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End of Year (Home Office — Analysis of Policing and Community Safety Framework).

? %I%! % / !
++7-+9 0 ! '69+1 #$$/%$5 5 [/ */0%
1%)6 585 $ 5% 08 B #S /%7 5%% $
# &)%)5$$ [/, |68
SPLY YTD (Apr-Mar
APACS 2008/09 Indicator Description S e
2007/08 2008/09 (Direction) (Delivery)

SPI1 4.1 - Percentage of people with high level of perceived anti-social behaviour 8.4% 10.8%) 2.4%)

SPI 4.2 - Percentage of people who perceive people being drunk or rowdy in public places to be a problem in

. 18.2%) 23.2%
their local area

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%
SPI 7.1 - Number of deliberate primary fires and secondary deliberate fires per 10,000 population (FIRE
N/A| N/A
SERVICE)
SPI 9.1 - Number of people killed in under 30 days or seriously injured in road traffic collisions per 100 7.19 5.67| -1.52 1
million kilometres travelled (382 casualties) (301 casualties)| (-81 casualties) (390 casualties)
ber of | 5.43 X -0.5 55
SPI1 5.2 - Number of serious acquisitive crimes per 1,000 population (PSA 23; Priority Action 2 d
q s pop ( ty ) (2752 offences) (2498 offences)] (-254 offences) EENERNAED CIN
07/08 TOTAL
5.48) . -1.07 5.5 BENCHMARKED
SPI 5.3 - ‘Assault with less serious injury’ crimes per 1,000 population :
ry p pop! (2777 offences) (2237 offences) (-511 offences) ON 07/08 TOTAL
55.2% 61.1% 55%
SPI 6.3 - Sanction detection rate for crimes flagged as ‘hate crimes’ 604 o 0 d i 5.9% BENCHMARKED ON
( etections; ( etections) 07/08 TOTAL
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% NEVIV\IC'\)/EﬁFSz:EE'
SPI 10.1 - Number of convictions recorded against identified Prolific and other Priority offenders N/A| N/A] N/A] NEW NEV:]gEiz:;E'
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,| NEW MEASURE
NO TARGET]
£500.65] £1931.42] £1430.77
/=il ri
SPI 8.1 - Ratio of assets recovered per 1,000 population per 1,000 pop] per 1,000 pop, per 1,000 pop. 638 per 1,000|  TARGET SEITC?;
£253,013 £972,707 £719,694 23k
0.85)
SPI 5.1 - Number of most serious violent crimes per 1,000 population (PSA 23; Priority Action 1) N/A| N/A 0.51 BENCH'XI;T;;?B].OAT
(433 crimes)
SPI 5.6 - Number of recorded serious violent knife crime offences per 1,000 population N/A] . 019 N/A ol NEW MEASURE
(97 crimes) Apr-Sep 08 latest NO TARGET]
SPI 5.4 - Number of domestic violence homicide offences 0 . Wiy
(+2 crimes) BENCHMARKED ON
per 1,000 population (0 crimes)| 07/08 TOTAL
. _ . e o o, NEW MEASURE
SPI 6.1 - Percentage of serious violent crime offences brought to justice (PSA 23; Priority Action 1) N/A| 26.0% NO TARGET

SPI 5.5 - Number of gun crimes 0.05] 0.03 -0.02 BENCHMARKED ON
per 1,000 population (24 crimes)| (14 crimes) NGNS 07/08 TOTAL

. . S . . 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!
- ” - — . - NEW DATA

SI?I 2.;]. Pepple who agree that the police and local councils seek their views on anti-social behaviour and Al 40.5%) N/A 40.1%|
crime in their area. NO TARGET]
SI?I 2.2 - People who agree that the police and local councils are dealing with anti-social behaviour and N/A 43.8% N/A 43.7% NEW DATA|
crime that matter in their area NO TARGET]
. o . . . 56%

- 0 0/ 0,

SPI 2.3 - Percentage of people who think the police in their area are doing a good job 56.1%) 53.5%) 49.9%) AR O

SPI 1.1 - Percentage of victims that are satisfied with the overall service provided by the police 84.1% 86.6% 83.2%

o o 100, e
SPI 1.2 - Satisfaction gap between white and BME victims when comparing victim satisfaction with the White - 84.1% White - 86.0% White: 1.9% White — 83% BENCHMARKED ON

overall service provided by the police ~ o ~ o 5 0 780 TOTAL
BME - 77.8% BME - 88.2%) BME: 10.4% BME — 76% SATTEEACTIEN

