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Online Figure I: Receiver operating characteristic curve of the ability of grant percentile ranking to
predict a grant’s publication of at least one top-10% paper. A false positive would occur if a grant
with a percentile ranking below a certain cut-off failed to produce at least one top-10% paper,
whereas a true positive would occur should such a paper be published.
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Online Figure II: Loess smoother and 95% confidence ranges for the association between requested
total budgets and grant percentile ranking among 3101 de novo R01 applications submitted to
NHLBI in 2011 and 2012.
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Online Figure III: Receiver operating characteristic curve of the ability of grant percentile ranking to
predict a grant’s publication of at least one top-10% paper per $million spent. A false positive would
occur if a grant with a percentile ranking below a certain cut-off failed to produce at least one top-

10% paper per $million spent, whereas a true positive would occur should such a paper be
published.
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