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A review of academic literature provides countless definitions of the term ‘governance’. Bevir (2011) described governance as all processes of governing regardless of who undertakes it or how they deliver it, but that it differs from government in that it focusses on interactions and activities rather than institutions or the state. For Fukuyama  (2013) however, governance is defined by a government’s ability to ensure that rule is maintained and that services are delivered, and is not to be confused with democracy. Cadbury (2002) described governance as ‘the system by which companies are directed and controlled’ (Cadbury, 2002, p. 1). From reviewing the literature, there are several recurring elements that apply to each of the definitions. The first is the importance of systems and structures that exist between each of the actors, and the second that the systems operate within constraints such as law, statute, terms of reference or public opinion. The term governance derives from the ancient Latin word ‘gubernare’ – meaning the activity of steering a ship. When considering governance issues it is useful to further consider the words of Cicero. The Roman statesman, scholar, lawyer and writer stated that ‘he that governs sits quietly at the stern and scarce is seen to stir’ (Cadbury, 2002, p. 1). This is taken to mean that governance need not be forceful and that the ship can be steered without unnecessary interjection from the Governor. Early recognition of governance as a concept is heralded from the ancient Greek assemblies which allowed the community to effectively govern itself, with the rule of law introduced and powers limited through the creation of the republic (Quirk, 2011).
Different organisations in different sectors are governed in different ways and any organisation will function as an element of the wider external environment. Factors or constraints that effect the organisation include technology, economy, social activity, government actions, corporate responsibility and ethical behaviour. The rate at which these issues change means that any examination of governance must include those processes by which an organisation adapts to these external pressures (Mullins, 2019). For Bovaird and Loefller (2016), governance has evolved through history to include leadership and management alongside structures and processes, and approaches to governance will also differ depending on the type and legal status of an organisation. Those structures and processes that apply to a large, multinational limited company would not apply to a sole trader or general partnership (PWC, 2018). These differences equally apply when comparing public and private sectors. Government is not like business. Levels of profitability can tell if a business is working, but that is not the case in the public sector (Warner, 2015). It is the case, however; that despite these differences the principles of effective corporate governance apply equally to both entities. Public sector governance arrangements can be far more complex due to the number and nature of the actors involved such as government ministers, agencies and departments, civil servants and the citizen themselves. The Cadbury report (1992) identified three vital components of corporate governance: openness, integrity and accountability. It was these broad principles that were used as the foundation for the first public sector corporate governance framework in the UK (Anwar, et al., 2012), later evolving into the seven principles of public life or ‘Nolan’ principles (Committee on Standards in Public life, 2015). Public governance does not confine itself to results and outputs and is as much about the ethics and the ‘means’ as well as the ‘ends’. Organisations exist within wider society and as such are required to balance their success against the standards set by that society. In 1995 the oil company Shell planned to dispose of a disused oil platform in the sea off the coast of Scotland. This decision was reached after 3 years of discussion with the government, and was decreed as being legal, agreed by the government and considered the best environmental course of action. This was due to cost the company £4.5 million. The environmental campaign group Greenpeace occupied the platform, resulting in increased media coverage which in turn led to a boycott of Shell petrol stations and a subsequent drop in sales. This led to the platform being recycled as a ferry platform, but not before a decommissioning which cost Shell £43 million. Whist the original plan would have been optimum for the business in the short term it would have come at a long term cost to legitimacy (Elgood, 2017). Public governance must concern itself with the way agencies and organisations interact to avoid sub optimal results for citizens and stakeholders. The delivery of public services has changed so much in the past fifteen years that there are now many more agencies and departments and therefore public governance has never been so important (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016) (Cadbury, 2002).
This assignment cannot consider each of the governance and accountability structures that touch on policing and wider partnership delivery of public services. Instead, this review will consider the position of the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) in their provision of governance and accountability arrangements relevant to policing and partners in Wales, alongside where they feature within the wider framework of community safety and crime reduction. This report will not include the professional scrutiny of Police forces by agencies such as her Majesties Inspectorate of Constabulary, Independent Office for Police Conduct or the Audit Commission.	
