
 

 

July 6, 2026 

Office of Management and Budget 

Office of Federal Financial Management 

Re: Comments on Proposed Revisions to Uniform Administrative Requirements, 

Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (May 29, 2026) 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

On behalf of the Society of Behavioral Medicine (SBM), we appreciate the opportunity to 

provide comments on the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) proposed revisions to 2 

CFR Part 200 (Uniform Guidance).  

SBM is a multidisciplinary organization representing more than 2,400 scientific researchers, 

clinicians, industry professionals, educators, and students who work collectively to treat and 

prevent disease through research and interventions that improve the health of individuals, 

families, and whole communities; and are committed to advancing behavioral science to 

improve health outcomes, reduce overall health costs, and inform evidence-based policy. Our 

members are deeply engaged in federally funded research programs, particularly through NIH 

and other HHS agencies, and are deeply invested in ensuring that federal grantmaking policies 

promote scientific excellence, equity, and public health impact.  

SBM supports OMB’s overarching goals of transparency, accountability, and oversight for use of 

Federal taxpayer dollars. However, we are concerned that several of the proposed revisions, 

particularly those affecting Sections 200.205, 200.340, 200.432, 200.461, 200.202, and 

200.414, will actually have the opposite effect and weaken the effectiveness, inclusivity, and 

sustainability of behavioral and biomedical research. 

Section 200.205 (Federal Agency Review of Merit of Proposals) 

The proposed revisions to Section 200.205 raise significant concerns for SBM regarding the 

integrity and independence of the federal grant review process. Under current Uniform 

Guidance, federal agencies are required to assess applicant risk based on financial and 

administrative criteria, such as prior performance, audit findings, and management capacity. At 

the same time, OMB emphasizes that merit review processes should remain objective and 

inclusive, incorporating diverse perspectives and representation from underserved 

communities.1-2  

 

1 2 CFR 200.205: Pre-Award Risk Review for Federal Awards - LegalClarity 
2 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.205 -- Federal agency review of merit of proposals. 

https://legalclarity.org/2-cfr-200-205-pre-award-risk-review-for-federal-awards/
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-2/subtitle-A/chapter-II/part-200/subpart-C/section-200.205


 

 

The proposed rule would fundamentally alter this balance by requiring that every discretionary 

federal research grant undergo a “pre-issuance review” by a senior political appointee prior to 

award. This review would be conducted independently of the scientific peer review process, and 

the appointee would be barred from simply deferring to or ratifying the recommendations of 

expert reviewers. Instead, the appointee would evaluate whether proposed projects align with 

presidential policy priorities and other broadly defined criteria, effectively rendering peer review 

secondary to current political ideology. 

SBM is concerned that this represents a significant departure from the longstanding, merit-

based system that has made the U.S. research globally competitive and highly effective. The 

scientific community has consistently relied on rigorous peer review by subject-matter experts 

as the most reliable method for identifying high-quality and the most impactful research. 

Allowing political appointees, who may not possess relevant technical expertise, to override 

these determinations risks shifting funding decisions away from scientific merit and toward 

political or policy considerations. 

These concerns are widely shared across the research community. Organizations representing 

diverse scientific disciplines have warned that such a system could politicize research funding, 

introduce instability as priorities change across administrations, and constrain the types of 

research that are supported. Requirements that projects “demonstrably advance” presidential 

priorities raise particular concern that scientific inquiry could be filtered based on ideology 

rather than public health need or scientific opportunity. 

Beyond issues of scientific integrity, SBM is also concerned about the operational implications of 

this proposal. Requiring individualized review of every award by a senior political official would 

likely slow grant processing, delaying the initiation of time-sensitive research. In fields such as 

behavioral medicine, where research often informs responses to urgent challenges including the 

opioid epidemic, climate change, infectious and chronic diseases, mental health, and health 

disparities, such delays could have significant consequences for public health. 

The proposal also risks undermining federal efforts to promote fairness and applicability to the 

full range of the American population in research funding. NIH has long invested heavily in 

addressing disparities, including initiatives to support underserved institutions and reduce 

funding inequities. Introducing an additional layer of review tied to policy alignment could 

create new barriers for early-stage investigators, minority-serving institutions, and community-

based organizations, reinforcing funding inequities rather than alleviating them.3 

 

3 NIH Scientific Workforce Diversity Progress Report and Recommendations 

https://acd.od.nih.gov/documents/presentations/06082017Valantine.pdf


 

 

Finally, SBM is concerned that politicizing pre-award review could narrow the scope of scientific 

inquiry and limit collaboration. Public priorities for research should absolutely be part of what 

drives scientific inquiry but scientific expertise about what lines of inquiry are most needed 

should also be a heavy partner in priority setting. Making the ever-shifting political landscape 

the primary source of priority setting will not only be highly disruptive; it is very likely to result 

in many important streams of health research being lost in order to serve political expediency.  

