





In the UK the concept of corporate governance came into vogue in the 1970s, however it was the seminal 1992 Cadbury report which set the foundations for best practise, describing corporate governance as ‘the systems by which companies are directed and controlled’ (Cadbury, 2002, p. 1). In contrast Chew & Gillian (2009) defines effective corporate governance as the set of controls and incentives that drive top management.  Whereby Williams (2014) outlines governance as the way an organisation identifies and acts on the need for change in what they do and how they deliver it. Examining the words there are reoccurring elements and it is concluded that corporate governance is concerned with structure and processes for decision making, accountability, control, and behaviour at the top of an entity which focuses on exchanges, activities and action. Supported by Cheffins  (2013, p. 46) there are many meanings describing corporate governance, yet there may never be a full and definitive description given the vastness of the topic.  The point made by all is clear and that whilst companies, organisations and authorities may govern in different ways, they all work within boundaries, set with the existence of systems, regulations, laws, terms of reference and structures that exist within their administration.  
Governance is not to be confused with government which focuses on structures, and is interchangeably used with governance, both of which denote the exercise of authority in an organisation, institution, or state.  Government is the name given to the entity exercising that authority, most simply defined as legitimate power.  Government makes decisions that are viewed as binding by society and the communities they govern. Governments and all their administrate bodies exercise their powers through their relationships with the state and sovereign  (Bruhn, 2016).  In contrast governance, focuses on process, helping to act in the best interest of the business and is part of everyday parlance. Like government, the word governance derives, ultimately from the Greek verb ‘kubernaein’ (kubernao) meaning to steer, the metaphorical sense first being attested in Plato.  The governor should be able to keep the corporate ship on course with a minimum use of the tiller. This is taken to mean that the governor does not move unless they need to  (Cadbury, 2002).   
Whilst organisations function in different ways across the corporate landscape, there is a duty to keep pace with change. Differing external aspects incorporating, leadership, technology, environmental, social, economic, government and politics affect delivery of service. Such factors are encompassed as a key mechanism of cooperate governance with a combination of management oversight, resources, service, and strategic roles (Daily et al, 2003, pp. 371-382). Therefore, organisations with strong corporate governance, robust structures, who keep pace with change will benefit as fewer problems are created.  
Evolving through history, public governance is very different in its description to corporate governance. Public governance centres on relationships: - the power between government, authorities and needs of society. It does not confine itself to systems, direction, control, results, and outputs. It is how organisations work with partners, stakeholders, and networks to influence public policy outcomes (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016). The primary aim of public governance is to focus on integrity, accountability, ethics, and morals, offering safeguards to ensure the highest standards are maintained.
In 1995, the seven principles of public life, known as the Nolan principals, were enunciated by Lord Nolan, establishing the ethical standards expected of those working in the public sector (Committee on Standards in Public life, 2015). The public expects all persons to discharge their public duties by being fair and impartial, providing a selfless service, maintaining accountability, and acting with integrity and humility (Bew, 2015, p. 411).  This is further enhanced by the College of Policing  (2014) Codes of Ethics which as the professional body sets out and defines the exemplary standards of conduct and behaviour for everyone who works in policing. 
Over the years the media reporting has increased and is inundated with scandalous accounts of fraud and corruption when standards are ignored or poorly displayed affecting public governance. In 2011 the Sun newspaper was accused of making payments to police officers, military, health, government, and prison officials in exchange for information. Material was disclosed to the Metropolitan police who described the evidence as revealing a network of corrupt officials and were committed to change. Reflecting on the lessons from 2011 and changes made, the commitment of building a values-based culture of sound public governance remains a challenging and continued process. The interim Baroness Casey review, reporting on misconduct, highlights how the Metropolitan police enables and empowers officers to abuse power with impunity (Casey, 2022). His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Service (2022) has also recently published their inspection of counter corruption and vetting in the police service outlining 43 recommendations and five areas for improvement.  Set against the standards and expectations of society, to maintain public governance, policing remains accountable in the way they operate, and public administration is more imperative than ever.
Under The Police Act 1996, officers must take an oath, promising to uphold the law and ‘public trust’ committing to accountability and striving for legitimacy to achieve the active co-operation and trust against the standards set by society.   Reflecting on the words of Cadbury (2002) it was identified there were three vital components of corporate governance, namely openness, integrity, and accountability, all of which are very much alive and are still as significantly important in policing today and across society. With many agencies and authorities in charge of providing public services, accountable for delivery of public services and public governance has never been so important (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016).  The significant and crucial concept that can be determined surrounding accountability, standards and values is that the landscape has appropriately changed over time with increased scrutiny and inspection. Rightfully, there is a significant connection between standards and scrutiny which impacts public confidence, with a widespread expectation that all public services have a moral and honest obligation to uphold and present the highest standards of ethical behaviour and trustworthiness. This has a long-term impact and cost to legitimacy and accountability.