Governance and accountability processes have always served a variety of Policing objectives. These include legitimacy, transparency and efficiency which creates capacity within the service to achieve its goals (Walsh & Conway, 2011). In an international comparison, policing (particularly use of force) in the US is under severe scrutiny to reform its structures and processes, and effective governance in Policing remains under the spotlight (Obama Foundation, 2020). Introduced in 1829 by the Home Secretary Sir Robert Peel, the modern day British Police service was accountable to the public through the impartial application of the law. On further examination Elmsley (2021) identified that the question marks around governance and accountability were present even then, almost 200 years ago. Answerable to central Government, Metropolitan Police Commissioners reported directly to the Home Secretary, who subsequently reported to Parliament. Policing at that time was removed from the grasp of local Government – much to the annoyance of local parishes who had become accustomed to directing their local officers and watchmen (Elmsley, 2021). The Municipal Corporations Act in 1835 subsequently introduced Watch Committees in each force area designed to promote more local forms of accountability (Britannica, 2021). The last 50 years has seen a significant growth in the processes and procedures designed to ensure Police accountability alongside the growth in Police powers. (Bayley, 2001) (Beare & T, 2007) (Bowling, et al., 2016). The 1964 Police Act followed the 1962 Royal Commission on the Police and abolished the Watch Committee system, introducing in its place a series of Police Authorities consisting of two thirds elected councillors and one third magistrates. The 1994 Police and Magistrate’s court Act amended the authority membership and introduced independent members.
This ‘tripartite’ police governance model effectively divided ownership and scrutiny of Police forces between Chief Constables, the Home Secretary and Police Authorities (Berman, et al., 2012) (Lister, 2013) (Rogers, 2013). Firstly, the Chief Constable retained responsibility for the operational direction and control of their own force, whilst the Home Secretary maintained responsibility for the strategic management of forces alongside allocation of finance and subsequent fiscal scrutiny. Individual Police forces were subjected to scrutiny by the relevant Police Authority – whose members generally combined their membership with more general duties as opposed to specialist or dedicated responsibility. The effectiveness of the Police Authority is a debated point. They were described as failures, with little knowledge of what was required of them. Labelled the weak link - they lacked powers, resources and expertise and as a result much of the decision making was deferred to the Chief Constable – the very person that should be subject to scrutiny (Millen & Stephens, 2012)(Brogden, 1977). Most Chief Constables did establish appropriate working relationships with their Police Authority, though when the most significant matters arose it was inevitably the view of the Chief Constable that would prevail (Reiner, 1992). The general public’s awareness of the Police Authority as a means of scrutinising the Police was almost non-existent which was particularly concerning given the Police’s responsibility to uphold the law with support of the local community (Home Office, 2003).
In recent years many modern societies have seen National Government structures being redefined in favour of more localised governance arrangements (Van-Kersbergen & Van-Waarden, 2004). The run up to the 2010 General Election saw broad cross party support for greater scrutiny and local accountability in policing. The Conservative party ‘Big Society Agenda’ aimed to provide more power to local councils and communities to influence the decisions that impact on their area through a renewed focus on society and the opening up of public services (HM Government, 2010) (Scott, 2011). It would be fair to say that the two parties that subsequently formed the coalition Government championed very different approaches. The Conservative party favoured a directly elected and accountable individual whereas the Liberal Democrats preferred a committee of directly elected officials with a small number of additional members (Lister, 2014). In an exercise of political compromise the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 included the establishment and introduction of both Police and Crime Commissioners and Police and Crime Panels as an additional layer of governance to cover off the divergence. Police governance changed significantly with the introduction of the Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act (PRSRA) 2011 which brought about the introduction of Police and Crime Commissioners charged with ensuring Police effectiveness in their relevant areas (Watts, 2019). This created a new, quadripartite arrangement and four lines of governance between the Chief Constable, Police and Crime Commissioner, Police and Crime Panel and the Home Secretary. (Lister, 2013) 
Directly elected by the public every 4 years, Police and Crime Commissioners recruit (and dismiss) the Chief Constable and are required to ensure that the relevant Police Force is effective and efficient (PRaSRA, 2011). The Commissioner must hold the Chief Constable to account, but not to the extent so as to impede their operational independence. In addition, the Commissioner is also responsible for setting the force budget, recommending the council tax precept and the production of the Police and Crime Plan which determines policing priorities alongside strategic objectives and associated community safety interventions (PRaSRA, 2011). The Commissioner must engage the public in setting those priorities and also take account of local authority priorities.
