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Minutes of the Pennard Community Council Public Meeting on 

the LDP that was held on Sunday 2nd December 15:30 
 

The meeting was chaired by Cllr Susan Rodaway and minutes were taken by Cllr Arthur 

Rogers. 

 

Present: Cllr Susan Rodaway (Chair), Cllr Darran Hickery (Chair of Finance), Cllr Arthur 

Rogers (Vice Chair), Community and County Cllr Lynda James, Cllr Jeffery Rogers, Cllr Sally 

Rogers, 18 members of the public. 

 

Apologies: Cllr Angela Brunt 

 

1) Presentation 
Susan Rodaway 

a) A brief introduction was delivered in order to explain the ongoing 

consultation. 

b) It was explained that the meeting would form a submission to the 

consultation. 

c) A history was given of our engagement with the county. 

d) Changes highlighted are the Pennard Road site - change would be that 100% 

affordable housing. 

e) Affordable housing is for local need through the local need is defined broadly 

as West Cross, Newton and the entire peninsula.  

f) Explained that proposals for affordable housing are being watered down and 

that this would affect the candidate site. 

 Lynda James 

g) Explained that the plans with regard to the planning application for the 

candidate site are fluid and so could change. 

  

http://www.pennardcc.org.uk/


 

2) Questions from the public:  

a) It was asked whether the inspector made a decision as to whether the 

candidate site could be involved in the LDP. 

Lynda James confirmed that the inspector  did include it. 

b) It was asked how can they put in plans for the site if it has not yet been 

approved. 

Lynda James explained that anybody can put in a plan for anywhere 

regardless of their right to develop there. 

c) It was asked if the land for the candidate site been bought. 

Lynda James clarified that it had not. 

d) It was asked if minutes of the meeting and further relevant information would 

be circulated. 

Susan Rodaway said that information would be circulated via email and 

that the minutes of the meeting would be displayed on the website and on 

notice-boards. 

e) It was asked if the boundary of the village envelope would be extended. 

Susan Rodaway replied that it had been extended for the original LDP from 

the UDP rather than this consultation.  She also raised that maintaining it at 

100% affordable which is where it was in the UDP may make it a less enticing 

investment. 

f) It was raised that previous assurances that the hedge between Pennard Drive 

and the candidate site would be maintained had not been upheld in the most 

recent planning application for the LDP. 

g) It was asked who requested that the LDP was changed so that it did not have 

to be 100% affordable housing. 

Lynda James replied that the change had been requested by the inspector. 

i) Further to this, it was asked it it was incumbent on the council to 

accept the requested changes. 

Lynda James confirmed this to be the case. 

h) Concerns were raised about the access to the candidate site from the main 

road which is dangerous for children working to and from school. 

i) It was asked whether “affordable” meant rental properties. 

Susan Rodaway explained that in the existing plan it was a mixture of 

rental and market properties. 

j) It was raised that most members of the public understood local need to mean 

local to the area rather than local to the county. 

Susan Rodaway explained that whilst this was understandable, the 

definition as per the LDP meant that local related to the entire peninsula and 

Mumbles. 

i) Further to this, it was asked how people would qualify for rental 

properties. 

Susan Rodaway explained that it would be taken from a central list 

in Swansea. 

Sally Rogers added that such lists are not static and climbing a list 

can be easier than often thought. 

k) It was asked why soil samples were being taken from the candidate site. 



Arthur Rogers said that whilst nobody at the table knew, it could be with 

regard to the land being downgraded from Grade One to Grade Two 

agricultural land. 

l) It was asked what the allocation of houses for Pennard was under the LDP. 

Lynda James replied that there is no allocation as such for Pennard but 

there should be 200 houses in Gower and the Gower Fringe. 

Susan Rodaway added that the candidate site has a capacity of 60 as per the 

LDP. 

m) A concern was raised that the document has Pennard in the Gower Fringe, not 

Gower. 

n) The definition of “local need” was questioned as per market properties. 

Susan Rodaway explained that the definition of “local need” hasn’t changed 

but that definition of “local need” as per the documentation was the peninsula 

and Mumbles. 

i) Jeffrey Rogers said that a key problem is that nobody in the room 

agrees with the definition of local need, so we should invite County 

Cllr David Hopkins (cabinet member for planning) to consult about 

that. 

 

3) The following proposals were put to the meeting: 
a) The notes of the meeting should be displayed on  Pennard Council notice-

boards, on the council website, and should be distributed to those who submit 

their emails. 

b) The boundary should not be changed. 

c) There should be a consultation on the definition of “local” 

d) The word “rural” should be maintained. 

e) Gower fringe should be subject to the same standards as Gower in the LDP. 

f) The original LDP requires sites within Gower Fringe to have a majority 

(51%+) of affordable housing.  The proposed changes to the LDP reduce this 

to a target of 50%.  Therefore, if Gower Fringe is not subject to the same 

standards as Gower in the LDP, this proposed change should not be 

implemented. 

g) The words “a contribution in an open and transparent manner” in section 

2.5.20 should be retained 

h) 2.5.20 NEW a should be taken out. 

i) In 2.5.22, it should be stated who would be the arbiter of “exceptional 

circumstances” 

 

All proposals were agreed by the meeting. 

 

The meeting closed at 17:07. 