75%

81% 75%)| N/A] 0% BENCHMARKED ON
07/08 TOTAL

SPI 1.4 - Overall satisfaction with the contact had with the Criminal Justice System by victims and witnesses
of crime whose cases reach the point of an offender being charged

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 38.1%

SPI 2.5 - % of the public who are confident that the Criminal Justice System as a whole is fair. N/A| 56.3% N/A 57.0%
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,| N/A

SPI 13.1 - Percentage of working hours lost due to sickness: Police Officers 4.1%) 4.4%) 0.3%

SPI 13.2 - Percentage of working hours lost due to sickness: Police Staff 4.9%) 4.7% -0.2%)

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]

SPI 3.2 - Percentage of female police officers compared to the overall force strength. 24.0% 24.2% 0.2%
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2009/10: Local Policing Priorities — Local Prioriti  es and Targets
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Apr-Jul 08 Apr-Jul09 Change = FORCE
! 15 39 24| 160.0%
' ' ) # n # $ 0, 0, 0, 0,
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LOCAL PRIORITIES PERFORMANCE SUMMARY APR - JUL 2009 FORCE CARMS CERED PEMBS POWYS

! 160.0% 300.0% 350.0% 12.5% 350.0%
$ %& I # #$ 25.3% N/A N/A N/A N/A
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# $
)1 -0.3% -15.4% 0.0% 7.7% 19.5%
%,
s $4 5)0 # 6 # $ 7 01 Y '/2 (12.(1+23 -14.5% -22.9% -1.7% -11.1% -10.6%
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The following tables are included here to represent performance with respect to the policing pledge. Each pledge item has been translated into
appropriate measures wish are intended to illustrate how performance is contributing toward the individual pledge elements. Please note these

measures are provisional and it remains under devel

coming months.

opment. As such the measures contained in the frame

work may be revised in the

PLEDGE DETAIL -

PLEDGE -
THEME

PROVISIONAL MEASURE

LAST UPDATED JUNE 2009

1. Always treat you fairly with dignity and respect ensuring you have fair access to our
services at a time that is reasonable and suitable for you.

1. RESPECT AND
ACCESS

1.1: Percentage who agree ‘The police...treat everyone fairly
regardless of who they are’. (BCS Results)

1.2: Percentage who agree ‘The police...would treat you with
respect if you had contact with them’. (BCS)

1.3: Percentage of victims satsified with the Ease of Contact

with the Force. (Victim Satisfaction)

1.1: 62.0% (ranked 32nd)
The above figure has fallen by 0.3% compared to previous quarter.
1.2: 82.5% (ranked 28th)
The above figure has fallen by 1.2% compared to previous quarter.
1.3: 91.2% (ranked 35th)
The above figure has fallen by 0.4% compared to previous quarter.

2.1: Percentage who know their local officer by name, sight or

2.1: 51.0% of respondents (year ending March 09)

2. Provide you with information so you know who your dedicated Neighbourhood Policing |2. NP TEAM both. (ASB Survey) An increase on 49.5% for the year-ending Dec 2008
Team is, where they are based, how to contact them and how to work with them. AWARENESS 2.2: Percentage who know how to contact their local officer by [2.2: 56.0% of respondents (year ending March 09)
phone, e-mail or both. (ASB Survey) An increase on the 55.5% for the year ending Dec 2008
3. Feb-09: 14 officers abstracted on 26 occasions for a total
) B . . of 154 hours (5hr 55mins per abstraction).
3. Ensure your Neighbourhood Policing Team and other police patrols are visible and on Mar-09: 22 officers abstracted on 52 occasions for a total of
{::;]pat/cehvzt"tgzgjrVthi::?:g;vgr:engﬁ:(ggeacxze farzg]m';?nhﬁt:sgou dsgsgn";gztggf: 3.NP 3: Number of hours abstracted from NP duties. 420 hours (8hr 4mins per abstraction).
: Y Y 9 ABSTRACTION (NP Abstraction Databse) Apr-09: 17 officers abstracted on 35 occasions for a total of

than is absolutely necessary. They will spend at least 80% of their time visibly working in
your neighbourhood, tackling your priorities. Staff turnover will be minimised.

228 hours (6hr 31mins per abstraction).
May-09: 19 officers abstracted on 55 occasions for a total of
446 hours (8hr 7mins per abstraction).

4. Respond to every message directed to your Neighbourhood Policing Team within 24
hours and, where necessary, provide a more detailed response as soon as we can.

