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Appendix 3. Quality assessment using EPHPP. Green=Strong, Yellow= Medium, Red= Weak and White= Not applicable. The
EPHPP assesses studies based on eight criteria: Selection bias, Study design, Confounders, Blinding, Data collection methods,
Withdrawal and dropouts, Intervention integrity and analyses (this section is descriptive without score) and scores them as
"strong, "moderate" or "weak" . Due to the nature of road safety interventions, the research team decided not to consider
blinding criteria from the final scoring



