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Executive summary 

Between 2 February and 15 March 2016, we consulted in partnership with the 

London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) on proposals to improve 

provision for cyclists across the northern section of Hammersmith gyratory. We held 

a second consultation between 22 August and 25 September 2016 after learning that 

residents and businesses in the scheme area had not received a letter from us 

during the first consultation. The second consultation was designed to allow these 

local residents and businesses to comment if they had not already done so.  This 

document explains the processes, responses and outcomes of both consultations. 

 

About the proposals and consultation 

We proposed to create a direct, kerb-segregated two-way route for cyclists across 

the northern side of the gyratory. There were other proposed road layout changes, 

including a new bus lane and changes to pedestrian facilities. 

We consulted with local residents and retailers, commuters to and from the area, 

local interest groups and people who travel through Hammersmith gyratory. We 

hosted the scheme proposals on our website, issued letters to local residents and 

businesses, emailed public transport users, distributed leaflets and hosted three 

consultation drop-in events.  

 

Responses to both consultations 

We received 780 responses across the two consultations, of which 73% supported 

or partially supported our proposals. 

 A number of positive comments were received, supporting the principle of 

reducing risks to cyclists by provision of a dedicated cycle facility on the north 

side of Hammersmith gyratory. A number of respondents commented that 

provision for cyclists should be improved across the whole of the gyratory 

 The proposed removal of the pedestrian crossing on the south side of 

Shepherd’s Bush road was an important issue to local people, who were 

concerned that this is heavily used. A number of respondents highlighted the 

impact that removing this facility would have on disabled pedestrians 

 A number of respondents raised concerns about potential increased 

congestion, particularly in Hammersmith Grove 

 Some concerns were raised over how the stepped cycle track on King Street 

and the cycle crossing of the pedestrian island at the junction of 

Hammersmith Road and Butterwick would affect visually impaired pedestrians 
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 We received responses from 29 stakeholder groups representing a range of 

interests. 

 

Conclusions and next steps 

Having considered the responses to both stages of the consultation and discussed 

these with LBHF, we intend to proceed with the scheme we consulted on. However, 

following further investigations and design work, we have found a way of retaining 

the pedestrian crossing at the south side of Shepherd’s Bush Road, which we had 

proposed to remove. Retaining the crossing requires some changes to the shape of 

the island and reduces the queuing space for cyclists, but we feel this to be 

acceptable compromise which addresses a key concern raised by local people and 

stakeholders during consultation.  

We will continue to review our designs in light of the longer-term plans for Cycle 

Superhighway Route nine (CS9), and we will continue to work with disability groups 

to ensure that detailed design work fully considers the needs of disabled 

pedestrians. 

We understand the concerns of businesses and local residents regarding potential 

increased congestion particularly in Hammersmith Grove. While we do not anticipate 

any impact on traffic around the gyratory to be significant, we are committed to 

monitoring the impact on traffic on Hammersmith Grove and other local roads in the 

vicinity which may be used as alternatives to Beadon Road, and to mitigating any 

major impacts which are observed.  
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1. About the proposals 

1.1 Introduction  

We are investing in the Capital’s vital road network to ensure London’s roads are 

able to meet the needs of a growing population. As part of this plan, we are 

reviewing junctions and gyratories across London to make them safer for all road 

users, including cyclists, and to make journey times more reliable. Hammersmith 

gyratory is used by many cyclists each day and can be an intimidating place to cycle. 

We have identified it as a priority location that would benefit from significant 

improvements. 

We are working with the London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham to plan  CS9, 

which will be aligned predominantly on the A315 from the eastern end of 

Hammersmith and Fulham to the western end of Hounslow; we hope to consult on 

proposals in 2017 subject to further discussions with stakeholders and boroughs. 

Hammersmith gyratory is a major obstacle on this route which this project aims to 

overcome. 

1.2 Purpose 

We proposed to create a direct, kerb-segregated, two-way route for cyclists across 

the northern side of the gyratory with separate cycle signals to protect them from 

motorised traffic. This would remove the need to cycle around the gyratory while 

mixing with fast-moving traffic and would break a key barrier to cycling in west 

London. 

1.3 Detailed description 

We proposed a number of changes to the current road layout on the north side of 

Hammersmith gyratory in order to facilitate safe east/west movement for cyclists. 

The original text and proposals were displayed on our website as follows:  
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To improve conditions and safety for cyclists we proposed to: 

 Provide a segregated two-way cycle track on the north side of Hammersmith 
gyratory. Cyclists would be physically separated from traffic by a kerb. We 
would make room for the cycle track by reallocating space from some 
sections of the wide pavement on the south side of the road 

 Separate cyclist and motor vehicle movements at junctions; cyclists would 
have their own traffic signals which would be green at different times to those 
for motor traffic 

 Extend the eastbound contraflow cycle track on King Street to allow cyclists to 
reach the gyratory from Hammersmith Town Hall without having to follow 
Studland Street, Glenthorne Road and Beadon Road. The cycle track would 
be ‘stepped’, meaning it would be at a height between the road and footway, 
and become physically separated with a kerb east of Lyric Square. We would 
make room for the cycle track by reallocating some space from the pavement 
on the south side of King Street 

 Provide a short two-way section of cycle track on Queen Caroline Street to 
allow access to Black’s Road and Hammersmith Bridge Road 

 Enable cyclists to pass through the island at the junction of Hammersmith 
Broadway and Butterwick, and increase the size of the island to 
accommodate cyclists and pedestrians 
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Artist’s impression of the proposed road layout (looking north east) 

We also proposed to make the following changes in the area: 

 Provide a new bus lane on Beadon Road, between Glenthorne Road and 
Hammersmith Broadway 

 Remove the pedestrian crossing between the south side of Hammersmith 
Broadway and Shepherd’s Bush Road to allow for provision of the segregated 
cycle track 

 Install pedestrian countdown signals at the crossings of King Street, Beadon 
Road, Shepherd’s Bush Road, Queen Caroline Street, Hammersmith 
Broadway and Butterwick 

 Widen the footway on King Street where possible to provide more space for 
pedestrians in this busy area 

 Raise the carriageway to footway level on King Street opposite Lyric Square 
to make crossing more convenient for pedestrians and encourage slower 
motor vehicle speed 

 De-clutter pavements by rationalising  locations of street furniture 
 Increased cycle parking 
 Relocate one loading bay and two disabled parking bays on Black’s Road to 

provide space for additional taxi rank spaces 
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Artist’s impression of the proposed road layout (looking west) 

Removal of pedestrian crossing 

To ensure cyclists have adequate space to wait for a green signal on the island at 

the south of Shepherd’s Bush Road, the consultation included plans to remove the 

existing pedestrian crossing that connects this island to the south side of 

Hammersmith Broadway. 

Although the crossing is less well-used than others in the area, its removal would 

mean pedestrians would have to find alternative routes. Those walking between the 

south side of Hammersmith Broadway and the west side of Shepherd’s Bush Road 

would need to cross Queen Caroline Street and Beadon Road. Those walking 

between the south side of Hammersmith Broadway and the east side of Shepherd’s 

Bush Road would have a choice between crossing Queen Caroline Street, Beadon 

Road and Shepherd’s Bush Road or crossing Hammersmith Broadway at its junction 

with Butterwick. 

The vast majority of pedestrians crossing Hammersmith Broadway from outside the 

Piccadilly Line tube station use the most western of the two crossings. 

Impact on buses 

Beadon Road is narrow and carries a high volume of buses and general traffic. To 

reduce delays currently experienced by buses approaching the gyratory, we would 
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provide a new bus lane on Beadon Road between Glenthorne Road and 

Hammersmith Broadway, replacing one of the two general traffic lanes. 

We also would need to relocate bus stop Z5 on the gyratory, which is currently used 

for emergency purposes only, to Butterwick. 

