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NOTICES

Calendar
20 June, Wednesday. Congregation of the Regent House at 2.45 p.m. (Honorary Degrees).
25 June, Monday. Easter Term ends.
26 June, Tuesday. Discussion in the Mill Lane Lecture Rooms at 2 p.m. (see below).
27 June, Wednesday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m. (General Admission). Scarlet day.
28 June, Thursday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m. (General Admission). Scarlet day.
29 June, Friday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m. (General Admission). Scarlet day.
30 June, Saturday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m. (General Admission). Scarlet day.
10 July, Tuesday. Discussion in the Senate-House at 2 p.m.
17 July, Tuesday. Discussion in the Senate-House at 2 p.m.
20 July, Friday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m.
21 July, Saturday. Congregation of the Regent House at 10 a.m.

Discussion on Tuesday, 26 June 2018
The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 105)
to attend a Discussion in Room 7, Mill Lane Lecture Rooms, 8 Mill Lane, on Tuesday, 26 June 2018 at 2 p.m., for the
discussion of:
1. Report of the General Board, dated 6 June 2018 on the establishment and re-establishment of certain
Professorships (Reporter, 6510, 2017–18, p. 692).
2. Report of the General Board, dated 6 June 2018, on Senior Academic Promotions (Reporter, 6510, 2017–18,
p. 694).
Further information on Discussions, including details on format and attendance, is provided at https://www.governance.
cam.ac.uk/governance/decision-making/discussions/.

Title of Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor
18 June 2018
The Vice-Chancellor has agreed to confer upon Professor Graham Virgo, DOW, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Education,
the title of Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor from 1 July 2018 until 30 September 2020.

Response to the Divestment Working Group report
14 June 2018
Further to the Council’s Notices dated 23 April and 21 May 2018 (Reporter, 2017–18, 6503, p. 529 and 6507, p. 580), the
Council now publishes its response to the Divestment Working Group’s report below.
Climate change is one of the most pressing problems facing humanity. Consistent with its mission to ‘contribute to
society’,1 the University of Cambridge has a responsibility to use its position as one of the world’s foremost academic
institutions to take a leading role in achieving a carbon neutral future.
The Council welcomes the report from the Divestment Working Group (DWG).2 The report sets out unambiguously
how the University could dramatically enhance its role in addressing climate change. The Council greatly appreciates the
DWG’s exhaustive efforts to take into account the diversity of views, including expressions of deep concern, and to pose
questions about the University’s policies on investment, research, operational sustainability, and engagement with
industry and policy makers. The DWG report and this response, together with the Carbon Reduction Strategy3 and a
commitment to enhanced reporting for the Cambridge University Endowment Fund (CUEF), mark a turning point in
engagement of the University.
In alignment with the DWG report, the Council has agreed a three-part strategy – the implementation of which will
begin immediately – to help facilitate the transition to a global carbon neutral future. The three parts comprise: the
implementation of a policy of considered divestment; a commitment to support further research into the emerging field
of ‘environmental impact investment’; and the establishment of a Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future.

1
The University’s mission is ‘to contribute to society through the pursuit of education, learning, and research at the highest
international levels of excellence.’
2
https://www.governance.cam.ac.uk/committees/divestment-wg/OtherPapers/DWG-Report-2018.pdf
3
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2017-18/weekly/6507/Carbon-Reduction-Strategy-2018.pdf
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Considered divestment
There are two significant steps that the Council can – and will – take in relation to its investments to fight climate change.
The first is to endorse the DWG’s proposal for the process of considered divestment. In relation to direct equity
investments, as a matter of fact, the University currently has few direct equity holdings of any type and none in the fossil
fuel sector. The University has already committed that it will have no direct holdings in the most polluting industries,
previously defined as thermal coal and tar sands. The Council has now agreed to extend this commitment such that any
change to the current position – of no direct equity investment in the fossil fuel sector – must be referred back to the
Council. In relation to indirect equity investments, for example through index or managed funds, the Council will
continue its policy of keeping indirect investment in the most polluting industries to the bare minimum.
Mindful of its members’ fiduciary responsibilities, the Council takes seriously the need to invest its endowment to
ensure sustainability in all its forms for the University.4 The financial sustainability of the University depends on strong
returns from its investment strategies and the ability to benchmark these strategies against other investors. The CUEF has
significantly outperformed its market benchmarks over the ten years of its existence and so has significantly enhanced the
University’s ability to pursue its mission. Those returns are a critical component of the financial resources that underpin
research and education activities across the University, including the provision of some financial support for students and
the enhancement of education and research facilities.
At this stage, the Council considers that pursuing a strategy that would insist on disengagement from any funds that
have even small fossil fuel components, or that would require CUEF to step back from investments in alternative energy
initiatives by global companies currently regarded as fossil fuel companies, would result in significant limitations on the
CUEF’s ability to invest as successfully as in the past, with consequent reductions in the fundamental support provided
by the endowment to the University’s core academic activities.
Environmental impact investment
The second step which the Council has agreed to take is to encourage positive investments that generate measurable
environmental benefits as well as financial returns. Done well, environmental impact investment can deliver direct
environmental benefits. By demonstrating that attractive returns can be made in the sector, there can be a significant
multiplier effect, drawing more companies and investors to similar investments. However, this sector is underdeveloped,
with an uneven track record, both in terms of meaningful investments and returns. The Council is fully committed to
enabling the University to use its academic leadership to develop expertise in this emerging field, expertise which will
not only help other investors but which it will then deploy in its own investment strategies.
As the first step towards this goal, the Investment Office will recruit an Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG)
Officer. With the help of the ESG Officer, and advised by the Investment Board, the Investment Office will then carry out
a thorough review of the existing funds and project opportunities that invest to achieve a genuine positive environmental
impact. It will then invest where these opportunities deliver attractive risk-adjusted returns consistent with the CUEF’s
overarching investment objectives. Recruitment of the ESG Officer will begin immediately.
In parallel, the University will commission research through the Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future (see below),
supported by other areas in the University and the Investment Office, to explore how environmental impact investing can
help deliver further and faster change, and how the University can best play a role in this developing area. In this way, the
University will be bringing together world-class research on climate change and the technologies that will limit future
temperature growth, with the ability to fund and co-invest – speeding up implementation and generating good financial
returns.
The Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future
The Council strongly endorses the DWG report’s emphasis on the impact that the University can achieve through
academic leadership. To that end, the Council will implement the DWG’s recommendation to create a Centre for a Carbon
Neutral Future that will bring together the many strands of research on sustainable energy taking place across the
University. The Centre will provide a focal point for evidence-based discussions on carbon policy between the University,
the public, global business, and government. It will concentrate on the transition from fossil fuels and help drive
technological and social change. By engaging with forward-thinking energy companies which are, themselves, moving
in this direction, the Centre will provide academic leadership, across the sciences and social sciences, and amplify the
University’s numerous contributions to climate change adaptation and mitigation. The energy- and policy-related
academic work undertaken by members of the University, together with the research the University will lead on
environmental impact investing (see above), will help to accelerate the transition.
In addition to proposing the creation of a Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future, the Council is committed, through its
Carbon Reduction Strategy, to reducing energy use across the University; to replacing existing fossil fuel energy with
renewable power wherever it is practicable; and to seeking ways to help staff and students to improve their individual
commitments to protecting the environment.
Actions
The Council acknowledges that action needs to be taken urgently; addressing these issues cannot wait. The Council has
therefore agreed five actions which it will take immediately to implement or otherwise address the DWG’s
recommendations. The Council has also agreed two further actions in response to the recommendations (achieving carbon
neutrality across the University’s estate and using some of the funding from the forthcoming bond for projects focussing
on environmental sustainability) but these will necessarily take longer to implement. Further information about each of
these seven actions is set out below.
4
The University’s Statement of Investment Responsibility can be found at https://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2015-16/
weekly/6430/section1.shtml#heading2-5
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Immediate implementation
1. The Council will undertake considered divestment (recommendations 1 and 2)
As a matter of fact, the University currently has few direct equity holdings of any type and none in the fossil fuel sector.
The University has already committed that it will have no direct holdings in the most polluting industries, previously
defined as thermal coal and tar sands. The Council has now agreed to extend this commitment such that any change to the
current position – of no direct equity investment in the fossil fuel sector – must be referred back to the Council.
In addition, the Council mandates the Investment Office to manage its portfolio to avoid funds in which anything more
than negligible thermal coal or tar sands investments arise. It is inevitable in a diversified and indirectly managed
investment portfolio that some exposure may appear in some funds and therefore it is not possible to demand absolute
exclusion. However, exposure will be monitored by the Investment Office – and reported to the Council – to ensure that
the proportion of the CUEF with such exposure remains negligible.
The Council will play a leading role in developing the field of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG)
investment, focussing on Environmental Impact Investment (recommendations 3, 4, 8, and 9)
The Council is supportive of the concept of ESG investment. However, it notes that it is a relatively immature field. The
Council therefore is committed to enabling the University to play a leading role specifically in the development of
environmental impact investment. It will provide resource to establish a programme of research, to include the Investment
Office, the Centre (see below), and other parts of the University, to determine how best to achieve the twin investment
goals of positive environmental impact and attractive financial returns. The Council expects the research to be completed
within 18 months (with progress reports in the interim). The Council will then act promptly on the outcome of the
research in respect of an appropriate proportion of the University’s own funds.
As a complementary initiative, the Council will mandate the Investment Office to appoint an ESG Officer. The ESG
Officer must be of sufficient stature to ensure that the University is at the leading edge of developments in this field. The
person appointed must be able to provide sophisticated advice to the Investment Office and to the Council. In particular,
the ESG Officer will:
•
ensure that environmental, social, and governance risks are factored into valuation models;
•
increase understanding of how fund managers treat ESG concerns in their investment processes;
•
act as a liaison with the Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future in particular and other parts of the University on ESG
issues more broadly;
•
work with the University research programme to develop the concept and practice of ‘environmental impact
investment’; and
•
report regularly to the Council (see further below).
The Council also confirms that it expects the University to join one or more multiparty organizations such as the
Institutional Investors Group on Climate Change (IIGCC) to ensure that the University’s voice is heard most effectively.
The Council will ask the ESG Officer to make recommendations in this regard.
2.

3. The Council will enhance reporting about the CUEF (recommendations 5, 6, and 7)
The Investment Office will report to the Council on an annual basis. This will include a report from the ESG Officer on
engagement with fund managers and, crucially, on current research into the immature but fast developing market for
environmental impact investing. If they so request, Council members will also be invited annually to a seminar on the
work of the Investment Office.
The Council has instructed the Investment Office, with additional resources from the University, to enhance significantly
its public reporting, including on the University’s website, so as to make information much more readily accessible.
4. The Council will establish a Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future (recommendations 10, 11, and 12)
The Council asks the General Board, which has already endorsed the proposal in principle, to consider in detail, and by the
end of Michaelmas Term 2018, how the University can establish and develop a Centre for a Carbon Neutral Future. The
detailed proposal must clearly define the objectives of the Centre and must include provision for developing a high-level
dialogue directed at policy makers and industry leaders. It must also explain how the Centre will co-ordinate and, where
appropriate, integrate existing activity across the University to ensure maximum impact; how the University will, through
teaching and research, drive technological change; and how the University’s role as a leader in sustainability will, as a
consequence of these initiatives, be amplified. The Council confirms it will provide additional resource for the Centre,
subject to the approval by the General Board and the Council of a viable academic and financial plan for the Centre.
5. The Council fully commits to reducing the carbon consumption of the University (recommendations 17, 18, and 19)
The Council understands that the measures it will adopt in response to the DWG report are only part of an overall strategy
moving the University towards greater sustainability. It strongly encourages the Environmental Sustainability Strategy
Committee (ESSC) to propose stronger initiatives to reduce the carbon consumption of the University. These might
include initiatives such as the creation of an internal carbon tax, more aggressive energy saving measures in relation to
lighting, heating, etc., and the establishment of a green suppliers’ strategy.
In addition, the Council will promote voluntary targets for the University’s staff and students to improve environmental
actions and will develop a more proactive and integrated communication strategy that consistently reports on, encourages
and, where possible, facilitates the uptake of environmental initiatives across the University.
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Medium term implementation
The Council has committed to carbon neutrality across the University estate by 2050 and aspires to bring this
date forward (recommendations 13, 14, and 15)
The Council has already committed to ensuring that the University’s operations will become carbon neutral. However,
the timing of when that can be achieved and the costs of doing so will need to be carefully considered. While wishing to
be ambitious, the Council also wants to base any commitment on evidence of capability. The Carbon Reduction Strategy,
developed by the ESSC and very recently approved by the Council, commits to carbon neutrality by 2050. The Council
now asks the ESSC to consider bringing this target forward to 2040, carefully considering the cost and other implications
(including for its interim targets).
The Council is also committed:
•
to harnessing existing and future research in renewables and to making better use of the University’s estate, while
recognizing that the long-term financial implications also need to be taken into account; and
•
to continuing to explore renewable solutions to replace existing fossil fuel-driven energy wherever it is practicable,
including generation on or near site, and asks the ESSC to continue to pursue this aim.
The Council therefore charges the ESSC to develop concrete plans of action to further these objectives. The plans should
be presented to Council by the end of the next academical year.
6.

The Council has received authority from Regent House to raise up to £600m in the bond markets for revenuegenerating projects. The Council will use a proportion of the additional funding for environmental sustainability
projects (recommendation 16) that meet the other approved conditions for expenditure
These projects could be in renewable energy generation or in energy efficiency where the project company takes a
proportion of the cost savings it has achieved as its revenues. In making this commitment, the Council notes the imperative
of ensuring that suitable governance and business cases are in place to ensure that there is a financial as well as, where
appropriate, a carbon return on funds invested from the bond.
7.

