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Less than 1% of attorneys at major U.S. law firms have openly identified as LGBT and it was not until 

2007 that the American Bar Association established a Committee to study LGBT diversity in the legal 

profession.
3
 

 In an effort to advance the mission of the Legal Industry Council (“Legal Council” or 

“Council”) of the National Gay and Lesbian Chamber of Commerce (“NGLCC”), which is 

“committed to developing a culture that supports and promotes LGBT diversity, including LGBT 

supplier diversity in the legal profession,”
4
 we have endeavored to examine the current state of 

diversity and inclusion, and LGBT diversity in particular, as well as the impact of in-house 

counsel on diversity and inclusion in the legal profession.  This task was undertaken by 

conducting legal research and interviews and meetings with in-house counsel, as well as lawyers 

at national law firms, some of who have openly identified as LGBT.  The goal: to gain a better 

understanding of in-house counsels‟ efforts to further diversity and inclusion, including LGBT 

diversity, within the ranks of their organization‟s legal departments, as well as their views as to 

their role, if any, in terms of encouraging their outside counsel to “mirror” their organizations‟ 

internal diversity and inclusion practices, including their supplier diversity initiatives.  Our 

findings, based upon this research and anecdotal evidence, shed some light on current “best 

practices” that chief legal officers are employing, but also have revealed a number of critical 
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issues that must be further explored and addressed if we aspire to achieve a legal profession that 

is truly diverse and fully inclusive. 

Justifying the Pursuit of Diversity and Inclusion 

There are a variety of reasons why it is critical for corporations and their in-house legal 

departments, which seem to be ahead of the curve in this respect as compared to law firms, to 

employ diverse employees and suppliers of goods and services, including legal services and why 

today, large law firms feel increasingly pressured to pursue diverse workforces.  Besides the 

traditional justifications for pursuing workplace diversity, such as egalitarian and affirmative 

action-based reasons, increasingly, corporations are beginning to recognize the business value of 

hiring employees with a background, knowledge and expertise relating to specific minority and 

gender groups, as well as maintaining a workforce that possesses broad cultural awareness.  This 

is largely due to the increasingly globalized economy, and the growing economic and social 

influence that groups which were once marginalized are now beginning to assert.   

C-Suite Executives and General Counsels (“GCs”) at many Fortune 500 companies 

realize that the best way to assemble the strongest team possible, given modern business and/or 

legal realities, is to tap into groups that have been shut out from or underrepresented in those 

professional spheres in the past.
5
 Corporations can best achieve their goals by recruiting, hiring 

and retaining a diverse workforce, including in-house and outside counsel, who are familiar with 

other cultures around the world, speak their language and understand the distinct ways in which 

they do business.  In essence, those in positions of wealth and power in Corporate America are 

slowly coming to appreciate that they need a workforce who understands and represents the 

                                                           
5
 Knowledge@Wharton, “Diversity in Corporate America: Still a Work in Progress,” March 16, 2006, available at 

http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=1406. 



3 
 

diversity of the customers they serve; people of color, women, LGBT and other diverse 

consumers.  

In terms of law firms and other legal organizations, more resistant to change and 

unwilling to challenge the status quo.  For example, some law firms claim a commitment to 

diversity, and yet their leadership refuses to broaden the scope of law schools at which they 

conduct on campus interviews, even though a presence at other top schools potentially could 

increase the diversity of the law firm‟s applicant pool.  Rather, law firms and other legal 

organization appear more likely to implement new measures at the request of their clients.  For 

example, law firms often get requests from clients to staff their matters, especially litigation 

matters, with attorneys that reflect the local jury pool.  In places like New York, San Francisco, 

and other diverse, metropolitan areas, this very well might include lawyers that self-identify as 

LGBT.  However, the overall progress in law firms for women and minorities is dismal and for 

LGBT lawyers, it is unspeakable with less than 1% of attorneys at major US law firm openly 

identifying as LGBT.
6
  

Defining Diversity and Inclusion  

Although many large corporations and law firms are increasingly expressing a 

commitment to promoting and expanding diversity and inclusion among their employees, there is 

often a good deal of uncertainty as to what these terms actually mean.  The definition of 