The impact on bus and traffic journey times 

The proposals would affect some journey times through the area. In the main these 

changes would not be significant, with some bus and general traffic journeys getting 

shorter and some getting longer. The most notable increases in journey times will be 

for traffic approaching Hammersmith gyratory from Fulham Palace Road in the 

morning and evening peaks. 

The impact on other road users 

We proposed to relocate the position of one loading bay on Black’s Road, with the 

existing dimensions retained. This provides space for a new taxi rank on the north 

side. 

 

2. About the consultation 

2.1 Purpose 

The objectives of the consultation were: 

 To give stakeholders and the public easily understandable information about 

the proposals and allow them to respond 

 To understand the level of support or opposition for the proposals 

 To understand any issues that might affect the proposal of which we were not 

previously aware 

 To understand concerns and objections 

 To allow respondents to make suggestions 
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2.2 Potential outcomes 

The potential outcomes of the consultation are set out as follows: 

 We decide the consultation raises no issues that should prevent us from 

proceeding with the scheme as originally planned 

 We modify the scheme in response to issues raised in consultation 

 We abandon the scheme as a result of issues raised in the consultation 

Our conclusion and next steps are set out in Section 5. 

2.3 Who we consulted 

We consulted local residents, businesses and various stakeholder groups in order to 

gather opinions.  

As the area is a strategic route for high volumes of traffic travelling into and out of 

London, we consulted on a pan London basis. The area is also a key public transport 

hub, particularly for buses and London Underground; we therefore targeted users of 

these services. 

2.4 Dates and duration 

The consultations ran from 2 February to 15 March 2016  and from 22 August to 25 

September 2016.  The second consultation was held after we learned that residents 

and businesses in the scheme area had not received a letter from us during the first 

consultation (see 2.8.2). It was designed to enable these local residents and 

businesses to comment if they had not already done so.   

2.5 What we asked 

We asked the following questions in both consultations: 

 Whether the respondent currently uses Hammersmith gyratory 

 Whether the respondent supports/partially supports/does not support/has no 

opinion the scheme 

 Personal details of the respondent 

 What type of transport the respondent currently uses 

 Comments on the proposal (free text box) 

 How the respondent heard about the consultation 

 What the respondent thought about the quality of the consultation 
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2.6 Methods of responding 

We accepted responses via our consultation website, email, post and also from 

feedback forms available at drop-in sessions.   

2.7 Consultation materials and publicity 
We produced a range of consultation materials in order to inform and solicit feedback 

about our proposals from residents, local businesses, stakeholders and other 

interested parties. Details of the materials and publicity are provided below.  

2.7.1 Website 

We created a consultation website containing maps, visualisations, anticipated 

impacts on traffic movements, and frequently asked questions. The website allowed 

visitors to leave feedback about the proposals.  

The website can be found at https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-

gyratory.  

We developed a duplicate website for a second consultation period in August 2016 

for people who had not received a letter at the time of the first consultation (see 

below). This replicated all details from the original webpage, including questions and 

the ability to leave feedback. The website can be found at 

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory-1 

Details of the consultation were also carried on the LBHF website on the following 

link: https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/articles/news/2016/02/have-your-say-plans-new-cycle-

tracks-hammersmith-fulham 

2.7.2 Letters and leaflets 

During the February 2016 consultation, A5 leaflets were distributed locally and made 

available at LBHF Town Hall via the Business Improvement District and local 

community venues.  

In August 2016, letters were distributed to all residents and businesses in the area 

marked below:  

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory-1
https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/articles/news/2016/02/have-your-say-plans-new-cycle-tracks-hammersmith-fulham
https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/articles/news/2016/02/have-your-say-plans-new-cycle-tracks-hammersmith-fulham
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2.7.3 Emails to public 

On 8 February 2016 we emailed 59,619 customers registered on our database to 

inform them of the consultation and direct them to both the website and the public 

drop-in sessions. 32 per cent of the emails (18,794) were opened. 
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2.7.4 Emails to stakeholders 

We emailed 526 stakeholders to infom them that the consultation was live and invite 

their reponses. The recipients included business organisations, bus operators, 

cycling groups, and other interested parties.  

The launch of consultation was carried as headline news in the Road Freight Bulletin 

issue number 190 on 4 February 2016.  This encouraged all road freight operators to 

respond to the consultation, and was sent to over 10,000 contacts.  

2.7.5 Press and media activity 

We issued a press release announcing the launch of the consultation and promoting 

the local drop in sessions. This featured in various media outlets including the 

Evening Standard and Get West London.  

Details of the consultation were published in the On Route magazine, with a target 

audience of taxi drivers.  

2.7.6 On-site advertising 

The A5 leaflets were handed out to members of the public on Thursday 18 February, 

Wednesday 24 February and Saturday 5 March to coincide with the public drop-in 

sessions. The leaflets were distributed at various locations, including Hammersmith 

bus station, Hammersmith underground stations and King Street.  

During the first consultation leaflets were hand-delivered to all commercial premises 

on Kings Street, Beadon Road, Shepherd’s Bush Road, Hammersmith Road, 

Hammersmith Broadway, Butterwick and Queen Caroline Street. 

2.7.7 Public meetings, events and exhibitions 

We held three public drop-in events for the consultation in order to engage with 

stakeholders and members of the public.  The sessions were all held at St Paul’s 

Church on Queen Caroline Street on the following dates: 

 Thursday 18 February 15:00-19:00 

 Wednesday 24 February 09.00-12.00 

 Saturday 5 March 09:00-12:00 

LBHF conducted an officer review of the scheme at the Community Safety, 

Environment & Residents Services Policy & Accountability Committee on 2 March 

2016. Minutes of this meeting can be found here:  
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http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/g4286/Public%20reports%20pack%2002nd-

Mar-

2016%2019.00%20Community%20Safety%20Environment%20and%20Residents%

20Services%20Polic.pdf?T=10 

LBHF also hosted a display at Hammersmith Town Hall for the duration of the 

consultation. The display included A1 display boards of our proposals, leaflets, traffic 

modelling data and frequently asked questions. Visitors to the display were 

encouraged to respond to the consultation directly.  

2.7.8 Meetings with stakeholders 

We met directly with the following stakeholders: 

 

Local authorities & statutory bodies 

 LBHF 

 

Accessibility Groups 

 Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum 

 

Business groups 

 Hammersmith Business Improvement District 

 

Businesses, employers and venues 

 All businesses on Beadon Road, King Street, Shepherd’s Bush Road, 

Hammermsith Broadway, Hammersmith Road and Black’s Road were visited 

and delivered copies of the leaflet.   

 

Road freight industry 

We presented to representatives of the freight industry regarding impacts on freight 

of the scheme on Tuesday 8 March 2016. Attendees included: 

 Freight Transport Association 

 Road Haulage Association 

 John Lewis 

 Sainsbury’s 

 Tesco 

 DHL Tradeteam 

  

Local interest groups 

 HFcyclists  

 Hammersmith Grove Residents Association 

 The Hammersmith Society 

http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/g4286/Public%20reports%20pack%2002nd-Mar-2016%2019.00%20Community%20Safety%20Environment%20and%20Residents%20Services%20Polic.pdf?T=10
http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/g4286/Public%20reports%20pack%2002nd-Mar-2016%2019.00%20Community%20Safety%20Environment%20and%20Residents%20Services%20Polic.pdf?T=10
http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/g4286/Public%20reports%20pack%2002nd-Mar-2016%2019.00%20Community%20Safety%20Environment%20and%20Residents%20Services%20Polic.pdf?T=10
http://democracy.lbhf.gov.uk/documents/g4286/Public%20reports%20pack%2002nd-Mar-2016%2019.00%20Community%20Safety%20Environment%20and%20Residents%20Services%20Polic.pdf?T=10
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2.8  Equalities impacts 

We took the following steps to ensure that those less able to respond to the 

consultation, such as elderly and disabled, could do so. 

