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The drug that saved your mother. The treatment your doctor recommended

The clinical trial that bought someone you love more time. None of it was

inevitable. It required a system built to operate outside politics and sustain

over decades, because science doesn’t operate on the timeline of a politicia

That system is now under direct threat.

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has proposed a new rule to

regulate all federal grants, not just science, but housing, education, defense

NASA and everything in between, that would fundamentally change how

research is conducted in the United States.
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The proposed rule posted on the Federal Register

There have been a lot of fires in the past 16 months, and if everything is an

emergency, nothing is an emergency. But this is a very big deal. These rules

would strip away the independence that has kept science from becoming a

political tool.

The good news is there’s still something we can all do.

When I was a new faculty member, I was full of millions of ideas, so I sat dow

and wrote an NIH proposal. I worked on it for months and thought it was so

good. Then I sent it to my mentor.

How the grant system was designed to work
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It came back covered in comments. Places where my reasoning wasn’t as

airtight as I’d thought, methods that could be stronger, gaps in my thinking

that I had been too close to the work to see. It stung, as honest feedback

always does, but peer review almost always makes the work better. In fact, 

the backbone of how American science has functioned for generations.

At NIH, submitted proposals go to a panel of scientists who have experienc

in the field. These are the people who can read research methods and spot

their weaknesses, who understand when an experiment is designed well an

when it isn’t. Applications are scored rigorously, and often only the top 3-20

of proposals receive funding. The people making funding decisions are

required to justify them based on these reviews.

To be clear: this is not a perfect system, and good science still goes unfunde

more often than any of us would like due to limited resources. There is also

criticism that peer review may undervalue bold ideas that are risky but cou

have high payoffs.

But the peer review system is nonetheless a meaningful part of the grant

selection process. While thoughtful and careful changes could improve the

system, the changes being proposed by OMB will not make things better.

Through this OMB proposal, the system that helps decide what gets funded

being dismantled.

There are many troubling elements buried in this proposal, but three

provisions stand out in particular. Each would be damaging alone. Together

they would change what kind of science gets done in America, and who it

serves.

The rule that could change everything
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The guidelines your doctor follows, the standards that determine what’s in

your air and water, the drugs that get approved for your family: all of it star

with a funding decision. Right now, that decision is made by scientists who

can evaluate whether the work is actually sound and whether it could move

the needle forward. Under this proposal, funding decisions could be made b

political appointees.

The careful, expertise-driven review process that shapes grant funding wou

be effectively sidelined. That means that a poorly designed study could get

funded simply because someone in a political office liked the sound of it,

while rigorous, important work doesn’t get funded because it no longer alig

with the administration’s priorities. In other words, critical work that benefi

all of us could now be missed just because it has become politically

inconvenient.

Say your tax dollars have been paying for a cancer study for two years. The

grant was awarded for five years, so the team is mid-experiment. There are

three additional years’ worth of answers that could change how the disease

treated for hundreds of thousands of people. With this new rule, the federa

government could cancel the remaining funding tomorrow, walk away from

the commitment it made with your money, and have no legal obligation to

finish what it started.

This is a huge waste of money. There are rarely other sources of funding for

this work, which means the team, the graduate students, postdocs, and

research staff who have dedicated years of their careers to this project cou

1. Political appointees would decide which science gets funded, a
peer review would be explicitly sidelined or ignored.

2. Grants could be canceled at any point, without warning, in the
middle of ongoing work.
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lose their jobs. Patients who have contributed their time to studies may not

see it turn into useful learnings for others. Every hour of work already

completed could result in nothing useful.

Science can take decades to get to tangible outcomes. It needs a stable

funding system to flourish.

There is a saying from Sir Mark Walport: “Science isn’t finished until it’s

communicated.” Science is no use to anyone if it is kept locked away in the

labs that produced the data.

The proposed rule could make communicating research findings harder in 

number of ways:

Make it harder for scientists to widely share their findings in scientific

journals. Publication costs, including journal fees that allow for broad

public access, could not be paid for by federal funds which is often how

scientists pay these costs.

Restrict researchers from engaging publicly about how their findings

should inform policy or public health guidelines. This would restrict

scientists from doing the work that transforms years of lab work into

decisions that actually affect people’s lives.

Make it harder for scientists to attend conferences. Conferences would

now need to be approved by the federal agency at the time of grant awa

This disadvantages conferences or publications that are not politically

aligned. Conferences are a key way in which scientists learn about work

happening in their field so they can collaborate and build on each other

findings.

3. Researchers would have a harder time communicating their
findings without pre-approval from the federal government.
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What good is science with a muzzle?

These changes could (and hopefully would) be reversed under the next

administration. But by then, damage has been done. Once projects are halte

or denied funding by political appointees, people leave their science career

for other paths or even leave the country to do their amazing science

elsewhere.

You cannot pause a scientific study the way you pause a subscription you

decided isn’t useful anymore. You cannot freeze a research team that

depends on salaries to feed their families, causing a scramble for replaceme

funding that, in most cases, simply does not exist. When the money stops,

everything stops, and all the work in progress and its potential are lost.

