[Organization Name]
[Street Address]
[City, State ZIP]
[Email]

[Date]

Russell T. Vought
Director, Office of Management and Budget
725 17th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20503

Re: Comments on Proposed Rule — Regulation for Federal Financial Assistance; 2 CFR Part 200 (Docket OMB-2026-0034)
Dear Director Vought:
[Organization Name] respectfully submits the following comments regarding the Office of Management and Budget's (OMB) proposed revisions to 2 CFR Part 200, the Uniform Guidance, published in the Federal Register on May 29, 2026 (Docket OMB-2026-0034). We offer these comments to help ensure the final rule is both accountable and workable for the recipients responsible for delivering federally funded services.
[Describe your organization and its relationship to federal funding — for example, the approximate amount of federal funding you receive or administer each year, the programs it supports, and the residents or community you serve.]
Expanded Federal Termination Authority [200.340], [200.341], [200.342], [200.343]
These provisions create unnecessary and severe financial instability and uncertainty. Proposed §200.340(a)(2) would permit termination whenever an agency determines that termination “is in the interest of the Federal agency,” a subjective standard that shifts with each change in federal priorities and can be invoked at any point in the award. The notice and appeal procedures in §§200.341 and 200.342 do not guarantee a meaningful cure period or an orderly wind-down before funds cease, and §200.343(b)(2) leaves reimbursement of costs incurred after termination “to the reasonable discretion of the Federal agency.”
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a program or service that depends on multi-year federal funding and the people who would be affected by a mid-year termination.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Place a limit on the broad expansion of discretionary authority, consistent with existing basis in law and previous Uniform Guidance principles
1. Establish clear, defined, and published criteria, with a notice-and-cure process before any termination
1. Establish and ensure proper “wind-down” periods to allow recipients facing termination to responsibly transition affected programs and protect service recipients
1. Clearly define the operative terms of §200.340(a)(2), including “Federal agency priorities” and “the national interest”
1. Change the procedures outlined in §§200.341 and 200.342 to include a defined notice-and-cure opportunity and transition period
Pre-Award Review and Risk Evaluation Process and Requirements [200.205], [200.206]
We are greatly concerned that these requirements will increase administrative burden, extend project timelines, and create ambiguity in the application process. Proposed §200.205(b)(1) directs that discretionary awards must, where applicable, “demonstrably advance the President's policy priorities,” introducing political factors unrelated to program performance into what should be the objective, competitive distribution of federal funds. Layering additional review on an already rigorous merit process would add delay and uncertainty without improving the identification of strong proposals.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a competitive federal award you have received or pursued and the resources you invest in preparing applications.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Clearly define objective and publicly available risk criteria, to allow applicants to anticipate and prepare for pre-award review
1. Plan and establish strict timelines for pre-award reviews to prevent delays in award administration and execution
1. Incentivize applicants with strong audit histories and compliance track records, not applicants that simply conform
1. Ensure pre-award processes do not duplicate existing accountability mechanisms
Specific Conditions and Remedies for Noncompliance [200.208], [200.339]
The proposed rules greatly increase federal agencies' discretion to modify award conditions during the performance period — including authority to impose specific conditions, withhold payment, suspend, or terminate awards in whole or in part. Requiring recipients to comply with terms that change mid-performance creates uncertainty for awardees and increases compliance obligations, administrative burden, and project-administration complexity.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a short-duration or pilot award where mid-performance changes would leave no meaningful opportunity to renegotiate, retrain, or cure before the project ends.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Establish clear, strict timelines to minimize risk for recipients when terms are modified
1. Outline and define progress indicators within award terms, to allow recipients to stay informed and remain compliant with federal guidelines
1. Limit termination authority within existing bases in law and the current Uniform Guidance
New Requirements for Pass-Through Entities [200.303], [200.305], [200.329], [200.332]
Several proposed changes add administrative layers to routine subaward management — for example, §200.303 would require pass-through entities and their subrecipients to operate E-Verify for all employees and contractors under a federal award, and §200.305 would require separate written justification for every subrecipient payment request. Collectively these impose recurring compliance work on every subaward without a corresponding improvement in accountability. The requirement that pass-through entities ensure subrecipients do not “significantly damage the reputation” of the entity, the awarding agency, or the federal government is vague and unworkable: a federal determination of reputational harm could terminate the subaward or the entire federal award regardless of the recipient's own compliance record and would require constant surveillance of every subrecipient action as a condition of federal funding.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, the subrecipients or subgrantees you distribute funds to and the additional monitoring these requirements would demand.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Provide implementation guidance, technical assistance, and funding before new pass-through requirements take effect