Recommendations of the DWG Report
Recommendation 1: Direct Equity Investment: ‘The Investment Office should be mandated to invest in a manner
consistent with a carbon neutral future in any directly held equities. This should include, but is not limited to, undertaking
as a matter of policy not to invest in carbon intensive tar sands or thermal coal.’
Recommendation 2: Indirect Investment: ‘The University should expect that no investment in thermal coal or tar sands
be made by any party with whom it invests.’
Recommendation 3: Environmental, Social, and Governance: ‘There should be the allocation of a part of the
University’s indirectly held investment into dedicated environmental, social, and governance (ESG) funds consistent with
a carbon neutral future. We recommend that 10% of indirect investment should be placed with funds embracing ESG and
rising through a determined and deliberate move towards a greater emphasis on assessable environmentally responsible
funds in the relatively short term; the Investment Board to set out a timetable for this process to be reported to Council.’
Recommendation 4: United Nations Principles for Responsible Investment (UNPRI): ‘The University should commit
to the UN Principles of Responsible Investment.’
Recommendation 5: Reporting to the Council: ‘The Investment Office should, as recommended by ACBELA, regularly
report to Council on how environmental and social concerns are incorporated and reflected in investment management
practice and include how fund managers have executed the University’s investment policies.’
Recommendation 6: Transparency and Public Reporting: ‘The transparency of the investment processes of the
Investment Office should be increased e.g. by the introduction of an informative website. An annual report, including
information on environmental and social concerns, and the manner in which ESG is accountably reflected in the portfolio
should be reported to Council. An appropriate update should be published for the Regent House and provided on the
University’s website.’
Recommendation 7: Behaviours: ‘The Council should consider, at least annually, the relative weight of ESG investments
in investment returns and against performance benchmarks in accordance with their fiduciary responsibilities.’
Recommendation 8: Resource: ‘Additional resource should be provided to the Investment Office to permit the employment
of a person to provide research engagement with fund managers and to engage with relevant researchers to provide
coherent and authoritative positions on investment assets.’
Recommendation 9: Investor Engagement with Industry: ‘The University should join the Institutional Investors Group
on Climate Change (IIGCC) or an alternative equivalent grouping, as soon as possible, to ensure it lends its voice and
authority in engagement with industry, even where it holds funds indirectly.’
Research and Policy
Recommendation 10: Leadership and Co-ordination: ‘The University should establish a Centre for a carbon neutral
future which will bring together the disparate areas of research on energy production and use, climate, sustainability
(and other associated fields as appropriate) as well as policy. Additionally the Centre should seek to collaborate with
partners on appropriate campaigns to change climate policy.’
Recommendation 11: Research and Policy Communication: ‘A proactive communication strategy should be developed
to support the promotion of research and policy work being done towards a carbon neutral future across the University
and appropriate resourcing should be provided to enable maximisation of the impact of this work.’
Recommendation 12: Dialogue and Advice: ‘An integrated and high level dialogue should be developed, directed at policy
makers and industry leaders, and co-ordinated by the new Centre in collaboration with the Institute for Public Policy.’
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The University’s Estate and Operations
Recommendation 13: The Estate: ‘The University should commit to be carbon neutral by 2040.’
Recommendation 14: Implementing Targets: ‘To ensure the University achieves its 2040 goal, the Environmental
Sustainability Strategy Committee should be mandated to agree and implement the necessary targets. It should report
directly to Council regularly on the determination and implementation of interim targets towards this goal.’
Recommendation 15: Renewable Energy Sources: ‘The University should source 100% of its energy from renewable
sources by 2030.’
Recommendation 16: Green Bond: ‘The University should consider issuing a Green Bond to fund its environment and
climate actions. For example, to fund the purchase and development of alternative renewable energy sources to supply
electricity to the University’s buildings in line with recommendation 15.’
Recommendation 17: Individual Actions: ‘The University should agree and implement targets for the University’s staff
and students to improve environmental actions.’
Recommendation 18: Reporting Progress: ‘The University should have a more proactive and integrated communication
strategy that both consistently reports on and encourages the uptake of environmental initiatives across the University.’
Recommendation 19: Sharing and Dissemination: ‘The new Centre should be equipped with the necessary resource to
seek out and create opportunities for sharing learning, disseminating information, and promoting collaboration between
the University’s researchers and the estates’ division.’

Note from the CUSU president and the GU president on the Council’s response to the report from the
Divestment Working Group
As Trustees of this University, we feel unable to consent to the approach set out in this response. We believe that
Cambridge is taking a reputational, financial, and ethical risk by not fully divesting. If Cambridge is to be a leader in
terms of its environmental impact, we must take the brave choice to divest. It is part of the duty of charity trustees to take
into account the impacts of our investments, and we as trustees do not believe it is consistent with Cambridge’s mission
for us to profit from industries that contribute to climate breakdown. Further, given the uncertain future of the fossil fuel
industry, this would be a financially prudent decision. Far from disengaging the fossil fuel industry, we feel that sending
a clear message through divestment would spark new conversations and engagement with the most polluting industries
about their impact. We urged the Council to take this opportunity and we hope they will return to the issue in future.
Meanwhile, we welcome the fact that Council has agreed to hire an ESG Officer and set up a Centre for a Carbon Neutral
Future. We also hope that the Council will continue to be ambitious in its plans for reducing our carbon footprint. These
initiatives are incredibly important and we stand behind action on this.
Note of dissent
Whilst we welcome the broad objectives of the DWG report and Council’s responses we dissent from the proposals
concerning disinvestment of CUEF from fossil fuel companies. It is noteworthy that a submission from the Sainsbury
Family Charity Trusts was received by the DWG but disregarded. Their response to the DWG report includes this
comment: ‘…the report is mistaken in not recommending full divestment, nor examining the underlying financial and
legal reasons for it. It fails to articulate the financial risks to investors of fossil fuel companies, it gives an impression that
the practicalities of full divestment are more complicated than they actually need to be and it falsely assumes that full
divestment undermines the ability of the University to influence companies and wider society’.
Repeated requests to the Chief Investment Officer by Council members for information about the identity of the
secondary fund managers used by CUEF and the composition of their portfolios have been refused. These secondary
investments probably contain almost all CUEF’s exposure to fossil fuel companies so the proposed measures relating to
direct investments are a distraction that will fool nobody. As members of Council we share fiduciary responsibility for the
University and yet we are denied the information required to make an informed decision about disinvestment.
It is stated that holdings in fossil fuel companies within the secondary investments of CUEF are about 3.5%. Of note
45% of CUEF is said to be in illiquid assets, such as private equity, distressed debt and property that are unlikely to have
much exposure to fossil fuels. The rest will presumably be a mix of equities selected by the anonymous fund managers,
the composition of which could easily be detailed by the Investment Office.
The proposal of the DWG for ‘enhanced reporting’ by CUEF is unlikely to be effective because of the prevailing
culture of secrecy and hostility to oversight within the Investment Office. Equally the idea that the CUEF has ‘significantly
outperformed its market benchmarks over the ten years’ is overstating the issue: the figures available show it as 1% above
the benchmark which although creditable could not be regarded as spectacular.
In conclusion in our opinion it should be possible to disinvest from fossil fuels over a period of five years without
affecting returns. If 96.5% of CUEF is not in fossil fuels at the moment it will have little impact on returns if we move to
100% disinvestment.
11 June 2018

Nick Gay

Alice Hutchings
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Topic of concern to the University on Grace 3 of 10 May 2018 (proposed University
nursery building): Notice in response to Discussion remarks
18 June 2018
The Council has received the remarks made at the Discussion on 12 June 2018 (p. 714) regarding the topic of concern to
the University on Grace 3 of 10 May 2018 (proposed University nursery building) (Reporter, 6507, 2017–18, p. 578). The
Council notes that a ballot has been called on this Grace and that voting will open at 10 a.m. on Friday, 22 June 2018 and
close at 5 p.m. on Monday, 2 July 2018.
The Council agrees with the comments noting the importance of excellent nursery provision, and notes that both current
University nurseries, at West Cambridge and Edwinstowe Close, are considered by Ofsted to have ‘Outstanding’ provision
(their highest possible rating). It is the aspiration that all University workplace nurseries achieve the highest rating. If the
recommendations of this Report are approved, provision at the Harrison Drive Nursery would go out to tender in due
course; no decision has been made about the provider to date.
The Council notes the number of comments in favour of increasing the level of nursery service provision, and the need
for the University to address this directly.
The Council notes comments in respect of the size of the nursery, and can confirm that it will meet Ofsted space norms.
The very high cost of nursery provision in Cambridge is noted, and this is the main driver in pursuing the construction of
a new workplace nursery for University staff. Substantial cost savings for parents are available through the ‘salary
sacrifice’ scheme, which would be available for staff at a workplace nursery. It is not the intention of the University to
make a profit from the provision of nursery services. The Harrison Drive Nursery will be a very positive step to help the
University meet the increasing need for childcare provision.
Traffic and parking surveys were conducted within University term times. The proposal will include 96 cycle spaces,
and further covered space for four non-standard bicycles. Disabled parking spaces will continue to be available. An
evaluation of the impact of traffic on the site will in any case form part of the Local Planning Authority’s assessment of
the suitability of the site for the nursery.
The Council notes that consultation has been undertaken with the Faculty of Education, including representation of the
Faculty on the membership of the Nursery Project Board.

Report of the General Board on arrangements for senior academic promotions:
Notice in response to Discussion remarks
20 June 2018
The Council has considered the remarks made at the Discussion on 29 May 2018 (Reporter, 6509, 2017–18, p. 682) about
the above Report (Reporter, 6505, 2017–18, p. 556). The Council has consulted with the General Board in submitting this
response.
The Council notes the supportive comments of Professor Ferran, Professor Jones, and Professor Virgo, emphasizing that
the proposals in this Report represent the first steps towards implementing an Academic Career Pathway Scheme (ACP)
in future, which would replace the current Senior Academic Promotions (SAP) scheme.
Dr Cowley raises a concern that the proposed level of flexibility in the weighting of research, teaching, and general
contribution is not as extensive as was recommended by the original Working Group. The Council comments that, as
stated in the Report, this level of flexibility was not supported by consultation responses, hence the more limited flexibility
proposed. However, the Report confirms that the operation of scoring flexibly would be kept under review and if it
worked well could be expanded in the evolution of the ACP Scheme. The Council also notes and agrees with Dr Cowley’s
comments that minor changes to the Scheme should be at its discretion but that more substantive changes should be the
subject of a Report.
Dr du Bois-Pedain’s concerns about the absence of a commitment by the University to promote all its deserving staff
members when they are ready to be promoted, and the budget available operating as a limited factor, are noted. Professor
Evans’s comments about the competitive nature of the current scheme and budgetary constraints are also noted. The
Council comments, as stated in the Report, that making appropriate budgetary provision so that deserving candidates
receive appropriate recognition and reward is a key principle which is proposed for the next stage, when moving to
implementation of an ACP Scheme. The Council also confirms that changes to the SAP Scheme, and in due course the
implementation of an ACP Scheme, will be informed by the best current thinking on good equality and diversity practice
to widen inclusion. The evaluative criteria to be proposed when taking forward full implementation of an ACP Scheme
should aid transparency and fairness concerning the required standards for promotion, aided by examples of excellence
which reflect Faculty norms. In response to Dr du Bois-Pedain’s concern about increasing the weighting of teaching, the
Council confirms that the SAP Scheme and, in due course, the ACP Scheme, will be informed by best current thinking on
the different forms of evidence that can be used to measure teaching achievement.
Dr Mentchen’s and Dr Basso’s concerns that the development of a career progression scheme for senior teaching-only
staff was mentioned only at the end of the Report, and Dr Gagne’s and their additional concerns about the delay in taking
forward a career structure for Language Teaching Officers, further to a review of their arrangements in the School of Arts
and Humanities, are noted. The Council wishes to confirm that it is planned that proposals for senior teaching-only staff
will be put forward during the 2018–19 academical year and that these proposals will take account of the recommendations
made further to the review of language teaching arrangements.
The Council is submitting a Grace (Grace 1, p. 711) for the approval of the recommendations of this Report.
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University Composition Fees
18 June 2018
The Council proposes fees for certain other postgraduate courses in 2019–20 which have been recommended by the
relevant bodies as set out in Schedule 1.
The fees for a new course announced on 7 March 2018 (Reporter, 6498, 2017–18, p. 444) are set out in Schedule 2.
Corrections have also been made to the fees for two courses in Schedule 3, previously published in a Notice dated
12 March 2018 (Reporter, 6499, 2017–18, p. 448).
The Council is submitting a Grace to the Regent House (Grace 2, p. 711) for the approval of the fees set out in the
Schedules attached to this Notice.