 Emailing the following disability groups 

o The British Dyslexia Association 

o AgeUK London 

o Guide Dogs 

o Royal National Institute for the Blind 

o Action on Hearing Loss  

o Inclusion London 

 

 Meeting with Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group to 

discuss the proposals and help them formally respond to the consultation. 

 Materials produced were available in braille and large font on request. 

2.9 Analysis of consultation responses 

JMP Consultants were commissioned to analyse the consultation responses from 

the first consultation. The responses from the second consultation were analysed by 

TfL using the same methodology used by JMP.   

Closed questions were reviewed and the results have been tabulated and reported.  

Open questions, where respondents provided comments on the overall scheme or 

parts of it, were read and analysed in detail. Each individual comment was attributed 

one or more codes according to the issues that were raised. The information was 

also analysed and tabulated. 

Results are reported in sections three and four of this report. 

Where more than one response had been submitted from the same person and 

email address, these responses were combined before the data was passed to JMP. 

Personal data was removed from responses before being passed for analysis in 

accordance with data protection laws. 

 

 

http://www.jmp.co.uk/
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3. About the respondents 

This section sets out the demographics of the respondents from both parts of the 

consultation combined. It includes the overall percentages of respondents, how they 

heard about the consultation and the methods of responding. 

NB: All values are rounded to the nearest integer, all percentages are calculated 

based on the total number of respondents (780). 

3.1 Number of respondents 

750 (96%) responses were from individuals and 30 (4%) were submitted on behalf of 

an organisation. 

Type of response 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Public responses 627 123 750 96 

Stakeholder responses 27 3 30 4 

Total 654 126 780 100 

3.2 How respondents heard about the consultation 

697 (89%) respondents answered this question and 83 (11%) did not. 

356 respondents (46%) heard about the consultation by an email from TfL and 102 

respondents (13%) heard about the consultation via social media. 

86 respondents (11%) stated other, which included the local Council newsletter and 

website, an email from the local councillor and local cycling clubs. 

49 respondents (6%) read about the consultation in the press, 46 (6%) saw it on the 

TfL website and 57 (7%) heard about it via a letter from TfL. 
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. 

 

3.3 Postcodes of respondents 

620 respondents (79%) chose to give their postcode. 

403 respondents (52%) were from the borough of Hammersmith and Fulham, 

including Hammersmith Broadway.    

The most common postcodes are listed below. 

 

Postcode 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

W6 201 46 247 31 

W14 112 4 116 15 

SW1 33 7 40 5 

W12 30 2 32 4 

W4 23 4 27 3 

Other 130 28 158 24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How respondents heard 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Received an email from TfL 335 21 356 46 

Social Media 82 20 102 13 

Other 81 5 86 11 

Not answered 75 8 83 11 

Read about it in the press 47 2 49 6 

Saw it on the TfL website 28 18 46 6 

Received a letter from TfL 9 48 57 7 

Total 656 122 778 100 
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3.4 Distribution of postcodes of respondents  

The following map illustrates the distribution of respondents to the February 2016 

consultation: 

 

 
 

The map below illustrates the distribution of respondents to the August 2016 

consultation:  
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3.5 How respondents related to the scheme area 

750 respondents answered regarding their association with the Hammersmith 

gyratory. 

508 respondents (65%) stated that they were a local resident and 137 (18%) 

responded stating that they were commuters through the area. 

97 respondents (12%) were employed locally, 94 (12%) regularly visit the area and 

48 (6%) stated that they were business owners in the area. 

48 respondents (6%) stated that they were not local, but were interested in the area. 

 

3.6 Usage of Hammersmith gyratory 

776 respondents answered the question regarding their usage of the Hammersmith 

gyratory. Four respondents did not answer the question. 

Of the 776 respondents who answered this question, 722 (93%) said they currently 

use the gyratory, whilst 54 (7%) said that they do not. 

 

 

 

Type of Respondent 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Local Resident 435 73 508 65 

Commuter to the area 115 22 137 18 

Employed locally 81 16 97 12 

Visitors to area 77 17 94 12 

Not local 40 8 48 6 

Business Owners 36 12 48 6 

Did not answer 25 5 30 4 

Usage of Hammersmith gyratory (Q1) 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Yes 606 116 722 93 

No 48 6 54 7 

Total 654 122 776 100 
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3.7 Type of Transport 

741 (95%) of the 780 respondents answered regarding their chosen modes of 

transport through Hammersmith gyratory: 

 

 

4. Summary of all consultation responses 

This chapter provides a summary of the responses to each consultation question.  

4.1 Summary of support regarding the proposals 

We asked respondents whether they support or do not support the proposed 

changes to Hammersmith gyratory.  

Of the 780 respondents, 775 (99%) stated their opinion on the proposals. Where 

email/written submissions were received and did not specifically say whether they 

supported/partially supported or did not support the proposals, we interpreted their 

response based on their comments.   

 405 (52%) respondents fully supported the proposals 

 165 (21%) respondents partially supported the proposals 

 175 (22%) did not support the proposals 

 

 

Usage of Hammersmith gyratory (Q1) 
February 

Consultation 

August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Tube 459 62 521 67 

Walk 457 59 516 66 

Bicycle 427 48 475 61 

Bus 379 52 431 55 

Private Car 274 49 323 41 

Taxi 155 48 203 26 

Other (inc. motorcycle, moped, train) 15 2 17 2 

Van 8 1 9 1 

Lorry 4 0 4 <1 

Coach 3 1 4 <1 
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4.2 Summary of responses regarding the scheme 

619 (79%) of respondents provided a comment about the proposals for 

Hammersmith gyratory, King Street, Beadon Road and Hammersmith Road. 

 

4.2.1 General: 

343 (44%) respondents were generally positive towards the scheme. 264 (34%) 

respondents were generally negative towards the scheme, whilst 169 (22%) left 

comments that were neutral.  4 (<1%) respondents left void responses (e.g. left 

blank or “no”).  

4.2.2 Frequently raised points for Question 3 

We have summarised significant themes from the 619 comments left in response to 

Question 3:  Do you have any comments on the proposals for Hammersmith 

gyratory, King Street, Beadon Road and Hammersmith Road? 

 

It is noted that there is occasional overlap between comments and themes. Where 

this is the case the comments have been placed under the most suitable theme.  

 

 

Do you support the proposals for this 
scheme? 

February 
Consultation 

August 
Consultation  

Total % 

Support 371 34 405 52 

Partially support 144 21 165 21 

Do not support 111 64 175 22 

Not sure 19 3 22 3 

No opinion 7 1 8 1 

Not Answered 4 1 5 <1 

Total 656 124 780 100 

Comments regarding the proposals 
February 

Consultation 
August 

Consultation  
Total % 

Generally positive 274 69 343 44 

Generally negative 137 127 264 34 

Neutral 101 38 169 22 

Void 3 1 4 <1 

Total 515 235 780 100 
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Scheme area:   

 79 (10%) of respondents suggested the area the scheme covered did not go 
far enough and should include the whole gyratory system.   

 6 (<1%) respondents suggested an area wide 20mph speed limit should be 
introduced as part of the proposals.  

 5 (<1%) respondents thought the removal of street clutter from outside the 
tube station would improve the area. 

