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4. Revenue Scotland seeks to operate to Adam Smith’s principle of certainty for the
taxpayer about their tax liability. Compared to the current guidance, how easy will it
be to be sure of the tax due on each load of soil disposed of to landfill under:

(a) Option 1 (Current guidance plus WM2)

Compared to current guidance it would be reasonably straightforward to be sure of the tax due
for each load under Option 1.

(b) Option 2 (Current guidance plus WM2 plus Inert WAC)

Option 2 involves some uncertainty with regard to the composition of each load as there would
be requirements to test non- hazardous soils on leachability limits prior to disposal.

5. Compared to the current guidance, how would the volume and type of material
being disposed of to landfill change under:

(a) Option 1 (Current guidance + WM2)

We anticipate there would not be significant changes to the volumes and types of material
under Option 1.

(b) Option 2 (Current guidance + WM2 + Inert WAC)

Due to the additional testing requirements and associated costs (detailed below at Q3), there is
the potential that these additional burdens would result in alternative disposal routes requiring
investigation.



6. How would each option impact on you administratively and in terms of your day to
day operations? Do you see any advantages or disadvantages from either of the
options? If so, please explain these.

(a) Option 1 (Current guidance plus WM2)

Option 1 is broadly similar to current operational practice. Current practice involves a
visual inspection to classify and code the waste in line with the current guidance in
SLft2006. If classified as inert this is coded under the waste transfer note and disposed
of. If it suspected that the waste originated from an area of contaminated land, the
waste would be tested and taken to the applicable disposal site depending on the
results.

It would be relatively straightforward to incorporate the proposals in Option 1 into our
processes. This has the advantage of minimising the administrative burden, but also
allows a degree of cost certainty as this can be adapted relatively easily into existing
practice.

(b) Option 2 (Current guidance + WM2 + Inert WAC)

Option 2 would require testing of each load of non- hazardous soils to determine
leachability limits and confirm that the load is below inert waste acceptance criteria,
before disposal. Additional costs may be incurred in the following areas as a result of
Option 2:-

- Mandatory testing of all loads

- Double handling

- Storage of waste pending test result information
- Possible permit and exemption obligations/costs
- Increased fuel costs and carbon emissions

- Any administrative costs as a result of the above

Option 2 therefore has a number of disadvantages with respect to additional cost when

compared to Option 1.

7. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about our guidance on this
particular area?

Yes |:| No |E

If you ticked ‘yes’, please provide your comments or suggestions:



