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Syt

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Because the School is an integral component of the University,
sharing the time of faculty members with other departments and
sharing facilities and supporting services with all of the other
components of the University, a straightforward system of direct
charges for all School activities is impossible; the need to allocate
joint costs cannot be avoided, and any such allocation is inevitably
somewhat arbitrary. Hence, what we are seeking is a fair
approximation of the true costs involved in the expansion of the
School’s graduate program.

Certification of Francine A. Vlantes, dated March 13, 2006 (“Vlantes Cert.”) at Ex. 1 at
Princeton 005333 (emphasis added).

William Bowen thus articulates the defining principle of the Bowen Formula,
which has been used for more than 40 years to approximate the portion of the Woodrow Wilson
School’s total costs for which the Foundation should be responsible.' In 1965, the Robertson
Foundation Board reviewed and approved the Bowen Formula with the understanding that
calculating the actual cost of the School’s expanded graduate program on a dollar-for-doliar
basis, year in and year out, would be impossible. Instead, the Bowen Formula operates through a
series of annual charges and offsetting credits that, taken together, are designed to achieve a “fair
approximation” of the cost of the expanded graduate program.

In their motion for summary judgment, plaintiffs take a piecemeal approach to the
Bowen Formula that flagrantly ignores its many offsetting credits and otherwise distorts the
record surrounding the defendants’ allegedly “admitted overcharges.” Defendants have not
“admitted” that Princeton “overcharged” the Foundation by $18,647,923, or by any other
amount.

At the very least, there are material questions of fact as to: (1) whether the

undergraduate administrative expenses that plaintiffs identify were canceled out by the Bowen

' In accordance with a December 2005 vote of the Robertson Foundation Board, a new

method of approximating such costs will replace the Bowen Formula, beginning with the
next fiscal year (FY 2007).

15379/6
03/13/2006 1865390.02




































































































































































































