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Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flagged Flag Status: 

Hi Christie, 

I would like to submit a request on behalf of Senator Gardner for Senate Bill 20, an act adding sexual orientation and 
gender identity to the protected classes under the duties of the Alaska State Human Rights Commission. Statutes like 
those proposed in SB20 are currently in 18 states and the District of Columbia, with three more states prohibiting 
discrimination based on sexual orientation only. Senator Gardner believes this bill is necessary to ensure that LGBTQ 
individuals experience fairness in areas of housing, finance, and employment. I'd be happy to answer any questions you 
have. 

Attached to this email, you' ll find the following documents attached : 

• SB20 Hearing Request 

• SB20 ver A 

• SB20 Sponsor Statement 

• SB20 Sectional Analysis 

• SB20 Witness List 

• Research 
o SB20 Alaska State Commission on Human Rights Duties and Powers 
o SB20 Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey 
o SB20 Businesses with Non-discrimination Policies (Business Coalition for Workplace Fairness) 
o SB20 The Cost of Employment Discrimination against Transgender Residents of Massachusetts 
o SB20 Employment Discrimination Against LGBT Utahns 
o SB20 Employment Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity in Ohio 

• Media 
o SB20 Anchorage Daily News re : Anchorage Chamber's Commerce of Diversity Presentation 
o SB20 Anchorage Chamber Mag "The Commerce of Diversity" 
o SB20 Washington Times: Senate Passes ENDA 
o SB20 lnfographic: State with Non-discrimination statutes in place 

Please don't hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns . 

Best, 
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TJ Presley 
Office of Senator Berta Gardner 
Session: 907.465 .6853 
Interim: 907.269.0174 
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 
Juneau 
State Capitol Bldg. Rm 424 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone (907) 465-4930 
Fax (907) 465-3834 
(800) 331-4930 

Senator Berta Gardner 
Senate District I 

To: Senator Bert Stedman 
Chair, Senate State Affairs 

From: Senator Berta Gardner b{j 
Date: 2 February 2015 

Re: Hearing Request for SB 20 
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Anchora~e 
716 W. 4th Avenue 

Anchorage, AK 99501 
Phone(907)269-0174 

Fax (907) 269-0177 

I am respectfully requesting a hearing in the Senate Health and Social Services Committee 
for Senate Bill 20. The bill expands current anti-discrimination statutes to cover sexual 
orientation and gender identity. Similar provisions already prohibit discrimination based 
upon race, religion, color, national origin, physical or mental disability, age, sex, marital 
status, changes in marital status, pregnancy or parenthood 

Included in this packet: 
• SB 20 version A 
• Sponsor Statement 
• Sectional Analysis 
• Research: 

• Media: 

a) Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey 
b) Businesses with non-discrimination policies 
c) The Cost of Employment Discrimination against Transgender Residents of 

Massachusetts 
d) Employment Discrimination against LGBT Utahns 
e) Employment Discrimination Based on Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity in 

Ohio 

a) Anchorage Daily News re: Anchorage Chamber's "Commerce of Diversity'' 
presentation 

b) Anchorage Chamber Mag "The Commerce of Diversity" 
c) Washington Times: Senate passes Employment Non-Discrimination Act 
d) lnfographic: states with non-discrimination statutes in place 

• Letters of Support 

If necessary, other backup will be forthcoming. Please contact my staffer, TJ Presley at 
465.6853, with any questions or concerns. 
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SENATOR B ERTA G ARDNER 

SENATE DrsTRICT I 

Sponsor Statement 

SB 20 - "An Act adding to the powers and duties of the State Commission for Human 
Rights; and relating to and prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation or 

gender identity or expression." 

Senate Bill 20 expands current anti-discrimination statutes to include protections 
against discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity. Similar provisions 
already prohibit discrimination based upon race, religion, color, national origin, physical or 
mental disability, age, sex, marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy or 
parenthood. 

Senate Bill 20 would protect citizens from discrimination in employment, housing, 
public accommodations, financing or credit based upon sexual orientation and gender 
identity. 

The State of Alaska has already taken steps to prevent discrimination with a 2002 
administrative order that provides protection against sexual orientation discrimination for 
employees of the state. In 2010, the University of Alaska amended its anti-discrimination 
policy to include protections against discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. 

According to the Human Rights Campaign, the overwhelming majority of America's 
most successful businesses have already adopted anti-discrimination policies that include 
protections against discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. Twenty-one states 
and the District of Columbia have enacted legislation similar to Senate Bill 20. Despite the 
progress that has been made nationwide, 73% of LG8T respondents to a survey in 
Anchorage reported hiding their sexual orientation in order to avoid job discrimination 
after experiencing abuse or harassment in the workplace. 

Historically, Alaska has been at the forefront of civil rights legislation. The . 
Territorial legislature awarded women the right to vote in 1913, well before it was passed 
at the national level. In 1945, the Alaska legislature passed landmark anti-discriminatory 
legislation protecting Alaska Natives. Senate Bill 20 stands as an opportunity for Alaska to 
continue its strong tradition of recognition of human rights. 

I look forward to your support of Senate Bill 20. 
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Sectional Analysis 

SB 20 - "An Act adding to the powers and duties of the State Commission for Human Rights; 
and relating to and prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender 
identity or expression." 

Section 1: 

Amends AS 18.80.060 the powers and duties of the Human Rights Commission. The section 
adds "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the list of categories that include 
race, religion, color, national ancestry, physical or mental disability, age, sex, marital status, 
changes in marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood. 

Section 2: 

Amends AS 18.80.200 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the list 
of basis for discriminations which are cause for public concern and the need to prevent 
discrimination in employment ,credit and financing practices, public accommodations and 
sale, lease or rental of real property. 

Section 3: 

Amends AS 18.80.210 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the 
categories of protected civil rights. 

Section 4: 

Amends AS 18.80.220 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful employment practices. 

Section 5: 

Amends AS 18.80.230 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful practices in public accommodations. 



Section 6: 

Amends AS 18.80.240 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful practices in the sale or rental of real property. 

Section 7: 

Amends AS 18.80.250 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity, or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful practices in extending credit. 

Section 8: 

Amends AS 18.80.255 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity, or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful practices by the state or its political subdivisions. 

Section 9: 

Amends AS 18.80.300 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity, or expression" to the 
prohibitions against unlawful practices in blockbusting, or practices by a real estate agents 
to close a transaction. 

Section 10: 

Amends AS 18.80.300 to add definitions of "gender identity or expression," and "sexual 
orientation" to Alaska statute. 
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Witness List 

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

SENATOR B ERTA G ARDNER 

SENATE D ISTRICT I 

ANCHORAGE 

716 W. 4TH AVENUE 

ANCHORAGE, A K 99501 
PHONE (907) 269-0 17 4 

FACEBOOK. COM/BERTA0ARDNER 

We have invited the following individuals to speak on Senate Bill 20 but anticipate more 
members of the public will call in to voice their opinion. 

Josh Hemsath - Executive Director, Pride Foundation - Alaska 
Joshua Decker - Executive Director, ACLU - Alaska 
Drew Phoenix - Executive Director, Identity, Inc. - Alaska 
Vicki Green - Public, Alaska 
Justin Nelson - President, National Gay and Lesbian Chamber of Commerce 



2/24/2014 Alaska State Human Rights Conmission 

Alaska State Commission for Human Rights 
Enforcing Alaska's Human Rights Laws 

What is the Human Rights Commission? 
The Alaska State Commission for Human Rights is the state agency that enforces the Alaska Human Rights Law, "5 18.80. The Commission 
consists of seven commissioners appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Legislature. The Commission employs a staff and maintains 
an office in Anchorage. The Commission has statewide powers , and accepts and investigates complaints from individuals across all regions of 
the state. 

For information on the complaint process, including how to file a complaint, click here . 

Mission Statement 
"Discrimination not only threatens the rights and privileges of the inhabitants of the state, but also menaces the institutions of the state and 
threatens peace, order, health, safety, and general welfare of the state and its inhabitants. Therefore, it is the policy of the state and the purpose of 
this chapter to eliminate and prevent discrimination. It is also the policy of the state to encourage and enable physically and mentally disabled 
persons to participate fully in the social and economic life of the state and to engage in remunerative employment." 

- Alaska Human Rights Law, "5 18.80.200. 

In Alaska it is illegal to discriminate in: 
• Employment 

• Places of Public Accommodation 

• Sale or Rental of Real Property 

• Financing and Credit 

• Practices by the State or its Political Subdivisions 

Because of: 
• Race 

• Color 

• Religion 

• Sex 

• National Origin 

• Physical or r.tlental Disability 

And in some instances because of: 
• ~e 

• Marital Status 

• Changes in Marital Status 

• Pregnancy 

• Parenthood 

© Copyri ght 2014, State of Alaska, all rights reserved 

http://humanrig hts.alasl<a.g ooJ 1/1 



Melissa S. Green 

MARCH 2012 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey came about as a result of a perceived need for 
quantifiable data on the incidence of discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) individuals in the Municipality of Anchorage. It represents the first effort since the late 1980s 
to compile rigorous data about the incidence of seJs.-ual orientation bias and discrimination in Anchor­
age - and the first effort ever to document Anchorage or Alaska-specific data about discrimination 
and bias on the basis of gender identity and expression. 

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey was conducted in January through March, 2011 . 
Its key findings on the violence, intimidation, and discrimination experienced in the Municipality of 
Anchorage by its 268 lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender respondents were previously reported in 
the preliminary report (Green, 2011). 

In addition to those key finding, also reproduced below as part of this executive summary, this 
final report includes: 

• Detailed tables upon which the charts included in the preliminary report were based. 

• A complete methodology including detailed discussion of sampling selection. Probability 
(random) sampling of LGBT populations is difficult and prohibitively expensive due to sev­
eral challenges, which are explained. This survey used nonprobability sampling, which is the 
most common type used for LGBT populations. 

• Complete demographic data for the survey population with, in some cases, comparison with 
2010 U.S. Census Bureau data from the American Community Survey for total population of 
the Municipality of Anchorage. 

• Expanded discussion of major findings from the prior Alaska studies One in Ten and Identity 
Reports; comparisons with those national LGBT studies of anti-LGBT discrimination which 
are based on probability sampling; and comparison with an extensive national nonprobability 
transgender discrimination study (over 6000 respondents) covering all 50 states, Washington, 
DC, and several U.S. territories. Though the present survey is based on nonprobability sam­
pling, its results are similar in many respects to national data, and also demonstrates that'sexual 
orientation and gender identity discrimination are as common Alaska and Anchorage as in the 
rest of the United States. 

• Comparisons with recent data on experience of racism in Anchorage from the Anchorage 
Community Survey 2009 (Chamard, forthcoming). Experiences of racism are common in 
Anchorage, especially among blacks, Alaska Natives/ American Indians, and Pacific Islanders. 
Sexual orientation/ gender identity bias and discrimination is experienced by LGBT people at 
comparable levels. 

• Examination of case processing data for actual discrimination complaints filed with Anchor­
age Equal Rights Commission (2002-2009) and Alaska State Commission for Human Rights 
(2006-2010) . 

• Findings from national studies conducted by The Williams Institute at UCLA School of Law 
on the rates of employment discrimination complaints based on sexual orientation/ gender 
identity as compared with complaints for sex discrimination and race/ color discrimination in 
states where sexual orientation and/ or gender identity discrimination are prohibited. Typically 
for those states, complaints to state human rights agencies of employment discrimination on 
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the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity are made at only a slightly lower rate per 
10,000 LGBT employees as are complaints of sex discrimination per 10,000 female workers; 
complaints of discrimination on the basis of race/ color tend to be higher than either sexual 
orientation/ gender identity or sex discrimination. 

• (8) Respondent comments (edited for respondent confidentiality). 

Key findings of the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey 

Recent discrimination 

• The 50 respondents who have lived in Anchorage less than five years reported experienc­
ing discrimination/bias in Anchorage at only slightly lower rates than the survey sample as 
a whole, in spite of a much shorter span of time in Anchorage within which to accumulate 
experiences of discrimination. There were only a few types of discrimination/bias that this 
population did not report having experienced while in Anchorage, such as discrimination in 
child custody proceedings. 

Violence, i11ti111idation, harassment, and bulfying 

• Verbal abuse/namecalling was by far tl1e most frequently experienced form of anti-gay/anti.­
trans bias reported by respondents. 76 .5% of the total study sample of 268 respondents and 
68.0% of the subsample of 50 respondents who have lived in Anchorage for less than five 
years have experienced verbal abuse/namecalling at least once while in Anchorage. 

• Experiences of various forms of harassment, intimidation, and bullying were fairly common. 
Of the total sample of 268 respondents, 42.5% had been threatened with physical violence, 
32.8% had been followed or chased, and 29.9% had experienced property damage attributed 
to anti-LGBT bias. 18.3% had experienced actual physical violence in Anchorage because of 
their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender presentation, and 6% had been sexually as­
saulted. 

