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The mission of the University of Cambridge is to contribute to society through the pursuit of

education, learning and research at the highestrnational levels of excellence. In pursuing this

mission, the University rightly focuses on academic excellence. We educate some of the brightest

minds from the United Kingdom and from around the world. Cambridge has been the birthplace of

many oftheg 2 NY RQa 3INBIFGSad AyaSttSOGdat | OKAS@PSYSyia
leading scientists and scholagérom Isaac Newton to Charles Darwin to Jocelyn Bell Burnell; and

from Bertrand Russell to John Maynard Keynes to Mary Beard. Our 121 Niabe\itners

attest to this record.

CKSNE A& Ly FaLsSOod 2F GKS | yADSNRBRAGE Qtie O2 Yy (i NA 6 dz
A02NE 2F /FTYONARISQaA SO2y2YAO O2yGNRoOdziAzy G2
Cambridge graduates aratademics make a significant contribution to the British economy

through research breakthroughs and entrepreneurial activities, as well as through the enhanced

value and the skills they bring to their employment. This report by London Economics is a

comprehensive attempt to estimate the economic value that the University of Cambridge brings to

the UK.

The main findings are:

A CKS 'YABSNEAGeQa ySi G2d0Ff SO2y2YAO AYLI OG 2
annually. It supports more than 86,000 jobs acrdke UK, including 52,000 in the East of
England. Foevery £1 we spend, we create £11.70 of economic impact, and for every £1
million of publicly funded research income we receive, we generate £12.65 million in
economic impact across the Ukhe Universg Q&4 O2y G NARodziAzy (2 (G(KS !
almost fourtimes that of the Premier Leagtie

A Cambridge is the most successful cluster and local ecosystem in the UK. Just over £23
billion (78%) of our economic impact is generated by the companies spun out fgaon
closely associated witlg the University, as well as research and commercial activities
carried out at the University.This includes the impact of 178 spinouts and 213 siprt
companies that have connections to the University. It is the biggest impactyo
university in the UK. Success is the result of fmmm, strategic decisions that have
Sailoft AAKSR (KS | yA@SNEAGE G GKS KSIFENI 27F 2
and technology clusters.

A Very few government interventions bring highexconomic benefits than investment in
the University.This finding is from a uniqgue comparison between government
investment in Cambridge and a sample of almost 600 impact assessments published by
UK government departments and public sector agencies.

TheUA GSNBRAGE 2F /I YONARISQa | OGAGAGASE KI @FS OKI y!
have been successful at getting research to market, and in doing so helped create significant

economic growth both around Cambridge and across the UK. Some of the algppbreadth of

GKA& AYyFfEdzSyOS Aa Aff dzad NYyaddRbaldnmpactinkd®vhichy A @S NRA A G &

1 Sourcehttps://www.cam.ac.uk/stories/cambridg@obetlaureates

2 Sourcehttps://resources.premierleague.com/premierleague/document/2022/01/17/b61d9kbB84cdl-be25
82be98073252/EYUB00142222 PEkconomicand-sociatcontribution 28 Spread HR 2.pig.6; accessed 27.02.23)
3 Sourcehttps://uk.impactmap.cam.ac.uk/

4 Sourcehttps://impactmap.cam.ac.uk/
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contain examples of economic, health, social, environmental and other research impact mapped
to regions of the UK and around the world.

Growingd KS /I Yo NAR3IS SO2aeadSy Aydz2z 2yS 2F (KS g2 NI
happen by accident. It is the result of a culture of excellence, underpinned by a depth and breadth

of teaching, research and innovation that connects the discovery ofkmewledge with the

SELISNIA&S (2 GdNYy (KSasS ARSlIa Ayid2 O02YLIyASa +y

The University has helped harness a winning combination of venture capital, government
supported capital investment and infrastructure fundimgg( the 2016 Cambridge City Deal)
through a very deliberate strategy of investing in innovation and commercialisation over past
decades that includes:

A CNAYyAdGe /2f€S3S SadroftArAakKAyd GKS ' YQa TFTANRAIG
A An enlightened IP policy thancourages further investment;
A A culture that encourages innovation and entrepreneurship;

A The establishment of both a knowledge transfer and early investment arm, Cambridge
Enterprise, and a follown investment arm, Cambridge Innovation Capital, whichesak
capital available at all stages of the investment journey fromgered to early scaling.

To build on this success, Innovate Cambridgeunded by Cambridge Enterprise, Cambridge
Innovation Capital and the Universityis joining with more than 100 pimers, including

AstraZeneca, Microsoft and Arm, to develop an ambitious and braading vision of innovation

for the Greater Cambridge area. The goal is to accelerate progress, and for the Greater Cambridge
ecosystem to accomplish in the next ten yetlms same success as in the past twefitye years.

Achieving this ambition requires action in three areas of policy: better infrastructure in the city

and region including laboratory space, affordable housing and transport; better access to talented,
skiled individuals from across the world; and better investment and access to capital. The
University and our partners across the UK will continue to work with the government to develop
solutions in these areas and grow the economic impact of the Univelsitgside academic
excellence.

Dr Anthony Freeling, Acting Vi€hancellor

5 Sourcehttps://www.innovatecambridge.com/
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E The aggregate economic impact of the University of Cambridge

The total economic impact on the UK economy associated with the University of
/' F YONARRISQa E2Dvias &tmatkdSatiappkoyimatefipQ Sbillion (seeTable ).
/ 2YLI NBR (2 (GKS | YAGSNEAGE 2F /I Yo MARIBGE G20l f
in 2020218, this corresponds to benefit to cost ratio 0f11.7:1. This compares to aaverage
benefit-to-cost ratio among Russell Group institutions of approximaiedyl’ and a median
benefitto-cost ratio of1.8:1across almost 600 government regulatory impact assessments we
analysed. In terms of the components of this impact:

A Thevalued GKS ! yesddrShNad Knéwmedge exchange activiti¢the latter
including commercial companies spun out from, or closely associated with, the University
and other commercial activity carried out at the Univers#iigod at£23.119billion (78%
of total);

A The impact generated by thepending of the Universityof Cambridge and its Colleges
stood at£4.686 billion (16%);

A CKS AYLI OG 2 TeduiakoBal éxyorisisS ésinfat@datra6 million(2%;
A ¢ KS !y AteaShinE dnd l@atidig actities accounted foi£693 million(299; and,
A The impact ofourism associated with the University was estimated tofi87m(2%.

Tablel ¢2dFf SO2y2YAO AYLIOG 2F GKS | yADSNEAGE 27
21 (Em and % of total)
Type of impact £m
@ Research activities £5,000m
Knowledge exchange activities £18,119m
‘ Students £285m
Exchequer £408m
@ Tuitionfee income £406m
p— Norttuition fee income £311m
9 Direct impact £2,643m
Indirect and induced impacts £2,042m
. 1NPact
I l Direct impact £233m
=——— Indirect and induced impact £354m
Total economic impact £29,801m

Note: Presented in 20201 prices (rounded to nearest £1m). Totals may not add up due to rouringce: London Economics.

6 Compared to the £843billion of direct impact of the University and iBslleges expenditures included in Secti®rthe £2.543 billion

of operating expenditure here excludes capital expenditu@2@&S5million), but includes depreciation costs (£158 million), movements
in pension provisions£9 million)k y R G KS | v A @S Nilldgés&E@milliory) ya F SNE G 2

7 Seel.ondon Economics (2017).

8 For more details on the analysis of the government regulatory impact assessments, please se€’Section




In addition, it was possible to estimate the impacts§omecomponents in terms of GVA and FTE
employment:

A CKS AYLI OG 2F GKS | yA@SNBRAGE 2F /I YONARIASQA
A ¢KS AYLI OGO 2F GUKS ! yAOGSNEAGE 2F /I YONARR3ISQA
A The impact generated by the operating and capital spending of tineltsity of Cambridge

and its Colleges;
A The impact generated by tourism spending associated with the University of Cambridge.

¢tKSaS &GNIXYRA& YI 1S dzJ FLIINBEAYIF(GSt& mMuHnImnany VYAf
impact of £29,801 millioch TheGVA and employment figures are presented able 2

Table2 ¢2GFf Dzxz! |yR SYLX28YSyid AYLIOG 2F G4KS ! yA
UK in 202€21 (Em and FTE)
Type of impact GVA (Em) Employment (FTE
@ Direct impact of knowledge exchange activitie  £4,151m 20,435
Indirect and induced impatt £5,898m 29,325
<® Tuition fee income £243m 4,255
p—< Non-tuition fee income £184m 2,380
Direct impact of spending £1,610m 17,355
Indirect and induced impacts £947m 6,830
e Qi
I l l Direct impact £133m 2,800
Indirect and induced impatt £193m 2,875
Total £13,358m 86,250

Note: Presented in 20201 prices (rounded to nearest £1m for GVA or 5 for employment). Totals may not add up due to rounding.
Source: London Economics.

°%¢KS NBYIFIAYAYy3 MpIZcodo YAETA2Y 2F AYLI OG AyOfdzRSa (KGndiheld OG 2F (K
impact of teaching and learning activities (693 million). For tlvasegories, GVA and employment measures were unavailable since,

unlike the other strands, the methodology to estimate economic impact does not use economic multipliers, derived fre@utmuit

tables, which are convertible to GVA and employment measures.

0 Knowledge exchange activities are the commercial companies spun out from or closely associated with the University andaommerc

activity carried out at the University, such as consultancy.

ugKAA AyOfdzRSa dALISYRAYy3I Asyand thesp@i@iNgiokthed stalfLIA y 2 dz(i 8 Q & dzZLJL) & OKI Ay

2 Educational exports are overseas student fees and income.

Be¢KAA AyOfdzRSE aLSYRAYy3I Ay GKS ! yAGSNEAGERQA adzalx e OKFAYy&aI yR (K
14This includes spending by staff employed due to tourism.
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& knowledgeexchangeactivities

To estimate thelirect economic impact associated withe ] ] ]
University of Cambrid®2a NB & S+ NOKz ¢S UCEREEIaRulRSLIEE)
the total researchrelated income accrued ke University  [E=3E S AN S A I \\N W = 8= IS
in 202021, whichstood at£734 million, the secondargest knowledge exchange
research income received by any UK university ‘activities in 202621 stood at
To arrive at the net impact dhe UniversitQa NEa St £231 billion

activities, we deducted the public costs of fundthg ’ ’
UniversiyQd NBASIF NOK® ¢23ISHEKSNE (KSasS LldzoftAO O2aia
amounted to£395 million in 2020-21, resulting in anet direct research impactf £339million.

y 2y

Existing academic literatufesuggests strong evidence foductivity spilloversfrom public
investment in university research. Applying estimates from the literature, our analysis implies a
spillover multipliersuch thatevery £1 million invested in research #te University of Cambridge
results in an additional economic output of £85 million across the UK economy

Combining thenet direct impactof the University of Cambridg2d NXB a S NA3IOmiHiadYi A A G A S
with the resultingproductivity spilloversaccrued by other organisations across the E&G61

million), the total impactassociated witlihe University of Cambridg@a NB a S| NOK 'y R 1y 2
exchangeactivities in2020-21 was estimated a£5,000million (seeFigure ).

LY RRAGAZ2Y (G2 GKS ! yABSNEAGE 2F /FYONARR3ISQA NB
with knowledge exchange activitieat the University of Cambridge, includirftetactivities of

associatedspinout and start-up companiesgontract researctprovided by the University;

consultancy serviceprovided by the Universitjqusiness and community coursgfacilities and

equipment hire andlicensing of University o other organisatns.

The analysis considers the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts associated with these

activities. Thelirectimpact of these activities was based on the turnovethefactive spinoutand

start-up companiesas well as income received by thaiversity of Cambridge for other

knowledge exchange activitie§hetotal direct, indirect, and induced impactef these activities

was then estimated using relevaatonomic multipliersderived from a (multregional) Input

Output model.Using this appach, the analysis estimates thatKk S | y A @SNBRAG& 2F [ | Y
knowledge exchangactivities generated a total df18,119million of impact across the UK

economy in 20221, driven especially by the success ofjtgnout and start-up companies.

The totaleconomic impact associated withe Universityof Cambridg® a  NXBaidSkhoMdedge
exchangeactivities in 20221 wastherefore estimated at£E23,119million (seeFigure ).

Figure 1  Total impact ofthe University of Cambridg@ & NX & S NO K exchamye |
activities in202021, £m

Research activities _ £5,000m

£0m £5,000m £10,000m £15,000m £20,000m £25,000m

Note: All values are presented in economic outpu2@20-21 prices, rounded to the nearest £1 million, and may not add up precis
to the totals indicated{ 2 dzNOSY [ 2y R2y 902y2YA0aQ yltfé&ara

15 See Haskel and Wallis (2010), and Haskel et al. (2014).
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The analysis of the impact tife Universityof Cambridg® & & S OKAy 3 FyR f SIF Ny Ay 3
estimates theenhanced employment and earnings benefits to graduatesnd separatelythe

additional taxation receipts to the Exchequessociated with higher education qualificat®n

from the University ofCambridgé®.

The analysis is adjusted for the characteristics ofai&0 The total economic impac
UK domiciled students who started a qualification (or of teaching and learning
standab_ne module/credlt_)at the Universityin the 2020-21 generated by the 20221
academic yearncorporating both theexpectedcosts
associated with qualification attainment and the labour -
market benefits expected to be accrued tydents/ £693 million.
graduatesover their working livesthe andysis suggests that

the net graduate premiumachieved by representatiienglishkdomiciled students in th2020-21
cohort completing dull-time first degreeat the University of Cambridgis approximately£92,000
(in 202021 money terms)Separately, dking account of the benefis.e.additional taxation
receiptg and costs to the public purgee. student loan writeoffs), the analysis indicates that the
correspondingiet Exchequer benefiassociated with these students standsfa04,000.>’

cohort students stands at

The netgraduate premiums and net Exchequer benefits (by gender, study mode, study level,
domicile, and prior attainment, and adjusted for the subject mix of the cohort) were combined
with information on the number of students starting qualification020-21 and expected
completion rates. The aggregate economic impact generatatidiniversity of Cambridde a
teaching and learning activities associated with 2802021 cohort stood at approximatel§693
million (seeSection3d). This is split between students and the Exchequer, 286 million (41%)

of the economic benefit generateatcrued by students, and the remainifi$08 million (59%)
acaued by the Exchequer.

Table 3  Aggregate impact ofhe University of Cambridg@d G S OKAy 3 | yR € SI Ny A
associated with the2020-21 cohort (Em), by type of impact, domicile, and level of study

. Domicile
Beneficiary and Northern
study level England Wales Scotland Total
Ireland

Undergraduate £253m £7m £4m £2m £267m
Postgraduate £17m £1m £0m £0m £18m
Undergraduate £286m £6m £5m £3m £300m
Postgraduate £103m £2m £3m £1m £108m
Undergraduate £539m £14m £9m £5m £567m
Postgraduate £120m £2m £3m £1m £126m

Note: All estimates are presented 2020-21 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, rounded to the nearest £1m, and may not
add up precisely to the totals indicated.2 dzNOSY [ 2y R2y 902y2YA04aQ +ylftéaara

6 The estimation of the net graduate premiums and net Exchequer benefits is based on a detailed econometric analysibtithe
available dataset from theabour Force Survey. The analysis a®rsithe impact of higher education qualification attainment on

earnings and employment outcomes; however, as no information is available on the patti&irended, the analysis is not specific

to University of Cambridgalumni. Rather, the findingsdm the analysis are adjusted to reflect the characteristics o202021

cohort of University of Cambridgstudents (e.g. in terms of mode of study, level of study, subject mix, domicile, gender, average age at
enrolment, duration of qualification, analverage completion rates).

7 The full set of net graduate premiums and net Exchequer benefits for all domiciles and characteristics is presentedA@.2rihex
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With the University ofCambridgeattracting many international studentthe UniversitQd KA 3 K S NJ
education offer represents a tradeable activity with imports and exports like any other tradeable

sector. The economic impact thfe University of Cambridgea O 2 y (i NRA 0 amialefpyits 1 2 S R dzO
is based on thélirect injection of tuition fee and nontuition fee incomefrom international

students. As witlihe University of Cambridg2d | y 2esichaddeagtiSities, this income

generatesndirect and induced impactghroughout the Ukeconomy, through supply chain and

wage income effects. The analysis focuses on the coh@;88% non-UK domiciled students who

started qualifications (or modules/credits) e University of Cambridgie the 2020-21 academic

year. Of these studentd, 010 (30%) were Eldomiciled, and2,375(70%) were from norEU

countries.

Combining the estimates of tuition fee income (net of any Exchequer cdise ainiversity of

Cambridg@a O02ali 2F TFTdzy RAYy 3 A MultiG N indorheZagsbeiatedwitrdzR Sy G & 0
international students in th020-21 cohort, thetotal export income(i.e. direct impact)

generated by this cohort stood &275 million. More thanhalf of this incomef157 million) was

generated fromA Y G SNY I G A2y I & ( dzkhEreadthe emandefilI8milidi G A 2y T
was generated fromk Y 0 S NI | G A 2 y kufitiondeé dxPefdituiied Q y 2y

(p))
'da™y

The total (direct, indirect, and induced) economic impact .
associated \th this export income was again estimated using _The impact of the expor
relevant economic multipliers, estimating the extent to whicHlLESEREIETENCTo N AL
the direct export income generates additional activity 202021 University of
throughout the UK economyVe thus estimate that théotal Cambridgecohort stood
economic impacbn the UK generated by the (net) tuition feg at £716million.
income and nortuition fee income associated with
international students in th020-21 University of Cambrige
cohort amounts tcE716 milion. Of this total £406 million (57% of this impact was associated
gAGK Ay dSNYI (Atitibn fées, anda R Silfoi #8Y) wayaSsbaated with these
& (i dzR Boyf-illitio fee expendituresover the duration of their studies dhe University of
Cambridge

Figure 2  Impact ofthe University of Cambridg@d S RdzOl G A2yt SELRI
international students in the2020-21 cohort (Em), by domicile and type of income

Fee income £353m £406m
Non-fee income £211m £311m

£0m £200m £400m £600m £800m

Economic output, £m

EEU mNon-EU

Note: All estimates are presented 2020-21 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, rounded to the nearest £1m, and m
add up precisely to the totals indicated.
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YAOQ&AQ Lyl teara
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TheUniversity of Camb_ridgéé LIK&@ &A Ol f 1-' 2_ 2 The total impact of the
and promotes economic growth throughout the UK. This is . . : |
captured by thdlirect, indirect, and induced impact UnlverSIty of (_:amb”dge
associated with the expenditures of the institutiothedirect SR g2A0pIo2X]
impact of the University of Cambridg@d LIJK & & A O { JEEcI(elelo == 0l o]||[[e]oh
was based on the operating and capital expenditurethef
Universityand its31 Golleges In2020-21, the University of Cambridgand itsCollegesincurred a
total of £2,643 million of expenditure (including2,314million of operating expensé&and
£329.5million of capital expenditure).

c20

QX

Again, the direct increase in economic activity resulting from the expendituriee dfniversity of
Cambridgegenerates additional rounds of spending throughout the economy (thrabigh

UniversityQa &ddzLJLJX @ OKIFAyazX YR GKS aLISyRAy3 2F aidl FF
the total direct, indirect, and induced impacassociated wittthe University of Cambriddge &

expendituredn 202021 was estimated a£4,686 million (seeSectionb).

In terms ofregion, 63%(£2,955million) of this impact was generated in the East of England ewhil
37%(£1,731 million) was generate@lsewhere in the UK economy

In relation to thesector of impact in addition to the impacts occurring in the government, health,
and education sector itselER,196million, 47%), there are also large impacts felt within other
sectors, e.g. including thdistribution, transport, hotel, and restaurant sectd602million, 13%),
the production sectorf526 million, 1199, the real estatesector(£405million, 9%), and the
professional & support activities sectd347 million, 799.

Figure 3  Impact associated withihe University of Cambridg@ & S E LJS PGRG2i (x5

Direct impact £2,643m

Indirect and induced impact _ £2,042m

£0m £1,000m £2,000m £3,000m £4,000m £5,000m
Economic Output, £m in 2020-21 prices

Note: All estimates are presented in 2620 prices, and rounded to the nearest £1fintals may not sum due to rounding
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0&AQ Iyl t & a AbjthedUnisieSily ofgmbtidgel | O HAHH I 1

In terms of the number ofF THobs supportedthe University of Cambridg2d a LJISY RA y 3 & dzLJLJR
total of 24,185FTE jobs across the UK econom#080-21, of which17,730were located in the
East of Englandand the remaiing 6,455jobs were located throughout other regions of the . UK

BCNRY G(KS ! yADSNENERE @FSAQYONARESDRWS NIy RAY I SE LIS yR (EZddlion), SEOf dzRA Yy 3
we excluded £158 million in depreciation costs af@ million in movement in pension cost as it is assumed that these are not relevant

from a procurement persp@ i A @S 0 A ¢B 48 KICK SGi2% vy 2lyNB vy 2 G | 002dzy iSR F2NJ I a AyO2YS o
(olleges from the University (E80 million) were also excluded on the University accounts to ensure no double countingafdkest

are presented in @20-21 prices, and rounded to the nearest £1m.
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tourism

As a final strand of impact, the University attracts a range of visito@atabridgeincluding
G2dz2NAadGa GrairidAayd GKS ! yAOSNEAGE QA dzyAljdzS Odz i dz
FILYAf @ GAaAGAy3d (KS andpadiGpbdisin(siid &ips foidhe Britverdity R a G dzR

To understand the economic impactaésad | § SR gAGK GKS ! yAGSNERAGE QA O:f
through the attraction of these visitors, we estimate the number of visitor€ambridgen a

typicalyeadl KI G 6 SNB Faaz20Al i SR ¢uditdthe imaSt of thé A S NE A (& Qa
pandemic and thessociated restrictions, this analysis (for the 2@2@Gcademic yedris based on

visits to Cambridge in the 20t@lendar yeafi.e. we adopt the most recently available pre

LI yYRSYAO RFEGE G2 3ABS +y AYRAOI GMdaiththe T GKS ade Ll
University of CambridgeThe analysis focuses only on visit€Cambridgahat involved overnight

stays by visitors from overseas, as it is assumed that any domestic (day or overnight) visits to
Cambridgevould have displaced activity from otheegions of the UK (and should not be
O2y&aARSNBR WIFERRAGAZ2Y I Q (462,ae0&mighvvisid@any/ 2 Y& o ® h dzi
overseas visitors t€ambridgewe estimate tha260,000NB a dzf § SR FTNRBY (GKS | yABSN
Combined with information on the average trip expenditure per visitor,dinect impactof the

' YADGSNBERAGE QA O2y i NR O dzi 2Wyhillicgn2 G 2dzNRAAY gl a SadAyl
l'a sAGK GKS ! YABSNBRAAGEQA (Y2
educational exports, and the spendimfthe University and its The impact of the
College_s this visitor expenditure results in subs_eque_nt_ rounds YA ¢ & Nandall
expenditure throughout the UK economy. Again, this is - .
measured by theéndirect, and induced impactassociated with contribution to to‘%r_'sm
these expenditures, estimated by applying relevant economic [RIEWESEIRSSt TNl
multipliersto the direct impact Using this approach, the analysi
indicates that theotal direct, indirect, and induced impaabf

the visitor expediture generated by th&niversity of Cambridgstood at approximatelg587
million (seeFigure 3.

Figure4 LYLJ OG Faaz20Al SR ¢ Aconkibuiiok ® tolrighk (€nd NB& A
Direct impact £233m

£100m £200m £300m £400m £500m £600m £700m
Economic output, £m in 2020 -21 prices

Note: All estimates are presented in 2620 prices, rounded to the nearest £1m, and may not add up precisely to the totals indic
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0&AQ lFylfteara




1| Introduction

1 LYGNRRdAzOUA2Y

London Economiosascommissioned to assess tkeonomicand sociaimpact ofthe University of

Cambridgein the United Kingdomfocusing on th020-21 academic yearfTheUniversity of Cambridge
O2y(NROdzGSa G2 GKS !'YQa ylLiA2ylFf LINPALISNRGE KN
split into:

A The impact othe University of Cambriddge@esearch and knowledgexchangeactivities;

A  The economic contribution dhe University of Cambridgea LINE @dching any lea2ning
4 The impact ofhe University of Cambridgea O 2 y (i Nduéatiziiahexpprisii 2

A The impact othe University of Cambridge@perating and capital expendituresand,

A The impact of theourism activity associated with the University of Cambridge

Reflecting these channels of impact, the remainder of this report is structured as follows.

In Section2, we outline our estimates of the impact tife University of Cambridg2da NX a S NOK I y R
knowledgeexchangeactivities. To estimate the impact of the woilleading research undertaken tite

University of Cambridgeve combine information on the researctlated income accrued lihe

University of Cambridge 202021 with estimates from the wider economic liteture on the extent to

which public investment in research activity results in additional private sector productivity (i.e. positive
Productivity spillover@ The analysislsoestimates the direct, indirect and induced impact associated

with knowledge &change activities at the University of Cambridge, including the activities of associated
spinout and starup companies; contract research provided by the University; consultancy services

provided by the University; business and community courses; fasiind equipment hire; and licensing

of University IP to other organisations.

In Section3, we assess the improved labour market earnings and employment outcomes associated with
higher education attainment ahe University of Cambridgéelhrough an assessment of the lifetime

benefits and costs associated with educational attainment, we estinteenet economic benefits dhe
University of Cambridged G S OKA y 3 | y Rniver§ity di&ainprigigetbdénis ard thé & § 2
public purse (through enhanced taxation receipts), focusing on the cohérfit60UK domiciled

students who started highexducation qualifications ahe University of Cambridge 2020-21.

In addition to these UK domiciled students, there were a fur&85 international students in the
202021 cohort ofUniversity of Cambridgstudents, contributing to the value of UK wezhtional exports
through their tuition fees as well as their ndee (i.e. living cost) expenditures during their studies.
Section 4 assesses the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts generated by this fee afee non
income associated witthe University of Cambridge2020-21 cohort of international students.

Given thatthe University of Cambridgis a major employer and supports its core activities through
significant expenditureghe University of Cambridgesubstantial physical footprint also supports jobs
and promotes economic growth throughout the UK egoty. Section5 presents our estimates of the
direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts associated with the operating and capital expenditures
incurred bythe University of Cambridge 2020-21.