There are colossal governance structures that cross the policing landscape linked to the delivery of public services which remain complex and confusing. There are questions to be asked about the effectiveness of these complex systems (Llywelyn, 2022, p. 6).  This assignment cannot consider all, however, will critically evaluate and explore relevant areas of corporate governance in policing by concentrating on the evolution of UK policing, government, governance and the power they have on the effectiveness of 21st century policing and community safety. 
The history of policing will show the first statutory police service in the UK to be formed in 1611 created by Scottish parliament to guard the streets in the city of Edinburgh. As the population in industrial towns grew, further acts were passed to improve policing arrangements and by the 1700s, constables were paid to patrol the streets (Police Recruitment, 2022). The Industrial Revolution spanning 1760 to 1840 transitioning creation of goods from hand to machinery witnessed great times of upheaval. History showed problems with towns and cities demonstrating social and economic challenges, transformation and increasing crime trends. Manufactures exploited workers, and the scale of embezzlement, pilfering and theft increased requiring the establishment of an industrial police force to detect and prosecute such crime (Soderlund, 2006). The beginning of the nineteenth century was a real time for change and upheaval as local magistrates and the baronial police were unable to maintain law and order.  By 1829, Robert Peel as the appointed Home Secretary, introduced Peels Metropolitan Police Act 1829, widely considered as the first full-time professional and centrally organised Metropolitan police force, creating accountability, legitimacy, and governance mechanism across policing (Noppe, et al., 2017).   Formed were the nine ‘Principles of Policing’ often referenced to as the Peelian principals, renowned as the foundation of modern policing providing professionalisation, accountability and were adopted nationally in the UK as the cornerstone of policing. (Law Enforcement Action Partnership, n.d.).  At the heart of the Peelian model of policing is the idea that the police can only do their job well with the support and participation of the public and therefore a central task for police should be to support these social processes to minimise the need for violence and formal sanction    (Barber, 2022). Examining the words of Barber, their content and purpose, the important detail that can be drawn is that without public consent, policing would not function.  The relationship with the police and the public since the days of the Peelian principals remains a fundamental element to legitimacy and remains woven into 21st century policing. Within UK policing, forces have the right to hold power and authority by those subject to it. Attributing the Peelian principals to today’s application of the law is a way of showing how and when policing became rational and remains the ‘grandfather’ of today's practices (Lentz & Chaires, 2007).
In 1964 the Police Act established a tripartite system in which the governance of police forces was shared amongst the Home Secretary, Chief Constables, and local Police Authorities (made up of 2 thirds councillors and one third unelected magistrates). This membership was later amended by the Police and Magistrates Court Act 1994 which introduced independent members. It left the Home Secretary in charge of promoting greater efficiency and strategic management of forces, Chief Constables in charge of operationally policy, direction and control of their own force and local Police Authorities overseeing the maintenance of adequate and efficient policing in the community (Haberfeld & Cerrah, 2012, p. 279). In consultation with the Police Authority each force had autonomy to determine its own plan based on local needs, concerns, and expectations of the communities strengthening local policing. This was seen as challenging as Police Authorities were described as weak, lacking knowledge of their role, remote and invisible from the public (Muir & Lodge, 2008, p. 4).  Forces were also expected to take account of centrally driven targets by the Home Secretary, including delivery of five key priorities outline in the National Policing Plan 2005. This created tension and the reason why police leaders still feel strain between pursuing central targets, recognising the need to also respond to local perception of what constitutes crime and social problems (Haberfeld & Cerrah, 2012, p. 292)..
In 2012 the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act (2011) transferred the control of police forces to Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) and Police and Crime Panels (PCPs), replacing the abolished and failing Police Authorities. The Conservative Party made the concept a key policy in its manifesto for the 2010 general election and the ensuing coalition government rapidly implemented it (Watts, 2019).  Devroe,et al (2017, p. 42) defined this  as a major shift in the structure replacing the tripartite system with the quadripartite arrangement, introducing a further layer of governance, scrutiny, and accountability in policing. The aim of the new arrangement between the Chief Constable, PCC, PCPs, and the Home Secretary was to move the primary governance of the police out of central government and back to local and parochial control.  The quadripartite arrangement has been in place for over a decade and described as one of the most radical and important changes in the relationship between the police governance and democratic institutions (Jones, et al., 2012, p. 219). The reform was introduced to increase the scrutiny and accountability of Chief Constables to directly elected representatives of the people (Caless & Owens, 2016). However, it further divided ownership and scrutiny of the police.

