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2008/09: Local Policing Priorities — Local Prioriti

es and Targets

Home Office - Assessment of Policing and Community SEE1Y
2 %.%! % !
'66/*6( , ; ..%, '665*6/ ! '‘4(67
APACS SPLY D (AprEbec) 2008/09
Domain APACS 2008/09 Indicator Description Change | MSGAVERAGE | TARGET
2007/08 2008/09 (Direction) (Delivery)
i SPI 4.1 - Percentage of people with high level of perceived anti-social behaviour* 8.4% 10.8%) 2.4%) 10%
L
LL SPI 4.2 - Percentage of people who perceive people being drunk or rowdy in public places to be a problem in| NEW DATA
< ) A 18.2%] 23.2%)
%) their local area NO TARGE
o
Z SPI 4.3 - Percentage of people who perceive drug use or drug dealing to be a problem in their local area* 24.6% 26.4% 23.7%
5 SPI 7.1 - Number of deliberate primary fires and secondary deliberate fires per 10,000 population (FIRE
o N/A| N/A| NA
> SERVICE)
8 SPI 9.1 - Number of people killed in under 30 days or seriously injured in road traffic collisions per 100 7.19 -1.52 5.01
o million kilometres travelled** (382 casualties) (301 casualties) (-81 casualties) (390 casualties)
5.43] -0.5 5.5
SPI 5.2 - Number of serious acquisitive crimes per 1,000 population (PSA 23; Priority Action 2,
9 P pop ( Y ) (2752 offences) (2498 offences) (-254 offences) BENCH"S;E; 'IE'CD)‘I'OA’;‘.
) - . ) 5.48 -1.07 5.5 BENCHMARKED
SPI 5.3 - ‘Assault with less serious injury’ crimes per 1,000 population .
ult wi fous injury” crimes p populati (2777 offences) (2237 offences) [NNNEER D) ON 07/08 TOTAL
w 55.2% 61.1%) 55%
s SPI 6.3 - Sanction detection rate for crimes flagged as ‘hate crimes’ (69 detections) (69 detactons) 5.9% 50.0% BENCHMARKED ON
x 07/08 TOTAL
O NEW MEASURE]
o SPI 6.2 - Percentage of serious acquisitive crimes brought to justice rate (PSA 23; Priority Action 2)° 21.8% 20.8% -1.0% 20.3%| NO TARGETI
=z
| SPI110.1 - Number of convictions recorded against identified Prolific and other Priority offenders N/A N/A| N/A NEW NEW MEASURE
X NO TARGET]|
S<) SPI 11.1 - Percentage of adult offenders (aged 18 and over) on the Probation caseload who are proven to have re-offended NEW DATA
= within three months from the month the snapshot was taken compared with the predicted reconviction rate for that Probation N/A| N/A| N/A] N/A
Area and Local Authority (PROBATION SERVICE) NO TARGET]
" NEW MEASURE]
SPI 11.2 - Rate of proven re-offending by young offenders (YOT) N/A N/A| N/A NEW]
NO TARGET]|
SPI 11.3 - Number of first time entrants to the youth justice system (LOCAL AUTHORITY) N/A| N/A] N/A NEW,| Ngmgﬂiizgii
£500.69 £1931.42) £1430.77
£1638 per 1,000 TARGET SET BY|
SPI 8.1 - Ratio of assets recovered per 1,000 population® per 1,000 pop: per 1,000 pop; per 1,000 pop. P LCoH