CKS ' yAOSNAAGE FOGNIOGA + NIy3IS 2F SAarGz2NB (2 /|
Odzf GdzNF £ YR KSNRGEFAS aAildSas odaAySaafamia aAd2NAZ
students,and participants in study trips to the University. The impact of these visitors on the UK

economy is estimated iBection6.

London Economics
The economic impact of the University of Cambridge 1



1| Introduction

Section7 aggregates our findings to provide a total estimate of the economi@aanpf the University of
CambridgeWithin any economic analysis, it is important to understand the counterfacitudhis case
alternative uses for public investmenrftoprovide context around the significant economic contribution
of the University of Gabridge, we undertook an analysisamost six hundredovernment regulatory
impact assessmestto compare theaeturn on investmenbffered by other relevangovernment
interventions with that of the Universityl.he results of this analysase presented inSection7.1.

In addition to the many economic impacts associated with the University, there are a multitude-of
economic or socital benefits. Clearly, these outcomes have significant societal value but as the

methods undertaken in this analysis cannot assign a monetary vathésteocietal impact in any robust

way, these have been captured in a seriesade studiewith examples featuring benefits tchealth,

public policy, educatiorentrepreneuship, culture, community engagemerdand more Furthermore, a

survey of University of Cambridge international alumf@eeSection4.5) demonstrates wider benefits of
skills acquisition, including improvements in employability; health and wellbeing outcomes; social capital
and cohesion; intergenerational transmission oflskimproved social mobility; the subsequent

acquisition of further learning and qualifications; improved communication and autonomy; and

improved seHesteem, selconfidence and happiness.

London Economic
2 The economic impact of the University of Cambric
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2 CKS AYLIKSYAPZENEAGE QRF & SIF W KA R3S
1y26ftSRAKKE VIS OAGASa

In this firstchapter, we consider the economic impact of research and knowledge exchange activities.

The University has a rich associatwith world class academresearch and knowledge exchangad

arda d GKS KSENIL 2F 2yS 2F GKS ¢2NI RaAke Y2aid adzO(
CambridgeClusterisan ecosystem dfnowledgeintensive frms andentrepreneurial activitiesthe

University working in partnership with businesses and other organisatiplags a vital rolas a catalyst

in supporting research from bright idea right through to commercialisafitiis uniqueand constaniy-
evolvingoffering of support which includes the activities of organisations such as Cambridge Enterprise

and Cambridge Innovation Capitake sectior2.2.1), enablesthe expertise and research emerging from

within the Universityto be disseminated and applied, ensuring positivelespread and longasting

impactfor society

2.1 Economic impactothe! YA GSNEAGE 2F /I YONARISQ:

In this secthn, we outline our analysis of treconomic impacf the University of Cambridg® a

research We estimate both thalirect effectsof this research (captured by the research income accrued

by the University net of any public funding), as well as th@ductivity spillover effectsfrom the
''YAGSNBERAGEQAE NBaSINOK OGAGAGASE 2y GKS gK2fS 27

2.1.1 Direct research impact

To estimate thelirect impact3I Sy SN} 4§ SR o6& (KS | yABSNBEAGE&Qa NBaSI N
the total researckrelated income accrued bthe Universityin the 202621 academic year, including:

A Income fromresearch grants and contractrovided by:

4 UK sourcesincluding the UK Research Councilshd&ed charities; central government
bodies, Local Authorities, and hdaknd hospital authorities; industry and commerce; and
other UK sources;

4 EU sourcesincluding government bodies, charities, industry and commerce, and other
sources; and

4 Non-EU sourcesincluding charities, industry and commerce, and other sources; and
A Recurrent research fundingllocated tothe University of Cambriddey Research England.

Aggregating across these sources, the total resesgldted income accrued e University of
Cambridgan the 202621 academic year stood 734 million (seeFigure 9, which was the second
largest amounts of research income received by any UK university in thatAmaoximately20% of
this income was redeed through recurrent research grant funding from Research Englamid (
million), UK charitiesf161million, 22%), andthe UK Research Counci#t2@Q0million, 27%9. In addition
to the £76 million (10%) accrued from other UK souré@she University oCambridgealso received

¥Seel YAGSNEAGE 2F /FYONARIAS OHnHAGIKDEH: | YONARIS Lyy20FGA2y Ay bdzyoSNE
https://lwww.cam.ac.uk/sites/www.cam.ac.uk/files/innovation_in_numbers_nov22_0.pdf

20This includes £4 million in other e=rch income from UK central government bodies, Local Authorities, and health and hospital authorities.

a4 RA&ZO0dzAEASR Ay Fdz2NIKSNI RSGFIAET 6St2¢3 G2 | NNAQGS pisdedukid frghtie RANB Ol A
UnMSNBAGeQa G2GFt NBaSINDK AyO02YS: +a AdG NBLINBaSyda | O0z2ad G2 (KS L
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substantial amounts of research income from both E&bmillion, 9%) and norEU sourcesEg7
million, 12%).

¢2 FNNAGS 4 GKS ySi RANBOG AYLIOG 2F GKS | YyAOSNE
the costs to thepublicpurse2 ¥ Fdzy RAy 3 (GKS ! yAGSNEAGE@Qa NBaS|I NOK
income in 20221. These public costs include the funding provided by the UK Research C&aogils (

million), recurrent research grants provided by Research EddEr#6 million), and other research

income from UK central government bodies, Local Authorities, and health and hospital authédgies (

million). Deducting these total public purse cosi8¢5million) from the above total researetelated

income €734 million), we thus estimated that thaeet direct impactassociated wittthe University of

/' YONARISQa NI &SI -RIasaddmio year@tandsEd3anyllionit KS H A H A

Figure 5 Research income received biie University of Cambridgan 202021, £m by sourcef
income

£87m M Research England
12%
£ .
g;m B UK Research Councils
(+]
UK charities
£76m
10%
° Other UK research grants
and contracts
EU research grants and
contracts
£161m
22% Non-EU research grants

and contracts

Note: All values are presented in 2620 prices and are rounded to the nearest £1m. o
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA04aQ lylteara olFlaSR 2y RFEGF LINRPOARSR o
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Connecting research to sustainabigowth and productivity

TheBennett Institute for Public Policig leading a global revolution in economics
changing how wealth is defined and measured, and how it is accounted for
sustainably in UK policy.

The aim of researchers at the Bennett Institiggo help public policy lead toetter outcomes for
productivity, nature, society and the economy

Dr Matthew Agarwala leads th&/ealth Economy projectvith Professor Diane Coyle to understand how
economies can achieve prosperous, resilient and, most importantly, sustainable growth. The team has
provided two world firsts: @overeign credit rating adjusted for biodiversitpss,anda rating that

includes climate changeThese breakthroughs will allow the financial community for the first time to
understand the effects of environmental degradation on sovereign and corporate debt.

Agarwala has worked with th@ffice for National Statisticso develop a stastical standard for
measuring social capital. Adopted in 2021, it is now used across UK government.

Referenced by the government as the foundation ofthy Qa [ S@St A yHEKS LI $1i KR E SAS
Economy approach builds on the grodbidkaking work ofheir Cambridge colleague Professor Sir

Partha Dasgupta, who for over half a century has led the way in developing economic statistics that go
beyond GDP to include nature and human wellbeing. His B@&gupta Review on the Economics of
Biodiversitywascommissioned by th&JK Treasuryo review how nature can be at the heart of

economicg; helping to set the agenda fortHeY D 2 @S NY-)e& ¢nvi@riment plan

The team has also worked closely with thieited Nations Statistics Divisionn the latestversions of

their global accounting standards, as well as the development of online courses teihatize

Ministries and Central Bank® | £ Odzf I G S (KS ¢ 2 NI K ¢ feor fish $o8ks tecaynl (i dzNJ f
sinks They developed a Wealth Economyid&uto support policymakers and practitioners in adopting an
inclusive portfolio, and run workshops attended digcisionmakers, advisory bodieandcivil society

organisations

Recognising that COMMD KI R aa K2y S | 6 NXzi I fand thedhded for greafer SEA & (i A
societal resilience, the Wealth Economy team published thleieprint for postpandemic investmenin

I 62NI R 6KSNBE adNHzOGdzNF £ FyR NBIA2Y It AySldz
WAYGSNDO2XYVi6OGOR @F IdzNI > -bidsy insyftitional 2r@ pHydicgthe| v 2 &
foundations for a new economic model of inclusive wealth.

fAGe
f SR
t NEBOA2dzat &> Ay HAwmynBwlocal dduSrialtraiegy in ivBdchesteacoording t& R ¢ |

0 KS Combire@Authority spearheading an analysis that was accepted in its entirety bykhe

Treasuryc and served as a Commissioner foremonomic review of Cambridgenire and Peterborough
AYyFEdzZSyOoOay3a Kz2g 20t fSFRSNA I LILINRFOKSR Wyl {dzNT €

Diane isa Director of thd Y Q& t NP R dzO fivkeeisliedeads § raaipiréseaicistheme on

knowledge capital the ideas that drive productivity and progress. Investigating the wayideats and

know-how permeate our society and the economy, her work illoates the modern drivers of

LINP RdzOGA@AGE INRPGUOKEI GgKSGKSNI (KIF (G Qeole & 8ogial 6 dza A Yy S & & ¢
networksin determining how well different areas perform.

London Economics
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2.1.2 Productivity spillovers

In addition to the direct impact of research, the wider academic literature indicates that investments in
Research & Development (R&D) and other intangible assets may induce pasitugalities.

902y2YArAaita NBFSNI G2 GKS GSNY WSEGSNYylFtAGeQ (G2 RS:
the market induces (positive or negative) external efean other agents in that market (which are not

reflected in the price mechanism). In the context of the economic impact of research activities, existing
academic literature assesses the existence and sipesifive productivity and knowledge spillovers

where knowledge generated through the research activities of one agent enhances the productivity of

other organisations.

There are many ways in which research generated at universities can induce such positive spillover
effects to the private sectét. Fa example, spillovers are enabled through direct R&D collaborations
between universities and firms, the publication and dissemination of research findings, or through
university graduates entering the labour market and passing on their knowledge to thpiogers.

Of particular interest in the context of research conducted by universities, a study by Haskel and Wallis
(2010¥?investigates evidence ahillovers from publicly funded Research & Developmetivities.

The authors analyse productivigpillovers to the private sector from public spending on R&D by the UK
Research Councils and public spending on civil and defetated R&B3* 24, and the relative
STFTSOGAPSYySaa 2F (KSaS OKIyySta 2F LWBOADNBRWSYRSE§
find strong evidence of the existence of market sector productivity spillovers from public R&D
expenditure originating from the UK Research Couficilheir findings imply that, while there is no
spillover effect associated with publicly furdieivil and defence R&D, the marginal spillover effect of
public spending on research through tResearch Councisands atl2.7 (i.e. every £1 spent on

research through the Research Councils results in an additional annual output of £12.70 within the UK
private sector)

Another study by Haskel et al. (2014) provides additional insight into the size of potential productivity
spillovers from university research. Rather than estimating effects on the UK economy as a whole, the
authors analyse the size sfillover effects from public research across different UK industriebe

authors investigate the correlation between the combined research conducted by the Research Councils,
the higher education sector, and central government itself (e.g. throughguésiearch laboratorie¥)
interacted with measures of industry research activity, and total factor productivity within the different

2 Note that there are also clearly significant economic and social spillovers to the public sector associated with umisessitir.rHowever,

despite their obvious importancéhese have been much more difficult to estimate robustly, and are not included in this analysis.

21 £ 32y 488 LYLISNARIE /2tt838 [2yR2Yy o6Hamnano F2NJ I adzyYYFNB 2F | +F&ai1st |
23The authors use data on government expenditure published byfémmér) Department for Business, Innovation and Skills for the financial

years between 19887 and 20056.

24This is undertaken by regressing total factor productivity growth in the UK on various measures of public sector R&D spending

SNote thattheaii K2 NAQ NBINBaaAz2ya 2yfeée (GSad T2NJ O2NNBf I GA2y S a2mighk SA NI NB a d:
be the case that increased market sector productivity induced the government to raise public sector spending on R&Dgs3 dresldisue,

the authors not only test for-year lags, but for lags of 2 and 3 years respectively, and produce similar estimates. These time lags imply that if
GKSNBE ¢+ &8 I NBEGSNERS Ol dzal GA2Y jadtidipddriof inkréased diarfaior prod@ ity @@wthoirS2 oisK S 32 G S NJ
years which would induce the government to raise its spending on research; as this seems an unlikely relationship, Hasked arglie that

their results appear robust in relation to reverse causation.

26 Haskel et al. (2014) use data on 7 industries in the United Kingdom for the years 1995 to 2007.

27 A key difference to the multiplier for Research Council spending provided by Haskel and Wallis (2010) lies in the distivetton
performedandfundedresearch, as outlined by Haskel et al. (2014). In particular, whereas Haskel and Wallis (2010) estimated the impact of
researchfundingby the Research Councils on private sector productivity, Haskel et al. (2014) instead focupenfotmeanceof R&D Hence,

they use measures of the research undertaken by the Research Councils and the government, rather than the research foindirey wh

provide for external research, (e.g. by higher education institutions). The distinction is less relevant iménestigcation sector. To measure

the research performed in higher education, the authors use Higher Education Funding Council funding where researamiselaly find

performed in higher education.

London Economic
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market sector€. Their findings imply a total rate of return on public sector resear¢hdfi.e. every £1
spent on pubic R&D results in an additional annual output of £0.20 within the UK private sector)

It should be noted that much of the existing literature does not assume a rate of depreciation on
publiclyfunded R&D investments. A standard assumption of the depreciatte from the literature is
around 2025% per year, which still implies a significant estimate of the productivity spillover.

How do these estimates compare to the wider literature?

While these research spillovers are quantitatively large; they atméwith related findings from the
(relatively limited) economic literaturéd report for the (former) Department for Business, Innovation

and Skills (2014) replicates the Haskel and Wallis (2010) approach, using a different {pubiiahle)
dataset and a slightly different methodology to explore variation in types of research council R&D
investments in terms of their impact on private sector productivity. Despite the difference in data and
approach, they find qualitatively similar findings: researstreil R&D investments yield large returns
through their impact on private sector productivityThe comparable research multiplier is estimated at
10.71. Moreover, the report finds much higher returns, depending on the precise approach and sample
used. Aditionally, research from Australia finds a similar research spillover to Haskel and Wallis (2010),
albeit with a slightly lower research multiplier of 9.76, which may be expected given the different
country studied (Elnasri and Fox, 2027)

There is mordimited research associated with general R&D multipliers (for other research income)
although a report published for the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, looking into the
international benchmarking of the UK science and innovation systetesra rate of return in the range
of 20 to 50% (Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, 20TH4)s demonstrates that
researchers using different methods and datasets find similar results with regards to estimates of
research spillovers.

What are the estimates of the productivity spillovers?

Ly 2NRSNJ (2 SaidAYFIGS (GKS LINPRdAzOGAGAGE aLAff2PSNEA
apply these productivity spillover multipliers from the existing literature to the different types of
researchrelated income received e University of Cambridga 202021 (again se€igure J.

Specifically, assigning the multiplierldt.7to the research funding thahe University of Cambridge

received fromUK Research Councils and UK charfi@s 202621 (amounting tcE361 million), and

assigning the multiplier d.2to all other research fundingeceived bythe University of Cambridga

that academic year (amounting £873 nillion)*3, we estimate that the research conducted the

University of Cambridgim 202021 resultedn total market sector productivity spillovers of £661

million.

28|n particular, the authors regress the thrgear ratural log difference of total factor productivity on the thrgear and siyear lagged ratio of

total research performed by the Research Councils, government, and the Higher Education Funding Councils over reau mesiodgstry.

To arrive at theelevant multiplier, this ratio is then interacted with a measure obperation of private sector firms with universities and

public research institutes, capturing the fraction of firms in each industigpawating with government or universities. Tlagged independent

variables are adjusted to ensure that the resulting coefficients can be interpreted as annual elasticities and rates.of retur

29The coefficient on research council spending is 10.71 in the sample up to 2008, although this is tioaByasignificant given the limited

number of observations employed in their sample.

30 See London Economics (20IB)e economic impact of the Group of Eight in Aust(8lection 2.2.1). The authors find an elasticity of 0.175,

which converted to a resech spillover, equals 9.76.

31 See also Salter and Martin (2001).

32\Where the vast majority of funding provided by UK charities relates to projects commissioned through an open competiis& proc

331n terms of the large difference in magnitude betwe@ese multipliers, explaining the size of the 12.7 multiplier in particular, Haskel and

2L ffAad ounmnlO FNBdS GKFG (KSe& g2dd R SELISOG G(KS LINE RuzupporBA (i & A LIAE £ 2¢
provided by Research Councilsi FNBE St & | @I At 6f S [|TytRe beskkndbviedge di the aotiors,aherd éxidts rib MikhSnAMdlS Q ©
recent empirical evidence to support this. As a result, we apply the separate multipliers to the different income strands.

London Economics
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In other words, we infer a weighted average spillover multiplier associatedthatiniversity of

/' YONRARISQa NBaSI NDOK6.350iie.ev@ry £1AnGedted2nThe ly LUIDNEENE A Yile (D& @
research activities generates additional annual economic output of Fgacross the UK economyhis

captures the impact of the research undertaken by the University in-202@ithin that same academic

year (but excludes any additional (arkkly substantial) impacts in subsequent yedfs).

2.1.3 Aggregate impactofhe! YA @SNEAGE 2F /I YONAR3ISQa NBaS

) ) Combining the direct economic impa2t¥ G KS | YA OSNHA i
LUERCS M eslelell  esearch £339 million) with the estimated productivity
the University of spillovers associated with this researéd 661 million), we
) = > A estimzte thai the total aconomic impact associated with the
SRR AEREROY TGS NEAGE Q4 NBARIstsat F O0A BAGA S
IR\ CERT A0 S (oJ0l0l approximately£5,000million (seeFigure 6.
at £5.0billion.

Comparing the€395million of publicly fundedesearch

income received byhe University of Cambridga 202021 to

the £5,000million impact from research activities, this suggests tlwaiteach £1 million ofpublicly

fundedresearch incomethe! Yy A @SNEAGE 2F / F YONARRISQA NBaSIHNOK | ¢
total of £12.65million in economic impatacross the UK.

Figure 6 Estimated total impactothe! YA @SNBRAGe 2F /I YO-RBAAISQa

Net direct research impact . £339m

£0m £1,000m £2,000m £3,000m £4,000m £5,000m £6,000m

Note: All values are presented in 2620 prices, rounded to the nearest £1 million, and may not add up precisely to the totals indicated.
Source: Londo® O2y2YA 0aQ lylfeaara

34 Note, howeve, that following Haskel and Wallis (2010) we take a flow approach rather than a stoke measure, which implicitly assumes a 0%
depreciation rate.

London Economic
8 The economic impact of the University of Cambric



Explorethe! YA B@SNRAGEQa 'Y AYLI Ol

Locally, regionally and nationally across the UK, research at the University of Cambridge supports
communities, improves health, creates jobs, drives economic growth, protects the environment and
results in positive benefits for petgand places.

The map below shows some of these examples. To explore these and over 120 others in more detail, an
interactiveUK impact maguk.impactmap.cam.ac.Qkeatures some of the many ways in which

researchers have been helping to solve challenges and improve livesttufbeilghworkingin

partnershipwith communiies, industies, universitiesand others Looking beyond the UK, an interactive
global impact map(impactmap.cam.ac.uk) features case studies from more than 100 countries across all
seven continents.

Glasgow: Developing
manufacturing approaches to
speed-up access to affordable
medicines

Scotland: Improving trauma
resilience and job quality in
policing through national training

Manchester: Partnering with
Greater Manchester Combined
Authority to promote inclusive
economic growth

Durham: Investing in a start-up,
which is now building a
manufacturing site to produce
billions of semiconductors,
creating high-value manufacturing
jobs in Durham

Hull: Collaborating with industry
on a forecasting tool to increase
resilience against floods

Northern Ireland: Inventing
technology to clear clogged water
pipes, now in long-term trials by

Northerhiirelond Water Fenland: Working with farmers,

communities and conservation
groups to protect landscapes
needed for farming, food and jobs

UK: Providing policy
recommendations to help

government deliver on its pledge
to ‘level up’ economic prosperity

' Cambridge: Discovering a fast
; way to sequence DNA, leading
i to spinout acquisition, economic
= success, a globally-useful
technology and 700 jobs
in Cambridge

Al

v

Wales: Developing a method to  f-oeereveeeeieees
teach students how to express
themselves with confidence, now
in use in all Welsh schools

Oxford: Overcoming challenges  f - SR
in energy storage technology,
working with 27 UK universities
and 85 industry partners as a
founding university of the Faraday
Institution near Oxford

South-West: Improving Bl
surveillance and informing policy
for bovine tuberculosis, saving at
least £120 million of public money

Norfolk: Collecting heath data
from 30,000 people to reveal links
between diet, activity and disease

Channel Islands: Preserving "| London: Evaluating the effect on

linguistic heritage and culture community health of low-traffic
in partnership with residents, neighbourhoods in six London
educators and policymakers boroughs

London Economics
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2.2 Economic impactothe! YA @SNEAGE 2F /I YONARISQ:
activities

In this section, we consider the economic impact of knowledge exchange activiiesethodology of
this report focuses on the impact on the UK economy and takes into account impact not just from
spinout and startup companiesassociated with the University of Cambridge, but also the wider
knowledge exchange activities at the Universihcluding

A Contract researciprovided by the University;

A Consultancy servicegrovided by the University;

A Thebusiness and community coursgsovided by theJniversity
A Facilities and equipment hireand related activitiesand,

A Licensing ofUniversityIPto other organisations

Specifically, the analysis captures the direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts associated with
each of these knowledge exchange activities, defined as follows:

A Direct effect This measures the direct economic activitymgeted by each of these activities,
captured by theurnoverofthe! yA @SNRAG& 2F / | Y o-pkdipahiesanda LIA y 2 d
the income receivedy the University of Cambridger contract valueassociated with contract
research, consultancy servicdsisiness and community courses, facilities and equipment hire,
and licensing of University IP.

A LYRANBOUO STFSOUG (THeWnivedkily af Cambridgeyditsiassaciateékpiaotd
companies and statips spend their income on purchases of goods and services from their
supplierswhoin turn spend this revenupurchasingnputs to meetdemand from the
Universityor its associate@pinout and stardup companiesThis resultén a chain reaction of
4dz0 aSljdzSyi NRdzyRa 2F ALISYRAY3a I ONRPaa AYyRdzadNA

A LYRdzOSR STTFSOUG 06 VYiTheedplaydelSdficlUniyessityuppalted by it 0
income from knowledge exchange activitiee)d employees aspinouts and startps use their
wages to buy consumer goods and services within the economy. This in turn generates wage
income for employees within the industries producing these goods and services, again leading
to subsequentrounds of sp&A Y3 A PSP | WNRLILIX S SFFSOGQ (KNP

The total of the direct, indirect, and induced effects constitutesghesseconomic impacgf the
' YAOGSNBAGE 2F /FYONARISQa | y2sfkreéomsimpkdegidS I O
needs to account for two additional factors potentially reducing the size of any of the above effects:

A Leakagdnto other geographical areas, by taking account of how much of the additional
economic activity actually occurs in the area of ¢desation; and
Ao Displacemenif economic activity within the region of analysis, i.e. taking account of the

possibility that the economic activity generated might result in the reduction of activity
elsewhere within the regiofi.

351t is important to note that, while the analysis takes accourieakage(e.g. adjusting for the extent tolich any additional income for
supplying industries might be spent on imports of goods and services from outside the UK), the estimated impactsru¢searsted for
displacemenbr additionality (e.g. the extent to which the IP income received byuhiwersity of Cambridge might otherwise have been used
for other purposes by the organisations from which the income is received). Hence, our analysis effectively estimatesttirdiiect, and
induced impacts associated withe University of Cambrid S Q& |y 26f SR3IS QioStrmsy/ IS | OGAGAGASE Ay

London Economic
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The direct, indirect, andhduced impacts are measured in terms of monetary economic oéfpgitoss
value added (GV&) and fulttime equivalent (FTE) employment supported. In addition to measuring
these impacts on the UK economy as a whole, the analysis is broken down by geogmiphiand
sector.

z

These impactsdhe! yA GSNBAGE 2F /| YoONARISQa (1y26ft SRIS SEOK
economic multipliersderived from InputOutput tables, which measure the total production output of

each industry in the UK economy, are tinterindustry (and intraindustry) flows of goods and services
consumed and produced by each seéton other words, these tables capture the degree to which

different sectors within the UK economy are connected, i.e. the extent to which changesdeitiand

for the output of any one sector impact on all other sectors of the economy. To be able to achieve a
breakdown of the analysis by region, we developeaduti-regional InputOutput model combining UK

level InputOutput tables (for 2018) with a mnge of regionalevel datd®to achieve a granular

breakdown by sectdt andregiorf?.

2.2.1 The innovation landscape in Cambridge

The University of Cambridge hasiéh knowledge exchange ecosystetdnique and constantigvolving
support systems, physical spa@ex development opportunities exist to enable the pursuit,
dissemination and application of worldading research and knowledge for the benefit of socaatgt
the economic and reputational development of the . UK

By working in partnership with businessa®d other organisations, the University is able to turn research
into new technologies, therapeutics and applications that will maké2ad A 4 A @S RAFFSNBYy OS
lives, both in the UK and around the world.

This has not happened by accident. The Usiteand its Colleges have taken a proactive leadership role

in raising the innovation potential of the University and its surrounding environment. This includes
decisions such as the development of firet Science Park the UK in 1970, which has retwd in over

30 science and technology parks in the greater Cambridge region today. Or the decision in 2005 to create
adifferentiated intellectual property policyin the University that supported the development of a more
liberal and entrepreneurial environent. And the decision tproactively develop investment capital

% SNBx SO02y2YAO 2dziiLddzi A& SldA@rt Syl G2 AyO02YSkidNy2 o8otmgededdId GKS R
is captured by the turnover of these firms in 2620).

37 Grossvalue added is used in National Accounting to measure the economic contribution of different industries or sectors anedsdef
economic output minus intermediate consumption (i.e. the cost of goods and services used in the production process).

38 Secifically, the analysis makes useTgpe Imultipliers, defined as [Direct + indirect + induced impact]/[Direct impact].