As the most senior role in policing Chief Constables hold statutory and independent control, direction and delivery of operational policing. This ensures that there is operational non-political independence.  As a single body of people, the Chief Constable and the PCC are defined in law as ‘corporations sole’ holding specific duties, roles, and responsibilities to help them to fulfil their respective roles and vision as outlined in the (2011) Act.  In Greater London, Greater Manchester, and West Yorkshire the police governance falls under the remit of the elected mayor, which is the equivalent of the office of PCC. Subject to national requirements, each force deals with crime and policing in its own way holding accountability in law for the exercise of police powers. Each Chief Constable remains accountable to the PCC for delivery of an efficient and effective service, resource, and expenditure.  
Widely debated over the years is the purpose, role and power held by PCCs. Elected every four years PCCs remain the voice of the people. In 2021 PCC elections were held for the third time, turnout was an average of 33.2% within Wales, whilst low, it claimed a much higher turnout compared to some forces in England (UK Parliment, 2021). Whilst PCCs claim a democratic mandate granted by constituencies to act as their representative the low turnout at PCC elections indicate people have little idea of what a PCC is for with research evidencing most people (53%) did not know that PCCs were elected.  Elections whilst necessary and equates democratic credibility, it is still considered that they are not a sufficient condition of democracy and must be combined with social, civil and economic rights for democratic citizenship to further flourish. (Rowe, 2020, p. 37). 
In comparison to the narrow remit of the abolished Police Authority the core statutory functions of a PCC are broad.  Primary functions include, to secure the maintenance of the police force, ensure that the force is efficient and effective, appointment or dismissal of Chief Constables and holding the Chief Constable to account for the exercise of their functions. This has been widely debated over the years, and since Lord Denning in his 1968 judgement stated: 
He is not the servant to anyone, save of the law itself. No Minister of the Crown can tell him that he must, or must not, keep observation on this place or that; or that he must, or must not, prosecute this man or that one. Nor can any police authority tell him so. The responsibility for law enforcement lies on him. He is answerable to the law and to the law alone” (R. v Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis, 1968) (Barber, 2022, p. 151)

Examining the words of Denning it is taken to mean that Chief Constables retains legitimate power and responsibility for the law alone. However, the autonomy of the PCC role and the power held to appoint and dismiss Chief Constables must also be considered. Widely deliberated, Reiner (2013) described the policy as one of the most important democratic policy reforms in our lifetime. The Home Affairs Committee (2013) also evaluated it as one of the more significant actions that a PCC could take, as it rests with the PCC alone. Today there is no specific statutory requirement for a review of a dismissal, offering little protection to Chief Constables. This is pertinent as in February 2022, the Metropolitan Commissioner felt intimidated into resigning as the Labour mayor made it clear he had no confidence in her leadership (BBC News, 2022). This is important as Sir Tom Windsor’s report outlines ‘due process’ was not followed (Windsor, 2022). This ultimately creates job insecurity for Chief Constables who have lost the confidence of PCCs.  

As a corporation sole the PCC must not impede on operational independence of the police force and the Chief Constable who leads it which is an interesting point as in contrast to when Theresa May served as Home Secretary in 2010, she identified PCCs as the principal figures responsible for holding the police to account for operational delivery. Responsible for setting local priorities through the police and crime plan, considering the voice of the public, setting the force budget, and determining the precept (the amount people contribute to policing in their council tax) the PCC has helped connect police services to the needs and concerns of local people.  Accountable to the public, it is intriguing to note that PCCs have made the office more visible and accessible than the old Police Authority system.  As the elected person with ownership of a budget one of the positive aspects is that PCCs can get things done efficiently, which can be more difficult with a committee structure (Barber, 2022, pp. 152 -155) . Broadly supported by the HMICFRS ratings of forces improved slightly after the introduction of PCCs, but the measured improvement was too small to be statistically significant’ (Tank, 2017). Therefore, one might conclude that empowering one person is still viewed as inequitable or undemocratic.

