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1. Executive summary 

1.1 We welcome the opportunity to comment on the consultation Research and Development (R&D) 

Tax Reliefs announced at the March 2021 Budget. 

1.2 In summary, our key points are as follows: 

• One system for large companies and small and medium sized enterprise (SMEs) would help 

achieve tax simplification, however, a more favourable rate for SMEs is an effective 

incentive for SMEs to invest in R&D. 

• The design of the SME scheme that allows those companies that are pre-trading to access 

R&D tax credits is welcome, as is tax relief for most subcontractor costs.  

• For SMEs, access to relief is generally an important element of the decision to invest in 

R&D. In contrast, this does not seem to generally be the case for our clients who claim 

relief under the large company scheme.  

• It is difficult to understand the need for a bespoke/separate R&D tax credit submission 

system, unless this provides companies with full assurance over their R&D tax credit 

claims. The reality of being able to achieve a full assurance bespoke submission system on 

a mass scale is difficult to envisage.  The risk is that such a system will add complexity and 

administration to our tax system.   

• Should advance assurance be required to make a claim, HMRC would need to provide 

sufficient resources to enable such a system to operate effectively. The advance assurance 

would also need to be comprehensive and the process easy to navigate. Overall, a 

continuation of the current system whereby a claim is made in a tax return with the choice 

of whether additional information is provided at that time seems most practicable. 

• Given the expertise and specialist knowledge required of agents for competent and 

appropriate R&D claims to be made, agents engaged in providing R&D advice should be 

registered with a recognised professional body, e.g. CIOT/ICAEW etc. 

• We believe that contingent fees can incentivise inappropriate claims. Where a contingent 

fee has been claimed, this could be addressed by a disclosure requirement on the tax 

return. 

• The definition of R&D in the OECD’s Frascati manual is more broadly drawn than the UK 

definition. It would seem there is scope for the UK Government to broaden its current 

definition to incorporate more of the activity undertaken in the creative industries. The 

creative industries are driven by a constant need for innovation and new product 

development to meet ever changing consumer demand. Many creative companies would 

consider that they are engaged in R&D on an ongoing basis, but not in the narrowly 

focused areas of ‘science and technology’ captured by the current definition of R&D used 

by the UK government. Evolving the current definition to bridge this gap and capture more 

of this activity could dramatically boost the amount of R&D and innovation being 

undertaken in the UK creative industries, and in turn spur further growth for SMEs in the 

sector around the UK. Given the potential of such businesses to drive positive externalities 

in terms of social, environmental, and cultural change, as well as the economic benefit, 

HMRC should prioritise ways in which the current system can be optimised, so that the 

current reliefs are as accessible and user-friendly as possible. 

• Market forces, including perceived demand, are the primary drivers of client activities and 

behaviour. Tax policy can be an effective way to encourage desirable behaviours and we 

do not see the need to use R&D tax credits to disincentivise behaviour. If tax policy is to 
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be used to encourage certain industries or sectors, a targeted increased R&D tax credit 

rate, based on empirical data, may help to increase the rate of innovation. An enhanced 

rate would not add much complexity to the system. However, the legislation and 

accompanying guidance as to which areas were covered by such an enhanced credit would 

need to be clear to ensure that the measures were appropriately targeted and to reduce 

the scope for abuse. 

• In our experience there is a significant awareness of R&D tax credits across the UK, both 

in respect of the SME and RDEC schemes. Claims are made by companies of all sizes, 

industries and in all geographical regions. R&D is seen as a great incentive by our clients 

and provides the financial safety net that allows them to take the risk associated with R&D 

activity to innovate and create cutting edge technology.   

• The software industry is highly innovative, yet there are a good proportion of costs related 

to innovation that are not permitted to be included in R&D claims, such as server and web 

hosting costs.  We would recommend that where such costs are incurred on R&D activity, 

it should be possible to claim enhanced relief for them.  

• Our preference would be to keep tax relief on capital expenditure within the Capital 

Allowances regime in the interests of simplicity. RDAs are claimed and are liked by our 

clients. There is, however, scope to increase RDAs on capital expenditure to align the 

benefit of both regimes.  

• Our client base is varied and we see clients using a mixture of both UK and overseas 

subcontractors and externally provided workers. The choice of subcontractor is driven by 

a mixture of skills/expertise, price and when work can be carried out, with the extent of 

each factor varying depending on the circumstances of the claimant company and 

industry. Should relief be restricted only to R&D activities incurred in the UK, our concern 

is that this could affect investment decisions and penalise companies genuinely 

undertaking R&D. 

