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What are the patterns = /.
for all neighbourhood '
services? Nine groups .
but only five patterns —
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How much
money do
neighbourhood
services need?




Approach 1:
restore
resources to
(say) 2010/11 or | B 1
2013/4
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Approach 2: top
up resources to
the level of those .
7 best resourced —
at the moment |







If Approach 2 flies,
Its destination is the

'R—/ Fair Funding




