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Dear Mr. Reisig and Mr. Savary,

I am writing on behalf of Yale University to express the university’s very serious concerns about
the proposed Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance (OMB 2006-0034, 91 FR 32198). The
proposed revisions to the Uniform Guidance would undermine the productivity of university
research and ultimately damage America’s global leadership in areas of scholarship that are
vital to the health and well-being, prosperity, competitiveness, and security of the country. Yale
urges the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to withdraw the proposal and revert to the
current Uniform Guidance.

Principal points in these comments. Yale shares a commitment with the federal government to
the responsible use of public funds to support research and scholarship that advances key
national interests. However, the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) will not promote the
efficient and effective use of federal funds. It seeks to establish in regulation several policies
that agencies have been implementing for several months in response to executive orders and
other internal guidance. These policies have already resulted in unprecedented delay in
issuance of grant awards and significant drops in the number of research grants across many
topics that address important national priorities, such as cancer, neurological and brain
research, chronic diseases, nutrition, artificial intelligence, quantum technologies,
supercomputing, advanced manufacturing, biotechnology, and energy reliability and security.

If made permanent, these policies will put American leadership and competitiveness in
biomedical, technological, and engineering research at risk, and severely curtail evidence-based
scholarship that informs public policy, enhances our understanding of the past, and contributes
to a vibrant national culture. The U.S. has built, over several decades, a research system that is
the envy of the world for its productivity and the benefits it creates for the American people
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and advancement of American interests. This system relies on generous and stable public
investment in areas of inquiry that the President and Congress have identified as priorities
through the annual appropriations process and authorizing legislation. This very successful
system also relies on the use of expert advice, gleaned from thousands of specialists and
innovators who are acknowledged leaders in their fields, to judge the merit of tens of
thousands of applications for funding. The sourcing of advice and expertise, which is widely
admired and emulated across the world, is the best available system for realizing the greatest
possible benefit for Americans and the National interest from the significant public investment
in research and scholarship.

The proposed rule would undermine this successful model in at least four ways:

Funding agencies would no longer principally rely on expert advice in assessing the merit
of research proposals. Instead, the proposed regulation would empower a small number
of government officials, who may lack any technical knowledge, to judge the potential
impact of research proposals with minimal or no regard to the expert scholarly,
scientific, clinical, and other advice obtained through merit review.

Agencies would have broad authority to cancel research projects at any time, even if
they are making excellent progress toward project goals. Termination of effective
projects would waste taxpayer resources — for example, terminating a clinical trial
without scientific cause would make any existing data useless — a disservice both to the
taxpayers who funded the study and the members of the public who contributed time
and data. Even the potential for scientifically ungrounded, arbitrary, abrupt decisions
could have adverse effects — universities will be dissuaded from making the substantial
long-term investments in programs and facilities that are necessary to conduct state-of-
the-art research and scholarship. Moreover, the risk of arbitrary cancellations would
discourage highly talented students from entering the pipeline to pursue careers in
science, technology, and other important areas across the humanities and social
sciences, thereby hurting the future workforce not just for academic research but also
for the private sector.

The NPRM calls for a “domestic first” policy that discourages the use of federal funds to
support research with international partners. International collaborations enhance the
research conducted on university campuses, and they can provide access to scientific
and scholarly resources and information that are simply not available in the U.S. If the
U.S. pulls back from research with foreign partners, other countries will step in to reap
the benefits of international collaboration.

By withholding federal funding for publishing scholarly articles and attending scholarly
conferences, the NPRM will hinder the dissemination of the latest discoveries with
university peers (essential for replication and reproducibility) and with industry (an
important contribution to innovation and competitiveness).



In addition, the NPRM would impose substantial administrative burden, especially because it is
scheduled to take effect fewer than 90 days after the comment period closes. In addition, OMB
has not provided sufficient guidance about implementation.

