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Civic Centre, Castle Street, 
Merthyr Tydfil    CF47 8AN

Main Tel: 01685 725000 www.merthyr.gov.uk

CABINET REPORT

To:  Chair, Ladies and Gentlemen

FINAL Draft Scrutiny Report - Capital Project Referral 
(Brandy Bridge scheme / Road Slip - South of Pontygwaith)

1.0 SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

1.1 The scrutiny committee received a referral from Councillor Andrew Barry, the 
Cabinet Member for Governance and Corporate Services. The referral 
highlighted overspends in respect of the Brandy Bridge project and the Road 
Slippage, south of Pontygwaith. 

1.2 The Committee has been asked to analyse what went wrong and establish the 
root cause of both overspends. A Task and Finish group was established to 
produce a report on behalf of the committee.

1.3 At the Scrutiny meeting on 22nd January 2018 the Committee met with 
Councillor Andrew Barry, the Chief Officer for Neighbourhood Services (CE) 
and the Senior Structures Engineer (CM) where both of the projects were 
discussed in detail.  

1.4 Following the meeting a list of questions was submitted to the Senior 
Structures Engineer and these, together with the responses, are shown at 5.0

1.5 The Task and Finish Group met with the Chief Finance Officer to clarify some 
of the procedures around the reporting of overspend and the governance of 
capital projects.

1.6 From the review that the T&F Group has undertaken it is evident that in 
respect of both schemes the additional costs were attributable to the 
unforeseen works. 

Date Written 11th July 2018
Report Author Neighbourhood Services, Planning 

and Countryside  Scrutiny Committee
Service Area Scrutiny
Committee Date 25th July 2018



2

2.0 RECOMMENDATION(S) that

2.1 Cabinet seeks assurance from the Engineering Department that all necessary 
procedures and processes around revising and updating of drawings and 
information on completion of any project is being done (i.e. internal record 
keeping), especially in these austere times when staffing capacities are under 
increased pressures and threat. 

2.2 Whilst there are procedures in place to raise any concerns at an early stage 
with the Engineering Manager and the Accountancy Department, the 
Neighbourhood Services, Planning and Countryside Cabinet Portfolio Member 
and the Governance and Corporate Services Portfolio Member are also 
informed of any significant overspends or potential overspends as soon as 
they become apparent, if this is not already being done.

2.3 Each of the Scrutiny Committees receives quarterly reports on any significant 
project underspends / overspends, within the committees remit, in order that 
scrutiny committees may challenge the position.

2.4 Consideration is given to more robust and stringent procedures during the 
initial survey stages with the aim of reducing the possibility of unforeseen 
works later on during the project.

2.5 As anyone can monitor the Authority’s approved Capital Programme by 
looking through Council reports and minutes (these reports are not exempt), 
consideration be given to these reports and minutes being made exempt until 
after the tendering  process1.

2.6 Whilst appreciating that contractual documentation is subject to legislation and 
regulations, consideration is given to whether amending the contractual 
documentation could offer any or better protection to the Authority against 
overspends e.g. clawback, maximum contract amount.

3.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

3.1 The scrutiny committee received a referral from Councillor Andrew Barry, the 
Cabinet Member for Governance and Corporate Services. The referral (see 
APPENDIX I) highlighted overspends of £313,000 in respect of the Brandy 
Bridge project; and £176,000 on the Road Slippage, south of Pontygwaith.

3.2 In the referral Councillor Andrew Barry comments “With the amount of Capital 
Projects required by this Authority over the coming years, over spends of this 

1 This recommendation bears no relevance to the Contractors / Companies / Organisations or 
otherwise related to the projects under review in this report, or indeed any other work undertaken for 
the Council. The recommendation is made after establishing that Council reports may reflect the 
Councils approved Capital Programme which may publish what budget it has for a particular project 
or scheme before the tender process starts.
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magnitude are simply not affordable from any perspective…” and “We as an 
administration, as a central theme, aim for openness and transparency. We 
intend to refer both Projects to Scrutiny… to analyse what went wrong and 
establish the root cause of both overspends”.

3.3 The referral was the subject of an agenda item at the Neighbourhood 
Services, Planning and Countryside Scrutiny Committee meeting on Monday 
22nd January 2018.

4.0 SCRUTINY MEETING 22ND JANUARY 2018

4.1 Councillor Andrew Barry emphasised the importance of the referral in terms of 
the budget. To overspend to the tune of almost £500,000 is completely 
unacceptable, especially when Council departments are bringing small 
amounts forward as part of efficiency savings suggestions. The committee is 
asked to examine the issues to ensure we know what lessons have been 
learned.

4.2 The Committee met with Councillor Andrew Barry, the Chief Officer for 
Neighbourhood Services (CE) and the Senior Structures Engineer (CM) 
where both of the projects were discussed in detail. Details as follows:-

Brandy Bridge Scheme 

4.3 The current bridge the Brandy Bridge (Figure 1) is the only vehicular bridge 
into Abercanaid. It is the 3rd bridge to occupy the site; the first one was built in 
1861, the second in 1934 and collapsed in 1965 due to the flooding of the 
river Taf. After the collapse of the bridge a bailey bridge was erected by the 
army until the current bridge was built and subsequently opened in 1967.

Figure 1
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4.4 The bridge is a four span bridge and carries some 5000 vehicles per day. It 
supports and carries BT cables, Welsh Water water mains and sewer mains, 
and Western Power high voltage cables.

4.5 In 2014 (phase 1) some works were undertaken on the bridge superstructure. 
This included the replacement of deck waterproofing and expansion joints, 
concrete repairs to the deck, and the resurfacing of the bridge road. (Bridge 
previously repaired in 1976, 1979, 1987, 1993, 2004, 2007)

4.6 Phase 2, which are the works being done currently includes concrete repairs 
to the piers and abutments, refurbishment of all bearings and the installation 
of a cathodic protection system to prevent future corrosion of the steel 
reinforcement.

4.7 The condition of the bridge was very poor and can be attributed to the 
construction of the bridge being undertaken quickly, allied with poor quality 
workmanship. This was evidenced during the presentation when photographs 
(see Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5) were shown of the cracking across the full height 
of the columns, lots of heavy staining from the reinforcement which is coming 
through the concrete, and there has been concrete that has fallen off the 
structure 

Figure 2
4.8 The problems stem back to when the bridge was built. A photograph of what 

was supposed to be an expansion joint was shown (figure 3). There should be 
a clear air gap between the bridge deck but what was evident was that the 
gap was filled with an over pour of concrete, which filled the air gap. The 
result was that the bridge was not allowed to move (expand or contract) as it 
should have, and that in turn put extra stress on the piers which then led to 
cracking. 
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Figure 3

4.9 Any reinforced concrete work needs a good thickness covering of concrete to 
protect the steel reinforcement. Figure 4 shows steel reinforcement bars 
protruding through the concrete allowing it to be open to the elements and 
prone to rusting from water and de-icing salts.  