„”include” in Merriam-Webster’s Online Dictionary, is “to to take in or comprise as a part of a 

whole or group”
7
  In considering the meaning of inclusion in the context of the legal profession, 

the definition would seem to suggest that an inclusive legal department or law firm is one in 
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which diverse attorneys (and staff ) feel as if they are valued, respected and treated as an integral 

part of the whole organization.  However, Verna Myers, Harvard Law School Graduate and 

nationally recognized expert on diversity and inclusion within law firms, law departments and 

law schools notes that “[a]n organization cannot expect to cultivate difference if it is bent on 

perpetuating its present culture, one that reflects narrow and monocultural thinking and values, 

not because people are bad or evil, but because they have developed their culture based on who 

created  and led the organization in the past.  You can bring people from different backgrounds 

into a culture like this, but you will never reach inclusion.”
8
  Many Chief Diversity Officer at 

large corporations and law firms seem to share a similar view that the issue of retention of 

diverse employees is directly related to an organizations unwillingness to change the status quo.  

An organization that takes a stand for full diversity and inclusion cannot achieve this goal if 

those at the helm have no commitment to change the way of doing business “as usual”.  If 

policies and procedures are left in place; if  there is no examination by those in positions of 

power at the firm of attorney productivity, work flow or the nature of assignments allocated to 

attorneys, if the evaluation process, mentor arrangements and similar organizational system are 

not monitored to determine if there are aspects of the organizations structure that may be having 

a negative impact on LGBT and other traditionally underrepresented groups, it is unlikely that 

law firms or corporate legal departments will be able to retain diverse lawyers.  Although, an 

organizations statistical data on work-force “diversity” may remain unchanged, because as one 

diverse lawyer is hired another diverse lawyer leaves, there will never be true inclusion.   

In terms of the concept of diversity, there also appears to be ambiguity as to what this 

word actually means.  In interviewing in-house counsel and partners at national firms, the 
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general consensus suggests that when speaking about diversity today, we are really speaking 

about statistics; the number of attorneys that an organization has in a defined targeted group, 

such as LGBT lawyers, women or South Asian attorneys.  However, the question is: “what is the 

targeted group?” and the answer appears to change from organization to organization. While 

some stated diversity initiatives are quite explicit and include such categories as racial and ethnic 

diversity, gender and diversity of sexual orientation, others are generic or opaque and describe a 

simple desire to have a “diverse” workforce without further explaining what groups the term is 

intended to encompass.  For some organizations, a diverse work force mean the categories 

mentioned above, or sometimes, an organization will mean for the term to be more expansive 

and include categories, such as religious diversity, military diversity (i.e., are there veterans 

employed or recruited?) and age diversity, among many others.  While for other organizations, 

the concept of diversity might be limited to basic ethnic, racial and gender diversity which are 

easily monitored by recruiters, who need only check off the corresponding group(s) to which 

new hires belong or actively look for non-white, non-male candidates during the recruitment 

process.   

Today, there are still many companies and law firms that lack the inclusion of LGBT 

individuals in diversity initiatives or policies.  To individuals who self-identify as LGBT, such 

limited categories are likely to be perceived as intentionally discriminatory.  However,  at least in 

one instance, the facts showed that this may not always be the case, and that sometimes, 

exclusion simply amounts to a mere oversight.  At an informal, introductory meeting with a 

General Counsel of a Fortune 500 company, who undoubtedly is committed to diversity, the 

question was posed as to why the company‟s supplier diversity program didn‟t include LGBT 

certified business owners as a diverse category.  The answer, which was genuine, was that the 
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General Counsel had not been significantly involved with the supplier diversity initiative at the 

company, was not aware that LGBT was not included as a diverse vendor category and when this 

concern was brought to light, immediately said that the category would be added.  Promptly 

thereafter, it was.  In several other conversations with in-house counsels it was revealed that 

many companies, seemingly without exclusionary intent, simply don‟t consider LGBT 

individuals when assessing diversity among in-house and outside counsel.  One reason that was 

actually given in support of this dubious LGBT diversity policy was that defining LGBT as a 

category is to promote the stereotype of the effeminate gay male or the masculine lesbian when 

in fact most gay people don‟t “look gay” and, for the most part, have not been discriminated 

against in the workplace.  Although, this particular in-house counsel located in an office in the 

Southern part of the United States attempts to justify his company‟s position on LGBT equality 

based on the assertion that “for the most part” gays have not been discriminated against, 

legislation and statistics show otherwise.  Employers should be aware that for many LGBT 

attorneys, employment discrimination is a number one concern. As ENDA has stalled, there are 

no formal federal protections against LGBT employment discrimination.
9
  The states banning 

sexual orientation discrimination in employment are California, Colorado, Connecticut, 

Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, New 

Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, Washington, 

and Wisconsin, as well as the District of Columbia.  The rest of the states have few or no 

protections for LGBT individuals, and in these states it is of the utmost concern that companies 

indicate their acceptance and support of LGBT employees.
10
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In states where employment discrimination is less of an issue, LGBT attorneys cite equal 

employment benefits as a number one concern.  True support for LGBT concerns and causes is 

seen in companies that “gross up” employee earnings to mitigate the effects of unfair tax laws, 

reimbursing LGBT employees the extra tax costs they face as a result of not being able to file 

joint federal tax returns and provide equal medical and other coverage for married couples and 

registered partners, including adoption support.  Companies and law firms that do not offer these 

types of support will be seen as behind the curve.   

 Regardless of the reason for the exclusion, LGBT lawyers, in particular, are likely to 

consider the lack of an explicitly-stated, written policy of LGBT nondiscrimination and/or an 

explicitly-stated, written goal of LGBT diversity and inclusion to be an intentional exclusion or 

rejection of LGBT candidates.  Lawyers, probably more so than members of any other 

profession, are trained to invest an abundance of thought and care into choosing both their own 

words and in interpreting the meaning of words in the written materials they encounter.  

Lawyers, through the law school experience and during their careers, develop an intuitive 

understanding that aims are made specific and that language is carefully constructed when words 

are memorialized in an organization‟s written policies.  As a result, a failure to mention LGBT 

individuals in relevant organizational literature or statements will, very likely, be perceived as 

intentional and dissuade qualified LGBT attorneys, and potentially other diverse candidates, 

from pursuing positions within that organization.   

This phenomenon has the potential to be even more acute in jurisdictions where anti-

discrimination laws do not protect LGBT individuals.  In these jurisdictions, LGBT attorneys are 
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already wary of being “out” in the workplace and need additional employer-provided protections 

and reinforcement that their specific workplaces are LGBT-friendly.
11

 

Inconsistent Corporate Workplace Diversity and Inclusion and Supplier Diversity 

Policies, Practices and Procedures Can Hinder Diversity Efforts 

 

With respect to LGBT attorneys pursuing in-house counsel positions at large 

corporations, there is often a disconnect or perceived lack of clarity between the organization‟s 

workplace diversity and inclusion (i.e. diversity policy with respect to the recruitment, hiring and 

retention of in-house counsel) and supplier diversity policies (i.e. the companies policy with 

respect to hiring outside diverse-owned vendors of goods and services) as a whole, and those of 

the organization‟s in-house legal department.  Does the legal department have its own workplace 

diversity and inclusion and supplier diversity policies?  If so, do they mirror that of the 

organization?
12

  If not, how are they different?  Perhaps, the legal department‟s workplace 

diversity and inclusion policy mirrors that of the organization, but it does not have a supplier 
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diversity policy.  These are questions that often need to be addressed at the organizational level 

and made clear to both recruits and existing employees. 

An issue that arises frequently within organizations that have global offices, subsidiaries 

and affiliates is a real (or sometimes perceived) imbalance of diversity recruitment efforts 

varying from location to location. For example, a corporation‟s LGBT diversity efforts may be 

vigorous and rather successful in the company‟s San Francisco office,  but it may be difficult to 

encourage a sister company in Little Rock to pursue similar initiatives in their offices. The result 

of such inconsistent application of an organization‟s stated diversity policies, based upon the 

geographic location of its various offices, may lead to an imbalance in the successful 

implementation of diversity efforts and could, ultimately, skew attempts to assess the 

organization‟s real commitment to diversity, as measured on an organization-wide level. It seems 

that a better policy might be for the leadership at an organization with numerous locations to be 

more proactive in encouraging organization-wide participation in the organization‟s stated 

diversity and inclusion initiatives, including supplier diversity, while always trying to balance 

and take into consideration different cultures and ways of doing business, especially where non-

US offices are concerned. 

