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A High Density Housing around Coniston Avenue 
 
 
Background 
 
The Copnor and Baffins wards have the highest percentage of freehold owner–occupation on Portsea Island 
and residents tend to be more aware of the effects of planning and development on the community, general 
amenity and family equity. There is no record of residents having been opposed to reasonable and 
appropriate residential development. 
 
In particular the residents of Coniston Avenue and Copnor Road have been active in organizing petitions in 
collaboration with the residents of Bosham Road, which, besides opposing the use of the Western side of 
Copnor Road for petrol stations, recommended the development of appropriate residential properties.  The 
residents also opposed the opening of a rear entry into Coniston Avenue from the Trophy Car sales site and 
were able to encourage the operators of the former petrol station to introduce a benzene recycling system 
two (2) years before they were legally required to do so1. 
 
The residents have always had a practical and friendly relationship with local business and trades. 
 
 
The Issue 
 
A recent decision of the City of Portsmouth Development Control Committee approved the planning 
application for seven housing units on the old petrol station site (between Coniston Avenue and Copnor 
Road) at the site location 112 Copnor Road. 
 
The Committee took this decision in the knowledge that all of the residents of Coniston Avenue, and affected 
properties in Copnor Road, had signed a petition raising concerns and advocating that the application should 
not be accepted. 
 
Amongst the points raised were: 
 

Over-development 
 

The proposed units were smaller than the Coniston Avenue properties and the resultant 
effect would be an impression of over-development.   

 
Transformation of Avenue with fronting properties into a back yard 
 

The backing of the proposed units onto Coniston Avenue would create a rear access 
appearance to a road where all houses currently front onto the Avenue. 

 
Amenity and environment 

 
The construction of a row of rear entrances in front of the houses in Coniston Avenue will 
result in the normal untidiness and unsightliness associated with wheelie bins, garbage bags 
and other abandon associated with rear entrances. 

 
Loss of parking space 

 
The construction would result in a loss of fourteen (14)-equivalent parking spaces in 
Coniston Avenue, because the proposed application makes no provision for on site parking. 

 
 
 

                                                      
1 This was undertaken on the basis of negotiation directly with the operator as opposed to the City since representatives of the Planning 
Department had stated they could not help in this matter. 
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Devaluation of properties 

 
The loss of amenity associated with the rear entrances and loss of parking and the 
increasing appearance and de facto over-development, will lead to a devaluation of the 
relative property values in Coniston Avenue. 

 
Discussion 
 
For those families who have resided in this area of Copnor for several years, there is the general impression 
of excessive and over-development, in terms of the concentration of housing units, which have been 
constructed during the last fifteen years. In order to assess the state of affairs in a more objective fashion, 
rather than rely on impression of “over-development”, a reconnaissance survey was undertaken on 23rd 
September, 2008 to identify all of the properties constructed within just 150 metres of Coniston Avenue 
during the last fifteen (15) years or so.  
 
The then current government objectives were to promote mixed housing, in keeping with local housing 
styles.  However, during the last fifteen years or so and within 150 metres of Coniston Avenue, the City of 
Portsmouth Planning Committees and/or Development Control Committees have approved some ninety 
units (90) in building or housing stock conversion applications.  These have all involved tiny and smaller-
than-normal housing units (herein referred to as high density housing). This number includes the most recent 
application approval on the Copnor/Coniston site for some seven (7) units.   
 
 
Lack of Adequate Balance in Development 
 
Thus, although Copnor/Baffins wards are an extensive area, it would seem that, rather than introducing a 
balanced development, the Council has carried out an ad hoc and, largely out of control, process of planning 
applications, all biased towards the construction of extremely small or smaller-than-normal housing units in 
the specific area surrounding Coniston Avenue.  Therefore, the opinions of the residents of Coniston Avenue 
of over-development are not imaginary, but very real.   
 
This unfortunate trend has continued with the latest approval by the Council of a planning application 
proposing to construct seven (7) properties in a site suitable for five (5) properties. The Council took this 
decision, in spite of a petition, received from all of the residents of Coniston Avenue and affected properties 
in Copnor Road, raising the issues described above. 
 
A map showing the location of these accumulated works is provided on page 5 and a key to this map is 
provided in tabular form on page 6. 
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Note: High density is any housing units smaller than the Coniston Avenue units 
 

for Key see page 6 
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Key to map on page 5 
 
 
Detail concerning the number of high density housin g unit applications approved by the 
Planning & Development Control Committees of the Ci ty of Portsmouth within 150 metres of 
Coniston Avenue, Copnor, Portsmouth. 
 
 
Symbol  Location Unit size No. 