Whilst individual Chief Constables still maintain command and control of their respective force, they must also now consider the areas identified within the relevant Police and Crime Plan compiled by the Commissioner following engagement with the public in the local area (Reiner, 2013). The concept of a locally directly elected individual accountable to the public does identify an individual as a single contact to direct contact. A further examination of the point identifies that voter turnout at PCC elections is especially low – especially when held in isolation from other electoral processes. The turnout at the 2016 elections was just 27.3% nationally (Electoral Commission, 2019) and therefore can the PCC truly claim a democratic mandate in accordance with the aspirations of the act? The empowerment of a single individual can actually be undemocratic - as subsequent decision making is actually withheld from voters (Rosonvallon, 2020). It is acknowledged that those charged with delivery of public services must earn the trust of those they serve and cannot claim to be legitimate purely on the basis of election or profession (Bovaird & Loeffler, 2016). Further examination highlights how the lowest national turnout - in the Durham force area saw only 17.4% of eligible voters actually do so (BBC, 2016). The elected candidate Ron Hogg retained his seat, receiving 50,915 votes from a potential 459,554 registered electors (Boundary Commission, 2020) at a percentage of just over 11%. Almost 89% of eligible voters did not vote for the successful Durham PCC and therefore the question of democratic mandate is a valid one. 
Other than psychological cost and reputational harm to candidates (Gneezy, 2005) , prospective PCC’s are not legally bound to deliver on campaign pledges and voters have no direct method of ensuring that campaign promises are delivered (Manning, et al., 2001). Whilst the election of a single individual with responsibility for oversight of local policing does provide one single person to direct feedback it also causes concern that local police and partner activity could frequently change ‘depending on the priorities and judgements of each individual PCC’ (Maguire, 2012, p. 489). This was of significant concern in that policing should enforce the law on behalf of and with the support of the community (Lister 2013).
Further concerns have been raised regarding political affiliation of PCCs and the targeting of crime types or particular areas, in an effort to appeal to the public who would subsequently determine their re-election (Lister 2103). Despite this, the responsibility of PCCs to hold Chief Constables to account has been widely debated, particularly due to the majority of PCC candidates and elected individuals representing a political party, and the risk of ‘politicising’ the police (Liberty 2010). It is acknowledged that operational independence is a debatable concept and is ‘fluid and context driven’ while remaining subject to conversation (Home Affairs Commitee, 2010). Interestingly, for Jones (2021) it is unreasonable to expect the Police and Crime Commissioner to avoid raising operational issues with the relevant force, and it is for the force to ‘push back’ against any perceived over stepping of the line. Many PCC’s have indeed established formal scrutiny processes in their respective areas (Foulkes, 2021) (Jones, 2021) (Vaughan, 2021), and there is a view that the Commissioner now holds the Chief Constable to account in a way the Police Authority failed to do (Muir, 2016) . For Vaughan (2021) one of the benefits of the Commissioner post is that they can draw attention to particular issues that the Chief Constable cannot. For Reiner (2013) the enhanced focus on public engagement within the new arrangement has however lost elements of the local balanced against the national and of drawing on experience of elected officials – in combination with experience of experts.