 

Impact on cyclists: 

 124 (16%) respondents stated that the proposals would make cycling in the 
area safer; 8 respondents (1%) thought the proposals would make cycling in 
the area more dangerous  

 62 (8%) respondents stated that the proposed cycle lanes are shown to be 
too narrow, and should be widened  

 47 (6%) suggested that their cycle journey times would be improved if the 
proposals were introduced 

 33 (4%) were concerned that there were too many traffic signals for cyclists 
to use and this would interrupt their journey 

 29 (4%) of respondents stated that proposals will not work as cyclists are 
poorly behaved and do not follow the Highway Code 

 18 (2%) requested that the angle of kerb lines needs to be better considered 
with “soft” or “forgiving kerbs” for cyclists 

 12 (2%) respondents were concerned about how the contra flow cycle lane 
would work 

 11 (1%) respondents thought the scheme ended abruptly at the end of 
Black’s Road 

 

Impact on pedestrians: 

 82 (11%) respondents did not want to see the pedestrian crossing on the 
south side of Shepherd’s Bush Road removed 

 74 (9%) thought the proposed scheme would make the area more 
dangerous for pedestrians and that pedestrians would no longer have priority 
when crossing the road 

 13 (2%) thought the proposals would improve pedestrian safety in the area 
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Impact on vehicular traffic: 

 118 (15%) respondents stated that the proposals will lead to an increase in 
traffic and congestion through the gyratory 

 16 (2%) said they were concerned that journey times for buses and cars 
would increase; 4 (<1%) suggested that vehicular journey times would  
improve 

 18 (2%) respondents expressed concern regarding the level of disruption 
anticipated during construction of the scheme 

 10 (1%) suggested the proposed layout was “messy” and would create 
confusion for road users 

 

Impact on bus passengers:  

 16 (2%) suggested the bus lane at Beadon Road would not be beneficial to 

the area as it would increase traffic congestion; 6 (<1%) it would be 

beneficial 

 

Public realm 
 

 Of the 780 respondents, 14 (<2%) believed there should be more facilities on 

King Street including better shopping facilities, increased/extended cycle 

lanes and better crossing points 

 13 (<2%) respondents felt that there were a lack of facilities on Beadon Road 
and 13 (<2%) felt there was a lack on Shepherd’s Bush Road 

 

4.3 Summary of responses regarding the quality of the consultation 

4.3.1 General 

We asked respondents to give their opinion regarding the quality of our consultation. 

Of the 780 respondents, 309 (40%) provided a comment. Percentages are 

calculated based on the 780 responses. 

4.3.2 Frequently raised points were:  

 182 (23%) respondents stated that the consultation was of a good quality, 
was well done or was of an excellent standard 



25 

 46 (6%) stated that the consultation had clear and effective illustrations, and 
a further 33 (4%) found the consultation informative. 25 (3%) stated the 
consultation was clear and 7 (<1%) said that the consultation was concise 

 35 (4%) said that more information was required, specifically in regards to 
cycle lane widths and clarity on journey times 

 36 (5%) stated that the consultation was poorly publicised (e.g. they only 
found it by chance and it was not widespread); with 14 respondents saying 
that they felt that they would not be listened to (<2%) 

 16 (2%) of respondents stated that clearer illustrations were needed, whilst 3 
(<1%) found the illustrations unrealistic 

 7 (<1%) respondents highlighted that the proposals required a greater focus 
on other road users such as those with disabilities 

 4 (<1%) suggested there should have been more options for the proposals 

 

4.4 Responses from stakeholder groups: 

This section summarises responses from stakeholders. As well as being 
summarised here, the stakeholder responses are included in the analysis of 
responses earlier in this chapter and in Appendix A. Although stakeholder 
submissions have been summarised for the purposes of this report, the full 
responses are always used for analysis purposes.  

All but three stakeholders responded to the first consultation. We have indicated in 
the summaries where the responses were to the second consultation. 
 

Emergency services, boroughs, statutory bodies: 

London Fire Brigade (LFB): 

 LFB Officers have visited the site and can confirm that the proposed work will 
have no effect on their operations 

 The LFB is happy to work with LBHF with the new dedicated cycling lanes,  
support the Mayors Vision for Cycling, and recognise the benefits which the 
proposed changes bring 

 

London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham  

The Council is in support of: 

 The provision of a segregated two way cycle track on the north side of the 
gyratory 
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 The separation of cyclists and motor vehicles at junctions and cyclists having 
their own traffic signals 

 Providing a two-way section of cycle track on Queen Caroline  
Street to allow access to Black’s Road and Hammersmith Bridge Road 

 Installing pedestrian countdown signals at all crossings in the scheme 

 De-cluttering and re-paving or resurfacing 

 Increasing cycle parking 

The Council has concerns with the following proposals: 

 The extension of the eastbound contra-flow cycle track on King Street 

 The provision of such a track being a single ‘stepped track’ construction 

 The removal of the pedestrian crossing between Hammersmith Broadway and 
Shepherd’s Bush Road 

 The provision of with-flow cycle lanes from the Butterwick /Hammersmith 
Road junction along Hammersmith Road 

 

London TravelWatch 

 Disappointed that bus services that carry huge numbers of passengers are 
going to be delayed with a vague promise that something might be done 
elsewhere. If there are to be compensating journey time reductions they 
should be proposed as part of the package 

 Recommend that the whole gyratory system needs looking at and dealing with 
together rather than just one corner of it. One measure should be to close 
some of the side roads off to reduce the complexity of the junction  

 

Transport groups: 

20s Plenty for Us: 

 Suggest removing the pedestrian crossing is a disbenefit of this scheme as 
the crossing is heavily used and serves desire lines. Felt this would  impact 
upon safety 

 Indicated that there should be a 20mph speed limit introduced in line with the 
rest of the borough-wide scheme 

The Confederation of Passenger Transport  

 Welcome the provision of segregated cycle lanes which are mandatory for 
cyclists and not only remove the risk of collision, but in this case will have a 
minimal impact on other road users 
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 Would welcome confirmation that coaches will continue to be permitted to use 
the new and existing sections of bus lane, and that there are no plans to 
restrict access for non-TfL services 

 As this area is commonly used by coach traffic, home to school transport in 
particular, the stakeholder would like confirmation that these will continue to 
be permitted to access bus stops for the purpose of pick up and set down of 
passengers and that there are no plans to extend the local buses only 
restrictions 

 Highlight that the removal of the existing pedestrian crossing from 
Hammersmith Broadway to the island at the south side of Shepherd’s Bush 
Road could mean pedestrians attempting to cross outside the designated 
crossings rather than take the somewhat longer but safer route, presenting a 
risk to their safety and that of all road users 

 Urge consideration be given to designating the loading bays, the one to the 
south end of Shepherd’s Bush Road in particular, as mixed used bays for the 
use of coaches as well as goods vehicles. This would assist with the provision 
of pick up points suitable for home to school transport 

 

RATPDev London (London United) 

 Argue that traffic on Hammersmith Broadway is already over capacity, and 
the introduction of the cycle lanes will only make this worse 

 Highlight how traffic is poor during the AM and PM peaks, and how journey 
times will inevitably increase with these proposals 

 

Licensed Taxi Drivers Association: 

 Concern over whether taxis will be able to stop alongside the cycle lanes to 
load / set down mobility impaired passengers 

 

Richmond Cycling Campaign on behalf of the Hammersmith and Fulham 
Cycling Campaign: 

 

 Concerns that nothing is said about the timing of the implementation of the 
proposals under consultation, which may be critical in view of the planned 
closure of Hammersmith Bridge for major repair work later this year, and the 
resulting changes in traffic flows as drivers are forced to use Putney and 
Chiswick Bridges instead 

 State that there are greater dangers to cyclists elsewhere in the gyratory 
system, particularly for those heading south along the eastbound side and 
then wishing to turn right in order to access Hammersmith Bridge Road. 
Therefore, a more holistic approach to the gyratory needs to be taken 
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   CTC London Representative 

 Suggest that the cycle crossings should be moved adjacent to the pedestrian 
crossings (or as close as possible) to reduce vehicles blocking the cycle 
crossing which can lead to dangerous conditions for cyclists and lead to 
delays 

 Advocate that the offside bus lane on Shepherd’s Bush  Road should be 
removed as it is considered dangerous for cyclists 

 

Wheels for Wellbeing: 

 Recommend that the crossing from Hammersmith Road to Hammersmith 
Broadway should be made in one movement, avoiding the island. This would 
make the pedestrian crossing via the island far friendlier for visually impaired 
people 