Achieving LGBT Diversity 

Some companies, law firms, and in-house legal departments indicate that they have 

experienced some difficulty in recruiting qualified LGBT candidates.  Such difficulties include 

identifying sufficiently qualified LGBT lawyers, understanding their unique concerns and 

maintaining a long-term relationship with the LGBT legal community.  These problems can be 

ameliorated in several ways.  As an initial matter, as stated above, it is crucial that legal 



10 
 

departments and law firms make it clear to LGBT applicants, through written, express policies, 

that they are welcomed, desired, and represent the baseline of the organization‟s diversity 

initiatives.  It is important that these written policies be made available from the recruitment 

stage of employment through the hiring and retention stages.
13

   

In addition, in order to successfully reach out to qualified LGBT applicants, employers 

should utilize existing resources for seeking out qualified LGBT applicants.  These resources 

include, but are not limited to, national LGBT legal conferences, annual LGBT career fairs, such 

as Lavender Law, and local and national LGBT bar organizations.  For smaller firms and more 

regional organizations, which might not possess the resources or infrastructure for recruiting at 

such large scale events, such as Lavender Law, “going local” is also an option.  Advertising in 

local LGBT-friendly press, reaching out to local LGBT bar associations and engaging in 

specifically-targeted LGBT recruiting at area law schools is a viable solution for recruiting 

qualified LGBT candidates.  

Law school LGBT organizations are a particularly effective resource for seeking out 

LGBT talent, as law schools are the pipelines for all new lawyers - and almost all campuses have 

Lambda/Outlaw (LGBT student) organizations today.  Interfacing with these groups, in order to 

contact and attract talented LGBT law students, can often be as accomplished by simply sending 

a few e-mails to the groups‟ published email address or by attending their events.  More 

ambitious firms and organizations might consider sponsoring their own tables at the events these 

groups hold, or even creating scholarships or diversity initiatives designed to recruit LGBT 

attorneys from these groups into their ranks. 
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Reaching out to other diversity groups in pursuit of LGBT recruits is also an increasingly 

viable option.  It is the overwhelming consensus amongst groups supporting social diversity – 

such as the NAACP – that the cause of diversity is a shared concern.  For example, the NAACP 

recently announced its support of marriage equality, and, more and more, events, initiatives and 

concerns of various groups supporting minority and gender equality are likely to be shared and 

endorsed by the majority of these groups.
14

  When offering “catch-all” diversity scholarships, as 

many law firms do, which have traditionally focused on race and gender, integrating LGBT 

students into the list of potential recipients should be considered. 

Retaining LGBT Attorneys 

Recruiting LGBT attorneys does not represent the last step in obtaining LGBT diversity 

within legal departments and law firms.  To ensure true diversity, LGBT attorneys must also be 

retained.  There are a variety of cost-effective, simple ways that companies can help themselves 

achieve LGBT attorney retention.  Primarily, decision makers within legal departments and law 

firms should use LGBT-inclusive and friendly language whenever possible in drafting 

employment policies and announcing organization-sponsored events. This can be as simple as 

inviting „partners‟ and „significant others‟ to social events, instead of „husbands‟ „wives‟ or 

„spouses‟.  This practice, in addition to being more inclusive of LGBT employees, is more 

inclusive of straight employees with non-spouse partners or other non-traditional families.
15

   

In addition, organizations can make a point of including items of interest to LGBT 

employees in organizational newsletters.  These types of outreach efforts are especially 
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important if the organization makes this sort of effort with other groups considered “diverse,” 

such as women or African Americans.  Again, oftentimes, being overlooked or excluded in 

organizational literature or practices can be perceived as demonstrating a bias against the group 

the organization neglects to reference, regardless of whether the omission was intentional.
16

 

The importance of encouraging LGBT attorneys to be  “„out” at the office and fostering 

an environment in which LGBT attorneys feel comfortable doing so, cannot be emphasized 

enough.  Creating an accepting and open work environment is one crucial part of this effort.  

However, organizations can further encourage employees to self-identify as LGBT in 

employment materials, such as bios or personnel reports.  Diversity committees can be formed, 

either by the organization, or on an ad-hoc basis that would allow LGBT employees to form their 

own affinity groups, with resources and support from the organization. 

Hiring Outside Counsel:  

In-House Counsel’s Impact on Workplace Diversity, Inclusion and Supplier Diversity 

While it is imperative that GCs focus their efforts on furthering both supplier diversity 

and workplace diversity and inclusion within their own legal departments, the reality is that 

significant business is transacted and millions of dollars are spent on outside counsel fees. As 

such, in-house counsel is in a position to influence outside counsels actions when it comes to 

matters of diversity and inclusion.  Given the nature of this relationship, some have expressed the 

view that the responsibility rests with in-house counsel to strongly encourage their outside 

counsel to mirror their diversity and inclusion policies and practices, such as being open to, and 

accepting of LGBT attorneys and staff.   
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In addressing this critical issue, NGLCC corporate partner, Accenture, has been 

recognized by various organizations and publications for taking a hard line approach with their 

outside counsel; holding them accountable for not bringing their practices in line with those of 

Accenture when it comes to issues of diversity, including supplier diversity, and inclusion.  

