o A low-sugar flavored water beverage vs. plain water - is there a difference in

hydration status during repeated-bout exercise?
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The low-sugar flavored water beverage and plain water had similar effects in their respective impact on body water

o Repeat 2x
(one trial for each drink; 3 sessions total per trial) Beverage

management (retention and distribution) and thus maintaining hydration status during repeated-bout, moderate exercise in
Intake warm heat, whereas the low-sugar flavored water beverage may be perceptually preferable.
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