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Dear Director Vought, 

The George Washington University (GW) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) proposed revisions to the Uniform Guidance 
governing federal financial assistance. As the most research-active university in the nation’s 
capital by federal research expenditures, GW shares OMB’s commitment to responsible 
stewardship of federal funds, transparency, and accountability in grantmaking. 

Executive Summary 

GW is concerned that several provisions of the proposed rule, while well-intentioned, may 
introduce unintended consequences that undermine the effectiveness of the federal 
research enterprise, create operational uncertainty, and ultimately reduce the return on 
taxpayer investment in science, technology, health, and innovation. Accordingly, GW 
recommends that OMB: 

● 200.205 (Federal Agency Review of the Merit of Proposals): Preserve peer review as 
the primary basis for research funding decisions and provide clear limits on non-
scientific review of awards. 

● 200.218 (Disparate-Impact Liability): Protect the use of established, evidence-based 
research methodologies, including disparate-impact analysis, in federally funded 
research. 

● 200.220 (Covered Foreign Collaborations): Ensure that restrictions on foreign 
collaborations are narrowly tailored and do not impede beneficial international research 
partnerships. 

● 200.305 (Federal Payment): Avoid new payment justification requirements that would 
impose significant administrative burden without corresponding oversight benefits. 
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● 200.333 (Fixed Amount Subawards): Retain flexibility for fixed amount subawards that 
support efficient research administration and broad participation in federally funded 
projects. 

● 200.340–200.343 (Termination and Suspension): Establish clear standards, due process 
protections, and closeout safeguards for award terminations and suspensions. 

● 200.432 and 200.461 (Conferences; Publication and Printing Costs): Maintain support 
for research dissemination by preserving the allowability of publication, conference, and 
open-access costs. 

Institutional Context and Impact 

GW’s federally funded research enterprise is a cornerstone of its mission and of the broader 
national research ecosystem. In the most recent National Science Foundation Higher 
Education Research and Development (HERD) Survey, GW reported $179.2 million in 
federally funded research expenditures. These investments support a wide range of 
disciplines, from biomedical science and engineering to public health, policy, and the 
humanities. 

GW researchers advance projects aligned with national priorities ranging from cancer 
prevention and diabetes treatment to maternal health, artificial intelligence, and advanced 
computing. The success of these efforts depends on a stable, predictable research 
environment that enables scientists to pursue long-term discoveries with significant 
benefits for the American public, economy, and global competitiveness. 

This research produces measurable benefits. GW’s activities contribute approximately $873 
million to the regional economy, including $168 million from research activities. GW-
affiliated startups and spinoffs, many of which are commercializing inventions fueled by 
federal dollars, contribute $74 million to the regional economy. Federally funded projects 
also support a large workforce of faculty, staff, postdoctoral scientists, and students, train 
the next generation of researchers, and generate knowledge that improves health, 
strengthens national security, and drives economic growth. 

GW investigators collaborate across sectors and borders, with recent partnerships in 41 U.S. 
states and more than 175 countries and territories. Between fiscal years 2022 and 2025, 
GW researchers participated in more than 2,600 distinct collaborative projects with 
universities, health systems, government agencies, and community organizations across the 
United States. These collaborations included work with partners in Georgia to prevent 
diabetes, with researchers in California to investigate the health effects of dietary 
supplements, with collaborators in Florida to remediate contaminated groundwater, and 
with institutions in Texas to strengthen the security of U.S. airspace. These projects reflect 
the highly interconnected nature of the federal research enterprise, in which expertise, 
infrastructure, data, and resources are shared across institutions to address challenges that 
no single organization can solve alone. 
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Against this backdrop, GW offers the following comments on key provisions of the proposed 
rule. 

[200.205 — Federal Agency Review of the Merit of Proposals] 

GW strongly supports preserving the primacy of peer review as the global gold standard for 
evaluating scientific merit and allocating research funding. Peer review ensures that funding 
decisions are grounded in expertise, evidence, and the scientific method. The proposed rule 
weakens this framework by introducing expanded discretionary review by non-expert or 
political officials, which risks undermining scientific rigor, public trust, and equitable funding 
outcomes. Without clear guardrails, such changes could lead to inconsistent 
decision-making and reduce public confidence in federally supported research. 

The proposed emphasis on “Gold Standard Science” is a laudable goal, but the absence of 
clear definitions introduces ambiguity that may lead to administrative uncertainty and 
uneven implementation across agencies. Scientific quality is best assessed by subject matter 
experts who are equipped to distinguish promising research from less rigorous work. 

OMB should explicitly preserve peer review as the primary determinant of award decisions 
and limit any additional review to clearly defined, program-level considerations rather than 
individual awards. 

[200.218 — Prohibition of Using Federal Awards To Promote or Support Theories of 
Disparate-Impact Liability] 

Prohibiting the use of federal funds to support or promote disparate-impact analysis would 
have far-reaching consequences for legitimate, evidence-based research. Disparate-impact 
analysis is a longstanding methodological tool used across fields such as public health, 
economics, education, and epidemiology. It is not ideological. It is a scientific approach used 
to understand patterns and outcomes within populations. Restricting this methodology risks 
chilling entire areas of research, including studies on health disparities, access to education, 
and economic opportunity. 