A 140 Copnor Road,  Derry Court (flats) Medium 6 
B Russel Terrace, Kendall Avenue (terraced) HD 4 
C Keswick Avenue 132 B & 132 C Copnor Road (terraced) HD 2 
D 318-312, Chichester Road (terraced) HD 4 
E 133, Copnor Road (flats) HD 6 
F 121-131, Copnor Road (terraced) HD 6 
G 16-27,Tivoli Court, Copnor Road (flats) HD 12 
H 7-15, Tivoli Court, Copnor Road (terraced) HD 8 
I 1-6, Tivoli Court, Copnor Road (flats) HD 6 
J Powerscourt Road (flats) HD 8 
K St.Albans site, Copnor Road & Manor Park Avenue (terraced) Medium S 9 
L Manor Park Avenue, Knowles Court (flats) Tiny -very HD 12 
M Copnor/Coniston Avenue Site (terraced) HD 7 

 Within 150 metres of Coniston Avenue  90  
 

HD: High density is any housing units smaller than the Coniston Avenue units 
55% of housing units are flats; There are additional single units not counted in this total 

This survey was completed on 23rd September 2008 
 

 
 
Lack of Equivalence between Application Amenity Sta ndards 
 
The residents of Coniston Avenue, and affected Copnor Road residents, did not object to the construction of 
housing units on the site lying between Coniston Avenue and Copnor Road, but made suggestions including: 
 

· The reduction in the number of units to five (5) or six (6),  
· To have these properties front onto Coniston Avenue so as to remain more in keeping with Coniston 

Avenue as a road onto which all properties front, so as to avoid the loss of amenity2 
· that parking be provided for cars, on site, at the rear, that is, the side facing Copnor Road2 

 
 
In addition to identifying the lack of attention being paid to an adequate balance in the distribution of unit 
sizes, the reconnaissance survey has also served to highlight the lack of attention by the Planning 
Committee (Development Control Committee) to the equivalence of standards of amenity in planning 
applications accepted by them.  Thus, the proposal recently accepted by the Committee lacks equivalence in 
two important regards: 
 

1. Most of the smaller units of equivalent size and constructed around Coniston 
Avenue during the last fifteen years, have been provided with on site parking.  
Therefore, the proposal for the Coniston/Copnor sit e, which makes no such 
provisions, is a-typical and a downgraded proposal.  

 

                                                      
2 Residents have since reviewed this particular suggestion with a view to proposing improved options in terms of unit distribution and 
orientation and parking location; findings will be presented in a further report. 
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2. None of the other applications involved new construction with rear accesses directly 
onto facing properties.  Therefore the proposal for the Coniston/Copnor site  is 
a-typical and a downgraded proposal. 

 
 
Impact Differentials 
 
The impact of the development imbalance, in terms of sizes of properties, combined with the failure to 
maintain equivalence in amenity standards, is bound to create differential impacts affecting residents in this 
area.  This effect, which affects individuals, is often not addressed directly by planners and politicians, 
because they express themselves with reference to, for example, the “benefits of development” or even 
“economic development”.  However, a general advance in development is always associated with 
differentials in the share and relative benefits, which accrue to each individual or family, in any particular 
area. Planning can result in specific groups, in specific locations and/or classes of property, gaining more, or 
losing, relative to other households.  More to the point, the need to encourage profitable construction 
activities for the local trades people is not something that should occur at the expense of people residing in 
an area. Indeed, a vital part of the planning process consideration should be this issue.  The main difficulty 
here, is that the direct economic and financial benefit to a builder is quantifiable, whereas the costs or 
benefits to residents are more difficult to measure in such terms, simply because, what constitutes benefits, 
and how people weigh up amenity, will vary between individuals.  In the light of this, the expectations, in 
terms of property valuations, irrespective of the “market valuations”, will vary between house owners. 
 
Beside the general trends in the market valuation of properties, the impact of “development” relates to the 
degree of satisfaction of family members that the general levels of amenity, where they reside, are improved, 
sustained or degraded.  Another impact is the shift in relative property values associated with existing or 
evolving differences in the state of surrounding properties.  These impacts can be measured in terms of 
relative property valuations as a measure of developing, stable or declining equity. 
 
One of the observed problems with so-called targets for housing with accessible prices is that use is made of 
statistics on family sizes and demographic dynamics to establish “need”.  Statistically, this can generate a 
theoretical “demand” for single room studios or one bedroom flats.  However, in practice, this top-down 
imposition of construction targeting becomes a means, whereby, a young couple with a child can rent or 
purchase a one bedroom flat, taking advantage of the price rather than the unit provisions which were 
designed for just one person.  There emerges from this type of planning a process of construction that bears 
no relationship to the use of the resulting properties.  In the case of families with young children, new 
housing stock, therefore, can become associated with deprivation, as a result of lack of space and reduced 
amenity, with children having to play in back yards, or in the streets, as opposed to having sufficient 
independence for movement within their own home or garden. This appears to be a trend in Copnor, arising 
from the imbalance and lack of equivalence in planning permissions. 
 