Further, behavioral medicine research frequently involves interdisciplinary approaches, 

community partnerships, and examination of social and other non-medical determinants of 

health. Imposing political or ideological filters on funding decisions could discourage 

innovation, constrain research topics, and weaken the independence of the scientific enterprise. 

Recommendation: SBM believes OMB should reconsider the proposed changes to Section 

200.205. At a minimum, any pre-award review process should preserve the independent 

scientific peer review, ensure transparency, and avoid introducing political considerations that 

could compromise objectivity and public trust in federally funded research. 

Section 200.340 (Termination and Suspension) 

SBM is troubled by the proposed revisions to Section 200.340 governing the termination of 

federal awards. Under the current Uniform Guidance, termination authorities are structured to 

balance accountability with fairness and stability. Federal agencies may terminate an award, in 

whole or in part, if a recipient fails to comply with the terms and conditions, with or without the 

recipient’s consent, or if the recipient elects to terminate and provides appropriate notice. 

Agencies are expected to clearly specify termination provisions in award terms, and termination 

actions tied to noncompliance are subject to procedural safeguards, including appeal 

opportunities and timing requirements before public reporting.4  

The proposed rule would substantially alter this balance by effectively introducing a 

“termination for convenience” framework into the grantmaking context, allowing agencies to 

end multiyear awards at their discretion, including in response to shifting program goals or 

agency priorities. However, the proposal does not include comparable safeguards to those found 

in the federal contracting context, such as negotiated settlement procedures or robust appeal 

rights. This unevenness would expose research institutions to significant financial and 

operational risks without adequate protection.5  

This change would introduce instability into the federal research operations and workforce. 

Behavioral medicine research, like much of biomedical and public health research, is inherently 

long-term and resource-intensive, often involving multiyear staffing commitments, 

infrastructure investments, and sustained partnerships with communities. The possibility that 

 

4 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.414 -- Indirect costs. 
5 Chart of Proposed Changes to the OMB Uniform Guidance 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-2/subtitle-A/chapter-II/part-200/subpart-E/subject-group-ECFRd93f2a98b1f6455/section-200.414
https://www.councilofnonprofits.org/files/media/documents/2026/2026-chart-omb-uniform-proposed-changes.pdf


 

 

awards could be terminated at the government’s discretion, without clear cause tied to 

performance or compliance, would create economic and workforce uncertainty for institutions 

that must make forward-looking commitments based on anticipated federal support. In 

particularly, this could force institutions to be overly cautious in supporting the next generation 

of the scientific workforce. 

Beyond financial harms, the proposed changes would disrupt scientific planning and 

collaboration. Federally funded research is structured around peer-reviewed project periods and 

coordinated timelines across institutions. Broad discretionary termination authority tied to 

shifting priorities would undermine the ability to execute studies effectively, particularly those 

requiring longitudinal follow-up or sustained community engagement. 

SBM is further concerned that expanding termination authority in this way could shift decision-

making away from objective performance criteria and toward political or policy considerations. 

When combined with the proposed revisions to Section 200.205, this authority raises the risk 

that projects could be both selected and discontinued based on evolving political or policy 

priorities rather than scientific merit, compliance, or demonstrated impact.6  

Recommendation: SBM urges OMB to reconsider the proposed revisions to Section 200.340. 

Any expansion of termination authority should include documented justification, opportunities 

for appeal, and mechanisms for equitable financial resolution to preserve fairness, stability, and 

trust in the federal grantmaking system. 

Section 200.432 (Conferences) 

The proposed revisions to Section 200.432 also raise significant concerns regarding their impact 

on scientific collaboration, dissemination, and workforce development. As described in the 

proposed rule, this provision would require that any researcher seeking to use grant funds to 

attend a scientific conference obtain pre-approval from the funding agency prior to the award 

being made. This approval would be incorporated into the terms of the award agreement itself, 

meaning that conference participation would need to be specified in advance and could not be 

added retroactively as research evolves. 