• Our view is that trying to make a distinction between work that needs to be undertaken in 

the UK or elsewhere would introduce unnecessary complexity and subjectivity to the R&D 

regime. If the policy is that payments out of the UK for R&D activity can qualify for 

enhanced relief, that should be a blanket rule. 

• Our experience is that Qualifying Indirect Activities tend to be a small proportion of most 

R&D claims and do not seem to be a driver of future investment or R&D activity. The 

distinguishing factor should be whether such additional resource has been required and if 

so, that additional cost should be capable of inclusion in the R&D claim. 

 

1.3 Section 2 below makes some general comments on the proposals, and section 3 covers our 

responses to the specific questions raised in the consultation document. 

1.4 We would be happy to discuss the points raised here in further detail.  If you have any questions, 

or would like any further information, please contact: Robert Langston, National Tax Partner, on 

0207 841 4129 or email robert.langston@saffery.com or Justine Stalker, Tax Director, on 01423 724 

588 or email justine.stalker@saffery.com. 

2. General points 

2.1 We welcome HMRC’s seeking stakeholders’ opinions when considering and forming appropriate 

changes to the R&D regime.  
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2.2 We also welcome the broad policy that reliefs in this area should be relevant, effective and targeted 

and aimed at driving higher rates of future innovation and the additionality that such innovation 

brings.  

2.3 The R&D tax credit regime is a great innovation catalyst. Feedback from our clients indicates that 

innovation tax relief advances investment decisions, as it helps manage the risk of taking on R&D 

projects that may come to nothing. 

2.4 Care is, however, required to ensure that any changes to the current rules do not disadvantage the 

SME sector. 

2.5 The government should ensure that clear policy intentions are factored into the R&D regime to 

drive the right taxpayer behaviour.  Any changes should not be immediately brought in to ensure 

that investment decisions which have already been made and that factor in the R&D tax credit are 

not adversely affected; particularly if the regime becomes more targeted and the benefit reduces.  

2.6 The tax system in general is already complex and for this reason we would urge that any changes 

to the R&D legislation keep the system as simple as possible. 

2.7 We have answered those questions in this consultation where we have some valuable insight and 

experience. 

3. Specific consultation questions 

3.1 Question 1: Do you consider yourself to be a research-intensive firm? How does your business 

benefit from the R&D reliefs (e.g. cashflow, reduced tax liability)? If your company is an SME that 

claims under both the SME tax relief and RDEC, what is your experience of using each scheme 

and how do they compare? 

3.1.1 Not applicable.  

3.2 Question 2: Is there a case for consolidating the two schemes into one? What do you value about 

the design of the current schemes that might be lost if they were unified? 

3.2.1 One system would help achieve tax simplification, making a consistent regime that can easily be 

understood with few nuances. We believe, however, that a more favourable rate for SMEs would 

be a greater incentive for SMEs to invest in R&D, particularly when they often lack internal 

resources to undertake R&D and need to enlist the help of third parties that are generally more 

expensive than internal resources. 

3.2.2 The above the line credit does seem to motivate the R&D activity of large companies, particularly 

where staff are incentivised on bonus arrangements linked with the profitability of a company or a 

division. We would only be able to speculate the efficacy and effectiveness of bringing this feature 

into the SME regime but our initial thinking is that it is unlikely to provide an increase in additionality 

for the SME sector.  However, SMEs may prefer such a feature for other commercial reasons such 

as from a bank covenant perspective. 

3.2.3 The design of the SME scheme that allows companies that are pre-trading to access R&D tax credits 

is considered an incentive for SMEs to innovate and is therefore a welcome feature of the scheme.  

This is also true for subcontractor costs that are qualifying costs for R&D tax credit purposes under 

the SME scheme. These specific aspects should continue to feature in future R&D regimes to 

incentivise companies to try and develop new ideas/products into tangible results. 
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3.3 Question 3: What do you think explains the difference in additionality between the two schemes? 

How could the schemes be improved to incentivise the R&D your business does or might consider 

doing? Can you give evidence to support your suggestions? 

3.3.1 We do not have data on how additionality is measured.  The difference noted above may be 

explained by how SMEs either arrange limited resources or scope their projects and whether at a 

certain point in a project’s life when a project is not working and the return on investment looks 

poor, SMEs may be less risk averse or potentially motivated by ambition rather than just statistics 

and choose to continue to pursue the project rather than pause or cease it. 