39 See Office for National Statistics (2020a).

40 The fundamental idea of the multegional InputOutput analysis is thatregid® & RSY | Y RQ & 2 NélziNBdkd 2 ya NBf I G6SR G2
involved in shipments from one region to another (which we proxy by the distance between the two regions), and thetgiored trade can

be explained by the relative gross value added of ttasan all regions. The multegional InputOutput model was derived by combining UK

level InputOutput tables with data on geographical distances between regions; GVA and compensation of employees by sector and region
(Office for National Statistics, 20); employment by sector and region (Office for National Statistics, 2020b); gross disposable household income
by region (Office for National Statistics, 2020c); population by region (Office for National Statistics, 2020d); and tSknbmpach regiomnd

exports by each region, by commodity (Office for National Statistics, 2018).

411n terms of sector breakdown, the original UK Infuitput tables are broken down into 64 (relatively granular) sectors. However, the (wide
range of) regionalevel data reguired to generate the muliiegional InputOutput model is not available for such a granular sector breakdown.
Instead, the multregional InputOutput model is broken down into 10 more hitgvel sector groups (s€Eable 27n AnnexA2.1for more

information).

42\While InputOutput analyses are aseful tool to assess the total economic impacts generated by a wide range of activities, it is important to
note several key limitations associated with this type of analysis. {®ptput analyses assume that inputs are complements, and that there are
constant returns to scale in the production function (i.e. that there are no economies of scale). The interpretation ofsthesgtions is that

the prevailing breakdown of inputs from all sectors (employees, and imports) in 2016 is a good approximagoorefkdown that would

prevail if total demand (and therefore output) were marginally different. In addition, h@utput analyses do not account for any price effects
resulting from a change in demand for a given industry/output.

London Economics
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potential for early-stage companies by establishi@gmbridge Enterprisseed funds and then to put in
place followon investment by establishin@ambridge Innovation Capital

The innovatiorlandscape in Cambridge is shaped by many actions that have ensured that the University
is providing an environment where ideas can translate into businesses that can flourish and scale at a
level comparable with leading international innovation ecosystems

Innovation, enterprise and commercialisation

Cambridge Enterprise 1 KS | yYAGSNAA G2 QA O2YYSNDAIFItAAFGAZ2Y | N
Innovation District (see case study on pd&g works with academics to protect, develop and move

innovations lased on University research towards the market. Early stage innovations are licensed to

existing companies for development or spun out as new companies. Liaising with organisations both

locally and globally, Cambridge Enterprise offergert advice and spiport in commercialisatiorand

social enterprise, including help with academic consultancy services, the protection, development and
licensing of ideas, new company and social enterprise creation, and seed funding.

The mission of Cambridge Enterprise igéb early stage ideas out of labs and into use, for the benefit of
a20ASGe yR (KS SO2y2Yed hyS 2F GKS ! yAOSNERAGE QA
the founding ofSolexaand its acquisition by lllumina (see case study on j2dyenNith support and seed

Fdzy RAy3d FNRY /FYONRRIS 9yGSNILINAR&aSQa LINBRSOSaaz2NJ z
changing technology with global impact.

Solexa is not the only success. In the past 20 years, the University has investédTintdion in new
companies and these companies have leveraged morefiBdmillionin syndicated investment. The
University has been associated wilght Unicorn businesse@rivately held starups with a value of
over $1 billion) of 23 born in Cambridgad many Universityfounded businesses have resulted in
acquisition by major global companigbat now have a presence in Cambridge e.g. Apple, Microsoft,
Google etc.

Cambridge Enterprise continues to lead in helping academics translate their innovative réeearch
transformational businesses. In the fimdal year 2022021, Cambridge Enterprise approvesl 7
million of investments i1 companies? of which were at seed stage. Among these were three
companies developing new technologies focused on reducngpn emissiong Nyobolt, Echion
Technologies and Carbon REhese three companies collectively raised d/& millionof investment
and are helping to move the world to a more sustainable future.

In addition, Cambridge Enterprise supported the licensingver115 new technologieso industry and
the substantial growth of its portfolio of ovér20 spinout companiesThese companies are creating new
research and manufacturing jobs in the UK and positioning the UK as a leader in next generation
technologes.

An ecosystem that supports enterprise and commercialisation is crucial. Cambridge Enterprise is part of
an extensive infrastructure that helps postdocs, academics and staff plan, launch and fund successful
ventures(seeBox ). Agoodexample is<Cambridge GaN Devices (CG®Jabless semiconductor

company spun out in 2016 to exploit a revolutionary technology in power devices. It developed from a
Postdoc Business Plan Competition winner to rai$thg millionin Series A funding in 2021 afidl9

million in B round funding in 2022, as well as opening offices at the St Johns Innovation Park in
Cambridgezmploying over20 people The Series B fundirgables CGD to move into mass production

of its energyefficient gallium nitride transistors, which have up to 10 times lower energy loss than silicon
transistors.

London Economic
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Box 1 Supporting the entrepreneurial ecosystem

The University provides an array of supporttoose looking to start new ventures, ranging from tal
and networking events through to intensive programmes designed to help those with a viable
proposition establish their own company or social enterprise. These programmes include:

Cambridge Enterpris€hris AbdlPostdoc Competition

Cambridge Enterprise and the Entrepreneurial Postdocs of Cambridge together run an annual F
Business Plan Competition designed to help accelerate the creation of businesses based on Ce
research. Now in its eigihyear, the competition has led 73 teams through a programme of trainir
mentoring and business plan iteration. These 73 teams have gone on to raise over £69 million i
investment.

Cambridge-Teams

Multidisciplinary teams of students come together tssass the commercial viability of new
technologies and product designs and to learn about the processes involved in turning an idea i
product or business. More than 90 of its projebtsveresulted in the creation of spiaut companies.

Accelerate @mbridge

This startdzL) WI OO St Swekekipgdidinma &f online l&cBiges, workshops, coaching and
mentoring run by Cambridge Judge Business School and is open to anyone living, working or si
Cambridge. Since 2013, it has supported morentBa0 companies and raised more than £516 milli
in funding.

Impulse

This126 SS1 LINRPIANI YYS Kl a -DESFyREBAQYyS&a ¥ 8& &K
start-ups and intrapreneurs. Participants develop their ideas with the help and adlivice
entrepreneurial mentors, investors, business experts, partners and sponsors from the Cambridg
ecosystem. Impulse alumni have attracted more than £100 million in funding and investments s
2017.

Investment and accelerators

Beyond tech transfer andeed funding, nascent stattps need investment. In 2018ambridge

Innovation Capital (ClGyas established by the University of Cambridge to invest in and develaghlP

life science and technology companies emerging from the University or based in the wider Cambridge
Clusterg a term that refers to the thousands of knowledggensive compars in the Cambridge area.

Both the University and the Cambridge University Endowment Fund have invested in funds managed by
CIC.

As a preferred investor for the University, CIC benefits from the close collaboration with Cambridge
Enterprise in having unpalteled access to investment opportunities in the ecosystem to identify and
fund visionaries who build global, categdeading companies.

London Economics
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¢
(0h))

CIC currently manages ov&500 millionand has invested i@ @S NJ o 1 WR A-@dibrsliessesS Q >
in sectors sut as artificial intelligence, internet of things, quantum technologies, autonomous systems,
therapeutics, medtech/diagnostics, digital health and genomics/protedthics

/ L/ Q& LI} NIGVR Burgcabasgdlr GimRifidge, which is transforming surderpeople

through a nextgeneration surgical robot Versius®. The robot is designed to enable surgeons to perform
more minimal access surgery, so that more patients can have access to the highest quality of surgical
care. To meet the increasing global damd for Versius®, a largeale manufacturing facility is being

built in Ely, Cambridgeshire.

Both CIC and Cambridge Enterprise have invest&ivierlane which builds groundbreaking software

that transforms quantum computers from experimental technolagp commercial products. Riverlane

also leads a UKased consortium, which includes wotlehding quantum hardware suppliers, the

National Physical Laboratory, and the University of Edinburgh, funded by Innovate UK to apply machine
learning techniques téind fast, automated and scalable ways to calibrate qguantum comptiters

In order to help accelerate translational research to the point of being businesses ready to receive Series
A investment (the first significant round of venture capital fundil@jizhas cefounded two

acceleratoran CambridgeStart Codorfor life sciences and healthcare businesses, Badptech Labs

for technology businesses. The goal of these accelerators is to speed up the process of going from

G0 SYyOK (2 LINE R dzGaisdf ledrding @enyahydripanies/add réséarchers into

structured and intensive programmes.

As is evident, Cambridge is constantly innovating in how to support the translation of research to create
impact. From the first University seed fund to the esistithent of CIC, to more recent accelerators like
Start Codon and Deep Tech Labs, there is a recognition that Cambridge must proactively shape its own
innovation story.

The next chapter of this story is the laurioi20220f WL y' y 2 @  S. Thi$ i¥ammbitieus Greater
Cambridge initiative, led by Cambridge Enterprise, CIC and the University of Cambridge, which aims to
collectively agree on and define an inclusive vision for the future of Cambridge and its innovation
ecosystem to be implemented overdmext decade.

43 Please seéhttps://www.cic.vc/aboutus/cic/
44 Please seéhttps://www.riverlane.com/news/2022/03/riverlandeadsuk-consortiumto-build-auto-calibratedguantum-controlsystem
deltaflow-control/
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West Cambridge Innovation District: building on success

G¢KS RSOSt2LIVSyd 2F 28ai /FYONRRIS sAatt O2y

physical science and technology sector, nurture the entrepreneurial strengths of the
Cambridge f dzZAG SNE FyR FT2a0GSN) O2yySOuA@GAlEe | yR
or chance meetingsvhich spaky S ARSI a |yR OKIy3aS G4KS

Professor Andy Neely, Psdice-Chancellor for Enterprise & Business Relations

¢KS ! YADBSNEAGeE QypuszaSbenéctare $iteran ik dgeDf the kity; isvarld-leading
innovation campusconnecting researchers in technology and the physical sciemitesndustry and
knowledgeintensive businessesncouraging creativity to flourish sollaborative works@aces and
providing supporfor entrepreneurship and commercialisation

Recent developments have seen the opening ofithé A S NE A (1 @ Qa F A NEthe Wask | NS R
Hub. The Hauser Forum and IdeaSpace West provide space for industry to work in closer collaboration
with researchers, and space for staps toscale their business idea3he Maxwell Centre brokers and
develops impactfuhcademicindustry parinershipsthat expose academics to business priorities and
enable companies to coreate breakthrough solutions.

Fundamental and applied researafifrom chemical, electronic and civil engineering, to materials and
manufacturing, physics and computer scielgdakes place in cuttingdge laboratories across the

district. Further planned expansion will see the completion in 2023 of the new Ray Dolby Centre at the
Cavendish Laboratory. The new building will be a major asset for the Univglosityging all the

research groups in the Department of Physics together, aiding and encouraging collaborattons|l

as benefitting the UK in providin@ational facilities for all UK Physics departmentharing equipment

and expertise.

Helping to consolidate and bdik thriving ecosystem tsupport the growth and commercialisation of
ideasare Cambridge Enterprise and Cambridge Innovation Capitatéstien2.2.1). Together, these
companies boast world-leading track recordn technology transfer, venture creation, consultancy
services and successful investment.

] 2y iNRGdziAy3d G2 GKS W/ I YONARRIS / f dz&a i SND

The University sits at the heart8fy S 2 ¥ { K & sugcashfifil iRr@vatioly #hd technology clusters
and contributes to its growth through people and ideas, spinouts and-gf@st capital investment,
consultancy activity and licensing of discoveries. As of 2022, the chaster

rﬂ
5200+ %) 71,200+°°

knowledge-intensive firms people work for knowledge-
intensive firms

£19bn1@" 23 &5

in total annual turnover generated  billion-dollar businesses born
by knowledge-intensive firms in Cambridge

Sourcehttps://www.cbr.cam.ac.uk/research/researctprojects/the-cambridgecorporate-databaseregionalgrowth/cambridge-clusterinsights/
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Impact and ambition

2Sa0 /FYONARRIS KIa ONBIGSR GKS O2yRAGA2y-adgeF 2 NJ A Yy
research into commercial ideas, working with industrial partners to drive scientific, societal and

economic impactgurating connections between entregmeur, investor and talented researcher, or

developing the next generation of tech innovators.

Starting new ventures

Among the many companies that originate in West Cambridge, more than 300 have been started by
graduates and staff of the Department of Comgr Science & Technology. These inclRdspberry Ria
low-cost computer developed to engage young people in computing that has resulted in sales of 40
million units, supported more tha26,000 UK teacherwith resources and professional development,
ledto 300 jobsand createda market worth $1 billion DeepMind pioneers in the responsible use of
artificial intelligence(Al) to tackle realorld challenges, and which joined forces w@&boglein 2014;

and Improbable.io, anetaversecompany pioneering neg ways to connect and build value across
interconnected virtual worlds, which has raisgi7sm in investmentas of September 2022

Achieving impact at scale

lY2y3 28ad /1 YONARRISQE NBASHNOK aidiNBy3Iifobs, Aa GKS
skills and productivitythrough partnerships withRolls Royce, Dyson, MHI and Siemgasd

accelerating technology development foltralow emission aircraftandlow-carbon power generation

The planned New Whittle Laboratory has been designed as agrated Technology Accelerator with a

radical approach to reducing technology development cycles that aims to halve the time to anftieve
carbon flightand to take solutions to scale at speed.

Connecting disciplines and sectors

Recognising that grourbreakinginnovations often come at the intersections between disciplines and
technology areas, Connect: Health Tech was created to build a highly efiettirdisciplinary bridge
between two Cambridge research hubs and beyond: the West Cambridge district through the Maxwell
Centre and the Cambridge Biomedical Campus through the Milner Therapeutics InSlitateect:

Health Tech provides a platform that enables researclenspanies and investors to collaborate with
new partners in different disciplines and sectors with common scientific aims.

Transferring knowledge

IfM Engage at the Institute for Manufacturing (IfM) partners with organisations across industry,
governmentand academia to support them in solving complex challegigludingAudi, Caterpillar,
Emerson, GSK, IKEA and Johnson Matthsstivities include helping the Royal National Lifeboat
Institution to build roadmapping expertise to help the organisatiohieee its goal ohalving the
number of accidental coastal deathend supporting IKEA on a range of projects related to IKEA

L ¥ R dzglabilEnendfacturing and supply network

Mentoring new entrepreneurs

¢tKS alEgStf [/ SyiNBQa L YagdahnieSis apraditionérSdd Kaccelesatgr2 G G 2 |
specialising inhandson, targeted expert mentorship Open to applications from universities,
entrepreneurs and large companies looking to improve intrapreneurship activities, the programme draws

on collective knwledge of a vibrant entrepreneurial community. Impulse has supported argtthd
entrepreneurs each yeasince 2017, and Impulse alumni ventures to date have raised more£th@dm

in fundingand createdover 400 jobs

45 Company information fronPitchBook
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2.2.2 Economic impactofhe! YA GSNBERAGE& 27F JahdStarNpdar@paniza & LIA Y

To assess the direct impact associated whth! Yy A @S NA A (i & | IPasdddpiMonthidl RaitGpQ a
companies, we made use of information on the turnover (as a measure of economic cartpllt) E
employmentassociated with a total df78 University ofCambridgespinout companiesnd 213 start-ups

that were active in 20221, (where availabléfd® ¢ KS Ay F2NXIF GA2y 2y SI OK 0O2Y
employment was based on data providedtbg University of Cambridgsupplemented with
AYF2NXIFGA2Y FNBY . dzNBldz @gly 5A21Qa C! a9 vdidad | 61 &a$
andfill any gaps where possilffe The direct gross value added generated was estimated by multiplying

the turnover of each firm by thaverage ratio of GVA to output among organisations within the given
company's industry and regi6t®.

Of the178 UkbasedUniversity of Cambridge spinout companies that were active in -202®@our
spinout companies accounted f8#%of the total revenue ball University of Cambridge spinout
companies (based on the employment and turnover data for each spinout conip2®2021). These
spinouts were:

A Solexalfuman genome sequencing technologgguiredin early 2007y lllumina);

A Cambridge Antibody Techlogy (CAT)phage display technology to drilee development of
human monoclona&ntibody therapeuticsacquiredin 2006by AstraZeneca antbmbined with
its acquisition oMedimmumeto form its global biologics R&D divis)gn

A Xensourcednterpriseclass virtual infrastructure solutionacquiredin 2007by CitriX);

A KuDOS Pharmaceuticaésbjotechnology company focused on oncology therapgesjuiredin
late 2005by AstraZeneca)

These four companies wesdl set upeitherto translate al commercialiséP that originated from
within the University of Cambridge (the University of Cambridge may have released ownership, for
example, through the sale of shares and/or, iit\where collaborations and interactions with University
researchersvere important in enabling the IP generated at a partner institution to be
commercialiseef>™.

46 The analysis includes spinouts with sobwversity of Cambridgewnership but excludespinoutsd F 8 SR 2y G KS 'w¢rda OSNEA (& Qa4
active in 20221 butwere non-UK basedSimilarly, 3 starups were excluded for having a headquarters outside the\Wialso exclude

companies that were dissolved prior to 20205 2 NJ ¢ K S NB baské $as Griknowdrhg andlyais of spinasiincludes companies that

have been acquirgdvhere theactivities of the parentompany can still be clearly linked to the original spinout. This is in line with the HESA HE

BCI definitionFor these cases, we usevenue and employment data associated with the site that was formerly the Cambridge spinout, not that

of the parent companyNotealsoli K| & G KS Ay T2NXYI GA2Yy A &1 fhandabyear, avlyich 8oesihét nedesdsarilylcoingidea H N H N
with the 20D-21 academic year and varies across companies.

47 Note that, in spite of using FAME data to fill gaps, it is likely that the combined University of Cambridge/FAME datédsilap incomplete

estimate of the total turnover, GVA, or employmenttoé Uy A S NE A (& 2 F /ahd¥tarNfcBnibénidsi This paktiglRrtizapplies to

relatively small companies falling below the reporting thresholds required by Companies House (implying that their finantdatet be

included in the FAME data).

48 Again, these ratios were derived based on the abdescribed multregional Inputh dzii LJdzi Y2 RSt ® 91 OK FANN QA YIAYy
was based on information provided kye University of Cambridge, with any gaps again filled using information fror@FBM 9  OK FANX Q& Y
regional location was based on the region of the main registered address of the company recorded in FAME.

4The analysis made useanfyresulting turnover, employment, or GVA information available for a given company, irrespectivethiew

complete data (i.e. in terms of turnover, G¥Ad employment) was available for that firm. The direct impact is therefore based on a t&al of

spinoutfirms (out of thel78active UKbased companies) for which turnover information was availabid,184 spinoutfirms for which

employment information was availabl®f the213start-ups considered in the analysis, we were able to obtain turnover data8fantl

employment data for I3.

50See HESA, Intellectual property, staps and spiroffs, available ahttps://www.hesa.ac.uk/dataand-analysis/businessommunity/ip-and-

startups

51In the case bCAT, the core IP originated from the MRC Laboratory of Molecular Bialogydependent, governmerftindedresearch institute

based in the Cambridge Biomedical Campus. CAT falls into this latter category, whereby interactions with University nesesecingportant

in enabling commercialisation of the IP.
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Similarly, thredJniversity of Cambridgstart-ups accouned for 83%o0f the total revenue of athe 213
start-ups (based on the employment and turnover datadachstart-up in 202021). These starups
were:

A Abcam(asupplier of protein research tools to life scientists)
A Arm (asemiconductor IP company)
A JagexXagame developer)

Sart-up companiesncluded in the analysare classified as either staftart-ups (in the case of Abcam)
graduate starups (in the case of Arm and Jag2xNJ W2 (i % KeBmpanietenktiting from
investment by the University (including through CI®)pther wordsthesestart-upscan belinked to
the entrepreneuriabmbitions of staff and students from the Univergjatthough notnecessarilypased
on University IP)and/or there has beerinvestment orformal business or enterprise support from the
University including through CIC (see sectih@.]).

Thesevenaforementionedspinout and stadup companiesre huge successtories andorimarily drive
the results of this part of the analysis.

Considering spinout and stamp companies in turn, we adopt the approach outlined above to estimate

the direct impact associated with the activitiesadifthe University of Cambridgspinoutcompaniegor

which data was availabl&or the academic ye@020-21, thiswas estimated a£4,501million in

economic output (i.e. turnover) term8,790FTE staffand£2,605million of gross value addedh a

AAYAE NI YFYYSNE GKS RANBOG AYLI OG | aaz20Al4BR GAlE
activities in 2021 was estimated a2 517 million in economic outputerms, 13,640FTE staffand

£1 404 million of gross value added.

We applied relevant economic multipliers (derived from our abdescribed InpuOutput analysis) to

estimate the total direct, indirect, and induced economic impadtspinoutand startup companies

associated withthe University of Cambridge. Specifigallve assigned relevant economic multipliers to

each active spinownd startupcompany in2026i m> o6 ASR 2y SI OK FANXYQ&a AYyR
the region of its main registered office addre$able 4presents the resulting average multipliers across

all spinout companieand Table Gresents the corresponding figures for stanps(weighted by the

underlying (direct) turnover, employment, and GVA associated with eaci¥4irm)

Based on these estimates, in terms of economic output, we assume that £enjllion of turnover
directly accruedbythe! YA S NE A (1 & spifout LompadieslydredafeStdtal of £2.54 million
impact throughout the UK economgf which£1.27 million is generated irthe East of Englandn terms
of employment, we assume that, for eveltyDOO(FTE) staff employed by these spinout companies, a
total of 2,800 staff are supported throughout the UK, of whiti90are supportedn the East of
England

%2 Again, the table provides multipliers for the impacttbie East of Englanghd the UK economy as a whole. A full breakdown of impacts by
regions (as well as sectorjcross all ofne University2 ¥/ F YO NA RIS Qa 1y 2 é¢iSppoddad isTe@en2EasS | OGAGAGASE
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Table 4  Economic multipliers associated with the activitiestife! y A 3SNBRAG& 2F /I YO NI
spinout companies

Location of impact Output GVA FTE employment
East of England 1.27 131 1.19
Total UK 254 244 2.80

Note: All multipliers constitute Type Il multipliers, defined as [Direct + indirect + induced impact]/[Direct impact].
{ 2dzNOSY [ 2y Ragalysisd 02y 2YA0aQ

Applying these multipliers to the above direct impacts, the total economic impact associated with the
FOGABAGASE 2F (KS ! yAJSNRAGRIMC yaarWhsyestiomted @ ey LI Y A S &
£11,424million across the UK economy, of whi€h,729million (50%) was generated ithe East of
EnglandseeTable 5. The estimated total number of FTE jobs supported stodd#15(of which4,510

or 42%were located irthe East of EnglandThe corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stood at
£6,346million (of which£3,419million or 54%occurred inthe East of Englant.

Table5  Economic impact associated withe! y A GSNEA (& 2F /ih208RR RISQa AL

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £5,729m £3,419m 4,510
Total UK £11,424m £6,346m 10,615

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&2Dprices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. Engployment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lyltfeara

Based orthe same approachye assume that evergl million of turnover directly accrued by the

' YAGBSNBAGE 2 Fuplcdmpanibslgéhar&iedtatal éf £214a\dillion impact throughout the
UK economyof which£151 million is generated in the East of England. In terms of employment, we
assume that, for every,000(FTE) staff employed by these spinout compani¢stad of 2,480 staff are
supported throughouthe UK, of which.,300 are supported in the East of England.

The difference between thaverageeconomic multipliers associated with the spinotitble 4 and

start-up (Table § companieseflectsthe differing regional and sectoral makg of these companies,

since some sectors or regions are associate with greater indirect and induced impacts per £1 million of
revenue.

Table 6  Economic multipliers associated with the activitiesthife! y A 3SNBRAG& 2F- / I YO NI
up companies

Location of impat Output GVA FTE employment
East of England 1.51 1.52 1.30
Total UK 2.46 2.42 2.48

Note: All multipliers constitute Type Il multipliers, defined as [Direct + indirect + induced impact]/[Direct impact].
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA0&Q lylfeara

Using thesenultiplierss G KS G2GFf SO02y2YAO AYLI OG aaz20Al SR
ups was estimated to b£6,189 million across the UK economy, of whifB, 76 million (61%9 was
generated in the East of England (Sesble 7. The estimated total number of FTE jobs supported stood

53 Again, a full breakdown of the total impact of altbé! y A SSNBAAGE& 2F /| YONARISQA (y26ft SRAS SEOKI y 3.

London Economics
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at 33,770 (of which17,7250r 52%were located in the East of England). The corresponding estimate in
termsof GVA stood a£3,398 million (of which£2,137 million or 63%occurred in the East of Englaft)

Table 7 Economic impact associated withe! Yy A @S NBEA (& 2 F-ugsinyo2@®A R3ISQa ad

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £3,796m £2137m 17,725
Total UK £6,189m £3,398m 33,770

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&20prices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.

{2dzNDOSY [2YR2y 902y2YA04Q +Fylfteara
Total impact ofthe University of Cambridg@ spinout and startup companies

Thetotal direct impactof spinout and starup companies associated with the University of Cambridge is
therefore £7,018million in economic output (i.e. turnover) term&7,425 FTE staffand£4,009 million
of gross value addédl

This led to dotal direct, indirect and induced economic impacf £17 614 million across the UK
economy, of whick9,525million (54%) was generated in the East of England. The estimated total
number of FTE jobs supported stood44t380 (of which22,235 or 50%were located in the East of
England¥®. The corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stoofiat44 million (of which£5,5%7 million
or 57%occurred in the East of Englafd)

54 Again, a full breakdown of the total impactof altbé UniZ SNE A & 2F /I YONARISQa 1y26f SRIAXRESEOKLE YIS
55 Note totals may not surasinginformation above due to rounding.

56 Note totals may not sum using information above due to rounding.

57 Again, a full breakdown of the total impact of altbé! y A SSNBAAGE& 2F /| YONARISQA (y26ft SRAS SEOKL y 3.

London Economic
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Rapid genome sequencinfrom discovery to spirout to global
technology

Photo credit: Millennium Technology

In August 1997avid Klenermarand Shankar Balasubramaniamad a remarkable idea while enjoying a
pint of beer in a Cambridge pub. That brainwave resulted in a technology thatseEgue&nce genomes
on a population scalebringing with it incalculable benefits to us all. It is used, among other things, to
diagno® diseases, improve crops and develop new therapies

The Cambridge chemists had been using a new technique to observe the synthesis of DNA. Sitting in the
pub, they realised that if they could watch the DNA being copied, they would also be readinggit at th
same timeg and very fastTheir idea would result in @dically new way to sequence DNA

They founded the spiout companySolexaand, with support and seed funding from venture capital and
the University, began to make tHisst, accurate, lowcost technology available to the worldin 2007,
lllumina acquired Solexa for £600 milliokeeping an office in Cambridge which todayploys more

than 700 people

The first genome to be sequenced was completed by the international Human Genome Project between

1990 and 2003 at a cost of more than a billion dollars. A genome can now be sequenced within a day for
fSaa GKIY bPmInnns FyYR LffdzYAyl Qa KAIKSAG OF LI OA ¢
pandemic, lllumina sequencing underpinned surveikaatcoronavirus worldwide, playing a vital role in

tracking the spread of coronaviruszorldwide.