Schedule 1
Postgraduate fees
Qualification

Fee for the course (£) (for all students)
2019–20

M.B.A. Degree (one-year course)

55,000

Executive M.B.A. (two-year part-time course)
2019 intake1

69,200

M.Fin. Degree (one-year full-time course)
M.Acc. Degree (two-year part-time course)

45,975
49,000

1

Bus.D. (four-year course)
2019 intake2

Qualification

230,000

Home
2019–20

Annual fee (£)
Overseas/International
2019–20

M.Phil. Degree3
Geographical Research
Polar Studies

9,537
9,537

22,080
22,080

Fees for the 2019 intake will be 60% of the full fee for the first year, and 40% for the second year.
Fees for the 2019 intake will be £80,000 for the first year, and £50,000 for each of years 2 to 4.
3
The fees in this table for one-year full-time courses are also the fees for the course for part-time students studying for the same
qualification. The fee payable in each of two part-time years is half the full-time fee chargeable in the year of entry.
1
2

Schedule 2

Qualification

Home
2019–20

Annual fee (£)
Overseas/International
2019–20

M.A.St. Degree:
Courses leading to examination in:
Earth Science

10,368

27,867

Schedule 3

Qualification

Home
2019–20

Annual fee (£)
Overseas/International
2019–20

M.St. Degree: two-year part-time courses in
Entrepreneurship
Course commencing in October 2019

16,869

16,869

Social Innovation
Course commencing in October 2019

15,900

15,900
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Grants from the Colleges Fund
18 June 2018
The Council has received the following report from the Colleges Fund Committee which under Regulation 4 of the
special regulations for the Fund (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 1059) it now publishes to the University.
1. The amount available in the Fund for distribution in 2018 is £4.505m.
2. The Colleges Fund Committee has approved the following grants to be added to the endowment of Colleges to be
paid in June 2018:
£’000
Clare Hall
123
Darwin
55
Fitzwilliam
349
Hughes Hall
844
Lucy Cavendish
844
Robinson
602
St Edmund’s
844
Wolfson
844
3. These grants have been calculated by taking account of the model of a ‘standard’ College with a basic requirement
for endowment. The figures take account of the endowment requirements of the relevant Applicant College as estimated
by the Committee’s model having reference to numbers of undergraduates, full-time equivalent graduates, Fellows, and
College Teaching Officers.
4. The Committee has again placed a cap on the grant made to any one College. It has limited the maximum grant to
150% of the average grant. Four Colleges have had grants limited in this way.
5. The Colleges Fund Committee has not approved any exceptional grants in addition to the endowment-based grants
listed above.

EVENTS, COURSES, ETC.

Announcement of lectures, seminars, etc.
The University offers a large number of lectures, seminars, and other events, many of which are free of charge, to members of
the University and others who are interested. Details can be found on individual Faculty, Department, and institution websites,
on the What’s On website (http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/whatson/), and on Talks.cam (http://www.talks.cam.ac.uk/).
Brief details of upcoming events are given below.
Institute of Continuing International summer programmes 2018: plenary
lectures open to members of the University
Education
Equality and
Festival of wellbeing: a range of lectures and events,
Diversity
from Monday, 25 June to Friday, 6 July 2018

http://www.ice.cam.ac.uk/openlectures
https://www.wellfest.admin.cam.
ac.uk/

REGULATIONS FOR EXAMINATIONS

Natural Sciences Tripos, Parts Ia and Ib
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 405)
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Committee of Management for the Natural Sciences Tripos, has
approved changes to the regulations for the Natural Sciences Tripos as specified below.
P art I a
With effect from 1 October 2020
By amending the regulations, so as to remove the option for students to borrow Paper 1 of the Computer Science Tripos,
as follows:
Regulation 15.
By removing ‘Computer Science’ (and the associated footnote) from the list of subjects for examination in Group A.
Regulation 16.
By removing the words ‘providing that no candidate shall offer both Biology of Cells and Computer Science’ from the
first sentence of the regulation.
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Regulation 17.
By removing ‘Computer Science’ (and the associated footnote) from the list in Regulation 17(a)(i).
And by removing from sub-paragraph (b) the words ‘in Computer Science, on a date or dates announced by the Head of
the Department of Computer Science and Technology no later than the division of Michaelmas Term;’.
And by removing from sub-paragraph (c) the entry for Computer Science in the list of assessment providers.
P art I b
With effect from 1 October 2019
By amending the regulations to reflect changes to the titles of two courses in Part Ib, as follows:
(i) By amending the title of ‘Animal Biology’ to ‘Evolution and Animal Diversity’ in the regulations as follows:
• in Regulation 9, in the list of subjects and nominating bodies;
• in Regulation 20, in the list of subjects for Part Ib;
• in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b)(vii) of Regulation 21; and
• in sub-paragraphs (a)(i) and (c) of Regulation 23.
(ii) By amending the title of ‘Ecology’ to ‘Ecology, Evolution, and Conservation’ in the regulations as follows:
•
in Regulation 9, in the list of subjects and nominating bodies;
•
in Regulation 20, in the list of subjects for Part Ib;
•
in sub-paragraph (b)(ii) of Regulation 21; and
•
in sub-paragraph (a)(i) of Regulation 23.

Examination in Mathematics for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 534)
With effect from 1 October 2020
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Mathematics, has approved a request to remove
Mathematics as a subject available for examination for the degree of Master of Philosophy, and have therefore agreed to
rescind the Special Regulations for the examination.

NOTICES BY FACULTY BOARDS, ETC.

Engineering Tripos, Parts IIa and IIb, 2018–19: Modules and sets
The Faculty Board of Engineering gives notice, in accordance with Regulations 16 and 25 of the Engineering Tripos (Statutes
and Ordinances, pp. 323 and 324), that the prescribed sets, modules, and mode of assessment for the examinations in 2019
for Parts IIa and IIb of the Tripos have been announced and are available online at http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/
reporter/2017-18/weekly/6511/Engineering-modules-sets-2019.pdf.

Manufacturing Engineering Tripos, Part IIa, 2018–19
The Faculty Board of Engineering gives notice that the modules prescribed for the examinations to be held in 2019 will
be as follows:
3P1.
3P2.
3P3.
3P4.
3P5.
3P6.
3P7.
3P8.
3P9.
3P10.

Materials into products
Operation and control of production machines and systems
Product design
Operations management
Industrial engineering
Organizational behaviour
Managing business and people
Financial and management accounting
Industrial economics, strategy, and governance
Contemporary issues in manufacturing

All modules will be assessed by examination only, with the exception of module 3P3, which will be assessed by
coursework only.

20 June 2018
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Examination in Computational Biology for the M.Phil. Degree, 2018–19
The Degree Committee for the Faculty of Mathematics gives notice that the modules available to candidates studying the
one-year course in Computational Biology for the degree of Master of Philosophy (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 516) in
the academical year 2018–19, and their methods of assessment, are as set out below. Candidates for the degree must offer
all modules for examination unless otherwise stated.
Term offered
Michaelmas

Lent

Easter

Module
Functional genomics
Genome informatics
Scientific programming
Genome sequence analysis (half module)
Cancer evolution
Computational neuroscience
Population genetic analysis of genomic data
Biological imaging and analysis (half module)
Systems biology

Abbreviation
FG
GI
SP
GSA
CE
CN
PG
BI
SB

Each module for this course is assessed by no more than two or three coursework assignments, each involving an element
of computational or theoretical work. The expected maximum submission length for each piece of work is twenty pages,
excluding any appendices.
In addition to the offered modules, students sit a two-hour general examination in the Easter Term on the material
taught within the modules.
Students are also required to complete an internship project which is assessed by a report of no more than 15,000 words
and a presentation.
The weighting for the examination in Computational Biology is out of 12, divided as follows: each module is weighted
at 1, and half modules at 0.5, meaning a total weighting of 8 for the modules. The general examination is weighted at 1.
The internship project is weighted at a total of 3, with 2.5 for the report and 0.5 for the presentation.

GRACES

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 20 June 2018
The Council submits the following Graces to the Regent House. These Graces, unless they are withdrawn or a ballot is
requested in accordance with the regulations for Graces of the Regent House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 105) will be
deemed to have been approved at 4 p.m. on Friday, 29 June 2018.

1. That the recommendations in paragraph 13 of the Report of the General Board, dated 2 May 2018, on
arrangements for senior academic promotions (Reporter, 6505, 2017–18, p. 556) be approved.1
2. That the table of fees attached to the regulations for University Composition Fees (Statutes and Ordinances,
p. 152), be amended for 2019–20 as set out in the Council’s Notice dated 18 June 2018 (p. 708).
1

See the Council’s Notice on p. 707.

ACTA

Approval of Graces submitted to the Regent House on 6 June 2018
The Graces submitted to the Regent House on 6 June 2018 (Reporter, 6509, 2017–18, p. 681) were approved at 4 p.m.
on Friday, 15 June 2018.

E. M. C. RAMPTON, Registrary
END OF THE OFFICIAL PART OF THE ‘REPORTER’
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REPORT OF DISCUSSION

Tuesday, 12 June 2018
A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. Deputy ViceChancellor Professor Simon Franklin was presiding, with
the Registrary’s deputy, the Deputy Senior Proctor, the
Senior Pro‑Proctor, and nineteen other persons present.
The following Reports were discussed:
Report of the Council, dated 21 May 2018, on the
financial position and budget of the University,
recommending allocations from the Chest for 2018–19
(Reporter, 6508, 2017–18, p. 632).
Dr M. J. Rutter (Department of Physics and President of
Cambridge UCU):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the recent Report of the Council
on the financial position and budget of the University,
recommending allocations from the Chest for 2018–19 is
presumably intended to be read in conjunction with the
Reports and Financial Statements for the year ended
31 July 2017, published in the Reporter on 14 December
last, and the original budget for the year ended 31 July
2017, published on 18 May 2016.
Such a conjunction leads to a more auspicious reading.
The Chest budget for 2016–17 was for a small deficit of
just over £3 million, with a total deficit in the budget being
almost £20 million. In the event there was a small Chest
surplus, of just £1 million, and the overall operating surplus
of the University in that year, excluding gains on
investments, was over £60 million. So it might be
reasonable to assume that the current deficit budget will
prove to be a less serious matter than it first appears. I shall
refrain from diverting myself at length with similar
comments on the nature of the USS pension fund deficit.
The Report we are discussing today states that ‘the scale
of the University’s plans to invest in the estate is ambitious’.
I cannot but agree. Its expansion plan,
the Joint University and Colleges Working Group on
Postgraduate Student Numbers has agreed a collective
target of 13.1% growth in the total population of fulltime postgraduate students over five years,
must be making some remarkably rosy assumptions about
the impact of Brexit. Again I shall refrain from diverting
myself at length with contrasting comments about the
more prudent forecasting assumptions that the USS uses.
But the Report is rather weak in describing investment
in staff. The Financial Reports on the year recently ended
offer little reassurance either.
We are about to hear the Harrison Drive nursery plans
discussed. This year’s Special issue of the Reporter
containing the Financial Management Information for the
year ended 31 July 2017 tells us that the Childcare Office
cost almost £400,000 to run, yet the University’s savings
on National Insurance through childcare salary exchange
schemes were almost £500,000. I do not deny that this
scheme is a valuable staff benefit, but it is hardly an
investment in staff.
I believe we are about to hear that nurseries are outsourced
and provide income for the University and profit for the
provider. I believe that the same is true for several canteens
and vending machines on University premises, which may
explain how fully commercial city centre outlets can offer
better value for money. Staff should not feel that they are
valued as a captive target for financial exploitation.
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When he spoke in Great St Mary’s Church last term, the
Vice-Chancellor expressed interest in the balance between
investing in infrastructure and investing in staff. I share his
interest. The Reports discussed today do not convince me
that the correct balance has yet been found.
Professor R. J. Anderson (University Council, Department
of Computer Science and Technology, and Churchill
College), read by Dr D. R. Thomas:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a member of Council and of
the Planning and Resources Committee, but make these
remarks in a private capacity.
I had to think hard about whether to sign this Allocations
Report. In the end I decided to sign but to express my
reservations in this Discussion.
I would first like to reiterate the reservations I expressed
here in January1 about signing the Annual Report. The
Vice-Chancellor has failed, despite repeated demands, to
give me access to the papers of the Investment Board,
despite the fact that as a member of Council I am entitled
to such access under Council standing order 10.2. It is a
matter of grave concern that our senior management team
is not prepared to play by the rules. As a result I expect that
I will be unable to sign the 2018 Annual Report in
November.
Second, the management of Council business has been
unsatisfactory. Our February meeting was cancelled and
then there was too much business for March and April;
there was no time to discuss the Allocations Report at the
April Council (minute 96). I am nearing the end of my
third term on Council, and have served under four ViceChancellors, and in that period I have dissented from an
Allocations Report more than once. However, this is the
first time that an Allocations Report has come to the Regent
House without proper debate in Council first.
Third, the Allocations Report takes little heed of the fact
that we are set to run a deficit. In previous years, attempts
were made to get deficits under control, but this time we
see expenditure continuing to climb. Looking at the detail,
it is feast and famine; feast for the centre, with substantial
increases for the UAS and the UIS, and famine for the
academic departments that do the productive work.
At Cambridge, as at other universities, we have lots of
incredibly competitive academic departments full of bright
and driven people who work long hours and get great
results, while at the same time we have administrative
departments that are flabby, inefficient, and self-satisfied.
Over the years, this House has seen problems with North
West Cambridge, HR, estates, our financial systems ... the
list goes on and on. This is not really hard to understand.
Academics are competitive; we compete with peers round
the world. Administrators face the same incentives as civil
servants, with similar outcomes.
The fit parts of the University fall under the General
Board, while managing the flabby parts is the responsibility
of the Council. I’m afraid we’re not much good at it. When
we face a deficit, austerity is in order. But of austerity there is
little sign in this Report. The individual line items may have
fierce advocates, but the overall bottom line is not satisfactory.
And given that we are likely to have to find another fifteen
million pounds a year to keep the USS afloat, the eventual
outcome is likely to be even worse than the forecast.
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I am sure that Regents will join me in wishing the new
Pro-Vice‑Chancellor for Strategy and Planning all the best
in sorting out this mess. If Cambridge is to remain in the
premier division internationally, then the ratio of fat to
muscle needs to be bounded. Perhaps we need a hard limit
on the ratio of School versus non‑School expenditures to
be encoded into Statute and Ordinance.
1

Reporter, 6493, 2017–18, p. 371.