The NPRM would undermine the current and longstanding efficient, competitive system for
identifying research proposals with the greatest potential to advance the frontier of human
knowledge, improve the health and well-being of Americans, create jobs, and protect national
security. OMB should withdraw the NPRM and rely on the current Uniform Guidance. Yale
University would welcome substantive discussion of constructive improvements of the policies
and procedures that govern program design and the selection of applications for funding.
Federal policy should protect American global leadership in key technologies. OMB should
adopt policies that advance, instead of undermine, the government-university research
partnership which is remarkably productive and has generated substantial benefits for
generations of Americans. A long history of sustained investment in research, funded jointly by
federal agencies and universities, has advanced our understanding of the world, moving from
basic research to transformational inventions that have shaped modern life.

For example, the biotechnology industry stems from the recombinant DNA techniques invented
by university researchers with support from federal agencies and their universities. BIO
estimates that the US biotechnology sector “employed nearly 2.3 million Americans and
generated $3.2 trillion in economic output in 2023.”1

Similarly, the powerful technique of gene editing, which is now being applied in clinical trials of
therapies for muscular dystrophy, lung cancer, and other conditions, also originated in a
university thanks to federal and institutional support. It has led to successful companies as well
as major advances in human health.

The concept of artificial neural networks, which are the foundation of machine learning and
artificial intelligence models, was also conceived by university faculty funded by research grants
from the federal government.

In addition, university faculty invented the emerging technology of quantum computing, which
the President affirmed as a critical national priority in Executive Order 14413, “Ushering in the
Next Frontier of Quantum Innovation.”

At Yale, 30 years of research on treatments for Type 1 diabetes, including multiple clinical trials
of a targeted immunotherapy, led to the Food and Drug Administration’s June 2026 approval of
teplizumab as a treatment for pediatric patients aged 8 to 17 years recently diagnosed with
Stage 3 Type 1 diabetes.

In addition, Yale scientists first published studies 20 years ago in Circuit QED (quantum
electrodynamics), their trailblazing approach to quantum computing. Their academic research

1 https://www.bio.org/press-release/new-report-finds-bioscience-sector-generates-over-3-trillion-us-economy
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team invented the new superconducting quantum bit designs and the foundational quantum
computing architecture now widely adopted in industry (IBM, Google, AWS, Intel, Northrup
Grumman, D-Wave, Rigetti). Yale researchers have trained many members and national leaders
of the current quantum workforce.

The NPRM would undermine the current highly productive merit-based system, as well as
confidence in the stability of federal grants once awarded, which have been the foundation of
success for the federal government partnership with institutions of higher education in
advancing research and development in support of our national interests.

The proposed policies have already created harmful disruption. The NPRM seeks to codify
policies that have been implemented for several months; those policies have already led to
extraordinary delays in funding, slowing innovation and jeopardizing competitiveness in a
number of critical areas. These delays have also contributed to widespread disruption and a
reluctance among graduate students and other trainees to undertake the lengthy instruction
required for careers in universities or the private sector.

The Administration has already implemented many policies and practices consistent with the
NPRM, with grave detrimental effects. The NIH is evaluating grant applications independent of
merit review, including the use of algorithms to search for such terms as “gender” or “climate
change.”? Several months ago, officials at HHS headquarters began reviewing funding decisions
at the NIH, adding a layer of review and delay to funding decisions. These steps have resulted in
significant delays in new grants and grant renewals, decreases in funds disbursed (contradicting
Congressional appropriators’ wishes), and defunding scientific programs that were on the cusp
of major discoveries.

OMB has used the apportionment process to steer the scientific priorities of NIH and NSF,® and
OMB delayed the apportionment of FY2026 appropriations, releasing the appropriated funds
only on the eve of an oversight hearing before the House Appropriations Committee.*

The Administration disbanded the current membership of the National Science Board,
eliminating a valuable source of expert advice about the National Science Foundation’s
research agenda.’ In addition, the Administration has not taken action to fill many vacancies on
NIH advisory councils, again depriving institutes and centers of external expert advisory opinion
and even raising questions of whether certain advisory councils will have the quorum required
to approve grant applications.®

2https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-01924-8

3 https://www.science.org/content/article/analysis-why-research-money-isn-t-flowing-nsf-and-nih

