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1.  Purpose, methodology and response 
 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this public engagement was to seek views and gather opinions from 
groups and organisations on South Gloucestershire Council’s proposals in 
partnership with A Forgotten Landscape to make the Aust ferry site safer and more 
accessible.  

 

Methodology 

Process 

The public engagement process was supported by a dedicated consultation 
webpage which hosted all documents, an online survey and a paper survey to 
download. A letter notification with a paper survey was sent to 91 home addresses in 
Aust informing them of the public engagement and how to have a say: 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/Austferry_2019/consultationHome 

 

As part of the public engagement we also welcomed comments made online and by 
letter, email and over the phone and these contact methods were promoted on 
consultation literature. 

 

Public engagement events 

A public engagement event was held at Aust Village Hall on Tuesday 18th June for 
members of the public and interested parties to see the proposals in more detail and 
ask questions. The analysis of this can be found on page 12 of this report. 

 

Survey 

 

The survey was open from 28th May 2019 until 9th July 2019 

 

 

 

Sample and Response 

 

A total of 41 responses were received to this survey, 31 of which were online and 10 
paper copies were received by post. 

 

 

General Caveats 

 
The results of this public engagement are not statistically representative of the views 
of South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the methodology used. The 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/Austferry_2019/consultationHome
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level of response, information gathered and views obtained still provide a useful 
indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that will need to be considered. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for people to submit more than one response. This has been monitored 
during the engagement period and analysis and it does not appear to have been 
abused or be a significant issue affecting the response. 
 
Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. 
 
Percentages used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 
100%. For some survey questions, respondents could select more than one 
response which also means that percentages or number of responses, if added 
together, can total more than 100% or more than the number of responses received. 
 
We have included all responses received direct to us as part of this report.  
 

Further Information 

 
This report was produced by South Gloucestershire Council’s Corporate Research & 
Consultation Team. 
 
Further information about this report is available from the Corporate Research and 
Consultation Officer:  
     01454 863297 
     consultation@southglos.gov.uk   
     www.southglos.gov.uk  
    South Gloucestershire Council, Corporate Research and Consultation Team, 
Council offices, Badminton Road, Yate, Bristol, BS37 5AF 
 

  

mailto:consultation@southglos.gov.uk
http://www.southglos.gov.uk/
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1. Survey Analysis 
 

Q1. To what extent do you agree with the Council’s proposals? 

 Number Percentage 

Strongly agree 28 68% 

   

Slightly agree 10 24% 

   

Neither agree nor 
disagree 0 0 

   

Slightly disagree 0 0 

   

Strongly disagree 3 7% 

   

Total 41 100% 
 
Base size= 41 

 

Overall agreement levels were very high with 38 respondents (92%) agreeing with 
the Councils proposals, of these 28 (68%) strongly agreed.  
Only 3 respondents (7%) strongly disagreed with the proposals.  
 
Q2. Do you have any comments about the proposals? 
 

Your letter mentions an artist’s impression, however there wasn't one included in your mailing 

Very good! 

Would have been lovely to get the cafe back sure it would be popular with locals and walkers to 
the area 

If Highways England have allocated funding to make the site safer and more accessible, how will 
their objective be achieved with post and rail fencing, a 5 bar gate and prohibitive signage 
currently in place (photograph attached) 

 
It is clear that the Aust Ferry site needs to be tidied and agree that the proposals would meet 
this objective. However I fell that many thousands of travellers have, over the years passed 
through the ferry turnstiles and perhaps we need a reminder of this history within our living 
memory. I suggest that retaining a turnstile could well fill this gap. As you will know, there are 2 
turnstiles. The more southerly one is in a poor state. The one on the north side is in relatively 
good shape and even turns! Is it at all possible that the one in good condition could be retained 
and restored in some way and remain as part of the history of the site, either in situ or even 
removed to some other suitable resting place? I discussed this proposal with Meg Wise of 
Thornbury Museum on 28th May who agreed in principal to its retention rather than being 
destroyed or sold as architectural salvage and thus lost forever. Regrettably, the museum is in 
no position to house this large piece of local history. Perhaps both the Council Team and 
Forgotten Landscape could give this idea some consideration. In view of the nature of the 
renovation and the planned work for the entire site we all know that ... when it’s gone, it will be 
gone forever.  
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Although we think this "clean up" is a good idea is there any point when the rest of the wharf is 
being used by motor homes and caravans for free and prolonged overnight stays. Their rubbish 
and waste scattered along the road and over the fences 

Add a small cafe? Garden. Display about the ferry etc. Make it a mini visitor's centre? 