• Harassment and bullying were also common on the job and in rented housing. Of the total 
sample of 268 respondents, 44% had been harassed by their employer or otl1er employees -
16% to the point of actually feeling forced to leave their jobs. 18.7% had been harassed by 
their landlord or other tenants. 

• 41 % of the total sample had been bullied or harassed by other students in Anchorage schools 
and educational institutions. 14.2% had been bullied or harassed by teachers, and 6.3% had 
been harassed to the point they were forced to leave school. These figures are especially re­
markable given that many respondents had never attended school or college in Anchorage, in­
dicating that rates at which LGBT students experience bullying and harassment in educational 
settings is probably higher. 

• 13.4% of the total sample reported being harassed or verbally abused by medical providers. 
8.6% of the total sample reported being harassed or verbally abused at least once by Anchor­
age police, and 7.5% said they had been stopped at least once by Anchorage police because of 
tl1eir sexual orientation or gender identity, witl1out other justification for the stop. 
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• In general, non-transgender gay and bisexual men tended to report experiencing violence, in­
timidation, harassment, and bullying at higher rates than non-transgender lesbian and bisexual 
women. 

• Transgender respondents reported higher rates of being followed or chased (44% for trans; 
31.7% for non-trans) and of experiencing actual physical violence (24% for trans; 17.7% for 
non-trans). 

Emplqyment 

• The second most common issue reported by respondents (after verbal abuse/harassment) 
was hiding their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender transition in order to avoid job 
discrimination. 73.1 % of the total sample and 62% of the respondents who had lived in An­
chorage less than five years reported hiding in this way at least once to avoid job discrimination 
in Anchorage. 

• As previously noted, 44% of the total san1ple had been harassed by their employer or other 
employees -16% to the point of actually feeling forced to leave their jobs. 

• 20.9% of the total sample said they had been turned down for a job when otherwise quali­
fied because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and 17.5% reported being 
denied a promotion at least one time. 

• 14.6% reported being actually fired from a job at least once in Anchorage because of sexual 
orientation or gender identity /presentation. 

• 4.5% of all respondents reported being unable to use gender-appropriate restrooms at work, 
and 4.1 % said they delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination. These figures included 
about one third of all respondents who identified themselves as transgender. 

• Non-transgender lesbian and bisexual women reported higher rates than non-transgender gay 
and bisexual men of having hidden their sei...·1.1al orientation or gender identity/presentation at 
least once to avoid employment discrinunation (75.7% for women; 70.6% for men); of being 
harassed on-the-job (44.9% for women; 41.2% for men); and of being actually forced to leave 
a position because of harassment (18.7% for women; 11.0% for men) . 

• Transgender respondents reported higher rates than non-transgender respondents of almost 
all types of employment discrimination evaluated in the survey. In particular, a higher percent­
age of transgender respondents experienced reported harassment by employers and cowork­
ers (56.0% for trans; 42.8% for non-trans). Nearly a tlurd of transgender respondents (32.%) 
were unable to use gender-appropriate bathrooms at work, and over a third (36.0%) said they 
had delayed gender transition to avoid job discrimination. 

Housing/ shelter 

• As previously noted, 18.7% of the 268 respondents in the study reported having been ha­
rassed by Anchorage landlords or other tenants because of their sexual orientation or gender 
iden city/ pres en ta tion. 
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• Transgender respondents reported harassment from landlords and other tenants at a rate over 
twice that reported by non-transgender respondents (36.0% for trans; 16.9% for non-trans) . 

• 10.1% of the total sample said they had been denied a lease at least once when otherwise 
qualified. 

• 8.2% of the total sample reported being evicted or forced to move at least once because of 
sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 

• 1.5% of the total sample reported being denied access to shelter at least once. 

School/ ed11catio11 

• As previously noted, 41 % of the total sample had been bullied or harassed by other students 
in an Anchorage educational setting. 14.2% had been bullied or harassed by teachers, and 6.3% 
had been harassed to the point they were forced to leave school. 

• 10.1 % of the total sample said they had been denied participation in extracurricular activities 
because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 

• 1.9% reported being denied admission at least once to an Anchorage school or an academic 
program when otherwise qualified. 

• 1.1 % were denied financial aid at least once. 0.7% reported being denied campus housing be­
cause of sexual orientation or gender identity /presentation. 

• Non-transgender gay and bisexual men reported higher rates of almost all types of school/ 
education discrimination than non-transgender lesbians and bisexual women. In particular, 
non-transgender males had a higher rate of reporting bullying and harassment from other 
students (47.0% of men; 32.7% of women) and of actually having to leave school because of 
harassment (9.6% for men; 0.9% for women). 

• Transgender and non-transgender respondents showed similar rates of being bullied or ha­
rassed by other students (40.0% of trans; 41.2% of non-trans); however, transgender respon­
dents reported discrimination at higher rates than non-transgender respondents in all other 
categories of education discrimination evaluated in the survey. Nearly one-quarter (24.0%) of 
transgender respondents reported having been bullied or harassed at least once by Anchorage 
teachers, compared with 13.2 percent of non-transgender respondents; and this group report­
ed over twice as high a rate of being denied participation in extracurricular activities (20.0% 
of trans; 9.1% of non-trans). 

Child custot!J/ relationships 

• 4.5% of the total sample of 268 respondents reported that their sexual orientation or gender 
identity/presentation was used against them at least once in a child custody proceeding. 

• 3.0% of all respondents had contact ,vith their minor children restricted by a former spouse 
because of sexual orientation or gender identity /presentation. 

• 0.7% of all respondents reported that custody of their children was restricted by a court be­
cause of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 
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• Within the total sample of 268 respondents, a higher proportion of non-transgender lesbians 
and bisexual women than non-transgender gay or bisexual men reported that their sexual 
orientation or gender identity/presentation being used against them in a child custody pro­
ceed- ing (7.5% of women; 2.9% of men). Only one transgender respondent in the study 
(4.0%) reported an incident of discrimination in child custody/relationships while in Anchor­
age (contact with children restricted by a former spouse). 

• These findings are based on the total study population of 268 respondents; but non-parents 
cannot, of course, experience issues related to child custody. A more accurate picture of child 
custody issues can be gained by noting that only 63 (23.7%) of the total study population re­
ported having children, including 18 non-transgender male respondents, 26 non-transgender 
female respondents, and 9 transgender respondents. Thus, the rates at which LGBT respon­
dents who are actually parents reported discrimination in child custody proceedings are higher. 
This issue will be discussed in greater depth in the final report. 

• None of the 50 respondents who had lived less than five years in Anchorage reported having 
experienced issues with child custody proceedings while in Anchorage. 

Public services 

• As previously mentioned, 13.4% of the total sample reported being harassed or verbally abused 
by medical providers. This was the most frequently experienced form of public services dis­
crimination reported. Respondents also reported three other forms of discrimination from 
Anchorage medical providers: 4.9% were denied non-emergency medical care; 4.1 % were 
denied transition-related care; and 0.7% were denied emergency medical care at least once. 

• The second most frequently reported form of public services discrimination was being denied 
service in a restaurant or bar: 13.1 % of the total sample reported experiencing this at least 
once in Anchorage because of their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 3.4% 
were denied a room in an Anchorage hotel or motel at least once; 6.0% were denied use of a 
public restroom; 10 (3.7%) were denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified. 

• As previously noted, 8.6% of the total sample reported having been harassed or verbally 
abused by Anchorage police - the third most frequently reported form of public services 
discrimination. 7.5% reported being stopped by Anchorage police at least once because of 
their sexual orientation or gender identity, with no otl1er justification for the stop - the fifth 
most frequently reported form of public services discrimination. In other government servic­
es, 1.9% of all respondents were denied gender-appropriate driver's licenses from the Alaska 
Division of Motor Vehicles; 4.1 % were denied services by a local government agency; and 1 
respondent (0.4%) was denied a ride or forcibly removed from a People Mover bus. 

• The fourth most frequently reported form of public services discrimination was being denied 
membership or access to a gym or fitness club, with 8.2% of the total sample reporting having 
experienced this form of discrimination. 3. 7% were denied use of a changing room at a gym 
or fitness club. 

• For every type of public services discrimination included in the survey, without exception, a 
higher proportion of transgender respondents tl1an non-transgender respondents reported 
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experiencing discrimination. In particular, 44% of transgender respondents reported having 
at least once been denied use of a public restroom while in Anchorage, compared with just 
2.1 % of non-transgender respondents. Over one-third of transgender respondents - 36.0% 
- had been harassed or verbally abused by medical providers, more than three times the 
percentage reported by non-transgender respondents (11 .1 %). Over a quarter of transgender 
respondents - 28.0% - reported being denied use of a changing room at a gym or fitness 
club, compared with only 1.2 percent of non-transgender respondents. 

• Two categories of public services discrimination are fairly specific to transgender persons: 
transition-related care and gender-appropriate driver's licenses. 40% of transgender respon­
dents reported being denied transition-related care by an Anchorage medical provider, and 
16% had been denied the appropriate gender marker on their driver's license. 

Relationship status 

• More than three-quarters of respondents ('17.2%) stated that their legal status under Alaska 
law was single, never married; only 4.5% were legally married under Alaska law. In contrast, 
58.2% said that they were in committed relationships with intimate partners - relationships 
which are unrecognized in law except in limited contexts, such as with domestic partner ben­
efits for same-sex partners of State of Alaska employees or "financially interdependent part­
ner" benefits in the University of Alaska system. 



Business Coalition for Workplace Fairness 
The majority of United States businesses have already started addressing workplace fairness for lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 
employees. But we need a federal standard that treats all employees the same way. 

The Business Coalition for Workplace Fairness is a group of leading U .S. employers that support the Employment Non-Discrimination Act, a 
federal bill that wou ld provide the same basic protections that are already afforded to workers across the country. 

Lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender employees are not protected under federal law from being fired, refused work or otherwise 
discriminated against. ENDA wou ld do just that. The following leading employers support workplace fairness and the passage of the federal 
Emp loyment Non-Discrimination Act. 

Accenture Ltd. 
AIG 
Alcoa Inc. 
American Eagle Outfitters Inc. 
American Institute of Architects 
Ameriprise Financial Inc. 
Amgen lnc. 
AMR Corp. (American Airlines) 
Apple 
AT&T Inc. 
Bank of America Corp. 
The Bank of New York Me llon Corp. 

(BNY Mellon) 
Barclays 
BASF Corp. 
Bausch & Lomb Inc. 
Best Buy Co. Inc. 
Bingham McCutchen LLP 
Biogen Idec lnc. 
BMC Software Inc. 
BNP Paribas 
Boehringer lngelheim Pharmaceuticals Inc. 
BP America Inc. 
Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. 
Broadridge Financial Solutions lnc. 
Brown-Forman Corp. 
CA Technologies Inc. 
Caesars Entertainment Corp. 
Capgemini U.S. LLC 
Capital One Financial Corp. 
Cardinal Health Inc. 
CareFusion Corp. 
CC Media Holdings Inc. (Clear Channel) 
Charles Schwab & Co. 
Chevron Corp. 
Choice Hotels International Inc. 
Chubb Corp. 
Cisco Systems Inc. 
Citigroup 
Clorox Co. 
The Coca-Cola Co. 
Coming Inc. 
Darden Restaurants Inc. 
Delhaize America Inc. 
Dell Inc. 
Deloitte LLP 
The Depository Trust & Clearing Corp. 
Deutsche Bank 
Diageo North America 
Dow Chemical Co. 
E. l. du Pont de Nemours and Co. (DuPont) 
Eastman Kodak Co. 
Electronic Arts Inc. 
Eli Lilly&Co. 
EMC Corp. 
Ernst & Young LLP 
Expedia Inc. 
Gap Inc. 
General Electric Co. 
Genera I M ii Is Inc. 
General Motors Corp. 
GlaxoSmithKline 
Goldman Sachs Group Inc. 
Google Inc. 
Groupon Inc. 
Hanover Direct Inc. 
Herman Miller Inc. 
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The Cost of Employment 
Discrimination against 

Transgender Residents of 
Massachusetts 

Jody L. Herman 
Peter J. Cooper Public Policy Fellow 

Introduction 
Transgender residents of 
Massachusetts have reported 
experiencing discrimination in 
employment. The National 
Transgender Discrimination Survey 
(NTDS) found that 76 percent of 
respondents from Massachusetts 
experienced harassment, mistreatment, 
or discrimination in employment.1 

NTDSrespondentsreportedthatdueto 
anti-transgender bias, 20 percent had 
lost a job, 39 percent were not hired for 
positions they applied for, and 17 
percent were denied promotions.2 

April 2011 

Employment Discrimination Among 

Massachusetts NTDS Respondents (n=283) 
39% 

Lost Job Not Hired Denied Promotion 

Loss of employment due to anti-transgender bias often means lost wages, lost health insurance 
coverage, and housing instability. Therefore, employment discrimination might affect the budget of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts in several ways : reduced income tax revenues, higher public 
assistance expenditures, and other costs. For instance, if a worker is fired for being transgender and 
loses wages as a result, the Commonwealth loses the income tax revenue It would have gained from 
those lost wages. Furthermore, that worker may need to participate in a public health Insurance 
program to replace lost employer-provided coverage. Those health insurance costs are then transferred 
from that worker's former employer to the Commonwealth. This study estimates that the impact of 
discrimination is likely to cost the Commonwealth millions of dollars each year. The added cost to the 
Commonwealth for public health insurance coverage alone is $3 million annually due to employment 
discrimination. 