4 https://subscriber.politicopro.com/article/2026/03/nih-grants-to-start-flowing-again-after-omb-approval-
00832167 and https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-00601-0

5 https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-01361-7

6 https://www.statnews.com/2026/01/22/nih-advisory-council-vacancies-raise-questions-funding-politicization/
and https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-026-00183-x
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These additional layers of review, combined with the deep reductions in personnel who
manage extramural research, as well as the large number of vacancies in volunteer merit
review advisory panels, have caused a large backlog in pending awards and a drop in the
number of awards (as shown in the table) that is slowing the pace of research that advances the
national interest. Experience with the policies proffered in the NPRM show that the proposed
regime will not enable awards to be made in the timely manner that is required for the U.S. to
prevail in the global race for innovation.

Policies Embedded in the NPRM Led to Worrisome Drops in Research Grants Despite Stable Funding

June 2024 June 2025 June 2026 %, 25-26 %, 24-26
NIH grants 34,666 27,170 26,512 -2% -24%
NSF grants 4,621 3,092 1,471 -50% -62%

Source: Grant Witness https://grant-witness.us/

The increased uncertainty over the ability of highly meritorious research proposals to secure
funding, in the context of an already hyper competitive grant funding environment, as well as
the possibility of arbitrary cancellation of current projects, has led graduate students and
postdoctoral trainees to question the viability of a career in science.’

[200.205] Preserve the role of merit review in funding decisions. Grant review by political
appointees should be limited to setting programmatic priorities (such as heart disease and
cancer) and should not supplant or override expert advice obtained through merit review.
Moreover, the Administration should fill vacancies at the National Science Board, NIH advisory
councils, and other critical sources of expert advice.

Any Administration will expect Executive branch agencies to implement the President’s
priorities within the boundaries set by enacted legislation, including annual appropriations bills.
Moreover, the President has substantial influence over the priorities set in legislation, as the
President sets out priorities in the budget request to Congress and subsequent negotiations
with Congress about the terms of authorizing and appropriations bills. In addition, the President
has the discretion to sign into law or veto legislation that embodies the result of negotiations
about spending priorities.

However, the NPRM calls for senior appointees to go beyond setting programmatic priorities
and requires approval of individual applications by appointees, potentially without regard to the
expert advice obtained through peer review. The actions of agency leaders to ensure that
spending decisions reflect the President’s priorities should be limited to allocations at the
programmatic level and should not categorically supersede the expert recommendations
obtained through merit review.

7 https://sciencepolitics.org/2026/06/05/what-happens-to-the-next-generation-of-scientists-if-politicians-not-
peers-determine-research-funding/
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NIH, NSF, and other agencies have merit review practices that embody the principles of “Gold
Standard Science” and are designed explicitly to select the proposals that are the most rigorous,
innovative, and likely to create a lasting impact for the nation. Under the NPRM, officials would,
in essence, be encouraged to select proposals with less merit and less potential for return on
the taxpayers’ investment.

Existing merit review criteria established by funding agencies, such as for the NIH summarized
below, address the points that are considered essential for impact and success:

Significance: “Evaluate the importance of the proposed research.... Assess whether the
application addresses an important gap in knowledge in the field, would solve a critical
problem, or create a valuable conceptual or technical advance....” Assess “the rigor of
the scientific background for the work.”

Innovation: Assess whether "innovation influences the importance of undertaking the
proposed research.” “Whether the proposed work applies novel concepts, methods or
technologies."

Approach: “Evaluate the scientific quality of the proposed work.”

Rigor: “Evaluate the potential to produce unbiased, reproducible, robust data.”
“Evaluate the rigor of experimental design.”

Feasibility: “Evaluate whether the proposed approach is sound and achievable.”

Investigator(s): “Evaluate whether the investigator(s) have demonstrated background,
training, and expertise, as appropriate for their career stage, to conduct the proposed
work.”

Environment: “Evaluate whether the institutional resources are appropriate to ensure
the successful execution of the proposed work.”

