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Introduction

This activity is part of the project “Political Billboards 2025”, the primary objective of which
is to provide accurate, verifiable, and structured data on the number and locations of
billboard positions, including their GPS coordinates, across all municipalities in the country.
These data serve as a key resource for monitoring visual political advertising in the
electoral process.

It is important to emphasize that this research is based exclusively on the analysis of data
obtained from units of local self-government and publicly available institutional
sources. The activity does not include field mapping or independent identification of new
billboard locations, but focuses strictly on the availability, completeness, and quality of
data held by municipalities and related public authorities.

In North Macedonia, there is no centralized, publicly available, and regularly updated
database covering all billboard locations (both used from Local municipalise or given on lease
to private companies). Although municipalities and the City of Skopje hold these data within
their respective competencies, they do not systematically publish them on their official
websites. In addition, legal entities granted the right to manage billboard locations maintain
their own lists; however, many of these datasets are not publicly accessible, and when
they are, they are often incomplete or published in non-standardized formats.

To access these data, the research relied on the mechanism for free access to public
information, in accordance with the Law on Free Access to Public Information.

In the context of the 2025 local elections, the State Election Commission conducted a public
draw on 24 September 2025 to allocate advertising panels and billboards for political
advertising. Under the legal framework, the maximum number of advertising panels and
billboards that may be used for political advertising is limited to 50% of the total number
within a given municipality, or within the territory managed by a specific legal entity.

Following the publication of the Minutes of the allocation draw, an attempt was made to
obtain offers and price lists from all legal entities listed in the document. There were no
entities that did publicly disclose lists of billboard locations, and GPS coordinates or
precise geographic identifiers are largely missing.

The absence of a centralized and publicly accessible database of billboard locations
poses significant challenges for civil society organizations, researchers, and election
observers. The fragmentation of data across municipalities, the use of different data
formats, and the frequent lack of geographic coordinates significantly hinder effective,
systematic, and comparable monitoring of election campaigns.

Access to accurate, complete, and structured data on billboard locations enables:
o verification of compliance with the legal framework,

o effective monitoring of the allocation and use of advertising space,
o assessment of equal access for all political actors, and



e enhanced accountability of local self-government units and legal entities managing
public space.
e Improved transparency and mechanisms for election monitoring

This research aims to identify existing transparency gaps in data held by local self-
government units and to provide evidence-based recommendations for improving the
availability and accessibility of public information related to political advertising. The report
presents the research methodology, findings from the public information request
process, and the key conclusions and recommendations resulting from this activity.

Methodology

To obtain the necessary information, the mechanism for free access to public information
was used, through which official requests were submitted to all 80 municipalities in the
country and to the City of Skopje.

The information request (see Annex 1) was structured into five clearly defined points,
aiming to provide a comprehensive overview of the management of billboard locations at the
local level:

1. A list of legal entities / marketing agencies with which the municipality has
concluded contracts for the use of space for placing billboards, city lights, or mega
board advertisements;

2. A complete list of billboard positions within the municipality, including: location,
address, GPS coordinates, description, and the legal entity / agency to which each
position is allocated;

3. A typology of billboards within the municipality (billboard, city light, megaboard),
including unique identifiers or codes, where available;

4. The total number of allocated positions / locations granted to marketing agencies;

5. Copies of contracts' concluded with the relevant legal entities / agencies.

The requests were sent by email on 8 September 2025. Contact details of officials
responsible for free access to public information were obtained from the website of the
Agency for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information, as well as from
the official websites of the municipalities and the City of Skopje.

On 17 September 2025, a reminder was sent to all municipalities that had not responded to
the initial request. The statutory deadline for response expired on 28 September 2025. On
the same day, telephone follow-ups were conducted with municipalities that had failed to
respond; however, some attempts were unsuccessful due to the unavailability of the
responsible officials.

On 21 October 2025, renewed requests were sent to 13 municipalities that still had not
provided a response within the prescribed timeframe. Subsequently, on 1 November 2025,

T All materials received from local municipalities are stored in the IMPETUS archive and can be made
available for review upon request



an additional reminder was sent to 11 municipalities that had not responded to the second
request. The deadline for responding to the second request expired on 10 November 2025.

In parallel, multiple attempts were made to establish telephone contact with the
responsible official at the City of Skopje, given that the City represents a key holder of
information due to the scale and importance of billboard infrastructure within its territory.
However, no response was obtained.

Following consultation with the responsible official from the Agency for Protection of the
Right to Free Access to Public Information, a decision was made not to file a formal
complaint, taking into account the timeframe of the research and the electoral context.

The following section presents an overview of responses by municipality, enabling an
assessment of transparency levels, as well as the quality and completeness of the data

provided.

Municipality Response

Aerodrom We don’t have data  [09.09.2025 |Kratovo We don’t have data  [19.09.2025
Aracinovo No response 24.09.2025 |Kriva Palanka We don’'t have data  |29.09.2025
Berovo We don’'t have data  |22.09.2025 |Krivogastani We don’t have data  [10.09.2025
Bitola Incomplete response 22.09.2025 |Krusevo Incomplete response 103.10.2025
Bogdanci We don’'t have data  [18.09.2025 |Kumanovo Incomplete response |24.09.2025
Bogovinje We don’'t have data  [15.09.2025 |Lipkovo We don’t have data  [30.09.2025
Bosilovo Incomplete response |29.09.2025 |Lozovo We don’'t have data  [15.09.2025
Brvenica We don’t have data  |11.09.2025 |Mavrovo and RostuSe |We don’t have data |3.11.2025
Butel We don’t have data  [29.10.2025 [Makedonska Kamenica |We don’t have data  [18.09.2025
Valandovo Incomplete response |22.09.2025 [Makedonski Brod We don’t have data  |11.09.2025
Vasilevo We don’'t have data  [09.09.2025 |Mogila We don’t have data  [18.09.2025
Vevcani Incomplete response |25.09.2025 [Negotino No response

Veles Incomplete response |23.09.2025 |Novaci We don’t have data  |26.09.2025
Vinica Incomplete response |02.10.2025 [Novo Selo We don’t have data  |03.10.2025
Vrapdiste We don’'t have data  [19.09.2025 |Ohrid Incomplete response |17.10.2025
Gazi Baba We don’t have data  |15.09.2025 |Petrovec We don’t have data  125.09.2025
Gevgelija Incomplete response |18.09.2025 |Pehc¢evo Incomplete response |23.09.2025
Gjorée Petrov |We don’t have data  [09.10.2015 |Plasnica We don’t have data  [10.09.2025
Gostivar Incomplete response |02.10.2025 |Prilep Incomplete response |15.09.2025
City of Skopje |No response Probistip We don’t have data  [18.09.2025
Gradsko We don’t have data  |15.09.2025 |Radovi$ We don’t have data  |30.09.2025
Debar We don’t have data  [21.10.2025 [Rankovce We don’t have data  [12.09.2025
Debarca We don’t have data  [19.09.2025 [Resen We don’t have data  [16.10.2025
Del€evo Incomplete response |26.09.2025 [Rosoman We don’t have data  |26.09.2025
Demir Kapija |We don’t have data [11.09.2025 [Saraj We don’t have data  |30.09.2025
Demir Hisar |We don’t have data  [10.09.2025 |Sveti Nikole Incomplete response [26.09.2025
Dojran No response Sopiste No response




Municipality

Response

Municipality

Response

Date

Dolneni We don’'t have data  [18.09.2025 |Staro Nagori¢ane We don’t have data  [11.09.2025
Zelino We don’t have data  [24.09.2025 |Struga We don’t have data  [29.10.2025
Zelenikovo We don’t have data  [09.09.2025 |Strumica Incomplete response [23.09.2025
Zrnovci We don’'t have data  [18.09.2025 |Studenicani No response
llinden We don’t have data  [18.09.2025 Tearce We don’t have data  [19.09.2025
Jegunovce We don’t have data  [19.09.2025 | Tetovo Incomplete response |10.11.2025
Kavadarci Incomplete response |[30.09.2025 |Centar Incomplete response |24.09.2025
Karbinci We don’t have data  [23.09.2025 |Centar Zupa We don’t have data  [18.09.2025
Karpo$ Incomplete response [23.09.2025 |Cair No response
Kisela Voda |We don’t have data  [29.09.2025 |Caska We don’t have data  [18.09.2025
Kicevo Incomplete response [19.09.2025 |Cesinovo-Oblesevo We don’t have data  [16.09.2025
Konce We don’t have data  [12.09.2025 |Cuger-Sandevo No response
Kocani Incomplete response [22.09.2025 |Stip Incomplete response [10.09.2025
Suto Orizari We don’t have data  [18.09.2025

Analysis and Findings from the Activity

The process of requesting access to public information revealed significant challenges
related to transparency and data availability at the local self-government level. Out of a
total of 81 information holders (80 municipalities and the City of Skopje), 73 municipalities
responded by the end of November. Eight entities did not provide a response: the City of
Skopje, Aracinovo, Dojran, Negotino, Sopiste, Studeni¢ani, Cair, and Cuder-Sandevo.

The absence of a response from the City of Skopje is particularly concerning, given that
the capital city is the largest holder of billboard-related information and is critical for the
completeness and representativeness of the analysis.

An assessment of the quality of the responses identified serious gaps in compliance with
the Law on Free Access to Public Information and Electoral Code. No municipality
provided a complete response covering all five requested categories of information. Of the
73 municipalities that responded, only 23 provided partial responses containing at least
some of the requested data, while the remaining 50 municipalities stated that no billboards
exist within their territory.

This finding is indicative of the urban and spatial reality of the country, where a large
number of municipalities are predominantly rural or small urban areas without developed
infrastructure for commercial or political outdoor advertising.

The following section provides a summary overview by type of response and number of
municipalities, enabling a comparative assessment of transparency and data availability
across local self-government units.



Summary of results Number of municipalities

No response 8
Complete data 0
Incomplete response 23
We don’t have data on billboards 50
Total 81

The average response time was 15 days, but the range was highly uneven, spanning from
as little as one day to as many as 56 days. Three municipalities responded within one
day, indicating that some local self-government units have adequate internal organization and
readiness to process requests efficiently.

In contrast, two municipalities responded only after 51 days, and one municipality after
56 days, which is significantly beyond the legally prescribed deadline of 20 days. This
reflects substantial delays and weak compliance with statutory obligations.

The largest number of municipalities (11) responded within 10 days, suggesting that a
considerable proportion of local self-government units do, in practice, respect the legal time
limits for responding to requests for access to public information.

The following section presents an overview by number of days required for response and
number of municipalities, allowing for a structured assessment of responsiveness and

compliance across municipalities.

Response rate table below:

The number of days it took a municipality to | How many municipalities responded within that
respond after receiving the information request exact number of days
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What the table tells us — Data interpretation:

1. Wide variation in responsiveness - Response times range from 1 day to 56 days,
showing a highly uneven level of administrative efficiency among municipalities.
2. Fast responders exist




o 3 municipalities responded in 1 day
o 11 municipalities responded within 10 day

This indicates that timely responses are achievable and that some municipalities have
effective internal procedures.

3. Most responses fall within or near the legal deadline

The legally prescribed deadline for FOI request is 20 days. A significant number of
municipalities responded within 10-18 days, suggesting partial compliance with the law on
free access to information of public character.

4. Clear cases of non-compliance - Municipalities responding after 21, 22, 24, 25, 31,
38, 39, 43, 51, and 56 days exceeded the legal deadline.

At least 18 municipalities responded late, some by a substantial margin. Total of 3
municipalities responded after more than 50 days, indicating serious delays.

5. Systemic inconsistency

The distribution shows no standardized response pattern across local self-government
units. Compliance appears to depend more on local administrative capacity and priorities
than on uniform application of the law.

+ Responses within the legal deadline (< 20 days):
o 55 municipalities
o 75.3% of all responding municipalities
o Late responses (> 20 days):
o 18 municipalities
o 24.7% of all responding municipalities

Key observations

e Three municipalities (4.1%) responded within just one day, demonstrating very
high administrative readiness.

e The most common response time was 10 days (11 municipalities), indicating that
when systems are in place, municipalities tend to respond well within legal limits.

e Nearly one quarter of municipalities (24.7%) violated the legal deadline,
responding between 21 and 56 days.

e Three municipalities responded after more than 50 days, representing severe
non-compliance with legal obligations.

e The wide dispersion of response times (1-56 days) highlights uneven institutional
capacity and inconsistent application of transparency standards across local self-
government units.

