
 

F4 Ban Conversion Therapy debate at Autumn Conference 2021 - Complaint 

We wish to submit a complaint that the debate, F4 Ban Conversion Therapy, was in breach of Conference 

Standing Order 8.7 which states that: 

“The chair shall be responsible for the choice of the speakers and shall attempt to provide a balanced 

debate between the different viewpoints in the conference, but may announce a departure from this rule if 

there is an overwhelming preponderance of members wishing to speak on the same side. The chair shall 

have the discretion to accept speakers cards after the start of the debate. “ 

The Ban Conversion Therapy debate was chaired by the Chair of Conference Committee, Nick da Costa. It 

was the first debate of the conference. 

Before Conference started, FCC would have been aware of opposition to the wording of this motion. While 

it is unlikely that any Lib Dem would be opposed to the title of the debate, the wording of the motion was 

ambiguous and certainly Christians within the party voiced their concerns at the specific inclusion of the 

word ‘prayer’ and party members from other belief groups also spoke of their concerns regarding the 

restriction of religious freedom should this motion be passed in its original form. 

To our knowledge, at least 5 amendments were submitted (3 from LDCF, 1 from Toby Keynes, I from David 

Barnsdale) which would have ameliorated these concerns but none were selected for debate. At least two 

calls for a reference back were also submitted. A call for a reference back from a LDCF member was 

rejected but a request from another person was allowed, but was not successful. 

During the debate, all the speakers gave virtually identical speeches. There was no discernible variety, they 

all seemed to make exactly the same point. Yet, the according to the guidelines, speakers should be called 

to make a range of points across the debate. This did not happen in this debate. 

Not one speaker was called to speak against the motion. One speaker was told she would be called and 

was put in the waiting room but ‘technical difficulties’ meant that she was not called. As far as we are 

aware, these ‘technical difficulties’ did not affect anyone being called to speak in favour of the motion. It 

may be that she was not called due to the debate running out of time. If this was the case, we are 

questioning why the Chair chose to schedule the lone speaker against the motion as the very last speaker, 

as at the very least, there is always a risk that previous speakers may overrun their allocated time and the 

final speaker not be called.  

According to Conference Standing Orders: 

8.7 “The Chair …… may announce a departure from this rule if there is an overwhelming preponderance of 

members wishing to speak on the same side”. 

No such announcement was made. Therefore, it is our contention that the management of the debate was 

in breach of Conference Standing Orders. 

Those who submitted speaker’s cards to speak against the motion have queried why they were not called. 

One speaker was told he was not chosen to speak against the motion as he was intending to speak about 

someone else’s experience and not his own. (This was confirmed in a Facebook post by the Chair of FCC 

see appendix 2 below). There is no requirement stated in Conference Standing Orders that speakers 

cannot use the experience of others in their speeches.  Indeed, many speakers in debates speak about the 

experiences of those with whom they work, MPs and councillors talk about their casework etc. Speakers 

have never been required to only speak about personal experience. These debates give a voice to the 

voiceless, to those who do not have the opportunity to get up on a podium and speak of their situation and 

experience.  



The debate Chair has also stated that another card was rejected because it was submitted after the 

deadline.  A card was indeed submitted between 4pm and 5pm, but it this was ahead of the published 

deadline of 5pm, and was therefore in order. The Chair was confused and mistakenly thought the deadline 

was 4pm rather than 5pm.  Standing orders do state that: 

“The chair shall have the discretion to accept speakers cards after the start of the debate “. So to reject her 

card when it was submitted the day before the debate seems somewhat churlish. 

I understand that several cards were submitted to speak against the motion. I am aware of the names of 

five people that did so. 

(The email confirmations received by these speakers showing that they did submit valid speaker’s cards in 

time were attached to the complaint). 

6 speakers were called to speak in favour of the motion, at least 4 cards were submitted to speak against 

the debate, plus two requests for a reference back, so to fail to call one speaker to speak against the 

motion is not a balanced debate. In addition, one person submitted a card requesting to speak in favour of 

a reference back which was taken and another had emailed a request for a reference back but his request 

was declined. 

We are also particularly concerned that the Chair of FCC posted incorrect information on the FCC Facebook 

page and then switched off commenting and prevented further comments the thread. Screenshot of FB 

thread below (Appendix 2). 

Nick Da Costa claimed that: 

 Four cards were submitted against the motion. Incorrect.  To our knowledge, at least five cards 

were submitted. Four to speak against the motion and one requesting to move a Reference Back. 

(Four speaker’s cards attached). In addition, FCC received another request to move a Reference 

Back but this was declined by FCC and the person concerned therefore did not submit a speaker’s 

card. Nick da Costa made no mention of this second request. (Email attached). So in fact, 6 speakers 

wanted to speak against the motion. 

 The deadline for submission of speaker’s cards was 16:00. Incorrect. It was 17:00 

 One card ‘did not have any information’. Incorrect. As can be seen from the attachments, all the 

speaker’s cards were correctly completed.  

 One card stated that the speaker would be quoting someone else and was not suitable. Incorrect. 

Speakers often quote the experience of others.   There is nothing in Conference Standing Orders 

which states that speakers must only speak from personal experience. 

   

There were also false claims on the FCC Facebook page, about cards submitted, made by members who are 

not on FCC and therefore were not involved in the selection of speakers for the debate, yet no attempt 

was made by anyone on FCC to correct these false claims. 

A claim was made by Charley Hasted on the FCC Facebook group that one card was rejected as the card 

was not completed correctly and the person had failed to include their own name on the card. “Well given 

that one card had no name on it”. Archie McCann claimed that ‘those against was one individual (with a 

valid speakers card). Jasmine Josephine Sakura-Rose, repeated the claim that “there was only one properly 

submitted Speaker’s card against”. FCC have so far failed to provide evidence of this, to say to which card 

Charley Hasted is referring or to correct this misinformation from Charley Hasted, Archie McCann or 

Jasmine Josephine Sakura-Rose.  

We are Lib Dems. We have never before been afraid of debate.  We are concerned at the shutting down of 

debate within the party. 

 

We are calling for:  



1. An assurance that going forward, Conference Standing Orders will be complied with much more 

robustly in particular 8.7.  

2. That where a sole speaker against a motion is to be called, this speaker be called during the debate 

and not as the final speaker. 

3. An assurance that debate Chairs and Aides will undergo training to ensure that they have a greater 

understanding of what is and importantly is not, contained in Conference Standing Orders to 

ensure that in future, prospective speakers are not rejected due to wanting to quote from the 

experience of others. 

4. A commitment from FCC that their social media will be actively monitored and that comments 

containing incorrect information be deleted or refuted as soon as possible to avoid the 

multiplication of false statements as happened following the debate in question. 
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Appendix 3 

 

Misinformation on Federal Conference Committee Facebook page: 
  

 
 



 
 

 

 
 
  