To strengthen the governance within South Wales Police, a manual of governance and annual statement sets out how the PCC and the Chief Constable work together to deliver a policing service and explains how they have complied with their joint manual of corporate governance, drawing upon significant governance issues facing the force (Chief Constable & PCC, 2019).  Analysing the demarcation around the governance arrangements that exist between the two corporations sole it is evaluated that the PCC and Chief Constables govern both jointly and separately, to do business in the right way, for the right reason at the right time. Upon further review of the adopted governance arrangements, it certifies accountability between both parties, presenting the key basic principles that underpins policing, the organisation and workforce to deliver effective operational policing, community safety and importantly accountability to the public.
As part of the quadripartite arrangement, PCPs were introduced to oversee the work and role of the PCC. PCPs fulfil several statutory requirements of scrutiny and support, reviewing and making recommendations on the Police and Crime Reduction Plan, and the PCCs annual report.  With South Wales PCPs operate to an accepted 12-point terms of reference, which provides inspection and accountability to communities over the public spending and money contributed to policing via the precept (Police and Crime Commissoner, 2013). Of note it is recognised that the functions of PCPs to ‘scrutinise and support’ the work of the PCC, can work against each other, resulting in conflict that draws focus away from accountability and inspection. Pertinently, at the consultation of the reform process concerns were raised over the function of PCPs and the power and influence held over the PCCs. Considering the role of PCPs which holds the PCC to account on behalf of the public, there are no mechanisms in place to deal with PCCs who have lost the confidence of the public due to poor conduct. There is also a consideration of political affiliation of PCCs and the targeting of key areas or crime types, to appeal to the public who determine their re-election every four years. 
The worrying trend in the past where the setting of targets for police has resulted in “incentives for the gaming of crime statistic” and warned against the risk of PCCs being tempted to use targets in this negative way in the future.  (House of Commons Home Affairs Committee, 2016, p. 6) 

Whist PCPs provide some degree of accountability, PCCs can be dismissive of them as the chair holds no inherent power and to date have been less effective in modifying the actions of PCCs. Caless & Owens (2016, p. 28) supports this view that PCPs seem to have little effect and little to do with what the PCC does or decides.  Analysing the governance arrangement, it is concluded that PCPs hold greater responsibility than the Police Authority and fulfil a middle agent role between the PCC and Chief Constable. However examining all points and the words of Lister (2013) and Chambers (2014) it remains they have been under-resourced and poorly defined and improved knowledge and experience in policing and community safety would help them perform their roles more effectively. It is also consistently shown that the same level of scrutiny and governance held by PCPs over PCCs is not as robust as the power PCCs hold over Chief Constables. 
Researching the last layer of the quadripartite arrangement the Home Secretary, responsible for the Home Office retains significant powers within the policing system. 
The Home Secretary provides allocation of most of the funding across the 43 police forces through the police grant and holds economic and fiscal scrutiny which maintains a system of local accountability. This assures Parliament that the powers are worth the money and police forces achieve value for money (Comptroller and Auditor General, 2018). The role of the Home Office and Secretary of State is not to interfere with the will or the electoral or office of constable. As the lead government department at the strategic centre of policing the Home Secretary upon PCC appointments consequently ‘stepped back’ and wanted to see policing act as a self-improving system without the need for constant ministerial intervention. However, it was recognised that efforts to increase force accountability to the Home Office through central targets remained a problem. This skewed local policing priorities and did not improve performance in key areas (Muir & Lodge, 2008, p. 3). As crime started to climb back up the political agenda, the Home Office increasingly started to reassert itself.   In 2019 and in response to additional increasing pressure on police forces as the lead government department, the Home Office announced and invested in 20,000 additional police officers to be recruited into frontline operational policing by March 2023 with a greater emphasis formed by the Home Office who want to see the evidence of impact of the 20,000 recruits, with a newly introduced target of 20 per cent performance related crime reduction.
Reducing crime is a key prime ministerial commitment, and I expect the police, working with local partners, to cut homicide, serious violence, and neighbourhood crime by 20 per cent (Home Secretary , 2022).