The table demonstrates significant disparities in municipal responsiveness, ranging from

immediate compliance to substantial delays well beyond the statutory deadline. While a
portion of municipalities processed requests efficiently, a notable number failed to comply with
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legal time limits, highlighting inconsistencies in the implementation of the Law on Free Access
to Public Information.

Quality and Format of Responses

The quality and format of the responses revealed a lack of basic literacy for this issue,
standardisation and uniformity in the way municipalities manage and provide public
information. Eight municipalities submitted their responses directly in the body of an
email, without an official document, formal decision, or municipal stamp, which constitutes a
departure from established administrative procedures.

The remaining responses were delivered in Word or PDF formats, but each municipality
used its own structure and presentation style, with no common template or data schema.
This fragmentation significantly complicates systematic data collection, comparison, and
analysis, and increases the risk of misinterpretation or data loss during processing.

The absence of open and machine-readable formats represents a multidimensional
problem. In one extreme case, a municipality submitted GPS coordinates handwritten in pen,
making the data practically unusable—even advanced data-processing tools struggle to
extract such information accurately. Although the request explicitly encouraged municipalities,
where possible, to submit data in open formats (CSV, XLSX, ODT), none of the responses
complied with this recommendation.

Instead, the dominant format was PDF, often consisting of scanned paper documents of
poor visual quality, which prevents efficient reuse, verification, or integration into databases
and mapping tools. This practice undermines the principles of open data, usability, and
proactive transparency, and places an additional technical burden on civil society and
oversight actors conducting election-related monitoring.

Content Quality and Substantive Gaps in Responses

The substantive content of the responses proved particularly problematic. Instead of
providing direct answers to the specific questions submitted, municipalities most often
referred the requester to existing documents—such as urban plans, technical studies, or
municipal council minutes—from which the requester was expected to independently extract
the relevant information. This practice undermines the principle of proactive transparency
and effectively shifts the burden of data processing from the information holder to the
requester, contrary to the spirit of the Law on Free Access to Public Information.

The most serious deficiency was the near-complete absence of GPS coordinates. Out
of all responding municipalities, only three provided lists containing GPS locations of
billboards, and even these were submitted in closed formats requiring additional
conversion for machine processing. All other municipalities provided only descriptive
locations (street names, pole numbers, or general textual descriptions), which are
insufficiently precise for systematic monitoring purposes. This gap critically limits the
possibility of geospatial analysis, cross-checking with official allocations, and on-site
verification of billboard locations.



An additional challenge concerned the accuracy of contact information. For a significant
number of municipalities, the details of the officials responsible for access to public
information—published on municipal websites and on the website of the Agency for the
Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public Information—were outdated or incorrect.
This led to communication difficulties and delays, particularly during the phase of telephone
follow-ups.

Several municipalities submitted the same response multiple times, either from the same
or from different municipal officials. This indicates systemic organisational weaknesses,
including:

o repeated forwarding due to uncertainty about whether the response had already been
sent;

e poor internal tracking by the responsible official; or

+ weak internal coordination, where multiple staff members processed the same request
simultaneously, while the official responsible for validation and signature failed to
register that the response had already been issued.

During telephone conversations with municipal officials, several indicated that the response
had been prepared and was awaiting signature by the mayor or another authorised
official, yet the response was never formally sent. Some staff reported that the file was
completed but remained “stuck” at the approval stage. The most common explanations
provided were lack of time due to competing responsibilities, or that the responsible official
was on leave during the statutory response period, as in many municipalities only one
person is assigned to handle access-to-information requests.

While the number of information holders that failed to respond at all—eight in total—may
appear relatively limited, it is particularly concerning that the City of Skopje is among them.
The City of Skopje accounts for more than 50% of all billboard locations in the country,
making it a central and indispensable source of information for this project. Its non-
response therefore represents a critical gap affecting the completeness and reliability of
the overall dataset.

A detailed overview of the responses, presented in tabular form below, further illustrates
the heterogeneity in both the quality and the type of information municipalities were
willing or able to provide.

Overview of Requested Information and Responses
The information request sent to municipalities covered the following five categories:

1. List of legal entities / advertising agencies under contract
— Legal entities with which the municipality has concluded contracts for the use of
public space for billboards, city lights, or megaboards.

2. Billboard locations
— Detailed information on all billboard positions within the municipality, including
location, address, GPS coordinates, descriptive notes, and the legal entity/agency to
which each position is allocated.

10



3. Type of billboard infrastructure
— Classification of advertising structures (billboard, city light, megaboard), including
any unique identifiers, codes, or internal reference numbers.

4. Total number of allocated positions / locations
— Aggregate number of billboard locations allocated to marketing agencies within the
municipality.

5. Contracts concluded with legal entities
— Copies of contracts or contract excerpts concluded between the municipality and
legal entities/agencies managing billboard locations.

This framework was used as the baseline for assessing completeness, quality, and
consistency of municipal responses in the subsequent analysis.

Table: Overview of Municipal Responses

Legend:

Yes = Full response
Partial = Partial response
No = No response

Municipality Resp. Resp. | Resp. Resp.

1 2 3 4
Bitola Yes Partial | Yes Partial | No List of companies provided; locations
described but without GPS coordinates
and detailed allocation; types listed;
figures partially provided; contracts not
attached.
Bosilovo Yes No Yes Yes Yes Contract with one agency
(TEHNOMAX-R); no separate act
defining locations; only standard
billboards (2 units); 2 locations
allocated; contract mentioned but not
attached.
Valandovo Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial | Companies listed (KAM DOO, Zhito
DOOEL); exact locations provided
(addresses, pole numbers); types listed
(billboards,  signposts, advertising
panels); number of locations per
contract stated; contracts mentioned
but not attached.
Vevchani Partial | No No No No No billboard contracts; list of legal
entities paying utility fees for
space/advertising provided, but not
specific to billboards; response does
not cover the five requested points.
Veles Yes Partial | Yes Yes Yes Substantively complete response:
companies listed (AKCENT MEDIA,
Goat Market); detailed locations by
street; types (billboards, digital smart
panels) without X/Y coordinates;
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number of locations (45+27); contracts
attached.

Vinica

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Yes

Municipality owns its own billboards;
contracts with two companies (KAM
DOO, MEBEL V1) for 5 small billboards;
locations of large billboards listed (not
municipal); types listed; contracts
attached.

