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1.0�
PURPOSE


�
�
1.1�
To report on the options for transfer available to the Committee following the consultation on the transfer process for the Council’s older people’s residential homes and the publication of the Government’s White Paper “Modernising Social Services”.�
�



2.0�



BACKGROUND


�
�
2.1�
The large scale transfer of homes has been undertaken by many local authorities driven by the relative cost disadvantages of homes being run by the local authority (e.g. inability to reclaim income support).  In addition for many of these authorities their inability to fund the cost of capital work to bring homes up to registration standards has also been a material consideration.


�
�
2.2�
On the 14th January 1998 the Social Services Committee agreed to preparatory work on the feasibility of a large scale transfer of 14 of its residential homes for older people.  The Committee also agreed to consult on the possible closure of four of its homes and authorised the Directors of Resources and Social  Services to seek offers on the transfer of those four homes.


 �
�
2.3�
On the 28th April 1998 the Social Services Committee approved the closure of Osborn House, Wisbech and the transfer of Moorlands, Melbourn, Aliwal Manor, Whittlesey and Olivemede at Yaxley to external providers.  Approval was also given to the closure of Olivemede if the transfer proved unsuccessful.


�
�
2.4�
In respect of the remaining homes, on the 28th October 1998, the Social Services Committee resolved:





1)	To authorise consultation on the transfer process on the basis set out in Appendix E of the Committee report, to run from 30  October 1998 to 5 January 1999.


�
�
�
2)	To recommend that the Council:





a.  approves the transfer of the Council’s remaining residential homes for older people to external providers.





	b.  agrees that the results of the consultation on the transfer process be considered by the Social Services Committee in January 1999, when the transfer strategy will be finalised.





The Council subsequently agreed the recommendation on 17th November 1998.





�
�
2.5�
Terms have been agreed for the transfer of Moorlands to Cambridge Housing Society, subject to contract.  Cambridge Housing Society are planning considerable improvements to Moorlands, including the addition of 10 extra places and en suite facilities.  In addition there will be an increased number of respite care places available and the creation of a unit for older people with mental illness (EMI Unit).  Cambridge Housing Society intend to build a number of bungalows on the Moorlands site.


�
�
2.6


�
Olivemede is in the process of transfer to an independent provider of residential care.  It is anticipated that this will be completed in the current financial year.  The purchaser of Olivemede will refurbish the home, creating bedrooms of approximately 16 square metres and including en suite facilities.  An EMI Unit for six people will also be created.


�
�
2.7�
The proposed sale of Aliwal Manor has not taken place and this home is therefore being considered along with the 14 other homes for the purposes of this exercise, as agreed by Council on 17th November 1998.  A list of the homes including Aliwal Manor is attached at appendix 1.


�
�
�
3.0�
CONTEXT 


�
�
3.1�
Policy Issues�
�



3.1.1�



Social Services is the main commissioner of social care services for older people.  It therefore has a responsibility to work in partnership with other organisations, particularly health, housing and the independent sector, to:





identify the needs of older people and their carers for social care services.�


establish the objectives and outcomes that these needs imply.





consider how these can be met most effectively in the context of the resources available.





identify gaps and deficiencies in the current types and levels of services available.�


secure a more effective range and balance of services.�


manage the market and arrange the delivery of services accordingly.�


monitor delivery against the objectives and outcomes sought.





�
�
3.1.2�
It is important to stress that the responsibility to arrange the delivery of services and therefore to ensure availability of appropriate numbers of residential care places, will not change if the Council is no longer a direct provider of residential care.�
�
�



�
�
�
3.1.3�
This commissioning role needs to be discharged in the context of Government objectives, demographic change, user views, preferences, and a climate of limited resources.


�
�
�
�
�
3.1.4�
Government Objectives�
�
�
�
�
�
Since the previous report to Committee on 28 October 1998, the Government has produced its Social Services White Paper “Modernising Social Services”.