 Highlight how heading west, the access to the cycle track though the 
gyratory is via a bus lane. Suggest that there should be similar provision as 
to when heading East. Better protection than a bus lane is required to make 
access to this infrastructure inclusive 

 

London Cycling Campaign and HFcyclists: 

 Welcome the increased provision for cyclists at this hostile and dangerous 
location – particularly the improved and protected east-west route for cyclists 

 Believe that the proposals do not go far enough: 

o Believe that the gyratory itself remains a major barrier to not just 
cycling but also walking. Huge numbers of pedestrians and public 
transport users access Hammersmith station and the shopping centre 
in the Broadway, yet these people remain effectively marooned in the 
gyratory with major pedestrian desire lines blocked or unfulfilled and 
motor vehicles still forming a barrier to movement 

o Argue that the scheme fails to facilitate north-south movement for 
cyclists through the area, e.g. to Fulham Palace Road 

o Highlight how the scheme stops abruptly at both ends leading into 
streets remaining major barriers to cycling. Suggest that unless these 
streets are also knitted into a broader network of safe and inviting 
cycling routes, this scheme will solely benefit current cyclists, rather 
than enabling many more journeys to be cycled 

 Believe that traffic capacity has been put at a higher priority than boosting 
cycling numbers or improving pedestrian access. Concerned that this has 
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resulted in a series of compromises that have negatively affected the 
scheme for cycling 

 Highlight that LCC have their standards and the proposals have the following 
design issues: 

o Concerned about the cycle and pedestrian signal timings. Cyclists 
should, for instance, be able to cross the Butterwick/Hammersmith 
Road island in one go. Certainly cyclists and pedestrians should not be 
delayed more than motor vehicles in moving through the area 

o Express their concerns that the eastbound segregated cycle track on 
King Street looks particularly narrow and that it is vital for areas likely to 
receive high flows of cyclists to have tracks that are a minimum of 2m 
which allows for comfortable and safe overtaking. To maximise track 
capacity, LCC would prefer 2.2m wherever possible. The same issue 
also appears to affect the two-way track on Queen Caroline Street 

o Indicate that a mandatory lane on Queen Caroline Street is simply not 
sufficient protection. Ideal would be a protected or stepped track that 
runs directly across Black's Road with strong design elements to 
control driver behaviour at the junction (e.g. continuous footway, raised 
table, very tight geometry) 

We also received a further response to the second consultation that commenced in 
August from HFcyclists proposing a different road layout as follows:  

 Moving the bus stop back to the west of Hammersmith Grove.  In the last 
stretch of Beadon Road there would be a bus lane on the right, a central 
lane for general traffic and a cycle lane on the left hand side 

 At the Glenthorne Road / Hammersmith Grove junction there would be no 
right hand turn for general eastbound traffic. At this junction there will be a 
stop sign for Hammersmith Grove traffic to allow cyclists to cross to the cycle 
lane. The last stretch of Hammersmith Grove would be southbound only, and 
comprise a cycle lane and a traffic lane 

 New traffic signals would be installed at the Hammersmith Grove / Beadon 
Road junction. These signals would control individual lanes 

 Buses leaving the new bus stop could queue in the left hand lane at the new 
lights. At the appointed time in the lights cycle, any buses waiting to move off 
would cross over to the bus lane on the right hand side of Beadon road. This 
phase could be extended to allow all waiting buses to pass 

 Cyclists from Hammersmith Grove could flow at the same time as both the 
buses and then the general traffic from Beadon Road, as their paths do not 
cross 
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Road Haulage Association 

 Argue that the proposals do not state the dimensions of the loading bay that 
has been relocated from Shepherd’s Bush Road.  As the loading bay is on 
the inside of the cycle lane it needs to be wide enough so vehicle wing 
mirrors do not protrude into the two-way segregated cycle and create a 
hazard to passing cyclists.  They argue that this issue is similarly found at 
the Black’s Road and Bridge Avenue/King Street junction 

 Highlight that the left turn out of King Street appears to be a very sharp turn 
of about 120 degrees. This may be an intimidating situation for cyclists as 
they approach the gyratory on King Street, having vehicles heading straight 
towards them before the vehicles turn into King Street. Buses and some 
other vehicles like Car Transporters have a front overhang of over 2m, and a 
turning vehicle could easily extend 1m over any kerb protection 

 

Tower Transit: 

 Suggest that removing cycles from the gyratory is a good idea, however 
reducing cycle times for general traffic, specifically bus journey times, is a 
bad idea 

 Argue that the removal of the emergency bus stop defeats the whole object 
of the scheme, as the removal of the stop will increase journey times around 
the gyratory 

 

Kuehne + Nagel Drink Logistics Ltd: 

 Concerned about the proposal to move the loading bay around the corner 
onto Shepherd’s Bush Road, increasing the distance from vehicle to cellar 
and leaving the vehicle out of sight of the delivery point 

 Delivering to Belushi’s access point would be unwise as this would require 
parking in the gyratory, impacting flow of traffic and safety 

 

Resident/Local Interest Groups: 

Hammersmith Grove Residents Association: 

 Responded to the first consultation and met directly with LBHF during the 
second consultation to discuss a number of local issues. Expressed their 
concerns that the spill over of general traffic will affect local roads which will 
add to the existing pollution caused by commercial, school runs and general 
traffic 
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Winslow Road Amenity Group: 

 Responded to the second consultation. Object to the narrowing of any of the 
lanes on the gyratory. Concerns regarding disruption that is already being 
caused by various schemes being compounded by the potential construction 
of this scheme  

 

Hammersmith Broadway Ward Safer Neighbourhood Panel: 

 The latest proposal for the gyratory is welcomed as the use of shared 
crossings will be discontinued.  Segregation will make crossing for both 
pedestrians and cyclists safer 

 Highlights how the proposal only covers the north of the gyratory and it is 
essential that this southern end of the gyratory is included in the plan.  There 
is already conflict and danger to pedestrians in this group of shared 
crossings 

   

Hammersmith Society: 

 Concerned that the proposals only address the northern half of the gyratory; 
there was little or no explanation as to arrangements for cyclists coming to or 
from the A4 (especially from the east), Fulham Palace Road or 
Hammersmith Bridge 

 Request that the Zebra crossing adjacent Lyric Square be changed to a 
Pelican. The present situation delays all traffic in Beadon Road including 
buses. The potential for pedestrian accidents at present is quite significant, 
particularly on market days 

 Some concern is expressed about the practicality of extending the 
eastbound cycle contraflow in King Street from Bridge Avenue to the 
Broadway. This concern is based around the availability of width to achieve it 
rather than the principle 

 There is support for the more subtle denoting of the cycle routes rather than 
relying on coloured finishes which either fade or are removed as a result of 
roadworks/maintenance 

 State that any proposals finally implemented should be well considered in 
terms of good lighting, signage, road marking and signalling but should also 
keep street clutter to a minimum 

 Overall there is support in principle for improvements, but these need to be 
further investigated and illustrated for the gyratory as a whole, and in the 
long term considered as part of the improvement of Hammersmith centre as 
a whole 
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Hammersmith and Fulham Commission on Air Quality: 

 The scheme is billed as improving safety for cyclists but there are, as yet, no 
proposals for cleaner and safer air 

 Highlight that further analysis is required. Projections might include an 
assessment of pollution to be experienced by pedestrians and by cyclists in 
respect of the proposed scheme 

 Measures might include separation of cyclists (and pedestrians) from traffic, 
physical barriers to pollution, and greening and tree planting schemes to 
remove or disperse NOx and particulates 

 

Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group 

 Concerned that 50mm is not an effective physical delineation to alert visually 
impaired people to the presence of a cycle track adjacent to the footway. 
Would prefer the height of the kerb on the footway side of the cycle track to 
be at the same whether it is a segregated or a stepped cycle track. This 
would be better for visually impaired pedestrians 

