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Monitoring and evaluation » It is not possible to identify one single “good practice” model at
Scientific support and information, capacity building national level
Best performing countries are not always ranked best in terms of
road safety management components
o s The proposed “good practice” criteria seem to work as regards the
worst performing countries.
Several elements emerged as more critical “good practice” criteria
Road safety management was found to be associated with SPIs,
" reflecting the operational level of road safety in each country.
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