Gevgelija

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Yes

List of 5 companies; 8 positions listed
(B1, B2, etc.) but without addresses or
GPS; type is standard billboard; total
number is 8; contracts referenced
(number and date) but not attached.

Gostivar

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Yes

Most complete response. (1) Three
companies listed. (2) Detailed tables for
231 locations  (codes, streets,
descriptions, quadrants). (3) All types
listed with unique codes. (4) Total
number (231) stated. (5) All contracts
attached.

Delchevo

Yes

No

Partial

Yes

Partial

Contracts with two companies listed
(DIVIEN Delchevo for 3 small
billboards; TEHNOMAX-R for 7 large
billboards); no location details; types
mentioned; number of locations stated;
contracts not attached.

Kavadarci

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

No

Full list of 17 legal entities provided;
detailed locations and types (billboards,
city lights, hanging panels, portals,
obituary boards); number of locations
stated; no allocation per agency and
contracts not attached.

Karposh

Yes

No

No

Partial

Partial

Contracts with  two  companies
(Netpromo-Nifo, PROMAR DIGITAL);
no location details; types not specified;
number of installed panels is 4;
contracts not attached but mentioned.

Ki¢evo

No

Partial

Yes

Yes

No

No signed contracts; sample locations
listed (main roads, streets); types
listed; total allocated positions 6, with 7
in preparation; contracts/approvals not
attached.

Koc&ani

No

Partial

Partial

No

No

(1) No contracts. (2) Program foresees
26 locations, but without GPS or
detailed description. (3) Types listed
with reference numbers. (4) No
allocated positions. (5) No contracts.

KruSevo

No

Partial

No

No

No

No contracts; 3 locations provided with
X/Y coordinates but without description
or allocation; billboard types not
specified; no allocated positions listed.
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Kumanovo

Yes

Partial

Partial

Yes

Yes

Companies listed. Locations linked to
an “Elaborate” (not attached), so
positions unknown. Type indirectly
stated (“advertising panels”). Number
inferred from  packages. Three
contracts provided.

Ohrid

Yes

Partial

No

Yes

No

Companies listed; locations provided
by number and street but without GPS,
addresses, or detailed description; type
not specified (“advertising panels”
only); contracts not attached.

Pehchevo

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No contracts. Full data for 3 locations
provided (map links, X/Y coordinates).
Type (“billboards”) specified. Total
number (3) stated.

Prilep

No

Partial

No

No

No

Document contains only a graphic
annex with locations and X/Y
coordinates; no list of legal entities, no
typology, no allocation numbers, no
contracts.

Sveti Nikole

No

Partial

Partial

Yes

No

No contracts. Table with locations
provided, but unclear if all required data
are included. Type specified
(“standalone advertising panel”). Total
number stated. Gap: complete table
and schematic required.

Strumica

Yes

Partial

Partial

Yes

Yes

Comprehensive document. Includes
two contracts (AKCENT MEDIA and
REDIVIDER), detailed elaborate listing
all locations (25+15 billboards and 489
utility poles); types and dimensions
provided, but GPS coordinates
missing.

Tetovo

No

Partial

Partial

Partial

No

Records exist (elaborate, list of
agencies, contracts), but not included
in the response. Only correspondence
and one inspection record provided,
containing partial data.

Centar

Yes

Partial

Partial

Yes

Yes

Relatively complete response, with two
key gaps: lack of GPS coordinates and
unspecified type of advertising
equipment (billboard/city
light/megaboard).

Stip

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

No

Companies and locations provided, but
without GPS coordinates. Type
specified (“totems”). Contracts not
attached.

Quantified Completeness by Criterion (n = 23 municipalities)
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Criterion 1 - List of legal entities / agencies under contract
e Full (Yes): 14 municipalities — 61%
e Partial: 2 municipalities — 9%

e No: 7 municipalities — 30%

Interpretation: Most municipalities can identify who manages advertising space, but nearly
one-third either do not have contracts or fail to disclose them.

Criterion 2 - Billboard positions (location, address, GPS, description, allocation)
e Full (Yes): 2 municipalities — 9%
e Partial: 17 municipalities — 74%

e No: 4 municipalities — 17%

Interpretation: This is the weakest compliance area. Almost all municipalities provide some
location data, but only 9% provide data usable for monitoring (i.e. with GPS and allocation).

Criterion 3 - Type of billboard infrastructure (billboard, city light, megaboard, codes)
e Full (Yes): 10 municipalities — 43%
¢ Partial: 8 municipalities — 35%

¢ No: 5 municipalities — 22%

Interpretation: Nearly half of municipalities cannot clearly classify advertising infrastructure,
making it difficult to assess compliance with Electoral Code limits and pricing rules.

Criterion 4 - Total number of allocated positions / locations
e Full (Yes): 16 municipalities — 70%
o Partial: 3 municipalities — 13%

e No: 4 municipalities — 17%

Interpretation: This is the best-performing criterion, suggesting municipalities track
quantities better than locations or contracts.

Criterion 5 - Contracts concluded with legal entities
e Full (Yes): 8 municipalities — 35%
e Partial: 3 municipalities — 13%

e No: 12 municipalities — 52%

Interpretation: More than half of municipalities failed to provide contracts, despite
contracts being the legal basis for use of public space.
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Summary Table (at a glance)

Criterion \ Full compliance

1. Legal entities 61%
2. Locations + GPS | 9%

3. Infrastructure type | 43%
4. Total positions 70%
5. Contracts 35%

Systemic Failures (Policy-Relevant Findings)

1. Absence of a national standard for billboard data

Municipalities collect and store billboard data in non-standardized formats, ranging from
scanned PDFs to handwritten coordinates. This prevents aggregation, comparison, and

oversight at national level.

Policy relevance: Violates OSCE/ODIHR principles of transparency and effective oversight of
campaign resources.

2. Critical lack of geospatial data
Only 3 municipalities provided GPS coordinates, and none in machine-readable formats.
Without geolocation data, systematic monitoring, field verification, and cross-checking

with SEC allocations are impossible.

Policy relevance: Undermines enforcement of Article 78-a and creates space for undeclared
or illegal advertising.

3. Contracts exist but are treated as non-public

Many municipalities acknowledge contracts but refuse or fail to attach them, treating them
as internal documents rather than public records governing public space.