 Consider that the triangular islands do not provide enough information to 
assist visually impaired people navigating a route across the island when 
neither pedestrian crossing is directly opposite each other. Propose that the 
remaining two pedestrian crossings are aligned so they are directly opposite 
each other 

 Highlight how more pedestrians may need to use the informal crossing at the 
bus station entrance/exit. Recommend a review of the current arrangements 
to make it easier for pedestrians to cross as this route is now an important 
one 

 Recommend that the triangular island at the Hammersmith 
Broadway/Hammersmith Road/Butterwick junction be adjusted 

o The signalised pedestrian crossing at the north side of Hammersmith 
Road and the traffic island should be realigned;  the three pedestrian 
crossings in a Y shape do not contain tactile information to assist blind 
people navigating a route across the island when none of the 
pedestrian crossings are directly opposite each other 

o There is a stepped cycle lane that crosses this island without proper 
delineation 

 Advocate site visits to explore the options for physical delineation on the 
ground so a blind person could navigate the island independently to find the 
right pedestrian crossing 
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Business Groups/Local Businesses  

Hammersmith Business Improvement District  

 Supports the proposals to improve the gyratory as part of the Better 
Junctions programme 

 Feel that this is an incomplete scheme as it does not take into account the 
south side of the gyratory 

 Have concerns regarding the proposed bus lane in Beadon Road; during 
rush hour this junction is very busy and is the cause for some of the worst 
congestion in West London. To further reduce this to one lane will only make 
it worse and cause huge tailbacks in the area 

 Support the idea of segregated cycle lanes however believe that the plans 
for the Shepherd’s Bush Road junction, heading towards the north of the 
borough will lead to confusion. Suggests that there should be one 
uninterrupted cycle lane that the cyclist can follow round the corner and into 
Shepherd’s Bush Road 

 

Inflection Point:  

 State that the proposals are good for everyone, in particular making King 
Street two way for cyclists and separating them from pedestrians 

 

 TASC (private company): 

 Believe the proposals are a good idea, as the current situation is not safe 

 

Journey Latin America: 

 Concerns raised over the position of cyclists of Butterwick heading towards 
the hospital 

 

Buchanan Computing Ltd: 

 Object to the proposed removal of the pedestrian crossing used by staff and 
visitors walking between their offices and the Piccadilly and District Line 
Underground station. The removal may cause an unreasonable disbenefit to 
pedestrians that will detract from the advantage to cyclists. It could be seen 
as TfL favouring cyclists to the extent of disadvantaging pedestrians and 
exposing them to additional danger 

 Many pedestrians will continue to follow their ‘desire line’ out of habit or to 
save time and will continue to cross Hammersmith Broadway where the 
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crossing was previously, thereby exposing themselves and others to danger  
This could result in a increase in personal injuries as a result of the scheme 
and require further works to be undertaken 

 

Kingsmith Care:  

 Support the proposals, however more should be done to slow the traffic 
down around the entire gyratory system and to create a greater awareness 
of other road users 
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5. Conclusion and next steps 

We received 780 responses across the two consultations, of which 73% supported 

or partially supported our proposals.  

Having considered the responses to the consultations and discussed these with 

LBHF, we intend to proceed with the scheme we consulted on. However, following 

further investigations and design work, we have found a way of retaining the 

pedestrian crossing at the south side of Shepherd’s Bush Road, which we had 

proposed to remove. Retaining the crossing requires some changes to the shape of 

the island and reduces the queuing space for cyclists, but we feel this to be 

acceptable compromise which addresses a key concern raised by local people and 

stakeholders during consultation. 

We will continue to review our designs in light of the longer-term plans for CS9, on 

which public consultation is planned for 2017. Detailed design for the gyratory will 

ensure that emerging designs for CS9 are carefully considered, that any 

modifications to the gyratory scheme are kept to a minimum, and that both projects 

are carefully planned to minimise disruption to the road network. 

We acknowledge concerns relating to possible increased congestion in 

Hammersmith Grove, but do not anticipate the impact to be significant, with our 

modelling showing only small changes in traffic flow at Hammersmith Grove. 

Nevertheless, we are committed to monitoring the impact on traffic on Hammersmith 

Grove, along with other local roads in the vicinity that may be used as alternatives to 

Beadon Road, and to mitigating any major impacts which are observed. 

Some concerns were raised over the interaction between pedestrians and cyclists at 

certain design features such as the stepped cycle track on King Street and the cycle 

crossing of the pedestrian island at the junction of Hammersmith Road and 

Butterwick. While we are confident that the proposals provide a good balance 

between improving cycle facilities on the gyratory and limiting adverse impacts on 

other road users, we are committed to ensuring that the most vulnerable road users 

are not unduly affected. We will continue to work with disability groups to ensure that 

ongoing detailed design work considers the needs of disabled pedestrians. 

Our responses to issues commonly raised in consultation can be found in Appendix 

A. 

Subject to the granting of necessary approvals, we plan to start construction in 

autumn 2017 with completion due in 2018. We will provide details of construction 

works to local residents and businesses that may be affected in due course. 

Construction work will be carefully coordinated with closures of Hammersmith Bridge 

to ensure that disruption to the road network is minimised as far as possible. 
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Appendix A: Our responses to issues 

frequently raised 

Our responses to commonly raised issues are outlined below 

Concerns over impact on traffic movement. 

Hammersmith is a very important location for the movement of pedestrians, 

motorists, bus passengers and cyclists. We have carried out extensive traffic 

modelling of the gyratory and surrounding area, the results of which can be found 

here https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-

gyratory/user_uploads/hammersmith-gyratory-modelling-text.pdf 

Our proposals will mean changes to journey times for traffic. In the main, these 

changes are not expected to be significant, with some bus and road journeys getting 

shorter and some getting longer. Throughout the design process we have 

recognised the need to balance the requirement for improved cycling provision whilst 

maintaining motor traffic movement around the gyratory, and we believe that our 

proposals achieve this. 

The modelling results do show, however, some increase in traffic on Goldhawk Road 

and Hammersmith Grove. Although we do not anticipate the impact to be significant 

we are committed to monitoring the impact of traffic on these roads, along with other 

local roads in the vicinity that may be used as alternatives to Beadon Road, and to 

mitigating any major impacts which are observed.  

Some respondents expressed concerns regarding the number of traffic signals that 

we are proposing to introduce. We have proposed dedicated traffic signals in order 

to safely separate cyclists from motor traffic which will mean that cyclists will 

sometimes have to wait at a red signal while other traffic receives a green signal. 

Any delay for cyclists is necessary to provide separation from other traffic and allow 

cyclists to move through the junction with minimal interaction with motorised 

vehicles. The proposed layout provides a more direct route through Hammersmith 

Town Centre than is currently possible; cyclists can move eastbound along the 

whole of King Street and westbound along Hammersmith Broadway. 

We propose to mitigate changes to traffic patterns by adjusting the traffic signal 

timings in the local area. We are investing in advanced traffic signal technology to 

allow us to better manage traffic in London as wider traffic conditions change. There 

will also be customer information to enable road users to make informed journey 

choices and campaigns to encourage road users to check before they travel. 

  

https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory/user_uploads/hammersmith-gyratory-modelling-text.pdf
https://consultations.tfl.gov.uk/roads/hammersmith-gyratory/user_uploads/hammersmith-gyratory-modelling-text.pdf
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Removal of the crossing on Hammersmith Broadway would cause 

unacceptable inconvenience to pedestrians, and pedestrians are losing 

priority elsewhere within the scheme 

The removal of the pedestrian crossing between the south side of Hammersmith 

Broadway and Shepherd’s Bush Road was proposed to maximise space for cyclists 

waiting for a green signal on the island. Owing to the volume and strength of the 

concerns that have been raised, we have revisited the design of this section and can 

confirm that a crossing will be retained in this location. 

All other pedestrian crossings are being retained. There will be no loss of pedestrian 

priority as all cyclist movements are controlled by traffic signals. After construction 

we will measure cyclists’ compliance with the new traffic signals and take mitigating 

measures if any problems are identified. 