Interestingly in 2010 policing had reached a high of 172,000 officers in the UK, which fell by over 22,000 to just under 150,000 in 2017. Over the years UK crime trends has changed significantly with a reducing number of calls relating to crime and disorder.  In 2015 ‘eighty-three per cent of calls to police command and control centres did not result in a crime being committed (College of Policing, 2015). Therefore, a logical conclusion can be drawn from the data that the additional officers are plugging the void left by UK government and the 20 per cent crime reduction does not consider community safety, localism, or the complexities of policing vulnerability in the community. 
Fully examining the quadripartite arrangements, described as one of the most radical and important changes in the relationship between the police governance and democratic institutions, accountability mechanisms are still not robust. In 2020 the Home Secretary announced a two-part review to strengthen the accountability of PCCs and to expand their role. One recommendation documented the need to establish and create clearer working methods and clearer operational independence for Chief Constables (MP, 2021).   This suggests that the Chief Constable and the PCC role requires consolidation, wider lucidity and there remains some abnormalities Like all public services the police face the challenge of rising public expectations with some parts of policing continuing to operate within the confines of byzantine procedures with a decline in public trust and confidence in policing. 

Further complicating policing governance are the complexities of devolved and non-devolved public services. The arrangements have a significant impact on the political landscape and pan-organisation decision making in Wales effecting policing and community safety.  In 1999 following a public vote the National Assembly for Wales and Welsh Government was established, which was never intended to be a legislative body.  In 2006 the Richard Commission reviewed two aspects of the National Assembly, the adequacy of its powers and electoral arrangements which took into consideration the view of the people of Wales (Pratchett , 2005). This gave Wales its own Cardiff based government and parliament. To date over 400 powers and 20 devolved areas of responsibility have transferred from London to Cardiff, as primary law-making powers were devolved.  Structurally Wales have two governments, however, the UK Parliament is sovereign and has the power to legislate on any issues whether devolved of not. Whilst law setting is guided by clear principals it recently caused controversy when it was reported that the Senedd principals of devolution was undermined as a legislature, Welsh Government bypassing Senedd’ through UK laws (Davies, 2022). This obscures the landscape and can cause misunderstanding for the people of Wales. Further complicating the landscape, many public services, statutory partners, and collaborations working with Welsh police forces are devolved and operate within Welsh Government governance structures. Policing, criminal justice, and prisons remain a non-devolved partner and under the control of Westminster with different policy approaches across Wales and England.  Considering the political landscape, one could comment that current government arrangements do not always consider local influences and localism when making decision that effect local communities, people, and businesses. It could further be argued that policing as a non-devolved public service, reserved to and operating under a central government governance does not put power closer to the citizen.  
In the early 1980’s police and community collaborations were described as poor. Police had lost confidence, and this led to a feeling that the police lacked the legitimacy required to police by consent and were detached from the community (Haberfeld & Cerrah, 2012, p. 294).  In 1991 the Home Office Standing Conference on Crime Prevention made 19 recommendations, via the influential Morgan Inquiry and report. Presenting a theory of how organisations work, and how a network of relationships operate it placed a joint statutory duty upon the police and Local Authority (LA) to establish partnership arrangements and was given statutory backing via the flagship Crime and Disorder Act 1988 (Crawford & Evans, 2017), (Legislation.gov.uk, 1998). This put crime prevention firmly on the map introducing statutory partnership working to tackle community safety. It required police and local authorities to work together in partnership rather than independently of each other to tackle the root causes of crime and disorder. This strengthened collaborative working and enhanced community safety recognising that partnership working help tackle the wicked problems that could not be addressed by partners on their own Bovaird & Loeffler (2016, pp. 238 -239). Partnerships were also seen as having had the effect of sharpening the focus and raising the profile of community safety work both within and among agencies’ (Phillips, et al., 2002, p. 11). In 2016 the Auditor General examined community safety arrangements across the Welsh landscape, it concluded there was no strategic approach to community safety in Wales outlining complex reasons (Thomas, 2016).  Welsh Government responded commissioning the Working Together for Community Safety Project, (Rogers & Thomas, 2017) to oversee the recommendations, improve community safety delivery, and to understand the root causes of issues to prevent them from reoccurring.  
The significant conclusion drawn from the review is that within the two-government framework, the legislative challenges of devolution exist. This remains problematic as Welsh public services do not align to UK government policy.  The Home Secretary redirects funding to PCCs to tackle community safety issues, whilst Welsh Government pledges a greater funding envelope to community safety and is the primary key stakeholder committed to funding community safety at a level that far exceeds that provided by the PCC’ (Chambers, 2019).  This challenge is reinforced by Welsh Government  (2018, pp. 79-83) claiming co-ordination, partnerships and oversight arrangements have improved, given the difficulties of devolved issues and delegated matters.
Strengthening the commitment to community safety Welsh Government introduced The Wellbeing of Future Generations Wales Act (2015),  a key piece of legislation setting out ambitions to improve the social, cultural, environmental, and economic wellbeing of Wales.  The act required public bodies in Wales to start thinking about the long-term impact of their decisions, to work better with communities, and to help prevent problems such as poverty, health inequalities and climate change,  all areas which impacts policing and community issues. Imposed were Public Service boards (PSBs), designed as the overarching framework for aligned governance and membership arrangements for public sectors. PSBs required that decision making be considered in the long-term context  (Messham & Sheard, 2020), holding each partner to account at a strategic level for creation and implementation of wellbeing plans and overseeing issues raised by partners through delivery groups including community safety boards.   
Committed to building on the work of local service boards, it is recognised that PSBs generally have the right membership, however, requires strengthened arrangements as some key partners are not actively involved. There is irregular attendance and lack of engagement which restricts progress (Government, Welsh, 2022).  This presents a challenge for policing as policing operates across several PSBs, however are not recognised as one of the four statutory members holding statutory power, which can impede on governance and accountability.  Hindering strategic partnership working and increasing duplication, it is acknowledged by Welsh Government that both Swansea and Neath / Port Talbot PSBs operating within South Wales have very similar wellbeing plans and yet these are being developed in parallel rather than in a collaborative joined up way, ignoring LA boundaries and the Health Board footprint  (Government, Welsh, 2022).  Reviewing the evidence, the Auditor General for Wales (2019, p. 8) further recognised that PSBs need to work more flexibly and think and act differently if they are to reach their full potential. This is an interesting point as the current arrangements work against Welsh Government direction and future funding proposals of supporting PSBs which are merging to bring together their local well-being plans  (Welsh Government, 2022, p. 5).    Examining the point made by Welsh Government, it can be determined that this flexible arrangement does not fully exist in Swansea and Neath Port Talbot, who operate separately and will only merge on significant areas of high harm. Recently, both authorities merged a joint PSB at the request of the PCC to tackle one singular issue relating to substance misuse and high drug related deaths, evidencing ability to merge when an impactive community issue and an immediate collaborative LA and health response is required. This current situation identifies the specific challenges that remain for devolved and non-devolved services. There is variation in strategic partners governance and relationships as they report to different leaders. Supported by HM Government (2021) ‘From Harm to Hope’ strategy it outlines the need to strengthen relationships with PCC, Welsh Police Forces and HMPPS to ensure structures and governance are in place that is fit for Wales.
Analysing the effectiveness of PSBs, the political landscape they operate within, silo working and the impact on operational policing and community safety, a conclusion can be drawn that PSBs have autonomy to operate differently and be more innovative. However, due to the current financial cuts to both devolved and non-devolved public sectors it is becoming even more challenging. This was stated back in 2014, and remains an area of concern today:
Public Service in Wales face severe and prolonged challenges. The effects of recession and austerity on public sector budgets will continue to be felt for many years. At the same time our population is growing becoming older and public expectation on the providers of public services are higher than ever before (Silk, 2014) 