This requirement represents a substantial departure from current practice and appears to be 

part of a broader effort to codify executive orders into binding grant policy, thereby increasing 

political oversight and decreasing expert oversite about how research funds are used. While 

SBM supports appropriate accountability for federal funds, we are concerned that this approach 

would impose rigid constraints that are incompatible with the technical, dynamic and iterative 
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nature of scientific research,7-8 and will ultimately reduce the impact of federally funded 

research. 

Scientific conferences are a critical component of SBM’s mission and the broader research 

ecosystem. SBM’s Annual Meeting, for example, convenes students, researchers, clinicians, and 

industry professionals to share findings, develop collaborations, and translate behavioral science 

into practical health solutions. The Annual Meeting also provides opportunities for attendees to 

learn about emerging research methods and technologies, which is important for informing 

future research/innovation. More broadly, conferences serve as primary venues for presenting 

new research, receiving feedback from peers, and fostering interdisciplinary partnerships. NIH 

has also emphasized the importance of mentoring networks and collaborative scientific 

environments in developing and sustaining the research workforce.9  

Requiring pre-approval for conference attendance at the time of award would significantly 

restrict researchers’ ability to participate in these essential activities. Many conferences are 

scheduled or identified after an award is made, particularly in fast-moving fields where new 

opportunities for dissemination and collaboration arise rapidly. Restricting participation to only 

those conferences identified in advance would limit researchers’ ability to respond to emerging 

scientific developments and could delay or prevent the timely sharing of research findings. 

In addition, the proposed requirement would impose substantial administrative burdens on 

both investigators and federal agencies. Requiring advance approval for every conference would 

increase paperwork, slow decision-making, and divert time and resources away from research 

activities. This added bureaucracy would be especially burdensome for early-career investigators 

and smaller institutions, which often have fewer administrative resources to navigate complex 

compliance requirements. 

SBM is concerned that this provision could inadvertently introduce political considerations into 

decisions about conference participation. Because conference approval would be embedded in 

award terms and subject to agency review, there is a risk that participation in certain meetings 

or collaborations could be restricted based on perceived alignment with an administration’s 

priorities. Such a framework could constrain scientific exchange, limit international 

collaboration, and reduce the diversity of perspectives represented in federally funded research. 

Finally, restricting conference participation would have broader implications for professional 

societies and scientific networks. Organizations like SBM play a vital role in connecting 

 

7 OMB Proposed Revisions to the Uniform Guidance: Key Takeaways for Award Recipient Organizations | Insights | Ropes 
& Gray LLP 
8 Chart of Proposed Changes to the OMB Uniform Guidance 
9 NIH Scientific Workforce Diversity Progress Report and Recommendations 

https://www.ropesgray.com/en/insights/alerts/2026/06/omb-proposed-revisions-to-the-uniform-guidance-key-takeaways-for-award-recipient-organizations
https://www.ropesgray.com/en/insights/alerts/2026/06/omb-proposed-revisions-to-the-uniform-guidance-key-takeaways-for-award-recipient-organizations
https://www.councilofnonprofits.org/files/media/documents/2026/2026-chart-omb-uniform-proposed-changes.pdf
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researchers across disciplines, supporting career development, and disseminating evidence-

based practices. Limiting conference attendance would weaken these networks, reduce 

opportunities for mentorship and professional growth, and ultimately diminish the visibility and 

impact of U.S. research. 

Recommendation: SBM requests OMB to reconsider the proposed revisions to Section 

200.432. Rather than imposing rigid pre-approval requirements, OMB should preserve 

flexibility for conference participation when it is directly related to project objectives and 

conducted in accordance with existing cost principles. Maintaining this flexibility is essential to 

supporting collaboration, accelerating scientific discovery, and ensuring that federally funded 

research delivers maximum public benefit. 

Section 200.461 (Publication) 

Concerns about dissemination of research findings are further increased by the proposed 

revisions to Section 200.461 addressing publication and printing costs. Under the proposed 

rule, publication-related expenses would be rendered generally prohibited under federal grants 

and cooperative agreements. This includes article processing charges (APCs) and open-access 

fees for peer-reviewed publications, page charges and other direct publication costs, and even 

conference-related expenses tied to dissemination of research findings, with only narrow 

exceptions for statutory requirements or case-by-case agency approval.10 

SBM is deeply concerned that these changes would represent a departure from longstanding 

federal cost principles. Under the current Uniform Guidance, publication costs, including 

distribution, page charges, and article processing fees for peer-reviewed publications, are 

explicitly allowable when they report work supported by a federal award and are applied 

consistently. The proposed rule would reverse this long-established policy framework without a 

clear justification rooted in cost efficiency or research performance.11 

The proposal also conflicts directly with NIH policy. NIH guidance explicitly recognizes that 

publication costs, including APCs, are allowable and often necessary to comply with the NIH 

