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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: 

• verification of compliance with the legal framework, 

• effective monitoring of the allocation and use of advertising space, 

• assessment of equal access for all political actors, and 
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• enhanced accountability of local self-government units and legal entities managing 

public space. 

• 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 contracts1 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, 

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

Aerodrom We don’t have data   09.09.2025 Kratovo We don’t have data  19.09.2025 

Aračinovo No response 24.09.2025 Kriva Palanka We don’t have data  29.09.2025 

Berovo We don’t have data  22.09.2025 Krivogaštani We don’t have data  10.09.2025 

Bitola Incomplete response  22.09.2025 Kruševo Incomplete response  03.10.2025 

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 Rostuše 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 

Vevčani 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 

Vrapčište 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  25.09.2025 

Gevgelija Incomplete response  18.09.2025 Pehčevo Incomplete response  23.09.2025 

Gjorče 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  Probištip We don’t have data  18.09.2025 

Gradsko We don’t have data  15.09.2025 Radoviš 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 

Delčevo 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  Sopište No response  
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Municipality  Response  Date Municipality   Response   Date 

Dolneni We don’t have data  18.09.2025 Staro Nagoričane We don’t have data  11.09.2025 

Želino 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 Studeničani No response  

Ilinden 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 Župa We don’t have data  18.09.2025 

Karpoš Incomplete response  23.09.2025 Čair No response  

Kisela Voda We don’t have data  29.09.2025 Čaška We don’t have data  18.09.2025 

Kičevo Incomplete response  19.09.2025 Češinovo-Obleševo We don’t have data  16.09.2025 

Konče We don’t have data  12.09.2025 Čučer-Sandevo No response  

Kočani Incomplete response  22.09.2025 Štip Incomplete response  10.09.2025 

   Šuto 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, Aračinovo, Dojran, Negotino, Sopište, Studeničani, Čair, and Čučer-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. 
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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 

respond after receiving the information request 

How many municipalities responded within that 

exact number of days 

1 3 

2 4 

3 4 

4 2 

7 5 

8 1 

10 11 

11 6 

14 4 

15 5 

16 4 
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17 2 

18 4 

21 3 

22 4 

24 2 

25 2 

31 1 

38 1 

39 1 

43 1 

51 2 

56 1 

 

 

 

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 
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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 

• Late responses (> 20 days): 

o 18 municipalities 

o 24.7% of all responding municipalities 

Key observations 

• Three municipalities (4.1%) responded within just one day, demonstrating very 

high administrative readiness. 

• 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. 

• Nearly one quarter of municipalities (24.7%) violated the legal deadline, 

responding between 21 and 56 days. 

• Three municipalities responded after more than 50 days, representing severe 

non-compliance with legal obligations. 

• 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. 
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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: 

• repeated forwarding due to uncertainty about whether the response had already been 

sent; 

• 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. 
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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. 

1 

Resp. 

2 

Resp. 

3 

Resp. 

4 

Resp. 

5 

Comment 

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 VI) 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. 

Kičevo 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. 

Kočani 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. 

Kruševo 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). 

Štip 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 

• Full (Yes): 14 municipalities → 61% 

• Partial: 2 municipalities → 9% 

• 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) 

• Full (Yes): 2 municipalities → 9% 

• Partial: 17 municipalities → 74% 

• 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) 

• 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 

• Full (Yes): 16 municipalities → 70% 

• Partial: 3 municipalities → 13% 

• 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 

• Full (Yes): 8 municipalities → 35% 

• Partial: 3 municipalities → 13% 

• 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: 

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

• harmonized municipal reporting templates, 

• explicit legal obligation to publish contracts and locations, 

• and stronger linkage between municipal data, SEC allocations, and campaign 

finance oversight. 

Field Visit to the Municipality of Gostivar2 

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: 

• the project lead, 

• a representative 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 FOI-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. 

2. 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. 

 

3. 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. 

 

4. 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. 

 

5. 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- FOI request  

 

До: Сектор за урбанизам при општината  

         

 

Б А Р А Њ Е 

ЗА ПРИСТАП ДО ИНФОРМАЦИИ ОД ЈАВЕН КАРАКТЕР 

 

Од: „Здружение ИМПЕТУС Скопје“, телефон: 071/276-151; contact@impetus.mk; contact@political-

billboards.mk  

 

Застапник / полномошник на барателот на информацијата:  

 

Врз основа на член 4 и член 12 од Законот за слободен пристап до информации од јавен 

карактер (Службен весник на Република Северна Македонија број 101/2019), од Имателот ја 

барам следната информација од јавен карактер: 

 

1. Листа на правни лица/агенции со кои општината има потпишано договор за користење 