Figure 4

4.10 Aside from the cracks there was “honeycombing”. When the concrete was 
poured for the piers of the bridge the concrete wasn’t vibrated sufficiently to 
remove the air bubbles. These air bubbles allow water to ingress and this also 
results in the rusting of the steel reinforcement within the concrete (See 
Figure 5). 
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Figure 5

4.11 Considering the current bridge was only opened in 1967 and repairs were 
already being undertaken in 1976 further indicates how poorly the bridge was 
built initially. The previous repairs in 2007, costing approximately £140,000 
have failed and in the Senior Structures Engineer’s opinion were a complete 
waste of money as we were in the same position prior to the latest repairs, 
which are the subject of this report.

4.12 It was felt that a better solution was required for the repairs to the bridge as 
we could not follow the same methods of repair as in 2007. As such in 2015 a 
company was commissioned to do concrete testing on the bridge. The survey 
was quite extensive and a number of core samples were taken from the 
concrete and that report was provided to the company that were appointed to 
carry out the design for the repair scheme. A "Cathodic Protection Scheme” 

was agreed as a way to address the issues, and this is a technique used to 
control corrosion of the steel reinforcement (drilling in zinc bars “anodes” 
through which an electric current is passed through the whole structure so 
that any moisture that gets through is drawn to these sacrificial anodes which 
will corrode instead of the steel reinforcement.).

4.13 Six tenderers were invited to carry out the works and five of these were 
returned, with the contract being awarded in the sum of £337,635. Work 
commenced on the 3rd July 2017 and the scheme was initially due for 
completion on the 13th October 2017.

 4.14 Soon after the work commenced it was discovered that the condition of the 
bridge was far worse than imagined. Although it was clearly indicated that 
there were cracks in the structure and those areas were accounted for in the 
tender, a full picture of what was behind the concrete was not evidenced until 
the cement was removed. The committee was shown photographs of the 
corroded steel reinforcement bars, some of which were completely rusted 
away (see Figure 6). This meant that the vertical reinforcement bars on the 
outside were starting to bend outwards, resulting in a bursting effect and 
placing stress on the columns. These were early signs that the columns were 
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starting to buckle, which is a major issue. If this had not been uncovered the 
columns could eventually buckle and collapse, bringing the whole bridge 
down. 

      

Figure 6

4.15 It was clearly evident that further work was required on the bridge, including 
the replacement of many of the steel reinforcement bars, which unfortunately 
resulted in more money being allocated to the repairs. It was estimated that 
70% of the concrete face of up to 120mm thick needs to be removed and 
replaced with high strength mortar.

4.16 When the original samples during the concrete testing were taken it was very 
difficult to get the full picture of the condition and work required. As evidenced 
in photographs there were areas where the original steel reinforcement was 
still in perfect condition, however, within 200mm the steel reinforcement was 
completely rusted away. 

4.17 It is not only the concrete and steel reinforcement that needed to be replaced, 
but consideration needed to be given to the method of repair. What had to be 
considered was the bridge still had traffic using it and as such could not be 
closed during the repairs. There was only so much concrete that could be 
removed at any one time without reducing the capacity of the bridge, and as 
such the work had to be phased. Normally the concrete would take 28 days 
per concrete repair to reach full strength. As such 22 tons of advanced 
concrete repair mortar had to be used, and this reaches full strength in 24 
hours.  Although more expensive, using this concrete was the quickest and 
safest way to carry out the repairs.

4.18 The Senior Structures Engineer is confident that the method of repair and the 
materials used was extensive and substantial – sections of reinforcement 
replaced have been given a coating of red oxide paint to protect the new 
steelwork put in place (Figure 7); the repair mortar used is high strength; the 
capping beam and columns have received a waterproof coating to provide 
further protection to the substructure, (Figure 8)’. Photo attached; and there is 
the Cathodic Protection Scheme to keep all the moisture out. Previous repairs 
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were remedial repairs e.g. removing areas of cracked concrete, and replacing 
some of the steel bars that needed replacing and putting capped concrete 
over the top. The work undertaken now is far more substantial. 

Figure 7

Figure 8

4.19 The Chief Officer (Neighbourhood Services) also commented that the 
additional costs are directly attributable to the unforeseen works. The 
Engineering department carried out all the due diligent checks they could and 
could not see the extent of the problem until the concrete was physically 
removed. At that point they have a duty of care to make sure that the bridge is 
safe for use and fit for purpose. If they had known the true picture of the 
condition of the bridge at the outset and they had tendered that work that 
project cost would have come back at around the £800,000 mark. Because 
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they didn’t know that at the time then the Engineering department couldn’t 
specify what was needed.

4.20 An additional £320,000 was approved by Cabinet in October 2017 and the 
final cost of the scheme will be £810,490 (originally £337,635 allocated). The 
scheme is due for completion in May 2018. The Senior Structures Engineer 
informed the committee that he had spoken with the contractor, who 
themselves subcontracted the work out, and they have assured the Council 
that the cost will not go above what has been reported.

Pontygwaith Retaining Wall Scheme

4.21 This is a retaining Wall between Mount Pleasant and Edwardsville on the 
Cardiff Road (figure 9). In 2009 cracks were emerging in the carriageway. The 
engineers at the time investigated the issue and believed it was underground 
water which was causing subsidence of the retaining wall. The retaining wall, 
which was a masonry wall at the time, retained a Welsh Water high pressure 
water main, 6 x BT fibre optic cables in the footpath, and the Merthyr to 
Cardiff Railway line was beneath the wall.

Figure 9

4.22 To repair the subsidence issue in 2010 engineers constructed a retaining wall 
in front of the existing masonry wall to prevent the movement of the existing 
wall. In 2014 there was an emergence of new cracks which were initially just 
filled. Unfortunately this did not rectify the problem and cracks again started to 
appear. 

4.23 After a sustained period of heavy rainfall in December 2014 / January 2015 
deep cracks started to open up in the carriageway (see Figure 10) and 
engineers needed to understand what type of movement was taking place 
and how the wall was failing both vertically and horizontally. This was a 
serious issue bearing in the mind not only the carriageway, but also the water 
mains, the BT cables and the railway line below. 
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Figure 10

4.24 A comprehensive ground investigation was carried out (trial holes, bore holes, 
soil testing, and stand pipes to monitor ground water). During the investigation 
it was found that there was a band of slag material in the road construction 
which was used when the road was raised and widened in the mid-seventies. 
Old slag material was used to form part of the road construction. In the mid- 
eighties using this type of slag material was banned from use in road 
construction because it expands when it gets wet and hence contributed to 
the problems with the road cracking and subsistence. This slag material is still 
in place through the whole section of this road.