Estimating the Transgender Population of Massachusetts 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau's 2009 American Community Survey, the population of 
Massachusetts is 6.6 million.3 A recent Massachusetts population-based survey suggests that 0.5 
percent of the population of Massachusetts considers themselves to be transgender.4 Therefore, about 
33,000 Massachusetts residents are estimated to identify as transgender.5 If rates of employment 
discrimination found in the Massachusetts sample of the NTDS hold true for the transgender population 
of Massachusetts as a whole, then: 6,600 have lost a job, 12,900 were not hired for a job, and 5,600 
were denied a promotion due to anti-transgender bias. 
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Estimating the Cost of Employment Discrimination 
Employment discrimination might negatively affect the Commonwealth's budget for several reasons. 
This section describes costs in terms of lower income tax revenues, higher public assistance 
expenditures, and other costs of unemployment and underemployment. 

Reduced Income Tax Revenues 
When workers are fired for being transgender or are unable to get jobs due to discrimination, their 
wages are likely to fall, leading to lower income tax revenue for the Commonwealth. According to the 
NTDS, 15 percent of surveyed transgender Massachusetts residents made $10,000 or less in annual 
household income, while only 3 percent of the Massachusetts general population made this amount.6 

Yet, the educational attainment oftransgender NTDS participants is high, with respondents reporting 
much higher rates of attaining college degrees and graduate degrees than the U.S. general population.7 

Therefore, it is likely that this income disparity is due, at least in part, to employment discrimination. If 
transgender residents of Massachusetts had incomes similar to the general population, the 
Commonwealth would garner millions of dollars in additional income tax revenues. 

A simple example reveals the potential for added state revenue. If 15 percent of all transgender people 
in Massachusetts make under $10,000, then nearly 5,000 residents are making this amount annually. If 
transgender residents were making this amount at the same rate as the Massachusetts general 
population (3%), about 4,000 additional people would be making more than $10,000 every year. The 
difference in income tax revenue for a person making $10,000 annually versus $20,000 annually would 
be $627.8 If all 4,000 people shifted from $10,000 to just $20,000 in annual income, the Commonwealth 
would garner over $2 million in additional income tax revenue per year. 

Public Assistance Expenditures 
When workers lose jobs, they are likely to lose income and health insurance coverage for themselves 
and their families . These workers and their families may need to utilize public assistance programs to 
replace lost income and insurance coverage. Major programs for cash assistance and medical coverage 
include MassHealth (Medicaid), Commonwealth Care, Transitional Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (TAFDC), Supplemental Security Income (551), and the Children's Medical Security Plan (CMSP). 
To the extent that workers who have lost jobs due to discrimination and their families participate in 
these programs, costs accrue to the Commonwealth. 

While it is difficult to estimate the impact on expenditures for all cash and health assistance programs, 
available data make an estimate possible for Medicaid, known as MassHealth in Massachusetts, and 
Commonwealth Care, a state-funded program that provides subsidized premiums for low-income 
Massachusetts residents to purchase private health insurance coverage.9 These two programs provide 
health insurance coverage for over 1.5 million Massachusetts residents, transgender and non­
transgender alike, each year. 10 This study estimates that the cost to the Commonwealth for both 
programs is nearly $3 million annually for transgender workers who have lost jobs due to bias. 

According to the NTDS, over 4 percent oftransgender residents of Massachusetts who have lost a job 
due to bias receive their health insurance coverage through MassHealth (Medicaid) .11 Of those 
respondents in Massachusetts who have not lost a job due to bias, none receive their health insurance 
coverage through MassHealth.12 Applying those rates of MassHealth coverage to the Massachusetts 
transgender population as a whole, 293 transgender residents who have lost a job due to bias receive 
their health insurance coverage through MassHealth. The average annual Commonwealth expenditure 
for each adult enrollee in MassHealth is $1,841.13 Thus 293 people getting MassHealth coverage as a 
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result of discrimination times $1,841 is nearly $539,000. In other words, if these 293 residents were to 
be covered by employer-provided insurance, the Commonwealth would save more than $500,000 

annually in MassHealth expenditures. 

Also according to the NTDS, some transgender residents of Massachusetts receive their health insurance 
coverage through public insurance programs other than MassHealth, such as state-funded or locally­
funded programs.14 These respondents could be participating in one of two public health insurance 

programs in Massachusetts: the Medical Security Program (MSP) or Commonwealth Care.15 The MSP is 
an employer-funded health insurance program for those who are receiving Unemployment Insurance 

benefits. In order to provide cost estimates only for likely Commonwealth Care participants, a state­

funded program, those who reported receiving health coverage through other public insurance 

programs and are currently unemployed are assumed to be covered through the MSP. Those likely MSP 
participants have been removed from these calculations. The remainder, those who reported that they 

are receiving health coverage through other public insurance programs and are currently employed, are 
assumed to be covered through Commonwealth Care. 

If the rate of likely Commonwealth Care participation found in the NTDS holds true for the 

Massachusetts transgender population as a whole, then just over 13% (879 people) of transgender 

residents who have lost a job due to bias likely receive their health insurance coverage through 

Commonwealth Care.16 However, this study assumes that had this group oftransgender residents not 

lost jobs due to bias, they would participate in Commonwealth Care at the same rate as those who 
reported they had not lost jobs due to bias (just over 5%, or 337 people).17 In this case, discrimination 

may have led to a transgender respondent being employed by an employer that does not provide health 

insurance benefits. Thus, an estimated 542 transgender residents of Massachusetts likely participate in 
Commonwealth Care as a result of employment discrimination. The average annual Commonwealth 
expenditure for each member of Commonwealth Care is $4,474.18 Thus 542 people getting 

Commonwealth Care coverage as a result of discrimination times $4,474 is over $2 mill ion annually. In 

other words, if these 542 residents were in better jobs that included coverage by employer-provided 

insurance, the Commonwealth would save more than $2 million annually in Commonwealth Care 
expenditures. 

Other Costs of Unemployment and Underemploym ent 
Work-related programs: The Commonwea lth of Massachusetts administers various employment 

programs using federal, state, and employer-contributed funds. In the event that transgender workers 

lose jobs due to bias, they may qualify for unemployment insurance payments and utilize programs that 
provide job placement and job training, increasing the costs of those programs. State-only funding 

supports several programs that unemployed workers could utilize, including programs for those workers 

who need to complete elementary and secondary education and workers with disabilities or who are 
blind . 

The table below outlines the per-participant Commonwealth expenditures for selected workforce 

development and services programs for the 2010 fiscal year.19 For each transgender worker who loses a 
job due to bias and participates in any one of the listed programs, the cost to the Commonwealth for 
that worker equa ls the Commonwealth per-participant expenditure listed for that program. 

Housing programs: When a worker loses a job due to discrimination, housing instability may result.20 In 

the NTDS study, 26 percent of Massachusetts residents who had lost a job due to bias had also been 

evicted from their homes compared to 5 percent of those who had not lost a job due to bias. Housing 
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and rental assistance programs in Massachusetts include Section 8 housing programs, rental assistance 

programs, homelessness prevention programs, and shelters. While these programs are funded in large 

part with federal funds, Commonwealth funds support many of these programs. The Commonwealth 
proposed spending $255 million for the 2010 fiscal year on housing and rental assistance programs 

administered through the Massachusetts Executive Office of Housing and Economic Development 

(EOHED).
21 

Therefore, if transgender workers who have lost their jobs later access these programs for 
housing or rental assistance, costs accrue to the Commonwealth. 

Conclusion 
Any transgender person who loses a job due to discrimination in Massachusetts may experience 

reduced income, loss of health insurance, and housing instability. Not only does the Commonwealth 

suffer lost income tax revenue because of discrimination, but each transgender person who loses a job 

may become eligible for programs that will cost the state hundreds or thousands of dollars. This study 

estimates that the Commonwealth spends nearly $3 million annually in Medicaid and Commonwealth 
Care expenditures alone for workers who have lost a job due to anti-transgender bias. Employment 

discrimination against transgender residents likely costs the Commonwealth of Massachusetts millions 

of dollars annually in public assistance program expenditures, lost income tax revenues, and other 
costs.22 

Commonwealth per-participant expenditures for selected programs for FY201023 

Office/Department Program Total Common- Commonwealth 
Participants* Wealth per-participant 

funding expenditure 

One-Stop Career Centers, 
Workforce Development, Employment 
Division of Career Services Services/Labor Exchange 211,761 $4,994,467 $24 

Workforce Training Fund 
Workforce Development, Programs, General 
Division of Career Services Program 5,031 $3,571,400 $710 

Workforce Training Fund 
Workforce Development, Programs, Hiring Incentive 
Division of Career Services Training Grant Program 58 $95,999 $1,655 

Executive Office of Health and 
Human Services, Department of Employment Services 
Transitional Assistance Program 80,220 $20,979,163 $262 

Executive Office of Health and 
Human Services, Massachusetts Vocational Rehabilitation 
Rehabilitation Commission Services 20,678 $10,207,592 $494 

Executive Office of Health and 
Human Services, Massachusetts Vocational Rehabilitation 
Commission for the Blind for the Blind 1,639 $3,044,221 $1,857 

Elementary & Secondary 
Education, Adult & Community Adult Basic 
Learning Services Education/ESOL 20,372 $23,710,206 $1,164 
*Number served or number of employee participants. 
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16 
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Employment Discrimination against LGBT Utahns 

Executive Summary 

Clifford Rosky 
Christy Mallory 

Jenni Smith 
M.V. Lee Badgett 

Utah does not have a statewide law that prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity in employment. This report gathers together all existing data on the prevalence of 
discrimination in Utah to examine how frequently lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender Utahns 
experience employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity and assess the 
likely impact of passing a statewide nondiscrimination law. 

The report begins by analyzing the data collected through a 2010 survey conducted by Equality Utah, 
which is the state's first survey on discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity in 
employment. The data show that employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and 
gender identity is a pervasive and persistent problem in Utah, as it is in other states. Forty-three percent 
of the LGB respondents and 67% of the transgender respondents reported that they have experienced 
discrimination in employment. 

Percent Ever Fired, Denied a Job, or Not Promoted Because of Sexual Orientation or 

Gender Identity 

43.5% 45 .7% 

LGB (n=931) 

•ves • Not Sure 

66.7% 

29.6% 

Transgender (n=27) 

DNo 

The data show that employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity is 
presently occurring in Utah. Close to 30% of LGB respondents and 45% of transgender respondents 
reported that they experienced some form of workplace harassment on a weekly basis during the 
previous year. Over 26% of LGB respondents and 37% of transgender respondents reported that they 
fear discrimination by their current employer. The data further show that Utah's LGBT employees are 
being discriminated against and harassed no matter how open they are about their sexual orientation or 
gender identity in the workplace. 



Frequency of Homophobia, Transphobia, or Harassment Experienced at Work in the Last 

Year 

28.2% 
25.0% 

LGB (n=819) Transgender (n=20) 

•oaily • weekly DYearly 

The 2010 survey allowed respondents to supplement their responses with more detailed written 
accounts of their experiences. These responses support the quantitative data and paint a more 
complete picture of the problem of employment discrimination in Utah. Survey respondents frequently 
reported verbal harassment and derogatory name-calling in the workplace. Some respondents gave 
detailed accounts of being subjected to harassment or discrimination, even though they did not discuss 
their sexual orientation or gender identity while at work, because a supervisor or co-workers discovered 
their LGBT identity second-hand. Many respondents explained that they are not out in the workplace 
because they have personally experienced discrimination and harassment. Some respondents reported 
being fired because they sought employer-sponsored domestic partner benefits for a same-sex partner. 
Respondents also described a broad range of disparate treatment based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity, such as being paid less for the same work, being asked to work longer hours, or being 
assigned less desirable shifts. A few respondents even indicated that they had experienced sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, and inappropriate physical touching by co-workers after disclosing that they 
were LGB or transgender. 

The results of the 2010 survey are consistent with data gathered from other sources, such as national 
surveys and reports from state agencies. National surveys indicate that substantial percentages of LGB 
people report discrimination and harassment in the workplace, and discrimination against transgender 
employees is even more prevalent. Two recent studies demonstrate that when the underlying 
population of workers in a protected class is taken into account, the rate of complaints filed with state 
administrative agencies alleging sexual orientation discrimination in employment is comparable to the 
rate of complaints filed on the basis of race or sex. 