Thank you for your questionnaire regarding the improvements planned at Old Aust Ferry Site. 
We have lived on Passage Road for some 26 years and have seen a decline in the Wharf area 
regarding rubbish being left, fly tipping and generally anti-social behaviour along the Wharf over 
this time. We agree that the area needs improving but are somewhat concerned that your 
proposal will bring more visitors, an increased level of parking, litter, people setting up camp and 
living on the Wharf and the unfortunate behaviour that bring with it. At the moment it is not a 
pleasant or safe place to walk in fact can be hazardous. If these issues could be taken into 
consideration during the planning process, we are sure that the money you have to invest will be 
well spent and not just compound the issues we already have in the area.  

I enjoy the fact that the site is left 'as is', it has a kind of haunting sadness and abandonment 
about it.  However, I appreciate that something should be done to make it safer for the public 
and preserve it for generations to come, but would urge that this be done as sympathetically as 
possible, and not sanitised to the point where it totally loses its character and history.    I would 
be disappointed if admission charges were introduced. 

Shame we can’t have the cafe back. And a Big picture of Bob Dylan inside 

Except it's probably a waste of time and money whilst there are plans afoot to destroy much of 
this area with new flood defences. At the very least there will be 4-5 years of construction 
traffic. 

Excellent idea. Can a path be made to access Aust cliff as well? 

The more the history of the place can be enhanced the better. 

Great project. I wish some of the timber jetty could be repaired or replaced to allow access 
nearer to the water. 

Will there be some information/old photographs on site in a protected environment? Will the 
footpath along the river be connected to the new site? 

From the artists impression I could not see if a toposcope was installed to interpret the views, if 
not then one would be welcomed by visitors. 

I don't see the point in having any gates, they will disappear in the night..  Better that you 
remove the decking of the wooden part of the pier, so that people cannot walk on it. Good idea 
about removing the remains of the buildings, then a view up and down the river can be enjoyed.  
The fences are not necessary, as this should all be treated as Open Access Land. 

Any attempt to record historical sites and make them accessible to the public - notwithstanding 
health and safety considerations - is to be welcomed and I believe should be supported. 

Total waste of money. 

I am pleased to support a worthwhile and sensible consultation issued by South Gloucestershire 
Council.  It makes a change for me not to be at odds with the Council's proposals. 

Public access will be a good thing. A “ history “ panel would be worthwhile. 



7 
 

As long as there is no significant financial outlay it would be good to tidy up the site, although I 
doubt if many visit it these days. 

I am feeling really angry about this. Gloucester council want to destroy the remains of the Aust 
Ferry buildings. These building have been a part of our historic landscape for many years and 
hold a lot of very special memories for a lot of people. 

I approve of any action which would highlight the history of not just the ferry but also the 
immediate area. I`ve known the ferry since 1964 when it was a bustling hive of activity at certain 
times. I`ve seen the building of the bridge and the consequent decline of the ferry. 

I’m pleased that something is going to be done to the site. It’s a shame it’s got so bad that the 
buildings have collapsed as I have memories of the blue turnstiles (not in use, but they were 
there for years after it shut) 

Selection and quality should be of good standard 

As acknowledged in the covering information about the proposal the site attracts a number of 
visitors who are interested in the history of the site. Every effort should be made to keep as 
much of the site freely open to the public as possible. Ant fencing or gates that are put up to 
restrict access on safety grounds should be done in a way that is sympathetic with the history 
and industrial elegance of the site and also so that it will not block views of the old wooden jetty 
from areas that remain publicly accessible. 

It would be desirable to restore at least one toilet in the toilet block, as it is desirable that a 
tourist attraction has toilets. I am opposed to the erection of fencing to prevent access to the 
rotten causeway. Access should remain possible at the visitor's own risk. I have not heard of any 
injuries occurring under the current arrangements, so restrictions are unnecessary, and would 
just contribute to the furtherance of the nanny state. 

