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White House Office of Management and Budget
Office of Federal Financial Management

ATTN: Andrew Reisig and Joel Savary

725 17% Street, NW

Washington, DC 20505

RE: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, “Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance”
Transmitted electronically via Regulations.gov (Docket ID: OMB-2026-0034)

The American Society for Bone & Mineral Research (ASBMR) appreciates the opportunity to provide
feedback on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), “Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance,”
published in Federal Register on May 29, 2026. Established in 1977, ASBMR is a 501(c)3 nonprofit
organization devoted to promoting excellence in bone and mineral research and facilitating the
translation of these research findings into clinical practice. Today, ASBMR serves as the professional and
scientific society home for nearly 3,000 physicians, basic research scientists, and clinical investigators
from over 55 nations. Research conducted by ASBMR members who are supported by grants issued by
U.S. federal science agencies, including the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science
Foundation (NSF), has resulted in numerous treatments, cures, and medical devices that improve the
health outcomes of common musculoskeletal conditions, such as osteoporosis, osteoarthritis,
osteopenia, and fractures, as well as numerous rare bone diseases such as osteogenesis imperfecta,
hyperphosphatemia, hypophosphatemia and osteomalacia. Thus, we are alarmed about the potential
effects of multiple provisions within the NPRM on the ability of the research community to pursue this
research and the American public for whom this research improves quality of life.

Since 2013 and most recently updated in 2024, OMB’s Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost
Principles, and Audit Requirements (2 CFR Part 200), more commonly referred to as the Uniform
Guidance, has provided a government-wide framework for the management of federal grants,
cooperative agreements, and other forms of federal funding assistance. Although framed as “necessary
to 1) improve transparency, accountability, and oversight for the use of Federal taxpayer dollars; 2) clarify
the status of OMB’s policies and requirements set forth in the 2 CFR regulatory text as an OMB regulation;
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and 3) reduce recipient burden,” implementation as presented raises additional barriers to providing life-
saving therapies, cures, and other support to the American public. Below, we detail concerns of the
ASBMR community regarding proposed revisions to 2 CFR Part 200 via this NPRM.

THEME 1: ALTERATION OF GRANTMAKING PROCESSES

[8§ 200.106, 200.110(a)]

Change in Classification from Guidance to Regulation

Since its adoption in 2013, OMB’s Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
requirements (2 CFR Part 200) have been classified as guidance to inform individual agency regulations,
providing flexibility in both requirements and timing of implementation updates. However, the proposed
revisions for § 200.106 and § 200.110(a) establish the entirety of 2 CFR 200 Subparts A through F as
government-wide regulation administered by OMB. If adopted as written, this would centralize future
updates through rulemaking processes issued by OMB and limit the role of agencies in subsequent

amendments. While framed as streamlining requirements and responsibilities across Federal agencies,
the revisions limit key checkpoints that allow Federal agencies to make agency-specific additions,
clarifications, or exceptions to the Government-wide policies and procedures defined by 2 CFR Part 200.
This could lead to unexpected and/or unintended challenges associated with implementation at the
agency level that could negatively affect appropriate stewardship of Federal funds.

[§ 200.205]
Alteration of Federal Agency Merit Review Processes

Revisions to § 200.205 propose significant alterations of agency merit review processes, from pre-
issuance review (8 200.205(b)), the role of senior political appointees (or designee) in ratifying pre-
issuance review (8 200.205(c)), the use of peer review (8§ 200.205(d)), and process for reissuance of a
Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO)(§ 200.205(e)). Given that ASBMR represents scientists,
physicians, and clinicians predominantly funded by NIH and NSF, we are deeply concerned with the
revisions proposed in this section, particularly 8 200.205(c), which directs senior appointees to “not
ministerially ratify or routinely defer to the recommendations of others, but must instead use their
independent judgement when evaluating Federal award proposals.” This strategy is not feasible for
several reasons, most notably the anticipated volume of proposals requiring review and limitations
of appointee expertise.

Using NIH as an example, in Fiscal Year (FY) 2025, the agency received 65,592 applications for research
project grants. Upon receipt, applications are sorted by funding mechanism and research topic, then
assigned to initial peer review groups. Known as study sections, these peer review groups are populated
by experts in their respective fields and represent not only the breadth of science but also variety of
career stage, institution type, and geographic region. Depending on the number of applications assigned
to a study section, individual reviewers are responsible for assessing an average of five to twelve
proposals against three criteria: 1) Importance of the Research, 2) Rigor and Feasibility, and 3) Expertise



and Resources. Each proposal receives three independent reviews. Applications receiving the strongest
preliminary scores across the three assigned reviewers are discussed with the broader study section
membership, allowing additional perspectives on perceived strengths and weaknesses.

Following the study section meeting, applications move to the second phase of the NIH peer review
process: Advisory Council Review. During this stage, NIH program staff and appointed Advisory Council
members assess applications in the context of Institute or Center priorities. Applications are considered
for funding only after completion of both stages of peer review, with final funding decisions based on
scientific merit, programmatic priorities, and the availability of funds. The process from application
receipt to issuance of a Notice of Award takes an average of 11 months.