3.4 Question 4: To what extent do the rates of relief available to you impact your investment 

decisions and/or your choice of location? Is the balance of relief between the two schemes 

appropriate? Is there any evidence of significant deadweight where investment decisions would 

proceed without relief?  

3.4.1 For SMEs, access to relief is generally (but of course not for all SMEs that we work with) an 

important element of the investment decision. We have often seen the tax credit built into 

forecasts and considered early on in a project’s life.  

3.4.2 In contrast, for our clients who claim relief under the large company scheme, R&D relief often 

seems to be more an afterthought as opposed to something that is built into their forecasting.   

3.5 Question 5: Would a departure from the ordinary Corporation Tax self-assessment system be 

justified? Should more information and assurance be required from companies at the point of 

claiming? Should a company providing more information upfront be treated differently? 

3.5.1 Generally, where significant R&D relief is claimed, our clients, both SMEs and large companies, 

would like as much certainty on their R&D tax credit position as possible.  This is usually for varying 

reasons, but we do often hear this is to help manage cashflow as well as to reduce the risk of HMRC 

enquiry and penalties. Companies, therefore, often prefer to take a lower risk approach and 

voluntarily provide additional information to support their R&D claims at the time of submitting the 

claim. The additional information provided is usually commensurate to the size of the R&D claim.  

Whilst the level of additional disclosure is left to the individual taxpayer, this system is flexible and 

easy. Mandating additional information and assurance on submission will make the tax return 

process more onerous and if additional information is mandated, we would question whether 

HMRC have the capabilities/resource to consider/review this additional information.   

3.5.2 R&D tax credit claims are based on final statutory accounts and expenditure that has been incurred.  

Year-end financial data of a company must be finalised before an R&D tax credit claim can be 

submitted.  This in our view is the correct basis for an R&D claim.  Deviating from the usual returns 

process will only be adding another layer of complexity and administration to the tax system.   

3.5.3 Where a company is approved for a certain type of revenue innovation/R&D grant (e.g. notified 

State aid or GBER) and they are concentrating on one R&D project, the R&D system could be made 

easier so that, for example, the company could tick a box on the tax return to confirm receipt of 

such grant funding so that additional information, other than qualifying R&D costs of the project 

and the respective RDEC claim are submitted, avoiding the need for a detailed report. There is scope 

for the grant process and an R&D advanced assurance system to be developed and to married 

together.  
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3.5.4 If a general advanced R&D tax credit claim assurance process is introduced and a company obtains 

assurance from HMRC, in theory less information should be provided on submission of a tax return. 

However, the reality of such a system may need to be different given it could easily be exploited, 

open to fraud and abuse, particularly if advance assurance has simply been based on an R&D 

project’s aims, in the early phases of the project.   

3.5.5 Advance assurance whilst providing comfort that a company has a qualifying R&D project, does not 

provide assurance that the costs included in the R&D tax credit claim are correct and complete.  It 

is difficult to visualise how an advance assurance framework can be designed so that it meets the 

needs of all stakeholders, including HMRC resources.  If the design is too onerous and rigid and/or 

there is still the need for a good level of support when submitting a company’s R&D tax credit claim, 

its unlikely taxpayers will use this upfront mechanism.   

3.5.6 Overall, a continuation of the current system whereby a claim is made in a tax return with the choice 

of whether additional information is provided at that time seems most practicable. 

3.6 Question 6: When did you first claim, and what prompted you to do so? Do you use an agent? If 

so, why? What is your experience of how agents’ fees are structured? How could the expertise 

and specialist knowledge of agents assisting with R&D claims be improved? 

3.6.1 Given the expertise and specialist knowledge required of agents for competent and appropriate 

R&D claims to be made, agents engaged in providing R&D advice should be registered with a 

recognised professional body, e.g. CIOT/ ICAEW etc.   

3.6.2 Staff members of agents should keep their professional knowledge up to date and those involved 

in preparing claims on behalf of clients should either be a member of such a recognised body or 

under a training contract which will lead to membership of a body. This is no different to any other 

area of tax law, yet we have seen firms advising in this area that have industry experience but no 

formal tax qualifications, which can impact on the quality of claims submitted to HMRC.   

3.6.3 If clients prepare their own claims, this could be identified by including disclosure or a specific box 

to tick on the tax return. 

3.6.4 Our usual approach to fees is to provide our clients with a quality service that is based on our time 

and material costs. We believe that contingent fees can incentivise inappropriate claims which are 

inflated or where the existence of R&D is questionable.  Again, where a contingent fee has been 

paid, this could become a specific disclosure on the tax return. 