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Police and Crime Panels – consisting of a combination of local authority and independently elected members are charged with both scrutinising and supporting the PCC and holding them to account in their functions and decisions (Joyce & Lister, 2014). The Panel is required to fulfil several statutory functions such as reviewing and making recommendations on the draft Police and Crime Plan, reviewing the PCC annual report, agreeing the Police precept element of council tax and of confirming (or vetoing) the PCC’s choice for Chief Constable (PRaSRA, 2011). Even at the consultation stage of the reform process, concerns were raised regarding the effectiveness of the Police and Crime Panels and whether they were actually able to wield any significant influence or power over the PCC. The House of Commons rejected amendments aimed at strengthening the roles and powers of the panels and the legislation was introduced largely unaltered from that that had been proposed and consulted upon. From the review of the literature it can be argued that the scrutiny requirement has been met to varying degrees as a method of accountability. Some of the consistently reported deficiencies include a lack of training, legal powers and finance alongside ineffective leadership, a failure to truly understand the role and futile processes (Snape & Taylor, 2001) (Gains, et al., 2004) (Coulson, 2011). Furthermore, the PCC is not bound by the decisions of the panel – and under the legislation they must only have regard for the views of the panel. One could comment that this is insufficient for a body with scrutiny responsibilities within a modern governance framework.  The genesis of the panels through a political settlement is perhaps indicative of the power and authority granted to them (Lister, 2014). The panel’s role can be broadly described by ‘support’ and ‘scrutiny’. How can these concepts work together in practice? It can be argued that each function works against the other which will inevitably result in conflict whenever a scrutinising body is also required to act supportively (Coulson & Whiteman, 2012) (Copus & Leach, 2004). This dual role also contributes to a confused fog of concerns which draws focus away from accountability and scrutiny and risks pushing individual panel members in different directions (Leach, 2009). It is in this imprecise space that other factors can disproportionately influence panel members, not least the issue of political allegiance. The appetite to scrutinise rigorously must be a consideration - particularly when the panel member and the PCC share the same political affiliations (Copus & Leach, 2004) (Leach, 2009) (Sandford, 2013). Where political allegiances do influence scrutiny arrangements then this clear does present an issue in terms of accountability (Lister, 2014). Politics can have serious implications for policing when decisions are made based on popularity (Reiner, 2013)
In his evaluation of the Surry PCP and Commissioner, Bailey (2015) identified that the panel – with a vast political majority clearly lacked the authority to hold the independent Commissioner to account.
In considering the impact and effectiveness of the panel one can interpret several incidents as clearly demonstrating the panel’s limitations within the processes of accountability. Two members of Hertfordshire’s Police and Crime panel resigned due to the panel having no powers to hold the commissioner to account. The local Mayor described the panel as an attempt to introduce some accountability but failing to actually do so (Police Professional, 2013). Most panel members are co-opted from local councillor roles with existing commitments and busy diaries.
Whilst the creation of the PCC post has created a single post holder to direct policing concerns, there still remains a lack of a straightforward figure of accountability within the framework: the PCC holds the Chief Constable to account, but the PCC is also held to account by the public, the Police and Crime Panel, their political party, and the Home Secretary (Lister & Rowe, 2015) demonstrating both Marshall’s ‘explanatory and cooperative’ and ‘subordinate and obedient’ models of accountability  (Reiner, 1995).