£253,013 £972,707] £719,694 [P
0.85)
8] SPI 5.1 - Number of most serious violent crimes per 1,000 population (PSA 23; Priority Action 1) N/A] N/A 0.51 BENCHMARKED ON
Z (433 crimes) 07/08 TOTAL
<
P4
LIEJ (@) SPI 5.6 - Number of recorded serious violent knife crime offences per 1,000 population N/A] 019 N/A i3 NEW MEASURE
== (97 crimes)| Apr-Sep 08 latest NO TARGET]
% 8 SPI 5.4 - Number of domestic violence homicide offences 0] 0.004 . wifsry
(+2 crimes) BENCHMARKED ON
(.:/)'J '6 per 1,000 population (0 crimes)| (2 crimes)| 07/08 TOTAL
o _ _ ) o . o, NEW MEASURE]
= o SPI 6.1 - Percentage of serious violent crime offences brought to justice (PSA 23; Priority Action 1) N/A] 26.0% 0 NO TARGE
L
%) SPI 5.5 - Number of gun crimes” 0.05} 0.03} BENCHMARKED ON
per 1,000 population (24 crimes)| (14 crimes) NGNS 07/08 TOTAL
NEW MEASURE]
SPI 6.4 - Percentage of serious sexual crime offences brought to justice (PSA 23: Priority Action 1)° 36.20% 43.5%| 7.3% 43.4%) NO TARGET
SPI 2.1 - People who agree that the police and local councils seek their views on anti-social behaviour and NA 20.5%) N/A 20.1% NEW DATA]
> crime in their area." NO TARGET]
SPI 2.2 - People who agree that the police and local councils are dealing with anti-social behaviour and
o F pl w g i poli unci ing wif i-socii viou NA 43.8%) N/A 43.7% NEW DATA|
'6 crime that matter in their area’ NO TARGET]|
0,
E SPI 2.3 - Percentage of people who think the police in their area are doing a good job* 56.1%) 53.5%| 49.9%) BENCHMARKESEI{;’
)
= SPI 1.1 - Percentage of victims that are satisfied with the overall service provided by the police? 84.1% 86.6%| 83.2%
< " 5 Both - 86%
2 SPI 1.2 - Satisfaction gap between white and BME victims when comparing victim satisfaction with the White - 84.19 White - 86.0% White: 1.9% White — 83% |EESERESyaesY
overall service provided by the police? _ - 88.29 . ) — 769 TOTAL
E BME - 77.8% BME - 88.2 BME: 10.4% BME - 76% TGN
w i e ; - ) . } 75%
I3 SPI ;.4 Overall satisfaction with 1he contact had with 1he Cnmlnal*Jusuce System by victims and witnesses 81% 7504 N/A NS AR ED
=z of crime whose cases reach the point of an offender being charged
L
E SPI 2.4 - % of the public who are confident that the Criminal Justice System as a whole is effective” N/A 38.1%| N/A
=z
8 SPI 2.5 - % of the public who are confident that the Criminal Justice System as a whole is fair. N/A| 56.3%|
SPI 1.3 - Satisfaction of victims of racist incidents with the overall service.? 68.4%) 66.7%)
SPI 12.1 - Delivery of cashable efficiency targets? 4.1%) NEW]|
SPI 13.1 - Percentage of working hours lost due to sickness: Police Officers” 4.1%] 4.4%| 4.3%
SPI 13.2 - Percentage of working hours lost due to sickness: Police Staff* 4.9%| 4.7%|