3.7 Question 7: How can the responsibilities of HMRC, agents and the company be better reflected 

in the claims process? 

3.7.1 In our experience taxpayers recognise that when an R&D tax credit is paid, this is not an agreed 

position and an enquiry can still be raised.   

3.7.2 A target for processing R&D claims within 28 days is welcome but this should not the at the cost of 

incorrect, inflated and bogus R&D tax credit claims being processed through the system. HMRC 

should continue to triage R&D claims based on risk and, where there is a significant concern, an 

enquiry should be raised without a cash payment being made to the claimant company.   

3.7.3 The level of providers in the R&D market has increased substantially over recent time and our 

experience has shown that there are some agents that take the view that R&D claims prepared and 

submitted on behalf of clients will not be enquired into.  Highly aggressive and in some cases 
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incorrect/inflated R&D claims are therefore submitted to HMRC. HMRC should continue increasing 

efforts to scrutinise more claims to ensure that due care is taken in preparing R&D tax credit claims. 

3.8 Question 8: What other changes might help claims to be dealt with more smoothly, while 

ensuring better compliance? Is there a way HMRC and advisers can work more effectively to 

improve the quality of external advice available to companies? If you claim R&D tax reliefs in 

other countries, how does the claim process differ and what are your views on this? 

3.8.1 Please see responses to Questions 6 and 7.   

3.9 Question 9: Is there evidence to suggest areas of activity other than those currently covered by 

the R&D definition drive positive externalities which should be recognised by the tax system? 

3.9.1 As the government makes clear in its consultation document, “innovation is at the heart of the UK’s 

strategy to boost productivity and growth.” The government wishes to see more R&D and, 

therefore, more innovation taking place in the UK economy. Measures that are specifically designed 

to incentivise innovation such as the R&D Tax Reliefs are, therefore, of vital importance. It is against 

this backdrop that the government is exploring whether the qualifying definitions for R&D might be 

extended.  

3.9.2 This submission supports the argument for a broadening of the current definition of qualifying 

expenditures to bring into scope more of the UK’s world leading creative industries and, in 

particular, the screen sectors. The creative industries have been growing rapidly in recent years and 

the UK is a world leader in this sector, and has the opportunity to further increase growth and 

exports as the market continues to globalise, with the rapid evolution of internet-based distribution 

models. There are numerous positive externalities that derive from the sector, i.e., innovation in 

products and services in the screen sector demonstrably deliver much wider social, economic, and 

cultural benefits. 

3.9.3 Given the fact that 80% of the UK economy is in ‘services’, and the growing economic importance 

of the creative industries within that, it makes sense to consider whether there are additional ways 

to incentivise even greater growth in the creative industries, in particular in UK-developed IP, as 

the UK emerges from the current Covid-19 pandemic. 

3.9.4 As stated in the consultation document at paragraph 4.4, “The UK definition [of qualifying R&D] is 

more tightly drawn than some international competitors. Some stakeholders have suggested that 

areas such as pure mathematics, the creative industries or social sciences should be brought within 

the definition and allowed to qualify for tax reliefs.”   

3.9.5 The definition of R&D in the OECD’s Frascati manual, from which the current UK definition (which 

is somewhat narrowly focused on science and technology) is derived, is more broadly drawn. 

Frascati makes specific reference to “creative and systematic work undertaken in order to increase 

the stock of knowledge – including knowledge of humankind, culture and society – and to devise 

new applications of available knowledge”. It would seem, therefore, that there is scope for the UK 

government to broaden its current definition to incorporate more of the activity undertaken in the 

creative industries. 

3.9.6 The creative industries are driven by a constant need for innovation and new product development 

to meet ever changing consumer demand. Many creative companies and individuals would 

consider that they are engaged in R&D on an ongoing basis, but not necessarily in the somewhat 

narrowly focused areas of ‘science and technology’ that would be captured by the current definition 
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of R&D used by the UK Government.  As referenced by Professor Andrew Chitty in a recent essay 

on the topic, research undertaken by OMB for the DCMS in 2020, highlighted that whilst just 14% 

of creative industries consider themselves to be conducting R&D that matches the HMRC definition, 

55% can identify R&D activities they undertake within the Frascati definition.  