In line with the ‘and crime’ responsibility of their title - PCCs are also charged with maintaining an effective and successful wider criminal justice system, which necessitates close cooperation with Community Safety Partnerships to establish comprehensive crime and disorder reduction initiatives (Loveday, 2018) (Crawford & Evans, 2017). When considering who is actually accountable in this context, Loeffler (2016) identified that neither the Police nor any other agency can deliver long term solutions to the public alone and that many of the underlying factors that impact on crime cannot be addressed by the Police. Academic literature supports the view that a number of issues contribute to crime: availability of victims or targets, a cohort of motivated perpetrators and an absence of guardianship (Wang, et al., 2013) (Cohen & Felson, 1979) driven by a number of social and economic factors behind this such as poverty, exposure to violence and mental ill health (Kanazawa & Still, 2000). One cannot avoid hearing the word ‘community’ being routinely used in any debate in what is to be done about the problems of crime. Put simply, Community Safety can be described as a strategy involving a range of agencies and the community themselves to deliver long term outcomes that go far beyond any policing of crime approaches (Hughes, 2007). 
In considering the benefit to the public of the Commissioner’s reform to Police governance and the impact on the Community Safety agenda, a review of the Morgan report (1991) identifies the need to bring partners together to tackle the issues of crime prevention and Community Safety whilst recognising the difficulties in achieving this. The majority of public services in Wales are delivered concurrently by multiple areas of government and private providers with overlapping responsibilities as opposed to individual departments working in isolation. (Downe, et al., 2014). 1998 saw the introduction of the Crime and Disorder act which enshrined in law the model of statutory partnership working arrangements to tackle issues impacting on Community Safety, creating a legal duty on the public sector to work together to reduce crime and disorder in their particular communities (Gilling, 2008). The subsequent legislation mandated that each local authority (of which Wales has 22) must establish Community Safety Partnerships – and create the frameworks in which all responsible public service providers must work together to tackle the causes of crime and disorder and where joint decision making and scrutiny is to be undertaken (Harkin, 2018). The impact of devolution in Wales must also be considered in the partnership context as responsibility for Policing and Commissioners is retained by UK Government via the Home Office whereas other public sector partners charged with crime reduction activity are devolved to Welsh Government. Policy approaches differ across both nations and remain divergent in approach and the Structures of Public Services in Wales have changed significantly since devolution in 1999 (Welsh Government, 2017). The Home Office has redirected Community Safety funding from Welsh Government directly to Police and Crime Commissioners: However in the Welsh context, Welsh Government has remained committed to funding Community Safety issues – and at a level that far exceeds that provided by the PCC (Chambers, 2019). On the basis of these funding arrangements, Welsh Government will remain the key stakeholder within the Community Safety arena despite the UK Government aim that the PCC actually be accountable for ‘and crime’ performance. The potential benefit of further devolution in the Community Safety context is a relevant one. Under current financial arrangements, devolved administrations are in receipt of block funding from the UK government calculated by the Barnett formula. It is argued that this system is flawed in that it takes no account of public/private service delivery and makes assumptions that Welsh public service priorities will align with UK Government policy and that all needs remain equitable so therefore service delivery is consistent (Mellett, 2009). This financing arrangement will become more fiercely contested as decentralisation evolves further (Blewitt & Bristow, 2001). The ability to raise revenues through taxation within the devolved administrations is minimal to the point of not being worth the political cost and it is further argued that the unconditional allocation of funds does nothing to promote financial accountability, transparency and responsiveness to the public as devolved administrations remain responsible for spending but not for generating income (Mellett, 2009). The aim of Welsh Government includes improving safety, crime reduction and reducing substance misuse therefore significantly overlapping with the aims set out by UK Government when establishing the post of the PCC (Chambers, 2017). A review of the Police and Crime plans in Wales also identifies all of these issues and more as Commissioner’s priorities (Revolving Doors, 2017) and in considering this overlapping of community safety responsibilities it is suggested that this is counterproductive and actually has the effect of building barriers against good service delivery where efforts are unnecessarily duplicated (Thomas, 2016). 
In what is possibly the most significant review of Public Service delivery in Wales since devolution, Sir Paul Williams was appointed by the now First Minister to undertake a fundamental review of all aspects of devolved public service provision (Williams, 2014). The review placed governance and delivery at the centre of their work to ensure that providers are held accountable for performance in delivery to the public. The review established that the demand and pressures on the Public sector are unsustainable and that conventional measures that deliver only marginal efficiencies are insufficient. 
