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No Improvement in American Longevity for 15 years

S Cumulative Life Expectancy

e . = US life expectancy

L 4 flatlined between
2010 and 2019 and
collapsed during the
pandemic

MORTALITY
WATCH

Source: Mortality Watch
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Make America Healthy Again

Chronic diseases such as heart disease,
cancer, and diabetes are:

= Leading causes of death and disability in
the U.S.

= Leading drivers of the nation's $4.5 trillion
In annual health care costs

NIH's role: Find better ways to prevent, treat,
and cure chronic diseases.

Source: CDC



To make America healthy
again, we must rethink
how we do science



Why Aren’t We Making More Progress?

Too much safe,
incremental science

Research doesn’t
replicate

Funding
concentrated in few
institutions



Solution: Democratizing Science

Too much safe,
incremental science

Unified Funding
Strategy

R h n’ ication initiati
esearch doesn't Replication initiative

replicate

Funding

concentrated in few Competitive
institutions infrastructure support



Funding Bold Ideas



Unified Funding Strategy

« End pay-lines for selecting projects to fund
= Peer review important + other key factors

=  @Goals:

= @Gives NIH Institutes and Centers flexibility to fund
high-risk, high-reward research

s Align funding with institute missions

= Prioritize early-career scientists and novel ideas



Supporting Edge Science

Share with NIH Funding
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Average age of first-time RO1 (1980-2023)
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https://qrants.nih.gov/policy-and-compliance/policy-topics/early-stage-investigators/related-data
Garrison HH, Ley TJ. Physician-scientists in the United States at 2020: Trends and concerns. FASEB J. 2022;36(5):e22253. doi:10.1096/fj.202200327
https://web.archive.org/web/20250404233 158/https:/nexus.od.nih.gov/all/2024/07/03/continued-support-for-early-stage-investigators-in-fy-2023/
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Early-Career Researchers Contribute a Larger

Share of New Ideas
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Teams of Early Career and Later Career Researchers .

Most Likely to Try Out New ldeas

Team Authored Publications

Share of Publications

Tryving Out New Ideas

I Above 0.23
00023,

0,17=0.20
B Below 0.17.
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Solving the Replication Crisis



Replication as the Basis for Truth in Science
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Replication Crisis: Empirical Basis

nature

Explore content ¥ About the journal ¥ Publish with us ~ Subscribe

nature » news » article

NEWS 25 April 2025

Falling short

Huge reproducibility project fails
validate dozens of biomedical
studies

Unique reproducibility effort in Brazil focuses on common methods rather thana

field — and prompts call for reform.

criteria.

By Rodrigo de Oliveira Andrade

The authors also found that the effect Si

€Xperiments — was, on average, 60%

.ﬂollow-ups, indicating that published
Interventions tested.




Invest in the Science of Replication

Fund replication research

Establish a replication platform

Enhanced visibility through PubMed

New metrics for scientific contribution




Funding Scientific
Excellence Everywhere




More Equitable Distribution of Funds

Current system concentrates resources at a few institutions

Research project support Research infrastructure support

¥ N \

Research grants AN Infrastructure funding

4




Thank you

m National Institutes of Health
Turning Discovery Into Health



What's Next



Closing the Gap Between Health Data and

Health Answers

U.S. health data distributed over too many systems

Fragmented and difficult to use quickly, consistently
Slow answers to national health questions
Inconsistent evidence

High cost of data collection



NIH Real-World Data Network

Accelerating discovery

Pr;\a;rrﬁéc'y chains - @ o : Real-time health monitoring

 Secure data repositories

Health organizations

Goal: Broad coverage
of U.S. Population

Federal @
partnerships
Computer Al
resources ﬂ implementation
Q@

Clinical data Drug development

]
o

Longitudinal datasets

' Environmental B

Sensors & wearables R Research competitions

Claims & billing

Data Sources
saniunjioddQ

Regulatory approvals



Gold Standard Science: A Vision for Transforming
Biomedical Research

Purpose: Modernizing how NIH funds science to drive innovation,
rigor, and fairness.

Supports early- Rigorous, Broadens Improves public
career researchers reproducible, and participation trust and return on
and new ideas innovative science across the U.S. investment

GOLD STANDARD SCIENCE

LJ




Funding Bold Ideas: Unified Funding Strategy

« End pay-lines for selecting projects to fund
= Peer review important + other key factors

*  Goals:
= @Gives NIH Institutes and Centers flexibility to fund
high-risk, high-reward research

s Align funding with institute missions

= Prioritize early-career scientists and novel ideas



Change Over Time: 1990-2009
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Core Principles of Research Reliability

Reproducibility Replicability Generalizability

Can the same result be Does the result hold up Does the finding apply
produced using the same when the study is done beyond the original

data and methods? again? study?

Example: Another team Example: A different lab Example: A treatment
runs the same code on repeats the experiment works not just in one

the same dataset and gets (new data, similar group, but across ages,

the same findings. methods) and finds regions, or environments.
similar results.




Supporting Early Career
Investigators



Early Career Researchers are a Primary Source

for New Ideas in Biomedicine
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The aging of the scientific workforce and graying of grant recipients are central concerns in science policy. These trends are
potentially important because older scientists are often seen as less open to new ideas than younger scientists. Here we put this
hypothesis to an empirical test. A text analysis of 20 million biomedical research articles shows that papers published by younger
researchers are more likely to build on new ideas. Collaboration with an experienced researcher also matters. Papers with a young
first author and a more experienced last author are more likely to try out newer ideas than papers published by other team
configurations. Our results buttress the case for funding young researchers but also provide a caution against unconditional idolatry
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Supporting Early-Career Investigators to Spur Innovation

= We need a culture shift that benefits early-stage investigators

= We are considering innovative approaches, such as:

o Use the number of postdocs moving onto independence as a
metric of success for large grants

o Expand institutional K awards: allow universities to compete for
K award slots so they have an existing position and can quickly
hire an investigator to avoid delays



Many of Today’s Treatments are Built on

NIH-Supported Research

NIH-supported research contributes to the scientific foundation behind nearly all
FDA-approved drugs, especially through basic research on drug targets.

~100% of FDA-

approved drugs
(2010-2019)

Source: NIH funding analyses of FDA-approved drugs, 2010-2019 (e.g., Cleary et al, PNAS 2018; follow-on studies): Comparison of Research Spending on
New Drug Approvals by the National Institutes of Health vs the Pharmaceutical Industry, 2010-2019 | Health Policy | JAMA Health Forum | JAMA Network
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