By reviewing the available data on the passage of statewide nondiscrimination laws in other 
jurisdictions, this report shows that passing such a law would have a beneficial impact on Utah 
employees and employers, without imposing any significant burdens or costs on the state's 
enforcement agencies. 
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Introduction 

Utah does not have a statewide law that prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity in employment. For the past three years, state legislators have debated a bill that would 
add sexual orientation and gender identity to the list of classifications protected by the Utah 
Antidiscrimination Act. Recent polling has indicated that a significant majority of Utahns support these 
protections, and in the past year, several cities and counties in Utah have adopted ordinances 
incorporating them into municipal codes. 

As in many debates about nondiscrimination laws, the discussion of these measures has involved two 
arguments about the incidence of employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender 
identity. The first argument is that the law is not necessary because cases of such discrimination are 
extremely rare. The second argument is that if the law were passed, employers and state agencies 
would be inundated with frivolous claims. 

To inform these discussions, this report gathers together all existing data on the prevalence of 
discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity in Utah. The report focuses on two 
questions: First, how frequently do lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender Utahns experience 
discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity in employment? Second, what would be 
the impact of passing a statewide nondiscrimination law that prohibits discrimination based on sexual 
orientation and gender identity in employment? 

To answer these questions, the report begins by analyzing the data collected through a 2010 survey 
conducted by Equality Utah, which is the state's first survey on discrimination based on sexual 
orientation and gender identity in employment. Second, the report compares the 2010 survey findings 
to the relevant findings from national surveys, U.S. Census data, and reports from state agencies. Third, 
the report analyzes available data to estimate the likely impact of a statewide law on LGBT employees, 
employers, and state agencies. 

By analyzing the data collected in the 2010 survey, Part I of this report presents findings that 
employment discrimination is a pervasive problem in Utah, as in other states. Nearly half of the LGBT 
respondents in the survey reported that they have experienced discrimination in employment. 
Moreover, the survey shows, the problem of employment discrimination is persistent. Many 
respondents reported that they continue to fear discrimination from current employers, and more than 
half reported that they have been subjected to verbal harassment in the workplace in the previous year. 
In the absence of a statewide law, the vast majority of discrimination and verbal harassment against 
LGBT employees has not been reported to employers, attorneys, or state agencies. Also, LGBT 
employees in Utah have experienced discrimination across a broad range of personal and socio­
economic characteristics, regardless of how open (or "out") they are at work. 

Part II shows that the results of the 2010 survey are consistent with data gathered from national 
surveys, U.S. Census data, and reports from state agencies. National surveys indicate that large 
percentages of LGBT people report discrimination and harassment in the workplace. U.S. Census data 
show that in Utah, as in many other states, men in same-sex couples earn nearly one-fifth less than men 
in different-sex marriages, even though men in same-sex couples are more likely to have a college 
degree. Reports from state agencies indicate that discrimination against LGBT employees occurs as 
often as discrimination against female employees, and discrimination against transgender employees is 
even more prevalent. 

,· ,.,· 
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By reviewing the available data on the passage of statewide nondiscrimination laws in other 
jurisdictions, Part Ill shows that passing such a law would have a beneficial impact on Utah employees 
and employers, without imposing any significant burdens or costs on the state's enforcement agencies. 

I. A Survey on Employment Discrimination in Utah 

A. Methods 

1. Survey Distribution and Data Collection 

In February, 2010, Equality Utah sent an email message to an internal distribution list of 7,521 people 
asking them to complete an on line survey using Survey Monkey. The organization had compiled this 
distribution list over a period of several years by asking people to sign up through the organization's 
website, at local events, and by making donations. 

In addition, Equality Utah distributed the survey through social networking web sites by posting a link to 
the survey on the organization's Facebook and Simply Social pages. In February 2010, Equality Utah had 
established connections with approximately 4,700 individuals on Facebook and 1,000 individuals on 
Simply Social. 

At Equality Utah's request, the survey was distributed through similar means by the Utah Pride Center, 
an organization that serves the LGBT community in the state. The Utah Pride Center estimates that in 
February 2010, the survey was made available to approximately 6,200 individuals via email and 10,000 
individuals via Facebook. 

Neither Equality Utah nor the Utah Pride Center has any way of identifying overlaps among these 
distributions channels. As a result, it is not possible to calculate the total number of individuals who had 
access to the survey, or to calculate the overall response rate. 

The survey collected responses from 1,199 individuals, 939 of whom are LGBT and living in Utah. Based 
on data produced by the U.S. Census Bureau, the Williams Institute has estimated that in 2008, there 
were between 47,000 and 63,000 lesbian, gay, and bisexual people living In Utah. 

Because Equality Utah's outreach strategies are not designed to attract a random sample of LGBT 
individuals, this sample is not likely to be representative of all LGBT people in the state. However, it is 
the largest sample of LGBT Utahns surveyed to date, and it includes individuals who exhibit a broad 
range of personal and socio-economic characteristics. As a result, the survey seems to provide a 
reasonably broad sample of LGBT people and experiences in the state. 

2. Data Analysis 

The survey contained 24 questions. Many questions allowed for multiple responses, and many of the 
questions allowed for open-ended responses, i.e. the choice of "Other, Please Specify." In general, 
questions that allowed for multiple responses were placed into particular categories if respondents 
chose any of the included answers . When possible, open-ended responses were recoded and placed into 
the category that most accurately reflected by the response. The majority of the information we used 
for our study was drawn from sexual orientation and gender identity questions, discrimination 
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questions, and basic demographic questions (age, race, location, education level, income, and work 
status) . 

The sexual orientation question offered several different responses. When we discuss sexual orientation 
in this report, we are referring to respondents who chose at least one (or more) of the following 
responses: "Lesbian," 11Gay," 11Bisexual, 11 or "Queer." We grouped these respondents into a distinct 
group that we called "LGB," which included 931 people. The respondents who indicated that they were 
"straight" were dropped from the study unless they were transgender. 

Likewise, the gender question offered several different responses. When we discuss gender identity in 
this report, we are referring to respondents who chose at least one (or more) of the following 
responses: "MTF" or 11FTM.11 We grouped these respondents into a distinct group that we called 
"transgender," which included 27 people . Some of the respondents who answered only 11Female11 or 
"Male" to this question might also identify as transgender, but we were not able to distinguish those 
individuals from respondents who identified as non-transgender. 

In this survey, "sexual orientation" and "gender identity" were presented as two distinct characteristics 
in two different questions, so we have treated them separately in our analysis. As a result, there is some 
overlap between LGB respondents and transgender respondents: Twenty-one individuals identified as 
both LGB and transgender. 

The survey asked the following specific questions about discrimination in employment: 

• "Do you believe you have ever been discriminated against in employment (e.g. fired, denied a job, 
not promoted) due to your sexual orientation or gender identity?" 

• "Do you fear being discriminated against with your current employer?" 
Respondents had three possible answers to choose from for each of those questions: "Yes," "No," and 
"Not Sure." In addition, the survey asked respondents who had experienced some form of employment 
discrimination, "To whom, if anyone, did you report being discriminated against in employment?" 

Apart from these specific questions, the survey asked more general questions that included responses 
that were specifically related to discrimination in employment. For example, the survey asked, 11 ln the 
last 12 months, please indicate how often, if at all, you have experienced homophobia, transphobia, 
and/or harassment." Respondents were provided with several different answers, but for the purposes 
of this report, we have reported only the respondents who indicated that they had experienced such 
harassment 11at work. " Likewise, the survey asked, 11How open ("out") are you regarding your sexual 
orientation/gender identity with the following people? (1 being not open, 5 being very open)." 
Respondents were provided with many different answers, including parents, children, coworkers, and 
supervisor(s), but for the purposes ofthis report, we have reported only the respondents who indicated 
how open they were with 11supervisor(s)." Finally, the survey invited respondents to describe incidents 
of discrimination in 11housing" or 11employment11 in additional detail, and for the purposes of this report, 
we have reported only the respondents who described discrimination in employment.1 

The "Zip Code" and "County" questions were used together to get a more accurate picture of where our 
respondents were located. The county question was open ended so all like answers were combined into 
the correct county. Respondents who listed cities were placed into their corresponding county. For 
responses that did not fall into either of these groups, the "zip code" question was consulted. 
Respondents who listed something other than a valid city or county for this question were placed into 
the county that corresponded to their listed zip code. Because relatively few respondents lived outside 
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of Salt Lake County, we made the decision to further reduce the groupings to "Salt Lake County" and 
"Other County." 

Because this study focused on Utah, we dropped from the study the twelve respondents who were 
found to have listed neither a county, city, nor zip code that existed in Utah. 

The race question offered respondents several choices along with the open-ended "Other, please 
specify' mentioned above. These open-ended responses were placed into their most relevant grouping.2 

Due to the extremely low number of respondents in the more detailed race/ethnic categories, we made 
the decision to further reduce the groupings to "White/Caucasian" and "Person of Color/Multi ­
Racial/Other." 

B. Profile of Respondents 

In an effort to document discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity in Utah, this 
report focuses only on respondents who identified themselves as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender 
and reported that they are currently residing in Utah zip codes. We identified a total of 939 respondents 
who met these criteria . Below we present two charts that report the personal and socio-economic 
characteristics of these respondents. 

In each of these charts, we have included columns that provide cross-tabs for two different subgroups of 
respondents: the 931 respondents who identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual or queer, and the 27 
respondents who identified as transgender.3 

The first column of Chart 1 shows that 57% of LGB respondents identified as male, and 39% identified as 
female. In addition,1.2% of LGB respondents identified as MTF, 1.1% identified as FTM, 0.3% identified 
as intersex, and 1.1% declined to identify as a member of any of these categories. Nearly one-th ird of 
LGB respondents were between the ages of 25 and 34, and almost all were between the ages of 18 and 
64, the most relevant age range for defining the workforce. Twelve percent of LGB respondents 
identified themselves as people of color, and 28% reported living outside of Salt Lake County. 

The second column of Chart 1 shows that 59% of transgender respondents identified as MTF and 41% 
identified as FTM. More than one-third of transgender respondents were between the ages of 25 and 
34, and all were between the ages of 18 and 64. Thirty percent of transgender respondents identified 
themselves as people of color, and 33% reported living outside of Salt Lake County. 

!Chart 1: Personal Characteristics of LGB and Transgender Respondents 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Transgender 
(n=931} (n=27) 

!Gender 

Female 39.2% 0.0% 

Male 57.1% 0.0% 

FTM 1.1% 40.7% 

MTF 1.2% 59.3% 
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lntersex 0.3% 0.0% 

Other 1.1% 0.0% 

Age 

18-24 19.8% 29.6% 

25-34 31.8% 37.0% 

35-44 23.3% 11.1% 

45-54 18.3% 18.5% 

55-64 5.7% 3.7% 

65 and older 1.2%) 0.0% 

Race/Ethnicity 

White/Caucasian 88.0% 70.4% 

Person of Color/Multiracia l 12.0% 29.6% 

Location 

Salt Lake County 71.9% 66.7% 

Other Counties 28.1% 33.3% 

The first column of Chart 2 shows that 55% of LGB respondents had earned college or post-graduate 
degrees, and 70% had full-time employment or were self-employed. Forty percent of LGB respondents 
earned more than $40,000 per year. 

The second column of Chart 2 shows that 26% of transgender respondents had earned college or post­
graduate degrees, and 52% had full -time employment or were self-employed. Twenty-two percent of 
transgender respondents earned more than $40,000 per year. 

Chart 2: Socio-Economic Characteristics of LGB and Transgender Respondents 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Transgender 
(n=931) (n=27) 

Education Level 

High School Graduate 8.4%) 29.6% 

Trade/Vocational School 36.5% 44.4% 

College Graduate 34.1% 22.2% 

Post-Graduate or Above 21.1%) 3.7% 

Employment Status 

Retired/On Disability 9.6% 14.8% 

Unemployed 5.2% 18.5% 

Part-Time 14.9% 14.8% 

Full-Time 61.4% 44.4% 
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Self-Employed 8.9% 7.4% 

Income 

Less than $20,000 28.5% 51.9% 

$20,000-$40,00C 31.2% 25 .9% 

$40,000-$75,00C 26.4% 14.8% 

More than $75,000 14.0% 7.4% 

C. Findings of Employment Discrimination in Utah 

The 2010 survey shows that employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity 
is a pervasive and persistent problem in Utah that affects many LGBT employees. Below we present 
both quantitative data from the survey and more qualitative answers to open-ended questions about 
experiences of employment discrimination. 

1. Quantitative Data 

Chart 3 shows that 43% of all LGB respondents reported being fired, denied a job, denied a promotion, 
or experiencing other forms of discrimination in employment at some point in their lives.4 Chart 4 
indicates that even today, 26% of LGB employees continue to fear employment discrimination from 
current employers. Chart 5 shows that 57% ofthese workers have been subjected to verbal harassment 
in the workplace in the previous year, and 29% have experienced harassment on at least a weekly basis. 