Policy relevance: Contradicts the Law on Free Access to Public Information and GRECO
recommendations on transparency of political financing infrastructure.

4. Delegation without accountability

Municipalities frequently shift responsibility to urban plans, elaborates, marketing agencies, or
utility fee systems, without maintaining a consolidated, authoritative registry.

Policy relevance: Creates fragmented responsibility and weakens institutional accountability.
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5. Electoral vulnerability in urban centres

Large cities (including Skopje, which did not respond at all) manage the majority of billboard
infrastructure, yet show low transparency and high data opacity.

Policy relevance: Direct risk to equality of campaign conditions and enforceability of campaign
spending limits.

6. Monitoring burden shifted to citizens

Instead of providing structured answers, municipalities redirect requesters to complex
documents, forcing civil society to manually extract data.

Policy relevance: Violates the principle of proactive transparency and discourages civic
oversight.

Strategic Policy Implications
These findings justify:

e creation of a mandatory national billboard registry (with GPS),

e harmonized municipal reporting templates,

o explicit legal obligation to publish contracts and locations,

e and stronger linkage between municipal data, SEC allocations, and campaign
finance oversight.

Field Visit to the Municipality of Gostivar?

As part of the Political Billboards 2025 activity, a field visit was conducted to the Municipality
of Gostivar with the aim of discussing the management, regulation, and transparency of
billboard locations at the local level.

Prior to the visit, IMPETUS formally requested a meeting with the municipality to present the
objectives of the activity related to billboard mapping and to exchange views on existing
practices and challenges. The meeting was proposed as a short presentation and discussion
within the municipal premises, with participation from relevant municipal sectors.

The meeting was held on 25 December 2025 at the premises of the Municipality of Gostivar.
From the municipal side, the meeting was attended by Mr. Semir Zulbeari, Head of the
Department for Urban Planning, who also represents the sector responsible for spatial
planning and oversight of advertising infrastructure. The participation of the Urban Planning
Department was particularly relevant, given its institutional role in defining locations, permits,
and oversight mechanisms related to billboards.

2 Documents provided by Gostivar Municipality as Annex to this Analyses — as case study
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Representatives that participated in the meeting:

e the project lead,
o arepresentative of the donor organization IFES Skopje, who joined the meeting as an
observer and partner in the process.

During the meeting, the IMPETUS team presented the purpose of the FOl-based data
collection, the challenges encountered in obtaining standardized and georeferenced data on
billboard locations, and the importance of transparent, digital, and publicly accessible records
for election-related monitoring. Particular emphasis was placed on the need for GPS-based
location data, clear attribution of billboard management to legal entities, and harmonization of
municipal records.

The discussion provided valuable insight into the internal procedures of the Municipality of
Gostivar and highlighted both good practices and structural constraints faced by local
administrations. The meeting also contributed to strengthening institutional dialogue between
civil society, local government, and international partners on issues related to electoral
integrity, public space management, and transparency.
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Conclusions

The process of requesting access to public information on billboards at the local level revealed
systemic deficiencies in transparency, organization, and management of public
information in North Macedonia.

1.

Insufficient compliance with the legal framework - Out of a total of 81 holders of
information, not a single institution provided a complete response covering all five
requested items. Eight entities, including the City of Skopje as the key holder of
billboard-related information, did not respond at all. This points to weak
implementation of the Law on Free Access to Public Information and a lack of effective
accountability and sanctioning mechanisms for non-compliant information holders.
Lack of standardization and digitalization - Municipalities do not operate within a unified
system for recording and sharing billboard-related information. Response formats are
heterogeneous and predominantly provided in closed or non-functional forms (PDFs,
low-quality scanned documents, and even handwritten data), which prevents
systematic and machine-readable data processing. Instead of providing direct
answers, municipalities often refer applicants to existing documents, shifting the
burden of data extraction from the information holder to the requester, contrary to the
principles of proactive transparency.

Critical lack of GPS coordinates - Only three municipalities out of 23 that submitted
partial responses provided GPS coordinates for billboard locations, and even those
were delivered in formats unsuitable for direct processing. This represents a critical
gap for effective field monitoring, geospatial analysis, and verification of compliance
with electoral regulations.

Organizational weaknesses in local self-government - Telephone follow-ups and
repeated responses to the same requests revealed serious organizational
shortcomings, including files “stuck” awaiting signatures, absence of deputies for
responsible officers, outdated contact information on official websites, and insufficient
coordination among municipal departments. These factors directly contribute to delays
and incomplete responses.

Long and unpredictable response deadlines - Although the average response time was
15 days, a significant number of municipalities replied after the legal deadline of 20
days, with extreme cases of 51 and 56 days. This indicates limited institutional
capacity or low prioritization of the right to access public information.
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Recommendations

The implementation of these recommendations would lead to a significant improvement in
transparency and the quality of publicly available data, would facilitate and enhance the
work of civil society and media election observers, and would contribute to greater
accountability of local self-governments and legal entities managing public space for
political and commercial advertising.

For local self-governments

Establishing a digital registry - Municipalities should establish and maintain a digital
database of all billboards within their territory, with mandatory fields including: GPS
coordinates, billboard type, legal entity/operator, contract date and duration, and activity
status. Data should be maintained in open formats (CSV, JSON, GeoJSON).

Proactive transparency - This information should be published publicly on municipal
websites in open data sections, without the need for individual requests. Data should be
updated regularly or upon any change.

Standardization of responses - A single national template for responding to information
requests related to billboards should be adopted, ensuring consistency and completeness of
data.

Strengthening institutional capacities -Training should be provided for officers responsible
for access to information, deputies should be appointed for periods of absence, and up-to-
date contact information should be maintained on municipal websites.

System integration -Billboard-related data should be generated directly from urban planning
and contractual records through automated reporting, rather than manual processing of
individual requests.

For central authorities

National database - The State Election Commission or a competent ministry should establish
a centralized, publicly accessible national platform containing all billboard locations in the
country, including GPS coordinates and information on legal entities managing them.

Revision of the legal framework - Clear and enforceable sanctions should be introduced for
information holders who fail to respond within the legal deadline or submit incomplete
responses.

Mandatory digitalization - A national standard for digital billboard registries in open formats
should be adopted and made mandatory for all municipalities, with clearly defined data
structures and metadata.