TodaySolexaL f f dzY A-F Sy YNISEA 2y &Sl dzSyOAy3IQ Aa GrRWEKI (2
the total DNA and RNA sequencegbbally.

The impact dtheir work has been widely recognised. In 2021, they were awardeitihennium

Technology Prizé 2y S 2F (KS 62NI RQa Y2aid LINBadGAIA2dza & OA ¢
Academy Finland. That same year, the pair were also awarded theB26aRhrough Prize in Life

Sciences i KS 62 NI RQa f IgNANS delielopnt@dnt 6f yieRu@netaiddh DNS sequencing.

London Economics
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2.2.3 Economic impactofhe! YA @SNEAGE 2F /I YONARRISQAa 20GKS
activities

ax

In this section we estimate the economic impactid! y A GSNBRAGEe 2F [/ YONARISQ
activities that are separate from the spinoattivities. These activitigaclude:

A Licensing of University 18 other organisations;

A Consultancy servicegrovided by the University;

A Contract researciprovided by the University;

A Facilities and equipment hireand related activities;

A Thebusiness andcommunity coursegprovided by the University

IP licensing

¢2 YSI&adNBE GKS RANBOG AYLIOG aaz20AlGdSR ¢gAlGK (KS
of data from the Higher Education Business and Community Interaction Surv&C(}©en the total IP

licensing income received Ilye University of Cambridge in the 2020 academic yedincluding

income from the sale of shares in spinoff§his stood af£13.3 million (includingt2.1 millionfrom the

sale of share in spinofisjVhile this preides an estimate of the direct impact in economic output terms,

to arrive at comparable estimates in GVA and employment terms, we multiplied this direct output by the
average ratios of GVA to output and of FTE employees to output among organisationsiéthi

government, health, and education sector locatedhia East of England.Applying these assumptions,

S SAGAYIGS GKIFG G§KS RyikegtiggederatdsEoQ dillidn tn GXAAR YS AY HJ
supports190 full-time equivalent job$°

To estimate the total direct, indirect, and induced impacts associatedtith y A & SNaAGE 2F [ Y
IP licensing, we then multiplied these direct impacts by the estimated average economic multipliers
associated with organisations in the governmergtalth, and education sector the East of Englait

These multipliers (for the impact ahe East of Englanaind the UK economy as a whole) are presented

in Table 8. Based on these estimates, in terms of economic output, we assume that&veniilion of

IP income accrued lie University of Cambridge generates aaditional£1.41 million of impact

throughout the UK economy, of whidl®.52 million is generated ithe East of Englandn terms of

employment, we assume that, for evety0OOO(FTE) staff employed directly the University of

Cambridgeand itsColleges(supported by its IP income), additional 790 staff are supported

throughout the WK, of which310 are supported withirthe East of England

58 See Higher Education Statistics Agency (2020b).

59This approach is based on the fact that the IP income is generatiba byniversity of Cambridge itself. In other words, we assume that th

income accrued bthe University of Cambridge supports the same levels of GVA and employment (in relative/proportionate terms) as the

income accrued by other institutions operating ind & i 2 T go¥efmEhént, feRItE), &nd education sector. Théasof GVA to output

and employment to output were derived from the abaedescribed multregional InputOutput model.

0 All employment estimates have been rounded to the nearest 5.

61j.e. we assume that the expenditure patternstio¢ University of Camtidge are the same as for other institutions operatinghia East of

9 y 3 f ofdrinant, health and education sector.

62 A full breakdown of impacts by regions (as well as sectmjoss althe! YA JSNEAGE 2F / F YONARISQE (1yz26f SRIAS
provided in Sectio2.2.5
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Table 8  Economic multipliers associated witthe! y A 3SNBRAG& 2F /I YONARISQa
exchange activities

Location of impact Output GVA FTE employment
East of England 152 145 131
Total UK 241 215 1.79

Note: All multipliers constitute Type Il multipliers, defined as [Direct + indirect + induced impact]/[Direct impact].
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfeara

Applying these multipliers to the above direct impacts, the analysis indicates that the estimated total
economic impact associated withe! y A @SNEAGe& 2F /I YONAR3ISQAL Lt fAOS
academic year stood at approximateél$2.2 million across the UK economy, of whifh0.3 million

(63%) was generated in thEast of EnglanseeTable 9%2 The estimated total number of jobs

supported(in FTE) stood &40 (of which250 or 74%were located in theéeast of Englandwhile the

corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stood&9.4 million (of which£13.0 million or 67%occurred

in the East of Englanéf.

Table9  Economic impact associated withe! y A GSNEAG& 2F /I YONRIRISQA Lt

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £20.3m £13.0m 250
Total UK £32.2m £19.4m 340

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&2Dprices and rounded to theearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylteara

Consultancy services

In 2020621,the University of Cambridge received approximat&hs.7million in revenues associated

with consultancy servicesne of the highest amounts across all higher education institutions in the UK
for that year. Aproximately£3.1 million was received for services provided to SMEs8 million from
other (honSME) commercial businesses d&i®.9million from noncommercial organisations.

Adopting the same approach as presented previously to estimate the total direct, indirect and induced
effect throughout theEast of Englandndthe UK econom associated with the contract consultancy
income (using the sae multipliers presented iffable §, the analysis indicates that the estimated total
economic impact associated withe! Yy A @S NE A (i & pRoVisioh of YodshlFariR\AsSralces in the
202021 academic year stood at approximatély7.2million across the UK economy, of whi€g6.1

million (63%) was generated ithe East of Englan@geeTable 1(. The estimated total number of jobs
supported (in FTE) stood @10 (of which445 or 73%were located in theeast of Engladwhile the
corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stooda4 .5 million (of which£23.2 million or 67%occurred

in the East of England

B8t fSFasS y208 Ad Aa tA18te GKFG GKS&AS SaidAYl GSa P,BincStBendbyr oiBales Y LI O
and royalty rates derived from the licensing arrangements are unknown. i

64 Again, a full breakdown of the estimated total impactiug! y A SNBEAGE& 2F /' YONARISQa 1y2¢6f SRIS SEOKI
22.5.
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Table 10 Economic impact associated withe! Yy A SNEAGE 2F /I YONARISQA
202021

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
Eat of England £36.1m £23.2m 445
Total UK £57.2m £34.5m 610

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&20prices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfeara

Box 2 Contract Research and Stratedgartnerships

Research and knowledge exchange is at the heart of the activities of the University of Cambridg
the activities of the University are not limited to the walls of the University antoileges. The
University of Cambridge Strategic Pamtships Office (SPO) is just one example of the University
reaching out to industry and other research institutioBg helping to facilitate interdisciplinary
research collaborations and a wide range of other mutually beneficial activi&i&3, ensures étthe
cutting-edge research taking place at the University of Cambridge can be successfully brought tc
market to address complex global challenffes.

Within the SPO, there is a Directorate responsible for the overall direction and for managing
relationshps with organisations such as the Greater Cambridge Partnership, while a Public
International Partnership Team manages formal collaboration between Cambridge and other
universities and research institutions. The Business Partnership Team manages fativaigigibs
between Cambridge and partners in industfjaroughout all initiatives there is a consistetiin to
contribute to, and benefit fromthe collaborative culture within the Cambridge ecosystem.

The University is working with industry partners talegss significant areas of challenge, including:

A Developing lifechanging treatments witstraZenecand GSK

A Shaping a positive future for work, starting with mental wellbeing, Wi#MG

A Making computers and phones more secure witim

A Targeting carbozero aviation wittRollsRoyceand Boeing

A Reimagining the insurance industry (including how to recruit and support neurodiverse t
members) withAviva

A oal1Ay3 GKS 'YQa O02YYdzyAOl iBT2ya ySGs2N] a

Contract research

Reflecting the depth, breadth and impact of the research routinely undertakeheiniversity of
Cambridgein addition to the research income identifiedRigure 5the University of Cambridge

received approximatel150.8million in research contract income in 2021, again, one of the highest
amounts across all UK institutions for that yeBis type of funding typically supports fundamental

research, which can lead to future technological breakthroughs (some examples of current initiatives are
provided inBox 3. Approximately£0.5 million related to income generated from research contracts
delivered to SME£32.3million related to income generated from research contracts delivered to other

85 For more information, sebttps://www.strategicpartnerships.admin.cam.ac.uk/

London Economic
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(nonSME) commercial businesses d@id8.0million of income was associated with research contracts
delivered to noacommercial organisations.

Adopting the same approach as presented above to estimate the total direct, indirect and induced effect
throughout theEast of Englandnd UK economies associatediwthe consultancy income (and again

using the same multipliers presentedTiable §, the analysis indicates that the estimated total economic

impact associated witthe! YA @SNBRAG& 2F /' YONARISQA LINRPDBAAAZY 2°
21 academic year stood at approximatéB63.5million across the UK economy, of whif€h29.2million

(63%) was generated in thEast of Englan(seeTable 1}. The estimated total number of jobs supported

(in FTE) stood &,870(of which2,8400r 73%were located in théeast of Englandwhile he

corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stood218.8million (of which£147.4million or 67%

occurred in theEast of England

Table 11 Economic impact associated withe! Yy A @S NEAGe 2F /' YONAR3ISQa O2
in 202021

Location of impact Output, Em GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £229.2m £147.4m 2,840
Total UK £363.5m £218.8n 3,870

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2620prices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{ 2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ Lylfé&gara

Facilities and equipment

In addition to delivering researcthe University of Cambridge received approximat&dy7 million in
income in 2021 associated with the hire of its research facilities (often relating tdhtreor lease of
laboratory space or computing power and capacity etc). Of this total, approxiniedynillion related
to income generated from facilities and equipment provided to SMEs. Approxinfgdlynillion related
to income generated from fadiles and equipment hire to other (neBME) commercial businesses and
£2.8 million was associated with facilities and equipment hire delivered to-cmmmercial
organisationsThe total income received illustrates the commercial need (including among SMies)
able to access established research infrastructure.

Adopting the same approach as presented previously (and again using the same multipliers presented in
Talle 8), the analysis indicates that the estimated total economic impact associatedheitniversity

2F /P YONRRISQAa FI OAf AU A-Slzacabeynig yesristdall a0¥pPrgximat&hs. NS Ay
million across the UK economy, of whifh0.2million (63%) was generated in thEast of Englan¢see

Table 12. The estimated total number of jobs suppext (in FTE) stood 470 (of which125 or 74%were

located in theEast of Englandwhile the corresponding estimate in terms of GVA stoofBad million

(of which£6.6 million or 67%occurred in theEast of England

Table 12 Economic impact associated withe! Yy A SNEAG& 2F /I YONAR3ISQa FI
hire income in 20221

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £10.2m £6.6m 125
Total UK £16.2m £9.8m 170

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&82Dpricesand rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA0&Q lylfeara
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Business andommunity courses

Finally, in this section we consider the income generated from business and community cbbeses.
University of Cambridge received approximat&ly.0million in income in 20221 associated with
business and community courses. Of this total, approxim&@Il9 million related to income generated
from business and community courses delivered to SMBgroximately£8.3 million related to business
and community courses provided to other (R&ME) commercial businesses d&2d7 million was
associated with business and community courses provided tecoommercial organisations. In contrast
to the other research income sources, approximat€B;1 million related to business and community
courses provided to individuals.

Using the same multipliers presentedTinble 8 the analysis indicates that the estimated total economic

impact associated witthe! y A SNBAG& 2F /I YONAR3ISQa odzaRySaa |yl
academic year stood at approximée&36.1 million across the UK economy, of whif€h2.8million

(63%) was generated in thEast of Englan(seeTable 13. The estimated total numlyeof jobs supported

(in FTE) stood &85 (of which280 or 73%were located in theeast of Englardwhile the corresponding

estimate in terms of GVA stood 821.7 million (of which£14.6million or 67%occurred in theEast of

England.

Table 13  Economic impact asociated withthe! YA GSNEAGE& 2F /I YONAR3ISQaA od
course income in 202@1

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTE employees
East of England £22.8mn £14.6m 280
Total UK £36.1m £21.7m 385

Note: All monetary values are presentied202021 prices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lyltfeara
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2.2.4 Total impactofthe! YA @SNRAG& 2F /I YONARISQA (1y26ftS

In the 202621 academic yeathe! YA GSNEAGE 2F /I YONARISQa (y2¢f SRI!
estimated£18,119million across the UK economy, of whi€®,843million (54%) was generated in the

East of EnglanfseeTable 14. The estimated total number of jobs supported (in FTE) stod8,&60(of

which 26,1750r 53%were located in theeast of Englarjdwhile the corresponding estimate iartns of

GVA stood a£10,048 million (of which£5,762 million or 57%occurred in theEast of England

Table 14 Economic impact associated withe! YA S NE A (1 & Endwledige axohbidgeR 3 S Q &
activitiesin 202021

Location of impact Output, £m GVA, £m # of FTEEmployees
East of England £9,843m £5,762m 26,175
Total UK £18,119m £10,048m 49,760

Note: All monetary values are presented in 2&20prices and rounded to the nearest £1 million. The employment figures are rounded to the
nearest 5Source: Londo® 02y 2 YA 0aQ | ylfe&ara

Figure 7  Estimated total economic impact associated withe! y A S NBR A G& 27F /
knowledge exchange activity in 20201, £m

Knowledge

exchange total
(£18,119m)

Note: All values are presented in economic output in 282(rices, rounded to the nearest £1 million, andy not add up precisely to the
totals indicated due to rounding@-he size of thelbblesis not to scale
{2d2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA04aQ ylféara

2.2.5 Regional and sectoral impact die! Yy A SNBAG& 2F /I YONARISQA
activities

I 2Y0AYAY3I (GKS SO2y2YAO0 AYLI OGa ISYSNIGSR o0& GKS |
companies, startps, contract research, business and community courses, facilities and equipment lease

and hire and consultancy servic&sgure 8resents the aggregate impact associated with the

' YAGSNBAGEQa 1y26f SRIS-21%eadekic year facrasydllitedioins as el asibit S 1
sector).
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Figure 8
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Other services
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In terms ofeconomic output(top panel), the analysis estimates that, in 2821 these knowledge
exchange activities generated an estimated tota£d8,119million of economic output across the
UK economy:

A Considering thédreakdown by region, while the majority of this impa€®843million,
54%) was generated ithe East of Englandhere were also significant impacts occurring
in other regions across the UK, particularly-oandon(£3,479 million, 19%), andthe
SouthEast (£1,075 million, 699°C.
A Ly GSN¥a 2F aSO02NE (KS | yAGSNERAGEQA 1y26fSF
large impacts within th@rofessional and support activities sect¢£8,485 million, 47%),
the production sector(£2 422 million, 13%) the distribution, transport, hotel, and
restaurant sector(£2,285 million, 13% and thereal estatesector(£1,40® million, 8%).

In terms ofgross value adde@middle panel), the impact was estimated to be approximately

£10,048 million across the UK ecomy as a whole, of whicgb,762 million was accrued within

the Eastof Englail CAy Il f f&xX GKS ! yABSNEAGEQa (y2ef SRAS Si
estimated49,760full-time equivalent jobsacross the UK as a whole, of whtble majority

(approximately26,175 52%)were located withirthe East of England

2.3 Total impact ofthe! YA @OSNARAGE 2F [/ YONARIASQaA
knowledge exchange activities

Finally,combining the research and knowledge exchang

strands togetherFigure Qresentsthe total economic The estima}ed impaf:t ofhe
impactt 342 OAl 4GSR gAGK GKS ! ' VADSNREAUE 2[ENe) G
knowledge exchange activities in 2620, estimated at research and knowledge

£23,119million. exchange activities in 20221

Of this total.£5,000million was associated withe stood at £23-1 billion.

' YAGSNBRAGE 2F /FYONARRISQa NE RdzOG A

\ D @,
splllovers to the rest of the Kleconomy, whilan even larger amourﬁ18 119 million was
associated wittihe array ofknowledge exchange activitiesmdertaken and supported by the
University

Figure 9 Total impactofthe! YA @SNERAGE& 2F /I YONARISQA N
activities in 2@0-21, £m

Research activities _ £5,000m

£0m £5,000m £10,000m  £15,000m  £20,000m £25,000m

Note: All values are presented in economic output in 282@rices, rounded to the nearest £1 million, and may not add up precis
to the totals indicated.
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfeaara

66 These three regions accrue a large share of the economic impact since a number of spinouts ams$ steetheadquartered in these
regions. In absence of other informatiomadysisof spinouts and startips was done on the basis of the location of compan
headquarters and may therefore not fully account for the distribution of economic activity across the UK. For examplejsimasgés
with headquarters in London may have operations outside London and the South East.
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Our analysis suggests that the majority of the economic impact associated with the University of
Cambridge is derived from its research and knowledge exchange activities, in particular through a
number of highly successful spinout and staptcompanies aociated with the University. Our
findings underline the huge value of the knowledge exchange activities of the University, driven by
individuals and companies with entrepreneurial drive and innovations that lead to impacts at a
local, national and glob#dvel.

Considering the impact of spinout and stagp companies specifically, several major success

stories underline the value both of vibrant knowledge exchange ecosystems and individuals within
those environments taking the initiative to drive thoseas$ to markets. This is what has driven

the success of spinout and starp companies in the past and present, helped by an interlinked
ecosystem of research, innovation and knowledge exchange.

London Economic
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Cambridge Biomedical Campus: 60 years of changing lives

G¢KS adz00Saa w2 ¥ liniitédSo improedJuzdltBcardand y 2 G 2 dza
treatments for patientg we generate jobs and income for businesses across
Cambridge and the East of England. We do this through collaboration, with
research, industry and the NHS working together to drive innovatigchvig
GKSY &aKINBR®E

Dr KristinrAnne Rutter, Executive Director at Cambridge Biomedical Campus

TheCambridge Biomedical Campus (CBGQ | & (GKS KSIFENI 2F GKS 'Y IyR
sciences cluster. Established in 1962, it has grown to becagtaballeader in medical research,

education and patient careltsvibrant community of scientists, clinicians, NHS workers and

industry are working together to transform the lives of patients locally, nationally and around the

world.

Today, itishometothe UBISNEB A GE& 2F /I YONARISQa {OKz22f 27F /A
a dozen departments, together with worltlass institutes such as the Cancer Research UK

Cambridge Institutethe WellcomeMRC Institute of Metabolic Scienaad the Milner Therapeutic

Institute, which seeks to bridge the gap between academia and indutgse sit alongside the

MRC Laboratory for Molecular Biology, Cambridge University Hospitals and Royal Papworth

Hospital, with two major new hospital buildings plannethe Cambridge&Cancer Research

l2aLAGrIE FYR /FYONARRIS / KAfRNBYyQa | 2aLIAdlt o

The success of the CBC has fuelleditiel Y6 NA R3S t &ifiying ¥hSepr2né@ial
ecosystem that has seen the creation of globally significant companies and innovations across
bioscience medicine and technologylt helped convince pharmaceutical giant AstraZeneca to
establish its statef-the-art global R&D facility on the campus; GSK has operated a clinical trials
unit on the CBC for over a decade, and biotech comaanyd Cambridge spout ¢ Abcam

relocated to the campus in 2019.

Economic benefits

Ly ! dz3dzad HnuHX Yy AYRSLISYRSY(d NBLRNISZ aSLI NI GS
by the Centre for Economics and Business Research found that the CBC generated:

£721
million

£291

15,000

£2.2 billion

Gross Value Lol r‘(’i'es i million
supporte spent by
Added to the through regional employees across of ta%:i\l.;eenues
UK economy supply chain the regional

economy Exchequer

SourceCentre for Economics and Business Research (2022)

London Economics
The economic impact of the University of Cannige 31



Discovery and innovation that changes lives

Pioneering research on the CBC has already changed the lives of millions of people worldwide and
its rich history of discovery and innovation promises to help many more in the future.

Treating multiple sclerosis: the long road to discovery

Nobel Prizewvinning research at the MRC Laboratory for Molecular Biology in the 1970s led

Cambridge researchers to develGampathlHzr G KS 62 NI RQa FTANRG Y2y20f 2y
as a therapy in humans. The drggow known as alemtuzumabis used tareat multiple

sclerosis the commonest neurological cause of disability in adults. It is licensed iv@ver

countries worldwideand has generated almosth 0 A f € A2y Ay ySi altSa

~ A LA = 4

/@d2ally3aSY WalLkRy3aS 2y | adNAy3aQ GSad G2 RSGSO0

Oesophageal cancer is® of the most challenging cancers to treat because it is often detected

too late. But there may be an opportunity to detect the disease earlier. Cambridge scientists have
developed theCytospongeg I Wa Ll2y3S 2y | aiNAy 3 Qremingkalaly)f SR 6 A G K
straightforward but effective way of helping determine whether patients with hearthyan

common symptong, have a benign condition or are developing malignancies.

Y ORKBYIAYyIQ (SOKy2ft238 F2NJ delL)lS m RAIoS(iSa
Cambridge researchers have deved an app;

CamAPS FXwhich, combined with a glucose

monitor and insulin pump, acts as an artificial

pancreas, automatically adjusting the amount of

insulin it delivers based on predicted or reiamhe

glucose levels. The technology S & ONRA 6 SR | & Wt
cK Iy 3 Rag Be@ndshown to be effective in type

1 diabetes patients, from adults through to very

8 young children. It is available through NHS trusts,

. including Cambridge University Hospitals, and is

g § being trialled for treatment of type 2 diabetes.

% . 3 N 2
SofiaWright (with mother Sam) showing the artificial pancreas
app (Credit: Phil Mynott)

Rejuvenating donor organs

There is a nationwide shortage of suitable organs for transplanting, with many donor organs
deemed unsuitable. Researchers at Cambridge Univetsispitals have developed technigues to
allow rejected organs to be kept viable for assessment and successful transplantation. This
technology is now used clinically in several kidney transplant centres in the UK, and the Cambridge
perfusion protocol has ken adapted for clinical use in the Netherlands and the USA.

Tracking the spread of COU®

TheCOVIB19 Genomics UK (CAE)Consortiumplayed a major role throughout the pandemic,

applying largescale, rapid wholggenome sequencing pioneered in Cambritig&elp understand

viral transmission and the emergence of new variants of concern, informing public health
NBalLRyasa yR OFO00AyS RSOSt2LIYSydod [ SR 68 /F YoN.
dozens of sequencing hubs and research groups adnessKg including on the CBC and at

Wellcome Sanger Institutle COGUK scientists have sequenced 08e2 million virus samples,

contributing a quarter of all global SARS0\2 sequence data deposited in the international

openraccess database GISAID.

London Economic
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Economic impact analyses of higher education institutions typically only consider the direct,
AYRANBOGE FyR AYRdZOSR $02y2YAO STFSOGA 2F | dzy A
extensive supply chains, and the expenditunedts staff), as well as the economic impacts

associated with the expenditures of students attending the institution. However, given that one of
auniversie (p@mary activities is to provide teaching and learning, a simple study of this nature
wouldsBHY A FAOI yifée dzyRSNBadGAYIGS GKS AYLI OG 2F | ye
UK economy.

Ly GSN¥Ya 2F YSIFadaNAy3a (GKS AYLI Ol 2F dzy AGSNERAGAS
report to the Office for National Statistics ageel that the economic value of education and

training is essentially thealue placed on that qualification as determined by the labour market

Based on this approach, in this section of the report, we detail our estimates of the economic

impact of theteaching and learning activitiesxdertaken atthe University of Cambridgdy

considering the labour market benefits associated with enhanced qualification attainment and

skills acquisitior to both the individual and the publigurse

3.1 The 202621 cohort d UK domiciledUniversity of Cambridge
students

The analysis of the economic impactloé teaching and learning activitied the University of
Cambridgds based on th202021 cohortof UK domiciled studentsln other words, instead of

the University oCambridg@ & Sy G A NB 27)188Rt6d¢nls inR@ R B (rredpectiveof

when these individuals may have started their studies), the analysis in this section focuses on the
6,150UK domicilef studentsstarting higher education qualifications (or ahdalone

modules/credits) in the 20221 academic yed?f.

In terms oflevel of study(Figure 10, 50%(3,050students) in this cohort of Udomiciledstudents
were undertakindirst degrees with a further975students (6%) undertakingoostgraduate
taught degreesand950 students (5%) enrolled inpostgraduate research degreeén additional
535students §%) were enrolled irother undergraduatequalifications, and the remaining40
(10%) were undertakingther postgraduate qualification®.

871t is likely that a proportion of EU and n&t domiciled students undertaking their studieska University of Cambridgeill remain

in the UK to work following completion of their studies; similarly, UK domiciled students might decide to leavettheuie their

careers in other countries. Given the uncertainty in predicting the extent to which this is the case, and the difficdsBirgy the net

labour market returns for students not resident in the UK pgistduation, the analysis of teaclgimnd learning focuses on UK

domiciled students only. In other words, we assume that all UK domiciled students will enter the UK labour market updiogradua

and that nonUK students will leave the UK upon completing their qualificationBeatUniversiy of Cambridge

68 \We received HESA data on a totaBg90first-year students fronthe University of Cambridg©f these, we excludetb students

who did not have a stated gender or age &)@b5 non-UK domiciled students (who are instead consideredaas gf the analysis of

educational exports (Sectiot)). Figures may not add precisely due to rounding to the nearest five students.

OWh(iKSNI dzy RSNANI Rdzt §SQ €SI NYyAy3I AyOf dzR S dlevél dipuinasadicériifida®@siang ¥ | AIKSNJ 9
undergraduatef S@St ONBRAGAD® WhiKSNI LI2AaG3ANY RdzkGS tSENYAYy3IQ AyOfdRSE G dAT
diplomas, and qualifications at postgraduate level.
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Figure 10 UK domiciled students in the 202P1 cohort ofUniversity of Cambridgstudents,
by level of study

535

9% Other undergraduate

First degree

Other postgraduate

3,050 W Higher degree (taught)
50%

10%

W Higher degree (research)

Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the total values may not add up due to this roéiatingK S NJ dzy’ R S N.
learning includes Certificates of Higher Education, other undergradasaé diplomas and certificates, and undergradubgeel
ONBRAGA® WhiGKSNI LI2AGINIRdzZE GS €t SENYAy3IQ AyOfdzRSa Glga&id
qualifications at postgraduate level.