Each of these charts suggests that transgender workers may be particularly vulnerable to discrimination 
in employment. Sixty-six percent of transgender workers experienced being fired, denied a job, denied 
a promotion, or some other form of discrimination in employment, and 37% continue to fear 
discrimination from current employers. Sixty percent of transgender respondents were subjected to 
verbal harassment at work in the previous year, and 45% experienced verbal harassment on at least a 
weekly basis. 

Chart 3 

Percent Ever Fired, Denied a Job, or Not Promoted Because of Sexual Orientation or 

Gender Identity 

43.5% 45. 70% 

LGB (n=931) 

•ves • Not Sure 

66.7% 

29.6% 

3.7% 

Transgender (n=27) 

ONo 

•r, - . 
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Chart 4 

Chart 5 

Percent Who Fear Discrimination at Current Employer 

61.7% 

26.3% 

LGB (n=918) 

•Yes • Not Sure 

44.4% 
37.0% 

Transgender (n=27) 

DNo 

Frequency of Homophobia, Transphobia, or Harassment Experienced at Work in the 

Last Year 

28.2% 

LGB (n=819) 

•Daily • weekly 

25.0% 

Transgender (n=20) 

DYearly 

Chart 6 shows the percentages of LGBT employees (ofthose who previously indicated that they had 
experienced discrimination) that reported employment discrimination to their employers, to attorneys, 
to enforcement agencies, or to no one. The data indicates that employment discrimination is rarely 
reported to employers, attorneys, or state agencies. Nearly 70% of LGB employees and 68% of 
transgender employees have not reported the discrimination to anyone. Only 20% of LGB employees 
and 12% of transgender employees who think they have experienced discrimination have reported that 
experience to their employer. The low rates of reporting to public agencies or attorneys are not 
surprising given the absence of laws giving workers legal recourse. 
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Chart 6 

Percent Reporting Employment Discrimination to Another, by Report Recipient 

69.4% 68.0% 

No one Employer 

• LGB (n=409) 

Attorney Utah Labor 
Commission 

D Transgender (n=21) 

3.7% 0.0% 

Other 

Chart 7 shows that LGB respondents have experienced consistent percentages of discrimination in the 

workplace, regardless of how open (or "out" ) they are to supervisors. The chart connects employees' 

responses to the question "Do you believe you have ever been discriminated against in employment 

(e.g. fired, denied a job, not promoted) due to your sexual orientation or gender identity?" with their 

responses to the question " How open ("out") are you regarding your sexual orientation/gender identity 

with your supervisor(s)?" For example, the first line shows that of the 166 people who answered that 
they were not open to their supervisor, 40.4% reported that they had experienced employment 

discrimination, 9 .6% were not sure if they had, and 50% had not. The data show that between 40% and 
51% of employees reported having experienced discrimination in the workplace, suggesting that these 

experiences do not vary greatly based on how open the employees are about their sexual orientation or 
gender identity. This finding belies the popular belief that employment discrimination only happens 

when employees "flaunt" homosexuality at work. 

Chart 7 

Degree of "Outness," by Employment Discrimination 

50.0% 

Not Open (n=166) 

50.0% 

Slightly Open (n=82) 

39.4% 

Moderately Open (n=99) 

36.1% 

Mostly Open (n=108) 

45.7% 

Very Open (n=387) 

•ves • Not Sure DNo 
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In an Appendix to this report, we provide tables that include cross-tabulations comparing the level of 
employment discrimination across various personal and socio-economic characteristics. These tables 
demonstrate that a high percentage of LGB employees have experienced discrimination across a broad 
range of personal and socio-economic characteristics. The percentage of LGB workers experiencing 
discrimination was substantially higher among those who were unemployed (60%) and those who were 
high school graduates, with no other training or degree (51%), by comparison to other respondents. In 
addition, reports of discrimination were slightly more common among those between the ages of 35 
and 64 (ranging from 43% to 54%), compared to those between the ages of 18 and 34 (ranging from 
38% to 39%). Aside from these predictable differences, however, the percentage of LGB workers 
experiencing discrimination was similar across other variables such as sex (Male/Female), race/ethnicity 
(White/Persons of Color), location (Salt Lake County/Other Counties), and income levels. 

2. Qualitative Data 

In addition to the responses collected from each of the survey's specific questions about discrimination 
in employment, the survey invited respondents to provide more detailed accounts of the incidents of 
employment discrimination that they had experienced. Such qualitative responses cannot be 
summarized in tables or graphs, but they provide concrete support for the quantitative data and paint a 
more complete picture ofthe problem of employment discrimination in Utah. Among these responses, 
verbal harassment and derogatory name-calling in the workplace was often reported. Other employees 
gave detailed accounts of being subjected to harassment or discrimination, even though they did not 
discuss their sexual orientation or gender identity while at work, because a supervisor or co-workers 
discovered their LGBT identity second-hand. Many respondents explained that they are not out in t he 
workplace because they have personally experienced discrimination and harassment. Some 
respondents reported being fired after trying to sign up a partner for domestic partner benefits . 
Respondents also described a broad range of disparate treatment based on sexual orientation and 
gender identity, such as being paid less for the same work, being asked to work longer hours, or being 
assigned less desirable shifts. A few respondents even indicated that they had experienced sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, and inappropriate physical touching by co-workers after disclosing that they 
were LGB or transgender. 

A number of respondents have heard coworkers refer to them and others by using homophobic 
language such as "faggot," "dyke," and other gay slurs. One respondent reported, " I have been called a 
faggot at a job and told I might as well quit because he was going to make my life hell." Another 
respondent explained, " I had a co worker that would yell at me, swear at me, bully me"; shortly after he 
reported these incidents to a supervisor, he was laid off from work. Another respondent explained that 
because he frequently hears homophobic comments at work, " I have to keep who I am to myself or face 
being ostracized," and "to sit there and endure it or fake laughing it off." Another reported that the 
homophobia at her current employer is "so rampant" that she has decided not to disclose her 
bisexuality to her supervisors or coworkers. 

Some respondents indicated that although they had not intended to discuss sexual orientation or 
gender identity at work, they had been exposed or "outed" by a supervisor or coworker, which often led 
to discrimination and harassment in the workplace. One respondent reported that in 2009, he was 
exposed by a supervisor, who made rude comments. Another explained that he was let go from his 
previous job after being outed by a coworker. He reported, "It was made clear to me that 
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homosexuality was not welcome in that field," and, "I was not the first person this happened to." 
Another respondent reported that he was outed and harassed by coworkers. After he was denied a 
promotion, he quit the job rather than continue to be subjected to the daily harassment. 

Many respondents described specific incidents in which they had been fired, laid off, and denied 
promotions because they were lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender. In most of these instances, 
respondents learned of the reason for the employer's action from supervisors or coworkers . For 
example, one respondent reported being laid off from a production company in Orem in 2009. When he 
was terminated, he was told that the official reason for his departure was "a slow economy." After his 
departure, however, the company held a meeting in which his coworkers were informed that he was let 
go because he was gay. Because he remained close to his coworkers, they told him the real reason that 
he was terminated . 

In other instances, respondents were never directly told of the reason for the employer's action, but 
they were able to surmise it from surrounding circumstances. For example, one respondent was fired 
three days after receiving a raise to six figures pre-bonus. He later discovered that two days before he 
was terminated, his sexual orientation has been inadvertently disclosed to his supervisor by a neighbor. 
When he asked why he was being terminated, his supervisor answered, "You know why, and I don't 
want to get into it." 

Many respondents explained that they are still afraid of discrimination at a current employer, either 
because they have personally experienced discrimination and harassment, or because they have heard 
coworkers making negative comments. One respondent reported that in 1999, he lost his job for 
disclosing his sexual orientation. After this experience, he explained, " I've kept quiet at work ever since." 
Another respondent reported that she had lost her previous job when a coworker learned that she was 
dating a woman. In light of this experience, she decided : 

"I didn't have anything I could do about it so I found a new job and now refuse to talk about my 
personal life to ANY of my current coworkers. I need an income. I need this job. Until I can be 
guaranteed I' ll be safe th is time I am not going to feel comfortable talking with people about my 
personal life." 

Another respondent explained : 
"At work, I am not out at all. It is clear in some management circles that non-heterosexuality is 
something awkward and suspicious. I do not share my orientation out of fear of losing respect 
from peers and subordinates. Additionally, I feel that my upward mobility would be greatly 
compromised if I was out." 

In addition, the qualitative responses highlighted other forms of discrimination that were not specifically 
addressed in the survey questions. For example, several respondents indicated that they had 
experienced discrimination after inquiring about antidiscrimination pol icies or benefits for unmarried 
partners. One respondent claimed that although his company offered domestic partner benefits, he 
was let go for no cause after trying to get them for over a year. Respondents described a broad range of 
disparate treatment based on sexual orientation and gender identity, such as being paid less for the 
same work, being asked to work longer hours, or being assigned less desirable shifts. One respondent 
reported that he had been "paid less than straight men in the same position and [with] less experience 
many times," and has been asked to put in extra work to compensate for straight co-worker's family 
duties, based on an expectation that a single person should fill in for them. A few respondents even 
indicated that they had experienced sexual harassment, sexual assault, and inappropriate physical 
touching by co-workers after disclosing that they were LGB or transgender. 
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II. Existing Data on Employment Discrimination Against LGBT People 

The findings of the 2010 survey are consistent with evidence available from other sources, which have 
consistently documented high levels of discrimination against LGBT employees across the United States. 

Evidence of employment discrimination faced by LGBT people may be found in several sources. First, on 
national surveys, LGBT employees and their non-LG BT coworkers report experiences of discrimination in 
employment. Second, LGBT employees have lower earnings than non-LGBT employees, despite having 
similar qualifications and experience. Data collected by government agencies show that substantial 
numbers of LGBT people report employment discrimination. Collected together, current research and 
surveys of employees from around the country indicate that many LGBT people experience various 
forms of discrimination in employment, in Utah as well as in other states. 

A. National Survey Data 

On a national level, a large body of research finds that many LGBT people report experiences of 
discrimination in the workplace. Fifteen studies conducted since the mid-1990s have found that 15-43% 
of LGBT respondents experienced discrimination in the workplace. 5 For example, a 2007 survey found 
that 16% of lesbians and gay men and 5% of bisexual people reported being fired or denied a job 
because oftheir sexual orientation .6 Numerous local community surveys of LGBT people find that sexual 
orientation discrimination is also commonly reported in those areas.7 

The 2008 General Social Survey, which is a recent national survey, included questions about 
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation . This survey found that 37% of gay and lesbian people 
reported workplace harassment in the last five years, and 12% reported losing a job because of their 
sexual orientation .8 

When transgender people are surveyed separately, they report similar or higher levels of employment 
discrimination. In 2009, the largest national survey of transgender people to date included people from 
every state in the U.S. The survey found that 97% of the 6,450 people surveyed had experienced 
harassment or mistreatment at work, and 47% had been discriminated against in hiring, promotion, or 
job retention because of their gender identity.9 Eleven local surveys oftransgender people conducted 
between 1996 and 2006 found that at least 20% and as many as 57% reported having experienced some 
form of employment discrimination.10 A 2009 survey of transgender people living in California found 
that 67% reported experiences with workplace harassment or discrimination directly related to their 
gender identity.11 

B. Wage Inequity 

Before the 2010 survey was conducted, very little research on the impact of discrimination against LGBT 
people in Utah existed. However, data from the U.S. Census allows us to examine the employment and 
earnings for Utahns living in same-sex couples. While it is not possible to identify single LGBT people on 
the Census, a large body of research has relied upon Census data to provide a demographic picture of 
individuals living in same-sex couples. 

Census data show that men in same-sex couples in Utah earn less than men married to different-sex 
partners. On average, men in same-sex couples in Utah earn $42,938 each year, significantly less than 
$56,569 for men married to different-sex partners. 12 The median income of men in same-sex couples in 
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Utah is $36,000, or 20% less than that of men married to different-sex partners ($45,000).13 Men with 
same-sex partners earn lower wages despite the fact that they are more likely to have a college degree 
than men married to different-sex partners, 14 a comparison that supports the possibility that people in 
same-sex couples are not treated equally by employers. Women in same-sex couples in Utah earn less 
than married men and men in same-sex couples. Women in same-sex couples earn more than married 
women with average yearly earnings of $36,821 and $26,225, respectively, at least in part because 
women in same-sex couples work more hours.15 However, women in same-sex couples earn less than 
men in either kind of couple. 