This is an excellent proposal for a site of historical importance. I have one request:  could part of 
the turnstile with a stub of wall attached be kept as a memorial of the terminus building? The 
building was so iconic, and the turnstile was of its time. It would almost be a sculpture!  It would 
add height to the scene - and could be photographed with the Severn Bridge behind it! Or a 
sunset! 

It's good that this will be opened up to the public. 

Good to see attention being made to a historic setting. 
 

A total of 31 comments were made in response to this question.  

The largest number of comments were positive (20) in favour of the proposals stating 
that this would be a good idea for the area, 6 comments were negative about the 
proposals.7 mentions were made about the importance of preserving or enhancing 
the history of the site. There were 5 mentions that more information is needed about 
the project. There were 3 comments made that it would be nice to have a café/toilets 
installed for visitors and 2 comments were made that access to the site may lead to 
increasing anti-social behaviour.
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Q3. Is there any other information we should know, or is there anything else 
you would like to tell us? 

 

No thanks, good idea to make the area safe and yet accessible 

No 

Our house is located directly above the site and sometimes unpleasant people can be found doing 
drugs/drinking there. We would like the gate to remain where it is (at the entry point of the 
adopted road) as we also have a new-born and want to keep any threats to a minimum. Thank 
you 

Maybe a hologram? 

Given the number of camper vans and other vehicles which park overnight (long term) along this 
stretch of road, plus the high levels of fly tipping in the whole area, please address these issues 
within your designs. Make sure its clear to off-road cyclists and motor cyclists who might get 
through the gate, that they are not permitted. Does this development encroach into the SSSI? 

No 

As one who has used the ferry and was also in a boating club that operated out of Littleton-on 
Severn, I know well the enormous strength of the tidal stream at spring tides (2nd highest tidal 
range in the world). This is often not mentioned, so I hope the information provided on-site will 
feature diagrams of typical ferry routes to get across at spring tides eg. directly up-stream nearly 
to Oldbury-on-Severn before turning out into the main steam to drift down and across to 
Beachley. 

I am already looking forward to the work completion. 

The National Grid access road should be recognised for the use it has assumed now for many 
years, ie as an access for walkers to the beach at the foot of the cliff.  Though signage is needed to 
make clear that it is not part of, or leading to, the Severn Way.  The whole area just needs tidying, 
to remove the awful fencing and dereliction. The roadway from Old Passage Rd should be closed. 
It is unsuitable for vehicles as there is no adequate turning place. The gate should be locked only 
allowing access to National Grid, SG and EA 

I would like to be reassured that this development will not introduce any change to the habitat of 
birds and wildlife that use this part of the Severn. 

I would support the provision of some sort of weather-proof information board containing a 
summary of the history of the site for visitors. 

We have people in the county, homeless and you want to ponce around with this. Get your 
priorities right...one day. 

People who just don’t understand history are making significant and destructive decisions about 
how we value the stories of everyday people and their memories. It’s clear that this is some 
council employees’ baby and they want to use it to write their name on the landscape as their job 
well done wiping out everything that have gone before them. 

Hopefully there will be information points to tell people of the history 
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While I was at the consultation/exhibition at Aust, a gentleman who lives near the site was 
describing the distressing problem with anti-social behaviour and drug offences in that area.  
Perhaps thought can be given to protecting wildlife (nesting areas on the marsh), protecting 
property and discouraging wild camping (and human excrement!) 

This is a popular rest stop for cyclists.  However, someone has erected gates across the access 
road (Aust Wharf Road) at its junction with New Passage Road making access for cyclists difficult.  
As both are public highway, I doubt that this is legal.  Please can someone check? 

I am a resident in Aust but only found out about this by chance. I hope lots of residents turned up 
at the meeting held earlier in June. 

A total of 17 comments were made in response to this question.  

Q4. What is your postcode? 

Geographical area Number of 
responses 

Aust 14 

Emersons 
Green/Mangotsfield 

8 

Patchway 3 

Chepstow 1 

Bradley Stoke 1 

Charlton Common 1 

Redland  1 

Base number= 29 

The largest number of respondents were from Aust (14) and Emersons Green and 
Mangotsfield (8) 
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3.0 Analysis of other representations  

3.1 Letters and emails 

3 emails were received in response to the public engagement shown in the table 
below 

 

Many thanks for your email re the proposed improvements to the Aust Ferry Site and the 
consultation exercise. 
 