Strengthening oversight -The Agency for Protection of the Right to Free Access to Public
Information should conduct regular inspections and publish annual reports on municipal
compliance with legal obligations.
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For Civil Society Organizations and the Media

Continuous monitoring - Civil society organizations and the media should continue
systematic and regular monitoring of municipal transparency through periodic requests for
access to public information, as well as through public dissemination and comparison of the
obtained results.

Advocacy for institutional reforms - Active advocacy should be carried out toward central
authorities and local self-governments to ensure implementation of the proposed
recommendations, with particular emphasis on the role of transparency in securing fair, equal,
and democratic electoral conditions.

Public education and engagement - Efforts should be strengthened to inform the public
about the right to free access to public information and to encourage citizens, journalists, and
activists to actively use this mechanism as a tool for increasing accountability and oversight
of local self-government.
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Annex 1- FOIl request

[o: CekTop 3a yp6aHu3sam npu onwTuHaTa

BAPAKBE
3A NMPUCTAN 4O UHO®OPMALIMM O1 JABEH KAPAKTEP

Oga: ,3opyxeHne MMIETYC Ckonje”, TenedoH: 071/276-151; contact@impetus.mk; contact@political-
billboards.mk

3acTtanHuk / NoNHOMOLLHUK Ha 6apaTenoT Ha nHdopmMaumjaTa:

Bp3 ocHoBa Ha uneH 4 1 uneH 12 og 3akoHOT 3a cnobogeH npuctan A0 UHGOoPMaLnK of jaBeH

kapaktep (CnyxbeH BecHuk Ha Penybnuka CesepHa MakegoHuja 6poj 101/2019), og Umarenort ja
b6apam cnegHaTta nHdopmaumja of jaBeH Kapaktep:

1.

2.

Jlncta Ha npaBHU NuUa/areHLMn Co Ko OnwTUHaTa MMa MOTMMLLIAHO AOroBOP 3a KOpPUCTEHE
NpocTop 3a nocTaByBake bunbopan/cutnnajtn/merabopa 3a peknammpare

Cwvte nosuuun ogpedeHmn 3a bunbopaun Ha onwTrMHaTa (nokauuja, agpeca, GPS koopguHatu,
onuc, KoMy € JoferneHa nosvuvjata/npaBHo nuue/areHuuja)

Tun Ha 6unbopam Ha TepuTopmja Ha onwTMHaTa (burbopa, cuTuUnajT, Mmerabopa (BKMy4nTEenHo
N YHUKaTHM WNdPU/KOOOBN)

BkynHo goaeneHy no3vuun/nokaunmn Ha MapKeTUHT areHuumnTe

LloroBopuTe Kou ce CKIydeHu co nNpaBHUTE nuua/areHuunTe

HauuH Ha koj BapatenoT caka ga ce 3anosHae co coapuHaTa Ha bapaHaTta uHdopmauuja:

-a) ysua

- 6) npennc

- B) dpoTokonuja

- (r) enekTpoOHCKM 3anuc

- ) Apyro

HaunH Ha gocTaByBake Ha MHopMaumjara:

- a) no nowTa
- 6) TenecoH
- B) dpakc

- (r) e-mann

- A) Apyro

MpaBHa noyka: BapaTtenoTr He e JormkeH ga ro obpasnoxu GapaweTo, HO € noTpedbHo Aa

HaBede Aeka ce pabotun 3a bapane 3a cnobogeH npuctan 4o MHopMauuja oa jaBeH KapakTep.

Bo Ckonje, 21/10/2025 roguHa Motnuc

21


mailto:contact@impetus.mk
mailto:contact@political-billboards.mk
mailto:contact@political-billboards.mk

Annex 2 - Case examples (Saraj, Prilep, Krushevo, Ohrid,
Gostivar, and Gevgelija)

Examples of responses received from selected municipalities (Saraj, Prilep, Krushevo, Ohrid,
Gostivar, and Gevgelija) are attached to this report as separate annexes. The municipalities
were selected on a random basis for illustrative purposes, to demonstrate the diversity in
format, structure, and level of detail of responses provided by local self-government units to
identical requests for public information on billboards mapping.
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OMNIWTHUHA FEEBrENHUJA
MUNICIPALITY OF GEVGELIJA

PEMYENWKA CEBEPHA MAKEOOHWJA
ONWTHHA FEBTENMKHJA

FPAOOHAYANHKUK
Bp. 18-1320/2
15.09.2025 roa.
lesrenuja

Oo

Nunjana Neyoea
Cronje

3apymeHne MMNETYC
Mpekry 3acTanHWK/NOAHOMOLIHMK

liljana.pecova@gmail.com

NPEOMET: [ocraeysawe Ha ogroeop no bapawe uHcdopmauuja cornacHo 3akoHOT 3a
cnoBoaeH npucran Ao vHopMauuM 04 jaBeH KapakTep A0 MMAaTenoT Ha WHdhopMauuu

OnwtuHa MNesrenvja

BPCKA: apxwuecku Gpoj Ha npumeno Gapawe 18-1320/1 op 09.09.2025 rog.

MouuTyBaHK,

Cornacho 3akoHoT 3a cnoGogen npuetan go uHdopMauwu og jaeeH kapakrep (Cn. BecHuk
Ha PCM 6p. 101/2019), a Bo Bpcka co eawerto Hapawe 3a cnoBoged npucTan ao
WHOpMaUWMK Of jaBeH KapakTep, Kako U Bp3 ocHoea Ha objasa 6p.3/2025 Ha e-cTeapu, eu
fAocTaeyBame OATUBOP, NO TOYKM:

1. Nlucta Ha NnpaexKn NuUa/areHUMn CO KoM ONWTHHATA WMa NOTNKWaHO A40roBop 3a

KOpHCTEH:E

npocTop 3a nocraeyeawe GBunbopaw/cutunajtw/merabops aa

peknamupatrse.
- [Mpaexn nuua;

L]
L]
L]
L]

AKLIEHT MEOWA DOQEN YBO3-M3BO3 CKOMNJE
o KOMYHWKEJLWH OOOEN CKOMNJE

COJYH 53 MAPKET OOOQE] rEErENAJA

BOKC AWIUTAN MEOWJA NOOEN OXPUL

OK MEQWA OOOEN CKOMJE

2. Cute nosuumuy ogpeaey 3a Gunbopan Ha onwTuHaTa (nokauwja, agpeca, GPS
KOOPAMHATH, ONKUC, KOMY & ACAENeHa No3uUMjaTa/NpaBHO Nuue/areHumja)
- JenymHu nosuumm:

* & & & & & @

BMNBOPA B 5 (KM 2977, KO FEBTENWJA)
BMNBOPA B 6 (KM 2977, KO FEBrENNJA)
BMNBOPO B 23 (KN2012/1, KO TEBTENWJA)
BUNBOP[ B 31 (KN4611, KO FEBrENNJA)
BUNBOPA B 9 (KN 2197, KO FEBFENWJA)
BUNBOP/ B 3 (KM 3169, KO FEBMENNJA)
BUNBOP, B 30 (KM 4975, KO FEBIENWJA)
BUNBOP[ B 29 (KM 5619, KO FEBFENWJA)

OnwrwHa Nesrenwja/Municipalty of Gevgelija
Dimitar Viahov 4, 1480 Gevgelija - Republika Sevema Makedonija
Telffaks ++388 34 213 850, ++380 34 213 843
e-mal.gevgelijao@minet. mk
www.gevgelia.gov.mk
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o/ ONIUTHHA FEBrENMJA
MUNICIPALITY OF GEVGELIJA

3. Tun Ha BunBopaw Ha TepuTopuja Ha onwTuHara (GurGopa, cutunajr, merabopp
(BKNYYHTENHO M YHUKATHY LWACDPW/KOA0BK)
- Cure ce knacw4Hu BunBopan

4. BrynHo gogenern NoMUMWNOKAUNWA Ha MapKeTHHT areHunnTe
- OcbuumjanHo ce noaeneHun 8 nokaumm

5. [loroBOPUTE KOW CE CKIYYEHU CO NPABHUTE NUUA/areHLuuTe

- QOrOBOP BP.03-1152/1 (ONWTWHA MEBrENUJA — OK MEOWJA)

- QOrOBOP BP.03-1155/1 (ONWTWHA MEBENWUJA — BEOKC OWUITUTAN MEOWJA)
- OroBOP BP.03-1154/1 (ONWTWHA FEBFENWJA — N KOMYHWKEJWIH)

- QOrOBOP BP.03-1151/1 (ONWTHHA FrEBrENUJA - AKLIEHT MEOWJA)

- NOrOBOP BP.03-1153/1 (ONWUTWHA FEEBrENWNJA — CONYH 53)

Cute gorosopu ce oA gata 01,08.2025 roguHa

*Bo npunor:

PeweHue no GapaHara uHcopmaumja

DocTaBeHo Ao
- HACAOBOT
- apxMEa

Onwrwha MesrenwjaMunicipality of Gevgelija
Dimitar Viahov 4, 1480 Gevgelija - Republika Severna Makedonija
Telfaks ++389 34 213 899, ++380 24 213 843
e-mail:gevgeliao@mt.net.mk
www gevgelija.gov.mk



Penybnuka CesepHa MakefoHuja
OnwTnHa Kpyweso

o
,3apyxeHne UMMETYC Ckonje"

6yn.loue [enyes 6p.28
Ckonje

Npeamer: [locTasa Ha UHGOPMAaUWja 04 jaBeH kapakTep

Mountysauu,

Jo OnwtvHa Kpyweso op Bawa ctpaHa Gewe poctaseHo bapawe 3a
npuctan Ao uHgopmauun op jaseH kapaktep 6p. 32-1034/1 18.09.2025 roguna.
OnwTuHa Kpyweso, Bp3 ocHoBa Ha uneH 20 u 21 o 3akoHOT 3a cnoboaeH npucran
nao vHdopmauuu of jaseH kapaktep (Cnyxb6eH BecHuk Ha Penybnuka CesepHa
MakegoHuja 6p.101/2019) Bo npunor Bu aaBa oarosop Ha Baleto Gapatse.

1. Be usBecTyBame geka Bo MoMeHToB OnuiTuHa KpylleBso Hema noTnuiiaHo
[OroBOp CO NpaBHMW NULIA UMK areHL uKu 3a KOpUcTere Ha NpocTop 3a
noctasysarwe Ha 6unGopaw/ cutunajtw/ marabopan 3a peknamupare.

2. Bps ocHoBa Ha nporpamara 3a nocTaByBahe Ha ypbaHa onpema Ha
nogpavjeto Ha OnwrtuxHa Kpyweso 3a 2025 roguHa ce npeaBuaeHU Tpu
nokauuu 3a nocTaByBawe Ha VIHhopMaTMBHU U peknaMHu naHoa.

Nokauwja 1: X = [7521455.231844835], Y = [4580441.884963599]
Nokaumja 2: X = [7520893.21405271], Y =[4581815.822518183]
Nokauwuja 3: X =[7521038.714589818], Y = [4581446.122766926]

Co nouwur,

OnwrTuHa Kpyweso
Cnyx6eHo nuue 3a nocpeayBare CoO
WHdopmaumnu oA jaBeH KapakTep

Harawa Manakova
Y

7

Bp. 32-1034/2
03.10.2025 roanHa

Peny6nuka CeBepHa
MakeaoHuja
OnwTtuHa Kpyweso

Hukona [ypkoBsuk 66
7520 Kpyweso

Ten. 048 477 061

®akc. 048 477 046
E-nowrTa:
opstinakrusevo@krusevo.go

v.mk
Cajr: www.krusevo.gov.mk









Ommrtuna [Ipunen
JloxanHa caMmoynpaBa

bpoj: 34-54/6 op12.09.2025 roauHa

Bps ocnoBa Ha 4neH 20, ctaB 1 o 3aKoHOT 3a C1060JeH NMpucTan /0 HHGOPMALKH O/ jaBeH
Kapakrep (,Ciny»x6eH BecHHK Ha Peny6irka CeBepHa Makezsounuja“ 6p. 101/2019), nocranysajku
no BapameTo 3a mHOpMaLHja oA jaBeH KapakTep o 6apaTenot 3apyxenrne HUMIIETYC Ckonje ,
ynloue Jlenrues 6p 18 Ckonje -IlpeTcegaTen Ha 3apyeHueTo Jinnajana I[lenosa 6p.34-54/1 of
09.09.2025, umatenot Ha uHbopmanujata OnwtuHa [puen Ha fieH 12.09.2025 rojarHa ro goHece
CJIeAHOTO:

PEINEHHUE

bapamweTo 3a npucran o HHQOPMalHH O/l jaBEH KapaKTep MoJHeceHo o/ 3apyxeHune UMIIETYC
Cxomje , ynl'oue Jleruer 6p 18 Ckomje - Tlpercemaren Ha 3apy:keHHeTto Jluajana [lerosa,
3aBepeHo mnoJ 6poj 6p.34-54/1 opx 09.09.2025 nojgHeceHO A0 MMaTeJOT Ha HHboOpMalHjaTa
OnmrHHa [Tpunen ce YBAYKYBA.