простор за поставување билборди/ситилајти/мегаборд за рекламирање 

2. Сите позиции одредени за билборди на општината (локација, адреса,  GPS координати, 

опис, кому е доделена позицијата/правно лице/агенција)  

3. Тип на билборди на територија на општината (бигборд, ситилајт, мегаборд (вклучително 

и уникатни шифри/кодови)  

4. Вкупно доделени позиции/локации на маркетинг агенциите  

5. Договорите кои се склучени со правните лица/агенциите  

 

Начин на кој Барателот сака да се запознае со содржината на бараната информација: 

- а) увид 

- б) препис 

- в) фотокопија 

- (г) електронски запис 

- д) друго _____________________________________ 

 

Начин на доставување на информацијата: 

- а) по пошта 

- б) телефон 

- в) факс 

- (г) е-маил 

- д) друго _____________________________________ 

 

 

Правна поука: Барателот не е должен да го образложи барањето, но е потребно да 

наведе дека се работи за Барање за слободен пристап до информација од јавен карактер. 

 

                                 

Во Скопје, 21/10/2025 година      Потпис   

 

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

 







PenyQnuKa CeBepHa MakenoHuja 
OnuTMHa KpyueBO 

lo4wTyBaHn, 

Ao 

lpegmer: AocraBa Ha MHþopManja oA jaBeH KapakTep 

�3ApyxeHne MMIETYC CKonje" 
6yn.foye Aen4es Qp.28 
CKonje 

Ao OnuTM Ha KpyueBo og Bauua cTpaHa 6ewe A0CTaseHo Bapabe 3a 
npucran Ao MHpoPMaunu oa jaBeH KapakTep Qp. 32-1034/1 18.09.2025 roAMHa. 
OnwTWHa KpyueBo, ep3 0CHOBa Ha 4neH 20 n 21 o4 3akoHOT 3a cnobogeH npucTan 
A0 MHopmauu u oA jaseH kapaktep (CnyxQeH BeCHHK Ha PenyQnuka CeBepHa 
MakegoHMja Qp.101/2019) BO npunor B AaBa oArOBOp Ha BaweTo 6apabe. 

1. Be w3BecTYBaMe geka Bo MOMeHTOB OnuwTMHa KpyweBo HeMa noTnMwaHo 
AoroBop co npaBHM NMJa MSIM areHsun 3a KopucTebe Ha npocTOp 3a 
nocTaByBabe Ha 6nõopAu/ cHTANajTu/ MaraQopAu 3a peknamupabe. 

2. Bp3 oCHOBa Ha nporpaMaTa 3a n0CTaB yBabe Ha ypQaHa onpeMa Ha 
noapayjeTO Ha OnuTMHa KpyueBo 3a 2025 roguHa ce npeqBngeHn TpM 
nOkayuw 3a nocTaByBabe Ha MHopMatMBHM M peknaMHM naHoa. 

Co no4WT, 

Slokanja 1:X = [7521455.231 844835], Y = [4580441.884963599] 
JlokaLwja 2: X = [7520893.21405271], Y=[4581815.822518183] 
lokauwja 3: X = [7521038.714589818], Y = [4581446.122766926] 

OnuTMHa KpyweBo 
CnyxõeHO NMye 3a nocpeAyBabe co 

MHþopMaLAM OA jaBeH KapakTep 
Harawa lanakoya, 

5p. 32-1034/2 
03.10.2025 rogMHa 

PenyQnnKa CeBepHa 
Makegonuja 
OnuTWHa KpyweBo 

HuKona fypkoBuk 66 
7520 KpyueBo 
Tesn. 048 477 061 
aKc. 048 477 046 
E-nowTa: 
opstinakrusevo@krusevo.go 
V.mk 
Cajr: www.krusevo.gov.mk 











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>

!.Општината сарај нема листа на корисници за користење на билборди

2. немаодредено позици за поставување на билборди

3.Нема одредено тип на билборди, ситилајд , мегаборд и др.

4.Нема доделени позиции

5. нема договори

Општината Сарај е Општина на Градот Скопје и патните лиокации на кои можат да постават или местат билборди не сегови ингеренции.

За повеќе информации јаветесе во Секторот за собраќај и комунаикации на Градот Скопје.

 

Со почит

Џ.Јакупи

Ве молиме да ни одговорите дека сте го примиле бараната инф. Од јавен карактер.

mailto:xhelal.jakupi@saraj.gov.mk
mailto:xhelal.jakupi@saraj.gov.mk
mailto:contakt@impetus.mk
mailto:contakt@impetus.mk
mailto:liljana.pecova@gmail.com
mailto:liljana.pecova@gmail.com
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