4.25 The highway drainage system behind the back of the retaining wall had also 
failed and there was a build-up of water pressure behind the wall, which also 
contributed to the subsidence. The committee was informed that the work that 
BT undertook with their ducts would not have had any effect as their works 
were too shallow to have made any difference. 

4.26 The obvious solution was to remove the wall but no-one would provide quotes 
to undertake the wall as the risk was just too high as no-one could predict 
what would happen if the wall was taken away.  The only alternative was to 
leave the 300 ton wall in place and to try and support and pin the wall to stop 
it moving away from the road.

4.27 We went out to tender and only three of the six returned, which itself gives an 
indication of the reluctance of companies to undertake the work. Options were 
limited in the type of repair as consideration had to be given to the water 
mains (cast iron pipes) and other utilities in place. The Council went for the 
lowest tender of £382,439.93 and the scheme involved installing 112 
reinforced concrete piles with an outer steel casing into the ground. Each pile 
was going to be 6 metres deep and anchored 2 metres into the sandstone 
bedrock.

4.28 Work started in February 2016 and was supposed to be a 4 month contract. 
When the investigatory boreholes were drilled (between the BT ducts and the 
water main - see figure 11 below), bed rock was encountered at 6 meters, 
which was the expected depth as previous work nearby was consistent with 
this depth. Unfortunately when it was time to put the piles in place, which was 
further out than the test drilling, it was found that there was a drop-off or shelf 
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at the bedrock level which meant the actual bedrock was at 10 metres, not 6 
metres. 

Figure 11

4.29 That led to a redesign of the piles which meant that they needed to be of a 
greater diameter and longer too. Unfortunately that increased the cost of the 
project.

4.30 The Senior Structures Engineer said he had spoken to the contractor who 
originally built the wall in 2010 together with the two engineers (who have both 
since left the Authority) who oversaw and supervised the construction of the 
retaining wall. They had all told him that there was no steel reinforcement 
within the wall and that the contractor would be able to pile through the 
retaining wall without any problems. Also because of 2 office moves since the 
original wall was build the original plans could not be found so the Engineers 
department had to go with what they had been told about the construction of 
the wall.

4.31 When the drilling commenced the contractors encountered 40mm steel 
reinforcement bars, which was a higher diameter requirement than was 
necessary for the type of retaining wall. As already mentioned steel 
reinforcement was not expected in any case. This caused additional problems 
as they could not pile through the wall so instead they diamond-drilled through 
the wall and retrieve the cores from the drilled holes in the wall (see figure 
12). The largest available diameter diamond drill was 200mm; the piles were 
300mm, so the reduction in the pile diameter meant that they had to increase 
the number of piles. That increased the number of piles required from 33 to 80 
to do the same job that a 300mm pile would do. That was a major problem 
and again increased the cost of the project.
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Figure 12

4.32 Another problem was that they could not then retract all the cores from the 
drilling properly due to them snapping when being extracted. This meant that 
only half of the cores were extracted successfully. Another solution had to be 
found and this option meant that they had to pile in front of the wall (see figure 
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8). This itself brought its own issues as the drill rig was too heavy to sit on the 
concrete wall as the wall was moving and secondly it couldn’t reach out far 
enough to drill the holes in front of the wall. Work had to be undertaken so 
that the rig could be positioned on top of the wall allowing it to be close 
enough to the edge to pile in front of the wall. Again this meant additional 
coats to the project.

4.33 The tender sum was £382,439.93. The Engineers department, sensing at an 
early stage that there were going to be problems with the project, requested 
an additional £517,000 initially as a budget. This was used up and we had to 
request an additional £176,027.32 to complete the work.

4.34 The project is nearing completion as the scrutiny meeting on 22nd January and 
the sub-contractor is seeking additional funding to complete the project, but 
this is an issue between the contractor and sub-contractor, not the Authority. 
The authority has had the final figure from the Contractor and the figure will 
not increase.

5.0 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED BY THE TASK AND 
FINISH GROUP

5.1 Following the Scrutiny meeting on 22nd January 2018, the Task and Finish 
Group sought clarification on a number of issues:- 

Brandy Bridge Scheme 

5.2 The Bridge was inspected every 2 years as part of the Councils 
Inspection regime for Highways Structures. Who carried out these 
inspections?  
The Council’s inspection regime for highways structures is carried out in 
accordance with the Code of Practice of the Management of Highway 
Structures. The 2 year ‘General’ bridge inspections are carried out internally 
by MTCBC officers and these inspections are supported by a ‘Principal’ bridge 
inspection every 6 years by a consultancy (Company2 A – a professional 
services company) via the joint venture. The most recent General inspection 
of Brandy Bridge was carried out by the Senior Structures Engineer and 
Assistant Engineer with Company A carrying out the most recent Principal 
inspection in 2013.

All inspections are carried out and recorded in accordance with the Code of 
Practice of the Management of Highway Structures. Prior to 2012 defects 
were noted in each inspection and were gradually becoming worse. The 
Senior Structures Engineer made a decision following the 2012 inspection 
that a complete refurbishment of the bridge was necessary as the likelihood of 
introducing a weight limit had become a reality and deterioration of the bridge 

2 Company A = Capita PLC
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was increasing more rapidly. Due to the bridge being the only road access 
into Abercanaid it became a high priority and funding was requested from the 
capital programme.

5.3 When undertaking the inspections, how were the findings of previous 
inspections utilised (e.g. had indications of the degradation of the steel 
reinforcements prior to the 2012/13 inspections been considered?)”
It is not possible to view the steel reinforcement directly during any inspection 
unless the concrete is removed therefore we look for indications of possible 
corrosion such as rust stains on the concrete face or leaching through cracks 
in the concrete. All stained areas of concrete were recorded for Brandy Bridge 
and accounted for within the tender to allow for repairs. During the work the 
problem arose where reinforcement had corroded in areas where no signs of 
staining or cracking were evident and this was only visible after the concrete 
had been removed.