�
�
�
This has a number of elements of relevance to the homes transfer discussion:


�
�
�
a)   it sets an overall agenda of promoting independence and reducing dependency.  To this end two new grants have been established:��
�
�
partnership grant (£2.2m in Cambridgeshire in 1999/00), which is dependent on a clear joint investment plan (JIP) with other agencies in relation to older people;





prevention grant (£0.18m in Cambridgeshire in 1999/00), requiring an action plan by October 1999.��
�
�
b)  	an intention to consider the future of the residential care allowance.  This is seen as a perverse incentive to place people in residential care.  The Government would aim to transfer the resources to local authorities in order to enable them to promote independence more flexibly, for example through services to people at home.  It is difficult to predict the impact of this possible change on the proposal.  Best advice is that any change in residential care allowance will be at least 18 months away,  given that this is not on the Government agenda for this year, and that any withdrawal will be phased.�
�
�
�
�
�
c)  	the creation of eight regional Commissions for Care Standards to take on the registration and inspection tasks currently discharged by local and health authorities in relation to social care.  These will apply the same standards to the independent and local authority sectors.


�
�
�
d)	ensuring that user and carer views are taken into account in the design and delivery of services.


�
�



�
This Government agenda requires clarity over the purpose and use of residential care in relation to the overall objectives of dependency reduction, rehabilitation, prevention and hospital discharge.


�
�
�
�
�
�
�



3.2�
Demographic Change�
�
�
�
�
3.2.1�
The report to Committee on 28 October 1998 drew attention to forecast population growth for the 65+ group, of more than 2% per annum to the year 2016.  For people aged 85+, total population growth over this period from 1997 is expected to be 34.4%.  This level of growth requires the County Council to ensure that it commissions an appropriate range and balance of services, and secures their cost-effective delivery, so that as many people as possible receive the care they require.�
�
�
�
�
3.2.2�
This will be particularly relevant to the provision of EMI and respite care where the local authority is currently the main provider.


�
�
3.3�
Resource Availability�
�
�
�
�
3.3.1�
While the County Council’s Revenue Support Grant settlement increase of 5.8% is relatively generous, this still leaves Cambridgeshire as the lowest funded authority in terms of SSA per head of population.  This translates into a low level of spending on older people per head of population aged 75+ compared to neighbouring authorities.  However, a relatively high proportion of this gross expenditure is tied up in residential and nursing home care.�
�
�
�
�
3.3.2�
Committee has already set an objective to increase the balance of resources spent on services for elderly people.  However, there is also an issue to be tackled in relation to the use to which these resources are put.  It is suggested that, in the context of the Government’s objectives of prevention and dependency reduction, resources should be freed up to tailor packages of care more flexibly to individual needs, particularly to provide support at home where this is feasible.�
�
�
�
�
4.0�
PROPERTY ISSUES�
�



4.1�



As a result of the Council’s experience in the transfer of four residential homes; discussions with providers, the County Registration & Inspection Unit, and the experience of other authorities, the issues of property standards has become a significant factor.�
�
�
�
�
4.2�
All of the fifteen homes considered for transfer have now been refurbished.  The last home to be refurbished, Fitzwilliam House was completed in 1998.  Although, only Buchan House can offer en suite facilities, all of the County Council homes provide a high standard of accommodation.


�
�
4.3�
A number of the County homes offer office accommodation to Social Services Department staff or voluntary organisations.  In some residential homes day centres are used by a Health Care Trust for specialist day care and by other voluntary groups.  These factors will need to be taken into account in the transfer process.  �
�
�






4.4�



The Government White Paper on ‘Modernising Social Services’ in Section 3.4, refers to plans for new Regional Commissions for Care Standards.  This would take the responsibility away from the Local Authority for registration and inspection of private homes, and inspection and application of registration standards to Local Authority homes.  The Director currently has a degree of discretion as to the way in which registration standards are applied in private and Local Authority homes.�
�



4.5�



In addition to the above specific Government proposals, there has been speculation that the current registration standards could be raised, possibly around the size of rooms. The consequence of this would have implications for the Council if it was to remain a direct provider of residential care.  �
�
�
�
�
4.6�
It is likely that capital investment would need to be made on these homes to raise them to the required standards of an independent registration authority.  In turn it is possible that capital receipts for some homes could be affected.


 �
�
4.7�
The Committee will be aware that a number of other local authorities have successfully transferred their residential homes for Older People to the independent sector, and others are actively considering this option.  In discussion with those Authorities property issues have been significant in the decision to transfer.


�
�
5.0�
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS


�
�
5.1�
Revenue position


�
�
5.1.1	�
The report to Committee on 28 October 1998 forecast revenue savings on the assumption that, once homes had been transferred, new residents would be eligible for the residential care allowance element of Income Support, a benefit not currently available to residents of local authority homes.  The annual savings were estimated to reach £900,000 after four years once homes were fully occupied by clients who had moved in after the date of transfer.