 From the "Artists impression" -  I think this looks a good and worthwhile improvement to the site 
which is at present dilapidated and perhaps hazardous. 
 
One suggestion; how about rebuilding the old toilet? This would provide an unusual historical 
feature and a useful amenity for visitors to the Aust foreshore and the Fossil Cliffs. 
 
I am pleased to see that you do not propose to remove the remains of the wooden causeway. I re-
visited yesterday and noted that although the decking has pretty much decayed, the main timber 
support structure is in a better state than one might expect. For the time being this should remain 
as a historic feature - much like the Purton Hulks. Maybe in the future, if more funding becomes 
available it could even be partially re-decked. 
 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposed improvements to the old Aust Ferry 
site.  
We very much welcome the proposals for the demolition and clearance of the remaining 
buildings, which are both an eyesore and dangerous. This is long overdue. 
 
We do, though, have reservations about the details of other aspects of the scheme, most notably 
access to a stone pier, of currently indeterminate size. 
 
We believe strongly that what needs to be taken more fully into account is the extent to which 
this site has over the years been plagued by persistent and increasing anti-social behaviour, 
primarily drug taking and drug dealing, informal gatherings where loud music is played, litter, 
human waste (defecation), the lighting of bonfires, sexual activity (‘dogging’), etc. This is why the 
existing fencing has been persistently broken down so shortly after it has been installed or 
repaired. The proposed access to a stone pier does little to address this, and risks making matters 
worse as it will invite more of this behaviour, especially after dark, without even the partial 
hindrance which the existing broken down fence offers.  
 
The artist’s impression provides no details / measurements of the proposed size of the stone pier 
and open area adjacent to it. It also depicts a gate at the end of a stone pier. We are at a loss to 
understand the logic of this. As your document points out, the old wooden pier beyond the 
current stone floored toilet block is derelict and dangerous (most of the wooden sleepers are 
missing) so why put a gate there which is easily surmountable? The same comment also applies to 
the design of the proposed fencing. We cannot stress too firmly that a large or indeed, any, open 
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stone pier area would invite increased anti-social behaviour. We would insist on being consulted 
over the detail of the plans which would need to be drawn up before work commences.  
 
We believe that the best solution is to bring all of the fencing forward to a line where the person 
on the sketch is looking at the information posts (but see below our comments on the ASEA flood 
prevention scheme). 
 
The sketch plan also does nothing to deter vehicular access to the pier. We can only assume this is 
an oversight. You surely do not wish this to happen. This is an added reason for moving the 
fencing forward to the existing roadside. Otherwise the stone pier will simply become a more 
convenient site for the anti-social behaviour referred to above. 
 
We have a further major concern. We are not convinced that the sketch plan is compatible with 
the ASEA flood prevention scheme. This will involve the construction of a wall along Aust Ferry 
Lane across the entrance to the stone pier and terminating in a flood gate adjacent to where the 
remains of the old toilet block currently stand. The wall will be low enough to look over at the the 
view etc., but clearly it will need to be waterproof or there is no point in building the flood 
protection scheme. Clearly living where we do, the flood protection scheme must have priority 
over the pier improvements as shown in the sketch plan. Have you consulted the Environmental 
Agency who lead on ASEA? 
 
We would also suggest that a finger post is erected on Passage Road on top of the old access road 
to the pier. At present this former road is overgrown in summer months, precisely the time at 
which it is most used by walkers. The Council does nothing to maintain it. As a result people are 
constantly walking down our steps to our driveway and garden, believing that this is the way to 
access the pier. 
 