5.4 Who carried out the repairs in 2014?
Company3 B was awarded the contract for Phase 1 in 2014 and their 
specialist sub-contractor were Company4 C who replaced the expansion joints 
and carried out the deck waterproofing. Under a separate smaller contract 
Company5 D installed block stone within the river Taff to prevent scour of the 
centre pier following consent from Natural Resources Wales

 
5.5 A company was commissioned to do concrete testing on the bridge, 

including the piers in 2015. Can you provide some details?
Company6 E carried out concrete testing in 2015 in accordance with the 
Department of Transport’s advice note BA 35/90 ‘Inspection and repair of 
concrete highway structures’. This involved inspection, concrete sampling and 
laboratory testing including all the standard checks such as a Delamination 
survey, Breakout survey, Electro-potential, depth of carbonation, depth of 
cover to reinforcement, Chloride Ion content, Cement content, Sulphate 
content and Alkali content

5.6 The current work on the bridge commenced on the 3rd July 2017 and the 
scheme was initially due for completion on the 13th October 2017. In 
respect of the company appointed to design the Cathodic Protection 
system, why were they chosen; and were other companies asked to 
tender for this? Is there provision to claw back as the bridge was found 
to be in worse condition than they said in their report? Has the company 
been contacted in regards to the report they initially gave and the 
subsequent findings that the bridge was in worse condition than they 
said?
We first approached Company A through the joint venture however they did 
not have the expertise to design a Cathodic Protection system and they 
advised us to contact Company7 F who are renowned experts in this field 
within the UK. The Senior Structures Engineer also sought advice from the 

3 Company B = Alun Griffiths (Contractors) Ltd
4 Company C = Pitchmaster Ltd
5 Company D = Barry Coslett Ltd
6 Company E = Nicholls Colton Group Ltd
7 Company F = Mott MacDonald Ltd
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Concrete Repair Association and the only person they recommended was 
Company F. We then appointed Company F in October 2015 via an 
exemption form in accordance with MTCBC procurement rules.

To clarify, the condition of the bridge was reported by Company E during the 
concrete testing and they concluded that the bridge was in poor condition. 
Each element of the bridge was tested and reported on which allowed 
Company F to carry out the Cathodic Protection design based on the results 
within the report. The Senior Structures Engineer doesn’t believe either 
company are at fault as they did everything that was asked and he supervised 
the testing work by Company E. The Senior Structures Engineer also checked 
and verified the quantities that were contained in the Bill of Quantities that 
Company F produced. The Senior Structures Engineer doesn’t believe that 
any consultant would have been able to envisage the extent of corrosion of 
the reinforcement unless the concrete was removed. This could not happen 
until the repair work started.

Company F have been made aware of what has been uncovered and the 
extent of additional concrete repairs. They were subsequently asked if the 
Cathodic Protection system would need to be altered as a result but 
fortunately it did not.

5.7 Company B was awarded the contract? How many other companies 
tendered for the work? Why were Company B chosen?
Six tenderers were invited to quote for the scheme using lot 9 of the south 
east wales framework under selection process option b. Due to the specialist 
nature of the work the award criteria was set with 80% cost and 20% 
quality/technical as opposed to 100% cost only. The contractors quality 
submission had to include the tender programme, previous experience of 
installing a cathodic protection system and evidence of previous concrete 
repair work on bridges.

The submitted tenders were assessed and Company8 G submitted the lowest 
price, however their previous experience was limited to one scheme and their 
nominated sub-contractor was not suitable as they were not members of the 
corrosion prevention association, which was a requirement. In addition their 
tender programme for the construction work did not meet the deadline set. 
Company B was the second lowest and received the highest score for their 
quality submission compared to all of the tender submissions. In accordance 
with MTCBC procurement rules the post tender report was compiled which 
recommended the contract award to Company B and this was approved and 
signed by the Deputy Chief Executive and the Chief Finance Officer.

Pontygwaith Retaining Wall Scheme

5.8 Inaccurate information was held on the existing wall, why is this?   Are 
processes in place to validate information on point of receipt?
The design of the existing wall was carried out by two MTCBC Engineers who 
both retired in 2012. The information that was kept on file only included the 

8 Company G = ERH Communications Ltd
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initial design and not the As-built drawings or As-built information, 
unfortunately this only became apparent once construction work had started. 
On completion of any project it is standard practice to revise and update all 
drawings and information in accordance with what has been built but clearly 
this did not happen in 2010.

5.9 Where did this information come from or who initially documented this 
information?
The information was taken from the Pontygwaith Retaining Wall file which was 
set up by the two retired Engineers involved in 2010.

5.10 Due to inaccurate information, changes in design and method of 
construction were made on more than one occasion. Why more than 
once?
The project suffered a series of different problems that were uncovered at 
different times during the construction work as discussed with the presentation 
previously provided. The problems were not directly related which is why 
changes to the design and method of construction had to be altered.

5.11 Who was responsible for overseeing the changes in design and 
construction?
As Project Manager the Senior Structures Engineer was responsible for 
instructing and overseeing all changes to the design and construction. The 
Senior Structures Engineer informed the Engineering Manager and consultant 
(Company9 H) of all proposed changes and following their agreement the 
Senior Structures Engineer then informed the contractor to make the 
necessary changes.

5.12 Do MTCBC normally rely on old information when sanctioning a job or 
does it carry out tests beforehand, either itself or an outside contractor?
A decision on whether tests/investigations are carried out will depend on what 
information is already held. If inadequate information is available then the 
appropriate investigation work will be carried out to gather as much 
information as possible before any design work commences. Depending on 
the type of investigation work required we may use MTCBC Highway 
Maintenance department or quotations will be sought from contractors for any 
specialist work. In this case there was no information in the original file on 
ground conditions which is why the Senior Structures Engineer commissioned 
a full ground investigation.

5.13 Were tests as to the road construction carried out before work began?
MTCBC Highways department conducted trial pits within the carriageway in 
January 2016. This was followed up with a detailed ground investigation by 
Company H that included further trial pits and boreholes within the 
carriageway in March 2016. Company H was appointed to carry out this work 
via a tender process and they used Company10 I for all site based work.

9 Company H = Spectrum Geo Services
10 Company I = Apex Drilling Services Limited
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5.14 Were outside companies brought in to investigating the depth of rock 
below ground?
The ground investigation was carried out by Company H who used Company I 
to drill through the ground until rock was found. They drilled 1m into the rock 
which is standard practice to proof test the rock to ensure they had not 
encountered a boulder or a large stone.

5.15 Was there a tender process?
In accordance with MTCBC procurement rules 3 quotations were required for 
the ground investigation due to the value of work and as mentioned above 
Company H submitted the lowest quote and was awarded the work.

5.16 Did the company that did the initial investigation get the contract for the 
road?
The company that carried out the initial investigation did not carry out the 
construction work. This would not have been possible as Company H are a 
consultant and not a contractor therefore they cannot carry out construction 
work.

