
GIRTON PARISH COUNCIL 
BUSINESS CASE — Motion 202.9 (Enriched Version – 2026) 

12-Month Community Engagement Plan for Girton’s Great Plan 
 
Header Information 
Agenda Item: 202.9 – 12-Month Community Engagement Plan 
Committee / Forum: Full Council 
Date Created: 4 February 2026 
Lead Officer: Clerk/RFO 
Sponsor: Chair of Finance & Resource Management / Girton Together WG 
Gateway Stage: G2 – Approval to Plan 
Decision Sought: 
Approve, in principle, the 12-month engagement programme for Girton’s Great Plan; delegate 
detailed scheduling and monthly delivery to the Clerk/RFO and GDO with oversight from Girton 
Together Working Group (GTWG); publish quarterly summaries to the Governance Register. 
 
1. Executive Summary (≤150 words; expanded, with explicit cross-motion links) 
Girton’s Great Plan requires a clear village mandate before decisions on scale, affordability and 
phasing can be made. The 12-Month Community Engagement Programme provides a structured, 
predictable sequence of monthly stalls, Pavilion pop-ins, walkabouts, youth engagement, business 
roundtables, safety explainers, codesign workshops, and the December Big Survey, followed by the 
January What Girton Said report. This ensures evidence-led, inclusive and transparent 
decision-making. 
 
This Motion activates the entire governance stack adopted tonight: 

• Motion 1: Templates (used for all engagement artefacts) 
• Motion 2: Risk framework (shapes messaging & evidence) 
• Motion 3: Delegated RA sign-off (supports safety explainers) 
• Motion 4/4B: Forums feed monthly content 
• Motion 6: ToRs shaped by what we hear 
• Motion 7: Quick-Wins generated from monthly events 
• Motion 8: Co-Creation Charter — this programme is its delivery vehicle 
• Motion 9: New website (202.11) provides real-time publication 
• Motion 10: GDO delivers cadence & SSOT filing 

Recommendation: Approve in principle and publish on Governance Register. 
 
2. Problem / Need 
Minutes and operational evidence show: 

• increasing resident interest in pavilion, Rec, cricket safety, drainage, green spaces, and cycling 
routes 

• fragmented, reactive engagement insufficient for multi-year capital projects 
• need for legitimacy before any funding conversations 
• residents asking for transparency, sequence and clarity 
• high dependency on Clerk for explanations; lack of structured presence 

Without a designed year of listening: 
• the Council risks misjudging priorities 
• engagement becomes episodic 



• misinformation fills gaps 
• funding applications lack evidence 
• public trust declines 

A clear, structured mandate-building year is essential. 
 
3. Strategic Alignment (Golden Thread — enriched) 
Need → Mandate 
The Council needs a validated community mandate for: 

• scope (what is in/out of the Great Plan) 
• scale (how ambitious) 
• affordability (precept constraint, grants, sponsorship) 
• phasing (what comes first) 

 
Options → Tested via engagement 
The December Big Survey will test three levels: 

1. Minimal uplift 
2. Medium ambition 
3. Full phased capital ambition 

 
Benefits → Legitimacy, evidence, funding 
A well-run year of engagement provides: 

• legitimacy for decisions 
• evidence for bids and planning 
• clearer risk management 
• better sequencing (avoid “announce and defend”) 
• visible progress via early “start-now” phases 

 
Delivery → 12-month rhythm 
Monthly presence + workshops + codesign + December Big Survey + January “What Girton Said.” 
 
 
4. Options Analysis (enriched) 

Option Description Benefits Costs Risk / Rationale 

0 – Do nothing Ad-hoc updates only Low effort Low 

Low legitimacy; weak 
basis for capital/funding 
decisions; poor 
inclusion.  

1 – Minimal 2–3 meetings + short 
survey Some insight Low–

Med 

Thin evidence; excludes 
quieter groups; not 
enough for Great Plan. 

2 – Preferred: 
12-Month 
Structured 
Programme 

Continuous presence; 
artefacts; youth; 
business; codesign; 
December Big Survey 

Strong legitimacy; 
broad reach; repeat 
touchpoints; 
evidence base 

Modest 

Best fit: matches 
governance reforms & 
“start-now” phasing; 
builds trust.  

Rationale: Only Option 2 supports the maturity level of the new GPC governance model and the 
complexity of the Great Plan. 