Professor D. J. Maskell (Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Planning and Resources), read by the Deputy Senior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, this year’s Budget Report has
commented on the upheaval in political and economic
climates, and the extensive change in the regulation of the
higher education sector. Notwithstanding this prolonged
period of uncertainty, the University has to pursue and
commit to strategies in education and research, and the
financial plans that underpin them.
As anticipated in previous Budget Reports, the Chest is
forecast to remain in deficit across all years of the planning
period. The overall Chest position has deteriorated and
urgent progress is needed to reduce the deficit and, in time,
eradicate it. The deterioration seen this year is due, in large
part, to provision for new costs associated with Universitywide initiatives such as the People Strategy. Attracting and
retaining the best academic and professional staff is
fundamental to the continued success of the University.
There have also been new costs in the form of increases in
Chest allocations to the Schools and Non-School
Institutions. This includes new allocation to implement the
recommendations of the Research Administration Review.
The measures taken as a result should enhance pre- and
post-award research administration services and contribute
to improving the University’s rate of overhead recovery on
research grants and contracts.
Reducing the Chest deficit and improving financial
capacity for long-term investment will be underpinned by
a new 10- to 15-year high-level financial model that is in
development under the oversight of the Chief Financial
Officer. This model will be important in providing a more
informed understanding of the financial options available
to the University to maintain world-leading education and
research, and deliver the facilities needed to support these
activities. This is essential if the University’s global
reputation for excellence is to be protected. However, a
better understanding of what is financially manageable
now, and sustainable in the long-term, must inform the
University’s prioritization of resource for current and
future academic goals and objectives. A new approach to
planning and resource allocation must be developed to
facilitate this and will be one of the priorities for the
incoming Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Strategy and Planning.
Equally, the structure, tenacity, and support of the
University’s governance arrangements will be essential in
enabling and guiding the necessary work, recommending
difficult decisions and facilitating change and improvement.
Part of the financial strategy must be a greater focus on
delivering and implementing a plan to constrain or reduce
costs. An urgent piece of work is to identify a more
joined‑up approach to the professional services delivered
through the UAS, other Non-School Institutions, and
Schools and their Faculties and Departments. Duplication
of activity should be reduced and, where possible,
eliminated, resulting in a more streamlined and efficient
University-wide administration.
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The University’s forecast expenditure on capital is also
a source of considerable cost pressure. Income must be
raised externally to contribute to a majority of the costs of
new buildings and the recurrent activity they will house. A
new capital prioritization and scoring tool has been
developed over the last twelve months and is being
introduced to support the prioritization of capital projects
and overall decision-making. While external borrowing is
a viable option to fund revenue-generating capital
expenditure it is not an appropriate source of funds for the
academic estate where an increasing proportion will need
to be funded through philanthropy and grants.
Improving the University’s financial sustainability will
also require new income to be raised, and measures are
already under way or in implementation in support of this.
The Joint University and Colleges Working Group on
Postgraduate Student Numbers has agreed a target for
13.1% growth in the total population of full-time
postgraduate students over five years.
The Resource Management Committee has approved a
new Income Incentivization Model that will determine
allocations for Schools from 2019–20, and introduce
incentives to raise new income. The model retains the
stability of fixed baseline allocations from the Chest, but
supplements these on an annual basis with cost-neutral
distributions to Schools based on year-on-year increases in
targeted streams of gross Chest income. The streams of
income have been chosen to complement University-level
academic priorities: growth in postgraduate student
numbers, an improvement in the rate of recovery of indirect
costs of research, and an increase in the proportion of
Doctoral students to Masters students.
The financial challenges facing the University are
recognized and the Council, with the support of its Finance
Committee, and working closely with the Chief Financial
Officer and incoming Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Strategy
and Planning, will be considering short-term and longterm measures to improve the current financial position in
the academic University. Notwithstanding this pressure,
this Budget Report has recommended investment in certain
critical areas, including in the recruitment and retention of
the best staff. This is particularly important if the University
is to be in a strong position to respond robustly to external
challenges and changes in the years ahead.
Finally, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I take this opportunity
to express my gratitude for the work of colleagues across
the UAS in preparing the data and projections that inform
this Report, which I commend to the Regent House.
Dr S. J. Cowley (University Council and Faculty of
Mathematics), read by the Deputy Senior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a member of the Council
and the Finance Committee, but I speak in a personal
capacity.
I signed this Report, but I had reservations when I did
so. The total budget is predicted to be in deficit at least
until 2021–22. Finance Committee has also been informed
that the University’s cash flow, excluding capital
expenditure, is predicted at best to be zero next year, and
will probably be negative.
Further, so far, no account has been taken for any extra
expenditure on USS that might be agreed, and the amount
set aside for pay awards is only 2%, while the loss of
earnings of staff over the last decade is estimated at between
10% and 20% (depending on what measure is used).
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From my viewpoint one of the issues is that the
University agrees to expenditure at one level, which then
becomes significantly inflated over time. When as a
member of the Council I agreed to the establishment of
Cambridge University Health Partners in 2009 (or
thereabouts), the cost was to be just under £100k charged
to the Medical School. As I understand it the next two
years will cost the University, not the Medical School,
£750k and £500k.
In 2006 when Cambridge Enterprise was established, it
was stated in the Report of the Council on the incorporation
of Cambridge Enterprise as a limited company,1 that
the financial performance for the next five years should
be judged on a basis of financial self-sufficiency. The
University would subsidize CE Ltd through Chest and
HEIF funding and through the provision of services.
CE Ltd surplus is the net profit after dispersal to
departments but including equity realizations and any
unpaid-for services provided to the University. The
criterion for financial performance is simply whether
the subsidy minus the surplus is in decline and showing
progress towards a positive return by 2016.
It is well past 2016, yet there is extra funding for Cambridge
Enterprise in this Report.
When the University Information Services was
established, it was expected that there would be efficiencies
from the merger of the University Computing Service and
the Management Information Services Division. Some of
us were sceptical at the time and signed a Note of Dissent.2
I note that there is more funding in this Report for projects
overseen by the Information Services Committee.
I have recently, in this House,3 referred to the seemingly
disproportionate increase in numbers in academic-related
staff numbers. There is again an uplift in the administrative
budget of over £1 million, following the £4 million
increase from last year (although there may be some
double counting here).
I have no doubt that those Officers responsible for the
University budget are concerned about the deficit. Indeed, at
a recent Planning and Resources Meeting it is minuted that
The Chief Financial Officer emphasised the importance
of exerting financial discipline over the current and
future operation of the Capital Fund. If donations for
buildings are not raised, then projects cannot be taken
forward.
Moreover, there is more bad news if one looks at the
budget of phase one of North West Cambridge.
A common theme for me is that financial predictions
have consistently been too rosy (maybe in the hope of
obtaining approval). Matters need to change, and the
quality of forecasts needs to improve. Liam Byrne’s quote
of ‘I’m afraid there is no money’, may be putting it too
strongly, but the University is facing a period of financial
realism.
1
2
3

Reporter, 6039, 2005–06, pp. 683 and 687.
Reporter, 6302, 2012–13, p. 420.
Reporter, 6509, 2017–18, p. 682.
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Mr T. N. Milner (Chair of the Board of Scrutiny, 2017–18,
Senior Proctor, and Darwin College), read by the Deputy
Senior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Board of Scrutiny examines,
on behalf of the Regent House, the Annual Report of the
Council, the Report of the General Board to the Council,
the Reports and Financial Statements, and the Annual
Report of the Council on the financial position and budget
of the University recommending allocations from the
Chest. Under its regulations in Ordinances, the Board also
has the right to examine the policies of the University and
the arrangements made for the implementation of those
policies, and to report thereon to the University.
The Board is in the process of preparing its Twenty-third
Report. As well as making remarks on the ‘Allocations
Report’ at this Discussion, members of the Regent House
can communicate with the Board about it by email to
chair@scrutiny.cam.ac.uk or in hard copy to the Chair of
the Board at Darwin College, but should please do so
swiftly if they wish any comments to be taken into
consideration during the writing of this Report.
Topic of Concern to the University: Grace 3 of 10 May
2018 (proposed University nursery building) (Reporter,
6507, 2017–18, p. 578).
Dr S. Watson (Faculty of Education and Wolfson College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak in my own capacity and as
the representative of the University and College Union
(UCU) members in the Faculty of Education and on behalf
of staff in the Faculty of Education. I am going to speak on
the issue of financialization and affordability; my colleagues
will follow this up with further issues.
There is no doubt that there is high demand for childcare
in the University. We are not questioning that. We are
questioning the hidden agenda here and I want to show
why this proposal should be rejected at this stage and the
University should be encouraged to think again.
Given that the University has come under pressure to
take a more ethical approach to investment, who would
question the ethics of investment in childcare for University
staff? The proposed nursery on Harrison Drive is a rentier
project and not primarily a benefit to staff or the community.
It is effectively a Private Finance Initiative (PFI) not
dissimilar to those used in the hospitals and schools – a
way of securing state-backed rents.
The combination of investment and childcare provision
may appear on paper like a neat solution to a difficult
problem, but like other PFIs the costs will be born by the
users and will impact most those who can least afford it.
Investors are keen to get into the childcare and nursery
businesses, not only to invest in the larger chains of childcare
provider businesses who return healthy profits, but also to
invest in the associated property business. Twenty years ago
nurseries would largely have been run by local authorities,
they were part of the community and part of the public
sector. Successive governments’ policies have encouraged
private enterprise and private finance to displace public
provision. It is an attractive business with healthy demand,
enjoys state subsidies, and has low labour costs.
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LaingBuisson estimate the value of the UK day nursery
market to be £5.3 billion,1 and according to Patrick Hayes
of the British Educational Suppliers Association (BESA)
the value of the market would be £7.5 billion in 2017.2 A
recent article on the Nursery World website revealed how
attractive the UK nursery market is to overseas investors.3
There is no doubt that this is a growing business offering
good returns for the investor.
Since the 1988 Education Reform Act successive
governments have reduced public spending on higher
education. Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have
increasingly had to rely on student debt and private finance
to support them. It is essential that the University of
Cambridge, then, invest their assets prudently and ensure
that there are healthy returns on capital invested. This is
not only necessary to generate income but also to maintain
the University’s credit rating to ensure that it can raise
private finance for capital expenditure. This is the
financialized and marketized climate that the University
now operates in. By investing in nursery provision, the
University can meet its investment needs as well as
providing much needed childcare for University staff.
However, it is the investment and need to secure ‘market’
returns that is driving this nursery provision and not the
needs of staff and children. In 2017 University nursery fees
increased by 8 percent because the University decided to
charge market rent. In a letter sent to parents, this decision
was justified by the Pro‑Vice-Chancellor in the following
way:
As the University Nurseries do not directly support the
Teaching and Learning function of the University,
market rents have to be charged against the nursery
premises. As a consequence of this from 1 August 2017,
the University requires Childbase4 to be charged a
commercial rent on both nursery buildings.
The loss in the value of pay for University staff in higher
education has resulted in HE staff having less disposable
income and facing increasing financial difficulties.
According to the University and College Union, in 2016,
83 percent of union members said that their pay had not
kept up with the increasing costs of living. Since 2009, pay
awards in higher education have resulted in an indexed
increase of 8.8 percent over eight years. In the same time
period the Retail Price Index has increased by 28.1 percent.
This amounts to a real terms loss of pay of 19.3 percent
since 2009. If the total change in RPI is taken through to
December 2017, to account for additional loss of pay since
the last pay award in August 2017, the total increase is 29.7
percent, leaving workers in higher education 20.9 percent
worse off since 2009.5
Meanwhile, childcare costs have increased by in excess
of 48 percent according to the Trade Union Congress. The
difference in the rate of increase between pay and childcare
cost is greatest in London, where childcare costs rose 7.4
times faster than pay between 2008 and 2016, and the East
Midlands, where they rose seven times quicker.6
Let me put this into perspective. First with a fictitious
example based on real data. A couple with two pre-school
children, living in Cambridge, working full-time for the
University and between them earning £60,000 per annum
– that gives them about £3,900 per month take home pay.
Of that they can expect to pay rent of £1,5007 per month
and on top of that bills of approximately £400. For their
two children, full-time childcare will cost them £2,000 per
month based on University prices.8 That leaves them with
no disposable income.
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There is a possibility that the couple could get 30 hours
per week of childcare free via a government scheme.
However, government childcare schemes have had many
problems according to a recent Commons Treasury
Committee report.9 The scheme is for 3 and 4 year olds and
only covers 38 weeks a year. It is claimed by providers that
it does not cover the costs of their provision. The result is
that providers use other means of recouping their costs by
charging for meals, nappies, and additional hours. Or
worse, they choose not to offer the 30-hour free childcare
scheme. The National Day Nursery Association’s (NDNA)
Annual Nursery Survey for England findings, published in
April 2017, indicated that just 44 percent of nurseries are
likely to offer 30 hours and the Preschool Learning
Alliance announced that only 44 percent of settings,
mainly playgroups and childminders, aim to do so.10 For
the ‘average’ couple in my example this means there is just
a 44 percent chance that they will have money to put food
on the table, let alone for transport or other activities. I
have been told that the existing University nurseries offer
the 30-hour free childcare scheme and without additional
costs. There is also the salary sacrifice scheme and,
according to Kiddivouchers, this would make a saving of
£625 per year.
But overall, families who work for the University – even
earning £60,000 per year – are likely to face hardship. The
University, however, will secure market returns on the
capital invested.
Let me give another example of the difficulties parents
face when they work for the University. This is a real
example, a single parent and in their own words:
I have to work a minimum of 16 hours a week to claim
help towards my childcare costs (i.e., nursery from
9 months to 3 years). In reality, I have to pay for 17 hours
a week to cover drop off and pick up. 17 hours a week
childcare a month amounts to about £510 in my case.
The government pays up to £300 of that amount. It is
capped so that you can only claim help towards a certain
amount. Any hours you work over that you have to pay
the full price yourself. So for example, if I wanted to
work full-time, my wage would be around £1,300. My
childcare costs would be £1,275 for the month, with
£300 help from the government. I would be working to
pay for childcare.
I am not suggesting that the University should not offer
childcare and nursery places. But I do think this is the
wrong way to go about it. The proposal prioritizes market
returns on capital investment for the University. I will stop
short of saying the proposal is a cynical or disingenuous
offering – I have no doubt that the project team working on
this were well-intentioned. However, we have to look at
this critically, we have to stand back and examine political
economy, higher education policy, and the consequences
that has on decision making. Indeed, I spoke about that on
my previous contribution to a Discussion on the
Universities Superannuation Scheme (USS).11 We have to
think about the real benefit and cost to staff. At present it
appears that the University are transferring all the costs to
the provider, to the parent, and in the long term to young
children. You can see why I step close to feeling the
proposal is disingenuous and cynical.
We should look again and explore alternative approaches
to funding workplace nursery places and making that
provision genuinely affordable for not just our lowest paid
but also our average paid members of staff.
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I will leave you with this: the University plans
£4 billion12 of capital expenditure over the next twenty
years, and it has total net assets of £4.355 billion.13
Wouldn’t a few million pounds invested in staff and their
families, without the need for the University to secure a
market return, not be a wholly sensible move?
1
https://www.nurseryworld.co.uk/nursery-world/
news/1163671/growing-childrens-nursery-market-attractingforeign-investors
2
https://www.nurseryworld.co.uk/nursery-world/
opinion/1157329/early-education-and-childcare-forecast-for2020-trends
3
https://www.nurseryworld.co.uk/nursery-world/
news/1160060/overseas-investors-turn-uk-nurseries-into-hotproperty
4
The nursery provider chain running two of the University’s
nurseries.
5
https://www.ucu.org.uk/media/9311/UCUBANHE29/pdf/
HE_Pay_claim_submitted.pdf
6
https://www.theguardian.com/money/2017/oct/20/childcarecosts-in-england-rise-up-to-seven-times-faster-than-wages
7
https://www.home.co.uk/for_rent/cambridge/current_
rents?location=cambridge
8
https://www.childcare.admin.cam.ac.uk/nursery-fees
9
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/
cmtreasy/757/757.pdf
10
http://www.ndna.org.uk/NDNA/News/Press_releases/2017/
England_survey_results_-_30__free__childcare_hours_promise_
in_danger.aspx
11
Reporter, 6501, 2017–18, pp. 483–494.
12
https://www.staff.admin.cam.ac.uk/system/files/download/
transcript_of_pensions_discussion.pdf
13
http://www.cam.ac.uk/system/files/uc_annual_
report_2016_1.pdf

