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Figure 1 A flow diagram demonstrating the process of inclusion and elimination of studies. 13 studies were

deemed to be eligible for inclusion in this review.
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Figure 2 Assessments for the risk of bias using the CRBT. Risk of bias is indicated by traffic lights. Overall, the
studies were of poor to medium quality. A) Risk of bias summary for CG studies. B) Risk of bias summary for

coffee studies
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Figure 3 Primary outcomes for CG. A) TTFF for CG studies. B) TTFD for CG studies. C) LHS for CG studies.
Significant findings for each study are highlighted.
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Figure 4 Primary outcomes for coffee. A) TTFF for coffee studies. B) TTFD for coffee studies. C) LHS for
coffee studies. Significant findings for each study are highlighted.