5.17 How was the construction company chosen? 
With regard to the construction work six tenderers were invited from Lot 9 of 
the South East Wales framework however only 3 tenderers submitted and the 
lowest price was Company G. In accordance with MTCBC procurement rules 
the post tender report was compiled which recommended the contract award 
to Company G and this was approved and signed by the Deputy Chief 
Executive and the Chief Finance Officer.

5.18 Is there any way that money can be clawed back from outside 
companies / contractors for not investigating the fabric of the road 
properly before construction began? (Assuming an outside company 
was used) 
The fabric of the road was investigated properly as there were no deviations 
between what had been reported and what had been found onsite.

5.19 Is there any way that money can be clawed back from outside 
companies / contractors for not investigating the depth of piles needed 
before construction began? (Assuming an outside company was used) 
The location of the boreholes to find the depth of rock during the investigation 
was jointly chosen by Welsh Water and BT as it was the only safe location 
due to the close proximity of their high risk apparatus. This was only 2m away 
from the piling location for the permanent work. The depth of rock was found 
to be at 6m which was consistent with the piling work carried out in 2014 
200m north along the same road therefore we had no reason to believe there 
was a rock shelf beneath the ground which dropped off by 4m. Clearly this is 
not the fault of the contractor therefore we cannot claw back any money from 
them.

5.20 What lessons have been learnt?  Are these lessons being shared wider 
than the immediate team – with senior managers/Cabinet Members?
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The situation regarding the depth of rock was unfortunate and unavoidable 
however the inaccuracies and lack of information on the existing wall was not 
acceptable and could have been avoided. In future every Engineer within the 
department must ensure that As-built drawings have been carried out on 
completion of every project and all information is recorded and available to 
prevent another situation of this kind. This is also a requirement under the 
Health and Safety Construction, Design and Management (CDM) Regulations 
2015 therefore it is imperative that this is done. Everyone within the 
department is now fully aware of what could happen if construction work is not 
accurately recorded on completion for any future work at the same site. The 
Senior Structures Engineer does not believe this message has been shared 
outside of the department.

5.21 So that the committee can understand the process, are there any 
instances where the contractor and the surveyor are the same 
organisation, or are connected in any way. Would you as a matter of 
course check to ensure that there is no relationship / connection 
between the parties e.g. by way of a company search to identify 
common directors? 
There is an option under civil engineering conditions of contracts where a 
contractor would take on the duty as designer and this is referred to as a 
‘Design and Build’ Contract however even in this instance it is still the 
responsibility of MTCBC as client to provide all relevant information to the 
contractor at the start such as a ground investigation report to allow them to 
design correctly.

Contained within every tender is an Anti -Collusion Certificate which must be 
signed by the tenderer to certify that no correspondence, agreement or 
arrangement with another contractor or company has been carried out with 
regard to their tender amount. We don’t carry out any other checks related to 
this.

General

5.22 What lessons have been learnt (both projects)?  What has changed 
procedure-wise / is there anything that you are you doing differently?  
It is difficult to identify learning points as both projects have been subject to 
unforeseen issues which could not have been accounted for. Unfortunately 
this is the nature of structural work. The Senior Structures Engineer believes 
he has made the correct decisions in the best interest of MTCBC during both 
contracts.

In relation to Pontygwaith the information on file of the existing wall should 
have been accurate so there is a lesson to be learned as a reminder for 
officers within the department that As-built information must be recorded 
accurately on completion of every project otherwise the consequences may 
be severe as in this case.

5.23 Please can the Committee have a list of all major projects in the County 
Borough over the last 5 years to include the contract sum, and details of 
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whether they stayed within budget or went over budget (variance)?  Also 
who were the contractors and original surveyors on these projects? 
See APPENDIX I for information

5.24 Has there been a requirement to provide Council staff with additional 
training (e.g. managing the tender process) so they have the right skills 
to meet changing needs?
Additional training as a result of both projects is not required. Engineering 
staff do receive training in various areas when required.

5.25 Have you adhered to the Councils “Procurement and Contracting Rules” 
as per the MTCBC Constitution throughout in respect of both projects?
Both projects adhered to the MTCBC procurement rules. Guidance is always 
sought from Procurement Officers to ensure the correct process is followed 
for all projects. Due to the systems of work in place, Procurement Officers 
were able to follow the process from start to finish for both projects to ensure 
the correct procedures were followed and approved by relevant managers.

5.26 In respect of the reporting of any overspends, who do you report to as 
and when the likelihood becomes apparent? Are there set procedures? 
Is overspend reporting predictive as opposed to producing 
retrospective reports after overspend?
The Senior Structures Engineer normally raises any concerns at an early 
stage to the Engineering Manager and a discussion follows to look at the 
implications involved. The Senior Structures Engineer will request costs from 
the contractor for any additional work and look at how savings can be made 
within the contract to prevent any overspend. Unfortunately in both projects 
there were no opportunities to reduce or remove any items of work to save 
cost therefore the over spend has been significant. The Senior Structures 
Engineer has never experienced overspends of this magnitude over the last 
14 years therefore it is unfortunate that both projects have happened 
simultaneously.

The procedure for any overspend is normally either the Senior Structures 
Engineer or the Engineering Manager will contact the relevant MTCBC 
Accountant and arrange a meeting to discuss the issues and potential 
overspend. We will then follow the advice of the Accountant in how this is to 
be reported and to whom.

An over spend can be predicted as we normally request quotations for the 
additional work from contractors once a problem is uncovered. The only 
uncertainty is the final cost of the project if further unforeseen issues arise 
after a predicted overspend report has been submitted. Ideally the Senior 
Structures Engineer would prefer to submit a retrospective report once the 
final contract value is known however this is sometimes not possible due to 
timescales or deadlines for approving committees.

5.27 Is Cabinet (or the Cabinet Portfolio Member) regularly kept informed of 
all the major projects and do they have access to all reports from the 
beginning? Is this a new policy or has it always been this way? 
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The Senior Structures Engineer understands that regular scheduled meetings 
do take place between Heads of Service and the Cabinet Portfolio Member 
where projects are discussed and issues relating to overspends can be raised 
but the Senior Structures Engineer has never been involved in these 
meetings. The Senior Structures Engineer believes they do have access to 
reports before they are submitted to the relevant committees. As far as the 
Senior Structures Engineer is aware it has always been this way but this 
should be checked with Heads of Service for confirmation.

5.28 Who oversees the work being carried out, and how frequently are 
inspections carried out i.e. weekly, fortnightly etc?
Daily inspections of the construction work are carried out by an Assistant 
Engineer who will be designated as the Site Supervisor. As Project Manager 
the Senior Structures Engineer will attend site 2-3 times a week or more 
frequently if required. Each site inspection could last for several hours.