Dr P. A. Sliwa (Faculty of Philosophy and Sidney Sussex
College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the University is seeking to
expand its nursery provisions by building an additional
nursery in the south of the city. We welcome this effort. As
the very long waiting list attests, there is a serious shortfall
of nursery spaces in Cambridge. This causes a huge deal of
anxiety for Cambridge University staff, who are left in the
lurch as to whether they will have childcare when they
return from parental leave, or when they join the University.
It also takes a toll on productivity. We know of colleagues
who, unable to secure a University nursery spot, make do
with a patchwork of arrangements, spending more than an
hour on each drop-off and pick-up. We know of colleagues
who work in the south of the centre and commute twice
daily across town to pick up their children from the West
Cambridge nursery, often facing traffic delays. It is a good
thing that the University recognizes the problem and is
taking measures to remedy it.
But to be truly available for Cambridge University staff,
nursery spaces need to be affordable. Affordability is
already a huge problem for the existing nurseries. It
promises to be an even more serious problem for the
planned nursery on Harrison Drive.
For the current academic year, the University nursery
costs £1,002.29 per child per month. That is £12,027.48
per year. For next year, the fees will rise to £1,047.39 per
month. That is £12,568.68 per year.
The increase in fees this year is 4.5%. Last year, it
was 8%. From 2011 to 2018–19, the nursery fees in
University nurseries will have increased by 34%.
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(This year, we are being asked to make do with a salary
increase of 2%, which is less than the rise in the overall cost
of living and less than one half of the increase in childcare
fees last year alone. Since 2011, salaries for the majority of
staff will have increased by approximately 10.2%.)
The University does not subsidize childcare for its staff.
The fees for University nursery are comparable, and in
some cases, even higher than for other local nurseries.
On the contrary, the University charges the childcare
provider market rent on the premises. This means the
University is lowering the buying power of its employees,
while at the same time making more money off their
childcare.
The University does offer a salary sacrifice scheme to
those lucky enough to secure a workplace nursery spot. It
is worth pointing out that the University also saves money
on the salary sacrifice scheme, since it does not pay
National Insurance contributions on the sacrificed portion
of the salary.
The salary sacrifice scheme helps to make things a little
more affordable. But the salary sacrifice scheme is
regressive: it helps those the most who are already best off.
The higher your tax bracket, the more money you save.
Even with the salary sacrifice scheme, the University
nursery remains unaffordable for many academics,
postdocs, and much of the University’s non-academic and
administrative staff. We know of colleagues who struggle
to pay for rent and childcare and food. We also know
colleagues who cut on childcare, scrambling to make do
with three or four days instead of five to cut on cost.
In a letter sent to staff whose children are in University
nurseries, the University attempted to justify charging
market rents on nursery premises by claiming that
‘University Nurseries do not directly support the Teaching
and Learning function of the University’.
This claim is manifestly false. Affordable childcare
makes a difference between people being at work and
people not being at work. It makes a difference to
recruitment. It makes a difference to staff mental health. It
makes a difference to staff productivity. It directly supports
the Teaching and Learning function of the University.
It is perhaps no surprise that the University arrived at
this view without the benefit of any equality and diversity
input. Even though the availability of affordable childcare
is a factor that disproportionately affects women, the
University’s Equality and Diversity Champions are not
part of any conversations that relate to nursery fees. There
is no E&D representation on the Staff Childcare committee.
Affordability is an even more serious concern for the
planned nursery. This is because the financial model for the
nursery on Harrison Drive differs from that of the existing
University nurseries. The nursery at Harrison Drive is to be
both financed and operated by a private provider.
Will a private provider be able to borrow money to
finance the building at the same interest rates as the
University? That seems unlikely and the difference will
ultimately be made up by University staff, who will pay
even higher fees than in existing nurseries.
The University itself admits that this is a possibility. As
we can read in minutes of the Council and General Board’s
Planning and Resources Committee from 11 October 2017:
There was a risk that childcare fees for the new nursery
would be set at a higher level than current rates. Even
so, fees were still anticipated to be competitive due to
the tax benefit accessible to staff through the workplace
nursery scheme.
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To reiterate: the salary sacrifice scheme is already
insufficient to make childcare affordable for staff,
particularly those on lower salary grades. It will be even
more inadequate if fees are set higher.
The financial model for the new nursery raises further
concerns. It is predictable that the University will be
locked with the private provider into a long-term contract.
Will the University retain any influence on the fees set by
the provider? Can the University guarantee that the
provider will be able to offer the free 30 hours? Will higher
fees in this nursery ultimately push up fees in the other
University nurseries? And what if the nursery provision
turns out to be sub-par?
Here then are our requests:
We call on the University to rethink the financial model
for the planned nursery on Harrison Drive. It beggars
belief that the University of Cambridge cannot afford to
finance the building of a new nursery itself, when doing so
would allow it to retain more control over the cost and
quality of the nursery provision and would make the
nursery more affordable to its staff.
We call on the University to provide transparency about
the financial model of the existing nurseries. How much of
the current fees flow back into the University’s pockets?
How much of the annual fee increase is due to an increase
in market rents? How much does the University save on
National Insurance contributions through the salary
sacrifice scheme? How is this income used?
We call on the University to include Equality and
Diversity in all conversations to do with nursery provision,
starting with an appointed E&D representative on the Staff
Childcare Committee.
Finally, and most importantly, we call on the University to
put its money where its mouth is and to take actions to make
childcare not only ‘available’ but also affordable to all staff.
The salary sacrifice scheme is not enough. The University
should subsidize childcare for its employees, instead of
treating it as another revenue stream in its portfolio and yet
another opportunity to squeeze its staff for pay.
Mr J. L. Chiffins (Faculty of Education):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak today to object on the
proposed location for the new nursery building based on
three concerns: traffic congestion, health and safety, and
environmental factors.
The current proposal locates the nursery in a car park
behind the Faculty of Education. This location is only
accessible via Harrison Drive. Harrison Drive is a
no‑through road that enters and exits from a junction on
Hills Road between the Faculty of Education and Homerton
College. In recent years, a new residential and commercial
complex has been built at the end of Harrison Drive, which
has increased traffic on Harrison Drive.
Harrison Drive is also the delivery access road for
Homerton College. The delivery point for lorries is located
at the proposed entrance to the nursery. Delivery and
collection lorries will park at peak hours as parents are
attempting to access the nursery. Due to the fact that
Harrison Drive is a narrow no-through road, these lorries
must also use the car park entrance to reverse in and out.
That entrance is also the access point for the proposed
nursery. At nursery drop-off and pick-up times, Harrison
Drive would be potentially gridlocked.
We have also witnessed a large increase in traffic on
Hills Road over the past few years. At Harrison Drive,
Hills Road is often gridlocked with cars, lorries, buses, and
ambulances that are going to and from the city and
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Addenbrooke’s Hospital. An additional influx of cars
during peak travel times will have an extremely negative
impact on traffic for those who use Hills Road.
We acknowledge that data has been collected by means
of traffic count and cameras. However, due to the times
when this was collected and the location of these measures,
this data does not reflect an accurate account of traffic
usage on Harrison Drive. The data was collected outside of
term time for the Faculty of Education and these vacation
periods are always less busy.
Data should be collected over a longer period of time
and in several locations. Moreover, data collection should
record the variety of traffic, including cycles and
pedestrians, to provide accurate figures. Only with this
more accurate data can an informed decision be made on
whether this location can actually sustain an increase of
families dropping off and picking up the children from the
nursery.
Introducing further traffic calming measures at this
junction, such as traffic lights, would lead to additional
queueing traffic outside the main building of the Faculty of
Education. It would also add an additional stopping point
on Hills Road, which already hosts four sets of traffic
lights within approximately l00m of the Harrison Drive
junction. Traffic lights, which may be necessary for safety
reasons, would further slow down traffic on this busy
arterial route.
In addition to these traffic concerns, I want to point to
two important safety concerns. The junction at Harrison
Drive and Hills Road crosses a main cycle path, which was
introduced in 2016 as an incentive for cyclists to reduce the
congestion on Hills Road. The cycle path is heavily used by
those who are going to and from Addenbrooke’s Hospital,
Hills Road and Long Road Sixth Form Colleges, the Perse
Secondary School, and the EF International Language
School. The path is therefore used by young children,
families, and students. Unfortunately, accidents have
already occurred between cars and cyclists at this junction
point. The peak use of the cycle path would coincide with
key drop-off times for the nursery and thus further increase
the chance of the first fatality at this junction.
Given the potential for gridlock on Harrison Drive, it is
also likely that parents will park on double yellow lines on
both sides of the road. They will have to walk their children
across the road to the nursery as cars and lorries are
attempting to turn around, causing further congestion and
potential safety hazards.
In addition to these traffic and safety concerns, I want to
point to environmental factors that make this location
undesirable for almost 1,000 students, staff, and visitors of
the Faculty of Education. The Faculty of Education’s main
air handling unit, which is responsible for air circulation
throughout the Donald McIntyre Building, is located in the
basement and draws air at just below ground level on
Harrison Drive. This air is likely to be of poorer quality if
the nursery is built, impacting the health of students and
staff.
The Faculty’s flagship teaching rooms – each with the
ability to hold up to 100 students – are also located
alongside Harrison Drive. These rooms’ large windows are
often open during the spring and summer months for
ventilation and air flow. Any queuing traffic, which would
likely be during peak teaching hours, would see additional
noise and air pollution enter the building, impacting the
health of students and staff.
I also have concerns about the impact of the building on
a Giant Sequoia tree, which is located in the grounds of the
Faculty directly adjacent to the proposed site of the nursery.
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This tree is protected under a Tree Protection Order and
building work presents a risk to the existence of this tree in
terms of construction damage. A more detailed or second
survey should be carried out before this proposal is
considered any further.
Finally, students and staff at the Faculty of Education
are very fortunate to have a modest reflective space for
study and wellbeing located in the garden adjacent to the
proposed nursery site. This, and the Giant Sequoia, is also
a home for wildlife. This nursery project will threaten the
continued use of this outdoor space by students, staff,
visitors, and wildlife, and will contribute to ‘town
cramming’.
As a result of these concerns – traffic congestion, health
and safety, and environmental factors – the proposed
nursery should not be built on this site.
Dr D. R. Thomas (Department of Computer Science and
Technology, the West Cambridge Active Travel Group, and
Peterhouse):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, this is an exceptional situation.
The normal procedure for approval of Reports is that they
are published, there is a Discussion, the Council responds to
the Discussion and proposes a Grace to pass the Report
with any necessary amendments. If the members of the
Regent House are dissatisfied with the Council’s response
they may then call a ballot on the Grace. However, in this
case there was a Report, a Discussion at which only
I submitted comments,1 to which the Council adequately
responded2 and proposed a Grace. A ballot was then called
on this Grace and a new Discussion called for despite no
concerns being raised at the previous Discussion.
This indicates some sort of failure of the governance
system. Cambridge UCU tweeted:
Cambridge University plans to build a nursery on the
site of the Faculty of Education, without prior
consultation with members, and in spite of multiple
objections raised.
Now there was a consultation in the form of a Discussion
but perhaps interested parties were not aware of it either
because they do not receive the Reporter, because they
only receive the Reporter by email and so are less likely to
read it than with a paper copy, or because they were not
entitled to attend a Discussion or did not believe they were
entitled to attend. Has the University failed to enfranchise
enough of its staff with Regent House membership (our
proposed Grace amendment: Grace 1 of 18 April 2018
addresses this) or is the set of those entitled to attend
Discussions too narrow? In particular, perhaps all
University staff should always be entitled to attend
Discussions regardless of whether they are graduates of
this University or not. Perhaps the Faculty of Education
failed to advertise the Discussion to its staff?
Now it was not known in advance what the reason for
calling a ballot was, though doubtless this will become
clear during this Discussion. However, Cambridge UCU
tweeted:
members have raised serious objections concerning
sustainability, financial model, and disruption to traffic
and workflow both for those working and those dropping
children off.
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Now while a site plan for the new nursery was included in
the Reporter it only gives the location and so such concerns
cannot be assessed. The Reporter links to a Raven protected
PDF (which will not be preserved for posterity) which
contains three pages extracted from a much longer
document (pp. 33 and 43 are shown) but again there is no
detail on the basis of which such concerns could be tested.
Hence, I will again note that the process by which the
Council requests the consent of the Regent House on
planning matters is inadequate because the Regent House
is not provided with the kind of detail that would be
required for it to provide informed consent. Clearly the
University has the information and could and should
provide it.
As others will doubtless argue, there is a clear need for a
new University nursery. This does seem a good location,
particularly due to its closeness to the Triangle site
(Cambridge University Press and Cambridge Assessment),
the Cambridge Biomedical Campus, and the Cambridge
Railway Station. It also benefits from the relatively good
cycling facilities on Hills Road and would allow parents
coming from the south to drop off their children before
attempting the bridge or the more dangerous routes further
into town. Unfortunately it is not on the Universal bus
route which is popular with the parents of children at the
West Cambridge nursery.
In terms of ‘sustainability’ there is plenty of demand to
sustain such a nursery both now and for the foreseeable
future and presumably the design will aim to be
environmentally sustainable. On the financial model we do
not really have any details on which to evaluate the model
and so that is a potential problem but presumably we could
switch back to the models used successfully in the past if
necessary? It does seem strange that the University will
design a building that someone else will then have to agree
to pay for and operate; it is important that the design meets
the needs of such an operator and so they should be
involved in the planning process as early as possible.
On the design: most children will probably arrive by
cycle but Harrison Drive is quite narrow and it does not
have a good place for cars to turn round at the end. Perhaps
an alternative walking and cycling route from Hills Road
running past Trumpington House could be provided to
prevent cyclists with children and motor vehicles mixing.
Some improved turning facilities for motor vehicles will
likely also be required. The Report does not specify where
alternative cycle and car parking for the Faculty of
Education will be provided or if car drivers will be
expected to use the Trumpington Park and Ride, which
will, I am told, soon have rather improved park and cycle
facilities and is a fairly short and safe cycle away, though
clearly not as convenient as the current provision. Leaving
this unclear is unfair on the staff of the Faculty of
Education.
In summary, the University still needs to improve the
way it consults on planning matters but this important
project should definitely go ahead after concerns with the
design have been addressed. If the design presented at the
Second-stage Report lacks sufficient detail or is of poor
quality then I will oppose it at that point.
1
2