Accenture has been known to cut law firms from their approved counsel list that do not, over a 

certain period of time, come into, and remain in compliance with Accenture‟s diversity and 

inclusion policies.  

Based on recent statistics concerning LGBT diversity in the legal profession, it appears 

that law firms are not likely to make a significant commitment to fully inclusive workplace and 

supplier diversity practices until they are pressured into doing so by their clients.
17

  In speaking 

with numerous Chief Diversity Officers, as well as in-house counsel, it appears that when hiring 

outside counsel, there are still GCs and chief legal officers do not specifically question a law 

firm‟s commitment to diversity in their requests for proposals (“RFPs”).  Moreover, even when 

GCs do request specific information about a firm‟s overall diversity policies and record, they 

rarely include LGBT diversity in the mix.  One exceptional success story occurred in early 2012 

when Kaye Scholer LLP and Osborn law firm, an LGBT certified firm, submitted a joint RFP to 

Toyota Financial Services (“TFS”).  The RFP called for employment law expertise and although 

Kaye Scholer has a strong employment law practice, the firm does not have occupational safety 

and health administration experience.  By bundling their legal services it was a win-win for both 

firms who were awarded the bid.  In fact, it appears that this is the first time in Kaye Scholer‟s 

history that  “all things being equal”, the firm‟s commitment to diversity and inclusion and in 

particular, LGBT diversity, was the winning factor in the bid.  
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In-house counsel can ensure that their suppliers of legal services are diverse by, first and 

foremost, expressing a desire to outside counsel that their diversity policies reflect the goals and 

aspirations of the client company.   The client company might require that its outside counsel 

have similar diversity policies in place as their own, or encourage them to take steps in this 

direction.  Client companies can even reward outside counsel for doing so.  

For example, the „Microsoft model,‟ pioneered by the eponymous company, sets various 

benchmarks for suppliers to provide services with diverse employees, and provides for bonuses 

and rewards based on meeting these benchmarks. Suppliers may be rewarded with increased 

remuneration or with more business in the future.
18

 

Even when outside counsel have expressed a commitment to diversity, companies should 

be careful to make sure exactly what diversity the outside supplier is offering.  For example, are 

LGBT attorneys staffed on their company‟s matter?  Or are numbers being supplied by outside 

counsel simply indicative of their firm‟s overall diversity?  Companies should specify that they 

want LGBT employees staffed on, and working on, their matters. LGBT lawyers merely used as 

“tokens” to attract business, and not trained and mentored with substantive legal work, do not 

advance and do little to build LGBT influence or success in the legal field. 

Similarly, both with their own companies and with outside counsel and suppliers, legal 

departments should seek to include and have outside suppliers of legal services include LGBT 

individuals in positions of leadership and influence within the company or firm.  Merely having a 

diversity committee or hiring committee with LGBT individuals as members is not enough.  The 

Honeywell model, pioneered by the company of the same name in the early 2000s and now 
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explicitly including LGBT individuals, requires that any committees or internal groups that 

promote or claim “diversity” by including diverse individuals must add these individuals into 

positions of leadership, not general membership.
19

 For example, to appoint a gay lawyer to a 

firm hiring committee is not enough.  This lawyer should be a partner, not a first year associate, 

and should be in the leadership of the hiring committee. This ensures that the LGBT attorney has 

the power and influence within the organization to affect serious change and move diversity 

ahead. 

Also in terms of the RFP process, it is common knowledge that most GCs who work at 

corporations that have established supplier diversity programs, almost never ask whether a law 

firm has adopted such an initiative.  In fact, at present, most U.S. law firms do not have supplier 

diversity programs in place.  As such, at present, LGBT lawyers and LGBT certified law firms,
20

 

which are generally comprised of smaller joint partnerships, have extremely limited 

opportunities to obtain legal services contracts under a “2
nd

-Tier” supplier diversity program that 

a law firm‟s client may have established, since the law firm itself does not have such a program 

in place.
21

  In the legal context, the concept of a 1
st
 Tier and 2

nd
 Tier legal and supplier diversity 

programs may be illustrated as follows.  Fortune 500 Company (“Company”) has both a 
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workplace diversity and inclusion and supplier diversity policy.  With respect to the Company‟s 

legal department, the GC sets a goal to ensure that “x%” of in-house and outside counsel hired 

by her legal department be LGBT self-identified and/or an LGBT certified law firm and that 

“y”% of her annual budget is meant to be spent on LGBT lawyers or LGBT certified law firms. 