For those reasons, Yale recommends that OMB withdraw several provisions of the NPRM that
undermine merit review and in turn reduce the quality, and subsequently the impact, of
federally funded research:

[200.205(a)]. It is appropriate to direct agencies to use merit review unless prohibited by
statute.

[200.205(b)]. Efforts to ensure that awards “are consistent with applicable law, Federal
agency priorities, and the national interest” should be made during program design
(section 200.202). However, any effort to ensure that awards “demonstrably advance the
President’s policy priorities” must respect terms established in enacted authorizing and
appropriation legislation.

[200.205(b)]. Senior appointees should limit their role to program design to ensure
spending plans comport with enacted statutes and the Administration’s priorities. Senior
appointees should not “conduct a pre-issuance review of all discretionary awards”



because it would impose administrative bottle necks and undermine merit review, which
has proven over decades to be exceptionally effective in maximizing the impact of
federal investment in research.

e [200.205(b)(5)]. The commitment to “Gold Standard Science”, as defined in Executive
Order 14303,% is consistent with bedrock values of academic research. Existing merit
review processes already distinguishes this commitment — it evaluates whether a project
is not just innovative, but also whether the team has the knowledge and capacity to do
the work, and whether the proposed methods are likely to answer the question at hand.
The existing merit review process verifies the commitment to “Gold Standard Science”
and there is no reason for supplemental review by a senior official.

e [200.205(c). The directive for senior appointees to “use their independent judgment
when evaluating Federal award proposals” and to “not ministerially ratify or routinely
defer to the recommendations of others” defeats the principal purpose of seeking
expert advice and undermines the administration’s commitment to rigor and “Gold
Standard Science”. Again, senior appointees’ role should focus on program design and
broad spending priorities, not the selection of individual grants or contracts.

e [200.205(d)]. OMB should abandon the policy that “peer review recommendations
remain advisory and are not ministerially ratified, routinely deferred to, or otherwise
treated as de facto binding.” Again, senior appointees should not be intervening in
decisions about individual awards, nor should they commonly override merit review.

[200.205]. Cost of facilities and compliance should not be a factor in selecting awards. The
NPRM dictates that “all else being equal,” agencies should favor awards to institutions with
lower rates for reimbursement of facilities and administrative (F&A) costs. F&A expenses are an
essential part of supporting research and are driven in large part by federal regulations. F&A
costs reflect legitimate regional variations in costs of inputs and should not influence the
selection of applications for funding.

[200.205(b)(3)]. The NPRM dictates that “all else being equal,” agencies should favor awards to
institutions with lower F&A rates. Research funding decisions should not favor proposals based
on lower negotiated indirect cost rates. Institutional negotiated F&A rates reflect real and
federally reviewed research infrastructure costs and are not a meaningful proxy for scientific
quality, efficiency, or likely research outcomes. F&A rates are developed according to federal
guidelines and are negotiated in advance by federal agencies. All universities seek to be as
efficient as possible in the design and operation of research facilities as well as the resources
required to support state-of-the-art research, such as health and safety, financial reporting, and
protection of clinical research volunteers. Since universities cover a substantial share of the
costs themselves — Yale contributed $550 million to campus research in FY2025 alone — and
faculty insist that institutions offer efficient services to maximize research productivity,
institutions have strong incentives to implement all savings measures that do not compromise
compliance with extensive federal regulation of university research.

8 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/05/29/2025-09802/restoring-gold-standard-science
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Moreover, the premise that two scientific proposals could be materially identical except for
indirect cost rates is largely inconsistent with how competitive research funding operates.
Proposals differ in scientific approach, investigator expertise, available facilities, institutional
capabilities, project scope, and anticipated impact. Institutions also often have little control
over the cost of goods and services that support research; for example, Yale has little control
over electricity rates, one of the largest contributors to F&A rates, which in Connecticut are
among the highest in the nation.® Similarly, labor costs in the Northeast are the highest in the
U.S.10 Elevating indirect cost rates as a tiebreaker would therefore introduce a cost-based
preference into a process that Congress has historically directed agencies to base principally on
scientific and technical merit.

