What Labour's Draft Conversion Practices Bill Actually Says
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The draft Conversion Practices Bill is drawing sharp criticism from Andrew Doyle, who argues that Bridget Phillipson has dismissed legitimate questions about its reach. But the Government's own draft includes definitions, harm thresholds and court-assessed factors. Here's what the proposal says, and where the political arguments begin.
Essential Takeaways
The proposal is a draft: The Government says it published the Bill on 25 June 2026 for pre-legislative scrutiny.
Its stated aim: The Bill targets abusive conduct intended to change someone's sexual orientation or transgender identity.
There are proposed limits: The draft refers to serious harm, alarm or distress with a substantial effect on usual activities.
The five-year figure is real: The explanatory notes set out a maximum Crown Court prison term of five years, with a possible fine.
Political warnings aren't legal findings: Claims about parents being arrested are arguments about potential effects, not proof of how a court would apply the draft.
A heated debate needs a closer look
The dispute over Labour's draft Conversion Practices Bill is not just about its stated aim. It's also about how its terms might work in practice, and whether critics' warnings match the text.
In his Anglican Mainstream commentary, Andrew Doyle says Equalities Minister Bridget Phillipson has answered objections in a partisan way rather than welcoming scrutiny. That's a forceful opinion, not a neutral assessment of the Bill, so it helps to separate the political exchange from the draft's actual wording.
What the Government's draft proposes
The Government's publication page says the draft was published on 25 June 2026 and shared with Parliament for pre-legislative scrutiny. It describes conversion practices as conduct intended to change a person's sexual orientation or transgender identity, and sets out proposed offences and protection orders.
The draft Bill gives that idea more detail. It covers conduct intended to cause someone to have, or not have, a particular sexual orientation or transgender identity, as well as conduct intended to make someone believe they do or do not have one. That statutory wording is important context for claims that the proposal leaves the central concepts undefined.
The five-year maximum, and the threshold behind it
The five-year prison term mentioned in the debate appears in the Government's explanatory notes. They say the maximum applies on conviction in the Crown Court, with a possible fine; it's tied to the proposed offence, rather than presented as a penalty for any attempt to influence someone's identity.
The draft also sets out a serious-harm threshold for the offence of carrying out an abusive conversion practice. It refers to serious physical or mental harm, or serious alarm or distress that substantially affects a person's usual activities. Courts would assess whether conduct was abusive on the facts, taking account of factors such as violence, threats, coercion or psychological pressure.
Why parents are part of the political argument
Conservative leader Kemi Badenoch has warned that the draft could lead to parents being arrested for parenting their children. PinkNews reported that she also argued the proposal might make parents less willing to speak candidly with their children.
Those are political warnings about possible effects, not proof that ordinary parenting would meet the draft's proposed offence thresholds. The draft text provides factors and tests for courts to consider, but the sources here don't establish how a court would apply them to a particular family conversation.
The Tavistock argument is contested
Doyle's commentary also raises concerns about young people referred to the Tavistock Gender Identity Development Service, drawing on Hannah Barnes's reporting and citing former GIDS psychologist Matt Bristow's description of the service as “conversion therapy for gay kids”.
A witness from the Gay Men's Network made a similar argument in evidence to a parliamentary committee, referring to concerns about gender medicine and young lesbians feeling pressured to identify as transgender. The committee transcript records that witness's views; it doesn't establish them as settled findings. For readers, the useful distinction is between a concern raised in political debate and a conclusion proven by the draft or the committee record.
The proposal is still being debated, so its definitions and safeguards deserve scrutiny from both supporters and critics.
Check the draft wording alongside the arguments about it before deciding where you stand.
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