The GC also  requires all of the major law firms she hires to have policies that mirror her legal 

department‟s diversity practices.  For the GC to achieve her goals she can either hire an LGBT 

lawyer or LGBT certified law firm directly or she can do so indirectly by one of her large New 

York law firms with whom she is working with on various matters to hire the LGBT lawyer or 

LGBT certified law firm on her behalf.  This arrangement provides a seamless flow-through of 

work on a particular transaction or litigation.  The structure of this arrangement, in essence, is 

analogous to the New York firm hiring local counsel on GCs behalf if, for example, the 

Company‟s case was being litigated in a State in which New York counsel was not licensed to 

practice. The New York law firm would then report to the GC the actual number of LGBT 

lawyers working on her matter (and any additional information that may be of interest to her 

other than just statistics, such as whether the LGBT lawyer is the lead tax attorney on the 

matter), as well as the actual dollar amount that the New York firm spent on behalf of the GC on 

such LGBT lawyer or LGBT certified firm, which allows the GC to include these statistics in her 

calculation when determining if she reached her annual LGBT diversity goals.  In this example, 

the GC‟s direct hire of the LGBT lawyer or certified firm, illustrates the concept of 1
st
-Tier 

supplier diversity and the GC‟s indirect hiring vis-a-vis the New York law firm illustrates the 

concept of 2
nd

-Tier supplier diversity.  

Historically, corporate supplier diversity programs have been geared towards vendors of 

goods, rather than services, such as those offered by lawyers or accountants.  However, based on 
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NGLCC statistics, it appears that this trend is slowly beginning to shift.  We are likely to see 

more large law firms take actions to mirror their corporate clients‟ diversity practices, as more 

legal departments start to “strongly encourage” or even mandate that their large national and 

global law firms mirror their corporate diversity and inclusion practices, including their supplier 

diversity initiative, by directing work to firms that are following their lead and taking work away 

from those who, after a reasonable period of time, are not.  These are likely to lead law firms to 

adopt supplier diversity programs and if they don‟t, it‟s just a matter of time before law firms 

will be precluded from achieving a 100% ranking on the Human Rights Campaign Corporate 

Equality Index, unless they do so.  When we reach a critical mass (which may take some time, 

but the trend seems to suggest that the tipping point is on the horizon) and large law firms both 

nationally and globally begin to adopt supplier diversity programs this will open up a whole new 

realm of business opportunities as law firms begin to take an active role in procuring their goods 

and services from diverse business owners.  This paradigm shift, not only in the way law firms 

sources their goods, but in the way they do business is likely generate opportunity for all diverse 

lawyers and smaller diverse-owned law firms, including LGBT to work jointly with large law 

firms, as Kaye Scholer did with Osborn law firm, by bundling their legal services to gain a new 

corporate client, or to provide a mutually beneficial relationship as a value add to an existing 

corporate client that supports their workplace diversity and inclusion policies and assists them 

with achieving their diversity goals..
22
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Best Practices 

It is difficult to get a clear picture of diversity and inclusion efforts, especially with 

respect to LGBT lawyers, at all of the major companies and law firms within the United States.  

However, the best practices at the moment can be identified using the Human Rights Campaign 

Corporate Equality Index, as well as Vault‟s “Best Law Firms for Diversity.”
23

  Companies cited 

among the top 100 by the HRC were Apple, AT&T, Chevron, Chrysler, Eastman Kodak, Gap, 

Nike, Sprint, Staples and Yahoo! Fifty-five large law firms also made the list.
24

 Vault‟s list of 

top law firms emphasized firms that provided equal benefits, such as healthcare coverage, for 

LGBT and non-LGBT employees.
25 

Qualifications for high scores include, among other things, equal employment 

opportunity statements that include sexual orientation and gender identity or expression clauses, 

equivalent spouse and partner medical benefits, equal health coverage for transgender 

individuals, LGBT competency training for employees and supervisors, LGBT employee 

recruitment efforts that include supplier diversity programs, marketing and advertising to LGBT 

consumers, philanthropic support for LGBT causes, and demonstrated support for LGBT 

equality under the law.
26

  

You can view the full list of qualifications and recognized companies here: 

http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/2012-Corporate-Equality-Index-Criteria.
27
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