ORGANISATIONAL
MANAGEMENT

SPI 3.1 - Proportion of police officer recruits from minority ethnic groups compared to the proportion of 0% of recruits] 0% of recruits| No Change
people from minority ethnic groups in the economically active population.? 1% of EAP] 1% of EAP| g
23% BENCHMARKED
_ . . 2 0/ 0, 0,
SPI 3.2 - Percentage of female police officers compared to the overall force strength. 24.0%) 24.2%) 0.2%)| ON MSG TOTAL

! Latest Data Available is for the period October 2007 - September 2008
2 Latest Data Available is for the period April 2008 - December 2008

3 Latest Data Available is for the period January 2008 - December 2008
* Latest Data Available is for the period July 2007 - June 2008

** | atest Data Available is for the period April-February 2009

A Latest Data Available is for the period April-September 2008

Poor Comparative Delivery / Deteriorating Performance
Fair Comparative Delivery / Stable Performance

Good Comparative Delivery

Excellent Comparative Delivery / Improving Performance
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2008/09: Local Policing Priorities — Local Priorit
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LOCAL PRIORITIES PERFORMANCE SUMMARY APR 2009 Apr09 Change FORCE
I 0,
! . o 5 28.6%
" " oy o #$
. . 26.0%
$ %8 ! 25.1% 26.0% 0.9%
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2008/09 Target — SPI 1.1 Persons Completely, Very or F airly satisfied with Whole Experience: 86% or higher
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iQuanta Barchart MSG - Satisfaction with Whole experience [SPI 1.1]
d Powys

April 08 — March 09 % Satisfied (Very, Completely nterviony users (excl racist incidents)
YTD and Fairly Satisfied) inieryiews for 12 months ending 31 Dec 2005
Satisfaction with... Carms | Cered | Pembs | Powys T
Ease of Contact | 91.2%| 91.5% | 92.9%| 87.6%| 92.8% % . _
Actions |81.7%| 82.2%| 81.2%| 75.5%| 86.1%| [2 "] :
Follow-up |79.3%| 77.3%| 80.5%| 72.8%| 86.8%| ¥ "
Treatment | 91.8%| 91.2%| 92.8%]| 91.2%| 92.8%| [¢ “" |
=3 50%
Whole experience | 85.9% | 87.0%| 85.3%| 82.3% | 87.5%]| | £ o
$3 2 *:F ;% '66( g
g H%
O HHL . # . 785 I# < € ow
10% -
0% " T — T ” T
£ z £ £
g : :
= MSG Average === MSG Average Confidence Interval T Confidence Interval
! 2 % 9+ ! 2 &0 9+
FORCE Whole Experience - Satisfaction (YTD) - - -
95% Whole Experience- Satisfaction (Apr - Mar)
89.6% g S o b
90% 1 90% 18>S gp o3 S
™
85.8% 86.5%  85.9% a506 | @ T g o @
04 -
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70% ’ N . «
o ) @
<& <@ ¢ > N \Q’ & )
& & & E A A
3
< & & @ 2007-08 Apr - Mar m 2008-09 Apr - Mar
< e Total Respondents - 956
% , F

! '4(67




# 1 $% &

<
© S
\Q
9 @ =
32
N
e
S
& &*+ (+- e ! m X
- 4 1s% & # 1$% &
; 4 . L
, // ,
y 1
| L A0 LT
&
N ‘P%, S \“% o @ ~ '
@ s %
: S
o & o ‘ye\e
A N
. o
01+ iEE | EC
P 1s59% & 1 $% &
] HH H HHHW : ] HHHHHH |
o .
.e\eb N i ® o N .
< . s 5
Y
s x%b\b o &
N N
o o

& & i 1

April 2009 YTD (Note: Section profiles are in the sam e sequence as Force’s most frequent categories —fo  r comparison)
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Target 2008/09 — None, measure no longer included i
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 42

.5% in 07/08, 42.3% in 06/07

n APACS
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Target 2008/09: Retain levels from 2007/08 as part  of Total Serious Acquisitive Crimes (APACS Measure SPI 5.2)

Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 24  .6% in 07/08 , 30.2% in 06/07

5.1 8
5 grg §* 0 1 | .
Lgeg 6 | GIS 666 666
] — T 6- B 655 ] 6-4
T — — — 6- ] 7 ]
£ — T ] 711
— — 7, 1 =
| I | ~ 757 1755
© 7- 1 & [
T | &
4 _ 5 57 -
I | 5- 1
: : : : : : : : : : : : = ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; :
% ) ) o . -3 3 o) %
x” x° 0 x . x X x 0 x’ x’ x’ x X x & X’ X x x’
x x x Vv x o & & o
AN i ~ SR ¥ ¥y o ° N N
*$.) 10%$
o 8 8 9] o8 9 98 98
& &+ (4 8 8 9 98 9 98 8
= 8 8 9| o8 9 98 98
01+ 8 8 8 9 98 98
23, 8 8 8 8 8
5 %
o 8 8 9| o8 9 98 98
& &+ (+ 8 8 9 98 9 98 8
- ( 8 8 9| o8 9 98 98
01 +- 8 8 8 9 98 98
23, 8 8 8 8 8




