
 

 
 
 

FABBS Response to NIH Request for Information on Measuring and Rewarding Scientific 
Impact (NOT-OD-26-087) 

Date: August 19, 2026 

The Federation of Associations in Behavioral & Brain Sciences (FABBS) represents 35 scientific 
societies and 60 academic departments in the psychological, cognitive, and behavioral sciences. 
We advance the sciences of mind, brain, and behavior; promote evidence-based policymaking; 
and advance the integrity and impact of the federal scientific enterprise. With support from 
federal agencies, including NIH, FABBS scientists study critical health challenges such as 
maternal mortality, youth mental health, and chronic diseases. 

FABBS values the opportunity to provide feedback on measuring and rewarding scientific 
impact. We agree that current indicators of scientific success, mainly publication counts and 
citation metrics, do not fully capture the scope of the impact of NIH funded research. In 
particular, these limited measures fail to assess the degree to which behavioral and cognitive 
research impacts well being, clinical practice, and policies. Furthermore, reliance on publications 
and citations can focus researchers on these measures and actually disincentivize meaningful 
scientific engagement with the potential to provide the greatest societal benefits. Below, we offer 
seven suggestions for how to improve measures of scientific rigor and impact.  

(1) Rigor and Reproducibility.  

Behavioral and brain scientists have and continue to actively work to develop practices and 
norms to improve replicability. The field has scrutinized their journals and standard tools and 
made significant improvements to the statistical analyses and methodology. The Center for 
Open Science (COS) has provided critical infrastructure to enable rigorous and open practices. 

Scientific society publishers have changed journal standards and incentivized open science (OS) 
practices, including preregistration and sharing data/materials. These can improve rigor by 
making replication research easier and requiring scientists to think very deliberately about their 
research choices and how they might affect study findings. The American Psychological 
Association (APA), which publishes nearly 90 peer-reviewed journals, developed its Journal 
Article Reporting Standards (JARS), offering guidance on what information should be included 
in articles reporting quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods research. 

NIH might also lean on existing journals that explicitly welcome replication studies (e.g., 
Collabra: Psychology) or use Registered Replication Reports (RRRs; e.g., Advances in Methods and 
Practices in Psychological Science). In addition to looking at the publication count, it is important 
to consider where a paper was published. 

According to COS, over 300 journals are tackling publication bias by offering a two-stage review 
process through the Registered Reports (RR) format. This approach prioritizes research quality 
over results in publishing decisions, which are made before the research is conducted. The 
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Journal of Articles in Support of the Null Hypothesis only publishes research that does not have 
positive results. 

In order to incentivize these changes and institutionalize replication and reproducibility efforts 
at the agency, NIH needs to fund these activities and tools with new calls. Some of this work, 
such as establishing new standard practices, may be best accomplished by scientific societies. By 
way of example, the FABBS Open Science Statement articulates norms for sharing data and 
research findings while protecting privacy of research participants. When evaluating grant 
proposals, NIH should reward researchers who not only follow these rigorous practices, but 
also researchers that devote their time and energy to reproducing the work of others. 

(2) Data, Software, and Model Sharing. 

In concert with COS, many journals use badges to signal when researchers participate in OS 
practices, including sharing data, study protocols, and analysis strategies. PubMed currently 
does not use the badge system itself; adopting it would make it easier to see which researchers 
have a history of data, software, and model sharing—something that could be considered in a 
grant application review. PubMed could track how often a dataset or protocol is reused, a clear 
additional value. 

Depositing data is only one step in strong open science practice. In order to be truly usable by 
colleagues, researchers must provide clear and detailed information for others to be able to 
reproduce or replicate their findings. FABBS urges NIH to carefully consider when certain 
datasets might not be feasible to share due to privacy concerns. 

Science Tracking Across the Project Lifespan (STAPLE) is another example of the behavioral 
science community proactively improving open science practice. STAPLE is a science focused 
project management tool that not only helps with the unique challenges of project management 
of research, but includes open and transparent documentation of data and metadata. 

(3) Training and Mentorship.  

FABBS applauds the inclusion of training and mentorship as NIH considers broadening the 
measures of impact, albeit complicated. Behavioral and cognitive scientists have contributed to 
an evidence base for understanding and developing effective training and mentorship. We urge 
NIH to consider NASEM's The Science of Effective Mentorship in STEMM (2019); Chapter 6 is 
specifically devoted to assessment and evaluation. 

