LGBTQ Protections: What Advocates Want From Congress
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LGBTQ advocates are looking to the new Congress for a path towards stronger federal protections, with the Equality Act high on their agenda. The proposals span discrimination, campus harassment and transgender rights, while funding and oversight could also shape what happens next. Here’s what the legislative push involves, and why advocates say progress may take more than one route.
Essential Takeaways
The Equality Act remains a priority: It would prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity across areas including work, housing and education.
Other proposals address specific needs: The Transgender Bill of Rights calls for federal action on access to care, shelter, safety and economic security.
Campus protections are also on the agenda: The Tyler Clementi Act would require colleges receiving federal aid to adopt anti-harassment policies.
Funding battles matter: Advocates are watching for proposed restrictions in spending bills and for support for HIV services.
Passing bills is only one route: Hearings, congressional scrutiny and legal challenges could all play a part.
The Equality Act is still the big prize
A federal ban on discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity remains a central goal for LGBTQ advocates. The Equality Act would amend existing civil-rights laws to cover areas including employment, housing, public accommodation, education, federally funded programmes, credit and jury service.
Congress.gov’s record shows the proposal was introduced in the 119th Congress. That matters: introduction is not enactment, and the bill must move through further congressional steps before its proposed protections could become law. The distance between a bill’s promise and its legal effect is easy to lose sight of amid the noise of a political campaign.
Proposals target transgender rights and campus harassment
The Transgender Bill of Rights, reintroduced by Senator Ed Markey and Representative Pramila Jayapal in February 2026, calls on the federal government to protect transgender and non-binary people and support access to medical care, shelter, safety and economic security. A resolution sets out a position and calls for action; it is not, by itself, a binding law.
Another proposal focuses on college campuses. The Tyler Clementi Higher Education Anti-Harassment Act would require colleges receiving federal aid to adopt policies addressing harassment, including on grounds of sexual orientation and gender identity. The Human Rights Campaign says the measure also envisages support for prevention, counselling and training, while a Senate announcement identifies Representative Bonnie Watson Coleman among its House co-sponsors.
Spending bills can shape policy, too
For advocates, the legislative conversation doesn’t stop at standalone bills. The Human Rights Campaign’s Power of the Purse report counted 52 anti-LGBTQ+ riders in FY2025 appropriations bills, including proposals concerning gender-affirming care, non-discrimination protections and diversity, equity and inclusion initiatives. These were proposals, not necessarily provisions that became part of final funding law.
HIV services are another point of concern. The HIV+Hepatitis Policy Institute warned that a proposed House committee funding bill for FY2026 could cut at least $1.7 billion from HIV care, treatment and prevention, including a proposed $525 million reduction to the Ryan White HIV/AIDS Care and Treatment Program. Those figures describe the group’s assessment of a proposal, rather than a confirmed final budget, but they show why funding negotiations can carry real consequences for services.
Progress may come in stages
Even with a receptive Congress, sweeping federal protections can be difficult to pass. GLAD Law executive director Ricardo Martinez told the Washington Blade that lawmakers could still lay groundwork through hearings and bill development, while pursuing broader measures on healthcare and economic security that would benefit LGBTQ people alongside others.
That’s a less dramatic route than passing a landmark bill, but it can keep issues in view and build support. Oversight of executive actions and court challenges are other tools advocates say they’ll use, particularly where privacy, healthcare and community programmes are concerned.
What should readers watch next?
Watch for whether proposed protections advance beyond introduction, and whether funding measures retain or reject contentious policy riders. It’s also worth distinguishing a resolution or bill’s stated aims from legal requirements already in force; the source material describes these measures as proposals, not enacted protections.
Advocates are also making a case beyond legislation: that accurate information and familiarity matter in conversations about LGBTQ people, especially transgender people. Policy can feel remote, but the questions at its heart, including safety, healthcare and equal treatment, are part of everyday life.
The road may be uneven, but the proposals show where advocates hope Congress can begin.
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