{ 2dz2NDSY [2yR2y 9 02 yh&Unileisi®y of CirhbtidyBESAdata | a SR 2y

In relation tomode of study(Figure 1}, 4,775 (78%)students in the cohort were undertaking
their studies withthe University of Cambridgen a fultltime basis, while the remaining 375
(22%)were enrolled on a pastime basis. As shown fable 15the majority of fulltime students
were undertaking first degree$4%of FT studentfs Many part-time students in the cohort were
enrolled in other undergraduatgqualifications(38%o0f PT studentsor other postgraduate
gualifications6%of PTstudents.

Figure 11 UK domiciled students in the Figure 12 UK domiciled students in the
202021 cohort ofUniversity of Cambridge 202021 cohort ofUniversity of Cambridge
students, by mode of study students, by domicile
7,000 7,000
6,150 6,150
o 6,000 5 6000 5,850
2 e
Z 5,000 4.775 8 5,000
£ 4,000 5 4,000
S E
g 3,000 g 3,000
: 2
£ 2,000 # 2,000
ol 1,375 &
o (o]
* 1,000 = 1,000
I 125 120 55
) 0 — —
Full-time Part-time Total England Wales Scotland Northern Total
Ireland
Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the to Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the to
values may not add up due tbis rounding. values may not add up due to this rounding.
{ 2d2NDSY [2yR2y 902 yPhwlnderay {2dNDSY [2yR2Yy 902y Bhw Winlesity
of CambridgeHESA data of CambridgeHESA data

In terms ofdomicile (Figure 12, thevastmajority (6,850, 95%) of UK domiciled students in the
cohort were from England, with25 (2%) students domiciled in Wale$20(2%)domiciled in
Scotland, andhe remainings5 (199 students domiciledn Northern Ireland.
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Table 15 UK domiciled students in the 202P1 cohort ofUniversity of Cambridgestudents,
by level of study, mode, and domicile

Domicile
Level and mode of study England Wales Scotland Northern Total
Ireland
Fultime
Other undergraduate 10 0 0 0 10
First degree 2,905 75 45 25 3,050
Other postgraduate 255 10 10 10 280
Higher degree (taught) 740 20 25 5 790
Higher degree (research) 615 5 15 5 645
Total 4,520 110 95 45 4,770
Parttme

Other undergraduate 500 10 10 5 525
First degree 0 0 0 0 0
Other postgraduate 345 5 5 5 360
Higher degredtaught) 185 0 5 0 185
Higher degree (research) 300 0 5 0 305
Total 1,330 15 25 10 1,375
Other undergraduate 510 10 10 5 535
First degree 2,905 75 45 25 3,050
Other postgraduate 600 10 15 10 640
Higher degree (taught) 920 20 30 5 975
Higher degree (research) 910 5 25 10 950
Total 5,850 125 120 55 6,150

Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the total values may not add up due to this rounding.

Wh{iKSNI dzy RSNENI Rdzk 6§ SQ § S NY Ay Jotheryidérgizd Bidevel dphoihds antl Cettificies, adT | A IKSNJ 9 R
undergraduatef S@St ONBRAGAD® Wh(iKSNI LI2AaG3ANY Rdz-GS ¢ SIENYAYy3IQ AyOftdRSE G dA
diplomas, and qualifications at postgraduate level.

Source:2 Yy R2y 902y 2 YA Oa GhelUyiversity & Eainbrioldd BSA Hataz y

Figure 13andFigure 14resent the distribution of the 280-21 cohortstudying undergraduate

and postgraduate qualifications (respectivdby)domicile at the Local Authoritgvel These maps

illustratethe Univesity of Cambridgga 352 I NJ LKA Ol f eRedidrapiordcssa (i dzZRSy i a
the UK particularly amonghe undergraduatecohort. For postgraduate students, there is a

slightly greater concentration of students around Cambridgesdimeea number of students

continue their studies at the University following completion of an undergraduate degree.

London Economics
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Figure 13 UK-domiciled undergraduate first year students in the
202021 cohort, by Local Authority

Domestic first year UG students
m>75

No students

Note: LEeceived HESA data 8n585first yearundergraduatdUk-domiciled students from the
University of Cambridge. Students from Guernsey, Jersey and the Isle of Man or those with &
unspecified unknown domiei in the UKfewer than 5 students in totalyere excluded.

{ 2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ +tylteéara ol asSR
Office for National Statistics. Contains National Statistics, OS, Royal Mail, Gridlink, ONS, NIS
NRSand Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right202

Figure 14 UK-domiciled postgraduate first year students in th2020-
21 cohort, by Local Authority

Domestic first year PG students
u>75
M 50-75
W 25-50
= 10-25

15-10
0-5
No students

Note: LEeceived HESA data @nb65first yearUk-domiciledpostgraduatestudents from the
University of Cambridge. Students from Guernsey, Jersey and the Isle of Man or those with &
unspecified unknown domicile in the Wi€éwer than 5 students in totalyere excluded.
{2dzNOSY [2yR2y 902y 2 YA 0a QUnivefditf ob Garkitidgé and teeR
Office for National Statistics. Contains National Statistics, OS, Royal Mail, Gridlink, ONS, NIS
NRS and Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database righ.202
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Victoria Ayodeji, from East London, graduated fribve University of Cambridge 2021 with a

degree in Geography. Her work ancess and outreactvas recognised through abutstanding
AchievementAwardafi KS | 2dzA4S 2F [ 2NRAQ ! Y 4&ndsaRifghgen{ 2 OA I f
f AAGSR | & t Pop BOOIHutek LeaderBldrd sBedshares her experiences of getting

into Cambridge.

LR

o N

P e S >z

"\ v b B N

GLG @1 & o éhatllsizNiBled@dtdss/ft@ Biork of tHeutton Tust, Target Oxbridgeand
IntoUniversitythrough a Google search one day after school in 20d/&ich is funny when | look
back on it as the work of these charities has truly changed my life.

V4

My school had only ever sent one person to Cambridge beldreSutton Trust Summer School

was really ey@pening for me, not only because it gave me the ability to experience taster

f SOGdzZNBa FyR aSYAYylFINR odzi Ffaz2 @Aairid GKS RAFTFSN
apply to.

Alongside my degree, | was/olved with a wide variety afccess and outreach wonkith

KAIKEf AIKG&a 0SAy3a Y& NBtS Fa | /FYolaalrR2NI I yR v
mentored 40 young peopla&vith their application to university, almost half of wim have

successfully apjgld to Oxbridge.

L 06SfASOS [bkeSiNSa&iag ybur stodad yorEver know who you are inspiring

Ff2y3 GKS gled LQPS alkR|1Sy (G2 KdzyRNBRa 27F &addzRS
always been overwhelming. Students send messages to me on social media saying how impactful

it is to have gositive role model from a similar background to them

When | visit schools and speak at access and outreach events for young peoplietiibionally
underrepresented backgroundkoften say‘#lefinitely never let your background stop you. If you
let your background stand in your wagou might not be able to achieve the things you really want
and are passionate about and instead might settle for tegsu deserve more and you can aspire
to more. Always tap into angood support networksavailable to you, whether that be teachers,
friends or family members who believe in you and are advocates for your s@eess

London Economics
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3.2 Adjusting for completion rates

The previous section provided an overview of the number ofibiiciled studentstarting

gualifications or modules ahe University of Cambrigkin the 202021 academic year. However,

to aggregate individudevel impacts ofhe University of Cambridgga G S OKAy3 FyR £ S N
FOGA@GAGEY Al Aa ySOSaal NBE (2 toR@eizhintedsi KS ydzyo SNJ

To achieve this, we usedfimmation provided bythe University of Cambridgen the completion

outcomes ofstudents from he Universityg broken down by study mode, study intention, and

study completior®. In other words, these completion data include the number of students who

completed their intended qualification (or module); completed a differ@raually lower)

gualification; or discontinued their studies without being awarded a qualification (modelled as

O2YLX SGA2y |G W2 iKSNJI dzy RS NE NI eRrodedirsist degiees®f 0 T2 NJ
20KSN) dzy RSNHENI) Rdzk GS ljdzr t AFAOFGA2y a0 2N W23 KSNI LI
intended to complete higher degrees or other postgraduate qualificatjohs)

Table 16oresents the resulting completion rates applied throughout the anafjsiée assume

that, of those students starting a fttilme first degree athe University of Cambridge 202021,

98%compkte the first degree as intended, while the remaini¥$undertake one or more of the
credits/modules associated with their degree before discontinuing their studies (modelled as

O2YLX SGA2Y |G W2GKSNJ dzyRSNENI Rdzr 6SQ €t S@Stoad !
individuals starting a fulime postgradate taught degree98%complete the qualification as

intended, while the remaining%undertake one or more of the credits/modules associated with

GKS AYGSYRSR RSINBS o0ST2NB RNRLILAYI 2dzi 6AYy GKA
LJ2 & ( 3 NJ R dBoritHe<® indiv&idal Gtalrtihg a fdiline postgraduate research degree,
approximately87%complete the qualification as intendewith the remainingL3%assumed to

O2YLX SGS i w2iKMhdlthed? dadeIebrRigds df S@impbad d@eddhing

and learning calculates the estimated returns associated with twmpleted

qualification/standalone module(s)

0 Note that, for consistency with our abov&édF A Y A GA 2y 2F W2GiKSNJ dzzRSNHNI Rdzt 6SQ addRSyiGasz o
undergraduatelevel credits and other undergraduate learning into a single category (and proceeded similarly for postgledelate

credits and other postgraduate ledng).

" 1n other words, we assume that students who discontinued their studies were assumed to at least complete one or several
diFyRFt2yS Y2RdzA Sa | 33a20AFGSR 6A0GK GKSANI AYyGiSyRSR | dzleitharF A OF
O2YLX SGA2y i W2GKSNJ dzyRSNENI RdzF 1SQ 2NJ W2GKSNJ L2340 3aNpWkdzl G SQ
72Data is based on 2018 entering cohort and excludes individuals who are still studying the course they entereartimié other
undergraduate, first degree and higher degree (research) completion rates were not provided due to small sample sizes and are
assumed to the be the same as for fiithe student.

>
N
<
M

London Economic
38 The economic impact of the University of Cambric



CKS AYLI OG 2F GKS ! yAi@SNREAILE @K S0 SIYRK G 21Fy R
and learning activitie

Table 16 Assumed completion rates diiniversity of Cambridgstudents

Study intention

Completion outcome Other First degree Other Higher degree Higher degree
undergraduate postgraduate (taught) (research)

Other undergraduate 100% 2% 0% 0% 0%

First degree 0% 98% 0% 0% 0%
Other postgraduate 0% 0% 100% 2% 13%
Higher degree (taught) 0% 0% 0% 98% 0%
Higher degredresearch) 0% 0% 0% 0% 87%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Partime students
Other undergraduate 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Other postgraduate 0% 0% 100% 9% 14%
Higher degree (taught) 0% 0% 0% 91% 0%
Higher degree (research) 0% 0% 0% 0% 86%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. Data is baseithase completing degees in 2020/21 Part time frst degree is not included
in this table since thedata provided by the Universityuggestedhere were nopart-time first degee students in the2020-21 cohort.
{2dz2NDSY [2yR2y 902y 2 YA O4& frovided by the &Jhiversityp of EatnBriddnythe soyhFledidnlgutcimies of
the five cohorts of studentscompleting qualificationsbetween2016:17 and 202021

Box 3 Cambridge Collegesommunities for academiand pastoralsupport

The University of Cambridge is a confederation of Schools, Faculties, Departments and Ci
In total, the University has 31 Colleges located across the city and each of which is goverr
autonomously As well as being a member of the University and of an academic Faculty or
Department, students also belong to a College, an arrangement that offers them pastoral
academic support.

Much of the teaching and learniragtivitiestakes placevithin Colleges Undergraduate
students receive College supervisiansmall group teaching sessiogsegarded as one of the
best teaching models in the worl@ollegeslsoassign undergraduate students with a Directc
of Studies ancollegeTutor, who are responsible faneir academic welfare andellbeing

As well as a place of teaching and learning, the Cambridge Colleges are also a home for r
students during their studies. Many students live, eat and socialise in their Callege,
environment in which generationand academic disciplines are able to mix, providing a cent
social and intellectual hub for students.
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and learning activities

3.3 Defining the returns to higher education qualifications

The fundamental objective of the analysis of the impadhefUniversity of Cambridgea G SI OKA y 3
and learning activities is to estimate tlyeoss andhet graduate premiunmto the individual and the

gross and nepublic purse benefito the Exchequer associated with higher education qualification
attainment, defined as follows (and presentedrigure 15

A Thegrossgraduate premum associated with qualification attainment is defined as the
present valueof enhanced aftertax earningg(i.e. after income tax, National Insurance
and VAT are removed, and following the deduction of any foregone earnings during
study) relative to an inglidual in possession of the counterfactual qualification;

A Thegrossbhenefit to the public pursds defined as th@resent valueof enhanced
taxation (i.e. income tax, National Insurance and VAT, following the deduction of the
costs of foregone tax earnisgluring study) relative to an individual in possession of the
counterfactual qualification;

A Thenet graduate premiumis defined as the gross graduate premiormusthe present
value of the direct costs associated with qualification attainment; and

A Similaty, thenet benefit to the public pursds defined as the gross public purse benefit
minus the direct Exchequer costs of provision during the period of attainment.

Figure 15 Overview of gross and net graduate premium, and gross and net Exchequer be

resssnsnnnan Foregone

Age-earnings .
net earnings

profile of
counterfactual
Earnings Indirect costs
premium e
ross lifetime
u Gross lifetime Eminus. equals = Gross graduate
T benefit Income tax, national premium .
premium insurance and VAT minus Tuition fees
) Loan subsidies
Real earnings :
growth
. Grant subsidies
equals

Scholarships/bursaries

Income tax, national v
insurance and VAT Loan subsidies

minus Grant subsidies

v

F°'te::"e B2 Indirect costs

Teaching grant funding

equals
Gross public benefit  minus

equals -

Sourcef 2y R2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfeara olFlaSR 2y 5SLINIYSyd F2NI .
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Supporting schoolchildren, parents and teachers across the UK

CKS ! YAOSNEAGEQA O2y(UNROGdziA2Y G2 GSI Gelyy3d | yR f
year @out 300 new teachersre trained at the Faculty of Educatigdhroughwhichthey work

with the longstanding Cambridge PGCE partnersiylving up to 300 state schools across the

Eastern region and beyondutreach and research projects also have wiadgsct, as in the

examples below.

Raising nextgeneration problem solvers

NRICH G KS ! fayshiSduiieach praedand a joint initiative of the Faculties of
Mathematics and Education, recently celebrated 25 years of desifngiegonline resourceto

give 319 yearoldsthe widest possible opportunities to experience a rich, imaginative and
challenging mathematical education. It focuses on builgiraplem-solving skills perseverance
mathematical reasoningability toapply knowledge creativelyn unfamiliar contexts, and
confidencein tackling new challenges. NRICH saw particularly high use during-C@stbool
closures, attracting ovetO million visitsand just undeB83 million page viewsand was

highlighted by theDepartment for Educatioras a resource for home schooling. Collaboration with
the BBC to support onlin@BC Bitesizdaily lessons for maths further extended this reach.

aLGYAa AYLERNIFyG GKFG ¢S OFGOK LIS2LX S &2dzy3
really special about NRICH isttlage encourage children to problem solve in
different ways, take different approaches, and use and apply their maths. And
by doing that, when students leave school, they are truly ready to solve
LINRPOf SY& d¢
Dr Ems Lord, NRICH Director

Inspiring a love of naure

The Lost Word§2017)¢ by Dr Robert Macfarlangraculty of Englishc anditsh 1 Wa LISt £ Q L2 SY.
about species from everyday nature has captured the imagination of children, teachers, musicians,

artists and actors across the UK. Crowdfunding campaigns led to the book being donated to all

schools in Scotland and Greater London, and 21 English ands8 @éeinties, resulting in the

mass participation of primary and secondary schodls/ f ST N}y Ay 3 Wyl Gdz2NB f A (SN
cultural and creative impact include a flagship BBC Proms concert at the Royal Albert Hall,

broadcast live on BBC Radio 3; Seebl Bjpeak, an Arts Council England (8&CB)Y RS R W2 dzii R2 2 NJ
spokeng 2 NR LISNF 2NXI yOSQF LISNF2NNX¥SR F2MNMInk#&4&sN) Gg2 &S
folk-music touring concert and book (shortlisted for the Beautiful Book Award) involving eight

artists.

Improving student outcomes through speaking and listening skills

Teaching students how to express themselves with confidene@ NI, lightseem a priority

but until researchers at the Faculty of Education developed a tedcieadly method to teach

this skil, none existed. TheWh NI O& { { A thasdnfonid criEulinNvE&opment in

over 1,100 schools in the UK and beyqrahd oracy is now in use in all Welsh schools. Their
YwSaSIENOK [ Saazy {GdzRe Q & dzLJLJ2 NIoracylib&et daks@di Ay 62
learning Used in around 20% of English schools and increasing numbers of schools in Wales,

Scotland and Northern Ireland, it has led to demonstramigroved skill levels and student

outcomes
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3.4 Estimating the returns to higher education qualifications

3.4.1 Estimating the gross graduate premium amgoss public purse benefit

To measure theconomic benefits to higher education qualificatipmse estimate thdabour

market value associated with particular education qualificatigmather than simply assessing the

labour market outcomes achieved by inidlualsin possessionf a higher education qualification.

The standard approach to estimating this labour market value is to undertake@rometric

analysisgs KSNB GKS WINBIGYSYyiQ 3INRdzZI O2yaraida 2F (Kz2a
qualificationofA Yy G SNB &Gz YR GKS WO2dzy i SNFI Ol dzl £ Q 3N dzLJ
comparable personal and socioeconomic characteristics but with the next highest level of

gualification. The rationale for adopting this approach is that the comparison of théngarand

SYLX 28YSyid 2dzid2YSa 2F G(GKS GNBFAGYSyd 3aINRAzZI | YR
other personal and socioeconomic characteristics that might affect labour market earnings and
employment (such as gender, age, or sector of employmerayjrig just the labour market gains

attributable to the qualification itself (sefeigure 1&or an illustration of this). The treatment and
counterfectual groups, and details of the econometric approach, are presented in Akth2xi

and AnnexA2.2.2respectively.

Figure 16  Estimating the gross graduate premium and gross Exchequer benefit

: Before-tax earnings Annual
Costs/Earnings associated with a first enhanced
degree tax
Gross Exchequer benefit
After-tax earnings Annual
associated with a first earnings
degree premium

I

Earnings associated with counterfactual level of
qualification (e.g. A Levels)

Indirect costs (foregone earnings during study)

18 Age

Direct costs (tuition fee minus student support)

Note: The analysis assumes that the opportunity costs of foregone earnings associated with higher qualification attasnment ar
applicable to fultime students only. For pattme students, we have assumed that these students are able to combine workheith
academic studies and as such, do not incur any opportunity costs in the form of foregone earnings. This illustratioros drased
analysis othe University of Cambridg@d & (G dzZRSy i O 2-Kl2widre thelméan age &t Bidrokment for ftiline first degree
students stands at8and requirest years to complete

Source: London Economics
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Throughout the analysis, the assessment of earnings and employment outcomes associated with
higher education qualification attainment (at all levels) is undkenseparatelyby gender,

reflecting the different labour market outcomes between men and women. Further, the analysis is
undertakenby subjectto illustrate the fact that there is significant variation in pgsaduation

labour market outcomes dependiran the subject of study, but also to reflect the specific subject
composition of students studying #te University of Cambridgdn addition, given the fact that
part-time students generally undertake and complete higher education qualifications ldié in

than fulktime students, the analysis for paiit A YS & (i dzR S gedad furlctloilf A 8a 6 KS W
returns associated with qualification attainment, to reflect the shorter period of time in the labour
market’.

To estimate thegross graduate premiumbased on the econometric results, we then estimate the
present value of the enhanced posax earningsof individuals in possession of different higher
education qualifications (i.e. after income tax, National Insurance and VAT are removed, and
followingthe deduction of foregone earnings) relative to an individual in possession of the
counterfactual qualification (see Anné2.2.4for more detail).

Thegross benefits to the Exchequérom the provision of higher education are derived from the
enhanced taxation receipts that are associated with a higher likelihood of being employed, as well
as the enhanced earnings associated with more highly skilieidoroductive employees. Based on
the analysis of the lifetime earnings and employment benefits associated with higher education
gualification attainment and combined with administrative information on the relevant taxation
rates and bands (from HM Rewenand Customs), we estimated theesent value of additional
income tax, National Insurance and VAT associated with higher education qualification
attainment (by gender, level of study, mode of study, and prior attainment). Again, please refer to
AnnexA2.2.4for more detailed information on the calculation of the gross Exchequer benefit.

3.4.2 Estimating the net graduate premium and net public purse bemef

The difference between the gross and net graduate premium relatésitodzR 8inédi cogsof
qualification acquisitioff. These direct costs refer the proportion of the tuition fee paidby the
student’ net of anytuition fee supportor maintenance sipport provided by the Student Loans
Company (SLC, for students from Wales, England and Northern Ireland) or the Students Awards
Agency for Scotland (SAAS, for students from Scotfaal minus anyee waivers or bursaries

7 See Anneg.2.4for more information.

74 Note again that thendirectcosts associated with qualification attainment, in terms of the foregone earnings during the period of

study (for fulltime students only, are already deducted from the gross graduate premium.

7>We made use of information provided bye University of Cambridgmn the average tuition fees charged to studentsest

University of Cambridge the 202621 academic year, separately by doneic8tudy mode, and study level (with data provided for all

undergraduate students combined, postgraduate (taught) students, and postgraduate (research) students (and we assume that

di4dzRSyGa dzyRSNIF1Ay3a € SENYAy3 Ithe postgradéat Kaughs caiegbiHemdrdedil&es wer8 St NB A
broken down by subject area, we calculated a simple average of fees across the different subject areas.

76 The analysis makes useaderagelevels of support paid per student, separately by stodyde, study level (i.e. undergraduate,

higher degree (taught) and higher degree (research) (and we assume that no funding is available for students underttiiatonsal

Fd W20KSNJ LIRaG3ANI Rdzr iSQ t S@St 00 I ations By thHe SClodstutieBtduppodAdhi§heri A VI G Sa | NB
education in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland in 22P(see Student Loans Company 2021a, 2021b and 2021c, respectively) and

a publication by the Student Awards Agency for Scotland on student suppdigfeer education in Scotland (see Student Awards

Agency for Scotland, 2021). To ensure comparability across the different Home Nations, we focus only on core studeint senppsrt

of tuition fee grants, tuition fee loans, maintenance grants and maeuee loans (where applicable), kexcludeany Disabled

{GdzRSyGaQ 1tt26y0OS IyR 2G0KSNJ G NBSGSR &dzZIlLl2 NI & 2 KSNBIGSNI LI2aaAot S
providers only, for the most recent cohorts possible, splitby ddm&i 0 A ®Sd Wl 2YSQ @g&ad 9! 6 ® CdzNIKSN¥Y2NBS
we adjusted the average levels of fee and maintenance loans for average loamptaies available from the same sources.
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provided bythe University of Cambridger its lleges’. In this respect, the student benefit
associated with tuition fee loan or maintenance loan support equals$tsource Accounting and
Budgeting chargéRAB chargé, capturing the proportion of the loan that is napaid. Given the
differing approach to public support funding for students from each of the UK Home Nations, the
direct costs incurred by students were assessed separately for students from England, Wales,
Scotland, and Northern Irelarfd]

Thedirect co¢s®to the publicpurseinclude theteaching grant fundingadministered bythe

Office for Students (Of8)the student supportprovided in the form of maintenance/fee grants

(where applicable), and thaterest rate or write-off subsidiesthat are associated with

maintenance and tuition fee loans (i.e. the RAB charge). Again, the analysis tailors the cost of
da0dzRSYy(d &dzLLI2 NI (G2 GKS aididzRSyiQa aLISOAFAO 1 2YS
These direct costs associated with qualification attainment tdsitidents and the Exchequer (by
gualification level, study mode and Home Nation domicile) are calculated from start to completion

2T | aiddzRSydiQa fSIENYAYy3I FAYD ¢KNRdAK2dzi GKS Iyl
computed inpresent valueterms (i.e. in 202621 money terms), all benefits and costs occurring at

points in the future weraliscountedusing the standard HM Treasury Green Book real discount

rate of 3.5%(see HM Treasury, 2022)

Deducting the resulting individual and Exchequer costsifthe estimated gross graduate
premium and gross public purse benefit, respectively, we arrive at the estinmategiaduate
premium andnet public purse benefiper student.

77 Average fee waivers and other bursaries and scholarships peerst were calculated based on information the Cambridge

Bursary Scheme and other bursaries, includiniege funding of bursaries.

78 For undergraduate fulime students, we have assumed a RAB char@gd @ associated with tuition fee amdaintenance loans for

Englishdomiciled students (based on data published by the Department for Education (2@B&)), includes the impact on the RAB

OKIFNBS 2F (KS 5SLI NIYSyiQa NBOSyife I yy2dzy OSdcatiar(forpsR01DKEF y3Sa Ay N
English loan borrowers)jVe have further assumed a RAB charge of approximagsty for Welslilomiciledstudents based on London
902y2YA0aQ Y2RSttAy3a 2F G(KS O02aida | aazOAl ( SdthedWelShkGouemirBent2 St a8 K KA IKS
(unpublished); 31% for Scottish domiciled studer{tiased on Audit Scotland (2020P6% for Northern Irish students (assumed to be

the same as the RAB charge for Welsh domiciled students given the similar loan balan8&y&rdEU studentsstudying in England,

assumed to be the same as fenglishdomiciledstudents). For undergraduate patiitne students, based on the same sources, we have

assumed a RAB charge33% for Engliskdomiciled studentg§see Annex B in Departmefur Education (2022); note however that this

doesnoti I 1S | O02dzyd 2F GKS AYLFIOG 2F GKS 5SLI NSBWSryMelshdonitlkd LI2y &S G2 (K
students 0% for Northern Irish domiciled students (given that these students haeeyasmall loan balancgand, 33% for EU

domiciled students (again, assumed to be the same aEriglishkdomiciledstudents). There is currently no student loan funding

provided to Scottish domiciled undergraduate ptinhe students (so no RAB charge amgtions are required)

For the loans for postgraduate taught students from England, Wales, and Northern Ireland (and for EU students studyamgdin Eng

we have assumed a RAB charge of 0% for bottiriu#l and parttime students (based on the Departmeft2 NJ 9 RdzOF A2y Q&4 O HAHH(
diGdzRSy G w! . OKFNBS SadAvyriSa FT2NJ LI2&GINIRdzZr S aladsSNna t2Fya FT2NJ
Education(2022a)). There were no postgraduate loans available for Scottish students studying outside Scotland.