Reporter, 6505, 2017–18, p. 568.
Reporter, 6505, 2017–18, p. 552.
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Dr M. G. Morrison-Helme (Faculty of Education and
Homerton College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as an Education Faculty, we feel
we have the insight and expertise based on high quality
research to know what constitutes high quality, appropriate,
Early Years education and nursery provision. We welcome
the fact the University sees the need for more nursery
provision, but are extremely disappointed on educational
grounds by the ill-conceived proposal on the table for a
nursery on Harrison Drive. It is on these grounds that one of
our strongest objections lies – we think the University
should be looking to provide high quality nursery provision
in an environment conducive to educational development
– affordable and inclusive. This is a proposal that is not
offering high quality provision, is not planned in such a way
to environmentally support such provision, and indeed
could risk the safety and wellbeing of children. Let me flesh
out some of these issues in more detail, through questions
that have been raised by internationally recognized leading
academics in the field of Early Education – experts we have
within the Faculty of Education.
Does the University really value high quality, best practice
nursery provision based on the choice of this site and the
educational model proposed?
When the previous Vice-Chancellor of the University
spoke at the ceremonial commissioning of the University
Primary School on the North West Cambridge site (in
2014), and dug the first turf to commence the building
work, he congratulated Dr James Biddulph on his
appointment as Headteacher and wished him well with this
exciting new educational adventure under the wing of the
University. But he warned that the school, as part of the
University’s educational provision, needed to be excellent.
And quite rightly so. This University strives to be world
class in everything it does, and everyone who works for the
University is very proud to be part of such an institution.
The same principle, and the same bold ambition, should
also extend to the University’s provision of nursery
education. It needs to be excellent. A good deal is known
about why excellent, high quality early childhood
education is important. Professor James Heckman won the
Nobel Prize for Economics in 2000 for his work reviewing
the economics of educational investment. As part of this he
reviewed the extensive research on this topic and showed
that, in straight economic terms, investment in early
childhood, pre-school, or nursery education provided by
far the greatest return – estimated by various particular
studies at between 12 and 15 times return on investment.
This return, he demonstrated, was partly due to a significant
decline in criminal activity by individuals who had been
fortunate to attend a high quality nursery, and partly due to
their increased tax contribution arising from their
significantly improved academic and employment
trajectory. There are also, of course, very significantly
improved outcomes for such fortunate individuals relating
to their abilities to form lasting friendships and intimate
relationships, work well in teams, and achieve in life fully
to their potential.
An exciting outcome from the work of Heckman and
now many others is that governments all over the world are
massively investing in pre-school education, and seeking
guidance as to the essential ingredients to ensure that this
provision is of high quality. This world-wide movement
has also been encouraged by the aspiration within the UN’s
Sustainable Goals for 2015–2030, signed by all 193 UN
member countries, to provide every child worldwide with
high quality pre-school education. The Faculty of
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Education and early childhood educators within it are
receiving many advances to work with educational
providers across the world to support this ambition. This is
very important work through which the University can
make a very significant contribution to enhancing
educational opportunities to children worldwide. It is
therefore vitally important that the University’s own
nursery provision is seen to be evidence-based and of the
highest possible quality. We can play a significant role in
promoting enhancements in this area.
We understand the University carried out a survey of
needs a couple of years ago which showed that ideally,
they need five nurseries around the city. As the two existing
are in the north and west of the city, we can understand
why a nursery on the south side was proposed. Our concern
is that this is just not an appropriate site for a quality
nursery, particularly in terms of the projected numbers of
children it will be taking and what will be possible on this
site in terms of outdoor play areas and safe drop-off and
pick-up areas. In terms of drop-off and pick-up-there is a
misconception that parents merely ‘drop off’ and ‘pick up’
young children. They will all want to park and stay for ten
or more minutes each time. The site allows no adequate
provision for this if it is to offer 100 places.
It would seem that the proposal is based on financial
convenience rather than genuine care for quality, safe, or
accessible nursery care. The car park at the back of the
Donald McIntyre Building has been chosen because the
University already lease it from Homerton College, so
there is limited cost for the site. It is too small for a
100-place nursery and inappropriately positioned. There is
currently a University nursery in the North West of
Cambridge that takes the same number on a larger space
and with outdoor provision – this proposal looks to offer
the same number of places, but in a smaller more
compromised space. It is an unsuitable and inadequate site
for a 100-place nursery. It is too small to provide sufficient
outdoor space (very important for this age group) and the
cramped space and increased traffic makes children’s
safety a serious concern. Outdoor space is vital for young
children – enormous quantities of research support the fact
that without this children’s learning, health, and
development is compromised – this proposal would seem
to ignore the importance of this; the site cannot
accommodate it adequately, if at all.
Does the University really value high quality nursery
provision based on the choice of management?
Academics and tutors who specialize in Early Years
education have significant concerns about the standard of
provision in non-maintained nurseries, such as this
proposed. [...][1] [T]he proposed new nursery school on
land behind the Faculty of Education is to be built on an
inadequate site and [its management, and the responsibility
for quality provision, is to be handed over to a private
childcare provider. ...][1] Not surprisingly, various research
studies have shown that the level of qualifications of the
staff is the major influence on the quality of early childhood
educational provision. The only advantage of the present
proposal is that it is cheap i.e., it is to be built on land
already leased by the University, and its management is to
be subcontracted out to [an independent provider][1] .
While there may be some subsidy available for
University staff at this University, as an independent
provider costs are likely to be very high. If the University
genuinely care about nursery provision for staff this
nursery does not address the vital need that exists for high
quality, affordable education. It is likely, competing as it
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will with low cost nurseries, that either resource provision
would be cut to maintain a profit margin (and this will
compromise quality education) or it would become an
expensive independent nursery which would do little to
support staff (and these staff are more likely to be younger
and on lower salary scales, i.e., those likely to have young
children that need a nursery place).

We believe the University should be both fostering best
practice in the nursery provision it provides and supporting
the high-quality practice currently being undertaken within
the Faculty to support teacher education and thus support
quality education at all levels for young people – this
proposal compromises both.

Does the University value excellence in education at all
levels and widening participation?
In terms of the site proposed, another critical issue would
seem to have been overlooked – the site will consume what
is currently a car park for the Faculty of Education, a
Faculty that offers a considerable number of part-time
graduate courses and professional training programmes
involving considerable numbers of visitors every day. The
loss of this will mean far more than just a loss of
convenience – it will hugely compromise some of the core
work of the Faculty, including outreach and widening
participation. The Faculty offer the most highly ranked
P.G.C.E.s nationally – primary and secondary. These
courses require teachers to come in for training days and
staff going in and out of the Faculty throughout the day on
school visits to state comprehensive schools, often at a
great distance. Car parking is not a luxury in these cases, it
is vital to carry out their work.
The Faculty of Education also fear that compromising the
parking facility could lead to the disinclination for external
parties e.g., partnership school colleagues, to be involved
with the Faculty due to the inconvenience of locale and no
parking. This could in turn compromise the quality provision
of our P.G.C.E. and graduate programmes (and we have just
heard how much value the University want to place on their
graduate programmes). Currently the reputation the Faculty
has for school partnerships is outstanding within the country
– it is a huge concern that this nursery, in the site proposed,
could jeopardize the education of our postgraduates,
particularly part-time students.
Finally, and most importantly for us within the Faculty
of Education, we are extremely worried about the
reputational risk for the Faculty of Education.

[1 In accordance with Regulation 6 for Discussions, and in
consultation with the author, this text has either been amended or
omitted from the published record.]

Reputational risk for the Faculty of Education
Because of all the reasons I have stated, colleagues and
staff in the Faculty of Education are extremely concerned
because of the risk this nursery poses to our reputation. It
is inevitable that public perception will link the two due to
their physical proximity – they will be right next to each
other. The ethos of the nursery is potentially at odds with
that of the Faculty, and this is extremely worrying.
In the strongest possible terms, we would make the case
that the University should not be accepting mediocre
provision for our young children, but should be striving for
excellence, as it rightly does throughout the rest of its
educational provision. When the Vice-Chancellor opened
the new University Primary School he said it was a brilliant
addition to the University’s educational provision, but only
excellence was acceptable.
So why doesn’t this apply to its preschool provision
which, as is now well established, is the phase of education
which makes the greatest contribution to long-term
educational and life achievements. Why aren’t we striving
for excellence in this case? Why isn’t this provision worth
spending some of the University’s reserves on? Why aren’t
our aspirations in this area the same as those across the rest
of the University?