Reviewing the details and operating models a strengthened collaborative governance working in a co-ordinated and joined up approach across LA areas by joining PSBs could release greater benefits to the communities and improve the wellbeing of people today and for future generations.   

Reviewing structures, across the country there are 43 Chief Constables and 43 PCCS or mayors as corporations sole. Considering Wales alone, there are four Chief Constables, and four PCCs across the Welsh region. Functioning within these boundaries are 22 Local Authorities, seven Regional Health Boards, three Fire and Rescue Authorities, 735 Town Councils, 1,909 Statistical Areas of Wales and a reduced 32 Parliamentary Constituencies each servicing a population of 80 thousand. Considering the governance and government arrangements, all cannot be bound by collective decisions and lacking is a formal mechanism for collective decisions.  The geographical boundaries covered by each service varies and these different alignments are hampering partnership working and community safety. Some organisations duplicate activity due to different ways of working and the patchwork of governance arrangements.  

It can therefore be concluded that current government and partnership arrangements and collaborations do not always consider local influences when making decision that effect local communities, people, businesses, and community safety.  Public Services remain under pressure and by today’s standards each force continues to be under intense scrutiny. Fundamental to policing over the next 10 -15 years, changes in police management are paramount (Stevenson, et al., 2018). This is necessary to modernising the police service and respond appropriately to tackle community safety. 
Policing is at a critical juncture and if it does not embrace reform, it will be overwhelmed by the scale and complexity of the demand. Therefore, cconsidering the effectiveness and accountability mechanism across policing and partnerships, their impact on operational policing and community safety there remains some clear accountability and governance abnormalities. This remains insufficient for a body with scrutiny responsibilities operating within a modern 21st century governance framework.


