Catalogue of complaints relating to new neighbour’s dog:
1150am Friday 15/2/2019. (A beautiful morning with blackbirds singing).

Police Chat - Log number 1044

Hello, you're chatting with Neil. How may I help you?

I've just been threatened by my neighbour (of 164 High Street, Lye, DY9 8LT) who, with his mate, is still drinking (and swearing), with his noisy dog, below my window.

Thank you, I can create a report for you , what was the threat that he made please?

His precise words were "I'll wreck you", after I had repeated [reminded him of] my offer to buy his revolting, noisy, fouling hound.

Would you like me to arrange for an officer to speak to him?

Certainly, yes please.

10:20, Mar 15:

Hi Jeremy; I've spoken to Neal Hunt of Stourbridge Neighbourhood Police and sent a follow-up email regarding an incident of threatening behaviour first reported here, but had no reply: 

Hello Neal,

I've reported the incident to DMBC ASB through their online-form, but been brushed-off: "... if this is a one off complaint regarding threatening behaviour from your neighbour this would be dealt with by West Midlands Police... ".

Well yes, 164 has not threatened me previously, but there has been a 'recent history' of incidents, most known to the Council, with this person. The point is, I cannot approach him in order to propose my own solutions to the various problems which he represents (particularly those associated with that repulsive dog) as he has issued his threat, "I'll wreck you"; assistance is required.

Regarding the witness, it is the man who often accompanies 164 as he wanders about with his dog (off the lead) and his beer and is probably the guy who works with him on his various projects, such as car maintenance (that also results in cars and garbage spread across Connops Way, including in front of my garage).

Regarding the fouling, 164's favourite trick is, early in the morning (when law enforcement is unlikely to be about), to let his hound out of the front to wander up the High Street until it does its business, then call it back. If the Council insisted 'dogs on leads', that might help with this and other similar issues, but they have still not responded when I asked, years ago, to be told on precisely which streets 'dogs on leads' is still required (a sign remains on a nearby lamp-post). If the Council insisted on no dogs in its premises, that would also help - there is no 'private garden' in which 164's dog may run, may urinate or may defecate.

Does the Council ignore threatening behaviour towards a male because of its current female agenda?

David Austin, mail@dwaustin.net
Dog defecating c1020am (18/4/19) owner of dog (resident of 164 High Street DY9 8LT) (with drinking companion (owner with can, companion with brown bottle)) taking little notice by rear door to his block (163-168); probably could not see dog over hedge; when dog finished, I asked owner "please pick-up after your dog"; at end of conversation, which included many threats and much swearing from the companion (including you're a "pr**k"), the owner said "If I hit you you'll be six-foot under." Reported to Olwyn by 'phone to DCPlus. Said caseworker should be in touch within two working days. Would not call the Police; suggested I ring 101.

101-Dianne-took verbal report and said Police should call round, to 162, initially.

Call from WMP 0945 19th April (Fri), presumably, on 01212657000 - Neighbourhood Team will interview by telephone some time in next two days.

Latest 20/4: John Kirk of WMP rang - arranged an interview, with another, at BHill 1030 Sun.
Police interview re 164 21st April 1030

Present: DA, Sarah Richards 20170, Jade Rowe 21409. Relayed incidents of Friday 15/2 1150am "I'll wreck you" (with a witness and following a 'barking' event) and of Thu 18th April 1020am "You'll be six foot under" (with a witness and following a 'fouling' event) with the context that a course of conduct that on at least two occasions involves a threat of violence can lead to prosecution.

Jade conceded that in dealing with my neighbour I had been "more than reasonable" but neither officers considered the threats to be serious! When I asked if both officers "declared as female" as I was accused of being "rude"! Neither officer denied that it was a dog-owner with Jade claiming that the question was "irrelevant" and Sarah denying that she was a dog-person.