Dr T. J. Denmead (Faculty of Education and Queens’
College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, offering world-leading and
affordable, if not free, childcare services for staff should be
a high priority for the University of Cambridge. However,
I object to the consultation process for the current proposal
for a nursery located off Harrison Drive behind the Faculty
of Education.
Consultation with University employees most affected
by this location was inadequate. On 12 November 2015,
four options for the nursery were presented at an open
meeting at the Faculty of Education. Staff were provided
three working days to respond with questions and concerns.
Those documented questions and concerns show a
consensus. Consulted staff agreed with a nursery in
principle but were opposed to its proposed location. One
person said:
I fully support the University’s initiative to provide more
nursery places and I can see a certain logic on the face
of it – to base it at the Faculty of Education where there
is teaching expertise and advice on site. However,
I cannot imagine a more logically inappropriate place
to put it.
One question posed by staff during this 2015 consultation
process was whether the Faculty of Education would be
alerted to changes in plans and whether there would be
open lines of communication between the Faculty and
those working on this proposal. The answer to that
question, now three years later, appears to be no.
The lack of direct and open communication with staff at
the Faculty of Education is particularly problematic
because the proposed site is no longer what it once was.
Since 2015, there has been considerable property
development on the no-through road, Harrison Drive,
which makes the concerns expressed then only more
relevant now.
It is important to recognize that the staff that would be
most affected by the implementation of this proposal at the
Faculty of Education are not members of the Regent
House. These valued staff, who rely upon parking at the
Faculty of Education, have various concerns, including the
impact of this proposal on the feasibility of continuing
their work commute without suitable parking. Sixty-one
staff members, who are not Regents, have objected to this
proposal based on its potential negative impacts on the
Faculty of Education, as well as the nature of the financial
model being used.
Their document reads:
Dear Vice-Chancellor:
We, the undersigned members of Assistant Staff,
Teaching Associates, and Research Staff of the Faculty
of Education, are writing to you concerning the proposed
Nursery building on Harrison Drive. As Assistant Staff,
Teaching Associates, and Research Staff we do not have
a voice at Regent House but we would like to register
our objections.[1]
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This lack of open and direct consultation is also
problematic because the Faculty of Education holds
considerable expertise in early childhood development and
education, which would be useful to the University in
providing world-class services to its employees.
For example, before his recent retirement, Dr David
Whitebread, an internationally recognized expert in early
childhood education, represented the Faculty of Education
on the University’s Nursery Committee. When he
questioned the size of the site for a proposed 100-place
nursery, and particularly noted the very limited outdoor
space this afforded, he was told that the site met the
national minimum standards. Any part of this University’s
educational provision, at every other phase, would be
rightly roundly castigated and summarily closed, if it just
managed to meet national minimum standards. The same
should be the case when we are judging a proposal to
extend the University’s educational provision for the
youngest members of our community.
In place of proceeding with this current proposal, myself
and my colleagues in the Faculty of Education would
propose that:
(a) this proposal is withdrawn;
(b) a full scale review is undertaken of the quality of
the University’s nursery provision, and a plan of
investment drawn up to enable the University to
provide world-leading early childhood educational
provision;
(c) expertise within and beyond the University should
be recruited to carry out this review;
(d) informed by this review, plans should be made to
purchase appropriate sites for University nursery
schools across the Cambridge area, and to fund
these schools to a level so that highly qualified staff
can be employed to ensure the highest possible
quality of practice;
(e) staff impacted by those sites are consulted openly
throughout the planning process; and
(f) the University should establish a reconfigured
Nursery Committee which includes staff with early
childhood educational expertise, to oversee the
rolling out of such a plan, and the continuing
development of nursery school provision for the
benefit of the children of University employees.
[1 In accordance with the Council’s Notice on Discussions
and Fly-sheets, the names of the sixty-one signatories have been
omitted from the published record.]

Mr D. J. Carter (Faculty of Education):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the potential impact on parking
and the corresponding nursery-related traffic presents a
considerable risk to Faculty business because the site is not
suitable for this development. I recommend you all have a
look. All courses are affected, including most noticeably
the Doctorate of Education (Ed.D.) – as part-time students
with full-time jobs they have been granted permission to
park, by the University statutes, so that they can attend their
sessions; and the Postgraduate Certificate of Education
(P.G.C.E.) – lecturers need to bring cars to work as they
undertake school visits which occur throughout the day and
year, as part of student support and assessment. Parking is
also required for sponsors and for partners from the
Faculty’s schools that are an essential part of the University’s
widening access programme.
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The loss of cycle parking (a proposed 23 spaces down
from the current 81 spaces) is also very significant for staff
and students. Disability access is lost for all staff and
students. Access for service vehicles (e.g., caterers, rubbish
trucks, and contractors) is severely impeded.
The Faculty is not a central location and with the loss of
transport infrastructure (the Uni4 bus no longer passes) the
Faculty cannot do its business effectively if its staff,
students, and visitors cannot park.
Dr C. J. Edmonds (School of Clinical Medicine):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as Secretary of the School of
Clinical Medicine my role is to lead the professional
services support function in the School. I was also a
member of the Nursery Project Board for a year while the
academic representative from the School on the committee
was on sabbatical. I am therefore aware first-hand of the
careful deliberations that have taken place at every stage of
the design and plans to date for the proposed new nursery.
The Clinical School has 400 academic-related and 616
assistant staff. These staff carry out vital support roles to
the academic and research endeavour and the School finds
it challenging to recruit and retain these staff in the face of
competition from other major employers – or indeed other
parts of the University. These staff, aside from a handful of
established academic-related officers such as myself, have
no voice in the Regent House due to the nature of University
governance. I should therefore like to draw attention to the
needs of these groups of staff for affordable childcare
provision close to their workplace – bearing in mind many
of these staff earn quite modest salaries, and most live out
of Cambridge and hence either have higher public transport
travel costs or have to pay for car parking on the Biomedical
Campus (that is elsewhere in the University provided for
free). A workplace nursery such as that proposed at
Harrison Drive would be of great benefit for these staff.
I sometimes come across a misconception that because
the skyline over the Biomedical Campus is studded with
cranes, there is an abundance of land available for
development and it would be easy to situate a new nursery
on the doorstep of the School. Sadly, this is far from the
case. The University has title to very little land on the
Campus and while it might be possible to work with the
NHS or one of the tenant companies, they too are very
constrained for space (the Campus is a very densely
occupied urban environment unlikely to be suitable for
nursery provision) and the University would necessarily be
a junior partner in such a development. Given that demand
for childcare on the Campus outstrips provision several
times over, it is not realistic to expect the Campus to be
able to achieve a self-contained solution – so we need help
from the wider University.
Professor C. Abell (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research,
Chair of the Nursery Project Board, and Christ’s College):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak as the Chair of the
University’s Nursery Project Board. We are delighted at the
opportunity to present the proposal for a new University
nursery at Harrison Drive, which will address the urgent need
for more nursery places, in the part of the city with the most
immediate requirement and at minimal cost to the University.
The Nursery Project Board was convened to address the
need to expand the University’s childcare provision. The
University’s nurseries are heavily oversubscribed, and not
all members of staff enjoy the benefit of access to
subsidized funding under the Workplace Nursery Scheme,
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despite this being listed as a benefit available to all staff.
Demand for places at the University’s nurseries continues
to increase, and with it, dissatisfaction at the lack of
availability of places. A survey of childcare and nursery
provision at the University was conducted on the Board’s
behalf by the Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning
Research in 2016. This made clear the substantial gap
between the University’s current level of provision, and
the forecast level of need.
In considering the location of the next nursery, the Board
prioritized the south of the city, from where it is difficult to
access existing University nursery provision. The Board
were able to identify land that is currently leased by the
University from Homerton College over a long period, and
is currently used as a car park by the Faculty of Education.
Estate Management subsequently conducted a review, and
were unable to identify any other suitable sites in University
ownership in that part of the city that could be developed
economically in the short term. Once the site was
established as a serious potential opportunity, a member of
the Faculty of Education was invited to join the Board
from early 2016; the Faculty nominated a representative at
this point, and since Spring 2017 this role has been
undertaken by the Head of the Faculty. A number of visits
have been made to the Faculty to discuss the proposal by
members of the Board, including myself. This included a
presentation of the Concept Design to the Faculty of
Education Advisory Group in February 2018. The concerns
of the Faculty have been noted by the Board and
considerable effort has been undertaken to ensure that the
Faculty could be fully represented throughout the process.
Written comments provided by the Faculty in response to
the Concept Design were incorporated into the formal
RIBA Stage 2 Report.
The nursery has been carefully designed, not just to an
excellent standard, but also with consideration for
prospective neighbours. The design aims to minimize
noise, but it is important to note the nursery will be situated
within an already noisy urban environment. The site lies
between Hills Road, one of the main arterial routes of
Cambridge, and the mainline railway to London terminals,
together with the guided busway. It is close to Hills Road
Sixth Form College and is bordered, inter alia, by Hills
Road Sports Centre (with its large outdoor tennis facility),
the Faculty of Education Building, and Homerton College.
An evaluation of the impact on traffic on site has been
undertaken, and would, in any case, be a part of the Local
Planning Authority’s assessment of the suitability of the site
for the nursery. Although the nursery will use some of the
space currently used by the Faculty for car parking, an
alternative nearby car park at Homerton College has the
capacity to absorb much of the car parking that will be lost
by building the nursery. The re-provisioning of a majority of
the spaces used, and an increase in the provision of cycle
parking is consistent with the University objectives to
reduce car use and provide for and promote more sustainable
modes of travel, as detailed in the University Travel Plan.1
The cycle parking will include space for non-standard bikes
such as cargo bikes, and a buggy store for those walking to
and from the nursery.
The Finance Committee has considered and approved the
financial model for the nursery. This development is
fundamental as part of the University’s response to repeated
calls to prioritize nursery provision. Whilst we are disappointed
the opportunity to speak on this topic was not taken at the
originally scheduled Discussion on 1 May, we are nonetheless
happy to clarify the rationale and purpose behind the location
and intention of the Harrison Drive Nursery.
1

https://www .environment.admin.cam.ac. uk/travel/travel-plans
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Dr M. Donaldson (King’s College), read by Dr Sliwa:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, new nursery places are urgently
needed, so the proposal to construct a nursery at the
Harrison Drive site is welcome. It will go some way to
address the pressure on availability of childcare. However,
as noted earlier from the published Council minutes, to
date the project does not seem to address in any way the
related, and equally critical, issue of affordability of
childcare. Nor does it make progress on the flexibility
required in order for childcare to actually support the
demands of academic careers. Indeed, there is some
indication that the role of a private provider in financing
construction of the nursery may entail fees at the proposed
new nursery being even higher than at existing University
nurseries, and the University having less control over
policies on childcare provision.
On affordability, the crisis around childcare in
Cambridge is not just a matter of the ever-increasing share
of household income that childcare consumes. It is a
problem in absolute terms. Colleagues have reported that
between childcare and rent, council tax and bills there is
often very, very little left at the end of a month. For others,
especially those currently in postdoc and early career
positions, the cost of childcare, coupled with low salaries,
may mean that academia is simply not a viable career path
at all. People who would in other circumstances have
promising academic futures are leaving the sector. This
exclusion is likely to be felt most acutely by those without
significant family wealth, those in single-parent families,
and those who are already marginalized in other respects.
The equality and diversity implications are obvious.
The first principle of the Athena SWAN Charter is:
1. We acknowledge that academia cannot reach its full
potential unless it can benefit from the talents of all.
It is hard to believe the University is taking this seriously
unless there is a concerted effort to address the massive,
and unequally felt, burden of childcare costs.
As the University already recognizes, affordability is
also a key issue for the University’s attractiveness as an
employer, relative to other universities abroad. On one
OECD measure, using 2015 figures, out-of-pocket
childcare costs are 41% percent of family net income in the
UK. This is the highest percentage on this measure in the
OECD; and just under four times the EU average of 11%.1
The salary sacrifice scheme may make University
childcare more affordable than childcare elsewhere in the
UK, and is clearly valued by University employees, but the
picture overall is one in which Cambridge must remain, on
childcare alone, far less attractive as an employer than
many European universities. Even for those who have the
relative good fortune to have permanent posts in Cambridge,
the high cost of childcare intersects with a very difficult
property market: the cost of childcare weighs heavily in
mortgage affordability analyses, and constitutes a further
obstacle to ever being able to own a home, even in twoparent families with both parents employed full-time.
On flexibility, colleagues report that there is a serious
mismatch between childcare provision even in the
University nurseries, and the childcare arrangements that
academics actually need to make progress in their careers.
Acute competition for places means that children cannot
be removed for more than a certain period without the
place being lost. Even during the period of absence, parents
must pay fees. This creates obvious obstacles for research
mobility. Some postdoc and early career arrangements
involve working between Cambridge and other institutions,
but the inflexibility and unaffordability of childcare in
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Cambridge means such arrangements can be very difficult
to sustain (or researchers may simply abandon the
Cambridge limb of their research plans).
This inflexibility also poses major obstacles to
sabbaticals and fieldwork – core elements of research and
academic life. Travel for sabbaticals and fieldwork may
have to be sacrificed altogether, curtailed, or broken up
into shorter stays (creating additional travel costs and
perhaps limiting its academic benefits). If it is possible at
all, this travel becomes prohibitively expensive, as parents
must cover childcare in two places. In some cases, grant
funding can be used to cover childcare in the destination of
travel – but this is funding that is then not available for
research assistance, conference travel, supplies, and other
things which facilitate research.
Two further principles from the Athena SWAN Charter
seem apt here:
2. We commit to advancing gender equality in academia,
in particular, addressing the loss of women across the
career pipeline and the absence of women from senior
academic, professional and support roles.
5. We commit to removing the obstacles faced by women,
in particular, at major points of career development and
progression including the transition from PhD into a
sustainable academic career.
If the University is indeed committed to these principles,
very significant progress is required on availability,
affordability, and flexibility of childcare.
One project alone cannot address these challenges.
Nevertheless, each expansion of childcare provision
should be planned with all these concerns in mind. On the
Harrison Drive project and tender, what steps is the
University taking to ensure that:
(i) an already untenable cost of childcare will not be
further exacerbated as fees rise more rapidly than
salaries in the years to come, and the private
provider demands a return on initial financing?
(ii) the project leaves the University scope to experiment
and innovate in order to make the step changes that
are required on affordability and flexibility?
1
Net childcare costs for a two-earner two-child (aged 2 and 3)
couple family with full-time earnings at 100+67% of average
earnings. See OECD Family Database, http://www.oecd.org/els/
soc/PF3_4_Childcare_support.pdf, Chart PF3.4B.