4. RESPONSE TO
NP TEAM
MESSAGES

4.1 Number of DMS messages passed on to NP officers.
4.2 Number of airwave messages sent to PCSO's.
4.3 Number of e-mails passed on to NP teams.

4.1 Under development
4.2 Under development
4.3 Under development

5. Aim to answer 999 calls within 10 seconds, deploying to emergencies immediately
giving an estimated time of arrival, getting to you safely, and as quickly as possible. In
urban areas, we will aim to get to you within 15 minutes and in rural areas within [20]
minutes.

5. RESPONSE TO
EMERGENCIES

5.1: Number of 999-calls and those answered within 10
seconds. (Force Comms Centre)

5.2: Number of immediate response calls atttended within 20
minutes (STORM)

5.1: 90.8% of calls (6452 of 7108: May 09 YTD)

5.2: 90% of calls attended within 20 minutes (3,362 of 3,732
calls May-09 YTD) compared with 82% (3,347 of 4,080
SPLY)




Please note these measures are provisional and it r
revised in the coming months.

emains under development. As such the measures cont

ained in the framework may be

PLEDGE -
PLEDGE DETAIL - THEME PROVISIONAL MEASURE LAST UPDATED JUNE 2009
6. Answer all non-emergency calls promptly. If attendance is needed, send a patrol giving ) o 6.1: 91% of priority 2 calls attended within 1hr (6,788 of
you an estimated time of arrival, and: 6.1: Number of response calls received under priority 2 and 7,498 calls May 09 YTD) compared with 88% (5,801 of
If you are vulnerable or upset aim to be with you within 60 minutes. 6. GENERAL attended within 1hr. (STORM) 6'592 SPLY) '
If you are calling about an issue that we have agreed with your community will be a ' e .
neighbourhood priority (listed below) and attendance is required, we will aim to be with you REPSONSE 6.2: Number of 0845 calls and % answered within 35 seconds 2'32'206/5'6?620232‘33250845 cggsl_yay YTD) compared with
within 60 minutes. (SLA - Force Comms Centre) 2% (of 64, calls )
Alternatively, if appropriate, we will make an appointment to see you at a time that fits in
7. Arrange regular public meetings to agree your priorities, at least once a month, giving ] )
e e s oo oo |7 PUBLC [7:Aecord of e number of meetngs atended by NP teams. | 747 S0l eers (Aocatey 99 aen averege of
pp geries, g P MEETINGS (NP Database) P ot

which will be arranged to meet local needs and requirements. Your local arrangements can
be found below.

(Apr 09 - 90 meetings, May 09 - 57 meetings)

8. Provide monthly updates on progress, and on local crime and policing issues. This will
include the provision of crime maps, information on specific crimes and what happened to
those brought to justice, details of what action we and our partners are taking to make your
neighbourhood safer and information on how your force is performing.

8. INFORMING THE
PUBLIC

8: The number of visits by the public to the Local Crime
Mapping website (RKH - Crimemapper Site)

8: Apr 09: 26 visits per day (total 767 visits)
May 09: 26 visits per day (total 794 visits)

9. If you have been a victim of crime agree with you how often you would like to be kept

9.1: Percentage of victims satsified with the Follow-Up Service

9.1: 77.9% (ranked 2nd)

; : ; i 9. VICTIM received. (Victim Satisfaction)
informed of progresslm yourpase and for how Iong: You have the right to be kept informed UPDATES 9.2: Latest Victims Code of Practice (VCOP) compliance
at least every month if you wish and for as long as is reasonable. o . 9.2: 83.0% compliance with VCOP
results. (Corporate Services)
10.1 The numbers of allegations of complaint recorded on 10.1 A total of 71 allegations recorded (May 09 YTD)
Force systems (PSD) compared with 144 SPLY (-51%). 19 of these allegations
were for Incivility (down from 25 allegations/-24% SPLY).
o . . . ) o 10.2 The numbers of finalised cases of complaint recorded on
rlfp; (ﬁgﬁ;oir"tls%? ?2);12:335;'?333';2(‘)’:’3: tt:s :;‘:;e é’;‘éuhsiv\?viﬁc;(;‘l’fﬁowi?':viﬁt:ours of |10, Force systems (PSD) 10.2 A total of 44 finalised complaints recorded (May 09
handled, give you an opportunity to talk in person to’someone about your concerns and DISATISFACTION & YTD) compared with 65 SPLY (-32%)
COMPLAINTS 10.3 The number of letters of direction and control issued as a

agree with you what will be done about them and how quickly.

