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Caffeinated coffee  Decaffeinated coffee Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Amare-Coffea 2000 z 31 10 34 B6% 02210005 0482
Deliciozza 2004 10 40 4 40 219%  1.111[0.461,2.44) —
Mama-Kaffa 1494 12 53 4 Bl 22.2%  1.4531[0.70, 3.39) T+
Morrocona 1498 ] 15 1 17 29% 340(0.39 29.31)]
Morscafe 1993 14 i 4 A4 26.4% 1.99[0.497, 4.07) —
(ohlahlazza 1943 4 Kl i a7 51% 2110411083 T
Piazza-Allerta 2003 f Kl f a7 148%  1.411[0.54, 365 T
Total (95% CI) 207 290 100.0% 1.38[0.96, 2.00] L 2
Total events il Af
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 8,58 df= 6 (P = 0.20); F= 30% —

002 0 1 10 A0

Testfor overall effect £=1.73 (P =0.08) Favours cafieing Favours decaf
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Summary of Findings (SoF) table

heparin compared to no heparin for patients with cancer who have no other therapeutic or prophylactic indication for anticoagulation

Settings: outpatient
Intervention: heparin
Comparison: no heparin

Patient or population: patients with cancer who have no other therapeutic or prophylactic indication for anticoagulation

27 per 1000

Outcomes Illusirative comparative risks* (95% CI) Relative ettect No of Participants (uality of the evidence Comments
{95% CI) (studies) {GRADE)
Assumed risk Corresponding risk
no heparin heparin
Mortality Medium risk population RR 0.93 25631 BBRBO
Follow-up: 12 months (0.85 t0 1.02) (8 studies) moderate!. 2.
649 per 1000 604 per 1000
(552 to B62)
Symptomatic VTE Medium risk population RR 0.55 2264 BEEE
Follow-up: 12 months (0.37 to 0.82) (7 studies) high'
29 per 1000 16 per 1000
{11 to 24)
Major bleeding Medium risk population RR1.3 2843 BEE
Follow-up: 12 months (0.59 to 2.88) (9 studies) moderate!-4
7 per 1000 9 per 1000
(4 to 20)
Minor bleeding Medium risk population RR 1.05 2345 BBBO
Follow-up: 12 weeks (0.75 to 1.46) (7 studies) moderate!
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