Average Individual Earnings 

$56,569 

Men 

•same-Sex 

$36,821 

$26,225 

Women 

0 Married 

These findings are not unique to Utah. Analyses of national data consistently find that men in same-sex 
couples and gay men earn 10-32% less than similarly qualified men who are married to different-sex 
partners, or men who identify as heterosexual.16 Surveys of transgender people find that they have high 
rates of unemployment and very low earnings.17 A recent study suggests that the wage gap for gay men 
is smaller in states that implement nondiscrimination laws, suggesting that such laws curb 
discrimination against LGBT people.18 

C. Reports to Utah State Agencies 

Evidence of employment discrimination against LGBT employees is also observed through data on the 
filing of discrimination complaints with state agencies. Currently, 21 states and the District of Columbia 
prohibit employment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, and 12 states and the District of 
Columbia also prohibit discrimination based on gender identity. A 2008 study examined complaints filed 
by employees in these states and found that LGB workers filed complaints at similar rates as women 
filing sex discrimination complaints.19 In both groups, LGB people and women filed complaints at a rate 
of 5 complaints per 10,000 employees. Race complaints were filed at a slightly higher rate of 7 
complaints per 10,000 employees who are people of color. 

National Population-Adjusted Complaint Rates (Per 10,000) 
6.5 

Sexual Orientation Sex Race 
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Although the Utah Antidiscrimination Law currently does not prohibit employment discrimination on the 
basis of sexual orientation or gender identity, the Utah Antidiscrimination & Labor Division began 
tracking complaints filed on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity in 2007. 20 Between June 
2007 and September 2008, the UALD reported an average ofthree sexual orientation and gender 
identity employment discrimination complaints filed per month. 21 The UALD no longer tracks this 
data. 22 

Ill. Assessing the Impact of Nondiscrimination Laws 

In debates about nondiscrimination laws, some claim that employees and employers would not gain 
significant benefits and that state enforcement agencies would be inundated with frivolous claims. 
Previous experience in other jurisdictions suggests otherwise. Recent estimates suggest that there are 
tens of thousands of LGBT people working in Utah. Numerous studies show that when LGBT workers 
are protected by nondiscrimination laws, they experience greater comfort in the workplace and higher 
productivity levels. From the perspective of employers, nondiscrimination policies increase the ability to 
recruit and retain qualified employees. Based on the size of the state's LGBT workforce and the rate at 
which discrimination complaints are typically filed, it is not likely that the passage of a nondiscrimination 
law would impose significant burdens or costs on state enforcement agencies. 

A. Impact on LGBT Employees 

Data from the 2008 American Community Survey suggest that there are between 32,000 and 43,000 
lesbian, gay, and bisexual people working in Utah.23 Because these instruments do not ask people if 
they identify as transgender, it is not possible to approximate the size of the transgender workforce 
from Census and National Survey of Family Growth data. However, some stud ies suggest that 0.25% of 
the population might identify as transgender.24 Applying this figure to Utah's adult population of 
1,886,191,25 there may be over 4,700 transgender individuals living in Utah. Data suggest that the LGBT 
people in Utah are racially and ethnically diverse, live throughout the state, and actively participate in 
Utah's economy.26 

Several studies from various academic disciplines suggest that LGBT workers will enjoy greater job 
satisfact ion and be more productive workers if they have legal protection from discrimination.27 

Without legal protection, employees are not confident enough to be themselves in the workplace.28 

Researchers have found that the negative effects of this discomfort include stress, anxiety, lowered 
performance, and an increased desire to leave the job.29 

B. Impact on Utah Employers 

Currently, Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County, West Valley City, Park City, Summit County, Taylorsville, 
Logan, Murray, Moab, and Grand County already prohibit employment discrimination on the basis of 
sexual orientation and gender identity by local ordinance. 30 Utah State University, University of Utah, 
and Weber State University have policies against employment discrimination based on sexual 
orientation.31 Several other cit ies and counties are currently considering measures to prohibit sexual 
orientation and gender identity employment discrimination.32 Additionally, several Utah-based private 
corporate employers have adopted polic ies prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation 
and/or gender identity, among them Ameritech Library Services, Corel/Word Perfect Corp., Franklin 
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Covey, Gastronomy Inc., and Parr Brown Gee & Loveless, and Zions Bank.33 Finally, many national and 
international corporations with large local offices, such as Goldman Sachs, American Express, Adobe and 
E-Bay, have adopted policies that prohibit discrimination on these grounds. 

These Utah employers are adopting nondiscrimination policies that place them in the mainstream of 
corporate practice in the United States. More than two-thirds of Fortune 1000 companies prohibit 
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and one-quarter prohibit discrimination on the basis of 
gender identity. 

The widespread adoption of these policies suggests that nondiscrimination policies make good business 
sense. Nondiscrimination policies increase the ability to recruit and retain qualified employees and can 
improve the productivity and satisfaction of employees.34 Businesses are most successful when they can 
recruit, hire, and retain employees on the basis oftalent, not personal characteristics that have no 
impact on an employee's ability to perform a job well. 

C. Impact on State Agencies 

Some question whether a sexual orientation and gender identity anti-discrimination law would create an 
increased burden on government agencies. However, a 2008 national study of data from 1999-2007 
estimated that for every 10,000 LGB workers, there are approximately 5 complaints filed on the basis of 
sexual orientation per year.35 Using our estimate of the number of LGB people working In Utah (32,000-
43,000), we predict that in a given year, approximately 16 to 22 LGB workers would file a complaint 
alleging sexual orientation discrimination. This estimate is consistent with the Utah Antidiscrimination & 
Labor Division's data on actual complaints of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination filed 
in the absence of a state law-approximately 3 per month.36 Given these numbers, there is no evidence 
that expanding employment protections to LGBT people would encumber the services of existing 
agencies. Even if LGBT people filed complaints at the same rates that women file sex discrimination 
complaints or minorities file racial/ethnic discrimination complaints, government agencies would not be 
overwhelmed. 

Currently, there are not enough data to do a similar analysis of gender identity discrimination 
complaints. However, complaints of discrimination based on gender identity were collected from two 
states and the District of Columbia. The data obtained support the position that passing protections for 
gender identity in employment will not result in a flood of complaints to enforcement agencies-6 
complaints were filed with the District of Columbia in 2006, 4 complaints were filed with Oregon from 
2003 through 2006, and 2 complaints were filed with Rhode Island from 2006 through 2007. 37 

Conclusion 

The 2010 survey shows that employment discrimination is a pervasive and persistent problem for Utah's 
LG BT workforce. Nearly half of LGBT employees reported that they have experienced discrimination in 
employment, and nearly one-third continue to fear discrimination from current employers. These 
results confirm what had previously been established by national surveys, U.S. Census data, and 
reporting from state agencies. Passing an antidiscrimination law in Utah would have a beneficial impact 
on Utah employees and employers, without imposing any significant burdens or costs on the state's 
enforcement agencies. 
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Appendix: Employment Discrimination Reported by LGBT Respondents -- Personal and Socio­
Economic Characteristics 

rrable 9: Employment Discrimination - Personal Characteristics 

(n=939) Percentage "Yes" Number reporting "Yes" 

Gender 

Female 40.0% 

Male 45 .lo/c 

FTM 72 . 7% 

MTF 62 .5% 

lntersex 33.3% 

Other 41.7% 

Age 

18-24 38.4% 

25-34 39.5% 

35-44 46.3% 

45-54 54.1% 

55-64 42.6% 

65 and older 36.4% 

Race/Ethnicity 

White/Caucasian 44.4% 

146 

240 

8 

10 

1 

5 

71 

118 

101 

93 

23 

4 

367 
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Person of Color/Multiracia 38.1% 43 

Location 

Salt Lake County 44.2% 297 

Other Counties 42.3% 113 

irable 10: Employment Discrimination -- Socio-Economic Characteristics 

(n=939) Percentage "Yes" Number reporting "Yes" 

Education Level 

High School Graduate 50.6o/c 41 

Trade/Vocational School 42.7% 146 

College Graduate 42.5% 136 

Post-Graduate or Above 44.4% 87 

Employment Status 

Retired/On Disability 48.3% 43 

Unemployed 59.6% 31 

Part-Time 33.8% 47 

Full-Time 42 .5% 245 

Self-Employed 53.0o/c 44 

Income 

Less than $20,00C 42.5% 114 

$20,000-$40,00( 43 .3% 127 

$40,000-$75,00( 44.1% 109 

More than $75,00C 45.8% 60 

1 In addition, the survey asked the following questions about housing discrimination and verbal abuse: "Do you 
believe you have ever been evicted or denied housing due to your sexual orientation or gender identity?"; "To 
whom, if anyone, did you report being evicted or denied housing?"; "Do you fear being evicted from your current 
residence?"; "Do you believe you have ever been a victim of verbal abuse as a result of your sexual orientation or 
gender identity?"; and "To whom, if anyone, did you report the verbal abuse?" Because this report is focused on 
the issue of employment discrimination, it does not address information collected in response to these questions. 
2 

There were 15 respondents in the category, "Race: Other, Please Specify." The answers were as fol lows: "1/8 
Native American," "all other," "Irish and American Indian/Mexican/Italian"; "BIRACIAL"; "European - greek"; 
"Homo Sapien"; "Human"; "Iranian-American"; "Japanese?/ Spanish"; "Middle Eastern"; "Romani"; ''asian and 
native american"; "biracial"; "mixed"; "race is a social construct." 
3 

Because "sexual orientation" and "gender identity" were presented as two distinct characteristics, there is some 
overlap between LGB respondents and transgender respondents. In Tables 1 and 2, both columns include twenty­
one individuals who identified as both LGB and transgender. 
4 

Tables 3 through 5 report the percentage answering "Yes," "Not Sure," and "No" as a percentage of all individuals 
who answered the question, rather than all individuals who responded any of the survey questions. 
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January 2014 

More than four percent of the American workforce identifies as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender 

(LGBT). Approximately 212,000 of these workers live in Ohio. Ohio does not have a statewide law that 

prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity in employment.1 

This report summarizes evidence of sexual orientation and gender identity employment discrimination, 

explains the limited current prot~ctions from sexual orientation and gender identity employment 

discrimination in Ohio, and estimates the administrative impact of passing a law prohibiting 

employment discrimination based on these characteristics in Ohio. 

Key findings of th is report include: 

• In total there are approximately 328,000 LGBT adults in Ohio,2 including over 212,000 who are 

part ofthe Ohio workforce. 

• Recent surveys from Ohio reflect discrimination and negative attitudes toward LGBT people in 

the workplace. For example, a 2008 survey at Miami University Ohio found that 

nonheterosexually-identified faculty reported discrimination at twice the rate of their 

heterosexually-identified counterparts. Disparities were also reported among feelings of safety 

and acceptance between gay and straight students and staff. 

• Despite the state's lack of legal protections based on sexual orientation and gender identity, a 

2013 opinion survey found that 68% of Ohioans supported such laws and 84% believed that they 

were already in place. 

• National surveys also confirm that discrimination against LGBT workers persists. Most recently, 

a 2013 Pew Research Center survey found that 21% of LGBT respondents had been treated 

unfairly by an employer in hiring, pay, or promotions. 

• As recently as 2010, 78% of respondents to the largest survey of transgender people to date 

reported having experienced harassment or mistreatment at work, and 47% reported having 

been discriminated against in hiring, promotion, or job retention because of their gender 

identity. 

• Lawsuits document that a number of Ohio employees have faced discrimination because of their 

sexual orientation or gender identity; these include reports from a teacher, a bus driver and a 

county child services employee. 

• Disparities in wages are also a traditional way that discrimination has been measured. Census 

data show that in Ohio, the median income of men in same-sex couples is 24% lower than men 

in different sex marriages. 



• Currently, 13 localities in Ohio provide protection from sexual orientation and gender identity 

employment discrimination by local ordinance. An additional 14 localities provide protections 

for government workers alone. 

• Approximately 81% of Ohio's workforce is not covered by a local ordinance that prohibits 

private employment discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity. 

• Even Ohioans who live in localities with such local ordinances are not always as protected as 

they would be by state law. Some localities offer more extensive protection or stronger 

remedies than others. Moreover, unlike many local ordinances, Ohio state law provides for a 

private right of action. 

• Many of the state's top employers have internal corporate policies prohibiting sexual 

orientation discrimination, including 37 Fortune 1000 companies. 

• Adding sexual orientation and gender identity to the state's current non-discrimination law 

would result in approximately 100 additional complaints being filed with the Ohio Civil Rights 

Commission each year. 

• Estimates indicate that the additional complaints could cost up to $214,500 annually; which 

represents 2.8% of the Ohio Civil Rights Commission's budget in fiscal year 2012. 