result of disatisfaction with the organisation (PSD)

10.4 The number of incidents where service was recovered
(under development)

10.3 Under development

10.4 Under development
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2009/10 Target — SPI 1.1 Persons Completely, Very or F  airly satisfied with Whole Experience: 86% or higher
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April 08 — March 09 % Satisfied (Very, Completely
YTD and Fairly Satisfied)
Satisfaction with... Carms | Cered | Pembs | Powys

Ease of Contact | 90.5%| 93.0%| 85.3%| 90.9%| 90.5%

Actions |81.2%| 80.0%| 82.2%| 83.1%| 80.2%

Follow-up | 75.0% | 72.8% | 77.1%| 77.4%| 74.4%

Treatment | 90.8% | 90.5%| 91.7%| 90.9%| 90.6%

Whole experience |83.8% | 82.5%| 91.5%| 81.8%| 83.5%
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INCLUDING SINGLE CONFIDENCE MEASURE TARGET

0*$ 1)$/$.$ 1% ?#. (% 3 9¢(

Single Confidence Measure Target - Satisfaction wit __h Action NOTE: The Single Confidence Measure relates
60% 56.7%| | to the percentage of respondents to the British
0 RS NN A-A Crime Survey in the Dyfed Powys area
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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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Actual Detection Rate

Comparing Actual and 'Expected' Detection Performan ce - Adjusted Based on Area Crime Mix

90% 90%
Interpreting the ‘Expected’ Figure
80% The ‘expected’ figure provides a more appropriate benchmark for current performance than Force performance alone. In + 80%
0 =LY ! ST P ; ) 0
essence it indicates what the detection rate of the Force would look like ‘if it had exactly the same mix of crimes as that area
—and uses that as an ‘expected' level of detection performance for that area. It differs from area to area, because the mix of g_;' A
70% + crimes in each area can be very different to the force overall - which can impact greatly upon relative detection rates. +— 70% %‘_
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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

(' (* ? 1! ¢ 6)

<"$"0 /| $69&/ Total ASB Incidents (per 1,000 pop): Jul 09 YTD
sielol 35

1 D—‘)—W 1 28.7

30
. + o5 | 240 234
19.7 19.5

4 10 4

5// |$9%,7 ,57 =54&!'56 (

5/7 [$.&%' % 956 (
5/8 [9588&,8@=$8 $,!+ D
5/5 [43E!$"0 55 8>65=&!I56 (
5/ & $%%>*65@6$'5@% 66> &5; : F
5/, |$&&*6! *&I$0& ,6 D >
5/6 |, &65 (>
5/" |% 60&0*0& , 5'$057 $!0&=&0+ F
5/0 | ;7+@,*&6%,!5(5,=& ,5,07%
5/3 | ;7+@,*&6%,!5(,5&849 * 6

57/ | ;7+@,*&6$,!5(&,! ,6&7> 954>
5771605507 &,:&,8

578 |16*9603,!5 &6*65

575 [0 56%$66

57! |=54&!'5 ,*&6$,!5@&,$%%> *65
, 78&%6 6%'! 75 % =&757

0 0%' $69 &,!&75,06

~

viviviviviviv]v v

—~ ol _[o R+~ H




x QO # "6 7 (

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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As from 1% April 2009,
Disposal Codes 201 RTC
— Serious injury and 202
RTC — Minor injury have
been combined to form
Disposal Code 201 RTC —

Injury.
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2008/09 Target — None, not included among APACS measu res (see also local priorities on page 4)

0 / / G /G
)! ( ) (n 6)+ #*6-
July 2009 YTD Domestic Abuse Crimes Total Domestic Incidents
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 159 -12.2% 81.8% 51.6% 498 11.4% 244 -17.8% 65.2% 13.7%
Ceredigion 48 -5.9% 81.3% 39.6% 145 12.4% 80 -1.2% 63.8% 175 %
Pembrokeshire 131 9.2% 84.0% 59.5% 428 11.0% 245 24.4% 58.0% 17.5%
Powys 121 21.0% 80.2% 51.2% 312 12.5% 161 22.0% 65.8% 15.7%
Force 459 1.5% 81.9% 52.5% 1383 11.6% 730 3.3% 62.7% 15.8%
$1: " 5 +(+7-+9
# 9 & | 3(C 19 ( (+. <2 -8 9 (
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Offences Brought to Justice and Sanction Detections
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Dyfed Powys - OFFENCES BROUGHT TO JUSTICE