Finally we believe strongly that your proposal needs to be related not only to the ASEA scheme, 
which must take priority, but to the wider context of persistent and increasing antisocial 
behaviour along Passage Road. Despite frequent complaints and the assistance of Councillor 
Riddle, nothing has been done to address the illegal camping along Passage Road. Some caravans 
have been there for years with the accompanying problems of litter, human waste disposal, the 
attraction of vermin, drug taking and drug dealing, sexual activity (prostitution and ‘dogging’), 
used condoms and syringes left along the roadside and around the path to New Passage etc. It is 
this which spills over to the pier site. You need to consider the proposal for the pier in this broader 
context: how can a pleasant and attractive environment for walkers and their families linking Old 
Passage and New Passage be created and sustained? Passage Road is currently too hazardous and 
too unpleasant to walk a dog or take young children for a stroll. So we would propose that some 
of the resources at your disposal are used to introduce a limited parking scheme along the length 
of Passage Road which would prohibit overnight parking and limit daytime parking to, say, five 
hours, and a total ban on unauthorised vehicular access and parking in Aust Ferry Lane because 
there would be nowhere for vehicles to turn without endangering the public. All this would allow 
plenty of time to enjoy the local amenity safely. 
 
So to summarise: 

 We welcome the proposal to demolish the derelict building at the pier site 
 We do not support any public access to a limited stone pier 
 We believe a finger post is required so that visitors may properly access the information 

posts and view.  
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 We do not believe that the present plan is compatible with the ASEA scheme, which must 
take priority 

 We urge that this opportunity is taken to eradicate antisocial behaviour from the whole of 
the Passage Road / Aust Ferry Lane area so that an attractive public amenity is created for 
legitimate users. 

 

 

It is a tourist attraction combined with the cliff foreshore walk to the Severn Bridge anchorage 
buttress. 
Many people are still attracted to the location. It would be of benefit to have the 1964? Toilet 
block restored. 
 
I have researched the history of both the Aust and New Passage ferry and have over the years 
given several illustrated slide talks to history groups. 
 
I am delighted that South Glos is now taking an interest in preserving this location as they are far 
behind that on the opposite side of the river.  
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3.2 Public Engagement Events 
 
A public engagement event was held at Aust Village Hall on Tuesday 18th June for 
members of the public and interested parties to see the proposals in more detail and 
ask questions. A summary of the event is below. 
 

Aust Ferry – Public Engagement Event 
Tuesday 18th June 2019 4pm – 8pm Aust Village Hall 

 
 
Officers present 

Miriam Woolnough – A Forgotten Landscape 

Dan Marchant – South Gloucestershire Council - Streetcare 

 

Attendees 

There were 18 attendees over the 4 hours. Mostly from Aust and surrounding villages. A Thornbury 

councillor attended and there were representatives from Aust Parish Council and Pilning and Severn 

Beach Parish Council. One of the owners of the site also attended. 

 

Summary 

No one who attended objected to the proposals. The event stimulated a lot of talk about the old 

ferry and lots of memories for people. The general feeling was that the removal of the buildings was 

long overdue. The following suggestions and the issues raised were listed below. 

 

Suggestions 

 Could we include the original road leading down to the ferry in the plans? It is currently very 

overgrown but is in fact a footpath. There may be some interesting features hidden in the 

undergrowth 

 Could there be more interpretation at the site which goes into more detail than the current 

interpretation?  

 Could a relic of the building be left in situ – for instance one of the old turnstiles as a nod 

towards the history of the site? 

 Do you need to add fencing along the southern edge of the stone jetty – the current low 

stone wall might encourage children to walk along it and they could fall off? 

 

Issues raised 

 Concern about the design of the site making the anti-social behaviour worse at the location 
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 Concern that a gate won’t stop people from accessing the wooden causeway 

 There will need to be something in place to stop vehicles driving onto the stone jetty once 

the clearance work has taken place. Could we use the interpretation posts for this? 

 

One attendee had a question that specifically related to the ASEA flood defence work so MW has 

contacted Ian Steele to address this. 
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3.3 Social Media  
 
The public engagement was published on social media using the forgotten 
landscape Facebook and twitter pages. The following comments were received 
regarding the proposals. 
 

Great to preserve the history of the area 

I have just looked on the consultation home page, this is terrible news. This is typical council 
driven destruction of our national heritage with Gloucester council in its infinite wisdom telling 
everyone else, we will tell you what you need to know about your past history because we know 
best.  

People who just don’t understand history are making significant and destructive decisions about 
how we value the stories of everyday people and their memories. It’s clear that this is some 
council employee’s baby and they want to use it to write their name on the landscape as their job 
well done wiping out everything that have gone before them. 
 
Please do make your objections to this proposal and prevents another icon from the past 
becoming only a memory. 
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4.0 Appendices 
A copy of the survey 
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