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Figure 2:  Proposed levels of support by household income 
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36. This scheme has the advantage of being relatively easy to convey to students, parents, and 
teachers. It is unknowable what range of support will be provided by other higher education 
institutions, but the proposed package should ensure that study at Cambridge is no more expensive for 
a student from a lower income household than it is to study at the average mainstream higher 
education institution. It is also proposed that higher levels of maintenance support will continue to be 
offered to mature students. 

37. Current advice is any higher education institution charging in excess of £6,000 must participate 
in the National Scholarship Fund. There are no details as yet but the government envisages matched 
contributions from institutions to provide ‘a free year’. Offering a partial fee waiver as proposed 
above will leave the University well placed to engage with the Fund when it is established. 

38. This model of financial support is significantly more expensive than the current bursary 
scheme (which will cost almost £7m in 2010–11, divided 75:10:15 between University, College, and 
Newton Trust contributions). The Council believes strongly that that there must continue to be a 
uniform Cambridge Bursary Scheme on principles which all Colleges accept and can agree to 
implement consistently. The share of cost might however be reconsidered, particularly as the 
contribution made by the Newton Trust is necessarily limited by the fixed nature of its annual income 
flow. One possibility might be that Colleges are incentivized to raise funds in order to pay the 
maintenance bursary. Similarly, CUDO might be asked more actively to raise funds for student 
support on behalf of the University. These aspects will require further discussion. In addition, as 
experience by prospective students and Universities of the new financial arrangements for HE 
develops, adaptation of the bursary and fee waiver arrangements may well be needed. 
Access conditions 

39. The draft guidance from BIS to OFFA sets out an expectation that institutions charging more 
than £6,000 will include in their Access Agreement ‘an agreed programme of defined progress each 
year towards… access benchmarks’. The current University of Cambridge Access Agreement (drafted 
in 2006) sets out three milestones against which it will measure its progress: 

(a) Proportion of UK undergraduates from state schools or colleges (60–63%) 
(b) Proportion of students whose parental occupations are categorized within Social Classes 4–7 

(13–14%) 
(c) Proportion of students from low participation neighbourhoods (5–6%) 
40. There are a number of problems associated with milestones (b) and (c); the University does not 

have access to information regarding parental occupation at the point of application; students do not 
necessarily study in the post code in which they are domiciled; and the method by which social class 