OBPA3J/IOKEHHE

Bps ocHoBa Ha 3aKOHOT 3a CJI000/EH NPUCTaN 40 HHPOopMaLHja 0/ jaBeH KapakTep GapaTe/oT
Ha MHPopMauHujaTa 3apyxeHne UMIIETYC Ckomje, ya.loue Jemyes 6p 18 Ckomje -IlpeTceparen
Ha 3apy»eHHeTo JInnjana [lenoBa, nogHece Gapamwe 3a c1060/eH NpUCTal 40 HHPopMalHja o/
jaBeH KapakTep Ao OnmtuHa [Ipunen Ha gex 09.09.2025 roguna 3aBepeHo nox 6p.34-54/1, co
Koe fapa

1. Jlucra Ha MpaBHH JIMLA/areH UK CO KOH ONITHHATA HMA NOTNHIIAHO J0IOBOP 3a
KOPHCTEHE NPOCTOP 3a [1ocTaByBawe 6unbopau/cuTHaAdjTH/MeraGop/ 3a peKaMupare
2. CHTe MO3HLIMH OJpeJieHH 3a 6ua60pAH Ha onwTHHATA (JToKalMja, aapeca, GPS
KOOPJHHATH, OITHC, KOMY e JJoJe/leHa N0o3ULlkjaTa/IpaBHo JKle/areHiuyja)

3. Tun Ha 6M160pAH Ha TEPUTOPHja HA OTNIIUTHHATA (OUIOOPA, CUTHIIA]T, Meradbop/,
(BKJIyYHTEIHO M YHUKATHHU WHPH/KOJ0BH)

4. BkynHo foe/ieHH MO3WLHH /JIOKAlHH HA MAaPKETHHT are HLuUTe

5. /loroBopHTE KOH Ce CKJIY4€HH CO MPABHHUTE JIMIIA/areHIjuuTe

Ciyx6eHO0TO JIMLe 3a/J0JKEHO 3a NOCpe/lyBakbe MPH OCTBAapyBalbe Ha NpaBOTO 3a CJA060AEH
npuctan A0 uHGOpMaLMH O jaBeH KapakTep JOCTaBH Oaparhe 3a MOATOTBYBakbe Ha
uHdopmaiuja 10 CeKTOpoT 3a yp6aHH3aM , KOMYHa/IHK pa60TH U 3allITUTA Ha )KUBOTHA CPe/JUHA
1 CekTop 3a QMHAHCHCKH IIpallamka Na COrJIacHO JOoOHEeHHTe OroBOpH Bu ja mpocieaysame
c/efHaTa HHpopMallyja:

* OmmrtuHa [lpusen HeMa aKTHBHH /IOTOBOPH 3a KODHCTEH€ MPOCTOP 3a
nocTaByBake Ha 6U/160pAH/CUTHIAjTH/Merabop/ 3a peKaMHpathe

e [lozuyuu ojpeseHd 3a GunGopAM Ha ommTHHATA (JoKauuja, agpeca, GPS
KOODJMHATH, OITUC KOMY € Jlo/ieJIeHa [103ulyjaTa BO NpUJIoT 6p.1

e Tun Ha OGuaGOpAM Ha TepUTOpHjaTa HA ONWITHHATA (6MAGOPJ, CHTHJIA|T,
mMeraGop/) AMCIO3HIIHja HA PeKIaMHH K HHGOPMAaTHBHM IaHOA BO IpUJIOT (6p.2)



* BxynHaTa 6pojka Ha nosunuu/nokanuu (61)

Co orsie/; Ha M3HECEHOTO Ce OAIYYH KaKo BO AHCIIO3UTHBOT Ha 0Ba Pewenue.
ITPABHA IIOYKA: IIpoTuB oBa Peruentie Moxe Ja ce noauece xan6a Jlo AreHumjaTa 3a 3amTHTa

Ha MPaBOTO HA C/1060/€H MpUCTaN A0 HHPOPMALHK O jaBeH KapakTep BO poK oA 15 meHa of
NpHEMOT Ha PelreHueTo.

Hspaborun:Januena T) lof0pocka




Fwd: inf. od javen karakter od 8.09.2025

From Liljana Pecova <liljana.pecova@gmail.com>
To <contact@political-billboards.mk>, Blagoj Arizanov <blagoj.arizanov@gmail.com>
Date 2025-09-30 10:23

---------- Forwarded message ——

From: Xhelal <xhelal.jakupi@saraj.gov.mk>

Date: Tue, 30 Sept 2025, 10:22

Subject: inf. od javen karakter od 8.09.2025

To: <contakt@impetus.mk>, <liljana.pecova@gmail.com>

l.OnwTnHaTa capaj HemMa IMcTa Ha KOPUCHMULM 3a KOPUCTEHEe Ha 6unéopan

2. HemaoZpeAeHO NO3nLM 3a NoCTaByBarbe Ha 6unéopam

3.Hema ogpeneHo Tun Ha 6unéopan, cutunaja , Mmerabopa n ap.

4.Hema popeneHun nosmummn

5. Hema gorosopu

OnwTuHaTta Capaj e OnwTKHa Ha pagoT CKonje 1 NaTHUTe IMoOKaL MM Ha KOM MOXKaT Aa nocTtaBaT unn MectaT 6unbéopan He CEroBu MHrepeHLuuu.

3a noeeke MHhopMauumu jaBeTece Bo CeKTOpPOT 3a cobpaKaj M KoMyHaukaummu Ha pagoTt Ckonje.

Co nouut
LI.Jakynu

Be Monume aa HY ogroBopuTe feka cTe ro npumMune 6apaHata uHd. Of jaBeH KapakTep.
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