5.29 To ensure effective monitoring of projects, the committee would expect 
that there is a group set up within the council which receives at least 
quarterly reports on both financial and physical progress on all capital 
investment projects across the authority. Are you aware whether there 
is such a group; and if so do you report to that group?
The Senior Structures Engineer is not aware that there is a group to report to. 
In 2011/12 there was a requirement to write Highlight Reports for projects that 
were submitted to an overseeing group but I am not aware if this still 
continues as I have never been asked to write any further Highlight Reports 
since.

5.30 The Council is committed to tightening up on slippage / overspends 
especially in these times of austerity. With this in mind there is a greater 
onus on responsible officers to ensure documentation is completed as 
accurately as possible with as much detail included at the outset. As a 
result of these two overspends will you be changing any working 
practices in future?
All engineering work especially of a structural nature is susceptible to 
unforeseen problems therefore it is very difficult to cater for all eventualities at 
the outset. We always allow 10% contingencies within every tender however 
following the substantial overspend on both projects the Senior Structures 
Engineer will increase the contingency percentage within each tender for 
future schemes. However it must be noted that if additional work is required 
then it must be paid for whether that is covered by the contingencies or as an 
over spend on the contract value. In the case of both projects even if 50% 
contingencies were included it still would not have been sufficient and the 
additional work would need to be paid for regardless.

We will also ensure as-built drawings/information are accurately recorded and 
kept in a safe place for future reference as some of the issues at Pontygwaith 
could have been avoided if accurate as-built information had been available.

6.0 MEETING WITH CHIEF FINANCE OFFICER
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6.1 A Meeting was held with the Chief Finance Officer on 5th April 2018 to clarify 
some of the procedures around the reporting of overspend and the 
governance of capital projects.

6.2 Capital project reporting - The Chief Finance Officer confirmed that Council 
will approve the Capital plans annually over the medium term and then Capital 
Monitoring reports go to Cabinet every quarter. The Leader and the Cabinet 
Member for Governance and Corporate Services also sit on the Budget Board 
where capital updates are also provided, although the capital projects may not 
be discussed at every Budget Board meeting but rather every 2 months / 
every quarter. 

6.3 Capital projects are also reported to the Major Projects Board which meets 
monthly. The Board is chaired by the Deputy Chief Executive and attendees 
would include the Chief Officer (Neighbourhood Services) and other 
appropriate officers (including a Finance Officer / Accountant). No Members 
would normally attend a Major Projects Board meeting. All officers who have 
major capital projects will be in attendance at the meetings.

6.4 The Chief Finance Officer said that he would also expect that the Chief 
Officers would keep their Cabinet Portfolio Members abreast of important 
matters such as project overspends as well. 

6.5 The Brandy Bridge and Pontygwaith schemes go back to 2014/15 and as 
such the above methods of reporting were the same during the previous 
administration.

6.6 When the referral was made to Scrutiny in December 2017 following the 
capital monitoring report 2017/18 (quarter 2) on 22nd November 2017, the fact 
that there were overspends on both the schemes was not unexpected as 
proper reporting mechanisms were in place and had been reported. 

6.7 In respect of the two projects, monies were allocated during 2016/17 but not 
all funding had been spent during the financial year. The monies for the two 
projects were subsequently carried over to 2017/18. About 6 months into 
2017/18 financial year it became evident that there were major works that 
needed to be done and the Senior Structures Engineer took a report to 
Cabinet on 25th October 201711, where additional monies were requested for 
the Brandy Bridge scheme, following an amended contract sum which had 
come in at £810,000 against around £500,000 which had been budgeted for. 

6.8 On 15th November 2017 the Senior Structures Engineer reported to the 
Budget Board and outlined the problems around the Pontygwaith scheme. 
This was followed up by the Capital Monitoring report that went to Cabinet on 
22nd November 201712, which provided  details of the overspends on the two 
schemes. This is the report that prompted the referral to Scrutiny.

11 Brandy Bridge Concrete Repairs and Cathodic Protection Scheme (Cabinet  25th October 2017)
12 Capital Monitoring report 2017/18 – Quarter 2 (Cabinet 22nd November 2017)

http://democracy.merthyr.gov.uk/documents/s37069/Committee%20Report.pdf?LLL=0
http://democracy.merthyr.gov.uk/documents/s37606/Committee%20Report.pdf?LLL=0
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6.9  In respect of the table at APPENDIX II the Chief Finance Officer clarified that 
the Finance Department would be advised by the Service Managers of the 
estimated costs of the projects or schemes. It would be difficult to advise or 
comment on each of the schemes as one would need to go through each one 
separately to comment further on them. Looking at the table it is evident that 
the tender sum is less that the allocated budget in all but one of the projects.

6.10 The Chief Finance Officer explained that capital budgets are not the same as 
revenue budgets insofar as with the capital budgets the Authority is more able 
to accommodate or finance overspends a lot easier than with revenue. With 
capital projects it is not uncommon that additional works are required which 
were not anticipated initially. Unlike revenue spending where in most cases 
when you reach your limit you are able to stop spending, with capital budgets 
once a scheme has started and you encounter unforeseen works then unless 
you stop the scheme, it will need to be completed.  Also there would normally 
be a level of contingency within the budget to allow for a certain level of 
unforeseen works.

6.11 When asked about any lessons learned the Chief Finance Officer commented 
that this was difficult to identify but did say that when we as an Authority are 
looking at the cost of a scheme it is probably at the early “at source” stage 
when the surveys are carried out that we need to be as robust and rigorous as 
we possibly can. The Chief Finance Officer added that officers were probably 
already doing this. 

6.12 In attempting to analyse the detail in APPENDIX II a question was put to the 
Chief Finance Officer around whether a contractor would know what the 
budget was for the project when tendering for the project.  Sentiment on social 
media was that local authorities were seen as a soft touch and that 
contractors might tender at a level below the contract amount knowing that 
there was a contingency amount for any unforeseen works within the budget, 
and that they could increase the contract sum after work has commenced 
anticipating that local authorities would pay any higher contract amount. 
(Please note that this scrutiny committee adds that it does not in any way feel 
that this has happened in the schemes that are the subject in the report but 
felt it was a valid question to ask).  

6.13  In respect of the above, the Chief Finance Officer advised that anyone could 
in effect look at the Authority’s approved Capital Programme by viewing the 
Councils reports and minutes as the reports are not exempt. Anyone is able to 
identify the name of a scheme and what budget has been allocated for any 
particular scheme. That could of course assist any contractor when they 
determined whether they wish to put in a tender.

