
Answer and New Matter to
Plaintiff’s Complaint

Filed on Behalf of:
Defendant, The Pennsylvania State
University

FILED Fon T 00

Counsel of Record for this Party:

Nancy Conrad, Esquire
White and Williams LLP

2701 Cornor
3701 Corporate Parkway, Suit

Center Valley, PA 18034
(610) 782-4909
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WHITE AND WILLIAMS LLP
Nancy Conrad, Esq.

I.D. No. PA 56157

3701 Corporate Parkway, Suite 300
Center Valley, PA 18034
610.782.4909/ Fax 610.782.4935
conradn@whiteandwilliams.com

Attorneys for Defendant,
The Pennsylvania State University

MICHAEL J. MCQUEARY,

Plaintiff,

: IN THE COURT OF COMMON £
: PLEAS OF CENTRE COUNTY =

 CIVIL ACTION NO. 20121804,

To: PLAINTIFF
You are hereby/notified to file a written response
to the followie NEW MATTER to the Complaint,

as may be reglired)by Pa. R.C.P. 1029, within 20
icg, pr a judgment may be entered
/i

i
d/in{favor of the defendant.

Nancy gnrad, Esquire

Attorney for Defendant
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DEFENDANT, THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY’S,
ANSWER AND NEW MATTER TO PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT

Defendant, The Pennsylvania State University (the “University”), by and

through its counsel, White and Williams LLP, for its Answer and New Matter to

the Complaint hereby states as follows:

1. Admitted, upon information and belief.

11285174v.1



2. Denied as stated. The University was first formed as the Farmers’
High School of Pennsylvania by special act of the legislature of the
of Pennsylvania on February 22, 1855. In further answer, the
University is a State-related institution of higher education also organized and
existing as an instrumentality of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It is
admitted that the University maintains an administrative office at 201 Old Main,
University Park, Centre County, Pennsylvania.

3. Denied as stated. The University only admits that the General
Assembly of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania appropriated funds to the
University.

4. Denied as stated. The University only admits that Plaintiff was a
Graduate Assistant Coach sometime in August 2000 through February 2003.

S. Denied. The University denies each and every averment set forth in
Paragraph 5 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time o
trial.

6. Admitted.

7 Denied. The Universit
Paragraph 7 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of

trial.
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8. Paragraph 8 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 8 contains factual allegations, the
Jniversity only admits that the University Police provided law enforcement
services to the University Park Campus.

9. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is only admitted that in February
2001, Director of University Police Thomas Harman reported to former Vice
President Gary Schultz for budget purposes. The University denies the remaining
averments set forth in Paragraph 9 and demands strict proof thereof during
discovery and at the time of trial.

10.  Paragraph 10 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 10 contains factual allegations, after
reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information to form a
belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in Paragraph 10. Accordingly,
the University denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph 10 and
demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

11. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
elief as to the accu

Paragraph 11. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set

forth in Paragraph 11 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
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12.  After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in
Paragraph 12. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 12 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

13. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
in Paragraph 13. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 13 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

14.  After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
in Paragraph 14. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set

forth in Paragraph 14 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the

-

time of trial.

15. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
elief as
in Paragraph 15. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 15 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
ime of trial

time o1 trial.
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16.  After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
ingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 16 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

17. Paragraph 17 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 17 contains factual allegations, after
reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in Paragraph 17.
Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph
17 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

18. Paragraph 18 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 18 contains factual allegations, after
reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in Paragraph 18.

Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph
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19. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
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ORIGINAL
forth in Paragraph 19 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

20. Admitted.

21. Denied as stated. The December 17, 2008 letter attached as Exhibit
“A” to the Complaint is a document that speaks for itself and all characterizations
of same are denied. It is admitted that other University Assistant Football Coaches
received a similar correspondence.

22. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
in Paragraph 22. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 22 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

23.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted upon information and
belief that Plaintiff testified before a Statewide Investigating Grand Jury in
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on or about December 14, 2010. The Grand Jury
testimony speaks for itself and all characterizations of same are denied.
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times, Plaintiff’s base salary was approximately $140,000.00 per year, plus fringe

benefits, which included family health insurance coverage, pension contributions, a
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lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the meaning of the
term “during 2011-2012” and the phrase “discretionary . . . bonus.” Accordingly,
the University denies the remaining averments set forth in Paragraph 24, including
any averment that certain conditions existed “during 2011-2012,” and demands
strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

25. Denied. The University specifically denies each and every averment
set forth in Paragraph 25 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at
the time of trial.

26. Denied as stated. The November 4, 2011 Statewide Investigating
Grand Jury Presentment referenced in Paragraph 26 is a document that speaks for
itself and all characterizations of same are denied.

27. Denied as stated. The November 4, 2011 Statewide Investigating
Grand Jury Presentment referenced in Paragraph 27 is a document that speaks for
itself and all characterizations of same are denied.

28. Paragraph 28 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive

pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 28 contains factual allegations, the

constitutes a document that speaks for itself and all characterizations of same are

denied. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

orm a belief as to the accu

-

racy of the remaining
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averments set forth in Paragraph 28. Accordingly, the University denies each and
every remaining averment set forth in Paragraph 28 and demands strict proof
thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

29. Paragraph 29 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 29 contains factual allegations, the
University only admits that former President Graham Spanier met with members of
the University’s Intercollegiate Athletics Department. After reasonable
investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a
belief as to the accuracy of the remaining averments set forth in Paragraph 29.
Accordingly, the University denies each and every remaining averment set forth in
Paragraph 29 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of
trial.

30. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
in Paragraph 30. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 30 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

31. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
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forth in Paragraph 31 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

32. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth
in Paragraph 32. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set
forth in Paragraph 32 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

33. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Plaintiff attended a
meeting with Acting Athletics Director, Mark Sherburne, Human Resources
Manager, Erikka Runkle, and the University’s former General Counsel, Cynthia
Baldwin, on or about November 13, 2011. After reasonable investigation, the
University lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the
accuracy of the remaining averments set forth in Paragraph 33. Accordingly, the
University denies the remaining averments set forth in Paragraph 33 and demands
strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

34,  After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

1. 3

information sufficient to form a belief as
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in Paragraph 34. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set

forth in Paragraph 34 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
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COUNT 1 — (Whistleblower)

35. The University incorporates by reference as though fully set forth at
ngth herein Par hs 1 through 34 above.

36. Denied as stated. The University placed Plaintiff on paid
administrative leave effective November 11, 2011. After reasonable investigation,
the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to
Plaintiff’s allegations related to a bonus. Accordingly, the University denies the
remaining averments set forth in Paragraph 36 and demands strict proof thereof
during discovery and at the time of trial.

37. Denied as stated. See Exhibit “C” attached to the Complaint which
constitutes a document that speaks for itself and all characterizations of same are
denied. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the remaining factual allegations
contained in Paragraph 37. Accordingly, the University denies each and every
remaining averment set forth in Paragraph 37 and demands strict proof thereof

during discovery and at the time of trial.

information and belief that Plaintiff was not invited to be interviewed. After

reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient

L o Laliaf o 4n
to form a belief as to
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Paragraph 38. Accordingly, the University denies each and every remaining
averment set forth in Paragraph 38 and demands strict proof thereof during

discovery and at the time of trial.

39. Admitted in part, denied in part. The University only admits that its
insurer has paid certain legal fees incurred by former Vice President Gary Schultz
and former Athletics Director Timothy Curley in conjunction with their criminal
defense. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or
information sufficient to form a belief as to the remaining allegations contained in
Paragraph 39. Accordingly, the University denies each and every remaining
averment set forth in Paragraph 39 and demands strict proof thereof during
discovery and at the time of trial.

40. Denied. The University specifically denies that it “refused to honor
its commitment to pay severance to the Plaintiff . . . ” and demands strict proof
thereof during discovery and at the time of trial. To the contrary, the University
employed Plaintiff as a Fixed Term I contract employee and, per the contract, his
employment ended effective June 30, 2012, upon expiration of the fixed term.
Plaintiff was not terminated during the term of his employ
necessary to trigger severance benefits under the December 17, 2008,

correspondence attached to the Complaint as Exhibit “A.” Despite the absence of

-11 -
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said condition, the University voluntarily paid Plaintiff the severance benefits
following the expiration of the term and beginning in September 2012.

denies that it failed to “honor its

BUAVIS LU U L

e University specifically

commitment to pay severance to the Plaintiff . . .” and demands strict proof thereof
during discovery and at the time of trial. After reasonable investigation, the
know formation sufficient to form a belief as to the
remaining allegations contained in Paragraph 41, and, therefore, these allegations
are denied.

42. Denied as stated. It is only admitted that other Assistant Football
Coaches who were not retained by Head Football Coach O’Brien during the term
of their employment received notices about their COBRA rights. It is further
admitted that Plaintiff received a notice of his COBRA rights.

43. Denied as stated. It is admitted only that other Assistant Football
Coaches who were actively employed by the University in 2011 and who were not

retained by Head Football Coach O’Brien were notified that they would not be

retained by the University during their term of employment.
44. After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth

in Paragraph 44. Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set

212 -

11285174v.1



forth in Paragraph 44 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the

time of trial.

45. Denied upon information and belief.

46. Paragraph 46 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 46 contains factual allegations, the
Iniversity specifically denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph 46
and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

47. Paragraph 47 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To thé extent Paragraph 47 contains factual allegations, after
reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in Paragraph 47.
Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph
47 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

48. Paragraph 48 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 48 contains factual allegations, the
University specifically denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph 48
and demands strict proof during discovery and at the time of trial.

WHEREFORE, the University demands that judgment be entered in its

favor and against Plaintiff at Plaintiff’s cost.

-13 -
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COUNT II — (Defamation)

50. Paragraph 50 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 50 contains factual allegations, the
University specifically denies that the comments “clearly suggest that the Plaintiff
was lying in his reports and testimonies . . .” and strict proof thereof is demanded
during discovery and at the time of trial. The written comment attached to the
Complaint as Exhibit “B” further constitutes a document that speaks for itself and
all characterizations of same are denied.’

51. Paragraph 51 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 51 contains factual allegations, the
University specifically denies that the comments “clearly suggest that the Plaintiff
has lied to law enforcement officials and committed perjury . . .” and strict proof
thereof is demanded during discovery and at the time of trial. The written

comment attached to the Complaint as Exhibit “B” further constitutes a document

! The November 5, 2011 statement is attached to the Complaint as Exhibit
as referenced by Plaintiff.

- 14 -
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52.  After reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth

ngly, the University 1 ach and every averment set

forth in Paragraph 52 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the
time of trial.

53.  Paragraph 53 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive
pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 53 contains factual allegations, after
reasonable investigation, the University lacks knowledge or information sufficient
to form a belief as to the accuracy of the averments set forth in Paragraph 53.
Accordingly, the University denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph
53 and demands strict proof thereof during discovery and at the time of trial.

54,  Admitted in part, denied in part. The University admits that the
November 5, 2011 written comment attached to the Complaint as Exhibit “B” has
not been withdrawn or redacted. The University denies each and every remaining
averment set forth in Paragraph 54 and demands strict proof thereof during

discovery and at the time of trial.
55. Paragraph 55 contains conclusions of law to which no responsive

pleading is required. To the extent Paragraph 55 contains factual allegations, the

University specifically denies each and every averment set forth in Paragraph 55

-15 -
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