At GW, such analyses inform work on trustworthy artificial intelligence, urban health 
disparities, disease prevention, and public policy effectiveness. Limiting these approaches 
would reduce the ability of researchers to generate insights that improve outcomes for 
communities and inform effective policy interventions, resulting in a reduced return on 
taxpayer investment. 

OMB should withdraw or substantially revise this provision to ensure that widely accepted, 
evidence-based research methodologies remain permissible. 

[200.220 — Prohibition of Using Federal Funds for Covered Foreign Collaborations] 
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Modern research is inherently global. GW's international research collaborations directly 
advance Administration priorities in areas including Arctic infrastructure and resilience, 
artificial intelligence and semiconductor technologies, and health and biotechnology 
research focused on chronic disease, demonstrating how carefully managed global 
partnerships can strengthen both American competitiveness and scientific leadership. 

GW supports efforts to strengthen U.S. research leadership and protect national interests. 
However, overly restrictive approaches to international collaboration risk isolating U.S. 
science. 
GW researchers regularly collaborate with international partners to leverage 
complementary expertise, access unique data, and accelerate discovery. In many cases, 
these partnerships enhance, rather than diminish, U.S. competitiveness. 

A rigid “domestic-first” approach could inadvertently constrain scientifically meritorious 
projects, limit participation by top global talent, and slow innovation. Such outcomes would 
weaken the United States’ position in the global research landscape and diminish the 
overall return on taxpayer investment. 

OMB should ensure that any restrictions on international collaboration are narrowly 
tailored, clearly defined, and aligned with existing research security frameworks, while 
preserving the ability of U.S. researchers to engage in beneficial global partnerships. 

[200.305 — Federal Payment] 

As a major research university managing a large and diverse portfolio of federal awards, GW 
processes thousands of financial transactions and reimbursement requests annually across 
hundreds of active awards. Existing reimbursement processes are designed to ensure that 
expenditures are reviewed for allowability, allocability, and reasonableness before costs are 
charged to federal awards. The proposed payment justification requirement would add a 
new layer of documentation and review without a corresponding improvement in oversight 
or accountability. 

For institutions managing large research portfolios, implementation would require 
substantial modifications to financial systems, additional personnel resources, new review 
procedures, and ongoing monitoring activities. These requirements would increase costs, 
divert resources from research and education, and create significant additional burden for 
investigators and administrators. 

The burden is further compounded by the absence of a standardized government-wide 
framework for documenting payment justifications. Institutions drawing funds from 
multiple federal agencies could be required to develop and maintain agency-specific 
processes, increasing complexity, reducing efficiency, and undermining the Uniform 
Guidance's goal of promoting consistency across federal financial assistance programs. 
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OMB should reconsider the proposed payment justification requirement and instead rely on 
a targeted, risk-based approach that strengthens payment integrity while minimizing 
unnecessary administrative burden. Such an approach would better support efficient 
stewardship of federal funds and maximize the return on taxpayer investment in research 
and other federally funded programs. 

[200.333 — Fixed Amount Subawards] 

The proposed revisions to fixed amount subawards would increase compliance burden and 
reduce flexibility in ways that may have unintended consequences for research 
collaboration and efficiency. While fixed amount subawards represent a relatively small 
share of total awards, they serve a critical function. They enable participation by 
subrecipients that may lack the capacity to incur costs in advance of reimbursement. 
Restricting their use would create barriers for these partners, limiting access to federally 
funded research and reducing overall program effectiveness. 

The impact would be especially significant in clinical research. Many clinical trials operate 
using fixed milestone-based payment structures. Requiring cost-reimbursement 
documentation for these activities would be burdensome, increasing invoicing and 
oversight requirements for both institutions and clinical sites, slowing study execution, and 
diverting resources away from patient care and research outcomes. 

Further, these changes would constrain collaborations with community-based partners, 
smaller international sites, and non-governmental organizations that often rely on 
simplified payment structures. Limiting this flexibility risks narrowing the scope of research 
collaborations and reducing the reach of federally funded projects. Importantly, fixed 
amount subawards are already subject to federal approval and oversight, and their use in 
research settings is relatively limited under current rules. Additional restrictions would 
therefore duplicate existing controls without meaningfully improving accountability, while 
imposing an unfunded mandate on institutions. 

OMB should retain flexibility for fixed amount subawards in research and align this 
provision with broader goals of efficiency and reduced administrative burden. 