Furthermore, compliance with federal regulations contributes to the administrative support
costs of federally sponsored research; in fact, federal mandates are one of the largest drivers of
administrative staffing levels at Yale.

The Federal Demonstration Project has found in multiple surveys that university researchers
spend more than 40% of their time allotted for research on compliance and administrative
tasks.!! The prescriptive and ever-expanded federal compliance rules leave little leeway for
institutions to find less expensive options for meeting reasonable expectations for
accountability in the use of public funds. The NPRM will itself increase the burden on
researchers and institutions, especially because the rule is scheduled to take effect in less than
three months.

OMB should withdraw the proposal to use F&A rates as a criterion in selecting awards. OMB
should instead consider the recommendations of the National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine'? and work with the research community to reduce the regulatory
burden that drives the costs that determine F&A rates.

[200.205(b)(4)] Geography should not be the deciding factor in awarding research grants. The
NPRM, as well as previous statements from the Administration, call for a deliberate strategy to
distribute research funds based on geography. Scientific merit should be the guiding criterion
for awarding competitive research funding. Alternative models for developing the research
capacity of aspiring institutions exist, and agencies should rely on them instead of overriding
merit review.

The NPRM states that awards should be made to a “broad range of participants” by which OMB
means allocating awards to certain regions of the country. Executive Order 14332, “Restoring
Transparency in Federal Grantmaking,” states in part, “Discretionary grants should be given to a

° https://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.php?t=epmt 5 6 a

10 https://www.bls.gov/regions/southwest/news-release/employercostsforemployeecompensation regions.htm
1 https://thefdp.org/wp-content/uploads/FDP-FWS-2018-Primary-Report.pdf

12 https://www.nationalacademies.org/projects/PGA-POLICY-25-05



https://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm_table_grapher.php?t=epmt_5_6_a
https://www.bls.gov/regions/southwest/news-release/employercostsforemployeecompensation_regions.htm
https://thefdp.org/wp-content/uploads/FDP-FWS-2018-Primary-Report.pdf
https://www.nationalacademies.org/projects/PGA-POLICY-25-05

broad range of recipients rather than to a select group of repeat players.” [emphasis added].
NIH Director Bhattacharya said in his March 2025 confirmation hearing, “I hear your concern
that the NIH ought to be more committed than it has been to making sure that every scientist
no matter where they are —they don't have to be in California or the Northeast Corridor to get
support.”?3 NIH, in its description of the Unified NIH Funding Strategy states that one if its goals
is to “promote broad distribution and geographic balance of funding.”!*

The norm for NIH, NSF, and other lead funding agencies should be to award funds on the basis
of the scientific quality and promise of a grant proposal, not geography. This is the bedrock of
the U.S. system of competitive, merit-based and peer-reviewed funding of the best and most
promising research.

The sponsoring agencies already have existing programs to help build the research capacity at
institutions that have historically received less research funding. NSF’s EPSCoR program, and
NIH’s IDeA program, set aside funds for institutions in states that have historically received less
federal support for research. These programs have demonstrated success; in fact, the CHIPS
and Science Act directs NSF to set aside 20% of its research and scholar awards for institutions
in EPSCoR states.’® These existing mechanisms, which are well defined, have outcomes that are
measurable, and have received support from the administration, including from Director
Bhattacharya, are a much better approach than deliberately directing grants away from
research programs and schools that are the most competitive in an open, merit-based grant
making process, which has demonstrably produced the most successful science and technology
ecosystem in the world. By definition, this policy would fund less promising, less scientifically
productive and less meritorious programs based on where they are to be performed
geographically rather than the quality of the research.

In addition, Congress has developed its own approach to addressing geographic distribution of
federal support; in FY2026 Congress appropriated about $2 billion in “community support
projects” to 800 universities in FY2026.1° These awards are made independently of merit
review.