Thus, ASBMR’s concerns with the revisions in this provision are two-fold. First and foremost is the role of
an appointee in overriding the recommendations developed through NIH’s established peer review
process. Second is the additional time needed to accommodate appointee review. Funding delays are

not merely administrative inconveniences; they impede experiments, hiring and retention of talent,

patient recruitment, data collection, and publications, slowing the pace of scientific discovery and the
development of improved diagnostics, therapeutics, and cures. The NIH-funded community has already
seen clear examples of the types of delays that can result from requiring mandatory sign-off by a single
appointee in the transition of FY 2026 NOFOs to grants.gov. During this transition, there were several
instances of NOFQOs expiring before updated versions were posted to Grants.gov, creating confusion
regarding program status. The number of grant applications recommended for funding in a typical fiscal
year far exceeds the number of NOFOs, raising concerns about the timeliness and feasibility of
introducing this third layer of review.

[8 200.340]
Increased Parameters for Discretionary Termination of Awards Mid-Performance

Most scientific grants are multi-year awards, with availability of funds for subsequent years dependent
upon the grantee demonstrating both progress and appropriate financial stewardship of an award. Using
NIH as an example, the terms for most grant awards include a requirement to prepare and submit an
annual Research Performance Progress Report (RPPR) that details research progress, key outputs and
outcomes (e.g., publications, patents, clinical trials), and unexpected challenges and strategies for
resolution. In addition to the written RPPR, grantees may also share research outcomes with agency
program staff via participation in program retreats or direct conversations with the assigned program
officer. Prior to 2025, termination of grant awards was a relatively rare occurrence, limited to situations
of noncompliance, mutual agreement, recipient notice, or if an award no longer effectuated program
goals of agency priorities. Throughout 2025, there was increased use of this latter rationale.

Proposed revisions to this section would expand discretionary termination to include “in the interest of
the Federal agency or pass-through entity,” including if an award does not support the “national interest”



in addition to the existing parameters of not supporting program goals or agency priorities. The revisions
also introduce a new 90-day discretionary suspension authority.

Termination of research grants mid-performance has far-reaching implications, as seen over the past
year and a half. Grant terminations resulted in abrupt endpoints for clinical studies and loss of prior
investments in research resources that could lead to improved health outcomes for study participants
and beyond. Proper interpretation of clinical studies depends on accruing the predetermined and
carefully planned target for the number of subjects required for statistical validity. Interrupting such
studies midway through subject accrual could result in the research team being unable to finish and
publish rigorous and reproducible results, potentially delaying the identification and development of
potential diagnostics, treatments, or cures to debilitating diseases. Loss of research grants also affects
workforce and local economies, as Federally funded grants create jobs across skill levels.

[8 200.202]

Emphasis on Administration Alignhment in Program Planning and Design

The NPRM proposes significant and wide-ranging revisions to § 200.202, Program Planning and Design,
to stipulate that goals and objectives of Federally funded programs must “aim to achieve meaningful

results” and “be consistent with...Federal authorizing legislation and aligned with administration
policies and priorities.” Provisions seek to codify limitations placed on the use of Federal funds via
Executive Orders (8 200.202(c)), restrict eligibility among different types of nonprofit organizations (§
200.202(d)), restrict international elements to those that advance the interests of the U.S. (§ 200.202(e)),
encourages use of multi-year funding (8 200.202(f)), and categorize scientific research awards as basic
research, applied research, and experimental development (8 200.202(g)).

If implemented, these revisions would elevate the role of the Executive branch, specifically short-term
political appointees, in defining longer-term funding priorities affecting the lives and health of American
taxpayers. Similarly, these revisions ignore the role of the Legislative branch in establishing
programmatic priorities and, most importantly, appropriating funds to these program areas. As political
appointees, Department and agency heads already have a path for programmatic alignment with the
respective administration’s priorities. However, inclusion as a regulatory measure is an overreach that
ignores the role of both the Legislative and Judicial branches in the stewardship of Federal funds.

THEME 2: RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS

As an international professional society of close to 3,000 basic, translational and clinical investigators
committed to understanding and treating diseases of the skeleton and associated musculoskeletal
tissues and structures, ASBMR has a long-standing commitment to promoting rigorous research and
education. We promote the exchange and dissemination of research results and information through our
Annual Meeting and peer-reviewed publications, including the highly ranked Journal of Bone and Mineral



Research (JBMR®), IBMR® Plus, an international, open access peer-reviewed journal that publishes
original research on all aspects of bone and musculoskeletal research, and the Primer on the Metabolic
Bone Diseases and Disorders of Mineral Metabolism. Thus, the society has deep concerns about
proposed revisions that would directly — and negatively — impact the ability of researchers to engage in
activities critical for advancing the science underlying musculoskeletal health.