Evidence of Discrimination 

Survey Data and Specific Examples of Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity 
Discrimination in Ohio 

Research shows the existence of widespread and continuing discrimination against LGBT workers in the 

U.S. In response to surveys, LGBT workers consistently report having experienced discrimination, and 

non-LGBT people often report having witnessed discrimination against their LGBT co-workers . For 

example, a national survey conducted by Pew Research Center in 2013 found that 21% of LGBT 

respondents had been treated unfairly by an employer in hiring, pay, or promotlons.3 Additionally, the 

nationally representative 2008 General Social Survey found that 37% of gay men and lesbians had 

experienced workplace harassment in the last five years, and 12% had lost a job because of their sexual 

orientation.4 As recently as 2010, 78% of respondents to the largest survey of transgender people to 

date reported having experienced harassment or mistreatment at work, and 47% reported having been 

discriminated against in hiring, promotion, or job retention because of their gender identity. 5 

Campus climate surveys from universities also reflect negative attitudes that can result in discrimination 

against LGBT people. A 2008 survey from Miami University Ohio surveyed undergraduates, graduate 

students, faculty and staff about a variety of experiences and perceptions related to diversity on 

campus.6 The survey found that 22.1% of heterosexually-identified faculty reported being discriminated 

against by administrators sometimes or frequently and 18.9% reported such discrimination at the hands 

of other faculty members. 7 On the other hand, nonheterosexually-identified faculty reported 

discrimination at double those rates: 45.0% reported discrimination sometimes or frequently by 

administrators, and 47.5% reported such discrimination by fellow faculty. 8 There were similar disparities 



in perceptions of acceptance of lesbian and gay students on campus: 62.9% of heterosexual 

undergraduates9 and 57.3% of heterosexual graduate students10 somewhat or strongly agreed that 

lesbian and gay students were accepted and respected on campus, while only 41.3% of non heterosexual 

undergraduates11 and 10.9% of nonheterosexual graduate students12 answered the same way. Similarly, 

72.1% of heterosexual staff agreed that gay and lesbian staff members were accepted and respected on 

campus, while only 35.3% of their non heterosexual counterparts agreed.13 Finally, over 80% of straight 

undergraduates {86.3%), 14 graduate students (81.5%) 15 and faculty (83.5%)16 somewhat or strongly 

agreed with the statement "I feel safe to be who I am at Miami University," while less than 55% of their 

gay undergraduate {54.3%), 17 graduate (34.8%)18 and faculty (47.5%)19 counterparts felt similarly. 

Despite the state's lack of legal protections based on sexual orientation and gender identity, a 2013 

opinion survey by the Public Religion Research Institute, a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization dedicated 

to research at the intersection of religion, values, and public life,2° found that Ohioans both supported 

such laws and believed that they were already in place. Sixty eight percent of those surveyed favored 

laws protecting gay and lesbian people from employment discrimination, with only 25% opposing. 21 

Majorities were found across political parties, with 61% of Republicans, 67% of independent voters and 

75% of Democrats favoring nondiscrimination laws.22 Ironically, 84% of Ohioans incorrectly believed 

that such laws already existed at the state level, and 80% incorrectly believed there were also such 

federal protections in place.23 

Employment discrimination against LGBT people has also been documented in court cases, state and 

local administrative complaints, complaints to community-based organizations, academic journals, 

newspapers, books, and other media. Additionally, a number of federal, state, and local administrative 

agencies and legislative bodies have acknowledged that LGBT people have faced widespread 

discrimination in employment.24 

Several recent instances of employment discrimination against LGBT people in Ohio have been 

documented in the media, court cases and reports to legal organizations: 

• In 2013, an Ohio appellate court denied relief to a gay bus driver who claimed that he was 

harassed by his co-workers because of his sexual orientation.25 The court held that sexual 

orientation is not a protected class under the state's nondiscrimination law, and therefore, he 

had no remedy for any alleged harassment.26 

• In 2013, a private school teacher was fired when the school became aware of her same-sex 

partner through her mother's obituary.27 The teacher had been with the school for 19 years . 28 

The teacher and the school came to a confidential settlement in August. 29 

• In 2013, a worker at an auto parts warehouse in Ohio reported to the New York Times that he 

avoided socializing with co-workers and ate lunch in his car to prevent accidentally revealing any 

information that would indicate his sexual orientation.30 Because he knew that he was not 

protected by state or federal law, and his co-workers used gay slurs on a regular basis, he chose 

to avoid any potentially volatile situations that could lead to the management firing him. 



• In 2012, Ohio Bell Telephone Company settled a discrimination lawsuit alleging discrimination 

based on nonconformity with sex stereotypes.31 An openly gay sales consultant for the 

company was fired after taking time off for his father's death. The consultant's supervisor had 

allegedly previously refused to call him by his married name, stating that she would not 

recognize his same-sex marriage.32 When the consultant's father passed, despite his union 

representative's assurance that he was allowed to take the time off, his supervisor counted 

most of his absences as unexcused, which resulted in his subsequent firing. 33 

• In 2011, Cuyahoga County settled a lawsuit with a lesbian employee of the County Child Support 

Enforcement Agency for $100,000. 34 The child support worker stated that she was passed over 

for at least 12 promotions only to learn that the positions were given to less qualified 

heterosexual applicants.35 

• In 2009, a global industrial adhesives manufacturing company settled a sexual harassment 

lawsuit brought by one of their quality assurance managers.36 The manager worked for the 

company for over 20 years and had received the Circle of Excellence honor six times when he 

transferred to a facility in a different city.37 At the new facility, he faced severe and pervasive 

harassment from coworkers including being groped and humped, witnessing coworkers 

repeatedly watching the male-on-male rape seen from the movie Deliverance and having his car 

vandalized with spray paint on several occasions.38 After the manager reported safety violations 

to OSHA, a newspaper clipping about gay marriage was left in his office with the words "DIE 

OSHA FAG," written across it in red letters.39 After repeated failed attempts to resolve the 

harassment internally, the manager filed suit and was subsequently fired. 40 Despite his claims 

that the harassment was based on his nonconformance with gender stereotypes, the court 

dismissed the sexual harassment part of the lawsuit in 2008, claiming that the harassment was 

based on sexual orientation which is not protected under federal or state law.41 The court 

allowed the manager's retaliation claims for his firing after filing suit to continue.42 

Wag e Inequity 

Census data show that men in same-sex couples in Ohio earn less than men married to different-sex 

partners. On average, men in same-sex couples in Oh io earn $33,644 each year, significantly less than 

the $48,226 for men married to different-sex partners.43 The median income of men in same-sex 

couples in Ohio is $30,000, or 24% less than that of married men ($39,600) .44 Men with same-sex 

partners earn lower wages, despite the fact that they are more likely to have a college degree than men 

married to different-sex partners,45 a comparison that supports the possibility that people in same-sex 

couples are not treated equally by employers. A 2009 study indicated that the wage gap for gay men is 

smaller in states that implement non-discrimination laws, suggesting that such laws reduce 

discrimination against LGBT people.46 

Women in same-sex couples earn less than married men as well as men in same-sex couples.47 Women 

in same-sex couples in Ohio earn an average of $30,160 per year (with a median of $24,600), which is 

more than married women, whose earnings average $24,275 (with a median of $20,000).48 



These findings are not unique to Ohio. Analyses of national data consistently find that men in same-sex 

couples and gay men earn 10-32% less than similarly qualified men who are married to different-sex 

partners, or men who identify as heterosexual.49 Surveys of transgender people find that they have high 

rates of unemployment and very low earnings.50 

Current Protections from Discrimination 

Ohio does not have a statewide law that prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation and/or 

gender identity in private employment. 51 Efforts were made to pass such a law in the Ohio General 

Assembly in 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009 and 2011. 52 In September, 2009, the Ohio House of 

Representatives passed the Equal Housing and Employment Act for the first time.53 However, the bill 

was never voted on in the Senate.54 Similar legislation in 2011 died without a vote in either chamber. 55 

Currently, there are new bills in both houses.56 The senate bill is currently in the Civil Justice 

Committee,57 and the house bill is currently in the Commerce, Labor and Technology Committee.58 

Through these bills, the Ohio General Assembly sought to prohibit employment discrimination based on 

sexual orientation and gender identity and expression by adding the characteristics to its existing 

employment discrimination statute, the Ohio Fair Employment Practices Law.59 

The Ohio Fair Employment Practices Law 

Currently, the Ohio Fair Employment Practices Law prohibits employment discrimination by any 

employer with four or more employees60 on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, military status, 

national origin, disability, age, or ancestry.61 The Fair Employment Practices Law applies to both public 

sector and private sector employers. 62 The Fair Employment Practices Law exempts religious 

corporations, associations, educational institutions and associations from coverage "with respect to the 

employment of an individual of a particular religion to perform work connected with" the organization's 

activities. 63 

The Ohio Civil Rights Commission (OCRC) enforces the Fair Employment Practices Law. The OCRC has 

the power to intake, investigate, and prosecute specific instances of employment discrimination, and to 

study and report on discrimination statewide. 64 An employee must file a complaint with the 

Commission within 6 months after the discriminatory practice occurred.65 People have one year to file 

complaints with the Commission related to discriminatory housing practices. 66 All complainants also 

have the right to file a civil action in a court of competent jurisdiction. 67 

During the fiscal year 2012, the OCRC received 3,513 new complaints of discrimination. 68 The OCRC also 

does intake and investigations regarding claims of discrimination in housing, public accommodations, 

disability in higher education and credit, although this represents a small proportion of the OCRC's 

complaints each year (23% of the cases closed in fiscal year 2012).69 



Local-Level and Private Protections from Discrimination 

Thirteen localities in Ohio explicitly prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and 

gender identity by local ordinance. They are : Athens, 70 Bowling Green, 71 Canton, 72 Cincinnati, 73 

Cleveland,74 Columbus,75 Coshocton,76 Dayton,77 East Cleveland,78 Newark,79 Oxford,80 Toledo81 and the 

village of Yellow Springs.82 Approximately 81% of Ohio's workforce is not covered by one of these local 

ordinances that prohibits public and private employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and 

gender identity. 83 An additional 14 localities prohibit public employment discrimination based on sexual 

orientation and/or gender identity. They are : Akron,84Cleveland Heights,85 Cuyahoga County,86 Franklin 

County, 87 Gahanna, 88 Hamilton, 89 Hamilton County, 90 Laura, 91 Lima, 92 Lucas County, 93 Montgomery 

County,94 Oberlin,95 Summit County96 and Wood County.97 Because they only prohibit discrimination 

against local government workers, and not the entire workforce, they were not included in the 

calculation of the number of workers protected by local ordinances.98 

Even within the localities that provide discrimination protections based on sexual orientation and 

gender identity, the exact coverage varies from place to place, leaving a patchwork of protections. For 

example, while Columbus99 and Cleveland100 include in their employment protections all employers of 

four or more people (like the Ohio Fair Employment Practices Law101
), Cincinnati's law only applies to 

employers with 10 or more employees, 102 and Yellow Springs requires at least 12 employees for its 

employment nondiscrimination provisions.103 Also, while Cincinnati has a very broad exemption for "any 

religious corporation, organization, or association,"104 Columbus's more narrow religious exemption only 

applies to their housing nondiscrimination ordinance; they have no religious exemption for 

employment.105 Finally, many local ordinances do not provide as much protection as the state Fair 

Employment Practices Law. For example, the state law gives the state Civil Rights Commission the right 

to file for an immediate temporary or permanent injunction against a violator when appropriate, and in 

housing discrimination, allows for punitive damages up to $50,000. 106 Additionally, the state law has a 

right of civil action, which is not provided for in many local ordinances.107 In addition to the concerns 

about the patchwork of laws that exists, local ordinances may potentially be subject to legal 

cha llenges. 108 

Some of Ohio's top companies and employers have adopted internal corporate policies that prohibit 

sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination. According to the Human Rights Campaign, at 

least 108 companies headquartered in Ohio prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation, 

including 37 Fortune 1000 companies,109 and at least 36 companies headquartered in Ohio prohibit 

discrimination based on gender identity, including 21 Fortune 1000 companies .110 Additionally, all 

Cabinet agencies and State of Ohio Boards and Commissions are prohibited by governor's executive 

order from discriminating in hiring or employment based on sexual orientation. 111 



Administrative Impact 

Complaint Estimate 

Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of employment discrimination against LGBT people, studies 

show that enforcing sexual orientation and gender identity provisions in non-discrimination laws has 

only a minimal burden on state agencies. Complaints of sexual orientation discrimination are filed by 

LGBT people at approximately the same rate as complaints of race and sex discrimination are filed by 

people of color and women, respectively. 112 However, because the LGBT population is so small, the 

absolute number of sexual orientation and gender identity complaints filed under state non­

discrimination laws is very low.113 

We estimate that approximately 100 complaints of sexual orientation or gender identity discrimination 

would be filed with the Ohio Civil Rights Commission each year. To reach this estimate, we drew on 

Gallup polling data and Census data from Ohio to estimate the size of the LGBT workforce in the state, 

and applied a national sexual orientation and gender identity complaint rate to that population. We 

have previously used this methodology to estimate the number of complaints that would be filed on the 

basis of sexual orientation and gender identity in other states, including Missouri, Pennsylvania, South 

Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and West Virginia .114 

Results from a 2012 Gallup poll show that 3.6% of people in Ohio identify as LGBT.115 Applying this 

percentage to the number of people in Ohio's workforce (5,883,960116
) indicates that there are 211,823 

LGBT workers in Ohio. 