[200.340] Expanded authority for termination and suspension would upend research. The
NPRM proposes dramatically expanded authority to cancel or suspend ongoing projects at the
discretion of funding agencies. This is unnecessary because in receiving grants, universities
accept an obligation for the stewardship of public funds and the timely reporting of progress
toward research goals. The unfettered termination authority set out in the NPRM will introduce
uncertainty that will waste taxpayers’ funds, discourage universities from investing in research

Bhttps://www.congress.gov/119/chrg/CHRG-119shrg59494/CHRG-119shrg59494.pdf

14 https://grants.nih.gov/news-events/nih-extramural-nexus-news/2025/11/implementing-a-unified-nih-funding-
strategy-to-guide-consistent-and-clearer-award-decisions

15 https://www.epscorideafoundation.org/news/2022/chips-and-science-act-passed-by-congress

16 https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaeltnietzel/2026/02/27/congress-has-pumped-2-billion-into-new-university-

earmarks/
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capacity, and dissuade exceptionally talented trainees from pursuing careers in research and
technology.

All funding agencies set goals for research projects and hold researchers accountable for
making progress toward those goals to sustain their funding. Investigators are accustomed to
providing regular reports on their progress as well as accounting for spending from an award.
The format and manner may vary across federal agencies, but such reporting is universal.

Yet the NPRM seeks the authority to suspend or terminate projects, even if they are meeting
milestones and aims articulated at the outset, at the sole discretion of the agency and with no
recourse to appeal. This will undermine the stable and predictable environment necessary for
research. For example, patients will be less likely to enroll in clinical trials if ongoing support for
these trials is uncertain. Clinical trials typically require years of continued investment to
complete. Discontinuing support for a clinical trial after the trial has already been awarded or
begun threatens scientific progress, wastes taxpayer resources and needlessly risks the health
of patients volunteering for the clinical trial because a clinical trial that is terminated
prematurely will yield no useful data. For example, the abrupt cancellation of funding for mRNA
vaccine research is already estimated to waste $75 billion in economic savings annually. Those
projected losses reflect reduced survival rates for patients with some of the most lethal
cancers, increased disease burden, and forgone therapeutic advances for these diseases.!’

Moreover, sudden termination of grants can force euthanasia of animals due to loss of funds
for their safe care; destruction of ethically collected human samples due to loss of funds for its
maintenance; and loss of decades of scientific know-how due to loss of funds for maintenance
of computer systems, community engagement structures, lab techniques, and more.

In addition, universities commit to large investments, such as Yale’s $1.5 billion expenditure on
a 600,000 square foot facility to house state-of-the-art quantum information sciences research.
This commitment makes sense only if federal funding is stable and predictable and not subject

to cancelation at the discretion of funding agencies without notice, cause or ability to appeal.

The uncertainty stemming from the termination authority will make research funding even less
predictable and thereby destabilize research careers, especially for junior researchers. Federal
funding for research has already become more unreliable and unstable despite roughly stable
appropriations from Congress. Funding instability will discourage students from considering
careers in science and technology. Applications to U.S. doctoral programs dropped roughly 21%
for the incoming cohorts in fall of 2026.18 Yale’s domestic PhD applicants dropped 15%, and
international applicants dropped 26%. In a March 2026 poll with about 1,600 respondents,
more than 75% said they were considering leaving the United States, and this sentiment was
more acute among early career researchers: 80% of postdocs and 75% of graduate students

17 https://ysph.yale.edu/news-article/new-report-sounds-alarm-on-health-fallout-from-mrna-vaccine-funding-cuts/
18 https://www.nytimes.com/2026/07/06/us/research-universities-fewer-phds-science.html
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said they were considering going elsewhere upon completing their training.’® In addition, a
Nature analysis of job boards found that U.S.-based scientists submitted 32% more applications
to positions outside of the U.S. between January and March 2026 compared to the same period
in 2024.%° Yale has previously announced that it will reduce future cohorts of PhD students by
5% in STEM disciplines and 13% in the humanities and social sciences, reflecting long-term
uncertainty in funding sources for these positions. A decrease in the number of PhD students
will hurt not only future research success and innovation, but also future economic
development — as about half of Yale’s PhD graduates take jobs outside of academia in industry,
nonprofits, and administration,?! and many have gone on to launch successful companies.