+ox (]

Target 2008/09: No Target, not among the measures
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 23

used in APACS
.9% in 07/08, 22.3% in 06/07
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Target 2008/09: No Target, not among the measures u  sed in APACS
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 60 .0% in 07/08, 59.8% in 06/07
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TARGET 2008/09: Retain levels from 2007/08 as part o f Total Serious Acquisitive Crimes (APACS Measure SP15. 2)
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 19 .2% in 07/08, 20.1% in 06/07
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Target 2008/09: No Target, not among the measures u  sed in APACS

Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 33  .6% in 07/08, 31.5% in 06/07
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Target 2008/09: 26% Detection Rate (Local Policing  Priority 2008/09)
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate off 2  2.8% in 07/08, 22.9% in 06/07
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Target 2008/09: No Target, Not among the measures u  sed in APACS
Historical Force Performance: Detection Rate of 96. 5% in 07/08, 90.8% in 06/07
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The ‘Expected’ Rate represents an adjusted benchmark figure for comparison. It recognises the prevalenc e of different
types of crime in different areas and their impact upon expectations of overall detection performance
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Interpreting the ‘Expected’ Figure
90% The ‘expected’ figure provides a more appropriate benchmark for current performance than Force performance - 90%
alone. In essence it indicates what the detection rate of the Force would look like ‘if’ it had exactly the same mix I
80% of crimes as that area — and uses that as an ‘expected' level of detection performance for that area. It differs - 80% £ X
X
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Non-Crime Incident Demand (NSIR) — Primary Disposal C __ode Only
For details of incident recording practice & proce dures contact Force Incident Registrar (FIR) ext: 2 3925
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Non-Crime Incident Demand (NSIR) — Primary Disposal C __ode Only
For details of incident recording practice & proce dures contact Force Incident Registrar (FIR) ext: 2 3925
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Non-Crime Incident Demand (NSIR) — Primary Disposal C __ode Only
For details of incident recording practice & proce dures contact Force Incident Registrar (FIR) ext: 2 3925
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Non-Crime Incident Demand (NSIR) — Primary Disposal C __ode Only

For details of incident recording practice & proce

dures contact Force Incident Registrar (FIR) ext: 2

3925
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2008/09 Target — None, not included among APACS measu

res (see also local priorities on page 4)

= ( * "):,

Domestic Abuse Crimes

Total Domestic Incidents

April 2009 YTD
Annual % % Total| % Repeats Annual % Total| % Repeats
Total| Change in Arrest | Detection | Crimes 12| (12mnths Total| Change in Arrest| (12mnths
Crimes Crimes Rate Rate mnths data)**|| Incidents | Incidents Rate data)**
Carmarthenshire 39 21.9% 79.5% 46.2% 533 12.9% 60 13.2% 66.7 % 15.0%
Ceredigion 21 133.3% 85.7% 28.6% 160 15.0% 28 100.0% 78.6% 19 .4%
Pembrokeshire 33 22.2% 75.8% 48.5% 422 12.1% 58 28.9% 53.4% 1 7.0%
Powys 29 163.6% 82.8% 34.5% 314 10.8% 36 89.5% 69.4% 13.7%
Force 122 54.4% 80.3% 41.0% 1429 12.5% 182 38.9% 64.8% 15.8%
$1< 67+67*6(
" 4 % 2" 7 4 % 79 < 4 =(
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Dyfed Powys - OFFENCES BROUGHT TO JUSTICE

