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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

STATE AGENCY AND AUTHORITY ADVERTISING 
PRACTICES 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
tate accounting records indicate that agencies spend about $115 million annually 
on advertising, while expenditure summaries filed by public authorities point to at 

least another $25 million in ad costs. New York State has no laws or regulations to 
establish guidelines for the types of advertising State agencies and public authorities 
should conduct, to promote accountability for advertising expenditures or to ensure 
the propriety of taxpayer-funded advertising programs by restricting references to 
and appearances of public officials. Instead, each entity determines how and when 
its advertising should be conducted. We audited advertising expenditures for the 
period April 1, 2000 through June 30, 2001 at four State agencies and five public 
authorities. Our audit addressed the following questions: 
 

•  How much did these entities spend on advertising and how much of the 
advertising included public officials? 

 
•  How did the entities fund the purchase of this advertising? 
 
•  Did the entities use formal marketing plans to define desired results or 

benefits of the advertising, and determine the extent to which these results or 
benefits were achieved? 

 
•  Did the entities acquire their advertising services economically and efficiently 

and in compliance with appropriate laws and regulations? 
 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

e estimated that two-thirds of the $55.7 million the nine agencies we 
audited spent on advertising was used to fund ads that either featured or 

referenced public officials – primarily the Governor.  We found that public funds 
paid for the majority of this advertising, which entities obtained in overall 
compliance with relevant purchasing procedures.  However, only one of these 
entities developed specific marketing plans for its advertising efforts, including 
steps to evaluate program performance. 
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Publicly funded advertising should advance the public interest, and avoid the 
appearance of advancing partisan interests.  However, New York State has no 
regulations to direct or guide agencies’ and authorities’ advertising efforts, and no 
laws that restrict the appearance of public officials in advertising promoting the 
services and programs of these entities. If such a policy were in place, it would 
help ensure that agency and authority media campaigns do not unduly promote 
the political interests of public officials, especially in periods preceding elections.  
We identified laws in three jurisdictions, New York City, Rhode Island and 
Connecticut, that specifically prohibit public officials from appearing in publicly 
funded advertising for periods ranging from four to eleven months prior to an 
election.  We recommend policymakers consider similar regulation to limit the 
potential for incumbent public officials to use such advertisements to further their 
political goals.  (See pp. 7-8) 
 
In total, the nine entities we audited spent $55.7 million on advertising. Television 
advertising costs totaled $31.8 million, print advertising $15.2 million and radio 
costs $7.6 million. Advertising costs were almost evenly split among ads that 
featured public officials, ads that referenced public officials by name and ads with 
no public official involvement.  We estimated that the total cost of advertisements 
that featured public officials exceeded $19 million, with over $16.2 million (85 
percent) spent on television advertisements that primarily featured the Governor.  
The Department of Economic Development accounted for the largest share of 
this cost with $12.3 million spent on television ads that featured the Governor 
promoting tourism and business. We estimated that the nine entities also spent 
another $18.1 million on print and television advertisements that referenced 
public officials, particularly the Governor.  (See pp. 8-10) 
 
The majority of funding for these costs came from either State appropriations for 
the State agencies or non-appropriated revenues for the public authorities.  The 
Department of Health used several funding sources for its advertising 
campaigns, including over $11.2 million of Health Care Reform Act funds for its 
anti-smoking and breast cancer awareness campaigns. We also evaluated the 
marketing plans for six of the nine entities and found that only one had formally 
conducted a review of its marketing efforts to determine the effectiveness of its 
advertising through measurable performance goals.  We recommended other 
agencies develop similar plans to measure effectiveness. (See pp. 11-14) 
 

Comments of Agency and Authority Officials 
 

fficials from seven of the nine entities addressed in this audit responded to 
our draft report. All of the entities agreed with our analysis of their 

advertising expenditures, although some questioned the need for more formal 
marketing plans to guide their efforts.  Officials from the Department of Economic 
Development and the New York Power Authority declined to provide formal 
written comments. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Background 
ccording to New York State accounting records, State 
agencies spent about $115 million on advertising during the 

fiscal year ended March 31, 2000.  One agency, the Division of 
the Lottery, spent over $66 million (57 percent) of these funds, 
and nine other agencies accounted for another $37 million (33 
percent) of the total.  In addition, we estimate that public 
authorities spent at least $25 million on advertising for their 
fiscal years ended between October 31 and December 31, 
1999.  Three of these authorities spent more than $1 million 
each during that period. 
 