Next, we applied the rate of complaints filed on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity to the 

number of LGBT workers in Ohio to determine how many complaints will be filed annually if these 

characteristics are added to the employment non-discrimination law. We used the national average 

complaint rate from a 2008 study that analyzed administrative complaint data from 17 states that 

prohibited sexual orientation discrimination at that time.117 The study found that across these states, 

the average rate of complaints filed on the basis of sexual orientation was 4.7 per 10,000 LGB 

workers.118 There is not sufficient data to make a similar calculation of the average rate of complaints 

filed on the basis of gender identity. 119 Therefore, we assume that this rate is also 4.7 per 10,000 

transgender workers. 

Applying the national complaint rate (4.7 per 10,000 LGBT workers) to the number of LGBT workers in 

Ohio (211,823) suggests that 100 complaints of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination 

would be filed annually if these characteristics were added to the state's employment non­

discrimination law. 



Cost of Enforcement 

Using Information from the most recent Ohio Civil Rights Commission Annual Report (fiscal year 

2012), 120 we can estimate the cost associated with handling the additional 100 complaints that would be 

filed if sexual orientation and gender identity were added to the Fair Employment Practices Law. 

In fiscal year 2012, the Ohio Civil Rights Commission received 3,513 new complaints of illegal 

discrimination and closed 3,637 cases. 121 That year, the Commission had a total budget of $7,533,983 

(which was a combined total of $4,725,784 appropriated from the state general assembly and 

$2,808,199 in federal money from cases that have dual jurisdiction with the U.S. Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development) .122 Dividing the 

OCRC's budget by the number of complaints received suggests that enforcement costs an average of 

$2,144 per complaint filed. Based on this assumption, if 100 complaints of sexual orientation or gender 

identity discrimination were filed each year, it would cost the state approximately $214,460, or 2.8% of 

the Ohio Civil Rights Commission's current budget, to enforce them. 

Conclusion 

Documented evidence shows that LGBT people face employment discrimination across the country, 

including in Ohio. There is currently no law that prohibits employment discrimination based on sexual 

orientation or gender identity in Ohio. Adding these characteristics to the Ohio Fair Employment 

Practices Law would provide protection from discrimination to approximately 212,000 LGBT workers in 

the state. Based on data from other state administrative enforcement agencies, we estimate that 

approximately 100 complaints of sexual orientation or gender identity employment discrimination 

would be filed in Ohio annually if the law were amended. Data from the Ohio Civil Rights Commission 

suggest that it would cost the state approximately $214,500 to enforce these complaints each year; 

which represents 2.8% of the Ohio Civil Rights Commission's budget in fiscal year 2012. 
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. Make It Monday forum 

The Anchorage Chamber of Commerce "Make It Monday" forum this week is focused on the diversity 
of commerce in the gay and lesbian community. It starts at noon at the Dena'ina Center downtown. 
Doors open at 11 :30 a.m. Lunch is $25 for members and students and $31 for non-members; seats 
are usually available for those who just want to listen. Justin Nelson, president of the National Gay 
and Lesbian Chamber of Commerce, 'Nill speak. 

A year and a half after Anchorage rejected a gay rights ballot measure that deeply divided the city, the gay 
and lesbian community is being not only embraced but promoted from an unexpected quarter: the 
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce. 

"I certainly know some 'Nill try to make this into a social commentary. The social debates are happening 
outside of what we're doing ," said Andrew Halcro , the chamber president. "This is really focusing on the 
economy and the economic benefits of inclusivity." 

The chamber didn't start the "commerce of diversity" initiative, but when Halcro, a former Republican state 
representative and gubernatorial candidate , was approached early this year, he saw the potential and 
things took off. 

"They have credibility with the business community that, frankly, I don't have and my community doesn't," 
said Mary Elizabeth Rider, who organizes a virtual women's community that among other things publicizes 
events. Rider is part of the chamber-led diversity project. "It's enormous, it's powerful , and it cannot be 
underestimated . I'm thrilled." 

The initiative, now called One Anchorage , One Economy, is about "non-discrimination at work, in rent, in 
home purchases, in all aspects of civic life," said lawyer Glenn Cravez, who helped start it. Business leaders 
are trying to build public acceptance of what the ballot measure aimed to require by law. 

On Monday, Justin Nelson, the president of the National Gay and Lesbian Chamber of Commerce, will be 
the featured speaker at the Anchorage chamber's "Make It Monday" forum. He plans to discuss how a 
growing number of businesses, including those in Anchorage, benefit financially from corporate policies of 
inclusion . 

The talk will mark the first time Nelson has been invited to a mainstream chamber but Halcro said he's 
gotten no pushback, though the program was a surprise to the chamber's board of directors. 

Some board members said they should have been informed earlier and Halcro said that will happen next 
time. Board chairman Bob Heinrich , a ConocoPhillips Alaska vice president, referred questions about the 
program to Halcro . 

The Monday forum 'Nill launch the chamber's participation in a broader initiative -- called Live.Work.Play--
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to make Anchorage the No. 1 city in America by 2025. The chamber's particular focus is improved schools 
and diversity. 

Halcro and Nelson spoke Saturday at the Pride Conference at the University of Alaska Anchorage. Wells 
Fargo was the lead sponsor. Some conference sessions were focused around entrepreneurship and 
economic opportunity. 

Wells Fargo , through its foundation , is investing $1 million over four years in the National Gay and Lesbian 
Chamber and supports its work through scholarships and business grants. The bank is one of the 
organization's founding members and has been involved in the lesbian , gay, bisexual and transgender 
community for 25 years. 

"We believe building relationships and providing specialized services to LGBT customers is not only the 
right thing to do -- it's smart business, especially when you take into account the evolving demographics 
and buying power of the LGBT community," David Kennedy, Wells Fargo's Alaska spokesman , said in an 
email. 

The bank will be recognized for its efforts at Monday's forum. 

'TOTALLY BACKWARDS' 

The business-led effort is rooted in the April 2012 municipal vote over whether to require legal protections 
for gay, lesbian and transgender people. It failed badly, 57 percent to 43 percent. 

"We are this welcoming place. We are this really cool city. How could this have failed? How could this not 
have passed?" said Vickie Green , who administers on line health records for the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, and also manages a VA program to provide education about and celebrate the gay and lesbian 
community. She and her partner, Terri Huebler, are the couple who changed Sen. Lisa Murkowski's mind on 
gay marriage. Green is part of One Anchorage, One Economy. 

Cravez, an Anchorage lawyer who now works mostly in conflict mediation , said he was disappointed, even 
angry, at the election result. 

He knew people who were for equal rights yet voted against it. Somehow the measure's opponents 
convinced them it would be bad for business, said Cravez, who has two sons, one gay and one straight. 

"I thought that was totally backwards," he said. Anchorage likes to see itself as a good place to do business: 
entrepreneurial , energetic, growing. "It struck me as totally counter-intuitive that you could have that and 
not have a city where everybody, including the GLBT community, was .. . equal partners." 

He began talking to leaders of Anchorage's gay community and to business leaders. Some were reluctant 
to step up -- until Halcro took it on , Cravez said. 

Many businesses already have internal policies of non-discrimination. Some already provide benefits to 
same-sex partners. But they do so quietly. The business group wants to shift the conversation from us vs. 
them to one where openness and inclusion are celebrated . 

The Anchorage Economic Development Corp. wants to make the city a lure for smart, young , creative 
professionals through its Live.Work.Play initiative. At its annual economic forecast luncheon in January, 
economist Richard Florida from the University of Toronto told the crowd that to make that happen, the city 
needs a talented and educated population , good technology and a tolerant and diverse culture. 

While Anchorage Assembly Chairman Ernie Hall is involved in the chamber diversity effort, Mayor Dan 
Sullivan -- who opposed the 2012 ballot measure and vetoed an earlier equal rights ordinance -- was 
unaware of it. Asked about it Friday, Sullivan said , "That's the first I've heard of it." 

Reach Lisa Demer at ldemer@adn.com or 257-4390. 
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Senate passes gay-rights bill to prevent workplace 
discrimination 
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By Jacqueline Klimas - The Washington nmes Thursday, November 7, 2013 

The Senate passed a bill Thursday that aims to prevent discrimination against gay and transgender 

employees, though that only sends the measure to the House where Republican leaders have said 

the bill is not going anywhere. 

Ten Republicans joined with Democrats to pass the proposal 64-32, which marked the first major 

piece of legislation involving gay rights since Congress repealed the policy barring open gays from 

serving in the military. 

President Obama celebrated the bill's passage, saying it will stop Americans from being denied a job 

or fired just because they are lesbian, gay, bisexual or transgender - though his excitement was 

tempered by the fact the bill is not coming to his desk for his signature any time soon. 

"One party in one house of Congress should not stand in the way of millions of Americans who want 

to go to work each day and simply be judged by the job they do," Mr. Obama said. "Now is the time to 

end this kind of discrimination in the workplace, not enable it." 

House Speaker John A. Boehner, Ohio Republican , and House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, Virginia 

Republican, have signaled the bill is dead on arrival in the House and warned that the proposal would 

lead to "frivolous lawsuits" and kill Jobs. Socially conservative groups have also painted the proposal 

as anti-family. 

Cantor spokesman Rory Cooper said Thursday that "The bill is currently not scheduled in the House." 

Pro-gay group GetEQUAL, which criticized the Senate bill as too generous with religious-freedom 

protections, called on Mr. Obama to get around opposition from the House GOP by ordering that no 

company can do business with the U.S. government if it doesn't "voluntarily" adopt the bill 's 

provisions. 

"As v..e wait for Speaker Boehner to move this bill forward , it is imperative for President Obama to lead 

by example, and to sign his name to an Executive Order that would protect nearly 25 percent of this 

country's workforce from workplace discrimination," the group said. 

The VVhite House has not ruled out the possibility of Mr. Obama using his executive pov..er and 
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, Nevada Democat, suggested that is one way to get around 

Congress. 

"I don't know what authority and pov..er he has, but I'm sure he's exercised his administrative authority 

on previous occasions when v..e had legislative logjams," Mr. Reid said . "That's what the Senate 

Republicans and certainly the Republicans in the House better come to realize. There's more than 
one way of skinning a cat." 

The vote Thursday on the Employment Non-Discrimination Act came after the Senate rejected a 

stronger religious freedom amendment by Sen. Patrick J. Toomey, Pennsylvania Republican, that 

would have el<!)anded the types of organizations exempted under the law. 

http://vMw.washingtontimes.com/news/2013/no"7/senate-passes-non-discrinination-bill/print/ 
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However, the final bill included an amendment from Sen. Rob Portman, Ohio Republican, that passed 

by voice vote Wednesday. It says the government cannot retaliate against religious organizations 

exempted under the bill by v.1thholding grants, contracts or tax exemptions. 

Tony Perkins, president of the Family Research Council, knocked the Senate for passing the bill, 

warning that ENDA v.ould "lead to a form of reverse discrimination." 

"Anyone vJio expresses or promotes a view of family or morality that can be interpreted to be a 

disapproval of homoseX1Jal or transgender conduct v.111 be subject to retaliation and discrimination," he 

said . 

Photo Galleries 

Stars who left us too soon: celcb1·Hy overdoses 
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Employmenl non-discrimination law covers sexual 
orientation and gender identity (18 states+ D.C.) 

Employment non-discrimination law covers only 
sexual orientation , but federal law prohibits 
discrimination against transgender and gender non­
conforming people (see note) (3 states) 

No employment non-discrimination law covering 
sexual orientation or gender identity, but federal law 
prohibits discrimination against transgender and 
gender non-conforming people (see note) (29 
states) 

NOTE: A 2012 ruling by the federal Equal 

Employment Opportunity Commission extends Title 

Vll's prohibition on sex discrimination to prohibit 

discrimination against transgender and gender non­

conforming people. For additional information, 

contact the Human Rights CamllM!Il, the ~ 

Gay & Lesbjan Task Force, the National Center for 

Transgender Equality, or the Equality Federation. 

This map reflects states that have statewide statutes 

banning discrimination in private employment. Many 

states have executive orders or laws that protect all 

public employees, and many large cities and other 

localities have ordinances, executive orders, or 

personnel policies that protect local employees and 

some employees of local businesses. These laws, 

regulations and executive orders are not reflected 

on this map. Some states may interpret "gende(' to 

include gender identity/expression . Such states are 

not reflected on this map. 

Percent of LGBT Population Covered by Laws 

39% of LGBT population lives in states prohibiting 

employment discrimination based on sexual orientation 

and gender Identity 

48% of LGBT population lives in states prohibiting 

employment discrimination based on sexual orientation 

52% of LGBT population lives in states that do not 

prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual 

orientation or gender identity 

http://www.lgbtmap.org/equality-maps/employment_non_discriminationJaws 
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