1. Allow an adequate transition time of at least 12 months from the effective date to update subaward agreements, monitoring procedures, and reporting systems
1. Clarify that pass-through entity liability does not extend to subrecipient activities beyond the scope of the federal award
1. Clearly define, or remove, “significantly damage the reputation” with objective, measurable criteria, limiting any consequences to the specific subaward at issue rather than the entire federal award
Policy Conditions on Federal Awards and Cost Disallowance [200.218], [200.300], [200.403], [200.450]
The proposed rules establish sweeping government-wide prohibitions on the use of federal funds without defining the terms that determine compliance, leaving recipients unable to discern in advance whether an activity complies. Section 200.218's prohibition on “award activities based on the assumed risk of disparate-impact liability” is undefined and could reach ordinary data collection, program evaluation, and compliance activities required under other law. Proposed §200.300(b) bars using awards to “fund, promote, encourage, subsidize, or facilitate” listed categories without defining those terms or the “policies, principles, or practices” within its scope, and §200.450 makes unallowable any federally funded “issue advocacy or public messaging” “unrelated to” the award's objectives, giving no reliable standard to distinguish prohibited messaging from routine program communication. Because §200.403 incorporates §§200.300 through 200.309 by reference and the new prohibitions would become terms of awards already underway, a later finding of noncompliance could disallow expenditures that were permissible when made — creating retroactive financial liability with no clear ceiling.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a public-health, workforce, housing, or human-services program whose ordinary communications or good-faith compliance activities could be swept in by these undefined terms.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Provide clear, objective definitions of all operative terms before these prohibitions take effect, to allow recipients to assess compliance program by program
1. Narrow §200.218 to clarify that it does not reach good-faith compliance measures recipients take to meet their independent obligations under existing federal statutes
1. Establish an explicit safe harbor for recipients acting in good faith under state law, existing court orders, or consent decrees at the time of expenditure
1. Clarify that cost disallowance applies only to expenditures made after a specific, individualized finding of noncompliance, not retroactively to prior spending
1. Confirm that pass-through entity liability does not extend to subrecipient activities beyond the direct scope of the federally funded award
Viewpoint-Neutrality and Event-Services Requirements [200.219]
The proposed rule would impose viewpoint-neutrality requirements on event services on property under a public entity's control regardless of whether federal funds support the event and would hold recipients responsible for subrecipient compliance. Applying federal grant conditions to all activities on publicly controlled property, irrespective of federal funding, would require recipients to monitor, regulate, and potentially restrict constitutionally protected activity, creating significant legal and administrative exposure.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a public facility or venue you own or manage that hosts events unrelated to any federal award.]
We urge OMB to:
1. Limit event-services requirements to events that are themselves supported with federal funds
1. Remove pass-through entity liability for subrecipient event activities on non-federally funded property
1. Provide clear safe-harbor guidance that recipients can implement without legal risk
Reclassification from Guidance to Binding Regulation [1.105], [200.110]
The proposed rule would reclassify 2 CFR Subtitle A from OMB guidance to binding federal regulation, so that future amendments could take effect government-wide without separate notice-and-comment rulemaking by individual agencies.
[Insert your organization's specific concern or example — for example, a past instance where the opportunity to comment on a regulatory change allowed you to prepare for or adapt to new requirements.]
We urge OMB to preserve notice-and-comment requirements for any future substantive amendments to the Uniform Guidance, consistent with the Administrative Procedure Act.
Conclusion
We ask that the final rule be calibrated to the full range of federal grant recipients, and that it not impose uniform new burdens on recipients with strong compliance records. OMB has allowed only 45 days of public comment on a rule that rewrites the government-wide framework for federal financial assistance. We urge OMB to extend the comment period, publish a fiscal impact analysis on states and localities before finalizing the rule, provide adequate transition time and technical assistance, and delay implementation until at least October 1, 2027.
We would appreciate the opportunity to provide additional information or to discuss these comments further. Please contact my office with any questions.
Respectfully,


[Name]
[Title]
[Organization Name]