Why hasn’t the whole of the gyratory been considered? 

Many respondents suggested that the project should aim to improve facilities on 

cycling and pedestrian desire lines around the whole gyratory rather than focussing 

on the northern arm. This was considered early in the design stage and while we 

recognise that Hammersmith gyratory would benefit from such improvements, it is 

not currently possible to consider changes of this scale within the project’s financial 

and road network capacity constraints. We have instead proposed a solution which 

is achievable, addresses the principal cycling route through the gyratory, and 

complements Hammersmith and Fulham council’s cycling strategy. 

Some concerns were raised about the extents of the scheme on King Street and 

Hammersmith Road. We will be working closely with LBHF over the coming months 

to ensure that emerging designs for CS9 are carefully considered during detailed 

design for Hammersmith gyratory. Any enhancements to Hammersmith gyratory 

which would be necessary as a result of CS9 will be publically consulted on in due 

course. 

Together with LBHF, we are exploring potential options for the longer-term 

transformation of Hammersmith town centre and the gyratory. One objective of any 

longer term scheme at the gyratory will be to promote cycling as a key mode of 

sustainable transport and improve connectivity between all major cycling trip origins 

and destinations in the area.  Other objectives will be enhancing the urban realm, 

improving pedestrian connectivity and providing reliable bus journey times in the 

area.  These longer term gyratory options are being considered as part of LBHF’s 

current work developing a Hammersmith Town Centre Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD). As part of the SPD work LBHF has established a residents 

working group to input to it’s development.  A SPD is due to be available in 2017 
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The proposed cycle lanes are too narrow. 

We have provided as much space for cycling as possible while maintaining bus and 

traffic flow and avoiding undue impact on pedestrians in the heavily constrained area 

of Hammersmith Town Centre. We are confident that the proposal strikes an 

appropriate balance in terms of offering cyclists a significant improvement, without 

disproportionately impacting other transport modes. 

Owing to space constraints, and the need to maintain pedestrian comfort on King 

Street, the maximum width of a contraflow cycle track that could be accommodated 

is 2.0 metres. For the short section between Lyric Square and Queen Caroline Street 

a reduction in width to 1.5 metres with a 0.5 metre segregating island is necessary to 

protect cyclists from turning traffic, particularly HGVs and buses, moving from Queen 

Caroline Street on to King Street. This is the maximum that could be achieved for a 

contraflow cycle lane this location. 

The design of this section will be reviewed as part of the CS9. 

The stepped track on King Street disadvantages visually impaired pedestrians. 

Concerns have been raised that a 50 millimetre height difference is not adequate to 

alert blind and visually impaired people to the presence of a stepped cycle track, with 

a preference that a full-height kerb is used on the footway side of the cycle track. 

Options for the profile of the footway have been considered in feasibility design and 

we are satisfied that the proposed height difference between the footway and cycle 

track conforms to necessary standards regarding accessibility. This height difference 

will provide a detectable edge to assist visually impaired pedestrians. We will 

continue to work with disability groups to ensure that ongoing detailed design work 

considers the needs of disabled pedestrians.  

It is not clear how the contraflow cycle lane on King Street would operate. 

To provide an eastbound cycling link between Angel Walk and Queen Caroline 

Street cyclists would be provided with dedicated road space on the north side of King 

Street between the footway and the westbound carriageway. This would be for 

eastbound cyclists only, westbound cyclists would have to use the general traffic 

lane to move from Queen Caroline Street to Angel Walk and beyond. 

Westbound cyclists should be able to cross from Hammersmith Road to 

Hammersmith Broadway in one movement 

This was considered during the feasibility design stage. Allowing this movement to 

be made in one stage would, however, mean traffic and buses would have to be held 

at a red signal for longer. It is believed that this would lead to unacceptable delays to 

the local road network. 
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Visually impaired pedestrians will find it hard to cross the island at the 

junction of Hammersmith Road and Butterwick. 

The use of tactile and coloured surfaces, as well as level differences on the island 

will be carefully considered during detailed design, to delineate the cycle lane and 

assist visually impaired pedestrians. We will continue to work with disability groups to 

ensure that ongoing detailed design work considers the needs of disabled 

pedestrians. 

Loading bay on Shepherd’s Bush Road 

Although the loading bay will be relocated, the dimensions of the existing facility will 

be maintained, so there will be no reduction in provision. We are satisfied that 

current loading requirements for individual businesses will not be adversely 

impacted. 

Concerns over coordination of construction work 

We will be working with LBHF over the coming months to ensure that the overall 

network impact of the construction work is minimised; coordination with other major 

works in the area, including any closures of Hammersmith Bridge will be central to 

this planning. 

Provision for coaches 

We are not proposing to make any changes to the availability to existing bus stops 

and bus lanes for coaches. The bay on Shepherd’s Bush Road will remain for use for 

loading only as it is essential it is kept clear for the businesses on Hammersmith 

Broadway. This is something that LBHF may be open to consider in the future.  

The amended loading bays on Black’s Road will also remain for loading only as 

coaches entering Black’s Road would not be able to safely turn to exit onto 

Hammersmith Road. 
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Appendix B: Our responses to individual 

stakeholders 

Our responses to individual stakeholder concerns not addressed in Appendix C are 

outlined below. 

20s Plenty for Us: 

In 2015 LBHF consulted on plans to introduce a borough-wide 20mph speed limit. 

This is due to be introduced in autumn 2016 and will include Hammersmith Gyratory. 

More information can be found here https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/hot-topics/20mph-

speed-limit  

CTC London: 

This existing bus lane is required to maintain southbound journey times for buses 

moving in to the bus station. It also allows buses to manoeuvre from bus stop P in to 

the right hand lane and avoid having to move across the path of other traffic when 

continuing to the bus station. The bus lane will therefore be retained. 

The location of pedestrian crossings, where adjacent to cycle crossings, has been 

carefully considered; we believe that they are located appropriately to cater for 

cyclist and pedestrian desire lines while adhering to appropriate standards for 

junction design. 

Hammersmith Business Improvement District: 

The option of providing a cycle lane from Hammersmith Broadway in to Shepherd’s 

Bush Road was considered during the feasibility design stage. This would have led 

to a very complex junction arrangement, increased the potential for interaction with 

pedestrians crossing Shepherd’s Bush Road and reduced the width of the footway 

as the loading bay would have to be moved. 

We are confident that the proposal offers cyclists a significant improvement on the 

key cyclist desire line without unduly impacting on other transport modes. 

Hammersmith and Fulham Commission on Air Quality: 

The proposed changes to the road layout and associated impact on traffic operations 

are not considered sufficient to require a full environmental impact assessment. Any 

opportunities for planting new trees or other vegetation which are identified during 

detailed design will be carefully considered.  

 

https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/hot-topics/20mph-speed-limit
https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/hot-topics/20mph-speed-limit


41 

Hammersmith and Fulham Disability Forum Planning Group: 

These un-signalised crossings are being widened as far as possible within the 

physical constraints of the highway. They are also being straightened so that they 

more closely follow the pedestrian desire line along the south of Hammersmith 

Broadway. More significant changes to this junction are outside the scope of this 

project. 

Hammersmith Society: 

Green colour was used in the consultation material for illustration only. The choice of 

finish for each section of the scheme will made during detailed design with safety, 

ongoing maintenance and quality of urban realm being taken in to account. 

Hammersmith Grove Residents Association: 

Our modelling results show some increase in traffic on Goldhawk Road and 

Hammersmith Grove. We anticipate the impact to be minor but are committed to 

monitoring the impact on traffic on these roads, along with other local roads in the 

vicinity that may be used as alternatives to Beadon Road. 

Winslow Road Amenity Group: 

A response to the August 2016 consultation was received from the Winslow Road 

Amenity Group which raised a number of issues relating to the proposals and the 

consultation. These have been responded to directly. 