State agencies and public authorities spend varying amounts of 
money on advertising. For example, the Department of Health 
spent over $17.5 million on advertising during the 15 months 
ended June 30, 2001, whereas the Office for the Aging spent 
only about $124,000 for advertising during the same period.  
During this audit, we examined the advertising conducted by the 
following nine State agencies and public authorities, and the 
costs associated with their advertising programs: the 
Department of Health (DOH); the Department of Economic 
Development (DED); the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA); the New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority (NYSERDA); the Long Island Power Authority (LIPA); 
the State of New York Mortgage Agency (SONYMA); the New 
York Power Authority (NYPA); the Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC); and the New York State Office for the 
Aging (NYSOFA). From the perspective of advertising 
expenditures, these agencies and public authorities represent a 
cross-section of New York State public entities. We calculated 
that, collectively, these nine entities spent over $55.7 million on 
advertising for the 15-month period ended June 30, 2001. 
These entities’ individual advertising expenditures are shown in 
the following chart. 
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Agency/Authority Total 
Department of Health  $17,535,932
Department of Economic Development 17,172,418
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 11,735,992
NYS Energy Research and Development 
Authority 5,892,426
Long Island Power Authority 1,772,791
State of New York Mortgage Agency 1,028,535
New York Power Authority 273,282
Department of Environmental Conservation 169,140
NYS Office for the Aging 124,090
 
               Total  $55,704,606

 
Details of these expenditures are provided in Exhibit A at the 
end of this report.  
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited the advertising costs of four State agencies and 
five public authorities for the period April 1, 2000 through 

June 30, 2001.  The agencies and public authorities we selected 
for review, as named above, had advertising costs in this 15-
month period that ranged from relatively small to relatively 
significant amounts. Our selection originally included a tenth 
entity, the Empire State Development Corporation (ESDC). 
However, because we determined that DED paid for all ESDC 
advertising during the audit period, we omitted ESDC from our 
group of selected entities. 
 
The objectives of our audit were to calculate the total amount 
spent on advertising and to determine the extent to which that 
advertising included public officials. We also sought to identify 
the sources of funds used to finance these advertisements, and 
the extent that the desired results or benefits of these 
advertisements were defined, measured and achieved.  Finally, 
we sought to determine whether advertising services had been 
acquired economically and efficiently and in compliance with 
appropriate laws and regulations.   
 
For the purposes of this audit, we established certain definitions 
for common terms to ensure consistency of approach among 
the nine agencies and authorities selected for audit.  As such, 
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we defined “advertising” as all program promotional activities 
that require the purchase (or donation in the case of public 
service announcements) of media space, including television 
and radio airtime, billboards or space in newspapers, 
magazines or private publications such as event brochures.  In 
addition, we considered the term “public official” to include any 
elected official or appointed position at the Commissioner level 
or equivalent.  We differentiated the extent of public official 
involvement in various advertisements through the use of two 
categories: ads that “feature” a public official through the use of 
their likeness, voice and/or written statements; and ads that 
“reference” a public official by including the official’s name, but 
not his/her likeness, voice or written statements. 
 
To accomplish our objectives, we verified the costs reported by 
each agency or authority to corresponding paid vouchers and 
invoices for the audit period and categorized the expenditures 
by type of media (e.g., television, radio, print and other).  We 
also reviewed all advertisements provided by agency/authority 
officials to categorize the level of public official involvement.  We 
categorized whether these advertising efforts featured public 
officials, referenced public officials or had no public official 
involvement.  
 
At NYSOFA, NYSERDA and DEC, we were able to associate all 
reported costs with a specific category of public official 
involvement.  At the remaining six entities, we were unable to 
document the extent of public official involvement in each and 
every advertisement, in most cases because of the large 
numbers of individual ads placed during the period.  We 
therefore examined a subset of ads at each of these entities and 
allocated the remaining costs based on the extent of public 
official involvement in the ads we reviewed. 
 
We interviewed agency/authority officials to determine sources 
of funding for their advertising and verified this information to 
paid vouchers when possible.  We obtained marketing plans 
from some of the agencies/authorities and reviewed these plans 
to determine whether they established measurable goals and 
objectives for the advertising campaigns they covered.  We 
interviewed agency/authority officials to determine whether they 
had monitored advertising performance against the marketing 
plan goals and objectives.  We reviewed the major advertising 
purchases each agency/authority made to ensure the 
agencies/authorities followed appropriate procurement 
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guidelines and procedures in obtaining their advertising 
services.  We also researched other government entities 
throughout the country to determine whether any laws exist that 
address the use of public officials and public funds in 
advertising.   

