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1 Introduction 

1.1.1 My name is Andy Ward. I hold a Bachelor of Engineering with Honours (BEng Hons) in 

Civil Engineering. I am a Chartered Member of the Chartered Institute of Logistics and 

Transport (CMILT) and a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and 

Transportation (MCIHT). 

1.1.2 I am a Director within Integrated Transport Planning (ITP), part of Haskoning UK Ltd. 

1.1.3 This Addendum Proof of Evidence has been prepared following the publication of the 

National Planning Policy Framework update on the 17th August 2026 and seeks to 

address matters raised by that publication.  

1.1.4 I am instructed by Langley Vale Action Group (LVAG) to give evidence on transport.  

1.1.5 The appeal is by Fairfax Aspire Ltd (PINS 6006971) against the Council's refusal of 

outline permission for up to 110 dwellings, all matters reserved except access from 

Langley Vale Road, at Farm View, Langley Vale Road, Epsom (25/00846/OUT). 

1.1.6 My evidence addresses Reason for Refusal 1, that the site “is sited in an 
unsustainable location with a lack of access to public transport and walking and 
cycling options, resulting in excessive reliance upon private car usage and a lack 
of alternative travel options…”. 

2 2026 National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1.1 Referring to the reason for refusal, Section 1 paragraph 16 of the 2026 NPPF states 

that “At a very high level, the objective of sustainable development can be summarised 

as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 

generations to meet their own needs…”  It is my opinion that the site is located in an 

unsustainable location, and due to poor connectivity to every-day amenities and 

services, the development would not meet the needs of residents, either now or in the 

future, without reliance on the use of the private car.  

2.1.2 Policy S5 of the 2026 NPPF states that “only certain forms of development should 

be approved outside settlements”.  Policy GB7 refers to development that is “not 

inappropriate in the Green Belt”. 
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2.1.3 Sub-sections (h)(i) and (h)(ii) of both policies refer to development being 

acceptable where it is “…within reasonable walking distance of a well-connected 

station (applying the definitions in the glossary at Annex B)” or “physically well-

related to the station or the settlement within which the station is located” 

2.1.4 For the purpose of policies S5 and GB7, page 111 of the NPPF defines a 

reasonable walk distance as being “around 800 metres, or around 10 minutes’ 

walk time if topography, route availability and quality or physical barriers would 

prevent or discourage walking from up to 800 metres away.” 

2.1.5 The Transport Statement of Common Ground refers to Tattenham Corner 

Station being a 2,900m walk distance from the site and Epsom station being 

4,000m from the site, well beyond an 800m walk distance. In my opinion, the 

site does not, therefore, meet the criteria defined within NPPF Policies S5 and 

GB7 that would allow development outside of a settlement or within the Green 

Belt to proceed. 

2.1.6 Policy TR1 of the 2026 NPPF refers to Vision-led planning for transport.  Part 1(b) of 

the policy refers to “Locating proposed development where it can support sustainable 

patterns of movement and make effective use of existing or proposed transport 

infrastructure, reflecting the principles in policy TR3. The Connectivity Tool should be 

used to inform the assessment and selection of sites for development alongside other 

relevant quantitative or qualitative evidence;” 

2.1.7 The 2011 Census referred to Langley Vale achieving a 1% travel to work bus mode 

share (refer to Andy Ward’s PoE dated 19 August 2026). The existing E5 bus service 

operates with a broadly similar, and in some periods lower, level of service than in 2011 

(refer to Tables 1 and 2, and Appendix AW – A1) and there is no evidence that bus 

mode share has improved since 2011. 
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Table 1: Weekday E5 Bus Time Comparison, 2011 and 2026 (Langley Vale) 

Time Period 
2011 Bus Services 

(Reference: Appendix AW – A1) 

2026 Bus Services 
(Reference: Transport Statement of 

Common Ground) 

06:00 – 10:00 

06:05 
07:05 
08:08 
09:50 

06:32 
07:40 
09:50 

10:00 – 16:00  
11:55 
13:55 
15:58 

11:50 
13:45 

16:00 – 19:00 
17:58 
18:58 

16:05 
18:05 
19:15 

Table 2: Saturday E5 Bus Time Comparison, 2011 and 2026 (Langley Vale) 