Licenced Taxi Drivers Association: 

The proposed design offers taxis additional ranking space on Black’s Road, which is 

suitable for setting down mobility impaired passengers as well as maintaining a 

loading bay facility on Shepherd’s Bush Road. We recognise that in some areas of 

the new road layout, opportunities to pick up and set down will reduce due to the 

new segregation kerb. This is not, however, considered to be a significant disbenefit, 

given the strong advantages from having segregated cycling facilities, and the 

relatively short deviation for taxi users caused by the new layout. 

London Cycling Campaign and HFCyclists: 

The bidirectional section of cycle track on Queen Caroline Street is 3m wide (two 

1.5m wide cycle lanes). This is the maximum that can be achieved without either 

unacceptably narrowing the footway, or removing a second traffic lane and 

significantly increasing journey times for buses and other traffic. We are therefore 

satisfied that the proposals strike an appropriate balance between the needs of all 

road users. 
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We will consider whether the segregating island for the northbound mandatory cycle 

lane on Queen Caroline Street can be extended south towards Hammersmith Bridge 

Road during the detailed design of the scheme. 

HFCyclists offered an alternative design for bus, cyclist, and pedestrian facilities on 

Beadon Road. A response to this design has been provided directly. 

Road Haulage Association: 

The kerb lines presented in the consultation are based on the project’s feasibility 

design. During detailed design these will be reviewed to ensure they minimise 

cyclist’s deviation from the most direct route as far as possible. We will also 

investigate the use of splayed kerbs to ensure a more subtle vertical edge to the 

segregated cycle tracks 

The Confederation of Passenger Transport: 

We are not proposing to make any changes to the availability to existing bus stops 

and bus lanes for coaches. The bay on Shepherd’s Bush Road will remain for use for 

loading only as it is essential it is kept clear for the businesses on Hammersmith 

Broadway. This is something that LBHF may be open to consider in the future.  

The amended loading bays on Black’s Road will also remain for loading only as 

coaches entering Black’s Road would not be able to safely turn to exit on to 

Hammersmith Road.  
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Appendix C: Consultation questions 

 

Questions about our proposals 

The first question was mandatory, while the second was optional: 
 

 Do you currently use the Hammersmith gyratory, King Street, Beadon Road 
and Hammersmith Road? 

Yes, No, Not sure 

 Do you support the proposals for this scheme? 

Support, Partially Support, Not sure, No opinion, Do Not Support  

 Do you have any comments on the proposals for Hammersmith gyratory, King 

Street, Beadon Road and Hammersmith Road? 

Free text box 

 

Questions about the respondent 

All questions were optional:  

 What is your name? 

 What is your email address? 

 What is your postcode? 

 Are you a Local resident, employed locally, business owner, visitor to the 
area, not local but interested in the scheme, other 

 If responding on behalf of an organisation, business or campaign group, 
please provide us with the name: 

 What types of transport do you normally use locally (please tick all boxes that 
apply)? Private car, Taxi, Van, Lorry, Bus, Coach, Bicycle, Walk, Tube, Train, 
Motorcycle/scooter 

 How did you hear about this consultation? Email from TfL, Letter from TfL, 
Social media, Media/press, Other 

 Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability 
which has lasted, or is expected to last, at least 12 months? (Please include 
problems related to old age): Yes, No  
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 If you answered yes to the above question please tell us which category 
below best describes your health problem or disability (tick all that apply): 
Hearing, Mobility, Vision, Other  

 Do you have any comments about this consultation (e.g. printed materials, 
website, events etc.)?  
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Appendix D: Consultation letter 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15 August 2016 

 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
Have your say on proposals for new dedicated cycle lanes at Hammersmith 
gyratory 
 
In spring 2016 we consulted on proposals to change the road layout in the centre of 
Hammersmith, in partnership with Hammersmith & Fulham Council. 
 
Some local residents and businesses did not receive a letter from us at the time of 
the consultation. We apologise for this. Your views are important to us, so we are 
writing now to make sure you have the opportunity to comment. The design of the 
scheme will not be finalised until early 2017, so there is still time for us to take your 
views into account. If you previously responded, we have taken account of your 
views, and there is no need to reply again.  

Hammersmith gyratory, King Street and Hammersmith Road form a key commuter 
route for cyclists. The gyratory can be an intimidating place to cycle, so we are 
proposing a segregated cycle route. The proposed cycle track may require the 
removal of the existing pedestrian crossing that connects the south side of 
Hammersmith Broadway to the island at the bottom of Shepherd’s Bush Road, 
although we are working to find a way to retain it. We are also proposing a new bus 
lane on Beadon Road.  The proposals are part of TfL’s ongoing investment in the 
road and transport network to ensure London can meet the needs of a growing 
population.  
 
A plan of the proposals is on the other side of this letter, and you can visit our 
website at tfl.gov.uk/hammersmith-residents to find out more and let us have your 
views. You can also write to us at FREEPOST TFL CONSULTATIONS or 
consultations@tfl.gov.uk. Please respond by 25 September 2016. 
 

Yours sincerely 

Transport for London 

Consultation Team 

10
th
 Floor, Zone G4, Palestra 

197 Blackfriars Road 

London 

SE1 8NJ 

consultations@tfl.gov.uk 

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/hammersmith-gyratory
mailto:consultations@tfl.gov.uk
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David Silvey 
Consultation Team 
Transport for London 
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Appendix E: Stakeholders contacted  

 

The table below shows a list of stakeholders who were contacted and informed of 

the consultation, and were invited to respond:  

 

Greater London Forum for the Elderly 

The British Dyslexia Association 

National Grid - electricity 

Asian Peoples Disabilities Alliance 

Greater London Authority 

Association of British Drivers 

Road Haulage Association 

Hertfordshire County Council 

Sutton Centre for Voluntary Sector 

Joint Mobility Unit 

Green Flag Group 

MIND 

EDF Energy 

Motorcycle Industry Association 

Clapham Transport Users Group 

Sixty Plus 

Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee 

London Cycling Campaign (Lewisham) 

House of Commons 

Living Streets 

Disability Alliance 

Stroke Association 

London TravelWatch 

London City Airport 

Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People 
(JCMBPS) 

Freight Transport Association 

Confederation of British Industry (CBI) 

Royal Parks 

Motorcycle Action Group 

Thames Water 

National Grid 

Royal Mail 

AA Motoring Trust 

AA motoring Trust 

National Children's Bureau 

London Older People's Strategy Group 

National Grid  
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Port of London Authority 

RNIB 

BT 

London Underground 

Age Concern London 

Campaign for Better Transport 

Association of Car Fleet Operators 

Royal Borough of Kingston Upon Thames 

Age UK 

Sense 

Greater London Authority 

London Borough of Hillingdon 

Guide Dogs for the Blind Association 

CTC, the national cycling charity   

London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority 

Enfield 

London Councils 

Action on Hearing Loss (formerly RNID) 

Sustrans 

London ambulance Service 

Taxi and Private hire 

CCG NHS Central London 

British Motorcyclists Federation 

Metropolitan  Police Heathrow Airport 

Metropolitan Police service 

London Borough of Sutton 

Department for Transport  

Unions Together 

RMT Union 

Greater London Authority  

Unite Union 

Licenced Taxi Drivers Association 

Alzheimer's Society 

Northbank BID 

Better Transport 

Victoria Business Improvement District 

Disability Rights UK  

Canal & River Trust London 

GLA Strategy Access Panel members 

Royal Mail Parcel Force 

ICE -London 

Tandridge District Council 

Surrey County Council 

Reigate and Banstead Council 

London Omnibus Traction Society 
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London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham 

London Cycling Campaign (Hammersmith and Fulham) 

Metropolitan Police 

Hammersmith & Fulham Action on Disability 

London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham 

Hammersmith & Fulham Safer Transport Team 

CCG Hammersmith & Fulham 

 


