


Risk of Bias Assessment
We found the Effective Public Health Practice Project tool (EPHPP) used by Zhelev et al. (1) to be generally useful for assessing study design (2), but it did not fully address the complexities of the various study designs in our context. Therefore, we applied more specific tools to assess the risk of bias: the Cochrane Risk of Bias 2.0 tool (RoB 2) for (cluster) randomised controlled studies (RCTs) and the ROBINS-I tool (Risk of Bias In Non-randomised Studies - of Interventions) for non-randomised studies (3, 4). Risk of bias figures were generated for each outcome domain separately using the robvis application (5). Two reviewers (CP, MH) independently conducted the assessments, and any discrepancies were resolved through discussion with a third reviewer (GG). We assessed and verified data extraction and risk of bias for the studies in our review apart from the results presented by Zhelev et al. (1).
RoB 2: Cluster RCTs (n = 4)
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RoB 2: RCTs (n = 1)
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ROBINS-I: Controlled Studies (n = 9)
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