Uniform Grants Regulation — UGR (plain language name)

Federal Financial Assistance (Title 2 heading)
Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards. (Part 200 heading)

The core danger

The rule repeatedly frames prior federal funding as having been captured by a “woke” agenda,
DEI, “gender ideology,” “far-left activists,” and “anti-American ideologies.” That language is not
incidental. It establishes the political justification for a regulatory structure that would give
OMB and senior political appointees more power over who receives grants, what activities are

allowed, and whether existing awards can be suspended or terminated.

That matters because federal grants are not a side channel of government. They fund science,
universities, hospitals, public health, infrastructure, education, emergency management,
nonprofits, legal services, state programs, local governments, research, arts, environmental work,
and international programs. Whoever controls the rules for those grants controls a major part of
civil society’s operating bloodstream.

The democratic impact

The most important shift is that the proposal would change the OMB framework from “guidance” into
a binding Uniform Grants Regulation, with OMB amendments applying government-wide after
OMB notice-and-comment, without each agency needing separate rulemaking. The proposal argues
this would make the system more uniform and efficient. That may be administratively true, but
democratically it means more centralized rulemaking power in OMB, and less agency-specific
public debate once OMB has acted.

The rule also requires discretionary grant proposals to undergo pre-issuance review by senior
appointees to determine whether selected proposals are consistent with law, agency priorities, and the
“national interest.” That language is broad. In a normal administration, it might be sold as oversight. In
an authoritarian-leaning administration, it becomes a loyalty filter for civil society.

That is the democratic danger: money becomes conditional not only on statutory purpose or
performance, but on whether political appointees believe the project fits the President’s policy agenda.

The societal impact

This would likely have a chilling effect across institutions that depend on federal funds. Universities,
nonprofits, public-health organizations, research centers, legal-service providers, education groups,
civil-rights organizations, environmental programs, and community organizations may begin self-
censoring before they even apply.



They may avoid terms like equity, racial disparity, gender, inclusion, immigrant access, LGBTQ
health, environmental justice, reproductive health, misinformation, climate justice, structural
inequality, or community trauma — not because those topics are irrelevant to their missions, but
because using them could make funding politically dangerous.

That is how bureaucratic rules become social control. You do not have to ban every idea. You make
institutions afraid to say the wrong thing in a grant application.

The anti-DEI framing is doing heavy political work

The rule does not merely say federal grants should comply with civil-rights law. That would be
ordinary. It instead repeatedly treats DEI, gender ideology, “far-left perspectives,” and “woke” policy
as examples of waste, discrimination, and misuse of taxpayer funds. It claims prior grant programs
diverted money away from public purposes like infrastructure, science, and public health toward
favored identity groups and left-wing activists.

That framing does two things.
First, it recasts civil-rights-related work as presumptively suspect.

Second, it gives agencies a ready-made ideological justification to deny, condition, suspend, or
terminate grants that address inequality, minority health, discrimination, race, gender, LGBTQ people,
immigrant communities, or other politically targeted groups.

The effect is not neutral “equal opportunity.” The effect could be to make the federal government
hostile to work that documents or remedies unequal conditions.

The termination authority is especially important

The proposal would require most federal awards to include standard termination provisions, including
discretionary termination where an agency decides an award no longer serves program goals, agency
priorities, or the national interest. The rule says agencies must provide a reason, but also says the bar
for explanation is not exceptionally high.

That is a major lever.

If finalized, recipients could face the possibility that a lawful, approved, funded project can later be
suspended or terminated because a new political appointee decides it no longer fits federal priorities.
The proposal says some statutory entitlement programs would be excluded, but discretionary awards
are where much of civil society, research, public health, education, and nonprofit work lives.

In practical terms, this creates uncertainty. Organizations may hesitate to hire staff, build programs,
begin long-term research, enter subawards, or serve politically vulnerable communities if funding can
be pulled for broad discretionary reasons.

Research and science impact

The rule would establish a “domestic-first” framework for research and development awards and limit



awards to foreign entities unless expressly authorized or justified by senior appointees as serving
agency mission, administration priorities, and U.S. interests. It also requires agencies to evaluate
international elements under a national-interest framework.

Some scrutiny of foreign research ties can be legitimate, especially for security-sensitive work. But if
applied ideologically or bluntly, this could weaken science. Modern research often depends on
international data, international field sites, foreign expertise, global disease monitoring, climate
observation, public-health collaboration, and cross-border technical networks.

The rule could slow or chill international collaboration in areas where global cooperation is not
optional: infectious disease, climate, agriculture, oceans, migration, Al safety, security studies, and
disaster response.

Language access impact

The proposed § 200.111 says all federal financial assistance announcements, applications, and award
information must be in English and U.S. dollars.

That may sound administratively simple, but it can disadvantage smaller community organizations,
tribal-serving organizations, immigrant-serving organizations, and local groups working with
multilingual populations. If agencies interpret this narrowly, it could reduce access for organizations
serving people who already face barriers to federal systems.

What is genuinely defensible in the rule

Not everything here is illegitimate. Some elements are reasonable on their face:

Greater transparency for subawards, stronger conflict-of-interest disclosures, clearer mandatory
disclosures, better Grants.gov posting, plain-language NOFOs, longer application windows, statements
of interest to reduce wasted application work, and better tracking of federal dollars can all serve
democratic accountability. The proposal includes conflict-of-interest disclosures, mandatory fraud-
related disclosures, Grants.gov posting, plain-language NOFOs, and efforts to make funding
opportunities more accessible to inexperienced applicants.

The problem is that these accountability tools are embedded inside an openly ideological framework.
The rule mixes legitimate oversight language with political criteria broad enough to discipline
institutions.

Bottom-line assessment

This proposed rule is best understood as institutional capture through grants management.
It does not need to abolish civil society. It can steer it.
It does not need to ban disfavored research. It can make it unfundable.

It does not need to outlaw civil-rights work. It can define it as ideological, wasteful, discriminatory, or
outside the “national interest.”



It does not need to directly censor universities, nonprofits, scientists, or community organizations. It
can make them choose between speaking clearly and surviving financially.

That is the democratic danger.

A functioning democracy uses grants to help Congress-authorized public purposes reach the people:
health, education, science, infrastructure, disaster relief, research, safety, and equal protection. An
authoritarian administration uses grants to reward alignment, punish disfavored ideas, and force civil
society to internalize the ruling ideology before anyone explicitly orders it to.

For Unity Briefing purposes, this fits strongest under Corruption and Institutional Capture or
Education, Youth, and Civic Literacy, with strong secondary relevance to Health and Science,
Social Justice, and Constitutional Order. The cleanest frame would be:

When Public Funding Becomes a Loyalty Test, Civil Society Learns to Obey.
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