Fially, for (fulltime and parttime) postgraduate research students, there were no Doctorate loans available for Scottish domiciled or

Northern Irish domiciled students. For students from Engladdlesand the ElJwe assumed a RAB charge of 19% (agaiedbais

based on Department for Education (2022)).

7 Note that, in some instances, the total financial support provided to students (through tuition fee loans and grants, amaiaten

loans and grants, and fee waivers/other bursaries (where applicable)ert@edhe costs of theitniversity of Cambridgeiition fees

qi.e. the net graduate premiuraxceedshe gross graduate premium per student (see the results presentg@dlite 33and Table 34n

AnnexA2.2.9.

80 Again, any indirect costs to the public purse in terms of foregone income tax, National Insurance and VAT receipts foriegone d

the period of qualification attainment (applicable to ftitihe students only) are already incorporated in the gross public purse benefits

as described above.

81 This is calculated as the total teaching grant funding divided by the total number of students enroll¢denithiversity of

Cambridgen 202021 (excluding angon-EUdomiciled students and higher degree (research) students (i.e. it is assumed that there is

no teaching funding associated with these students)).
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3.5 Estimated net graduate premium and net Exchequer benefit

Table 17resents the net graduate premiums and net Exchequd
benefits achieved bignglishdomiciledstudent$? undertaking The net graduate premiur

for a representative fuH
time first degreeEnglish

qualifications athe University of Cambridge the 2026021
cohort (by study mode, on average across men and wéfhen

The analysis indicates that timet graduate premiumachieved domiciledstudent stands
by a representativ¥ Englishdomiciledundergraduate student in

the 2020621 cohort completing &ull-time first degreeat the at £92’OOO'
University of Cambridggg A 1 K D/ 9 W! Q [ S@St
their highest level of prior attainment) is approximatél§2,000
Ay G2RIFeéQa Yz2ySe GSNxyaod !'G L2a&ad3INIRdzrGS t S@St =
representativé® Englishdomiciledstudent completing a fullime postgraduate taught or

postgraduate researchedjyree atthe University of Cambridg@elative to a first degree) stand at
approximately£30,000and£16,000, respectively.

Table 17 Net graduate premium and net Exchequer benefit génglishdomiciledstudent at
the University of Cambridgeby study level and mode

Net graduate premium Net public purse benefit
Level of study Fulktime students Parttime Fulktime students Parttime
students students
Other undergraduate £10,000 £8,000 £12,000 £4,000
First degreé £92,000 £104,000
Other postgraduaté -£10,000 -£5,000 £26,000 £20,000
Higher degree (taught) £30,000 £12,000 £48,000 £37,000
Higher degree (research £16,000 £112,000 £95,000 £128,000

Note: All estimates constitute weighted averages across men and women (weighted by the estimated nustbéemfcompleters in

the 202021 cohort) and are presented in 202Q prices, discounted to reflect net present values and rounded to the nearest £1,000.

We assume that the gross graduate premium / Exchequer benefit associated with any HE qualifitzitiomeat can never be

negative( i.e. students will never incur a wage/employment penalty from achieving additional qualifications. In instances where this

would be the case, we instead assume a £0 gross graduate prehiidohequer benefit. The negativetrbenefits associated with

these qualifications are thus entirely driven by the costs of study (e.g. in terms of foregone earnings during studsffectiie

tuition fees (net of any student support or bursaries) paid by studebBa)a provided to Ledon Economicshows there being zero

part-time first degree students in the University of Cambridge 2@20:ohort, hence the missing estimate for this group.

1pSG 3ANI RdzF S LINBYAdzya +FyR ySi Lidzof A0 LIZNESNANS yRIFA A H &z FMINESIR RS
SadAYIGSR NBtFGA@GS G2 LkRaasSaarzy 2F D/9 W Q [SgStao

2p S 3INIRdzZF §S LINBYAdzyra yR ySiG LlzotA0 LWz2NBS o6SySFTFAlGaughtpazOAl SR 4/
and higher degree (researclelel are estimated relative to the possession of first degrees.

{2dzNOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0&Q Fylt&ara

There are also substantiakt graduate premiumdor part-time students. For instancdor a
postgraduateresearchdegree (again relative to a first degree) the estimaft¢he net graduate
premiumstands at approximatel§112 000 (comparedto the £16,000for full-time students), and
the estimate fora part-time postgraduatgaughtdegree stands af12,000(compared b £30,000

82The full set of net graduate premiums and net Exchequer benefits for all domiciles (as well destigjystudy modes, and prior
attainment levels) is presented in AnnAg.2.502.2.5

83 For a breakdown of the results by gender, again see AAGeX 5

8 The analysis is based on an average age at graduation of 22 for students undertakimg ffitst degrees athe University of
Cambridgen the 202021 cohort (also see Anné2.2.3for further information).

85This is based on an average age at graduation in the-202®hort of 26 for fultime higher degree (taught) studentsa 32 for fult
time higher degree (research) students.
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for full-time students) The fact that partime students tend to complete their studies later in {ffe
(resulting in fewer years spent in the labour market pgstduation) results iarelativereduction

in the net graduate premiums for patime students compared to futime students. However, it

is assumed that paiime students are able to combine work with their academic studies and thus
do not incur anyopportunitycostsin the form of faegone earnings, which results in increased net
graduate premiums relative to fulime students. Given that patime net (post)graduate

premiums are higher than their fulime equivalentdor postgraduateresearch courseshe latter
effect likelydominates the former.

. In terms of the benefits to the public purse, thet

The net public purse Exchequer benefifor a representativeEnglishdomiciled
ENEEEECEICO AVl fultimeFANR G RSINBS addzRSydG ol 3AFAyY
representative fultime equivalent as their highest level of prior attainment)
stands at approximatel§104,000in 202021 money
terms. The net Exchequer benefits for a representative

first degreeEnglish

oINS IS U CIIESIEROE] siudent completilg a fultime postgraduate taught or

at £104,000 postgraduate research degree (relative to a first degree)
were estimated at approximatel§48,000and£95,000,
respectively.

Again, there are also substantial net Exchequer benefits associategavithime students For
instance, the net Exchequer benefits for a representative-paré student fromeEngland
undertaking a postgraduate taught degree or postgraduate research degree (relative to a first
degree) stand at approximateBfa7,000and£128 000 (respectively)

z

3.6 Total impact ofthe University of Cambridgg & G S+ OKAyYy 3 | YR
learning activities

Combining the information on the number of UK domiciled students in the-2020niversity of
Cambridgecohort, expected completion rates, and the net graduate and public pursefiie
F3a20AF0SR gA0K GKS RAFTFSNBYG ljdzZ t AFAOFGA2Y SO
the analysis estimates that theggregate economic benefit ahe University of Cambridg@ a

teaching and learning activitieassociated with the 202@1 cohort in the UK stands at

approximately693 million.

This total impact is spifavourably forthe Exchequer
relative to studens, with £408 million (59%) of the
economic benefiaccrued by the Exchequer, and the
remainingE285million (41%) accrued by student§ able
18). In terms of study leve§29% (£567 million) of the generated bythe 202021

estimated economic impact is generatedthg cohort of The University ol

University of Cambridge@d dzy RS NHA NJ Rdz :
I . ) mori t nts stands
the other18%(£126million) generated bythe University Camb dges udents stand

of Cambridg@a LJ2 &0 AN} Rdz 06 & d at £693 million. 2 F
domicile,95% (£659 million) of the estimated economic
benefit is associated with students froengland2%

(EL6 million) fromWales,2%(£12 million) from Scotlandand the remainind %(£6 million) is

The total economic impac
of teaching and learning

86 Again, see AnneX2.2.3for more information.
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generated by students frorNorthern IrelandThis is broadly in line with the proportion of
students domiciled in each of the Home Nations.

Table 18 Aggregate impact ofhe University of Cambridg@a G S| OKAy 3 HigsR f S NY A

associated with the 20221 cohort (Em), by type of impact, domicile, and level of study

Beneficiary and Domicile
study level England Wales Scotland Northern Total
‘ ‘ ‘ Ireland
Undergraduate £253m £7m £4m £2m £267m
Postgraduate £17m £1m £0m (E0m) £18m
| | |
Undergraduate £286m £6m £5m £3m £300m
Postgraduate £103m £2m £3m £1m £108m
Total £659m £16m £12m £6m £693m
Undergraduate £539m £14m £9m £5m £567m
Postgraduate £120m £2m £3m £1m £126m

Note: All estimates are presented in 2020 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, rounded to the nearest £1m, and may not
add up precisely to the totals indicated.
{ 2dz2NDSY [ 2y Ragalfsis9 02y 2YA0&Q

It is important to emphasise that these impacts aessociated with the 20221 cohort of

students only Depending on the size and composition of subsequent cohotthofersity of
Cambridgestudents, a comparable estimate of the economic impact associated with teaching and
learning activities would be assiated with each successive cohort of starters (depending on the
prevailing labour market conditions at the time)
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150 years as a pioneer in continuing education

G! & ¢S f 2 2phndémyit cantkx§ wHei2 theilevels of political,
economic, societalral technological change seem set to accelerate in
unpredictable ways, | believe you will find one constant through the Institute
of Continuing Educatiogadult students drawn together to ask questions,
gain insights, expand horizons and learn togetheirfdividual and collective
0SYSTAU 6AGKAY GKS aSGidAay3a 2F 2yS 2F GKS ¢+

Dr James Gazzard, Director of Continuing Education

Founded in 1873 by pioneering educationalists Anne Clough, Josephine Butler and James Stuart,
the Institute of Continuing Education (ICEas been providingccessible and flexible higher
education coursegor adults from all backgrounds and all prior edtional levels of achievement

for almost 150 years.

What began with delivering lectures for women across northern England in the £&886sght to
be the first ever provision of universitgd extension education in the worlgis now a thriving
institute with over 300 tutorsteaching and supporting ové;,000 course enrolments, in more
than a dozen academic fields and over 250 different courses

The ethos remains the same: ICE provides a point of access to the educational resources of
Cambridge for any nmivated adult wishing to gain qualifications flexilaltyany stage of their life

those managing work and family commitments, engaging with higher education for the first time,
returning after an extended break, changing career paths, or simply wantiexcttange ideas

and learn alongside others drawn from all walks of life. The variety of life experiences and diversity
of backgrounds allow new perspectives to develop amid a shared approach to learning.

Flexible learning

Balancing competing calls on timedafinances can be challenging for adult learners. Recognising
this, ICE has long offered atiernative route to a Cambridge educatiaimrough itspart-time and
flexible learning options The purposéuilt courses; ranging from short onelay introductory
sessions to University of Cambridge undergraduate and postgraduate cawasesvailable

through parttime pathways. Committed to innovation in learning, ICE has been deliviating
online coursedor over a decade, launched a népprenticeshipsagerda in 2019, and formed
partnerships with emerging platforms including edX, which hosts online univésiycourses in

a wide range of disciplines to a worldwide student body generating over 50,008cfi@ecess
course registrations in 20222.

Help with costs

ICE provides some of the most affordable-i@elike courses and offers one of tineost generous
bursary scheme# the sector to help remove or reduce cost as a potential barrier to learhing.
June 2020, aew £1 million schemevas introducel: the Cambridge Thousand Futures Bursaoy

give up tol,000 people across the UK an opportunity to enhance their employability or renew
their knowledge and skillsvith a wide range of pastime online qualificationg from business
management or coaching art history or creative writing. Directed towards those most affected

by the COVIR9 pandemic, the Bursary has helped people who were furloughed or lost their jobs,
as well as key workers and those most at risk of the virus. Throughout the pandethizeyond,
these communities of lifevide learners have thrived, learning for both professional and personal
growth.
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48 The economic impact of the University of Cambric



Student stories
Mark: Undergraduate Diploma in Creative Writing

G/ 2YAYy3 FNRY | O2dzy OAf Sail i&cedsyohigrene®izayiohas. RARY
a2YS 2GKSNJ e2dzy3 LIS2L) ST FyR LQ@S KIFIR G2 62N] K
IT professional. Here at ICE, having the support of a knowledgeable tutor, a structured programme

and a positive learningengiry YSy i KlF a 0SSy Ay@rfdzaof Se® LQBS 0SS
0KS @GAaAGAY3 FdziK2NER YR I RAGSNBS |yR GlFfSyasSR
Yemi: Undergraduate Certificate in Strategic Business and Management

GL g1 a 7FdzNI 2 dz3 K S Rst yegrpout he Gaibritigs FhongaRd Ratirestbiirsary

3PS YS GKS 2L NIdzyAide (2 adadGddzRe 2y (GKAa O2dz2NAS
experience in the education sector and | chose to study on this course to build on my skills as well

as learn low to set up my own business in the future. | have loved learning alongsideri¢ed
AYRAGARdzZL fad LG KFIa 0SSy adzOK | f2y3 GAYS aiayos
expect, but receiving such positive feedback has been really enaaueagl given me much more
seltO2 Yy FTARSYy OS dé

Mable: Undergraduate Certificate in Coaching

G! FGSNJ aGFNIGAY3 | FlLYAfE@&s L NBOdzNYySR G2 aiddzRe LI
daughters. | want them to know that they can be whoever and do whatever they want; that they
YFGGSNI® LGQa | LINRA @A tmthdes alultas weSall jdghfle dirTdndplicdtedl 2 y 3 & A R

fA@Sad LQY GF1{Ay3 /2F0KAY3 (2 adzl)X SYSyid YvYe 2y13
helping people with mental health issues to flourish. Making people happy and fulfilled is such a
rewarding endeavour, andthi O2 dzZNBRS Aad 3IAGAY3I YS ySg LISNBLISOUGA

Martin: MSt in History

m/
QX

L adGNHZA3t SR 6AGK ReafSEAlI RdNAy3I Ye aOKz22f R
16 and trained as a chef. A year later, | retrained in Information Temiyaind have worked there

ever since. Nearly two decades on from my school difficulties, | decided | wanted to study for a
RSAINBS> FyR y2¢ LQY K221SR 2y tSINYyAyaIoe ¢KS | Aa
| love discovering new subjeei®ngside my interesting and diverse classmates, and the Master of
{0dzRASAE KFra 3IABSY YS | RSSLISNI dzyRSNEGFYRAY3a 27

Bharadwaj: Postgraduate Certificate in Healthcare Data and Informatics

aL ¢l a |y ! OF RSY hOocterandh¢ Rdstividiands andSriteksbtad én the impact

and scope of datdriven technologies in healthcare for some time, so enrolling on this course was

a no-brainer for me. For someone at a relatively early stage of their career, the course has serve

as a great introduction to the landscape of datdaven research within healthcare. Because of this
O2dzNESZ LQ@OS aSOdNBR (GKS LINBSadGAIA2dza CF OdzAf Ge 2F
aSRAOIf 5ANBOG2NRa /fAYAOrUAGEWEZ2GAKALI G Y& (2

N

L ySOSN) 6K2dAKG L ¢g2dZ R 0SS FofS G2 addzRe
my preconceptions have been blown away by the nurturing and supportive
SY@ANRYYSyYy(d Fid L/ 9 ®dE

c

Christopher, MSt student
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4 ¢ KS AYULKSUL @SINE A U & @2 B R/dIOY AINI2 K3
S LN &

With the United Kingdomand the University of Cambridge in particulagjng an attractive
destination for many overseas students, the higher education sector is a tradeable industry with
imports and exportsike any other tradeable sector.

In this part of the analysis, we focus on the impact of educational exports through the injection of
overseas funding into the UK generated Hye University of Cambridgeln particular, we analyse
overseas income in the for of tuition fee spending (net of any Exchequer costs) andtoiion

fee (offcampus) expenditures by international (EU and 4 domiciled) students in the 2020
cohort of University of Cambridge students, over the entire course of their sfiidide analysis
estimates thadirect, indirect, and induced economic impacéssociated with this export income,
defined as follows:

A Direct effect This is captured by the level of (net) fee income (accruethéyniversity
of Cambridge itself) and nefiee inmme (accrued by other organisations providing goods
and services to international students) associated with-hidhstudents in the 2021
cohort.
A LYRANBOUO STFSOUG (THeWnvedkily af Catmbridge gnd focdllblisitesses) 0
providing other gods and services to international students spend their income on
purchases of goods and services from their suppliers, which in turn use this revenue to
buy inputs (including labour) to meet these demands. This results in a chain reaction of
subsequentroyy Ra 2F &LISYRAYy3I | ONRPaAa&d AYyRddzZAGNRSAZ 27F
A LYRdzOSR STFSOU ¢ WpThedebplaydeSahieUniyessity bf\Catbiges Q O
(supported by its tuition fee income) and of companies providing goods and services to
the! yYAGSNRAGE 2F /FYONARISQa AYOISNYylradazyrt ad
goods and services. This in turn generates wage income for employees within the
industries producing these goods and services, again leading to subsequent rounds of

spendingh ®S® I WNALILXE S STFSOGQ MM KNRdzAK2dzi GKS (

(0p))

In addition to the impacts associated withe! YA SNEAGE& 2F /I YONARISQ& SR«
described in the following sections, a similar methodology is applied to estimate the direct,

indirect,and induced economic effects associated vkittowledge exchange activities (see Section

2.2),the operational and capital expenditurestbie University of Cambridge (see Sectirand

tourism (see Sectiof).

87 Note that other types of export income accrued directlythy University of Cambridge (such as research income from international

sources, or any other income received from AAK sources) are taken account of in our analysis of the impalee afniversty of

/' YONRARISQa NI a S2) anddike impaciiok tieiexipendithirgs®® Uriversity of Cambridge (Sectighy and are thus

excluded from the analysis of exports to avoid doutbenting.

88 Our analysis excludes any similar direct, indirect, and induced effects associated witmifee expenditures oKdomiciled

students. In this respect, we (conservatively) assume that these expenditurestaadditional to the UK economy (i.e. that they would

likely have occurred even if these students had not enrolled in programnthe &hniversity of Cambridge). The economic impact
F8820AF3GSR sAGK 'Y &GdRRSyi(iaQ (datGAazy FS8S SELISYRAG@MBd A& AyaiaSER
impacts associated witthe! y A SNEAG& 2F /| YONAReEt®O®A 26y SELISYRAGIINBEE 6a8$S
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4.1 The 202621 cohort of internationalstudents at theUniversity of

Cambridge

Figure 17Figure 18 andFigure 19resent information on the number of nedK domiciled

students included in the 202P1 cohort of University of Cambridge students (by domicile, mode of

study, and level of study, respectively)

In terms of domicileRigure 17, of the total 0f3,385international students starting higher
education gualifications ahe University of Cambridge in 2021,1,010(30%9 were domiciled
within the European Union, whil,375(70% were from norEU countries. In terms of study
mode Figure 18, the vast majority of international students in the cohd@t375, 100%were
undertaking their qualifications on a fdlme basis, with the remaining0 (099 studying on a paft

time basis.

In terms of study leveRigure 19, in contrast to UK domiciled students (see SecBdi, the

majority of norUK domiciled students in the cohort were undertaking postgraduate qualifications

(2,555 7599, includingl,630(48%) enrolled in postgraduate taught degre@85 students 27%)
undertaking postgraduate research degrees, 80@1%) undertaking other postgraduate learning.
At undergraduate level, there weig5(23%) students undertaking first degrees, while the
remaining35 (199 students were enrolled in other undergraduate learrithg

Figure 17 Non-UK domiciled students in
the 2020621 cohot of the University of
Cambridge, by domicile
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Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the to
values may not add up precisely diethis rounding.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ
/' YONARISQA 1 9{! RFGLI

8 For more detailed information othe! Yy A @S NE A G &
A2.3.1

Figure 18 Non-UK domiciled students in
the 202621 cohort ofthe University of
Cambridge students, by study mode
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Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the to
values may not add up precisely due to this rounding.

{ 2dzNOSY [2yR2y 9 020 Brivarshiad
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2 F-21/cohdrioNibAR K ddmidiled stadents, please refer to Annex
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Figure 19 Non-UK domiciled students in the 202P1 cohort of University of Cambridge
students, by level of study

Other undergraduate

First degree
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Other postgraduate
1% postg

m Higher degree (taught)

m Higher degree (research)

Note: All numbers are rounded to the nearest 5, and the total values may not add up precisely duedaritliag.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ tylfeéara oFaSR 2y | yA@SNEAGER
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Figure 20 All (undergraduate and postgraduate)verseasdomiciled first year studentsn the 202621 cohort, by country of domicile
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Note: LEeceived HESA data t¢ime 3,385first year overseas domiciled students from the University of Cambrldige to the administrative boundaries of the mapping, fildgsmap attributesanystudents from
Taiwan to China (36 students).
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ Fylteéara ©Eudseograpiics it thieladmnistitive bbddries shd @O BandiE / F YONA RIS
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4.2 Changes in the number of international students tte University
of Cambridge over time

Alongside the analysis of the 202Q cohort of noRUK domiciledirst-yearstudents, we have also
examined the trends ithe! YA @GS NRA A (i & ehtiFe ndrUK siuNdntial$ davér the past
decade (i.e. academic yedét810-11 to 202621).

With the University of Cambridge being ranked consistently in the top universities in the world, it

is understandably a highly popular destination for international students. There has been a

significant increase in the number of ndK domiciled students enrolled ete University over

the last decade, increasing frofn095students in 20161 to7,270students in 202@21. With the

number of UK domiciled students having increased at a similar rate across the period, in part down

to the University having its largest cohort of UK domiciled students in-20@2€he proportion of
''YAGSNBAGE 27F /I Yo NR R I-BKdbmicilds dzBr$hy pediod fak lerdainedNBE T NP
at approximately30%in 201011 to31%in 202021 (seeFigure 2}, although peaked in the

previous two academic years (2618 and 20120) at35%

In terms of the breakdown of these ndgK students by domicilé&igure 22, the overall increase
in international students was predominantly driven by an increase in students frorEon
domiciles 8,875in 200910 to4,810in 202021), with a relatively smaller (but still significant)
increase in students from EU domicil@s2Q0in 201011 to2,460in 202021). This has resulted in
an increase in the number of ndeU domiciled students as a proportion of the total flok
domiciled student population, frori4%in 201011 to66%in 202021.

The increase in the number of international students studyindpatniversity of Cambridge
occurred across both undergraduate and postgraduate studdtitgi(e22), with the number of
non-UK undergraduate students increasing frém05in 201011 to2,945in 202021, and the
number of nonUK postgraduate students rising frad®90in 200910 to4,325in 202021. With
relatively stronger growth at undergraduate level, there has been a slight increase in the
proportion of norUK domiciled students undertaking undergraduate as compared to
postgraduate qualifications, increasingim@5%in 201011 to41%in 202021.

Figure 21 Total students athe University of Cambridge, 20101 to 202021, by domicile
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Figure 22 Non-UK domiciled students athe University of Cambridge, 20101 to 202021, by
level of study and domicile
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4.3 Direct impact
431 Net tuition fee income

To assess the level gfosstuition fee incomeassociated with international students in the 2620

21 cohort, we made use of data on average tuition fees chargededyniversity of Cambridge in

202021 (by study level, mode, and domiéfle Assuming the same average study durations as in

the analysiof the impact othe! YA @SNEAG& 2F /I YONARISQA (S OKAyYS3
Section3), we calculated the resulting tuition fee income peternational student in the cohort

FNRY GKS a0FNIL 2F + adGdzRSy(dQa f S HeNifchrgedntill A Y dzy G A
completionin 202021 prices and using the HM Treasury Green Book real discount rate of 3.5%

(see HM Treasury, 2@), we arived at an estimate of the gross tuition fee income per student (in

present value terms over the total study duration).

To calculate theet tuition fee incomeper student, we then deducted the costs to the UK
Exchequer associated with funding higheueation for ELdomiciled students studying in

PAsinthe analysisdhe! YA GSNEAGE 2F /I YONARRISQa G SI3Y)weuged inforyidtonforBviddbys y 3 | OG A @A
the University of Cambridge on average tuition fees fpdirtime student charged bthe University of Cambridge in 2021, separately

by domicile (i.e. UK, EU, and RBb) students), study mode, and study level. To arrive at the fegsgpetime student (ensuring that

the estimated fees for paitime students accurately reflect the averagiidy intensity among paitime students in the 202@1

cohort), we multiplied the respective feiime rates by the average study intensity among garte students in the cohort. The average

study intensity was estimated separately by qualification lewel calculated by dividing the number of péirhe students in the

cohort in fultime equivalents by the number of students in terms of headcount (again based on HESA data protheddryersity

of Cambridge).
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England'. These Exchequer costs include the subsidies associated with the tuition fee support

provided by the Student Loans Company, in terms of:

A The RAB charge dnition fee loansprovided to eligible EU donciled ful-time and part
time undergraduate students

A TheRABchargeenl a i SNR& FyR 52002NF (S f-tBieghd
part-time postgraduate studentsand

A Therecurrentteaching granttunding paid tothe University of Cambridge relation to
the provision of teaching to EU domiciled students (by the Office for Studénts)

In addition to these public purse costsewlso deducted anfee waivers and bursariepaid to
international students byhe University of Cambridge its&lf Againall these costs were

LINE A RS

OF £t Odzf F GSR 20SNJ aldzRSydaQ G2G1t &ad¥zRe RdzNI GA2Y

Combining the estimates per student with information on the number of-biéhstudents in the
202021 cohort, and using the same assumptions on cetigph rates as for UK domiciled
students (as part of the analysis of the impact of teaching and learning (see S®gtiae arrived
at estimates othe total net tuition fee income associated with EU and 4 students in the
202021 cohort of University of Cambridge students. As presentédguare 23thetotal net
tuition fee incomegenerated by international students in the cohort was estimatefl 187
million, of which£16 millionwas generated biU studentsand£141 millionwas generated by
non-EU students

Figure 23 Aggregate net tuition fee incme associated with international students in the
202021 cohort, by domicile (Em)

£0m £20m £40m £60m £80m £100m £120m £140m £160m £180m
£m, 2020-21 prices
Note: All estimates are presented in 2020 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, and rounded to the nearest £1m. V.

may not add up precisely to the td&adue to rounding.
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YAQ4Q lylfeara

91 Note that there is no such Exchequer funding associated withEldistudents.

92 For more information on our assumptions in relation to public student support and recurrent teaching grants, pleaseSefeio
3.4.2

9 Again, sesSection3.4.Zor more information on our assumptions in relation to fee waivers and bursaries.

% For information on the estimated levels of net fee income per student, please refer to A&
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Box 4 Supporting improved business practices and employment through the Cambridge
MBA

TheCambridge MBAat Cambridge Judge Business Schoalvides a global business educatic
to mid-career professionals. Currently 210 students representing 46 nationalities are enrol
the oneyear fulltime course in Cambridge. A range of scholarships and bursaries are avai
Cambridge MBA studesit

Graduates from the Cambridge MBA class of 2020/21.:

work in 22 countries recruited by over 100 international employers;

98% changed their job function, industry or country and 47% achieved all three;
60% are continuing their careers in the UK, 26%sscAsia and 8% in North America;
sectors of choice include strategy consulting, internet@nmerce, technology and
fintech;

companies employing the most MBA graduates include Amazon, Deloitte, BCG, Mc
JP Morgarand Shopee

EEEE

€

The School also offers &xecutive MBAfor more senior professionals, and specialist Maste
programmes in Finance, Accounting, Entrepreneurship and Social Innovation, all of which
postexperience professionals from around the world and support themdvance their
knowledge and careers in a global context.