References
Home Affairs Committee , 2013. Police And Crime Commissioners: Register Of Interests - The Government Response To The First Report From The Home Affairs Select Committee, London: Home Office.
South Wales Police and Crime Commissoner, 2021. Annual Report, Bridgend: South Wales Police and Crime Commissoner.
Auditor General for Wales, 2019. Review of Public Service Boards, Cardiff: Wales Audit Office.
Barber, M., 2022. A New Mode of Protection, London: The Police Foundation.
BBC News, 2022. Cressida Dick:Sadiq khan and Sir Tom Windosr clash over Met chief's exit. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-london-63648551
[Accessed 29th December 2022].
Bew, P., 2015. The Committee on Standards in Public Life:Twenty Years of the Nolan Principles 1995-2015. London: Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
Bovaird, T. & Loeffler, E., 2016. Public Management and Governance. 3rd ed. London; New York: Routledge.
Bruhn, J., 2016. Government and Governance: A Guide for the Perplexed. [Online] 
Available at: https://fr.stratejuste.ca/uploads/3/1/8/4/31849453/rb_2_guide_for_the_perplexed_2016.pdf
[Accessed 13 November 2022].
Cadbury, A., 2002. Corporate governance and chairmanship : a personal view. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Caless, B. & Owens, J., 2016. Police and Crime Commissoners: The Transformation of Police Accountability. 1st ed. Bristol: Policy Press.
Casey, B., 2022. Interim Report on Misconduct, London: Blackstock.
Chambers, S., 2014. Who Is Policing the Police and Crime Commissoner. Cardiff: Welsh Government.
Chambers, S., 2019. Submission to Commision on Justice in Wales, Cardiff: Welsh Government.
Cheffins, B. R., 2013. The History of Corporate Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Chew, D. H. & Gillan, S. L., 2009. Global coporate governance. New York: Columbia University Press.
Chief Constable & PCC, 2019. Manual of Governance. [Online] 
Available at: https://commissoner.south-wales.police.uk
[Accessed 18th November 2022].
College of Policing, 2014. Code of Ethics. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.college.police.uk/ethics/code-of-ethics
[Accessed 1st December 2022].
Committee on Standards in Public life, 2015. The 7 Principles of Public Life. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-7-principles-of-public-life/the-7-principles-of-public-life--2
[Accessed 29 November 2022].
Comptroller and Auditor General, 2018. Financial sustinability of police forces in England and Wales 2018, London: National Audit Office.
Crawford, A. & Evans, K., 2017. Crime Prevention and Community Safety. In: The Oxford Handbook of Criminology. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 800-819.
Daily et al, 2003. Corporate Governance: decades of dialogue and data. Corporate Governance: decades of dialogue and data, Volume 1.
Davies, D., 2022. BBC News. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-politics-63560757
[Accessed 9 November 2022].
Devroe, E., Edwards, A. & Ponsaers, P., 2017. Policing European Metropolises - The Politics of Secuirty in City-Regions. London and New York: Routledge.
Government, Welsh, 2022. Policing Partnership Board Meeting. Cardiff, Welsh Government.
Government, W., 2018. Review of Working Together to Reduce Harm. [Online] 
Available at: https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/statistics-and-research/2019-06/180419-review-working-together-reduce-harm-en.pdf
[Accessed 6th December 2018].
Haberfeld, M. R. & Cerrah, I., 2012. Comparative policing: the stuggle for democratization. London: Sage Publications.
HM Goverment, 2021. From harm to hope - A10 year drugs plan to cut crime and save lives, London: HM Government.
HMICFRS, 2022. An inspection of vetting, misconduct and misogyny in the police service, London: Home Office.
Home Secretary , 2022. GOV.UK. [Online] 
Available at: ttps://www.gov.uk/government/publications/home-secretary-letter-to-police-leaders/open-letter-to-leaders-of-the-police-for-england-and-wales-accessible
[Accessed 20th November 2022].
House of Commons Home Affairs Committee, 2016. Police and Crime Commissoners: here to stay, London: House of Commons.
Jones, T., Newburn, T. & Smith, D. J., 2012. Democracy and Police and Crime Commissoners. In: T. N. &. J. Peay, ed. Policing, Politics, Cluture and Control. Oxford: Hart Publishing, p. 219.