Public Access Policy (which was revised April 30, 2025) and broader dissemination 

requirements. NIH further emphasizes that such costs may be charged as direct or indirect costs 

when reasonable and allocable to the project, reflecting the central role of dissemination in the 

research lifecycle. These policies are grounded in the expectation that federally funded research 

must be shared widely to maximize public benefit.12-13 

 

10 Chart of Proposed Changes to the OMB Uniform Guidance 
11 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.461 -- Publication and printing costs. 
12 NOT-OD-25-048: Supplemental Guidance to the 2024 NIH Public Access Policy: Publication Costs 
13 Can I charge publication costs to my grant budget under the NIH Public Access Policy? - Countway LibAnswers  

https://www.councilofnonprofits.org/files/media/documents/2026/2026-chart-omb-uniform-proposed-changes.pdf
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More broadly, the proposed changes are inconsistent with federal open science policy. The 

White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, in the “Nelson memo,” directed agencies 

to ensure that federally funded research publications are made immediately and freely 

accessible to the public, without embargo, no later than December 31, 2025. This directive 

reflects a government-wide commitment to transparency and accelerating scientific discovery 

through the broad dissemination of results. Restricting the allowability of publication costs 

would create structural barriers to achieving these objectives, particularly for investigators 

without non-federal funding to cover such expenses.14 

The research community widely views this proposal as a significant threat to the framework of 

scholarly communication. Publication costs, including open-access fees and journal access, are 

integral to ensuring that research findings are available to other scientists, clinicians, 

policymakers, and the public. Eliminating these as allowable costs would shift the financial 

burden to institutions and investigators, disproportionately affecting under-resourced 

institutions and early-career researchers. This could limit participation in open-access 

publishing models and reduce the visibility, accessibility, and impact of federally funded 

research. 

The proposed limitations would also have direct implications for the pace and quality of 

scientific progress. Publication and dissemination are core mechanisms through which 

researchers share findings, receive feedback, and build collaborations. Restricting these 

activities, is likely to limit dissemination, reduce the impact of federally funded work, and 

hinder the development of collaborative research networks that drive innovation. Here again, 

early-career researchers will be disproportionately affected. Publishing less, or not being able to 

publish at all, will delay both their careers and their future scientific discoveries. 

SBM is concerned that these changes, when considered alongside other proposed revisions, 

reflect a broader shift toward embedding political oversight into core aspects of the research 

process. The proposed framework would grant agencies increased discretion over whether and 

how research findings may be disseminated, raising concerns about inconsistent application and 

potential constraints on scientific independence. 

Additionally, these provisions could have unintended consequences for international 

collaboration. Scientific discovery and advancement have no boarders. To remain at the leading 

edge of science, U.S. researchers need to operate within a global scientific network where open 

dissemination is increasingly the norm. Restrictions on publication and associated costs may 

 

14 08-2022-OSTP-Public-Access-Memo.pdf 
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limit participation in international journals, potentially weakening U.S. scientific leadership and 

reducing the global reach of federally funded discoveries. 

Recommendation: SBM believes that the proposed revisions to Section 200.461 would 

undermine researcher’s ability to publish, conflict with existing federal public access policies, 

and hinder the free flow of scientific information. We encourage OMB to reconsider these 

changes and to reaffirm that publication and dissemination costs, including open-access fees, 

are allowable, reasonable, and essential components of federally funded research. 

Section 200.202 (Alignment with Administration Policies and Priorities) 

With respect to Section 200.202, SBM is concerned that the proposed revisions would 

significantly alter the balance between evidence-based program design and politically driven 

decision-making in federal grantmaking. Under the existing Uniform Guidance, Section 

200.202 requires federal agencies to design programs with clear, measurable goals that are 

consistent with authorizing statutes, aligned with agency strategic plans, and grounded in 

evidence-based policymaking. It also requires agencies to incorporate performance measures, 

consult affected communities, coordinate across agencies, and extend eligibility broadly to 

qualified applicants.15  

The proposed rule would reinterpret this provision to require that programs align explicitly with 

“administration policies and priorities” prior to issuing funding opportunities. As described in 

the analyses of the proposal, this shift would codify executive orders, including those related to 