15,000 Year ending April 2009
OBTJ

= = =2007/08 Target
14,000 -
13,000
12,000 /-\\ \_/\M
100 | V./v\/\// \/
10,000 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

PP I I ISP PP P ISP OSSP S S o O P

IS P ) T S

ok C( 26 $(. 8+0E, ! 0 .

inst MSG by crime

LCJB Area Dyfed-Powys Year En ate January 2009 |

mparison with MSG Convictions Cautions TICs PNDs CW: OBTJ
Serious Violence -18 -19% 9 125% 0 -9 -9%
Serious Sexual Offences -6 -7% 6 75% -2 =& -3%
Burglary Dwelling 109 116% 26 185% -53 82 47%
Robbery 19 249% 0 -100% 0 19 237%
Theft from a Vehicle -2 -5% 0 -3% -109 -111 -60%
Theft of a vehicle 48 54% 15 64% -19 43 33%
Total Tier 2 174 80% 40 74% -181 & 7%
Burglary Non-Dwelling 54 76% 27 91% -58 23 11%
Criminal Damage 145 28% 294 71% -38 30 431 39%
Drug Offences 47 5% 78 12% -2 -37 87 4%
Fraud and Forgery 20 8% 13 22% 29 61 13%
Less Serious Sexual Offences -20 -42% 2 26% -3 -21 -36%
Less Serious Violence -20 -1% 371 36% -3 -131 216 7%
Other Offences 149 43% 27 53% -3 173 44%
Shop Lifting 66 13% 41 14% -28 -84 -5 0%
Theft & Handling 151 48% 81 48% -22 211 39%
Total Tier 3 592 13% 936 34% -129 -185 -37 1,177 12%
. 733 991 -312 -185 -37 1,189
WEIAIEIIE 14% 36% 24% | 22% | 5% 12%
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

[Comparison with MSA Convictions 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
Dyfed-Powys 15% -
-—| between force and average most similar area performance.
Burglary 104 (67%) [~
Criminal Damage 160 (31%) 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 kev above).
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Target 2009/10 SPI 9.1: 331 Fatal and Serious Casua lIties (0.7 per 1,000 population)
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Monthly Totals

Fatal & Serious Casualties (KSI) - Monthly and Annual Trends
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Selected measures of Roads Policing Activity 2009/10

$3IG3 %4
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Covering the period:

01/04/2009 — 31/07/2009

FORCE

CARMS | CERED

PEMBS | POWYS HQ

PORTS

STATIC
CAMERAS

Total ANPR Reads | 26,335,820 | 496,509 | 490,980 308,738 300,593 9,880 336,254 24,402,439
Total ANPR Hits 654,044 7,080 10,088 5,765 1,829 46 11,439 613,035
% Hits from Reads YTD 2.5% 1.4% 2.1% 1.9% 0.6% 0.5% 3.4% 2.5%
$%4/-# 8BI
&9 (+ 6)- I = K ( + 6) (-
= .
K : 3
6) 6) 9. ; <
1 >< >J> * 4 6) 6) 9.
4 5 - »1-& F>< F< C>G C>G 13-
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C % <F >> I D: :
> ! 16 11 (.
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? - G< FQ IFC: / * 11 &)6,
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F>< F< F:
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6 cJ S BT $#GD ++9
? JC IFC:
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#L (") .™ o+ 9 $( "6 -
EPN Issued 2008/09 Mobile Phone Use Seat Belt Speeding
(& last year) FPN Issued | Change | FPNIssued | Change | FPNlIssued | Change
Carmarthenshire 363 (330) +10% 642 (543) +18% 395 (310) +27%
Ceredigion 130 (114) +14% 474 (382) +24% 313 (227) +38%
Pembrokeshire 303 (314) | -3.5% 310 (508) -39% 811 (862) -6%
Powys 212 (164) +29% 333 (226) 47% 491 (408) +20%
Force 1009 (924) +9% | 1761 (1660) +6.1 | 2010 (1807) +11%
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SICKNESS DATA FOR FORCE JANUARY 2009 — JuLY 2009
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Force Officer Sickness (Duty Days Lost)

1898
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1800 |~ = m@ 2008
1600 - 1453 m 2009
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2008 Figures are a guide only — due to changes in Force systems implemented in late 2008.
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Force Police Staff Sickness (Duty Days Lost)
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2008 Figures are a guide only — due to changes in Force systems implemented in late 2008.
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