7.0 CONCLUSIONS

7.1 The Neighbourhood Services, Planning and Countryside Scrutiny Committee 
would like to thank the Cabinet Member for Governance and Corporate 
Services, the Chief Officer for Community Regeneration, the Senior 
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Structures Engineer and the Chief Finance Officer for their assistance and 
input during this investigation.

7.2 This Scrutiny Committee was asked by the Cabinet Member for Governance 
and Corporate Services ”to analyse what went wrong and establish the root 
cause of both overspends”. The overspends as per the referral are £313,000 
in respect of the Brandy Bridge and £176,000 in respect of the Pontygwaith 
project. 

“Both Capital Projects appear beset by inaccuracies in the information 
provided, problems with design and construction methods, unforeseen 
problems and apparently plain bad luck.” (See Appendix I for referral details). 
The Cabinet Member for Governance and Corporate Services said that we as 
Authority need to be clear that this has come through the scrutiny process and 
that it has been investigated as the overspend is a huge amount; and not to 
address it through scrutiny is remiss of the Council.

7.3 As this investigation was not a detailed investigation into the processes and 
adherence to the Councils “Procurement and Contracting Rules”, should 
Cabinet require a more detailed report requiring assurances as to whether 
there was compliance with the Councils Financial Procedure Rules and 
Procurement and Contracting Procedure Rules, then it is a suggestion of the 
Task and Finish Group that a request be directed to the Internal Audit 
department to undertake this. 

7.4 The Task and Finish Group thus agreed to concentrate on identifying what 
went wrong, if anything, and try and establish the root cause of both 
overspends and whether any lessons have been learned. 

7.5 At the scrutiny meeting on 22nd January, the Senior Structures Engineer was 
asked to comment on the “Both Capital Projects appear beset by 
inaccuracies…” statement of the Portfolio Member in his referral to the 
scrutiny committee. When asked by the committee whether he agreed with 
this statement the Senior Structures Engineer said that he did not think that 
the statement related to the Pontygwaith project, but rather the Brandy Bridge 
project. This was not contested by the Cabinet Member, who was present 
throughout the meeting. As such the Task and Finish Group understood this 
to mean that the “inaccuracy” comments only related to the Brandy Bridge 
project.

7.6 As can be seen in the section starting at 4.3 above, soon after the work 
started on the Brandy Bridge project it was discovered that the condition of 
the bridge was far worse than imagined and additional work was required. 
This is despite the survey in 2015 being quite extensive. 

7.7 The Chief Officer (Neighbourhood Services) agreed with the Senior Structures 
Engineer that the additional costs were directly attributable to the unforeseen 
works and that the Engineering department had carried out all the due diligent 
checks they could and could not have seen the extent until the concrete was 
physically removed. If they had known the true picture of the condition of the 
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bridge at the outset and they had tendered that work, then the project cost 
would have come back at around the £800,000 mark. 

7.8 In respect of the Pontygwaith Retaining Wall Scheme a number of factors -
seem to have contributed to the problems that were encountered. These 
included the slag material in the road construction, the highway draining 
system behind the retaining wall failing, and the unexpected shelf at the 
bedrock level. In addition the Task and Finish Group was informed that 
inaccurate information on the Pontygwaith wall scheme was held by the 
Engineering department. The information that was kept on file only included 
the initial design and not the As-built drawings or As-built information and this 
only became apparent once construction work had started. The Task and 
Finish Group was informed that it is it is standard practice to revise and 
update all drawings and information on completion of any project, but this did 
not happen during previous work in 2010. 

7.9 The Task and Finish Group is reassured that the Engineering department now 
revises and updates all drawings and information on completion of any project 
to prevent another situation of this kind. The Senior Structures Engineer 
however does not believe that this message has been shared outside of the 
department and as such this needs to be done. 

7.10 The Task and Finish Group asked for details of other major projects in the 
County Borough over the last 5 years (see APPENDIX II). The Task and 
Finish Group did not go into detail and analyse in depth the information 
provided but wanted to get an idea whether there was any obvious 
overspending trend in schemes or projects. 

7.11 From the information provided and after discussions with the Chief Finance 
Officer there was no overspending trend in schemes or projects. The Chief 
Finance Officer commented that generally in respect of capital budgets, the 
Authority would normally be better able to accommodate any overspends but 
this has not been the case with the two projects under review in this report.

.7.12 Reporting of overspend. The Senior Structures Engineer advised that he 
would normally raise any concerns at an early stage with the Engineering 
Manager and they would contact the relevant Accountant to discuss the 
issues and potential overspend. The Chief Finance Officer advised that 
Capital Monitoring reports are prepared and go to Cabinet every quarter. In 
addition the Leader and the Cabinet Member for Governance and Corporate 
Services sit on the Budget Board where capital updates are also provided.

Capital projects are also reported to the Major Projects Board which meets 
monthly. The Board is chaired by the Deputy Chief Executive and attendees 
would include Senior Officers, but no Members would normally attend. All 
officers who have major capital projects will be in attendance at the meetings.

The Chief Finance Officer said that he would also expect that the Chief 
Officers would keep their Cabinet Portfolio Members abreast of matters 
relating the projects as well. The Task and Finish Group too would expect that 
the Cabinet member would be kept up to date on operational issues, and 
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indeed on progress where overspends as experienced with the two schemes 
highlighted in this report.

7.13 As per the Councils Constitution, the Chief Finance Officer is responsible for 
providing appropriate financial information to enable the Capital Programme 
to be monitored effectively. He or she must monitor and control expenditure 
against the Programme and report to the Cabinet on the overall position on a 
quarterly basis. Where, during the course of completion of a project, the 
approved cost of the scheme is likely to be exceeded, the relevant section(s) 
of the ‘Procurement and Contracting Rules’ must be adhered to. These 
requirements have been adhered to with an example being the report to 
Cabinet on 22nd November 2017 mentioned earlier in this report.  

7.14 The Task and Finish Group heard that anyone could monitor the Authority’s 
approved Capital Programme by looking at the Councils reports and minutes 
as these reports are not exempt. Contractors for example are able to identify 
the name of a scheme and the budget that has been allocated for any 
particular scheme, which could assist any contractor or supplier when they 
determine whether they wish to put in a tender for the project or scheme. 
Whilst the T&F Group understands that the Authority needs to be open and 
transparent it would question whether submitting this type of information in 
non-exempt reports is potentially “showing our hand” before necessarily 
having to do so. Again the T&F Group must add that it does not consider that 
this is the case with the schemes in question, but felt that it should highlight 
the potential situation where the Authority is identifying what budget it has for 
a project or scheme before the tender process starts.