Time Period 
2011 Bus Services 

(Reference: Appendix AW – A1) 

2026 Bus Services 
(Reference: Transport Statement of 

Common Ground) 

06:00 – 10:00 

06:05 
07:05 
08:08 
09:50 

06:35 
07:40 
09:40 

10:00 – 16:00  
11:55 
13:55 
15:58 

11:40 
13:40 
15:40 

16:00 – 19:00 
17:58 
18:58 

17:45 
19:00 

No Sunday service 

2.1.8 With reference to the Department for Transport (DfT) Connectivity Tool, Surrey County 

Council have objected stating that the site’s Connectivity Index “shows that the site 

scores 42 which comes in the bottom 15 percentile of the entire population of England 

and Wales, which is a very poor performance”.  
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2.1.9 In my opinion, the census demonstrates that public transport opportunities in Langley 

Vale are not sufficient to support sustainable patterns of movement and there is no 

clear basis to conclude that the appellant’s proposed measures would result in the ‘step 

change’ required to materially alter travel behaviour. 

2.1.10 Policy TR3 refers to locating development in sustainable locations. Policy 1(a) states 

“Development proposals which could generate a significant amount of movement, in the 

context of the area within which they would be situated, should be in locations that are 

sustainable (or which can be made so, taking into account planned improvements, 

including any provided for as part of the development itself). This means the location 

should limit the need to travel, particularly by private car, and offer a genuine choice of 

transport modes for residents and users, unless the nature of the development would 

make this impractical;” 

2.1.11 NPPF Policy TR4 requires development to “give priority first to walking, wheeling and 

cycle movements, both within the scheme and with neighbouring areas; and second – 

so far as possible – to facilitating easy access to high quality public transport, with 

layouts and densities which maximise the catchments for bus or other public transport 

services”. 

2.1.12 Because the railway stations are distant, the connectivity to stations is poor, the 

topography of the area is not supportive of active travel and access to bus services is 

poor, it is my opinion that the development would neither limit the need to travel by 

private car nor provide a genuine choice of transport modes, contrary to the 

requirements of Policy TR3. Furthermore, easy access would not be provided to high-

quality public transport services and the site’s public transport catchment is limited, 

contrary to the requirements of Policy TR4.  

2.1.13 The appellant has referred to data from the National Travel Survey (NTS) as evidence 

of the site's sustainability. However, in my opinion, the NTS is not a reliable indicator of 

a location’s sustainability because it includes all journey types, including leisure and 

recreational trips such as jogging and dog walking, which are not directly related to 

accessibility to employment, services, facilities or public transport. Furthermore, while 

the NTS refers to 81% of trips under 1-mile as being ‘walks’ (for example) the actual 

distance of walks is unknown, we just know that a high proportion are less than 1-mile.  



P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d

1 September 2026 ADDENDUM PROOF OF EVIDENCE – ANDY WARD PC9437-RHD-XX-XX-RP-R-0003 5 

2.1.14 It is my opinion that the NTS does not provide appropriate evidence that the 

development accords with the NPPF's objective of directing development to locations 

that support sustainable patterns of movement and provide a genuine choice of 

transport modes. 

3 Conclusion 

3.1.1 In conclusion, it is my opinion that the appeal site is not located in a sustainable location 

and the development would not meet the needs of residents, either now or in the future, 

without reliance on the use of the private car. 

3.1.2 The site is approximately 2,900m from the nearest railway station, significantly beyond 

the NPPF's definition of a reasonable walking distance of around 800m and therefore 

does not satisfy the requirements of Policies S5 and GB7 in relation to development 

outside settlements and proximity to well-connected stations.  

3.1.3 Furthermore, limited bus service provision, poor connectivity and constraints to active 

travel would result in a significant reliance on private car travel. Accordingly, the 

proposals would not provide a genuine choice of transport modes and would not 

support sustainable patterns of movement, contrary to Policies TR3 and TR4.  

3.1.4 The appellant's reliance on National Travel Survey data does not alter this conclusion, 

as it does not provide a reliable assessment of the site's sustainability. 
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