3.9.7 Evolving the current definition to bridge this gap and capture more of this activity could 

dramatically boost the amount of R&D and innovation being undertaken in the UK creative 

industries, and in turn spur further growth. It could be of particular benefit to SMEs in the sector 

based right around the UK. In high-risk areas such as animation and children’s content, for example, 

the upfront costs of developing new IP is a major challenge. The high demand for and uptake of 

funding made available by the recently established BFI Youth Audience Content Fund is evidence 

of the support needed. It is also clear evidence that there are plenty of companies with great ideas 

they would like to bring to market, with the appropriate economic support.  

3.9.8 The opportunity for the R&D Tax Reliefs to drive further growth in the creative industries has been 

recognised by The Creative Industries Council (CIC) and the Policy and Evidence Centre for the 

Creative Industries (PEC). In February 2021, the PEC published a paper arguing for an expansion of 

the current definition entitled “Business R&D in the arts, humanities, and social sciences: what R&D 

in the AHSS looks like in a business setting and why it matters”.  In support of their responses to 

this consultation the CIC and PEC commissioned research from companies in the sector to evidence 

current usage of the R&D tax reliefs, how the operation of the current system might be improved, 

and whether the scope of the definition of what qualifies should be extended 

3.9.9 If the government is not inclined to broaden the current qualifying definition, it is likely that the 

current STEM focus of the R&D tax reliefs means that even companies in the creative industries 

with more of a STEM focus (e.g., VFX, AR, VR etc), and especially those which are SMEs, may not be 

making the most of the already available support. Given the potential of such businesses to drive 

positive externalities in terms of social, environmental, and cultural change, as well as the economic 

benefit, HMRC should prioritise ways in which the current system can be optimised, so that the 

current reliefs are as accessible and user-friendly as possible.  

3.10 Question 10: Do you think R&D tax reliefs could better incentivise R&D with specific social value, 

for example developing green technology? Could R&D tax reliefs be used to disincentivise R&D 

in certain fields? 

3.10.1 Market forces, including perceived demand, are the primary drivers of client activities and 

behaviour. We see new, improved products and processes being researched and developed in 

many sectors, many of which seek to be more efficient, greener, cheaper and reduce waste.  Even 

in industries which may not be perceived as environmentally friendly, the commercial drive for 

improvements and innovation often helps the green agenda.   

3.10.2 We therefore do not see the need to use R&D tax credits to disincentivise behaviour.  However, tax 

policy can be an effective way to encourage desirable behaviours.  If tax policy is to be used to 

encourage certain industries or sectors, a targeted increased R&D tax credit rate, based on 

empirical data, could be used to increase the rate of innovation.  

3.10.3 An enhanced rate would not add much complexity to the system. However, the legislation and 

accompanying guidance as to which areas were covered by such an enhanced credit would need to 

be very clear to ensure that the measures were appropriately targeted and to reduce the scope for 

abuse. 
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3.11 Question 11: What is your experience of conducting R&D in different regions across the UK? How 

do R&D tax reliefs benefit these activities, and how could the offer be improved to better support 

these activities? 

3.11.1 In our experience there is a significant awareness of R&D tax credits across the UK, both in respect 

of the SME and RDEC schemes and claims are made by companies of all sizes, industries and in all 

geographical regions.   

3.11.2 R&D is seen as a great incentive by our clients and provides the financial safety net that allows them 

to take the risk associated with R&D activity to innovate and create cutting edge technology. For 

SMEs in particular it helps to balance the risk and reward of R&D activity and allows them to build 

into their business plans an evolving innovation plan.  

3.11.3 Many of our highly innovative clients also seek to obtain government funding. One way in which 

such companies could be supported would be to ensure that if a certain type of funding is achieved, 

R&D tax credits for such funding is automatically provided, without the need for reports to support 

R&D claims. 

3.12 Question 12: Are there any other areas of qualifying expenditure that should be included within 

the reliefs? How would this influence your investment decisions? 

3.12.1 The software industry is highly innovative, yet there are often sizeable costs related to innovation 

that are not permitted to be included in R&D claims, such as server and web hosting costs.  As 

highlighted in our response in respect of the earlier consultation “The scope of qualifying 

expenditure for R&D tax credits: consultation”, we would recommend that where such costs are 

incurred on R&D activity, it should be possible to claim enhanced relief for them.   

3.12.2 In the car and vehicle manufacturing industry, test track costs are a significant R&D cost. Where 

companies hire test tracks to undertake their own testing these costs are not permitted under the 

legislation. In our view such costs should be permitted, especially when subcontracting the full 

activity would be a permitted cost.  Such anomalies should be removed from the legislation. 