4.3.2 Non-fee income

LY RRAGAZ2Y G2 GdaAaGAz2y FSSaz (GKS |y SO2yz2vye
non-tuition fee (i.e. living costlexpendituresincurred during their studies dhe University of
Cambridge. These costs include:

A Accommodationcosts(e.g. rent costs, council tax, household bills etc.);

A Subsistenceosts(e.g. food, entertainment, personal items, noourse travel etc.);
A Direct coursecosts(e.g. courseaelated books subscriptions, computers etc.);

A Facilitation costge.g. courseelated travel costs); and

Q1

4 Spending onchildred A y Of dzZRAYy 3 OKAf ROFNB GKFG Aa y2i

participation).

The level of notiuition fee expenditure by overseas student®ften found to be greater than
their tuition fee expenditur®, making these living cost expenditures a significant component of

(0p))
<

NE

GKS 'YQa SELRNI AyO02YS FNRBY AYUSNylLidAzylf &aGdzRS

institutions.

To analyse the level obn-tuition fee expenditure associated with the 202Q cohort of

international students studying dbe University of Cambridge, we used estimates from2b&4

15 Student Income and Expenditure SUuriSIESS. The survey provides estimates of the averag
expenditures of Englisdomiciled undergraduate students (studying in England or Wales) on living
costs, housing costs, participation costs (including tuition fees) and spending on children,

9% See Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (2011b).
% See Institute for Employment Studies & National Centre for Social Research (2018). iethéiriting, estimates for a more
recent academic year were not available.
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separately for fulkime and parttime students.For the purpos of this analysis, we made the
following adjustments to the 20145 SIES estimates:

A We excluded estimates adition fee expenditure(to avoid doublecounting with the
analysis presented in Sectidi.1).

A We deducted anpn-campus expenditurghat students might incur (to avoid double
counting with the analysis of the impacts of the expenditur¢éhefUniversity of
Cambridge itself (see Secti6))®’.

A Since the SIES results do not provide expenditure estimates feUKoasomiciled
students, our analysis implicitly assumes that #ioiion fee expeaditure levels do not
vary significantly between UK and international students. We do however adjust the SIES
estimates for the longeaverage stay durationn the UK of nofEU students compared
to EU student¥.

A We further adjusted the estimates for afigregone subsistence expenditures the UK
due to international students returning to their home countries during the Co\i@
pandemic(and due to the suspension of-person teaching across UK universities).
Specifically, we assume that 50% of-firie students in the cohort returned home during
the second and third terms of the 2021 academic yed}'®. Further academic years,
we assume, are unaffected by the pandemic. We assume that, during this time, these
students did not incur any subsistence exgiure in the UK (e.g. on food,
entertainment, etc.), but still incurred all other types of nfae spending in the UK listed
above (e.g. we assume that these students were still liable to pay any accommodation
costs in the UK).

A Finally, wenflated the egimates to 202621 prices®.

Similar to tuition fees, we then calculated the ntwition fee expenditure over the entire duration

2F a0GdzRSydiaQ KAIKSNI SRdzOF A2y O2dz2NESAa o6FYyR RAA

estimates provide the total arage (offcampus) norfee expenditure per student in 20221
prices, by level of study, mode, and domitfe

Again combining the estimated ndunition fee income per student with the number of
international students in the 20201 cohort expected to conlgte qualifications (or
credits/modules) athe University of Cambridge, thietal (off-campus) nortuition fee
expenditureassociated with international students in the 2020 cohort was estimated 41118
million (Figure 24. Of this total £38 million (3299 was associated witkU studentswhereas£81
million (68%) was generated bypon-EUstudentsin the cohort.

97 Specifically, following the approach undertaken by Oxford Economics (2017) in analysing the collective economic impi#ct of all
higher education institutions in 20345, we ad dzY' S G K| G ™ &’z -tuich fed ékpeRiuyed arespeyitdrycampus (i.e. are
accrued as income lilie University of Cambridge itself).

%8 These adjustments are based on the approach outlined by the Department for Business, Innovation an@BlKilsn(Zstimating
the value of educational exports to the UK economy. For more information, please refer to A2i3e3

% 1n other words, we assume that due to the CetRipandemic, the subsistence expenditures oftiafle international students in the
202021 cohort were 33% lower in 2021 (i.e. 50% x 67%) than would otherwise have been the case.

100\We assume that interational parttime students in the cohort didot leave the UK due to the pandemic, given that garte
students typically combine their studies with work in the labour market.

101 |nflation estimates are based on Consumer Price Index inflation estirpedeiled by the Office for National Statistics (22

102 For information on the estimated levels of nauition fee income per student, please refer to Ann&x 3.4
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Figure 24 Aggregate norfee income associatedith international students in the 20221
cohort, by domicile (Em)
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Note: All estimates are presented in 2620 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, and rounded to the nearest £1m. V.
may not add up precisely to the totals due to ralimg.
{2dzNDSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfaaira

4.3.3 Total direct impact

Combining the above estimates of (net) fee and+fe®income, the total direct economic impact

of the expenditures of international students in the 2620 University of Cambridge cohort (in

economic output terms) was estimated 275 million(Figure 25%. Slightly under half of this total

(£118 millior) was generated from international sté&dy” i a fuitiofi f¢ spending, while just

overahalf£157 milliong & 3ISYSNI GSR FTNRBY AYyGSNyr daeylt &ddzR
University of Cambridge (net of any public costs of provision or fee waivers/bursaries provided by

the University & Cambridge). In terms of student domicile, the majority of this imp&22{

million, 8099 was generated by neBU domiciled students, whi54 million(20%9 was

associated with EU studenfsot presented here)

In addition to economic output (i.export income), it was possible to convert the above estimates
into gross value added and the number of firthe equivalent jobs supporté€f. We thus estimate
that the export income generated by international students in the 2020Jniversity of
Cambridgecohort directly generate£179 millionin GVA£106 millionfrom international (net)

fee income and&74 millionfrom nonfee income), and support3,145 fulltime equivalent jobs
(2,250from (net) tuition fee income and895from non-tuition fee incomé®).

103Tg estimate the direct GVA and employment associated with the (net) tuition fee income generdtetlby A 3SNEAGE& 2F /| YO NA
international students, we multiplied this income by the average ratio of GVA to output and FTE empiogegxrit within the East of

9y 3t yRQa 3I28SNYYSyids KSIfGKXZ | yR §Rdafebcibkdmiltreg®r@lirpiOutold | gK2t S ol 3
model).

To estimate the direct GVA and employment associated with thetaition fee income generagbythe! YA 3SNEAGE 2F [/ F YO NRRZ
international students, we instead multiplied this income by the average ratio of GVA to output and FTE employees to output

associated with the expenditure of households located in the East of England (again basednaittithegional InputOutput model).

In other words, we assume that the ndauition fee expenditures ofhe! YA @SNBEAGE 2F / F YONARISQa AYUESNYIF GA?2
same levels of GVA and employment (in relative/proportionate terms) as the expendithoriseholds located in the East of England

more generally.

e KS RAFFSNBYOS Ay RANBOG SYLX 28YSyd & dauliceddinSdie is @riveh hydh&Mar I G A 2 y I £ 3
that the underlying ratio of FTE employees to output withiK S 9+ a4 2F 9y 3t yRQ&a 3I2FSNYYSy iz KSIFf iK:
considerably larger than the corresponding ratio for sectors producing consumer goods and services purchased by howsebdlds lo

in the East of England (e.g. including the real estaggroduction sectors).
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Figure 25 Total direct impact associated with neb/K students in the 202@1 University of
Cambridge cohort, by type of impact

Output, £m

Net tuition fee income

£157m

Non-tuition fee income

£118m

Total £275m

£0|

3

£50m £100m £150m £200m £250m £300m
Economic output, £m in 2020 -21 prices

GVA, £m

Net tuition fee income

£106m

Non-tuition fee income

£74m

Total

£179m

£0

3

£50m £100m £150m £200m
GVA, £m in 2020-21 prices

FTE employment

Net tuition fee income 2,250

Non-tuition fee income 895

Total 3,145

o

500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500
Employment, FTE

Note: All monetary estimates are presented in 2@2Dprices, discounted to reflect nptesent values, and rounded to the nearest
£1m. Values may not add up precisely to the totals due to rounding. The employment figures are rounded to the nearest 5.
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0&AQ lylteara
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The conservation leader working on climate change solutions

|

CarolinaProafieCastrois dedicated to theonservation and climate adaptatiog ¥ 9 Odzl R2 N &
Andean Choco region, a hotspot of global biodiversity. As Executive Dire€wnadcion Futurp

AaKSQa ¢2N] Ay3 g A (cknate éhdnge Sblkicn® A 8) A RO RNBR2 Yy Qa LIS2
forests.

el

of & aS@Sy eSINm 32 akKS gta Ay /| YoNmsREH & | a
Conservation Leadershifr hisintegrated academic and professional training courisedelivered

by the University in partnership with the nine leading conseoratirganisations of th€ambridge

Conservation Initiative Three-quarters of students from developing countries receive a

scholarship.

Equipping students with thapplied leadership and management skitis create positive change

Ay O2yASNDIKR A2 R2INIYRAer B2y ¢KS | yYAODBSNEAGE QA
and to do this it has established antive alumni network since the course started in 2010 there

are nowover 200 alumni in 85 countriearound the world.

Carolina has become part of this emerging global voice. In 2021, with funding from the Sansom

| 2y aSNDIFGA2Y [ SIRSNBEKAL) ! fdzYyA CdzyRE aKS LINRG2G
together inrapid response to conservation emergenciasound the wold. Her team designed a

citizenled campaignwhich is now being implemented, to protect the Andean Choc6 Biosphere

Reserve from mining. Alongside facilitating thecarbonisation2 ¥ D NHzLJ2 Cdzii dzZNB Q& K2 f
of companies, she is now designingovative finance mechanisms to conserve, manage and

restore the Andean Choco landscape

G/ FYONARRIS KFa F aLISOAILE LIXIFOS Ay Yé KSI N
professional doors along my career journey. The Masters in Conservation
Leadership specifically has allowaé to broaden my perspective about
diversity of views and values around conservation and development around
0KS ¢62NIR® LG KlIa 2SR YS a ¢Sttt (G2 YSS

Carolina ProafeCastro, Executive Director of Fundacion Futuro
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4.4 Total economic impact associated withe University of
/' ' YONARISQa SRdzOF GA2y Il f SELXRNIA

To estimate the total (direct, indirecand induced) economic impact associated with the export
income generated by international students studyindha University of Cambridge, we used
economic multipliers derived from the abowescribed multregional InputOutput model,
estimating the extat to which the direct export income generates additional activity throughout
the UK economy. Specifically, we applied two types of multipliers to the afbeseribed tuition

fee and nortuition fee income associated with international students in the 2@20cohort,
including:

A Multipliers relating to internationaltuition fee income (accrued bthe University of
Cambridge itself) The multipliers used to estimate the impacttbé University of
/' YONARISQa AYUGSNYyFraGAz2ylt GdAGAZ2y-antSS
intra-A Y Rdza GNBE Ft2¢a 2F 3I22Ra | yR aSNWBAOSa
and education sector as a whéfe

A Multipliers relating to income N2 Y Ay G SNY I G A 2cghtphis) ndAuidioR e 6 4 Q 02 T
expenditures These were calculated based on the final consumption expenditure
patterns of households located in the East of Engl#hend subsequently applied to the
estimated offcampus noruition fee expenditures of overseas students in the 2@20
cohort of University of Cambridge students.

Ay 02 Y¢S
T2NJ

2
NJ

Again, these multipliers are expressed in termsadnomic output gross value addedand (fult
time equivalentemployment, and are calculated dstal multipliers, capturing the aggregate
impact on all industries in the UK economy arising from an initial injection relative to that initial
injection.

Table 19resents the economic multipliers applied to the income generated by international
students atthe University of Cambridge (in terms of the impact on the East of England and the UK
economy as a whol#. In terms of economic output, the analysis asssithat every £1 million

of tuition fee expenditureincurred by international students generates aaiditional£1.41

million of impact throughout the UK economy, of whi€f.52 millionis generated in the East of
England. In addition, we assume that evéfymillion ofnon-fee expenditureincurred by
international students generates additional£1.62 millionof impact throughout the UK, of
which£0.67 millionis located in the East of England.

105This approach is based on the fact that the tuition fee income from international students is accrued by University afggambri

itself. In other words, we assume that the expenditure patterns of University of Cambridge are thaséonether institutions

2LISNI GAY3 Ay GKS 9Fad 2F 9y3aftlyRQaEd I28SNYYSyidsz KSI dgrdssuliont yR SRdzOI
fee income generated by international students in the 2@20University of Cambridge cohort, and then deduct the

9EOKSI|jdzSNk! yABSNEAGE 2F /I YONARISQE 0240 2F LINBOAA&KCamprideA S Lidzo £ A
fee waivers and bursaries) to arrive at thet direct, indirect and induced impact associated with this income.

1061n other words, for the purpose of applying relevant economic multipliers, we assume that international students studying at

University ofCambridge have similar expenditure patterns as households in the East of England more generally. To estimate these

multipliers, we inserted a separate vector into the muégional InputOutput model, capturing the estimated final demand (again by

industry and region) of households located in each region.

07While the table presents the multipliers for the impacts on the East of England and the UK as a whole, a full breakdovatabf th

impacts across all regions (as well as by sector) is providédune 26
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Table 19 Economic multipliers associated with the income framternational students in the
202021 cohort of University of Cambridge students

Location of impact and type of incon Output GVA FTE employment
Tuition fee income
East of England 1.52 1.45 1.31
Total UK 2.41 2.15 1.79

| Nonfeeincome ...
East of England 1.67 1.66 1.70
Total UK 2.62 2.49 2.66

Note: All multipliers constitute Type Il multipliers, defined as [Direct + indirect + induced impact]/[Direct impact].
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lylfeara

Applying these multipliers to the above direct economic Theimpact of the export
income generated by the

impact$® we estimate that the total economic impact on
the UK generated by the (net) tuition fee income and fnion

tuition fee income associated with international students i 202021 University of
the 202621 University of Cambridge cohort amounts to  [@=1agle]§[e[e[=Wefe] gTe]g #{e]e]0 I
£716 millionof economic output(seetop panel ofFigure £716million

26): :

A In terms of the breakdown by type of income from international sour€d86 millionof

this impact was associated with ilNg/ | G A 2 y I £  &ilicizR&)yanddxl 6y S v

miiong & I aa2 OAl (SR moitiition féereanBiturdsdvde®s v (i a Q

duration of their studies athe University of Cambridge.

A In terms of the breakdown by region, the majority of this imp#&et53 million 63% was
generated in theEast of England regigmwith the remainingc263 million(37%9 occurring
in other regionsacross the UK.

A Interms of sector, the tuition fee and nduition fee income generated frorhe

' VAGSNEAGE 2F /FYONARISQA AYyGSNYyldGAz2yl ¢

within the government, health, and education sect@¢€214 million(30%), given that the
O2K2NIiQa ddaAGA2y TSS mteUbiRevsh ofiCamblidgeSaifiins R
addition, there are relatively large impacts felt within tHistribution, transport, hotel,

and restaurant sectof£126 million 18%), theproduction sector(£97 million, 1499, and
the real estate industry(E97 million, 1399,

The impact in terra of gross value added was estimated&?6 millionacross the UK economy as
a whole (withE286 milliongenerated within the East of England), while the corresponding
estimates in terms of employment stood @635 fulltime equivalent jobsacross the Ulds a
whole, with4,640 jobssupported across the East of England.

108 Again, in terms of tuition fee income, note that we apply the relevant multipliers taytbestuition fee income generated by

international students in the 202@1 University of Cambridge cohort, and then deduct the Exchequer/University of Cambridge cost of

provision (i.e. public teaching grants, public student support, and University of Cambridge fee waivers and bursanes)diotiaenet
direct, indirect and induced impact associated with this income.
109 Again, for more detail on what industries are included in this Héglel sector classification, please referftable 27n AnnexA2.1

London Economics
The economic impact of the University of Canidge 63



4] ¢KS AYLI OG 2F GKS ! yAOSNEAGE 2F /I YONKARISQa SRdOFdGA2ylf SELRNILA

Figure 26 Total economic impact associated with international students in the 262D University of Cambridge cohort, by region and sector
By region By sector

North East I £10m Output, £m Agriculture | £5m Output, £m

North West [l £23m
Producti
Yorkshire & the Humber [l £20m roduction [N £97m
East Midlands [l £21m Construction [l] £20m

West Midlands . £21m Distr., transport, hotels & restaurants _ £126m
Eastof England G ::5:m Information & communication [l £27m
London [ £71m Financial & insurance [l €46m
South East [l £40m Real estate | €97m
South west [l £20m Professional & support activities [l £59m
Wales I£11m
Government, health & education _ £214m

Scotland . £18m
Northern Ireland | £7m Other services [Jl] £26m

Toral - N ¢ oo N : 16

£0m £200m £400m £600m £800m £0m £200m £400m £600m £800m
Economic output, fm Economic output, £m
Nor;h East |.£7m GVA, £m Agriculture | £2m GVA, £m
North West £13m .
B production [ £36m

Yorkshire & the Humber [ £12m
East Midlands 1] £12m
West Midlands ] £12m

Construction I £8m
Distr., transport, hotels & restaurants [N £70m

ast of England [ £286m Information & communication [l £16m
London [ £31m Financial & insurance Il £21m
South East [l £21m Realestate [N £78m
South West [ £12m
Professional & support activities [l €35m
wales [ £7m op
Government, health & education _ £142m

Scotland [ £10m
Northern Ireland | £5m Other services [} £18m

Total N ¢ 25 ool N <26

£0m £100m £200m £300m £400m £500m £0m £100m £200m £300m £400m £500m
GVA, £Em GVA, £Em
Ncr;h East |.1c-5 FTE employment Agriculture | 75 FTE employment
North West 195 1
Producti -
Yorkshire & the Humber ] 190 roduenan 4
East Midlands [l 205 Construction ] 95
West Midlands [l 185 Distr., transport, hotels & restaurants — 1,505
Eastof England | ¢c:0 Information & communication I 180
London [ 320 Financial & insurance . 195
south East [l 260 Real estate I 140
SDUthWV:TSt =12850 Professional & support activities - 755
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Government, health & education | o=

Scotland [l 150
Northern Ireland ]| 80 other services [Jll 270

Torsl | ;5 ool | ¢ -:5
o} 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 o] 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000

# of fulktime equivalent employees # of full-time equivalent employees

Note: Monetary estimates are presented in 2620 prices, discounted to reflect net present values, rounded to the nearest £1 million, and may not add up preciselytatstidicated. Employment estimates
are rounded to the nearest 5, and again may add up precisely to the totals indicated.2 dzZNDSY [ 2y R2Yy 902y 2YA04aQ +ylfté&ara
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The engineer andhe plumbers keeping the water running

As a young engineer working in Central America andSafaran AfricaC NI y OS & Olhash QI | yf 2y
seen firsthand how many people are stilhable to access clean drinkingater. Wherever she

went, she encountered the same issgllorination is vital for treating waterbut the tablets are
RAFFAOMzE 0 G2 dzaS® ¢KS R2aS Aa 2Fd0Sy gNRy3a 2N (K
dosers typically cost more than £0@, far beyond the reach of most communitiés.

In 2017, Francesca started aK 5 | 4 GKS / Sy 4GNS F2N) {daAaldlAylofS 58
Department of EngineeringOn her first day, she had a lightbulb moment. She saw the array of 3D

printers availak# for student use and realised how easy it would be to develop and test a new

type of chlorine doser quickly and cheaply.

Teaming up with students Tom Stakes and Becky Donaldson,
she founded &ocial enterpriseBlueTap and they began
working on it alongide their studies. A year later they won the
Cambridge YA GSNEAGE 9YINBLINBYSdZNAQ O2
enterprises, giving them access/td Yo NA R3S Qa & dzLJLJ2 NI
', early-stage venturesand thedoser is now being piloted in

. Uganda and Kenya

.dzi Adz@a& Waeddze yS¢ GSOKy2f238d Lcdwhilmedtto G2 . f dzS¢ |
working in partnership with the communitieshat will use it. The team risworkshops to help
plumbers and technicians develop business skiitsthat both they and the communitbenefit.

0One of our goals is to improve local livelihoods in Uganda and Kenya. The local
plumbers sell and maintain our product, which increases their income, but it
also means there is someone on the ground who can look after the technology
andkeepl KS Ot Sy 4+ GSNJ NdzyyAy3d Ay KSFHfaGK OSydl

5NJ CNI yOSaoOl hQllyt2ys C2dzyRSNJ 2F . f

110See https://www.cam.ac.uk/stories/runningwater
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4.5 Wider economic and societal benefits of the University for
international students

As well as generating significant export income for the UK economy, thsiudhing at the

University of Cambridge, there are a multitude of economic and societal benefits that

international students take forward into their livadter university To assess the wider economic

and social impact dhe University of Cambridge orsistudents and society at large, we

conductedar2 yf Ay S &dzZNBSe |Y2y3 | | NHSnethbiPragl] 2F | YA O
alumni (over the course of three weeks in September 202 hese wider benefits inclugmsitive

impacts orsocial capital and cobsion; intergenerational transmission of skills; the subsequent

acquisition of further learning and qualifications; improved communication and autongrand
improvedself-esteemandself-confidence Although it is clear that these outcomes have

significantsocietal value, it is almost impossible to assign a monetary value. As such, we do not

attempt to monetise these wider impacts, bimstead,demonstrate the impact of learning &te

University of Cambridge dnternational3 NI RdzZl 6 SaQ 2de&cts.> f AdSa ' yR LINE:

The survey achieved a total 26 valid responsés?!, and this section summarises the main survey
resultsinterms of f dzY y A Qa afwella® th@npadtsobetheir University of Cambridge
gualifications on theijob-related outcomes, generaind job-related skills, personal

development, and welbeing

4.5.1 'YRSNEGFYRAY3I a0dzRSyidaQ Y2UAQl GA2Yya

Student motivation provides an important insight into how higher education qualificatiotieat

' YAGBSNBAGE 2F /FYONARIS YI dandtads dedetippdlelEiydieS R I NI R
27 presents the reasons provided by University of Cambridge alumohforsing their

programme of study

11 0f these 326 responses, 289 of these were complete and 37 were partial responses. The survey waslsgddtnezersity of
Cambridgenternationalalumni, implying a response rate (in terms of complete and valid responses) of approxiniatéty 2
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Figure27 W¢ KAY 1 Ay 3d

b 02 dzi 2t timiderlitdat CaknBritigd, lwkiak v@ay'/
wereyolNJ YAy NBIF a2y 63

a0 FT2NJ OK22aAy3d GKAA R

79%

To pursue further or higher learnin
To improve my job prospects / get a new jo| 62%
To improve my earnings prospect 50%
Personal interest in the cours 38%
To improve my ability to do my jo 30%

To secure a promotion 21%

To increase job satisfactio_ 19%
To increase job security prospect- 12%

To learn something new / gain new skiII- 7%

To meet new people - 5%
To increase my self-confidenc' 2%
Other (please specify)l 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Note: Based omesponses fron826 respondentsRespondents could choose multiple response options.
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA04aQ lylftedara 2F ! yABSNBRAGE 2F /[ | Y

The main reasonisdicated by respondents for choosing their degree programme wepiteue
further or higher learning(79%of respondents) antb improve their job prospect£62%)j. In
addition,50%0f respondents reported that improving their earnings prospects wasobrniee

main motivations for choosing their degree programr@8%of respondents stated that their
personal interests influenced their decision when deciding which degree programme to study. In
terms of personal development%reported having chosen the pgramme to learn something

new / gain new skills ans%reported choosing the programme to meet new people.

452 Jobrelated outcomes

¢2 FaasSaa GKS AYLI OGO 2F ! yAOGSNERAGE 2F /FYONRR3AS
the survey asked respondents a number of questions in relation to whether certain aspects of

their career prospects and working livdsad changed following thelearning athe University of

Cambridge. As presentedfiigure 28 approximately¥@1%of respondents believed that their

degree hadadvanced theircareer; 89%of respondents believed that their degree had better

prepared them for their career; argl/ %believed they wereble to get a better job(with 88%

indicating that they had obtained a more interesting j@B%reporting that they had obtained a

better paying job, an@5%indicating that they had obtained a more secure jghjditionally, over

a third 35%) of respondentsvho had started their own comparfglt that the University and their
degreehadhelped themin this endeavour.
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Figure 28 Wh @SNI f £ = g2 dzf R @& 2 dz the UrdversitKdf Cami@ridgdnlpearl
€ 2dzXKQ

Better prepare you for your carcer s 1%
Advance your carees IS %%
Get a better job I e
et a beter paying o N 27%
Get a more secure job NG 35%
Get a more interesting job G 2%
Change job or compar, GGG 3%
Start your own company NS 65%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mYes No

Note: Based omesponses fron298 respondents who indicated that they had been employed oresmffloyed at some point since th
completion oftheir studies athe University of Cambridgandwere currently employed, unemployed or economically inactivé&. 2 y
1y26 k b2i LI AOF6fSQ NBalLRyasSa KIF@gS 0SSy SEOfdZRSR 6y |
{2dzNDOSY [2yR2y 902y2YAO&AQ laymniséndepdata2 ¥ | yADBSNEAGE 2F /| Y

Within any economic analysis, it is important to understand the counterfactual; in other words,
what might have happened in the absence of the learning experienceé@tniversity of
Cambridge. The responses are highly informativeé @monstrate the causal impact of learning at
the University of Cambridge.

