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Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance

On behalf of Boston University (BU), we submit this comment letter in opposition to the Regulation for
Federal Financial Assistance proposed rule (OMB-2026-0034-0001). BU is a leading private research
institution with over 37,000 students, 4,000 faculty, and 700 nonfaculty researchers. Our research
enterprise spans more than 1,500 laboratories that deliver substantial impacts to society. In fact, more
than 200 companies are developing and selling products based on BU discoveries. Through federally
funded research, BU is shaping the future of national innovation—from identifying diagnostic markers
for chronic traumatic encephalopathy (CTE) to safeguarding our digital infrastructure through
advanced encryption methods to building satellites that advance our understanding of Earth’s

magnetic forces.

The proposed rule would limit scientific discovery by injecting uncertainty into the conduct of research,
jeopardizing the merit-based grant review process, creating barriers to the public dissemination of
federally funded research, and discouraging international collaboration. The proposal runs counter to
its stated goals of transparency, accountability, and reducing administrative burdens. We urge the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to significantly change the proposed rule or withdraw it in its

entirety.

1. The rule will create instability and unpredictability in the awarding of federal research dollars.

[200.340] Termination and suspension.

[200.342] Opportunities to object, hearings, and appeals.

The proposed rule would allow for the capricious termination of federal grant awards without

justification and with significantly limited opportunity for grantees to appeal. It would also give


http://www.regulations.gov/

agencies greater authority to suspend grants. Uncertainties caused by grant terminations or
lengthy grant suspensions would substantially hamper researchers’ ability for long-term
planning, particularly for early-stage investigators. Last year, unexpected federal grant
terminations forced BU researchers to reduce the number of personnel in their labs, halt data
collection, and end research projects midstream. They were unable to make progress on

research projects, which, in effect, undermined the initial federal investment.

Making research awards easier to terminate will also have dire consequences for the
development of the nation’s future STEM innovation workforce. Federal research grants
provide essential support for the training of graduate students and postdoctoral researchers.
The suspension and disruption of federal funding last year jeopardized students’ degree
progression and impeded hands-on training opportunities for the next generation of STEM
professionals. If the stability of research awards is no longer certain, universities will be unable

to train as many students and postdoctoral researchers.

. The rule would shift federal resources away from excellent science.

[200.205] Federal agency review of merit of proposals.

The proposed revisions would inject political considerations into individual grant award
decisions, contrary to the peer-review processes laid out in statutes such as the CHIPS and
Science Act (Public Law 117-167).

America’s science agencies utilize peer review by scientists with appropriate expertise as the
primary mechanism for awarding federal research dollars. This ensures that meritorious ideas
are prioritized and provides clear metrics for evaluation. Subordinating scientific merit to

political priorities reduces the transparency of funding decisions and threatens the excellence

of American science, inconsistent with the rule’s stated objectives.

The proposed rule would require that federal agencies “designate one or more senior
appointees to conduct a pre-issuance review of all discretionary awards” to ensure they
“demonstrably advance the President’s priorities.” The criteria that will guide such review is left
unclear. We are concerned this will impede the timely disbursement of awards to recipients, as

we have already seen significant delays in the release of congressionally appropriated funds



from science agencies due to the increased involvement of senior appointees. According to
Nature, as of this spring, the National Institutes of Health (NIH) had awarded less than half the
number of new grants in 2026 than in the same timeframe between 2021 and 2024, and the

National Science Foundation (NSF) had spent only 25 percent of its five-year average.

We also oppose limiting the bounds of federally funded science to topics that “demonstrably
advance the President’s priorities.” For example, one of BU’s most impactful research
partnerships with the federal government, the Framingham Heart Study, supported by the NIH,
was not created to advance political priorities when it began more than 75 years ago. Yet, the
landmark study resulted in our current understanding of the risk factors that lead to heart
attack and stroke, transforming the treatments for cardiovascular disease. At the study’s
inception, no one could have imagined where that initial federal investment would lead. Today,

we know human health is better for it.

The proposal would also require political appointees to give preference to grants from
“institutions with lower indirect cost rates.” Indirect cost rates are determined based on the
documented costs of conducting research; they are not a reflection of a grantee’s ability to
effectively conduct high-quality research. As such, they are an inappropriate means to
determine the merit of a grant proposal. Moreover, Congress has specifically prohibited the
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Defense from modifying

negotiated indirect cost rates.

[200.300] Statutory and national policy requirements.

OMB proposes to restrict grants for topics that Congress has explicitly authorized, such as
increasing the participation of underrepresented individuals in STEM and ensuring that all
Americans are included in clinical research. This provision would create barriers for critical
public health, education, and social science research that examines differential outcomes by

race, sex, or other protected characteristics.

The rule would limit scientific collaboration and the dissemination of research results.

[200.202¢€] Eligibility of entities for research and development awards.

[200.220] Prohibition of using Federal funds for covered foreign collaborations.



The proposal would prohibit federal support for research activities that take place outside of
the United States or are conducted by entities located abroad, even under the supervision of
US entities, absent prior approval from political appointees. It would also prohibit federal
dollars from being used for collaborations with certain countries and entities abroad yet does
not define what sorts of activities would be restricted. This could limit access to data, facilities,
or other expertise that could be critical to solving a scientific dilemma. For example, BU
physicists routinely collaborate with scientists at the Large Hadron Collider in Geneva,

Switzerland, working together to understand the very nature of the universe.

Participation in international conferences, data sharing, and other forms of scholarly exchange
are critical to advancing knowledge. Limiting global research collaborations would weaken US
leadership in scientific innovation, restrict US scientists’ ability to work with the top scholars
around the world, and harm our national competitiveness. Concerns about national security
issues potentially arising from international collaborations are currently—and most
appropriately—addressed through existing research security frameworks like National Security

Presidential Memorandum-33, export control regulations, and other required disclosures.

[200.432] Conferences.
[200.461] Publication and printing costs.

The federal government has recognized the importance of broad and timely dissemination of
scientific results by requiring that the public have open access to federally funded research.
However, this proposal would prohibit grantees from using federal funds to publish research
results in compliance with the government’s open access requirements. The proposal would
also limit federal support for attending conferences, which are essential convenings that
enable scientists to share their latest research and forge new scientific partnerships. These
barriers to publication and information sharing are in direct conflict with the federal interest in

communicating important findings with the public.

Finally, given the enormity of the proposed changes, we request that grantees be given at least 12
months following the publication of any final rule to adequately prepare for implementation before it

goes into effect. To comply with the myriad new regulations, federal grantees will need to significantly



adjust operations, educate and train employees on the numerous changes, and alter existing internal

processes for new and existing grant awards.

Boston University investigators proudly conduct research that benefits the American public and the
world. Their ability to advance scientific discovery and improve our nation’s well-being is contingent
upon a federal commitment to scientific merit, transparency, and fairness. We urge you to withdraw or
significantly change the proposed rule in favor of a regulatory environment that promotes excellent

science, catalyzes innovation, and spurs human flourishing.
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Colin S. Duckett

Provost and Chief Academic Officer
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Kenneth R. Lutchen

Vice President and Associate Provost for Research