DEI, gender-related research topics, and international collaboration, into binding regulatory 

requirements governing program design. The effect would be to move the Uniform Guidance 

away from a framework grounded in statutory authority and evidence toward one more directly 

shaped by changing political priorities.16 

SBM is worried that this change would risk introducing a level of political control into program 

design that is inconsistent with the foundational principles of federal research funding. The 

current regulatory framework explicitly ties program design to congressional authorization, 

agency mission, and evidence-based policymaking. Requiring alignment with shifting 

administration priorities would represent a departure from this statutory grounding and could 

constrain agencies’ ability to support scientifically meritorious research that falls outside current 

policy emphases.17 

 

15 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.202 -- Program planning and design. 
16 Allowable vs. Unallowable Costs 
17 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.202 -- Program planning and design. 
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The proposed revision also raises significant legal and governance concerns. Federal agencies 

are generally limited to implementing programs within the scope authorized by Congress. 

Recent litigation regarding federal grant conditions, particularly those tied to DEI-related 

executive orders, has highlighted the legal vulnerabilities of imposing new requirements that 

extend beyond statutory authority. Courts have already issued injunctions blocking certain grant 

conditions derived from executive orders, finding them potentially vague, overbroad, or 

inconsistent with constitutional principles. Embedding similar requirements in the Uniform 

Guidance could create additional legal risk and uncertainty for both agencies and recipients.18-19 

In addition to legal concerns, SBM is particularly troubled by the instability that could result 

from tying program design to evolving administration priorities. Research programs require 

long-term planning, continuity, and predictable funding structures. Evidence from researchers 

shows that shifts in federal policy, especially those affecting grant terms or funding priorities, 

can significantly disrupt research careers and reduce investigators’ willingness to remain in 

science. A framework that requires alignment with each new administration’s political priorities 

could lead to frequent programmatic changes, undermining the stability necessary for sustained 

scientific progress.20  

The proposed changes could also restrict the scope and inclusivity of federally funded research. 

Behavioral medicine research often focuses on health disparities, social determinants of health, 

and diverse populations, and frequently involves international collaboration. Addressing our 

nation's most critical public health challenges requires understanding and reducing health 

disparities and identifying the social and structural factors that contribute to them. Limiting 

behavioral medicine research in these areas would impede the development of effective, 

evidence-based interventions that improve health outcomes for all populations. Limitations on 

DEI-related work or global partnerships will reduce the ability of researchers to address critical 

public health challenges and would run counter to longstanding federal efforts to broaden 

participation in science and strengthen the research workforce. 

Finally, SBM is concerned that the proposed revisions would further erode the role of peer 

review and investigator-initiated science. NIH and other federal agencies rely heavily on 

investigator-driven research to generate innovation, including through long-standing 

mechanisms that support novel and high-risk ideas based on scientific merit rather than policy 

alignment.  

 

18 COLUMN: Federal Courts Continue to Block DHS and FEMA DEI Grant Conditions - HSToday 
19 Court Issues Preliminary Injunction against Anti-DEI Executive Orders 
20 https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamanetworkopen/fullarticle/2848012  

https://www.hstoday.us/fema-dhs-federal-pages/column-federal-courts-block-dhs-and-fema-dei-grant-conditions/
https://www.pillsburylaw.com/en/news-and-insights/federal-court-preliminary-injunction-anti-dei-executive-orders.html
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Recommendation: SBM believes that the proposed changes to Section 200.202 would place 

political considerations into the legal framework governing federal research programs, creating 

instability, limiting scientific scope, and raising significant legal concerns regarding statutory 

authority. We strongly urge OMB to preserve the current emphasis on evidence-based program 

design, statutory alignment, and scientific merit, and to avoid introducing requirements that 

could politicize or constrain the federal research enterprise. 

Section 200.414 (Nondiscrimination) 

SBM has previously expressed the importance of indirect costs, which are essential for research 

institutions to maintain the infrastructure and administrative support necessary to conduct 

research. Under the current Uniform Guidance, Section 200.414 establishes a well-defined and 

longstanding framework for classifying indirect costs for institutions of higher education and 

nonprofit organizations. These costs are divided into two primary categories: “Facilities,” which 

include depreciation on buildings and equipment, interest on associated debt, and operations 

and maintenance expenses; and “Administration,” which encompasses general administrative 

functions such as accounting, personnel, and institutional oversight. The regulation further 

emphasizes that indirect costs are those that cannot be readily assigned to a single project but 

are necessary to support multiple activities, and therefore must be allocated consistently across 

federally funded programs.21-22 

A central feature of this framework is the requirement that federal agencies accept negotiated 

indirect cost rate agreements (NICRAs), except in limited circumstances permitted by statute or 

regulation. This principle reflects decades of federal policy recognizing that institutions incur 

real and necessary infrastructure costs in conducting research on behalf of the government, and 

that these costs should be reimbursed through a standardized, negotiated process.23 