In a recent essay, several graduate students put a sharp point on it: “If, as a country, we make
science less predictable and less fair, fewer people will choose to build their lives around it.”?? A
Yale PhD student observed, “This environment is shaping how my generation will forever do
science. I've seen it push my peers to avoid entire areas of necessary study, discouraging work
that actually reflects our communities' needs.” The country cannot afford to lose exceptional
science and engineering talent to competing countries.

[200.202(e)] Principles of program design should recognize the importance of international
collaboration and overseas research. The NPRM will restrict federal funding for international
collaboration; this policy may deny the U.S. access to research resources outside of the U.S. and
prevent the U.S. from reaping the benefits of working with international partners. Other
countries will step in to take the place of U.S. researchers, to the detriment of the United
States.

[200.202(e)] The NPRM directs the agencies to follow the “domestic first framework” under
which direct awards may not be made to foreign entities; in addition, domestic entities may
include an “international element” to a research proposal only if the funding agency
determines that collaboration is in the national interest and is necessary to achieve scientific
objectives.

International collaborations serve the national interest; they are among the methods by which
American science maintains its global leadership. Many of the most productive research
networks operating today — including Leducq Transatlantic Network of Excellence and similar
multi-institutional consortia — depend on formal collaborations between American and
European investigators, for example.

International collaborations provide access to resources not available in the U.S., such as
tropical rain forests or scientifically notable geologic formations or mineral deposits, and

19 https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-025-00938-y

20 https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-025-01216-7

2! https://history.yale.edu/graduate/prospective-students/placement-information

22 https://sciencepolitics.org/2026/06/05/what-happens-to-the-next-generation-of-scientists-if-politicians-not-
peers-determine-research-funding/
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information vital to research programs of national interest such as the cause of earthquakes or
the source of critical elements for novel materials production.

Domestic scholars benefit from having access to archival sources outside the U.S. as well as the
opportunity to study conflict zones and historical or archeological sites. For example, a Yale
collaboration with Denmark studies prenatal acetaminophen exposure and
neurodevelopmental disorders, which is of interest to American families but cannot be studied
in the United States due to a lack of necessary datasets.

Furthermore, proactive studies of emerging diseases can assist with early warning and response
in the U.S. For example, Yale School of Public Health research with collaborators in Colombia
led to a simple saliva test that may offer a highly accurate and easier way to diagnose
tuberculosis (TB), which could expand access to TB diagnosis worldwide. International TB
testing is critical to U.S. public health because it prevents the importation of active TB; most
U.S. cases occur in foreign-born individuals.

In addition, just as domestic collaborators offer expertise and ideas that complement the
insights of faculty and trainees, international collaborators do so as well. There is no good
reason to limit the opportunity to work with colleagues who will make the greatest
contribution.

Moreover, if the U.S. withdraws funding for international collaboration (and restricts visas),
international research collaborations will continue, but without the U.S.?3 Instead, our
competitors will benefit.?*

OMB should withdraw the “domestic first framework.” The existing merit review system and
the rigorous competition for limited funding will ensure that any proposals for international

collaboration will have high scientific value and will advance national interests. International
collaboration enhances American science and scholarship.

[200.432 and 200.461] The NPRM should support dissemination of discoveries. The NPRM
would prohibit awardees from charging the cost of publishing their discoveries, or attending
scientific conferences, to federal awards. This policy would hinder the dissemination of
research and ultimately blunt the impact of that research.

[sec 200.43] The NPRM will prohibit federal research grants from paying for publication costs,
such as page charges and article processing charges, assessed by journals. The NPRM argues
that scholarly publishing serves to advance individual or institutional prestige and is not a
federal responsibility. It anticipates an argument about federal open access mandates, stating
that the mandates “must not be construed as authorizing publication costs.”

