
GIRTON PARISH COUNCIL 
BUSINESS CASE — Motion 202.8 (Accessible Version – 2026) 

Approval in Principle of the Teamship Charter & Co-Creation Charter 
 

Header Information 
Agenda Item: 202.8 — Teamship Charter & Co-Creation Charter (in principle) 
Committee / Forum: Full Council 
Date Created: 4 February 2026 
Date First Brought: 11 February 2026 
Subsequent Dates: March Full Council (final wording) 
Lead Officer: Clerk/RFO 
Sponsor: Chair of Finance & Resource Management 
Gateway Stage: G2 – Approval to Plan 
Decision Sought: 
Approve, in principle, the Teamship Charter and Co-Creation Charter; delegate final drafting to the 
Clerk/RFO in consultation with the Chair of Finance, to return to March Full Council.  
 
1. Executive Summary (≤150 words; includes links to earlier motions) 
Girton Parish Council is transitioning to a more predictable, transparent and collaborative governance 
model. Minutes from 2023–2025 show rising complexity across operations, engagement, safety, 
environmental work and Committee/Working Group activity. Two behavioural governance tools are 
now proposed: 

• the Teamship Charter — defining how councillors and officers work together; and 
• the Co-Creation Charter — defining how GPC works with residents, clubs, partners and the 

community. 
These charters strengthen psychological safety, clarity, communication norms, and shared 
expectations. They provide the behavioural foundation for the 12-Month Engagement Plan, 
Committee ToRs, the Gateway model, and the Great Plan’s collaborative approach. 
Relationships to earlier motions: 

• Motion 1: Templates & digitisation → charters embed expected use. 
• Motion 2: Risk Policy → charters embed communication/safety behaviours. 
• Motion 3: RA delegation → charters define working expectations. 
• Motion 6: ToRs → charters will be referenced within ToRs. 
• Motion 7: Quick-Wins → rely on shared behaviours & clarity. 

Recommendation: Approve in principle; delegate final drafting. 
 
2. Problem / Need 
Minutes show: 

• increasing public participation; 
• rising consultation and survey activity; 
• growing multi-site operational pressures; 
• expanding Committee and WG activity; 
• repeated governance clarifications in meetings; 
• reliance on the Clerk to moderate expectations; 
• need for predictable meeting behaviours; 
• increasing partnership work (HIGS, clubs, LNRP). 

Without behavioural governance tools, the Council risks: 



• inconsistent conduct, 
• unclear boundary expectations, 
• interpersonal friction, 
• weaker engagement processes, 
• reputational risk, 
• reduced Clerk capacity. 

 
3. Strategic Alignment (Golden Thread) 
The charters directly support: 

• Motion 1 (template adoption) 
• Motion 2 (RA methodology) 
• Motion 3 (delegated RA sign-off) 
• Motion 4 & 4B (Sports & Facilities Forums) 
• Motion 6 (Committee/WG ToRs) 
• Motion 7 (Quick-Wins) 
• Motion 9 (12-Month Engagement Plan) 
• Motion 10 (GDO recruitment 

They form the culture and behaviour layer underpinning Great Plan delivery. 
 
4. Options Analysis 

Option Description Benefits Risks Rationale 

0 – Do nothing No cultural 
framework Low effort 

Inconsistent behaviour; 
unclear expectations; 
more friction 

Not viable 

1 – Publish 
Teamship only 

Internal 
expectations Some clarity Public engagement 

remains unclear Partial 

2 – Publish 
Co-Creation only 

Community 
expectations Better engagement Internal norms unclear Partial 

3 – Preferred: 
Publish both 
charters 

Full 
behavioural 
system 

High clarity; culture 
change; supports all 
motions 

Requires light drafting 
time 

Best match to 
governance 
phase 

 
5. Evidence Base (summary) 
Minutes show sustained demand for: 

• more predictable interactions, 
• shared expectations and respectful challenge, 
• structured engagement, 
• clarity for volunteers and partners, 
• behavioural norms for Committee/WG work, 
• professionalism in public communications. 

 
  



6. Financial Case 
Cost: £0 
Officer time: Clerk + Chair of Finance to finalise text 
Value: 

• fewer misunderstandings, 
• more efficient meetings, 
• reduced conflict, 
• improved trust, 
• clearer public engagement, 
• more predictable partnership working. 

 
7. Delivery & Governance 
Accountable: Full Council 
Responsible: Clerk/RFO 
Consulted: Chair of Finance 
Informed: Councillors; community (via Governance Register) 
Publication path: Governance Register → “Values & Behaviours” section 
Review: Annual (May meeting) 
 
8. Risk Summary (headline) 

• Low adoption → Mitigation: induction + Chair reinforcement 
• Charters treated as symbolic → Mitigation: embed in ToRs & Gateway model 
• Community misunderstands commitments → Mitigation: publish plain-English versions 
• Not embedded in processes → Mitigation: link to Templates, Engagement Plan, and 

Quick-Wins 
Residual risk: Low 
 

9. Dependencies & Assumptions 
Supports: 

• Committee ToRs (202.6) 
• Quick-Wins (202.7) 
• Engagement Plan (202.9) 
• GDO onboarding (202.10) 

Assumes: 
• Governance Register and SSOT structure in place 
• Councillors adopt template-based working 

 
10. Recommendation 
Approve the Teamship Charter and Co-Creation Charter in principle, delegating finalisation to the 
Clerk/RFO and Chair of Finance for March Full Council. 
 
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). 
 