Dr J. Guarneri (Faculty of History and Fitzwilliam
College), read by Dr Sliwa:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the University nursery is one of
the things I cite when people ask me if I intend to stay at
Cambridge for a while (since my home country is
elsewhere). I have been really happy with the care my son
gets there, and the salary sacrifice scheme has made a big
difference for us. However, I wish to highlight three areas
that could be improved, beyond those already mentioned
in the above comments, which I support in full.
The first is the costs for Ph.D. students. While 20 places
at West Cambridge are reserved for the children of students,
those students are offered no salary sacrifice scheme at all.
I know that Ph.D. students at the nursery sometimes enrol
their child for three rather than five days a week due to the
cost, which makes it extremely difficult to carve out
enough time in the week to focus on their degree.
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The second issue is, as mentioned briefly in prior
comments, the regressive nature of the sacrifice scheme. A
Ph.D. student pays the full cost, which this year is
£1,002.29 per month for full-time care. I, as a lecturer with
some College income from supervising and directing
studies, see my paycheck reduced by around £700 per
month, due to the sacrifice scheme – this is the cost to me.
A Reader with equivalent College income (and there are
Readers at the University with small children, more often
men than women for obvious biological-clock reasons)
would see their paycheck reduced by around £581 per
month, on the sacrifice scheme – this is the cost to them.
I realize that this is a government-run programme, but the
University of Cambridge could rectify these skewed costs
by subsidizing childcare costs for both students and staff.
Finally, I would add that the University needs to be
concerned about the quality of the jobs being offered by the
new nursery. Childcare is a notoriously underpaid industry,
and it has become clear to me that West Cambridge relies
disproportionately on young women who can only manage
on the salaries offered by the nursery because they live at
home with their parents. Childbase was recently listed at
number 58 in the The Sunday Times 100 Best Companies to
Work For 2018,1 but the listing revealed that 96% of the
company’s employees make less than £35,000 per year.
I have been very happy with the care our son gets at
West Cambridge, and am glad that the University
recognizes the demand for more nursery spaces. I hope,
though, that the University will begin to see childcare as a
fundamental building block for student and staff quality of
life (as well as an essential tool for recruiting and retaining
women students and staff), rather than viewing it as another
revenue stream.
1

https://appointments.thetimes.co.uk/article/best100companies/

Professor E. V. Ferran (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Institutional and International Relations, and St Catharine’s
College), read by the Senior Pro-Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, childcare in Cambridge is
expensive and scarce with long nursery waiting lists of
often a year or more. This is a problem that the University
must actively seek to address in order to attract and retain
staff. Workplace nurseries represent a great employee
benefit because staff can pay for the full value of the nursery
fees via the Workplace Nurseries Salary Exchange Scheme
and make significant tax and National Insurance savings.
Demand for University nursery places significantly
outstrips our current capacity and the proposed new nursery
building on Harrison Drive will make a very welcome
contribution to reducing waiting lists.
Parents manage childcare arrangements in all kinds of
ways, and often parents share these responsibilities.
However, it is still the case that family responsibilities tend
to be more disruptive for women’s careers than for those of
men. Women employees at the University of Cambridge
earn on average 19.6% less than men. At the current rate of
progress it will take 45 years to close the gap entirely and
achieve gender pay equality at Cambridge. This situation
does not reflect the University’s values of freedom from
discrimination, recognition and reward of its staff as its
greatest asset, encouragement of career development for
all staff, and freedom of thought and expression. The
gender pay gap results from a myriad of cultural, structural,
historical, and societal factors, making it a complex
problem to solve. Overall there is a tendency for men to be
concentrated at more senior grades on average compared
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to women (vertical segregation) and within disciplines,
staff categories and occupations associated with higher
rates of pay (horizontal segregation). Access to affordable
childcare can have a large effect on vertical segregation as
it provides women with the means to maintain their career
and progress to more senior levels.
The University is committed to active interventions that
will accelerate the closing of the gender pay gap. This is a
further reason why I am so supportive of the proposal for a
new nursery.
Professor F. E. Karet (University Council, School of
Clinical Medicine, and Darwin College), read by the
Senior Pro-Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak as the School of Clinical
Medicine’s Director of Organizational Affairs, with
responsibility for workplace culture affecting over 2,700
University Staff on the Biomedical Campus. I am also a
member of the University’s Nursery Project Board.
The need for a new nursery on the south side of the city
is unarguable: firstly, current University provision can
never meet demand for places; and secondly, more than a
quarter of University staff work on sites south of the
railway station, yet the nearest University childcare
provision is at Chaucer Road with other provision much
further away. The attendant extra travel to any of the
University’s nurseries adds a significant time requirement
for staff who use them at each end of the day.
In 2015, the Clinical School’s triennial staff survey was
answered by 78% of all our staff. 431 of respondents
(18.5% of the total employee number at that point) said
they had children. Of these 431, only 22% said they were
satisfied with childcare provision. This compares even less
favourably with our 2012 survey where only 27% of
respondents to this question answered positively.
Furthermore, the childcare survey conducted in 2016 by
the Cambridge Centre for Housing concluded overall that
after allowing for the existing University nurseries, the
potential existing demand for (workplace) nursery
provision would require an additional three or four to serve
the Biomedical Campus, excluding any existing or future
provision for the staff of Addenbrooke’s Hospital.
In fact, the School has grown from some 1,800 staff in
2012 to 2,400 in 2015 to its current size of over 2,700 –
about 23% of University Staff – mainly because of
incorporation of the Cancer Research UK Cambridge
Institute and five MRC units into the University. We have
welcomed this growth, as it has added both scientific and
personnel diversity. However, this has not been
accompanied by any increase in childcare provision other
than the recent offer to staff of membership in ‘My Family
Care’, an organization that can offer short-term emergency
childcare sessions in situations such as illness.
By extrapolation from our staff statistics, some 550 of
our current staff have childcare needs. A breakdown in
childcare arrangements is the highest cause of unscheduled
absence for working parents. If staff have access to reliable
childcare they are likely to take fewer days’ unscheduled
leave, are more likely to be focused at work, and less likely
to experience negative effects on wellbeing such as stress.
An additional benefit of proximity of childcare to the
workplace means the parent is immediately on hand if
there are problems such as the child falling ill, and this is
recognized as particularly important to parents who work
outside traditional ‘core’ hours (such as most scientists and
clinicians), or work flexibly, something the School is keen
to promote since it is known to increase staff satisfaction,
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retention, and productivity. In addition, many of our staff
cannot afford to live in Cambridge, so accessibly located
near-workplace childcare is the only feasible means of
returning to work after a career break.
We are working hard on strategies to mitigate our gender
pay gap and diminish the well-recognized ‘leakiness’ of
the career pipeline that particularly affects women. To this
end, better provision of childcare to all members of the
University should mean that our female staff become less
likely to step off the career ladder or not return at all after
having children.
The several years that the Nursery Project Board has
been in existence speak to the care with which the current
proposal has been considered. This new nursery is urgently
needed; without it, recruitment and retention of staff in a
diverse manner are threatened.
Dr J. Waldie (Department of Physics), read by the Senior
Pro-Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I make these remarks in my
capacity as the Welfare Officer for the Postdocs of
Cambridge Society, the Co-Chair of the Cavendish
Laboratory Research Staff Committee, and a member of
the Institute of Physics Diversity and Inclusion Committee.
The three existing University nurseries – at Edwinstowe
Close, West Cambridge, and Eddington, which is to open
later this year – have a total of 267 places. In 2016 the
University had 11,147 staff, meaning there is one
University nursery place for every 42 staff. The waiting list
for a University nursery place is at least 100 long, and staff
on fixed-term contracts may be on the waiting list for their
whole time in Cambridge without getting a place. Private
nurseries in and around Cambridge are also often heavily
oversubscribed. Struggling to find a nursery place adds
considerable stress to the already frantic process of starting
a family or moving to a new place.
The cost of childcare is expensive. The monthly cost of
a full-time University nursery place is currently £1,002.29.
Private nurseries are usually more expensive. The typical
annual salary of a postdoctoral research associate, before
tax and National Insurance is approximately £30,000
(spine point 40 in August 2017 is £30,688 per annum).
This results in a take-home pay of about £2,000 per month.
Even with government assistance schemes, this means a
significant fraction of the salary of a postdoc parent is
spent on childcare. Housing and the cost of living in
Cambridge are also very high compared to the salaries of
many University employees.
Staff with places in the University nurseries can use the
Workplace Nurseries Salary Exchange Scheme to pay
nursery fees, meaning that they save the equivalent income
tax and National Insurance (approximately 30%). Staff
whose children attend other nurseries can only use the
more limited Tax-Free Childcare scheme, which covers
20% of their childcare costs, provided their childcare
provider is signed up for the scheme. Therefore providing
more places in the University nurseries is one way the
University could help its staff with the exorbitantly high
cost of childcare.
There are other advantages to getting a place for your
child in a University nursery. The opening hours are
relatively long compared to some nurseries (8 a.m. to
6 p.m.), which helps given the long-hours working culture
in many areas of the University. For staff based close to the
existing nurseries it is helpful to have the nursery nearby.
Nurseries provide a great way for families to get to know
one another, and this forms a key network for many staff
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who are parents. Being able to meet others who are
struggling to balance the pressures of academia/research
with family life is very much appreciated by staff who do
get places in the University nurseries.
The provision of a nursery on the south side of
Cambridge would be very welcome, given that recent
years have seen a huge increase in the numbers of
University staff based at the Biomedical Campus.
This University aspires to be world-leading in teaching
and research. It seeks to attract talented individuals from
all over the world and it must present an attractive offer to
the brightest and the best. This includes providing a
supportive environment for the family they bring with
them or the family they may hope to start while in

Cambridge. Many staff in the University are far from their
own parents and extended families and employed on shortterm contracts. Providing good quality childcare near the
workplace, alongside other families in similar
circumstances, can give a huge boost to these staff.
The lack of appropriate childcare often, though not
always, has a disproportionate effect on women. The
University’s 2014 Athena SWAN application proclaims
the University of Cambridge’s ‘longstanding commitment
to progressing gender equality’. It is my belief that
expanded nursery provision will be a great step towards
achieving both gender equality and continued excellence
in teaching and research. I therefore support the
recommendation of the Report to build this new nursery.

COLLEGE NOTICES

Events

Elections

Trinity College
Clarence Bicknell at The Wren Library
An exhibition of work by the botanical watercolourist
Clarence Bicknell will be on display at The Wren Library,
Trinity College, from 5 June to 4 July 2018; for further
details, see: http://www.clarencebicknell.com/en/newsviews; for opening times, see: https://www.trin.cam.ac.
uk/?s=wren+library+opening

Robinson College
Elected into a Fellowship in Class B with effect from
1 October 2018:
Fiona Brockbank, M.A., MUR
Elected into a Fellowship in Class B with effect from
1 October 2018:
Gabriele Susanne Kaminski, Diplom., Fribourg,
Switzerland, Ph.D., Lund
Elected into a Fellowship in Class D with effect from
1 October 2018:
Emily Kate Price, B.A., M.St., Oxford, M.A., New York

Vacancies
Girton College: College Lectureship in Biological
Sciences, together with a Fellowship; tenure: initially for
three years or coterminous with a University appointment,
whichever is the earlier, to start on 1 October 2018;
stipend: £3,907–£5,091 (80 hours) or £5,860–£7,637
(120 hours), based on current stipends, which are due for
annual increase on 1 August 2018; closing date: 11 July
2018 at 12 noon; further details: http://www.girton.cam.
ac.uk/vacancies
Trinity College: Junior Bursar; closing date: 9 July 2018;
interviews: during the week beginning 16 July 2018;
further information on the College: https://www.trin.cam.
ac.uk; further details on the post: https://www.trin.cam.
ac.uk/vacancies/junior-bursar/

EXTERNAL NOTICES

Oxford Notices
Exeter College: Accommodation Manager (fixed-term);
salary: £31,604–£38,833; closing date: 29 June 2018 at
12 noon; further details: https://www.exeter.ox.ac.uk/
vacancies/accommodation-manager-fixed-term-contract/
New College: Fundraising and communications officer
(full-time); salary: £28,000–£33,000; further details:
https://goo.gl/eGuB4N
Deputy Accountant (full-time); salary: £40,000–
£48,000; further details: https://goo.gl/Pbtv8C
St Catherine’s College: Events Officer (fixed-term);
salary: £24,983–£29,799; closing date: 4 July 2018;
further details: https://www.stcatz.ox.ac.uk/Eventsofficer
Outreach Officer; salary: £22,214–£24,285; closing
date: 9 July 2018; further details: https://www.stcatz.
ox.ac.uk/Outreachofficer
Academic Office Assistant (part-time); salary:
£11,107–£12,142; closing date: 2 July 2018; further
details: https://www.stcatz.ox.ac.uk/
academicofficeassistant
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