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9 August 2013 
 
Dear Mr Buchanan 

 

Thank you for your letter of 9 July. Your request has been considered under the terms of the 

Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA). 

 

Your request 

 

1) In 2008 the CSA reported that it knew of 1,200 cases of attempted paternity fraud by its clients, i.e. 

women who'd claimed particular men were the biological fathers of individual children, while 

subsequent paternity tests subsequently proved the claims were false. What is the current sum total 

of false claims made by your clients? 

 

2) Given that paternity fraud - attempted or achieved - is a criminal offence in the UK, what is the 

CSA's policy with respect to informing the relevant authorities to enable them to take legal action 

against women suspected of paternity fraud? 

 

3) Are there any circumstances under which the CSA would require a man to financially support a 

child who isn't biologically his own, and if so, what are they? 

 

Our response 

The Department for Work and Pensions is responsible for the child maintenance service in Great 

Britain, including the work of the Child Support Agency (the Agency). 

 

1) The FOIA provides for a general right of access to recorded information held by public 

authorities. It does not extend to creating new information, forming opinions, providing 

explanations or commenting on statements. Information on DNA testing is provided below.  

 

In 2012/13 there were 2,975 DNA tests undertaken through the Agency and, of these, 510 did 

not provide a positive result. A positive result would have proved that the person named as the 

alleged non-resident parent was the parent of the child(ren). 510 negative results represent 

17.1% of the total. Many more men would have simply believed (whether as a result of their 

partners’ assurances, or otherwise) they were the biological fathers of the children in question, 

although they weren’t, and accordingly they would not have demanded DNA tests. Without 

compulsory paternity testing at birth – a proposal in our public consultation document – the 

real incidence of this form of paternity fraud in the UK will never be known. Paternity tests 

would cost under £100 and prevent a large number of miscarriages of justice, where men would 

otherwise pay for the support of children for up to 18 years, believing they’re the biological 

fathers of children, when they’re not.    



We do not, however, record data showing how many DNA tests (if any) failed to produce a 

positive result because of fraud as opposed to other reasons. What ‘other reasons’ could there 

be, other than the women in question having genuinely – but erroneously – believed the men in 

question were the children’s biological fathers? These women should, of course, not face any 

legal consequences for having made these perfectly reasonable mistakes. After all, we all make 

mistakes, do we not? 

 

2) In those cases where a parent with care wrongly names a non-resident parent as the father, the 

Agency will act accordingly to recoup any money paid by the alleged father to the parent with 

care, and make a refund as appropriate. However, prosecution can be very difficult. Although 

Section 14A of the Child Support Act does allow the Agency to prosecute anyone for failing to 

provide information or knowingly providing false information in order to consider prosecuting 

the parent with care, the Agency would have to be confident that it could provide evidence, in 

court, that the parent with care “knowingly” named the wrong non-resident parent. Short of an 

admission – or some evidence from the wrongly accused – this is in fact extremely difficult. We 

can reasonably assume ‘extremely difficult’ means in effect, ‘We never pursue the matter’. We 

can surely assume there wasn’t even one successful conviction of a women for this form of 

paternity fraud in 2013. If there had been, it would surely have been mentioned in this 

response.  

 

Furthermore, any prosecution (in any circumstances) must be done in the “public interest”, and 

the Agency has an overriding responsibility to consider the welfare of any child, affected by a 

decision to prosecute or to recover maintenance already paid and spent on the child concerned. 

‘Public interest’ is a fine thing. It invariably means that women with children face little or no 

consequences for their misdeeds. Conversely, it is always in the ‘public interest’ to ensure men 

face the full extent of the law.  

 

3) Child support legislation provides that a named person can be presumed to be the father of a 

child, where the child has not subsequently been legally adopted if; they were married to the 

mother at any time between the date the child was conceived and the date the child was born 

or they have been named as the father of the child on the birth certificate. Once again, without 

compulsory paternity tests, we have the risk of men believing they’re the fathers of children, 

when they’re not. Parentage may also be assumed where a DNA test has indicated that there is 

no reason to doubt that the non-resident parent is the biological parent of the child, or the non-

resident parent has either refused to take a DNA test or has legally adopted the child. 

 

Regardless of whether the Agency has assumed parentage, it will still accept conclusive 

evidence that the non-resident parent is not the parent of the child. That’s very good of the 

Agency. Such evidence must be in the form of either a DNA test result or a court order 

indicating that the non-resident parent is not the parent of the child. However if parentage is 

assumed or is not denied before the Agency makes a maintenance calculation, the non-resident 

parent is liable to pay maintenance unless and until non-parentage has been established by one 

of those forms of evidence. 

 

If you have any queries about this letter please contact us quoting the reference number above. 



Yours sincerely 

 

Freedom of Information Act Focal Point 

Department for Work and Pensions – Child Maintenance 