(Year ending February 2009)
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Comparison of LCJB performance against MSG by crime type
Dyfed Powys November 2006
Comparison with MSG Convictions Cautions TICs PNDs CWs OBTJ
Serious Violence -17 -23% 9 129% 0 -8 -10%
Serious Sexual Offences 2 2% 6 75% -2 5 5%
Burglary Dwelling 107 115% 26 185% -53 81 46%
Robbery 19 249% -100% 0 19 237%
Theft from a Vehicle -2 -5% 0 -3% -109 -111 -60%
Theft of a vehicle 47 54% il 64% -19 42 32%
Total Tier 2 172 79% 40 74% -181 &l 6%
Burglary Non-Dwelling 52 73% 27 92% -58 21 10%
Criminal Damage 138 27% 297 72% -38 30 426 38%
Drug Offences 45 5% 81 12% -2 -37 88 4%
Fraud and Forgery 21 8% 13 22% 29 63 14%
Less Serious Sexual Offences -21 -43% 2 26% -3 -22 -37%
Less Serious Violence -27 -2% 373 36% -3 -131 211 6%
Other Offences 140 41% 27 53% -3 164 41%
Shop Lifting 66 12% 42 14% -28 -84 -5 0%
Theft & Handling 147 47% 81 48% -22 206 38%
Total Tier 3 560 12% 943 35% -129 -185 -37 1,152 12%
. 706 998 -312 -185 -37 1,170
U i 14% 36% 4% | 20% | 5% 11%
Key
High rate - LCJB higher than MSG by greater than 10%
Middle rate - Difference between LCJB & MSG between -10% and 10%
Low rate - LCJB lower than MSG by more than 10%
A comparison is not possible as no disposals of this type were used

Interpreting Comparative OBTJ

” ~ - 1
[Comparison with MSA Convictions
Dyfed-Powys 15%
Burglary 104 (67%) [~
Criminal Damage 160 (31%)

The table illustrates the relative number of each type of OBTJ in comparison with the most similar
area average number. The number is also represented as a % - which also shows the margin
between force and average most similar area performance.

By way of example the excerpt outlined here illustrates that Dyfed Powys is securing 104 more
convictions for Burglary than its expected amount or most similar area average. This equates to

67% above this average level. To indicate this higher comparative results for this type of OBTJ it is
also coloured purple (see key above).
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Target 2008/09 SPI 9.1: 390 Fatal and Serious Casualti es (0.8 per 1,000 population)

o)# ' Il 9+ 4 tx 2 ,

Monthly Totals

Fatal & Serious Casualties (KSI) - Monthly and Annual Trends

100
T —+ 500
%0 Rolling Annual Total
80 +
m— + 400
0 ZOOB/OW—\_— z
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50 - Monthly Totals T 300 o
_|
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NB: Latest Available Data. Comparative Data has not been made available recently.
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Selected measures of Roads Policing Activity 2008/0

(

9

$8!-8 %9.< . D + M = M D,
9
&0& 36 I+2 "I * =(
Covering the period:
01/04/2009 — 30/04/2009 Carms  Cered | Pembs* Powys*
ANPR Reads - | 108,575 34,080 n/a na| L9
ANPR Hits - 4,061 1,182 n/a n/a :
% 6(
Arrests - 5 3 n/a n/a
Total No. Operational Hours - 479 260 n/a n/a
. - 3.7% 3.5% - -
0,
% Hits from Reads YTD (SPLY) (4.6%) (3.8%) (4.5%) (3.9%) (4.0%)
. ) - 85 45 - -
Hits per Operational Hour YTD (SPLY) 8.5) 8.3) (10.1) (9.8) (5.2)
Mobile ANPR Hits per Read - Monthly Trends Mobile ANPR - Average Weekly Deployment in Hours
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% CONTRACTED HOURS LOST TO SICKNESS YEAR ENDING SEP 2008 (LATEST AVAILABLE - UPDATED QUARTERLY

MSG S GQESS

Rate

North Wales 3.5%

Lincolnshire 4.5%

Norfolk 4.5%

Dyfed Powys 4.7%

Most Similar Group Avg 4.3%
National Average 3.8%

MSG Sickness

Rate

North Wales 3.4%

Norfolk 4.3%

Lincolnshire 4.8%

Dyfed Powys 5.5%

Most Similar Group Avg 4.5%
National Average 4.5%
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