7.15 From the limited review that the T&F Group has undertaken it is evident that 
in respect of both schemes the additional costs were mainly attributable to the 
unforeseen works. A further factor adding to the issues encountered at the 
Pontygwaith Retaining Wall Scheme was the inaccurate information held by 
the department when records were not amended following previous work. 
How much this contributed to the additional work was not investigated by the 
T&F Group, but the Group was pleased to see that all information is now 
being recorded to prevent another situation of this kind happening again.

7.16 In respect of whether there are sufficient reporting mechanisms in place for 
overspends to be identified and then subsequent action to be carried out, the 
T&F Group feels that reporting methods appear to be sufficient i.e. Capital 
Monitoring reports, the Budget Board meetings, the Major Projects Board, and 
Department meetings with the Cabinet Member. 

7.17 However it will be a recommendation of this T&F Group that scrutiny receives 
regular updates on any significant project underspends/overspends in order 
that it may challenge the position i.e. it will monitor the capital and revenue 
budgets during the year against initial projections and where overspends and 
underspends are identified it will challenge the reasons behind them to ensure 
that spending is effectively contributing to corporate priorities e.g. what are the 
reasons for the overspends / underspends?; what impact has this had on the 
achievement of the Council’s plans and policies?; what is the risk to the 
Council?; what can be done to ensure this does not happen again?.



26

7.18 As mentioned above the T&F Group has been advised that the additional 
costs for both schemes are directly attributable to the unforeseen works. The 
T&F Group are not experts in construction or engineering and have no reason 
to disagree with the Chief Finance Officer that it is at the early stages when 
the surveys are carried out that we as an Authority need to be as robust and 
rigorous as we possibly can, nor do they disagree with his comment that 
officers were probably already doing this.

7.19 Perhaps consideration can be given to whether amending the contractual 
documentation could offer any or better protection for the Authority against 
overspends. Whether projects or schemes will come in within budget might 
well depend on the quality and detail of the initial surveys and contractual 
documentation.

8.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATION(S)

8.1 There are no financial implications as a result of this report. This is a scrutiny 
report for Cabinet to consider and take action as it deems necessary. 

9.0 EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT

9.1 Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) form has been prepared for the purpose 
of this report. The outcomes are summarised below. The form can be 
accessed on the council’s website/intranet via the ‘equality impact 
assessment’ link.

Neighbourhood Services, Planning and Countryside Scrutiny Committee (Task 
and Finish Group)

Councillor Declan Sammon (Chair), 

Councillor Malcolm Colbran, 

Councillor John Thomas

BACKGROUND PAPERS
Title of Document(s) Document(s) Date Document Location

Does the report contain any issue that may impact the Council’s 
Constitution? 

No
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APPENDIX I

From: Barry, Andrew (Councillor) 
Sent: 26 November 2017 18:28
Subject: Capital Project Scrutiny Referral (Brandy Bridge, Road Slip - South of Pontygwaith)

You will be aware of the Capital Monitoring Report 2017/18 (Quarter 2), brought to 
Cabinet 22nd November 2017. The report outlines the period ending 30th 
September 2017 with its projected overspend of £426,000.

The standout project over spends are the £313,000 in respect of the Brandy Bridge 
outlined in the Cabinet report 25th October 2017. The other being the £176,000 on 
the Road Slippage, South of Pontygwaith.

The detail, of particularly, the Pontygwaith Project, are somewhat disturbing, 
particularly in respect of the Engineering presentation given at Budget Board on 15th 
November 2017.

Both Capital Projects appear beset by inaccuracies in the information provided, 
problems with design and construction methods, unforeseen problems and 
apparently plain bad luck.

With the amount of Capital Projects required by this Authority over the coming years, 
over spends of this magnitude are simply not affordable from any perspective. I am 
told we have learned lessons!
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We as an administration, as a central theme, aim for openness and transparency. 
We intend to refer both Projects to Scrutiny, Audit and Internal Audit to analyse what 
went wrong and establish the root cause of both overspends.

Will all Officers take your respective leads by communicating your requirements 
between each other and feedback progression and required action via your Cabinet 
Portfolio Members.

Regards

Cllr Andrew Barry
Cabinet Member for Finance, Governance, Legal & H.R.

Councillor / Cynghorydd Andrew Barry (Town Ward)

Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council, Civic Centre,
Castle Street, Merthyr Tydfil, CF47 8AN

APPENDIX II

Project Designer Contractor Budget / 
Funding 
Source 

Tender Sum Contract 
Sum 

Within 
Budget 

Cyfarthfa Park 
Footpath 
Improvements 
- 2013 

Company13 J Company B £284,387 
(External) 

£238,230 £284,141 Yes 

Cyfarthfa Park 
Ponds - 2014 

Company A Company B £127,600 
(External) 

£89,794 £115,017 Yes 

Cyfarthfa Park 
Walled garden 
Phase 1 - 2014 

Company14 K Company B £420,000 
(External) 

£383,755 £478,743 No 

Rhydycar Road 
Bridge 
Expansion 
Joints - 2015 

Company J Company L £76,910 
(MTCBC 
Structures 
Revenue) 

£71,735 60,260 Yes 

Brandy Bridge 
Phase 1 - 2014 

Company J Company B £250,000 
(MTCBC 
Capital) 

£115,878 £155,614 Yes 

Cyfarthfa Park 
Walled Garden 
Phase 2 - 2015 

Company K Company B £250,000 
(External) 

£342,301 £439,858 No 

Pontygwaith Company15 L Company L £320,000 £280,765 £300,170 Yes 

13 Company J = MTCBC – Engineering
14 Company K = Nicholas Pearson Partnership
15 Company L = Marton Civil Engineering
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Retaining wall 
- 2015 

(MTCBC 
Capital) 

Cyfarthfa Park 
Drainage 
scheme - 2015 

Company J Company D £60,000 
(External) 

£59,343 £59,285 Yes 

Fiddlers Elbow 
Bridge 
Expansion 
Joints - 2016 

Company A Company B £2m but 
additional 
work 
requested 
(MTCBC & 
RCT Capital) 

£1,942,169 £2,475,735 
Budget 
provided, 
MTCBC - 
£1.16m, 
RCT -
£1.32m 

Yes 

Pontygwaith 
Retaining Wall 
-2017 

Company H Company G £517,000 
(MTCBC 
Capital) 

£382,439 £769,602 No 

Brandy Bridge 
Phase 2 - 2017 

Company F Company B £496,738 
(MTCBC 
Capital) 

£337,635 £810,490 No 

Nant Mafon 
Road Bridge 
Strengthening 

Company16 M Company M £100,000 
(MTCBC 
Capital) 

£66,488 £68,182 Yes 

16 Company M = Goldhawk Bridge Restoration