Despite all of the language about reducing waste, fraud, and abuse, this new

proposed rule increases the administrative burden tremendously.

Every researcher watching this unfold will make a rational decision: don’t st

anything that will take a decade to finish. This includes not building a team

around funding that could vanish, or asking the big questions that need

patience and stability to answer. The most consequential science, the kind

that produces the treatments and the breakthroughs that reach your docto

office twenty years from now, is exactly the science that would be abandon

first.

Some worry this rule is already a done deal. But by law, OMB is required to

open a public comment period. Those comments matter because they infor

The long-term impact

This is still a proposal, so we can all do something
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members of Congress, they can be used in litigation, and they create a publ

record.

So here’s what you can do:

1. Submit a public comment. The public comment period on this propose

change is open until July 13. Anyone can submit a comment, and OMB is

required to respond to substantial ones. Each comment must be differe

to count as distinct; identical comments will be counted only once.

Comment as an individual, not on behalf of your organization. Here’s a f

resource to help you, with useful examples, but in general:

a. Share a story about how science or federal funding has benefitted y

or is involved in your work. Are you or someone you loved a cancer

survivor? Do you know someone with Alzheimer’s? Have you receive

NIH/NSF or other federal funding? All of these can be stories you us

to highlight why you care.

b. Explain why you’re worried about these proposed changes. You can

use the wording found here or in other resources to help you.

c. Ask them to withdraw this proposed rule.

2. Contact your elected representatives. Congress allocates money to

federal agencies to spend, and it has oversight of how that process wor

You can let your representatives know this proposed change concerns y

and ask them to intervene. There are levers they can push that can help

this moment.

3. Let others know why federal funding matters. This isn’t just about

science, but ALL federal grants, including for education systems, defens

projects, and more. The process, including the importance of federal

funding, is invisible to many. We can all make it more visible by sharing
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how science benefits us and why we value it. You can also share this

article, or any of the resources linked here, to help spread awareness!

We are quickly losing ground in scientific research in the U.S. More change

like the proposed rule by OMB, would decimate our ability to conduct

research here, leaving us all worse off: fewer treatments for pancreatic

cancer, less research on pollution impacts, fewer answers for patients with

rare disease, and more unaddressed health needs. The impact will be very r

for all of us, regardless of where we stand politically.

Using our voices for science is more important than ever.

Love, LM

Big thanks to Dr. Megan Ranney for reading this over and providing brilliant

insights, as always.

Dr. Liz Marnik, PhD, is Executive Director of The Evidence Collective at YLE a

a science communicator and immunologist working at the intersection of pub

trust, science, and public health. You can find her on Substack, LinkedIn,

Instagram and Threads.

Your Local Epidemiologist (YLE) comprises a team of experts, ranging from

physicians to immunologists to epidemiologists to nutritionists, working

together with one goal: to “Translate” ever-evolving public health science so t

people are well-equipped to make evidence-based decisions. The YLE suite of

newsletters reaches over 475,000 people across more than 132 countries. This

Bottom line
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newsletter is free to everyone, thanks to the generous support of fellow YLE

community members. To support the effort, subscribe or upgrade below:
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Ananisapta Ananisapta 4d

What I wrote to the government:

"Despite having lived life beyond reasonable limits, I made it to age 80 this year. The main reason
that America's amazing medical research endeavors were always just a little ahead of my needs. 
gratitude, I dedicated a lot of my time and energy to the practice of medicine, and I like to think 
helped a lot more people than otherwise. Now I see, with mounting alarm, a proposal to put scie
under control of political hacks, this at a time when hackism seems to be spiraling out of all reaso

"Please don't fall for this nonsense! Our average lifespan has about doubled recently due entirely
excellence of American medical science. Our researchers aren't perfect, but they seem to me to b
ahead of whatever comes next."

LIKE (39) REPLY

Susie Susie’s Substack 4d

Thank you for forwarding the information for comment. I will complete the form.

I am an 80-year-old polio survivor who contracted polio at age 7 months. Every day of my life I li
the deleterious effects of poliovirus.
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51 more comments...

I am grateful for the scientific method applied in the development of the Salk inactivated poliovi
vaccine. Jonas Salk and Nobel Prize scientists, John Enders, Thomas Weller and Frederick Robbins
conducted rigorous lab and community trials of the vaccine before it was acclaimed safe April 12

I cannot imagine a world where the Russian-government-funded Sabin vaccine would be our on
option for vaccination against polio.

If the U.S. had chosen to vaccinate its children with the live virus Sabin vaccine, American children
would be experiencing cases of vaccine-associated paralytic polio each year. To choose this outco
unconscionable.

America wants the best medicine for children and their families. We cannot allow companies whi
be bought by individuals with foreign entanglements and operations not aligned with U.S. estab
research rules, to override scientists like Salk, Enders, Weller and Robbins.

LIKE (31) REPLY
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