[200.340–200.343 — Termination and Suspension] 

GW and its federally funded investigators are deeply concerned about expanded authority 
to terminate or suspend awards without clear standards or sufficient procedural safeguards. 
Federally funded research often involves multi-year projects, long-term data collection, and 
sustained workforce commitments. The ability to terminate awards “for convenience” 
without defined criteria introduces substantial operational uncertainty and disrupts 
continuity. Such disruptions can result in incomplete research, wasted resources, and 
diminished outcomes, ultimately reducing the return on taxpayer investment. 
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GW’s recent experience underscores these risks. Since January 2025, the university has 
experienced terminations linked to the same executive orders that underpin portions of this 
proposed rule. GW has had more than 50 federally funded awards terminated, including 
both direct awards and subawards, resulting in millions of dollars in lost funding in the 
current budget period and significant projected losses in future years. These terminations 
have affected research across nine schools and units and have included projects focused on 
improving care for individuals with diabetes, HIV, and Alzheimer’s disease, strengthening 
the resiliency of energy systems and naval infrastructure, and stabilizing critical Arctic 
infrastructure. 

The impacts are particularly acute in clinical research. Many GW-led studies involve 
large-scale, longitudinal clinical trials, including multi-year studies with thousands of 
participants designed to evaluate long-term health outcomes and treatment effectiveness. 
GW’s Biostatistics Center, a nationally recognized clinical trial coordinating center for more 
than 50 years, leads and supports major federally funded studies ranging from nationwide 
trials and research networks, including the GRADE diabetes trial, the Diabetes Prevention 
Program Outcomes Study, and the Maternal-Fetal Medicine Units Network, to regional 
public health initiatives such as the DC Cohort HIV Study. These efforts depend on stable, 
multi-year funding commitments to produce scientifically valid and clinically meaningful 
results. Similarly, GW's federally funded cancer research advances national priorities 
through work in cancer prevention, early detection, immunotherapy, and improved 
treatment strategies, all of which depend on sustained research support to achieve their full 
impact. Abrupt termination of these studies may disrupt patient care, eliminate access to 
experimental therapies, compromise ethical obligations to participants, and invalidate years 
of data collection—rendering prior federal investments ineffective. 

Many federally funded projects involve collaborative networks that span states, sectors, 
and disciplines. As a result, disruptions at one institution directly affect partner universities, 
clinical sites, community organizations, and other collaborators across the country, 
extending the consequences of a termination far beyond the original award recipient and 
amplifying the broader impact on the national research ecosystem. 

These disruptions would also have significant implications for workforce development. 
Universities rely on stable, multi-year federal funding to support graduate student stipends, 
postdoctoral appointments, and research staff. Unpredictable termination authority would 
make it difficult to sustain these commitments, weakening the pipeline that produces the 
next generation of scientists and researchers. 

In addition, termination without adequate provisions for closeout costs would create 
significant financial exposure for universities, effectively shifting federal obligations onto 
institutions as an unfunded mandate. 

OMB should establish clear, objective criteria for termination decisions, require advance 
notice and an opportunity to address identified concerns, provide explicit coverage of 
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closeout costs when termination is not due to institutional fault, and include safeguards for 
ongoing human subjects research. 

[200.432 — Conferences] & [200.461 — Publication and Printing Costs] 

Federally funded research results should be broadly accessible. Since 2022, GW researchers 
have published more than 13,000 peer-reviewed articles, with more than 60 percent 
available as open access publications. Dissemination is not incidental to research; it is a 
central deliverable. 

The proposed restrictions on publication costs run counter to the Administration's stated 
commitment to “Gold Standard Science.” Scientific excellence depends not only on the 
conduct of rigorous research, but also on the transparent publication, peer review, 
dissemination, and replication of findings. Limiting support for these activities could reduce 
the visibility, accessibility, and impact of federally funded research. 

The proposed rule creates tension between federal public-access requirements and the 
allowability of the costs often necessary to meet those requirements. Public trust in science 
is strengthened when federally funded findings are broadly available to researchers, 
clinicians, policymakers, and the public. Restricting support for publication and 
dissemination would reduce the visibility, accessibility, and practical impact of federally 
funded research, diminishing the value of taxpayers' investment. 

In addition, expanding pre-approval requirements would increase administrative complexity 
for both institutions and federal agencies, particularly in an environment of constrained 
federal staffing. These additional requirements could slow research progress, delay 
dissemination of findings, and divert resources away from scientific discovery. 

OMB should maintain publication and dissemination costs as allowable expenses, 
streamline approval processes, and ensure alignment between open access requirements 
and cost allowability. 

Conclusion 

GW appreciates OMB’s efforts to strengthen accountability and efficiency in federal 
grantmaking. However, several provisions of the proposed rule risk creating unintended 
consequences that could undermine the effectiveness of the federal research enterprise, 
introduce uncertainty for researchers and institutions, and shift costs onto institutions as an 
unfunded mandate. To preserve the strength of the federal-university research partnership, 
a partnership that has delivered transformative advances in public health, economic 
growth, and national security, and ensure a strong return on federal investment, GW 
respectfully recommends that OMB: 

● Preserve peer review as the foundation of merit-based funding decisions 
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● Protect the use of established, evidence-based research methodologies 
● Maintain pathways for international collaboration 
● Maintain policies that support collaborative research networks and efficient subaward 

management 
● Reduce, rather than increase, administrative burden 
● Ensure stability, predictability, and due process in award management 
● Align dissemination requirements with allowable costs 

Thoughtful revision of the proposed rule will help ensure that the United States continues 
to lead in scientific discovery, innovation, and economic growth. 
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