Law Enforcement Action Partnership, n.d. Sir Roberts Peel's Policing Principles. [Online] 
Available at: https://lawenforcementactionpartnership.org/peel-policing-principles/
[Accessed 1st December 2022].
Legislation.gov.uk, 1998. Crime and Disorder Act 1998. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1998/37/contents
[Accessed 10th November 2022].
Legislation.gov.uk, 2011. Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2011/13/contents/enacted
[Accessed 6th December 2022].
Lentz, S. & Chaires, R., 2007. The invention of PEEL's principles: A Study of policing 'textbook'in history. Jounal of Criminal Justice, 35(1), pp. 69-79.
Lister, S., 2013. The New Politics of the Police: Police and Crime Commissoners and the Operational Independnece of the Police. Oxford Academic, Volume 7, pp. 239-247.
Llywelyn, D., 2022. Policing Governance Wales & The Future, Carmarthen: Police and Crime Commissoner .
Messham, E. & Sheard, S., 2020. Taking the long view: the development of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act. Health research policies and systems, Volume 18, pp. 1-12.
MP, R. H. P. P., 2021. Home Secretary to strengthen Police and Crime Commissioner role (online), London: Home Office.
Muir, R. & Lodge, G., 2008. A New Beat: Options for more accountable policing, London: Institute for Public Policy Research.
Noppe, J., Verhage, A. & Damme, A. V., 2017. Policing an International Journal. Policing Legitimacy : an introduction, Volume 3, pp. 474-479.
Phillips, C. et al., 2002. Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships: Round one progress, London: Home Office.
Police and Crime Commissoner, 2013. South Wales Police and Crime Panel - Terms of Reference, Merthyr Tydfil: Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council.
Police Recruitment, 2022. Why Join? & History of Policing in the UK. [Online] 
Available at: https://police-recruitment.co.uk/historical-background-of-policing-in-the-uk/#:~:text=The%20first%20Police%20Service%20is,bring%20any%20perpetrators%20to%20justice.
[Accessed 27th December 2022].
Pratchett , L., 2005. Report of the Richard Commission on the Powers and Electoral Arrangments of the National Assembly for Wales, s.l.: Oxford University Press.
Reiner, R., 2013. Who governs? Democracy, plutocracy, science and prophecy in policing, London: Sage journals.
Rogers, P. C. & Thomas, D. G., 2017. Working Together for Safer Communities, Cardiff: The International Centre for Policing and Security - University of South Wales.
Rowe, M., 2020. POLICING THE POLICE - Challenges of Democracy and Accountability. Bristol: Policy Press.
Silk, P., 2014. Commission on Public Service Governance and Delivery, Cardiff: Welsh Government.
Soderlund, R. J., 2006. International Review of Social History. Cambridge University Press, Volume 2, pp. 217-242.
Stevenson, K., Cox, J. D. & Channing, I., 2018. Leading the Polices - A History of Chief Constables 1835-2017. Oxfordshire: Routledge.
Tank, T. P. F. -. T. U. p. t., 2017. How efficient and effective are the police?. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.police-foundation.org.uk/2017/03/how-efficient-and-effective-are-the-police/
[Accessed 6th December 2022].
Thomas, H., 2016. Community Safety in Wales, Cardiff: Wales Audit Office.
UK Parliment, 2021. PCC Elections 2021. [Online] 
Available at: https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9244/
[Accessed 27th December 2022].
Watts, S. A., 2019. Yes Prime Minister: early indications of the impact of a change in police governance and the introduction of PCCs across England & Wales. 11th ed. Portsmouth: University of Portsmouth.
Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act (2015). 
Welsh Government, 2022. PSB Bulletin - November 2022 Issue 21. Issue 21, p. 5.
Welsh Local Government Association, n.d. Welcome to the Welsh Local Government Association. [Online] 
Available at: https://www.wlga.wales/local-government-partnership-scheme
[Accessed 7th November 2022].
Williams, P., 2014. Commission on Public Service Governance and Delivery, Cardiff: Crown .
Windsor, S. T., 2022. Special commission on the resignation of the Commissioner of Police of Metropolis, London: Home Office.




2

image1.png




image2.png