SBM recognizes that the proposed rule does not directly modify the NICRA system or the 

methodology for calculating F&A costs. However, the absence of direct changes to Section 

200.414 does not eliminate significant concerns regarding how this provision will interact with 

other elements of the proposed rule and the broader regulatory environment. 

First, indirect costs are not ancillary expenses but fundamental components of the research. 

Federal research funding has long relied on a dual structure of direct and indirect costs, with 

indirect costs supporting essential infrastructure such as laboratory facilities, data systems, 

regulatory compliance, and administrative oversight. These costs are necessary for conducting 

research safely, efficiently, and in compliance with federal requirements, and cannot be easily 

 

21 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.414 -- Indirect costs. 
22 eCFR :: 2 CFR Part 200 Subpart E - Direct and Indirect Costs 
23 eCFR :: 2 CFR 200.414 -- Indirect costs. 
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attributed to individual projects. As a result, policies that reduce or constrain cost allowability 

elsewhere can have cascading effects on institutional capacity.24-25 

SBM is in support of an evidence-based review to identify ways to improve the efficiency and 

fairness of indirect costs. However, SBM is concerned that tightening allowability for key 

categories of direct costs elsewhere in the proposal, especially publication and dissemination 

costs under Section 200.461, will shift financial burdens onto institutions in ways that 

undermine the purpose of indirect cost recovery. When essential functions such as publishing, 

data sharing, or research dissemination are rendered unallowable, institutions must absorb 

those costs within existing budgets, thereby increasing pressure on the very infrastructure that 

Facilities and Administrative rates are designed to support. 

Second, the broader regulatory shift reflected in the proposal raises structural concerns for the 

sustainability of the indirect cost system. By converting the Uniform Guidance from flexible 

administrative guidance into binding, government-wide regulation, OMB would enable future 

policy changes to take effect simultaneously across all federal agencies. While this may promote 

uniformity, it also reduces opportunities for agency-specific adaptation and stakeholder input. 

For research institutions operating under complex negotiated cost structures, this reduced 

flexibility could create significant challenges in maintaining compliance and financial stability. 

Empirical evidence underscores the importance of a stable funding environment for sustaining 

the research workforce and infrastructure. Research institutions rely on predictable indirect cost 

recovery to support staffing, facilities, and regulatory compliance, and disruptions to these 

systems can affect both institutional capacity and the broader research ecosystem.26 

Taken together, these dynamics risk creating a fundamental mismatch between the costs 

institutions must bear to conduct federally funded research and the mechanisms available to 

recover those costs. For behavioral medicine, where research often involves interdisciplinary 

collaboration, community engagement, and complex regulatory requirements, such mismatches 

could significantly undermine institutional capacity and reduce the effectiveness of federal 

research investments. 

Recommendation: SBM recommends OMB not only to preserve the current framework 

established under Section 200.414, including the requirement that agencies honor negotiated 

indirect cost rates, but also to carefully assess how other proposed revisions may indirectly 

weaken this system. Maintaining a stable, predictable, and adequately funded indirect cost 

 

24 Universities and Indirect Costs for Federally Funded Research 
25 7.3 Direct Costs and Indirect Costs 
26 IN12516.8.pdf 
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structure is essential to sustaining the infrastructure that supports scientific discovery, protects 

research participants, and ensures the responsible stewardship of federal funds. 

In conclusion, SBM urges OMB not to move forward with its proposed rule that would revise the 

longstanding Uniform Guidance principles, NIH policies supporting diversity and 

dissemination, and the practical realities of conducting high-quality behavioral and biomedical 

research. Federal grantmaking policies should foster innovation, expand equitable access to 

funding opportunities, protect research participants, and ensure that scientific findings are 

effectively disseminated to improve health outcomes nationwide. 

SBM stands ready to work collaboratively with OMB to refine these proposals in ways that 

strengthen the federal research and maximize the public benefit of federally funded science. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

 

Lindsay Bullock, CAE 

Executive Director 

Society of Behavioral Medicine 

 

 