The multi-occupancy of units designed for a lower level of occupancy results in another problem of parking.  
Some properties, designed as single bedroom units, are occupied by people who own more than one car.  
Therefore the provisions for parking, when they exist, are often inadequate.  Even when there is a "solution" 
in the form of on-site parking plus parking permits the outcome is that occupants park their additional cars in 
the street including in Coniston Avenue, Kendal Avenue, Keswick Avenue, Chichester Road and making use 
of forecourts such as the old Fire Station.  
 
Viewed from the standpoint of people living in established houses, the encroachment of smaller properties is 
unattractive, because the nature of the environment changes from a low density movement to a more 
intensive dynamic, with more and more young people wandering the streets in the early evenings and night 
time.  People considering moving to single house accommodations would tend to avoid those single houses 
where overcrowding or over-development seems to be occurring.  This can result in a decline in demand for 
such properties and an associated relative decline in relative property prices. On one hand, those in the 
smaller local properties might prefer to live in such larger single house units, but are unlikely to have the 
means to finance the unit prices. If the status of the single houses on the frontier, or interface, between the 
traditional housing stock, and the encroaching new and smaller units, began a relative decline as a function 
of the direct amenity impacts of over-development, then some of the people in the smaller dwellings might be 
able to afford the finance to purchase such units.  However, such a “development” would be entirely the 



 8 

result of an acquisitive or predatory philosophy arising from a decline in the relative sales price of the single 
homes caused by the imposed overcrowding.  Such an outcome arises from bad planning - that is one which 
does not take into account the concerns of existing residents.  The result of this process is an erosion in 
social comity with new entrants to the community, such as individuals and families, climbing the property 
ladder very much as a result of social engineering and at the direct expense of the equity status of existing 
members of the community. 
 
 
Opportunity Costs 
 
 
One of the common approaches to the assessment of property values, as a function of development is to 
state that having a house beside small dwellings is better than having a house beside a petrol station or 
some commercial activity. However, in any development, the issue is not what was, or is, but, rather, the 
objective of maximising the broad benefits of development without prejudicing existing residents.  This is a 
matter of great importance in a process where management and oversight rests in the hands of local 
authorities, who have no personal stake in the properties concerned nor the amenity associated with them, 
and therefore, where any such possible discrimination is unacceptable.  A measure of the responsiveness of 
a local authority to the needs of existing residents is that nothing should be done that can be interpreted as 
an act or decision to force any section of the community to accept any style of development, on the basis 
that it is “better” than the former land use.  What is determined by government to be “better” can be framed in 
terms of a range of government objectives, including accessible housing, human rights, environmental 
sustainability and many others. However, responsible and effective planning, and that which rides upon a 
popular support of existing residents, is one which sustains or increases valuations without introducing 
differentials or disadvantages relative to the benefits being gained by people who become able to afford very 
low priced properties. Planning processes need to respond to the needs of existing constituencies, rather 
than constituencies who will appear some time in the future, and who would not normally participate in, or 
contribute, to the planning process. 
 
Where this process is identified as a potential danger, as in the case of this report, the insistence by the City 
on carrying through decisions, which can be shown to prejudice existing constituents, should become a basis 
for claims of financial compensation for losses in equity. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The application approved by the Development Control Committee remains unacceptable to all residents 
directly affected.  There is an urgent need for the Development Control Committee of the City of Portsmouth 
to explain, in detail, why they have ignored these objections, especially in light of the already excessive, and 
ad hoc, over-development in the immediate vicinity of Coniston Avenue, which the Committees have allowed 
to proceed.   
 
The information gathered by the reconnaissance survey shows that the most downgraded proposal to have 
been approved is the most recent one, which will affect Coniston Avenue directly by reducing the amenity of 
Coniston Avenue and the value of the properties. 
 
The residents affected recorded their unanimous objections in an objective fashion and there remains a need 
for the Development Control Committee to explain why they have ignored these. 
 
 
Update 
 
25th June, 2010, so far CAP have not received an rational explanation for the decision taken by the planning 
committee. 
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Annex 1 
 

Directly adjacent residential properties 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
9-13 Coniston Avenue – five (5) properties 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
130 &128, Copnor Road
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Annex 2 
Nearest equivalent to proposal in existing stock  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
121-131, Copnor Road 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
121-131 Copnor Road properties rear access is a courtyard with on site parking.  This is accessed  
via Bosham Road.  These rear accesses is of a generally unsightly appearance and lack amenity 
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Annex 3  
Examples of better on site parking on Copnor Road side 

 

 
 

Derry Court, 140 Copnor Road 
 
 

 
 

Tivoli Court, West Side, Copnor Road  
opposite Coniston Avenue/Copnor Road site 