Each individual Community Safety Partnership is required to publish a strategic assessment – identifying the priorities for the area. In their 2017 response to the Welsh Audit Office review of Community Safety, Welsh Government reinforced the Williams’ view that the current framework of governance and accountability is flawed (Welsh Government, 2017) (Williams, 2014). The complexity involved in different agencies responsibilities makes it very difficult to establish a coordinated strategic approach to Community Safety and therefore weakens collective accountability (Welsh Government, 2017). Local Government is responsible for management of Community Safety Partnerships at a Local Authority level – whereas Policing operates on a regional level across many authority areas (Thomas, 2016). The quality of the information that underpins existing Community Safety planning has been found to be outdated and of poor quality. Community Safety Partnerships rely too heavily on Police data to inform planning and decision making and there remains concern that information is still not being appropriately shared which in simple terms has the potential to direct activity into the wrong areas (Welsh Government, 2017).
Williams (2014), describes the public sector in Wales as being ‘overly complex and crowded’ (Williams, 2014, p. 75). There are too many public sector organisations in Wales, the relationships between them are too complex and the problems identified are systemic, impacting on the whole of Welsh public sector. Some organisations are too small and face a number of risks to their delivery and governance while many are not sufficiently responsive - with ambiguous governance arrangements that are described as being ineffective in driving improvement activity and that processes, systems and structures fail to provide sufficient challenge or consider the needs of the citizen. 
Basic standards and principles of good governance are not being applied and monitored consistently and effectively enough and that checks and balances in the system are not always operating effectively. (Williams, 2014, p. 28) 
The lack of a clear governance and accountability strategy within the Community Safety arena is impeding the delivery of good quality, citizen focussed services (Rogers & Thomas, 2019) and Welsh Government has actually identified that existing governance and accountability arrangements do not support wider partnership working and therefore amended Section 58 of the Local Government (Wales) Measure 2011 to allow relevant areas to establish more regional Joint Overview and Scrutiny Committees (Welsh Government, 2013). Despite their Community Safety responsibilities, the Police and Crime Commissioner is not referred to at all within the S.58  document, though Welsh Government tasked the four Welsh Commissioners with the staging of Community Safety engagement events on a regional basis to test early findings of their Community Safety review thereby recognising their position within the agenda (Welsh Government, 2017).
External challenge is also described as weak with scrutiny of joint working arrangements particularly poor (Williams, 2014). The issue of boundaries is a relevant one. Wales has four individual Police Forces, three Fire and Rescue Authorities, seven regional Health Boards and twenty two Local Authorities. South Wales Police for example covers two Fire and Rescue Authorities, four Health Boards and seven Local Authorities. The geographical boundaries served by each service varies and these different alignments hinder partnership working, with some organisations duplicating activity due to different working and governance arrangements (Thomas, 2016). This additional activity places added stresses on increasingly stretched resources reporting into multiple governance structures and there is evidence that providers within the Community Safety arena are suffering what has been termed ‘assessment fatigue’ as a result of reporting into a variety of disconnected accountability mechanisms to meet the different statutory requirements (Welsh Government, 2017). It is almost impossible to set the politics to one side of the Community Safety agenda setting conversation and even in an international comparison Vatiero (2017) outlined how governance arrangements do indeed change in direct correlation with political decisions in any particular nation. 