The quality and impact of training and mentorship efforts can be measured in a number of 
ways. Primary investigators (PIs) could be required to submit detailed mentoring plans for any 
grants that involve recruiting research assistants, post-docs, or similar trainees who might 
benefit from the research experience, even if they are not funded by the grant. Following this, 
those trainees could report on their mentoring experiences with their PIs. Relying on just the 
number of mentees and trainees could provide incentives to maximize the number reported 
over the quality of the engagement. 
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Additionally, NIH grant PIs can track their mentees in several ways: replication efforts, grants 
awarded, and career outcomes. FABBS encourages NIH to consider not just mentees who stay in 
research, but also those who go into other fields and, nevertheless, have an important impact on 
public health. 

(4) Collaboration.  

FABBS applauds NIH’s efforts to measure and reward collaboration. Team-based science is 
essential for maximizing the cumulative nature of science and the potential impact of the 
research. Furthermore, this research can be time consuming and not as conducive to acceptance 
in peer review journal articles that tend to be discipline specific. Indeed, a whole field of 
research exists on team science. In 2025, the National Academy of Sciences published Research 
and Application in Team Science.  

FABBS also encourages the agency to take into account a scientist’s community-engaged 
research, considering how the program involves non-scientists in the research process.  

(5) Entrepreneurship and Translation.  

Pharmaceuticals and medical devices have clear pathways from basic research to product 
development. Industry is motivated to bring NIH-funded discoveries to scale when they are 
able to recoup their expenses and gain a financial profit. Unfortunately, the NIH-funded 
research and discoveries regarding prevention and reducing chronic diseases do not have the 
same financial incentives for being taken to scale.   

FABBS encourages NIH to consider how to best measure the physical and financial benefits of 
prevention efforts — how can we measure the money saved and the lives improved when 
individuals avoid disease and disability thanks to healthy lifestyles and decisions? 

NIH can also consider the impact a research program has had on clinical practice. For example, 
when an oversight body such as APA makes recommendations for how therapists treat certain 
patients or the American Psychiatric Association revises the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual 
of Mental Disorders (DSM), what research are they relying on? Can researchers be credited with 
contributing to clinical practice guidelines if their work is cited by oversight organizations? 

NIH has made important advances with implementation science, with credit to behavioral 
scientists. FABBS encourages NIH to support additional work in implementation science as a 
key to effectively translating knowledge into health benefits. 

(6) Foundational Scientific Exploration.  

NIH recently released several notices of funding opportunities (NOFOs) for high-risk, 
high-reward (HRHR) projects. FABBS noted a significant change in the NOFOs: the reference to 
behavioral and social science had been systematically removed throughout, including in the 
routing code used to determine reviewers. This removal narrows the disciplinary range of 
scientists likely to respond to these NOFOs. FABBS encourages NIH to restore ‘behavioral and 
social’ science throughout the NOFOs and most definitely within the list of routing codes.  
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(7) Public Impact.  

To date, the federal health ecosystem has fallen short in translating fundamental knowledge 
about health into practices and policies that reduce the burdens of illness and disease. NIH is 
only one part of the federal health infrastructure, yet plays a critical role. NIH could better 
incentivize researchers to consider and actively engage with the practitioners and policymakers 
in positions to incorporate knowledge and improve outcomes. Other federal agencies in the 
health delivery space who benefit greatly from leveraging insights and knowledge made 
possible by NIH-funded research. FABBS encourages NIH to recognize, measure, and value the 
impact of its research, as it serves the mission of sister agencies.  

New tools exist to capture how governments, think tanks, and policymakers use relevant 
research to inform their decisions:  

●​  Sage Policy Profiles allows researchers to look up their own research and discover how 
their work has been used in policy decisions.  

●​ Altmetrics tracks online engagement. 

There are also journals dedicated to the policy impact of science (e.g., Policy Insights from the 
Behavioral and Brain Sciences). We urge NIH to consider how other federal agencies use 
NIH-funded research in their work. 

In closing, FABBS strongly supports expanding efforts to measure and reward scientific impact 
and appreciates the opportunity to comment on these initial categories. As NIH moves forward 
developing new measures for impact, we encourage the agency to carefully consider how — 
given the breadth and depth of NIH-funded research — there may be considerable differences 
across disciplines and research questions. Accordingly, FABBS encourages NIH to continue to 
engage with the scientific community. We look forward to seeing your progress and providing 
feedback on the next step in the process. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. FABBS would be delighted to be a resource. 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Juliane Baron, Executive Director 
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