�
�
5.1.2�
The following table therefore takes these factors into account and updates the other savings and costs of alternative services to reflect 1999/2000 budget proposals.�
�
�



�
2000/01�
2001/02�
2002/03�
2003/04�
Full year�
�
�
£m�
£m�
£m�
£m�
£m�
�
SAVINGS�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Running costs of 15 homes�
8.2�
8.2�
8.2�
8.2�
8.2�
�
Structural Maintenance - Policy Committee�
0.2�
0.2�
0.2�
0.2�
0.2�
�
Departmental Support Services�
0.1


�
0.1


�
0.1


�
0.1


�
0.1


�
�
TOTAL SAVINGS�
8.5�
8.5�
8.5�
8.5�
8.5�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE SERVICES�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Residential Care (permanent)�
4.6�
4.3�
4.1�
3.8�
3.7�
�
EMI�
1.6�
1.5�
1.4�
1.3�
1.3�
�
Respite Care�
1.1�
1.1�
1.0�
1.0�
0.9�
�
Day Care�
0.8�
0.8�
0.8�
0.8�
0.8�
�
Other facilities�
0.1�
0.1�
0.1�
0.1�
0.1�
�
TOTAL COSTS �
8.2�
7.8�
7.4�
7.0�
6.8�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
NET REVENUE SAVINGS�
0.3�
0.7�
1.1�
1.5�
1.7�
�



5.1.3�
This shows that the ultimate level of annual revenue savings is £1.7m which is higher than previously reported.  There are three reasons for this increase:


�
�
�
a)  	savings on the running costs of homes reflect the likely impact of Single Status changes to staff pay and conditions, although it is recognised that there may be some offsets to these costs once negotiations are completed.


�
�
�
b)	the number of homes on which the analysis is based is now 15 with the inclusion of Aliwal Manor.


�
�
�
c)	the costs of alternative services have been revised to better reflect the proposed pricing policy for 1999/2000, details of which can be found elsewhere on this agenda.	


�
�
5.1.4	�
As stated in paragraph 3.1.4, there are some questions about the long-term future of the residential care allowance. Its removal would have a significant impact on the revenue savings arising from the transfer, although if this benefit was withdrawn, there would still be annual savings of some £200,000.  In addition, cumulative savings up to the point of withdrawal would be considerable (£2.4m if the benefit ceased for new clients in April 2002).


�
�
�



5.2


�
Capital Implications


�
�
5.2.1�
In addition to revenue savings, the transfer of the homes would also mean there would be benefits to the Council in reduced capital spending on the properties.  Regardless of any change in the need to register homes (see paragraph 4.0) there are always minor capital works being undertaken on the properties, and some degree of refurbishment required to maintain standards, both of which draw on the limited resources available in the capital programme.


�
�
5.2.2�
If registration of homes to existing standards became obligatory, significant investment would be required beyond current capital resources available to the Committee.  


�
�
5.2.3�
Should registration standards also be increased then major structural changes to the properties would be likely.  The costs would be dependent on exactly which standards changed but a major investment in the properties on the scale of the previous refurbishment programme would be a real possibility.  Such an investment would place enormous strain on the Council's capital resources and increase significantly the proportion of locally funded expenditure.


�
�
5.3	�
Capital Receipts


�
�
5.3.1�
The actual sums received from organisations in consideration for transferring the homes would be subject to a number of factors (see paragraph 8.0) but the release of capital from these assets would enable sizeable interest gains to be made or allow re-investment in new capital projects.


�
�
6.0�
CONSULTATION�
�



6.1�



Members are referred to the Committee report on the Consultation.  Significant issues raised in the Consultation are summarised below, with an indication of how these issues have been taken into account, in the transfer strategy.�
�



6.2�



Care Standards and Continuity of Care�
�



6.2.1�



Residents and their relatives were concerned that the transfer of Homes would cause a decline in existing care standards.  They also were very clear that the existing staff should be protected in the transfer in order to ensure continuity of care.  Concerns were also expressed about whether residents would be forced to move home as a result of the transfer.


�
�
6.2.2�
Residents and relatives were assured that care standards would be properly monitored following the transfer, and that the Council believed this to be imperative.  They were told that the staff would transfer with the Home under TUPE rules, and that no resident would need to move from the residential care home of their choice, unless that home could no longer meet their individual needs.  There should, therefore be continuity of care, with residents being cared for in the same home, by the same members of staff.�
�
�






6.3�



Cost of Care�
�



6.3.1


�



Residents and their carers were concerned that the cost of care would increase, if the homes were sold to private organisations and that there would be additional charges for services like laundry etc.