24 https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-025-03956-y
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Scholarly articles, as well as participation in scientific and academic conferences, serve to make
discoveries and insights available to peers, inventors, and industrial stakeholders among others.
They serve to catalyze collaborations, prompt innovative new ideas, and quicken discovery. The
dissemination of research findings is essential to scholarly debate that tests, reviews, and
challenges research findings. Indeed, publication is an essential step in verifying the replicability
of research results, a priority identified in Executive Order 14303.%

Moreover, scholarly articles are an important channel for transferring discoveries to industry,
as reflected in the fact that 57% of the publications from industry-affiliated researchers in 2022
had an academic co-author.?® In addition, among the 634,000 STEM articles that were cited in
patent applications in 2022, 30% of the articles had academic authors.?” Scholarly publications
are an essential part of scientific advancement and clearly in the national national interest, so it
is reasonable and productive for agencies to help fund the distribution of research results
through publications.

[200.461] In addition, the NPRM will treat the cost of attending a conference as allowable only
if expressly approved by the agency and spelled out in the terms of the award.

Similarly, attending academic conferences is an important means of sharing research results
and engaging in scholarly debate that challenges and vets such findings. Of course, participation
in research conferences is also an important element of professional development for early-
career and established investigators and scholars. It is impossible to know, at the time a study
proposal is approved by a funding agency, which conference will be the most appropriate
venue for presentation of early or even final research findings. For example, in environmental
health research it is unclear at the time a grant proposal is submitted or initially awarded which
methods will be most successful, so it is not always obvious whether the findings should be
presented at an environmental conference or an epidemiologic conference or a toxicology
conference. This makes explicit prior-approval by funding agencies of attendance at scientific
conferences deeply counterproductive.

OMB should withdraw sections 200.432 and 200.461.

OMB has not addressed implementation challenges. The NPRM would impose substantially
expanded compliance responsibilities on universities without providing sufficiently clear
guidance or time to prepare. For example, the NPRM does not state whether the new rules
would apply to all existing federal awards as of October 1 or whether it would phase in as new
or renewal awards are issued. The administrative and financial consequences are significant.
Institutions will require at least 12-24 months to identify and assess impact and update policies,
processes and systems to be compliant. Implementation challenges include the expanded
institutional responsibilities for management of subrecipients, the declaration that certain costs

2 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/05/29/2025-09802/restoring-gold-standard-science
26 https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20241/knowledge-transfer-indicators-putting-information-to-use
27 https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20241/knowledge-transfer-indicators-putting-information-to-use
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will be unallowable (as direct and indirect costs), and the use of vague language in many
requirements. For example, in 200.332, “Requirements for pass-through entities,” pass-through
entities would be required to ensure subrecipients “do not take actions that could significantly
damage the reputation [emphasis added] of the pass-through entity, the Federal agency
making the award, or the Federal Government.” The ambiguity of these terms makes
compliance nearly impossible.

Conclusion. Yale University strongly recommends that OMB withdraw the proposed regulation.
The existing Uniform Guidance, which has evolved thoughtfully over decades, has enabled the
prudent and effective stewardship of taxpayer funds awarded to numerous projects and
activities that advance the national interest and well-being of Americans, including research.
The research partnership between the federal government and institutions of higher education,
which has long been rooted in merit review and related concepts that underlie “Gold Standard
Science,” has created a wealth of benefits for the country. Unfortunately, we have seen over
the past year how the policies to be codified in this regulation have already started to
undermine the foundation of America’s leadership in the very technologies that will be critical
for its wealth and security over the coming decades. The university urges OMB to restore the
policies and practices that have proven to work so well in fostering the maximum return on
public investment in university research. The university community is always ready to engage in
a good-faith discussion of how the design and management of federal grant programs can be
improved, and the research community would welcome a discussion of an alternative to this
proposed rule. The university community is particularly interested in suggestions for improving
the recordkeeping and administrative burden that has exponentially increased the cost of
supporting state-of-the-art research at the sponsoring agencies and the universities performing
grant-funded research.

Sincerely,

]
WL
Michael C. Crair, Ph.D.

William Ziegler Il Professor
Vice Provost for Research
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