5. Evidence Base  
Structural evidence: 

• minutes show complex safety, facilities, drainage, green-space and active travel decisions 
• community appetite for clear explanations about cricket, Ten-Acre, Pavilion 
• increased correspondence indicates unmet need for clarity 
• reordered Great Plan phasing identifies early works that proceed in parallel with engagement 

Engagement evidence: 
• 12-month programme addresses multiple audiences (youth, elders, businesses, clubs, faith 

groups, schools) 
• monthly rhythm mirrors successful local government engagement models 
• community needs simpler, repeated, plain-English explanations 

 
Digital evidence: 

• new website supports real-time, single-source updates 
 

 
6. Financial Case (expanded) 
Costs 
Low/Moderate operational budget: 

• printing (A4/A3) 
• displays & boards 
• QR posters 
• room hire & refreshments (for workshops) 
• facilitation supplies (post-its, maps) 
• survey handling (paper returns) 

Efficiencies 
• in-kind venues (library, pavilion, churches, pubs, clubs) 
• volunteer Survey Champions 
• reuse display hardware 
• Canva Teams (Motion 202.12) for cheaper design production 

Value 
• stronger bids 
• fewer complaints 
• reduced misinformation 
• efficient decision-making 
• better community–council relationships 

 
7. Delivery & Governance (enriched) 
Cadence (monthly rhythm) 

• Market stall (every month) 
• Pavilion drop-ins 
• Walkabouts (Rec, Pound Green, AT route) 
• School engagement packs 
• Business roundtable 
• Codesign workshops (Nov) 
• Big Survey (Dec) 



• What Girton Said (Jan) 
Ownership 

• Accountable: Clerk/RFO 
• Responsible: GDO (once appointed) + GTWG 
• Consulted: Sports Forum, Facilities Forum, clubs, schools 
• Informed: Community, Councillors 

Governance Controls 
• All outputs filed to SSOT (Motion 1) 
• Risk approach applied (Motion 2) 
• Quarterly public summaries on Governance Register 
• Monthly Quick-Wins logged (Motion 7) 

 
8. Risk Summary (expanded) 
Full table already exists in Annex B. 
Headlines: 

• Engagement fatigue → light-touch asks + variety 
• Confusion re: cricket/Rec → strong visuals & explainers 
• Data-privacy risk → DP controls + redaction 
• Schedule slip → GDO monthly checklist 
• Quiet voices under-represented → Survey Champions + multiple venues 

 
Residual risks: Low–Medium (within acceptable tolerance for G2). 
 
9. Dependencies & Assumptions (enriched) 

• New Website (Motion 202.11) provides publication platform 
• Canva Teams (Motion 202.12) provides templates for artefacts 
• GDO role (Motion 202.10) supports operations 
• Forums (Motion 4/4B) supply technical and usage insights 
• Job Evaluation (202.13) gives clarity on capacity 
• Strategic Plan (202.14) sets long-term direction 

Operational assumptions: 
• monthly stall slot secured 
• school cooperation 
• indoor pop-ups in winter 
• continued resident willingness 

 
10. Engagement & Communications (expanded) 
Methods: 

• 12 × markets 
• 12 × Pavilion pop-ins 
• 12 × walkabouts 
• 4 × youth engagements 
• 1 × business roundtable 
• 3 × codesign workshops (Nov) 
• Big Survey (Dec) 
• What Girton Said (Jan) 



Artefacts: 
• Warm Ivory posters 
• Golden Thread branding 
• Maps, boards, safety explainers 
• Accessibility formats: large print, easy-read, plain English 
• Website posts (asap basis) 
• QR codes linking to Governance Register 
• “You Said / We Learned” quarterly 

 
11. Recommendation 
Approve Option 2 — the designed 12-Month Community Engagement Programme. 
Publish the calendar on the Governance Register; delegate monthly delivery to Clerk/RFO & GDO. 
 
Delegation (minor non-material changes): Council delegates to the Clerk authority to make minor, 
non-material changes to this pack prior to publication—e.g., formatting and accessibility fixes, 
acronym and naming-convention consistency, SSOT/KLI links, typo corrections, and clarifications that 
do not change the scope, outcomes, delivery approach, supplier selection, risk rating, or 
approved budget line/value. Any change that would materially alter these items must return to 
Council (or use a Change Control Form (CCF) if already approved). 
 

 