�
�
6.3.2�
Residents and relatives were told that the proposed transfer, would guarantee their place in residential care, which would be purchased by the Council.  They would be recharged in the same way as at present, and this would continue to be an inclusive charge.�
�
�
�
�
6.4�
Contractual arrangements�
�



6.4.1�



Residents and relatives were concerned that new owners of homes would be able to close them, in order to dispose of land.  They were also concerned the Council may not be able to purchase sufficient number of residential places in the future, because the cost of care would increase following the transfer.


�
�
6.4.2�
Legal advice will be sought to ensure that homes continue to operate as residential care homes, for an agreed period of time.  It is intended to include appropriate clauses in the final agreement.


�
�
6.4.3�
Block contracts will be agreed with new providers to ensure there is sufficient volume of residential care places to meet the needs of future as well as current residents.


�
�
6.4.4�
Concern was expressed about the other activities and services currently provided by residential care homes, i.e. day care, respite care and voluntary fund raising that takes place.  Relatives and Residents were advised that respite care and day care were an essential part of the residential care service and would be built into any contract.  It is the intention that residential homes should continue to be community resources and that the transfer to other providers would be on this basis.  Voluntary fund raising for the benefit of residents could continue.


�
�
6.4.5�
The issue of whether the homes should transfer to ‘not for profit’ organisations was widely discussed during the consultation process.  There has been considerable support from residents, relatives, staff, the trade unions and some partner agencies for this approach.�
�
�
�
�
�
In the White Paper ‘Modernising Social Services’, the Government makes clear its approach to this issue in section 7.23.  “Best value must be secured in all social services, whether provided in-house or contracted our to the voluntary or private sector”.  This Government does not take an ideological  approach to this issue and has no preconception about whether the public or voluntary or private sector should be the preferred provider.  These decisions should be based entirely on judgements about best value and optimum outcomes for individual users, and authorities must be able to demonstrate that their arrangements are delivering this.”


�
�
�



6.5�
Trades Unions�
�
�
�
�
6.51�
The Trades Unions have stated their opposition to the transfer of residential homes.  If, however, transfer is to proceed, they would strongly favour the ‘not for profit’ sector.  If transfer is to take place, they would want to see as a minimum:





	a)  levels of staffing maintained, particularly in EMI care





	b)  a minimum standard for training based on NVQ standards.





	c)  a clear policy on ‘whistle blowing’.





	d)  adequate resources to be set aside for monitoring and compliance of the contract.


�
�
6.5.2�
Consideration will be given to including an NVQ requirement and a ‘whistle blowing’ policy in contracts with care providers.  Care standards are dealt with in section 6.2.2


�
�
6.5.3�
Employees of the homes have expressed concern about whether they will be able to provide care to the same level if homes were owned by profit making organisations.  They are also concerned about the long term effect on their terms and conditions of employment.  It will be essential to select organisations that are able to maintain current staffing levels and terms and conditions on a long term basis.�
�
�
�
�
6.6�
Freehold/Leasehold�
�
�
�
�
6.6.1�
Some consultees argued for leasehold disposal rather than freehold.  This view appears to be fuelled by the view that this would give the Council greater long term influence over the supply of beds.  There are other advantages on the financial side in that the Government will take into account the size of any Capital Receipts when determining future Capital allocations.�
�
�
�
�
6.6.2�
However, it is felt that the potential benefits from freehold disposal outweigh these considerations.  Not only would the council get the up front Capital Receipts, it also would mean that there was absolute clarity about the long term financial responsibility for the homes.  �
�
�
�
�
6.6.3�
In addition freehold disposal will be more attractive to buyers.  It is more likely to facilitate the sort of capital investment already being proposed at Moorlands and Olivemede.�
�
�
�
�
7.0�
BEST VALUE�
�
�
�
�
7.1�
Members will be aware that the Council is charged with obtaining Best Value in all of its services, and the purpose of transferring homes is to ensure that resources used for the care of Older People are used to maximum effect.  This is particularly important given the demographic information contained in section 3 of this report.  It is essential that the Council is able to devote resources to effective rehabilitative services and preventative services.�
�
�






7.2


�



Transfer of residential care homes will only achieve best value if the County Council is able to exert influence on the purchase price of residential care and if there is no reduction in current care standards.  It also will only be achieved if specialist day care and respite services are maintained and if homes continue to offer community resources.  There are five desired outcomes from the transfer process.