[8 200.432]
Pre-Approval of Conference Attendance

Scientific conferences play a critical role in fostering exchange of knowledge between researchers
working towards understanding and addressing core issues within a field. For ASBMR, this means a
convening of individuals working to improve musculoskeletal health, from elucidating molecular
mechanisms to clinical practice. Sessions hosted during a scientific conference are intended to
showcase emerging research and expand context for prior discoveries. The format of these conferences
is intended to foster collaborations among researchers at different institutions, thus increasing access to
different technologies and resources, or unique patient populations. The decision to attend a scientific
conference is multi-faceted, including the status of a research project, relevance of a research project to
a conference theme and/or audience, and availability of funds.

As proposed, §200.432(b) would restrict the use of Federal funds to attend conferences unless they are
approved in advance by the Federal agency and included in the terms and conditions of the grant award.
This provision would have a chilling effect on the progress of scientific research. Scientific meetings are
not only essential venues for communicating new discoveries, but also forums for rigorous scientific
debate, collaboration, and the exchange of ideas that accelerate scientific progress and the development
of improved diagnostics, therapeutics, and cures. Requiring pre-approval for conference attendance
would limit these opportunities while also increasing costs and administrative effort associated with
conference participation due to delays in approval and resulting increased out-of-pocket fees for
registration, travel, and lodging.

[§ 200.454]
Restrictions on the Use of Grant Funds for Professional Society Memberships and Subscriptions
Proposed revisions within § 200.454(a) would restrict the use of grant funds for memberships within

professional, civic, business, and technical organizations to only when deemed necessary for fulfilling
the award requirements. The parameters for determining necessity are undefined. Membership in a
professional society provides multiple benefits and opportunities to advance the research supported by
Federal funds, including reduced rates for conference registration and access to professional
development resources. Similarly, the proposed revision of § 200.454(b) would make the use of funds for
subscriptions to professional, academic, and technical periodicals — all core elements in rapidly
communicating scientific findings to those within a specific discipline — unallowable. These restrictions
run counter to the goals of enhancing stewardship and transparency of Federal awards by risking
increased costs and reducing access to the outputs of Federally funded research activities.



[8§ 200.461]
Prohibition of Peer-Reviewed Publication Costs

Communication of research findings via publication in peer-reviewed journals is a critical component of
the scientific method. A research study cannot achieve its intended scientific impact until its findings are
disseminated to the broader scientific community, where they can be evaluated, reproduced, and built
upon. Science is an international endeavor, and it is impossible for a single nation to conduct research in
avacuum. Scientific publications facilitate the exchange of knowledge, accelerating the translation of
research findings into new diagnostics, therapies, and cures.

Article Processing Charges and other fees associated with publication of research findings in peer-
reviewed journals directly support the dissemination of research and reinforce applicants’ and awardees
commitment to the principles of Gold Standard Science, a priority highlighted throughout the preamble
of the NPRM. Disallowing the use of Federal funds for peer-reviewed publications would impede this
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essential pathway for scientific communication, slow the pace and integrity of biomedical research, and
increases the risk that important findings remain inaccessible or are replaced by less rigorous sources of
information, ultimately harming scientific progress and public health.

[§ 200.220]

Restrictions on Foreign Collaboration

Current provisions within 2 CFR Part 200 do not apply a government-wide prohibition on foreign
collaborations, deferring any restrictions to agency determination. Proposed revisions within § 200.220

would result in a government-wide prohibition of collaborations with “Covered Foreign Countries” or
“Covered Foreign Entities.” These restrictions apply to direct costs, indirect costs, research, and travel.
Any exceptions would require statutory authorization or determination of no national security risk by
agency leadership. At the time of this NPRM, the term “covered foreign country” is defined in 10 USC
4872(f)(2) to include: a) the Democratic People’s Republic of North Korea; b) the People’s Republic of
China; c) the Russian Federation; and d) the Islamic Republic of Iran.

As noted previously in these comments, scientific discovery is not limited by national borders, and U.S.
science benefits from collaborations with international scholars because these collaborations foster
approaches that cannot be achieved through a single research opportunity or laboratory.

Conclusion

While framed as “necessary to 1) improve transparency, accountability, and oversight for the use of
Federal taxpayer dollars; 2) clarify the status of OMB’s policies and requirements set forth in the 2 CFR
regulatory text as an OMB regulation; and 3) reduce recipient burden,” the sweeping revisions proposed
throughout this NPRM risk increasing confusion regarding allowable costs and introducing additional
barriers to scientific discovery. These barriers would slow the pace of scientific discovery and the
development of new diagnostics, therapeutics, and cures for bone, mineral, and musculoskeletal



diseases, increasing the long-term health and socioeconomic burden these conditions place on
individuals, families, and the U.S. healthcare system. Accordingly, although our comments highlight
specific provisions of concern to ASBMR and the broader scientific community, the breadth,
interconnectedness, and implementation timeline of the proposed revisions lead us to urge OMB to
rescind the NPRM in its entirety. We encourage OMB to instead pursue an approach that more effectively
engages the research and scientific communities supported by Federal financial assistance in
developing strategies to strengthen stewardship of federal funds while maintaining American
competitiveness across sectors. ASMBR and our members are eager and poised to assistin such

efforts.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this NPRM. Please do not hesitate to contact me
should you require additional information regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

Judith C. Keen, PhD
Executive Director
American Society for Bone & Mineral Research
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