Draft Conversion Practices Bill: What Parents Need to Know
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A draft Conversion Practices Bill for England and Wales is drawing concern from a Labour MP who argues that its wording could leave parents, counsellors and faith leaders unsure where ordinary support ends and criminal conduct begins. The Government says it wants to protect LGBT+ people from abuse without criminalising open conversations, making the detail of the draft particularly important.
Essential Takeaways
The draft is under scrutiny: The Government published the bill on 25 June 2026 for pre-legislative scrutiny.
The proposal has several parts: It includes criminal offences and civil protection orders relating to conversion practices.
The Government says conversations are protected: It says exploratory discussions and expressions of belief are not the target.
Critics question the wording: The lead article argues that terms including “emotional pressure” could create uncertainty for families and professionals.
Polling depends on the scenario: A Christian Institute report says support for a ban fell when respondents were asked about specific situations involving parents.
The argument turns on where support becomes abuse
The debate is about a difficult line: protecting people from abusive attempts to change or suppress their sexual orientation or gender identity, while allowing them to talk through uncertainty with people they trust. The draft bill is intended to address conversion practices, but critics say its wording could make ordinary conversations feel risky.
The Government’s draft applies to England and Wales. According to the UK Government, a conversion practice is an act carried out with the intention of changing a person’s sexual orientation or transgender identity. The proposed measures include offences for carrying out certain practices and civil protection orders intended to prevent them.
The bill is at the pre-legislative scrutiny stage, so its text and implications are still being examined. That matters: the Government’s description of its aims is not the same as a definitive answer to how a particular conversation would be treated in a future case.
Why the Domestic Abuse Act comparison matters
The lead article argues that the draft’s use of terms such as “emotional pressure” and “economic pressure” could reach further than the language in the Domestic Abuse Act. It raises the possibility that parents might worry about expressing concerns or setting limits when a child is questioning their identity.
The Domestic Abuse Act 2021 lists forms of abusive behaviour including physical or sexual abuse, threatening behaviour, controlling or coercive behaviour, economic abuse, and psychological or emotional abuse. The legislation defines economic abuse in relation to a substantial adverse effect on someone’s ability to acquire, use or maintain money or property, or obtain goods or services.
That comparison is the author’s criticism, not an established legal conclusion about how the draft bill would be interpreted. The Government says the proposal has a high threshold: conduct must be abusive, intended to change someone’s identity and cause real harm to fall within scope.
Government assurances meet concerns about interpretation
The Government says it does not intend to criminalise expressions of belief or exploratory conversations about identity. It also says healthcare professionals, therapists and counsellors should be able to support people through open conversations. Those assurances speak directly to concerns raised about family, pastoral and professional settings.
But the lead article argues that reassurance in a government statement is not enough if people remain unsure how the bill’s wording might apply in practice. The Government’s impact assessment acknowledges that stakeholders have raised concerns about possible effects on clinicians, parents, free speech and religious organisations, while noting that the draft will undergo further scrutiny.
For readers, the key distinction is between the Government’s stated intention and the legal text being examined. The draft’s wording, safeguards and eventual interpretation will all matter; neither a ministerial assurance nor a critic’s prediction settles every hypothetical case.
What the Cass Review says about caution
The lead article also links the debate to support for young people experiencing gender-related distress, arguing that parents and professionals need room to listen, ask questions and avoid rushing to conclusions. That concern is distinct from the legal question of what the bill would criminalise.
A Scottish Government summary of the Cass Review reports that evidence about puberty-suppressing hormones and their longer-term risks is inadequate. It says the review called for further robust research and long-term follow-up, and recommended that puberty suppression be offered only within a research protocol.
Those findings provide context for discussions about caution, but they do not establish that the draft bill would undermine the review’s recommendations. Keeping those questions separate helps: medical evidence, supportive conversations and the proposed law overlap in public debate, but they are not the same issue.
Polling shows how much the framing matters
The Christian Institute reports on a Whitestone Insight poll in which support for a ban fell when respondents were asked about scenarios involving parents discouraging a child from changing sex or taking a wait-and-see approach. The organisation also discusses concerns about pastoral advice and the draft’s language around emotional pressure.
Polling can show how people respond to particular descriptions, but the wording of those scenarios matters. The figures reported by the Christian Institute differ from those in the lead article, so they should not be treated as interchangeable or as a single settled measure of public opinion.
There is a genuine tension here: a law should protect people from abuse, while leaving space for thoughtful, non-coercive support. As scrutiny continues, the practical question is whether the final wording can make that distinction clear to families and professionals.
The detail of the draft, not just its stated purpose, will shape how confidently people can have difficult conversations.
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