�
�
�
a) 	There should be sufficient residential care places to meet the needs of older people in Cambridgeshire requiring this service.�
�
�



b)	The homes should offer care standards at least as high as those of the Council residential care homes.


�
�
�
c) The County Council should be able to exert a continuing influence over the market for residential care in Cambridgeshire.�
�
�



d) 	There should be a long term reduction in overall revenue and capital expenditure by the County Council on residential care, in order for investment to be made in rehabilitative and preventative services, and in order for the Council to fulfil its responsibilities for partnership work with other agencies.�
�



�



Residential homes should continue to be used as local resources and offer specialist EMI care, respite care and day care.


�
�
8.0�
TENDERING AND MARKETING


�
�
8.1�
The transfer of the Homes has to be undertaken within a statutory framework, which fundamentally prescribes the process that must be followed.  The Council is required in law to achieve ‘best consideration’ and this needs to be borne in mind throughout the process.


�
�
8.2�
The first stage of the process is to advertise the homes seeking ‘expressions of interest’ and based upon the responses, the Council will select firms to submit bids at a second stage.  The purpose of the first stage is to eliminate organisations that do not meet stated financial, management or technical requirements.  Only suitably qualified applicants should submit bids at the second stage.  Applicants will be required to include detailed information on their plans for the future of the Home(s) and staff development as well as their proposed capital bid.  The award of contracts must be made in accordance with predetermined criteria.  Based upon the legal requirements of the process and recent experience it should be recognised that a calendar year will probably be necessary to complete the transfer process. 


�
�
�
�
�
�



8.3


�
In following this procedure there are six main critical stages:





a)  	Agreeing the Information Pack to be sent to organisations that respond to advertising.





b)  	Agreeing criteria to select the short-listed applicants;





c)  	Selection of short listed candidates after technical evaluation;





d)  	Agreeing criteria for the award of contracts;





e)  	Awarding contracts after evaluation of bids;





f)  	Finalising terms.


�
�
�
�
�
8.4�
Set out in Appendix 2 is the draft criteria for the selection of short listed applicants and the criteria for the award of contracts.  The selection of firms for short listing will require consideration of commercially confidential information as will the review of bids received. 


�
�
�
�
�
8.5�
In order to select a short list it is essential to advise potential providers of the Council’s approach to many detailed issues.  These range from the grouping of Homes, the level of block contracts at each home, rates to be paid for places, rates to be paid for day care services, the inclusion (or otherwise) of surplus land at some Homes.  Without this information the Council could be subject to challenge on the grounds that organisations have insufficient information to decide whether to apply to join the short list. 


�
�
�
�
�
8.6�
As described in section 4.5 of the Committee report of 28 October it will be necessary to provide some ongoing guarantee of income to buyers.  The Council needs to draw a difficult balance between open ended block contracts, which end up with it buying places it does not need, and ensuring that purchasers can produce a satisfactory business case.


�
�
�
�
�
8.7�
The recommendation in 4.6 of the previous Committee report therefore states, the Council should:


�
�
�
a)	Honour the placement of all residents in their home, at the point of transfer, for their lifetime.�
�
�
�
�
�
b)	Commit to a purchase of an agreed volume of places for a determined  contract period.  The exact levels of the contract depend on Market circumstances of the home and the identified need in that area.


�
�
�
c)	Require buyers to make, for example 60% of all non EMI places and 100% of EMI places available for the Council to use, for the first five year, and recognise that it will need to pay for those places.  This guarantee would fall, if for any reason the homes failed to meet the appropriate quality threshold.


�
�
8.8�
Section 4.2 of the previous Committee report deals with the proposal to group homes.  This was discussed in the consultation process, and although the reasons for the proposed groupings are still valid (i.e. to avoid localised monopolies), no clear groupings have emerged.  Too rigid a grouping would prevent individual purchasers bidding for homes in areas where they already have an interest (e.g. sheltered housing schemes) and where this could provide added value to Older People in the area.  It is suggested that further advice be sought about the market implications of grouping homes.


�
�
8.9�
In order to complete the transfer process as effectively as possible, it is suggested that the Social Services Chairman and Group Spokesmen be consulted about the final selection criteria, and any proposed groupings, before the information pack for prospective purchasers is finalised.