As presented ifrigure 29 of those alumni that believed that thailegree helped them improve
their working lives in any of the abowkescribed waysHigure 28, 25%indicated that these
improvements were airect result of their qualification fromthe University of Cambridge, with a
further 58%stating that the learning hatlelpedalot. These results demonstrate the very high
degree ofadditionality associated with attaining qualifications thie University of Camiige.

A

Figure29 W¢ 2 gKIFiG SEGSYy(d R2 &2dz GKAYyl (K

uKAa
linked to your degree frontne! YA GSNEAGE 2F /I YONARISKQ

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
M Direct result of the degree m The degree helped a lot The degree helped a little Don’t know

Note: Based omesponses fromi cop NB aLI2 YRSy as 6Kz | yasSNBRgur288aQ G2 |
{(2dNDSY [2yR2y 902y2YA04Q Fylfeara 2F ! yAOSNRAGE 2F /

45.3 Impact on skills

Figure 3(resents the impact of obtaining a degree frone University of Cambridge on

A Y R A @dereddskillsad proficiencies asking respondents to indicate the extent to which

their skills improved following their learning experieratthe University of Cambridge.
wSALR2YRSYyia NBLR2NISR AYLNROSYSyiGa 6SAGKSNI o& Wi
including theircritical thinking skills 86%9; analyticalskills 96%9; problem-solvingskills 91%);
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writing skills 89992 communication skills§3%); literacy skills§3%); interpersonal skills3¢%9;
and social skills/8%). In addition, respondents also reported improvements in their team working
skills 63%), numeracy skills6%9 and IT skill§53%).

Figure30 WC2fft 2¢6Ay 3 O2YLX S i theUhivessity ofCarzNdgeR \8hatNIS
AYLI OG RAR GKA&A KIFI@S 2y @2dz2NJ 3SySNrft asi

Your writing skills 10%

Your social skills 20% 40%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Alot worse A little worse No change M Improved a little B Improved a lot

Note: Based omesponses fron299 respondents¥5 2 y Qi 1y 26 k b2d | LILIX AOFot SQ NEBadde
Percentages may not sum exactly due to rounding.
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA04Q lylteara 2F | yAGSNEAGE 2F /| Y

Figure 3LINBS &Sy G a | f dzyYyAQa NBalLl2yaSa AobreNBdskigArz2zy (2
had improved as a result of their degree. Evidencing the impact that the University of Cambridge
quaification has had on their employability, the vast majority of responded&q reported that

their ability to do theirjobK R Ay ONBI 8SR SAGKSNI oeé | Wwt2G6Q 2NJ |
91%reported that theskills and knowledgehey use inK SA NJ F NBF 2F g2N)] KFIR AY
2 NJ | W{8a%rdpdrt&ddhnt theisgeeral transferable skillk F R A YLINR SR o6& | Wt

WEAGGE SQo

2Taals may not add up precisely due to rounding.
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Figure31 W2 KIF G AYLI Ol RA tRe UnizediNJof R &nbiitBeShavE ohByodr jeb
NBfFGSR aSi 2F &ai1AffakaQ
Your ability to do your job 6% 77%

Having skills and knowledge that are of benefit in your

A 0
current/desired/previous area of work Ex 67%

Having skills and knowledge that can be use across a range of jobs and

o 9
industries b [RE
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
A lot worse A little worse No change W Improved a little B Improved a lot

Note: Based omesponses fron801 respondents who indicated that they had been employed oresaffloyed at some point since th
completion of their studies ahe University of Cambridgandwere currently employed, unemployed or economically inactiVé&. 2 y
1y26 k b2 FLIWLXAOI0otSQ NBalLRyasSa KIF@S 6SSy SEOfdzRSR 6685
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YAQ4AQ lylteara 2F | yAGSNEAGE 2F /I Y

45.4 Personal development and wellbeing

In addition to the abovaliscussed impactofll Ny Ay 3 2y NBalLRyRSydaQ
survey also sought to measure the extent to which learning experiendbs btniversity of

/' F YONRRIS KIFR |y Ap¥rédha@dvelddryfentNBrinuddnsi)Syynteasnd
well-being.

Figure 3Z2xplores to what extent alumni agreed with a number of statements relating to their
personalinterestsand aspirations indicating that91%of respondents believed that their
experience at Cambridge helped theneet new people and make new friends; 85%felt that

they had becomenore enthusiasticabout learning 81%reported that their time at Cambridge
made them more likely to undertake furthéearning and training at any lev@4%stated that
their time at Cambridge made them moirenovative; and 68%indicated thattheir experience had
a positive effect on raising aspirations among friends, family or the local community.

Figure 32 WLy ( S NJpeisoralHevéloprdeNt] to what extent do you agree or disagree
that your experience athe! YA @S NB A (& 2d@PersohaYidtexdstRamdSaspitadions

Had a positive effect raising aspirations of your friends, family or local community 5% 4% 23% 39%
Helped you to do something useful with your spare time  4%3% 26% 36%
Made you more enthusiastic about learning 11% 62%
Made you more innovative 4% 20%
Made you more entrepenerutial 9% 8% 45%
Made you more conscious of your responsibilities as a global citizen 7% 4% 28%
Made you more sustainable and socially responsible 6% 5% 38%

Gave you a better idea about what you want to do in your life 3% 4% 17%

Made you more likely to undertake further learning and training at any level 4%  13%

Made you more likely to undertake further learning and training at a higher level 4% 5% 17%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Strongly disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree W Slightly agree W Strongly agree

Note: Based omesponses fromi con NB A LR YRSy (i & & W5 2ebmiisesthave beenexclodadi(0 tb 23réspbrident
Percentages may not sum exactly due to rounding.
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA04Q lyltearda 2F | yAGSNERAGE 2F /| Y

In relation to widercommunity engagement and community cohesid¢seeFigure 33, the
analysis indicates that7%of respondents believed that their experiencetlg¢ University of
Cambridge encouraged them to travel angkre new culturesy1%were encouraged to become
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a member of a group, club or associati62%reported that their time athe University of
Cambridge made them more likely to become a member or visitor of cultural attractions such as
museumsp0%of repondents were more likely to take part in voluntary or community activities
and59%felt their experience at the University made them more sustainable and socially
responsible.

Figure33 WLY GSN¥a 2F e2dz2NJ LISNBER2Y | f RSO 8isagredy
that your experience athe! Y A @S NE A (1 & 2@ omntuitp deflestoR Snd enGageme

Encouraged you to take part in voluntary or community activities - 6% 27% 28%
Encouraged you to undertake fundraising for charity - 10% 46%
Encouraged you to vote - 6% 53% 15%
Encouraged you to become a member of a group, club or association .4% 20% 38%
Encouraged you to participate in politics or political activity - 8% 46% 12%
Encouraged you to participate in sport or to pursue an active lifestyle - 5% 28% 30%
Encouraged you to become a member or visitor of cultural attractions such as museums . - 20%
or galleries i
Encouraged you to travel and explore new cultures . 17%
Encouraged you to become a sustainable and socially responsible person - 4% 30%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Strongly disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree m Slightly agree W Strongly agree

Note: Based omesponses fron295 respondents¥5 2 Yy Qi 1y 26 k b2d F LI AOFot SQ NBaLk
Percentages may not suexactly due to rounding.
{2dz2NDSY [2YyR2y 902y2YAQ4Q lylteara 2F ! yAGSNERAGE 2F /| Y

Finally, in terms of measures wEll-being, Figure 34hows that88%of respondents agreed
OSAGKSNI WaldNRy3teQ 2 Nmiacbnfiddri<as i ealbof theflt Hedreefi K S &
85%felt that their degreenelpedincrease their seHesteent 82%agreed that their degree had
improvedtheir quality of life; 68%believed that their emotional intelligence had increased as a
result of their degree; an@1%felt that their degree had helped them keep active.

Figure 34 WL Yy ( S NJ a-beng, todvBRatieNtengd® foll agree or disagree that the
degree which you completed athe! Y A 3SNBAGE 2F / F YONARIS XK

Increased your confidence 57%

En
wu
B

Increased your self-esteem Id% 8% 54%

lmprDVEd e emotiona! inte”igence IS% 2%
HeIPEd e keep e l 7 %

Improved your quality of life

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree m Slightly agree W Strongly agree

Note: Based omesponses fron293 respondents¥5 2 Yy Qi 1y 26 k b2d FLILIX AOFot SQ NBaLk
{2dNDSY [2YR2Yy 902y2YAOAQ | yiitsinehdata 2F | YAOSNEAGE 2F /b Y
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GatesCambridge: a scholarship focused on g impact

Gates Cambridgéd & G KS ! y A @S NHagyship int@rational pysighadusesshalarship
programme Its mission is to build global network of future leadersommitted to improving the lives
of others.

Established in 2000 through$210 million donation from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundatic the
largest single donation to a UK universjtthe programme has awarde2i081 scholarships to scholars
from 111 countriesvho representmore than 600 universities globallgnd join more than 80 academic
departments and all 31 Colleges across thévehsity of Cambridge.

G2 KSy a2yvyS2yS 2y0S a1SR Y& RIR AT lyeluKAy3
aye GNARALA G2 /FYONARR3IS G2 YSSG DFGSa /F YOoNR
programme is the embodiment of his most cherished beligfat, given the

opportunity, people will come together, solve the biggest challenges we face, and

YF1S GKS g2NIR I o0SGGSNIFYR Y2NB KdzYk yS

Bill Gates, Philanthropist and founder of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

Scholars come from all disciplsiand there is no age barrier, meaning the scholarship benefits from a
large breadth of experience. What unites them is tlaademic brilliance, leadership potential and
their commitment to improving the lives of othershowever they seek to do this.

Each year, around 80 to 90 new scholars are selected througjoeous and highly competitive
interview for the scholarship The Gates Cambridge Scholars Council rimghdy valued professional
development programmeand an orientation week for the new bort, introducing them to the Gates
Cambridge community. Scholars forge enduring friendships and often note how conversations with
someone from a different disciplingea chemist with a philosopher, for instangean have a profound
impact on them personly and on their work.
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From one astronaut to another

VAN \ r ;
Although the programme is still young, many of its alumni are already makimgpsessive impact in
many different ways across the globe

They includ&ayla Barronwho did her MPhil in Engineering and is noiWASA astronaugpictured,
left), having just completed six months at the International Space Stafama; Westovewho did her
PhD in History and is tHeest-selling authorof Educated a memaoir about growig up in rural ldaho with
Mormon survivalist parents and coming to Cambridgkudia Sanhueza Riveragio did her PhD in
Economics and was appoint&aibsecretary of Home Affairs in the Chilean governmearidKate
Brandt, who did her MPhil in Internation&elations and is no@hief Sustainability Officer at Google

Theentrepreneurial spiritof fellow Gates Cambridge Scholars often inspires otlédike Christian

Boehmduring his PhD in Plant Science.fbiegnded the European Synthetic Biology Socidtyhis first

yearrd L ySOSNI SELISOGSR GKIFG +F tK5 addzRSyid O2dzZ R FNB
NBaSI NOKSNB | ONRPaad wmp O2dzyiNARSa Ay 2AfRSleaviBg NJ | YR
I ' YONRRISI KS FederalWbdRy obEideMibnyadd®Rasearth help build asustainable
bioeconomy

Alumni often mention how th&ates Cambridge networkas helped them at Cambridge and the Gates
Cambridge Alumni Association provides continuity between life at and after Cambridgark®that
network has extended tonportant collaborative workafter they leave; such as US biotech
entrepreneurChandler Robinsorwho did his MBA at Cambridge. He is now collaborating with
Singaporebased Gates Scholanand Jeyasekharaon ananti-cancer drug candidate

Many scholars are driven by both théaitellectual curiosityand theirpersonal experiencedAlice

Musabende the first scholar from Rwanda, did her PhD on pmsiflict peacebuilding and has gone on

to present a Radio 4 segen how to tell children about genocide. Alice is rieswior Political Advisor

at the United Nations Security Counclhe said of herresearan:L. FSSt L KI @S (2 {SSL.
else who did not get the chance to be here, for my family andgsbliar all the people whose lives were

cut so short by the genocide. | am doing this to honour them. That is my inspiration and the force behind
SOSNBEGKAY3I L R2®E

Mona Jebril(pictured, right) became the first Gates Cambridge Scholar from the GazaHgiripersonal
experiences fuelled her PhD on academic life under occupation and she faced challenging situations
while completing it, such as being unable to travel to Gaza due to escalation of the conflict there. Today
she is working ohealth in conflictsituations at the Centre for Business Resear&ie describes leaving

Gaza as being like an astronaut who realises they might never return to spacetagainda SS Y& a St ¥
astronaut, aGaza Cambridge astronadt ¢
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Much of the existing literature on the economic impact of higher education institutions focuses (almost
exclusively) on thelirect, indirect, and induced impaabf universities. Analyses of these impacts
consider universities as economic units creating attpithin their local economies by purchasing
products and services from their suppliers and hiring employees. Similar to the imphetldriversity
2F / FYONARRISQA SRdzO!I 4, hedfdetfindifa, aigl NducededoacdhBimda8sO i A 2 v
2F I dzyAOSNEAGE@Qa SELISYRAGIINBEE I NB RSTAYSR & F2f
A Direct effect This considers the economic output generatedhoyUniversity of Cambridgand
its Collegesitself, by purchasing goods and services (including labour) from the economy in
which it operates.
A Indirect effect TheUniversity of Cambridgand itsColleges makgurchasesvhichgenerate
income for the supplying industrietn turn, these industriespend on their own purchases from
suppliersto meefi K S | y AdéraNds. Ntiista@ain results in a chain reaction of subsequent
NRPdzyREd 2F aLISYRAYy3 I ONRP&d& AYRAZAUGNASET A PSP |
A Induced effect The employees dhe University its llegesand businesses operating tinme
' VYAGSNBRAGE 2F /FYONARISQA adzZli e OKFAYy dzasS (K
within the economy. This in turn generates wage income for employees within the industries
producing these goods andrsices, who then spend their own income on goods and sercices
f SFRAY3 (2 | FdzZNIKSNI WNRALILIX S STFFSOGQ GKNRdAAK?2

In this section, we outline our estimates of the direct, indirect, and induced impacts associated with the
operational and capital expenditures of theniversity of Cambridge itselfas well as the expenditures

Ay OdzNNBR 0@ 3fidlBges hyacadSadde iith éh@cther strands of impattte analysis
focuses on the 202Q1 academic year. Again, these impacts lsameasured in terms afconomic

output, gross value addedand (fulkime equivalent) employment

5.1 SANBOG AYLI OlG 2F @KS SOAPADSSBEALBYRA G
To measure the direct economic impact of the purchases of goods, services, and laboeiUnnersity

of Cambridgeandit€2 f t S3Sa> 6S dzASR AYF2NXIGA2Y 2y GKS | yA
(including total staff and nostaff spending), capital expenditures, as well as the number of staff

employed (in terms of fullime equivalent erployees), for the 202Q@1 academic yeat. The

consolidated financial statements used in this analysis provide an overview of the finances and
2LISNF GA2ya 2F O,K8eringy A GSNEAG& WDNEP dzLJQ

A the teaching and research activities of the University and its subsidiary companies that
undertake activities which, for legal or commercial reasons, are more appropriately carried out
by limited companies;

A Cambridge Assessment and its subsidiary compajoet ventures and associates;

A Cambridge University Press and its subsidiary companies, joint ventures and as§dciamtes

A the Gates Cambridge Trust and certain other Trusts

13Basedon the 202021 financialstatemensofthe! y A SNBEAG& 2F /| YO NARIBlegesy R Sl OK 2F GKS !'yA@gs
14Please note, in 202Cambridge Assessment and Cambridge University Rresged to formCanbridge University Press & Assessmédaee
the end of this chapter, for a case study on Cambridge University Press & Assessment).
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Based on this, in terms of monetary economigput (measured in terms of expenditure)je direct

economic impactssociated with the expenditures of the University of Cambridge itself stood at
approximately£2,081 millionin 202021. Thismcludes£984 millionof expenditure onstaff costs£898

million of expenditure orother (nonstaff) operating expensé¥, and£199 millionof capital
SELISYRAGAZINBE Ay OdNNBR Ay GKIFG I OFRSYAO &8SIENWY ¢KS (
expenditures stood at562 million, comprised o£214 million of staff expenditure£218 million of

other operating expensé¥, and£131million of capital expenditure. Hence, the total direct impact of

the expenditures of the University and its colleges was estimaté@ a¢3 million.

Figure35 5ANBK OG0 SO2y2YAO AYLI OG oAy O(SNxtat 2FS2d
expenditure in 202621, by type of expenditure

£984m
Universit £598m
Y B £199m

£2,081m

£214m
Colleges £218m
B £131m
£1,198m
£1,116m

Total
°% I £330m
£2,643m

£0m £500m £1,000m £1,500m £2,000m £2,500m £3,000m
Staff costs Non-staff costs  m Capital expenditure B Total
b23S8SY CNRY (KS | yiJ@NKISHS &420F (/2MY & NIRRBNO & AlyyAR S E LIS y2R (E£7 5BG8lion), tve
excluded £158 million in depreciation costs afil million in movement in pension cost as it is assumed that these are not relevant from
procurement persp® i A @S 6 A &8 48 KiCK SGi2%a (uay 2eyNB y 234  002dzy G SR T 2 Niolleges fhoyh e Y
University (£80 million) were also excluded on the University accounts to ensure no double counting. All estimates aeslpreg220-21

prices, and rounded to the nearest £1m.
{ 2dz2NDSY [ 2y R2y 902y 2 YA O Ananciyl statemarsof the Urivrstty f @ambiriigd and eashrof@hleges

15The informationor2 f £ $3S4Q 2LISNI GA2y £ FyR OF LI ( | Gllegs &4dff&nd Rellowsiziel extiactedyioin & G+ FF
eachofthe f f S384Q LIzof AAKSR FAYLlFYOAIlf |Cdl€yesdiye iumber af staff ivas brly aNiEd s OG z y 23S
headcounterms (rather than FTE employees). In all of these instativesijumber of FTE staff wastimatedby multiplying the corresponding
KSFERO2dzyd ydzyoSNJ oeé G(KS NIGA2 2F C¢9 (2 KSIRO2dzyidi ailypidalstafr2y3a GKS !
employed by the University).

116 The total operéional expenditure (excluding capital expenditure) of the University of Cambridge in20&@od at £273billion. From this,

for the purposes of the analysis, we excludd®4 millionin depreciation costs andénillion in movements in pension prowsis, as it is

assumed that these are not relevant from a procurement perspective (i.e. these costs are not accounted for as incomeohyastisations).

In addition, to avoid doubleounting, we excluded®Y A f £ A2y Ay LI & Y Sebileges ds this wokil$ be laotrved Sshidioing @rd &
subsequently spent on goods and services) byQbikeges. In total, the analysis thus excludé9ZEmillion of operational expenditure of the

University of Cambridge.

L 3L AYE FNBY GKS G201 2 LISNI Gollegey (E470 nSllion))Svg dxdlud&izNiilBonired@pretidti cdsty and@ S NE A (1 8. Q
-£16 million in movements in pension provisions. Hence, we excluded a total of £38 million of operational expenditure byctimeed

' VA DS ttlleges.2 Qa
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In terms ofemployment, the University of Cambridge directly employetd455FTE stafin 202021,
while the number of staff employed by i@lleges stood ab,900FTE staffseeFigure 36. In total, there
were 17,355FTE staff employed by the University anddtfieges in 202@1.

In terms ofgross value addegseeFigure 3 = G KS | yAGSNEAGE QA 2LISNI A2y a
stood at£1,254 millionin 202621, with a further£355 milliongenerated by its collegés. In aggregate,

the University and it€olleges diectly contributed£1,610 millionof gross value added to the UK

economy in 20221.

Figure 36 Direct employment (in FTE) of the University and @glleges in 2021

University 11,455

cotese: ISSE0]
Total 17,355

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000
# of full-time equivalent employees

Note: Figures are rounded to the nearest 5.
{2dz2NOSY [2YyR2y 902y2YA0aQ IFti8aA8AQOoFABRY @Y1 946l 68Y8yidDa Iy

Figue37 5ANBOG Dzx! 3ISYySNI (SRR XKSa Q yIBDISIER A @

University £1,254m

Total £1,610m

£0m £500m £1,000m £1,500m £2,000m
GVA, £m

Note: All estimates are presented in 2620 prices, and rounded to theearest £1m. Totals may not sum due to this rounding.
{ 2dz2NDSY [ 2y R2Yy babed ghah¥ 2001 Ananciyl lstatemarsiof the University of Cambridge and each of@hleges

In addition to the above total expenditures, it is useful to inigmie the geographical breakdown of the
YABSNEAGEQA LINRPOA2NBYSYyid SELISYRAGAINBEAE FyR adlFTF
AYyaaAGdziaAz2yQa AYLI OG FONRraa (GKS !'Yo

Figure3aINBS aSyia (GKS RAAGNROdziAZY 2F (GKS ! yYADBSNEAGR Q2
for 202021) by Local Authority. The map illustrates a clear concentration of procurement expenditure in

the East of Englandnd London!®, Despite the concentration of expenditure in and arouhd East of

England (G KA & AffdzadNIGSa GKS SARSNI 3S23aNI LIKAOFE NBI -

of expenditure occurring throughout the restofthe UKy F RRAGA2Y (2 GKS Fylfeaa
procurement expenditureFigure 3%ndFigure 400 f £ dza G NF S G KS RAAGNAnddzi A 2y
staff salary expendituf® o Ay G KS Hnanum OFf SYRIFINJ &@SFENDL o6& [20Ff !

18The level of direct GVA generated by the University antoiteges was calculated as the sunstaff costs, surplus on operations, interest

and other finance costs, and depreciation.

191t is likely that the data overestimates the level of procurement expenditure occurring in London as compared to other; sigierthe

invoice data would reflect dzLJLJt A SNEQ KSIR 2FFAO0S t20FGA2yasy NIGKSNI GKFYy ySOSaal Nht
20We received datérom the Univesity on staff leadcount and total remuneration (gross pay excluding temporary payments such as overtime)
providedas of 31 Jul2021by local authority Headcount of the University staffas roundedo the nearest fand otal pay of the University
staffwasroundedto the nearest £5,000. Addresses used as home addresses are also those held i h@ S NB A (1 @ HRTBysterh a6fo NA RIS Q&
31 July2021 Therewere 215records where ndocal authoritywas providedhecause no postcoder a non-recognisable UK postcode was

provided by the employee, @n overseas address was providbidte that this daa will excludeCollege information on staff.
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address). The map shows that whilethe Univdr 1 @ Q& aGF FF | NB O2y @8y i NI

University there are staff based across all regions of the UK

Figure38 S5AA0GNRAOGdziAZ2Y 2F (GKS !-sfaff @&SeNdiukelin2022T, by/LbcHl 6
Authority (of invoice address)

98 UNIVERSITY OF
@5 CAMBRIDGE @

Total Non-Staff Expenditure

M >£30m

| £20m-£30m

M £10m-£20m

M £1m-£10m

M £0.5m-£1m
£0.1m-£0.5m g
<£0.1m Y oa
No expenditure L 3

Note: Wereceived data on the invoice postcodes associated with £585 million e$tadhexpenditure by the University of Cambridge in 2@20
(excluding spending bolleges which are each a separate entity) ¢ KA a O2yaiAldziSa | andeaffs@eid, a8 Fexdukes a rar
of expenditure on different activities and suppliers such as banking, insurance, taxes, and utilities. Of this totaldeel @xglenditure records with
invalid postcodes (325 records) and records with negative edipge (1 record). As a result of these exclusions, the figure is based on a total of £¢
million of nonstaff expenditure. We used the February 2022 ONS Postcode Directory to determine the Local Authority for each postcederirbiic
dataset. The da was then matched with the ONS digital vector boundaries for Local Authorities as of April 2019 to generate the map.
{2dz2NOSY [2yR2y 902y2YA0aQ lyltteaara olaSR 2y ! yADSNEA (iénal Statistiés
data, OS data, Royal Mail, Gridlink, LPS (Northern Ireland), ONS, NISRA data, NRS data and Ordnance Survey data © Cigiwrandpyr
database right 203.
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Figure39 S5AA0GNAOGdziAZ2Y 2F GKS ! yAOBSNHEA
202021, by Local Authority (of invoice address)

Note: We received data on the invoice postcodes associated with £519 million of staff expenditure by the Uni
of Cambridge in 20221 (excluding spending bgplleges which are each a separate entitpf this total, we exclude
expenditure records with no postcodes (215 records). As a result of these exclusions, the figure is based on ¢
£509 million of norstaff expenditure. Weised the February 2022 ONS Postcode Directory to determine the Lo
Authority for each postcode included in the dataset. The data was then matched with the ONS digital vector
boundaries for Local Authorities as of April 2019 to generate the map.

Source] 2y R2y 902y 2YA04aQ lylteéara oFlasSR 2y ! YyAGBSNEAD
Contains National Statistics data, OS data, Royal Mail, Gridlink, LPS (Northern Ireland), ONS, NISRA data, N
and Ordnance Survey data © Crowppyright and database right 22

7

Figure 40 5AA0NAOGdziA2Y 2F GKS ! yAOR02EKA
by Local Authority (of home address)

Note: We received data on home address postcode districts for a total of 12,470 staff (in headcount) from the
University of Cambridgéxcludinglolleges)or the 2021 calendar year. Of this total, we excluded staff records \
missing postcode districts (619 records) and invalid postcode districts (11 records). The figure is thus based
home addresses of 12,255 staff. We used the February 2022 @it e Directory to determine the Local Autho
for each postcode district included in the dataset. Staff associated with postcode districts that are spread acrt
multiple Local Authorities have been apportioned equally across them, and the datadyAutitority was then
matched with the ONS digital vector boundaries for Local Authority Districts as of April 2019 to generate the 1
{2dz2NDSY [2yR2Yy 902y2YA0aQ tylteara olasSR 2y !''yig
Contains National Statistics data, OS data, Royal Mail, Gridlink, LPS (Northern Ireland), ONS, NISRA data, N
and Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right202
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