3.12.3 As regards whether capital expenditure should qualify for relief, R&D relief in relation to time spent 

on the design and innovation of a new process/capital expenditure can qualify already. Our 

preference would be to keep tax relief on capital expenditure within the Capital Allowances regime 

in the interests of simplicity. There is, however, scope to increase RDAs on capital expenditure. 

3.13 Question 13: What proportion of your R&D expenditure is treated as capital for the purposes of 

corporation tax? What would be the impact on your R&D activities of increased relief for capital 

expenditure? 

3.13.1 We have no empirical data on this matter. However, anecdotally, increased R&D relief on capital 

expenditure would be likely to encourage capital intensive industries to innovate more quickly. 

3.14 Question 14: Do you currently claim RDAs? If not, why not? What do you like and/or dislike about 

RDAs? 

3.14.1 RDAs are claimed by our clients on R&D capital expenditure usually when AIA entitlement has been 

used in full. Companies, in general, are not as aware of RDAs when compared to R&D tax credits 

and in the first year of making an R&D tax credit claim, companies have often not understood there 

is a distinction between revenue and capital for R&D tax credit purposes. 
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3.14.2 There can be complexities with RDAs.  For example, reaching an appropriate apportionment for 

Capital Allowances purposes when assets are partly R&D and non-R&D related and greater 

guidance on this would be welcomed. 

3.14.3 Further, the 100% relief is also not seen as an effective incentive to encourage capital expenditure 

on innovative projects. Increasing the relief, in line with the tax credit, would likely be a more 

effective incentive, which is why the temporary super-deduction has been welcomed. 

3.15 Question 15: How much of the activity in respect of which you claim R&D in the UK is undertaken 

outside of the company, and how much of that is not undertaken in the UK? What are the benefits 

and drawbacks of subcontracting, whether overseas or domestically? What are your 

commercial/other reasons for carrying out work overseas rather than in the UK? 

3.15.1 Our client base is varied and we see clients using a mixture of both UK and overseas subcontractors 

and externally provided workers. The choice of subcontractor is often driven by a mixture of 

skills/expertise, price and when work can be carried out, with the extent of each factor varying 

depending on the circumstances of the claimant company and industry.   

3.15.2 Some industries where location of subcontractor is irrelevant, such as software development, will 

use talent/skills outside of the UK based on skills and price. We also see more traditional industries, 

such as vehicle manufacture, use overseas subcontractors where the skills/services are not 

available in the UK.   

3.15.3 Should relief be restricted only to R&D activities incurred in the UK, our concern is that this could 

affect investment decisions. Similarly, if there is no UK based alternative activity, this could penalise 

companies genuinely undertaking R&D from obtaining tax relief to which they should be entitled. 

3.16 Question 16: How could the government distinguish between work that needs to take place 

abroad and which benefits the UK, and that which doesn’t? 

3.16.1 Our view is that trying to make such a distinction would introduce unnecessary complexity and 

subjectivity to the R&D regime which, even if possible, would require a significant amount of extra 

time and cost for claimant companies.   

3.16.2 If the policy is that payments out of the UK for R&D activity can qualify for enhanced relief, that 

should be a blanket rule rather than cherry picking specific skill sets or industries. 

3.17 Question 17: How can we identify the supporting activities which are most valuable for R&D, 

while providing a clear boundary to assist companies in claiming and HMRC in administering? 

3.17.1 Our experience is that Qualifying Indirect Activities (QIAs) tend to be a small proportion of most 

R&D claims  and do not seem to be a driver of future investment or R&D activity. This is an area 

where companies tend to err on the side of caution and prudence when including such costs in their 

claims.   

3.17.2 Such costs do, however, relate to the overall R&D project and, provided they can be supported, 

should be included in R&D claims. Each industry will have QIAs that are of particular importance, 

so the distinguishing factor should be whether such additional resource has been required for the 

R&D project, and if so, that additional cost should be capable of inclusion in the R&D claim. 
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4. About Saffery Champness 

4.1 Saffery Champness is the 15th largest UK accountancy firm by fee income. We presently have more 

than 80 UK partners and over 700 staff in nine offices in the UK and further offices in Guernsey, 

Geneva, Zurich, Dublin and Dubai.  

4.2 We are a firm with a deliberate focus; we do not try to be all things to all people. Instead we choose 

to specialise in specific sectors and areas of business where we have real in-depth expertise and 

experience. These include not-for-profit, private wealth, landed estates and rural businesses, 

professional and consultancy businesses, entrepreneurs, sports and entertainment, international 

and real estate. 

 