�
�
9.0�
RESOURCES TO MANAGE THE PROCESS OF TRANSFERRING THE HOMES


�
�
9.1�
Marketing of the residential homes will be difficult to manage, given the geographic spread of the homes and given the variations in the social care market throughout the county.  It is crucial that attention is given to this , if best consideration is to be obtained.


�
�
9.2�
Marketing could be managed ‘ in house’ and this would serve to keep overheads low but it should be recognised that there is not the expertise in house to manage sales of residential care homes on this scale and the resources to manage the sale of 15 care homes simultaneously would result in severe prioritisation of other activities by the staff who would undertake this exercise.


�
�
9.3�
In view of this, it is proposed that the services of a specialist property adviser be sought. This may be essential in the current situation as a number of other Authorities are testing the market.


�
�
9.4�
In addition, it will be necessary to use additional staff time from the Human Resources section and in project work time. The total cost of this and the adviser time is not expected to exceed £100k, and would be funded from the capital receipts for the homes


�
�
10.0�
CONCLUSION�
�



10.1











�



There has been a very full consultation on the transfer proposal, and the comments made have been reported separately to Committee. Responses to some of the main issues raised in the consultation process are included in section 6 of this report.


�
�
10.2�
Freehold sales would afford greatest benefit to the Council and bids should only be considered from providers who can demonstrate by their track record that they value staff who are being transferred and have policies which encourage their development. 


�
�
�



10.3�
There are two elements, highlighted in Section 3 which could affect this process but where there is insufficient information available now to fully determine this. These are:


a), the possible changes in the residential care allowance care allowance 


b) the possible changes in registration standards.


�
�
10.4�
In the case of the residential care allowance, the information contained in the White Paper does not give an indication when any phasing  out of this benefit would occur, and given that detailed consultation will take place first, there would seem to be no reason to delay transfer as a result. The financial analysis in Section5  illustrates the cost of delay.


�
�
10.5�
Equally, there is no concrete information about any change in registration standards. There could be an impact on capital receipts from  issues in some homes associated with the current registration standard. It is clear, that if registration standards do change the County Council would have difficulty in meeting these if it retains the homes.


�
�
10.6�
The balance of advantage for the county lies in the transfer of homes. The need to obtain Best Value in services for Older People and the considerable agenda in the development of partnership arrangements and rehabilitative services would suggest that the council should concentrate on focused commissioning of services while gaining the revenue benefits from transfer of the residential homes�
�
11.0�
RECOMENDATIONS 


�
�
11.1


�
The Committee is recommended to:�
�
�
a)	agree to proceed with the transfer of the remaining 15 residential care homes to the independent sector, by the process described in this report.


�
�
�
b)	authorise the Directors of Resources and Social Services to determine the final selection criteria and groupings, in consultation with Social Services Chairman and Group Spokesmen.


�
�
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	APPENDIX 1


Cambridgeshire In House Residential Homes 





1998








Home�
Total No of Beds�
Total No of Non EMI Permanent Residential Beds �
No of EMI Beds�
No Of Respite Places Non EMI�
No of Respite Places EMI�
No of Day Care Places�
Average Occupancy 97/98


%�
�
Aliwal Manor�
30�
21�
7�
2�
2�
-�
88�
�
Buchan House�
50�
34�
10�
6�
-�
30 M - F 11 S - S�
93.23�
�
15 Coronation St�
40�
24�
8�
6�
2�
12   5 days�
90.46�
�
Primrose Croft�
30�
13�
6�
9�
2�
�
90.88�
�
Etheldred House�
35�
16�
11�
6�
2�
7   5 days�
92.11�
�
Fitzwilliam House�
33�
27�
-�
6�
-�
20   4 days�
�
�
Home Close�
36�
29�
-�
7�
-�
20   4 days�
92.34�
�
Home Meadow�
34�
24�
6�
2�
2�
18   4 days�
91.36�
�
Orchard House�
32�
18�
7�
6�
1�
20   4 days�
92.53�
�
Queens Court�
40�
26�
7�
6�
1�
25   4 days�
96.24�
�
Glenfield House�
33�
23�
8�
1�
1�
10   3 days�
94.74�
�
The Hillings�
40�
18�
15�
6�
1�
20   3 days�
95.86�
�
Hunters Down�
36�
22�
6�
6�
2�
20   3 days�
95�
�
Kingswood Park�
44�
34�
8�
2�
-�
18   3 days�
93�
�
Rheola�
39�
21�
9�
8�
1�
-�
92�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
TOTALS�
552�
350�
108�
79�
17�
�
�
�
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