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PRINCETON UNIVERSITY, SHIRLEY M.
TILGHMAN, JOHN J. F. SHERRERD,
PETER WENDELL, JOHN KENEFICK,
and THE ROBERTSON FOUNDATION,

Defendants.

Plaintiffs, William Robertson, Anne R. Meier, John L. Robertson, Katherine Ernst
and Robert Halligan, by way of Complaint against the defendants, Princeton University,
Shirley M. Tilghman, John J. F. Sherrerd, Peter Wendell, John Kenefick, and the

Robertson Foundation, state as follows:




INTRODUCTION

1. Inor about 1961, Charles S. Robertson and his wife, Marie H. Robertson
[*Mr. and Mrs. Robertson”] established the Robertson Foundation and endowed it with
approximately $35,000,000 of stock. They established and funded the Robertson
Foundation to support the government of the United States and for that purpose to
maintain and operate at Princeton University, as part of the Woodrow Wilson School, a
graduate school to train young men and women for careers in government service,
particularly international relations and affairs. The Robertson gift to the Foundation was
to be held separate, apart and independent from Princeton University. The gift was not
for the benefit of Princeton University, but for the benefit of the government of the
United States. The University and the Robertson Foundation were the chosen two

stewards of this vision — one io carry out the training and one to maintain the

endowment.

2. Reposing the utmost trust and confidence in Princeton University to carry
out unselfishly the donors’ expressly defined goals and objectives, Mr. and Mrs.
Robertson gave it the power to designate four of the seven Trustees on the
Foundation's Board of Trustees. However, Mr. and Mrs. Robertson provided for
oversight for themselves and their descendants [the “Family”] by providing that the other

three Trustees of the Foundation Board are to be selected by the Family [the “Family

Trustees”].
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3. The Family Trustees have attempted to oversee the Foundation's
fulfillment of the mission, the spending of its monies, and the investment of its assets,
The Family Trustees’ insistence on independent management of the Foundation's
assets, as required by the Foundation's Certificate of Incorporation and the conditions of

the Robertson gift, has proven to be highly successful. The Robertson Foundation

endowment has grown to approximately $600,000,000, after more than $200,000,000

has been distributed to Princeton University.

4, Princeton University's betrayal of the Robertson Family’s trust and
confidence spurred this lawsuit. Despite the extraordinary size of the Robertson gift, fhe
mission of the Foundation to train government servants with particular emphasis on
international affairs has not been fulﬁ!ied. The individual defendants here, who are the
University-designated members of the Foundation’s Board of Trustees [*University-
Designated Trustees”], have failed to carry out the Foundation’s mission. Instead, the
University-Designated Trustees have allowed Princeton University to utilize Foundation
assets as if they belong to the University and are available for uses that are not part of
the Robertson Foundation’s mission. By a pattern and practice of withholding material
information and making decisions outside of the Board structure, the University-
Designated Trustees have attempted to disenfranchise the Family Trustees and prevent

them from overseeing fulfilment of the Foundation’s mission and how Foundation

money is allocated and spent.




5. In contravention of the Foundation’s Certificate of Incorporation and the
resfrictions placed upon the gift by Mr. and Mrs. Robertson, the University-Designated
Trustees have devised a scheme to transfer control of the investment of the
Foundation's assets to Princeton University Investment Company, PRINCO, and to
commingle the Foundation's assets with the University endowment. If the University-
Designated Trustees’ proposal is implemented, the Family Trustees will be unable to

participate meaningfully in or oversee investment of the Foundation’s assets.

6. The University-Designated Trustees deceitfully represented to the Family
Trustees that they would not act on their proposal without first considering alternatives
to PRINCO, even as they were covertly liquidating $54 million of the Robertson
Foundation portfolio in anticipation of moving the Foundation's assets to PRINCO, thus
forecasting their true intention and revealing their purported consideration of alternatives

to PRINCO as a sham.

7. In violation of their fiduciary duties as Trustees of the Robertson
Foundation, the University-Designated Trustees have taken actions that favor Princeton
University to the detriment of the Robertson Foundation and its objectives. The
University-Designated Trustees have, by their course of conduct, demonstrated an
irreconcilable conflict of interest in making decisions on behalf of the Foundation and an

inability to place the interests of the Foundation and its mission above the parochial

~ interests of Princeton University.




8. By this lawsuit, Plaintiffs seek, inter alia, a declaration that the
commingling of the assets of the Robertson Foundation with the Princeton University
endowment and management of the Foundation's assets by PRINCO, the Princeton

University Investment Cbm_pany, is prohibited; the substitution of another school of

Foundation Certificate of Incorporation; and a full and complete accounting of the

financial affairs of the Robertson Foundation.

PARTIES
9. Plaintiff William Robertson of Naples, Florida is a descendant of Charles
S. and Marie H. Robertson; William Robertson is one of the Family Trustees of the

Robertson Foundation and g member of the Robertson Foundation Investment

Committee.




10.  Plaintiff Anne R. Meier of Spring Island, South Carolina, is a descendant

of Charles S. and Marie H. Robertson.

11.  Plaintiff John L. Robertson of Big Fork, Montana, is a descendant of

Charles S. and Marie H. Robertson.

12.  Plaintiff Katherine Ernst of Carmel, California, is a descendant of Charles
S. and Marie H. Robertson, and one of the Family Trustees of the Robertson

Foundation.

13.  Plaintiff Robert Halligan of Chincoteague Island, Virginia, is a cousin of the

Robertson Family and one of the Family Trustees of the Robertson Foundation.

14. Plaintiffs William Roberison, Anne R. Meier, John Robertson, and
Katherine Ernst bring suit individually as the descendants of Charles S. and Mayie H.
Robertson who select the Family Trustees pursuant to Article Il 1(b) of the By-laws of
the Foundation. Further, plaintiffs William Robertson, Katherine Ernst and Robert-
Halligan bring suit derivatively as Family Trustees on behalf of The Robertson

Foundation.

15. Defendant Robertson Foundation is a non-stock, non-profit charitable

corporation organized under the laws of the state of Delaware.






























































































































































