Williams (2014) made a number of critical recommendations aimed at simplifying the public sector landscape in Wales.  Williams is insistent that the only viable way in which the significant public sector challenges can be met is through a shift in emphasis towards the design of long term solutions which maintain well-being over the long term and prevent critical situations occurring rather than continually responding to them. This can only be achieved if space is created for these processes to be formulated and its intended that this capacity be created through the merger of the current twenty two local authorities in Wales. It is further intended that governance and accountability structures be streamlined, making them less ambiguous and more robust. It is considered that this improved framework will provide a more responsive public sector, which will in turn drive improvement activity and encourage connection with citizens to deliver long term and sustainable solutions. The ground breaking Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act (WFGA) 2015 now imposes a duty on public sector partners to work together through Public Service Board governance in order to respect the interests of future generations (Davies, 2017).  Designed to provide the overarching framework for all public sector governance in Wales, the powers of the future generation’s commissioner include the holding of each partner to account under the act with the expectation that decision making be considered in the long term context (Messham & Sheard, 2020). The WFGA now directs Community Safety partners to ‘understand the root causes of issues to prevent them from reoccurring’ and goes beyond existing strategic assessment (Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act, 2015).
Some attempts are being made to reduce these issues through a regional approach. The North Wales Safer Communities Board comprises all of the members required to work together by law and aims to bring consistency of approach across the region and has reduced duplication between local and regional priorities (Thomas, 2016). This coordinated activity requires clear parameters and reporting structures and in accountability terms, governance needs all stakeholders to work cooperatively to address the underlying issues; however, bringing organisations together to deliver against a single objective is not without its problems. Individual organisations remain under pressure to fulfil their own central goals and forcing different agencies to collaborate can result in a culture war. Those practitioners located in joined-up arrangements such as a Community Safety Partnerships must navigate a politically sensitive and potentially contentious environment where priorities frequently change (Hughes & Rowe, 2007). 
The Williams commission uses powerful language to put forward a cogent argument for radical change to public services in Wales. Despite identifying the need for change, Welsh Government is yet to implement many of the recommendations and have now stepped away from plans to merge the current 22 Local Authorities for a more regional approach – instead opting for a framework for voluntary merger of services as a collaboration that will require individual authorities to willingly cede their individual power in favour of a regional approach (BBC, 2016) – that maybe replicates the Police and Crime Commissioner scope. 
Wales has a strong history of leadership in public governance, and the biggest challenge may actually be that of future leadership. Wales needs forward thinkers who will lead the development of services on behalf of communities, yet the reluctance to progress this ‘radical change’ can be interpreted several ways. This may simply reflect the challenge of long term structural change versus the regular political change of electoral cycles – or more concernedly that key decision makers have become institutionalised to the point that they have become the defenders of the system and therefore impeding efforts to change. The ‘tone from the top’ relating to governance and accountability is vital in establishing credibility and in creating and maintaining momentum and this is where the issue of semi devolution is keenly felt – a point well highlighted through the block funding arrangements. It can be argued that accountability for spending money, but not raising it – is not really accountability at all.  
The current status of devolution within Wales makes for a mixed economy of devolved and non-devolved services who report to different masters (with different policies and priorities), yet are expected to create a synergy in collective effort, scrutiny, accountability and ultimately governance. 
It is, at best, questionable as to whether the introduction of an additional (non devolved) actor in the form of the Police and Crime Commissioner is to have any significant impact in an already cluttered (devolved) public sector landscape subjected to ambiguous, repetitive and ineffective governance and scrutiny arrangements. The Commissioner’s wider geographical responsibilities conflict with the local responsibilities set out in Community Safety legislation and present significant challenge in obtaining the views of public at a local level, whilst having regard to Local Authority priorities and balancing these against the areas set out by the Home Secretary in the Strategic Policing Requirement when formulating regional Police and Crime plans. It is also questionable as to why an individual Commissioner (and associated infrastructure) is required for each individual force within this cluttered public service space and whether the aspirations can be met by a more focussed structure.
The inability of Police and Crime panels to fulfil their scrutiny role compounds this issue of impact and effectiveness. The ‘quadripartite’ framework of accountability implemented by the 2011 Act is therefore complex – particularly in Wales where the Commissioner has no executive powers to hold devolved partners to account against crime reduction and Community Safety issues. 
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