 
During our audit fieldwork, the World Trade Center in New York 
City collapsed due to a terrorist attack.  DED officials and staff 
were asked to help lead recovery efforts from an economic and 
business perspective, as well as from a tourism perspective.  As 
a result, DED officials were unable to provide us with copies of 
various documents we had requested for this audit prior to the 
attack.  To avoid interfering with these important tasks, we 
decided to curtail our fieldwork and base our conclusions on the 
documentation that DED officials had already provided.  In 
addition, DED officials were unable to provide us documents 
pertaining to marketing performance strategies and 
procurement files for their advertising consultant.  Therefore, we 
did not form any conclusions regarding these two objectives at 
DED. 
 
Except for the situation noted above, we performed our audit 
according to generally accepted government auditing standards.  
Such standards require that we plan and perform our audit to 
adequately assess those operations that are included in our 
audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we 
understand each entity’s internal control structure and its 
compliance with those laws, rules and regulations that are 
relevant to the operations included in our scope.  An audit 
includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting 
transactions recorded in the accounting and operating records, 
and applying such other auditing procedures as we consider 
necessary in the circumstances.  An audit also includes 
assessing the estimates, judgments and decisions made by 
management.  We believe that our audit provides a reasonable 
basis for our findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
 
We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be 
audited.  This approach focuses our audit efforts on operations 
identified through a preliminary survey as having the greatest 
probability for needing improvement.  Consequently, by design, 
finite audit resources are used to identify where and how 
improvements can be made.  Thus, we devote little audit effort 
to reviewing operations that may be relatively efficient or 
effective.  As a result, our audit reports are prepared on an 
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“exception basis.”  This report, therefore, highlights those areas 
needing improvement.  
 

Response of Agency and Authority Officials to Audit 
 

raft copies of this report were provided to agency and 
authority officials for their review and comment.  Of the nine 

agencies and authorities addressed in this audit, seven 
submitted written responses that were considered in preparing 
this report and are included as Appendices B through H.  DED 
and NYPA officials declined to provide written comments.  All of 
the entities agreed with our analysis of their advertising 
expenditures, although some questioned the need for more 
formal marketing plans to guide their efforts.   
 
Within 90 days after final release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Director, Commissioners 
and Chairpersons of the agencies and authorities addressed in 
this audit shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, 
and the leaders of the Legislature and fiscal committees, 
advising what steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and where recommendations 
were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 
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AGENCY AND AUTHORITY ADVERTISING 
PRACTICES 

 
f the over $55.7 million the nine entities we audited spent 
on advertising in our 15-month scope period, we estimated 

that $37.2 million (67 percent) was spent on advertising that 
either featured or referenced public officials. New York State 
has no laws or regulations to establish guidelines for the types 
of advertising State agencies and public authorities should 
conduct, to promote accountability for advertising expenditures 
or to ensure the propriety of taxpayer-funded advertising 
programs by restricting references to and appearances of public 
officials. Funding for the advertising came from regular 
appropriations, with the exception of DOH’s use of more than 
$11.2 million of sole custody funds administered pursuant to the 
Health Care Reform Act to pay for certain advertising 
campaigns. While most of the entities we audited had some 
form of marketing plan, only one had marketing plans that 
addressed specific advertisements.  We identified no major 
discrepancies in our audit of the procurement practices for 
advertising services at these nine agencies/authorities. 
 

Involvement of Public Officials in Advertisements 
 

ew York State does not have a policy to direct or guide any 
aspect of agencies’ and authorities’ advertising efforts. 

Each agency and authority determines how and when its 
advertising should be conducted.  Likewise, New York State has 
no laws that restrict the appearance of public officials in 
advertising promoting the services and programs of State 
agencies and public authorities. If such a policy were in place, it 
would help ensure that agency and authority media campaigns, 
which are financed by taxpayers for the purpose of advertising 
or encouraging participation in State programs, do not unduly 
promote the political interests of public officials, especially in 
periods preceding elections.  Publicly funded advertising should 
advance the public interest, and avoid the appearance of 
advancing partisan interests.  Without a statewide policy 
establishing the standards for and limitations of advertising 
conducted by State agencies and authorities, there is potential 
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for incumbent public officials to use such advertisements to 
further their political goals.  

 
We researched laws from other state and local governments to 
determine if such restrictions are in place in other jurisdictions. 
We found laws in two states and New York City pertaining to 
public officials and advertising. These laws are summarized 
below. 

 
•  New York City prohibits any officer or employee of the 

City or of any City agency who is a candidate for an 
elective City office, or the spouse of such officer or 
employee, from appearing or participating in any publicly 
funded advertising on or after January 1st of the election 
year.   
 

•  Connecticut prohibits publicly funded advertisements 
featuring candidates for the five months preceding an 
election.  Further, Connecticut bans incumbents from 
using public funds to pay for flyers or other promotional 
material during the three months preceding an election. 

 
•  Rhode Island prohibits incumbents from appearing in 

publicly funded advertisements for 120 days prior to 
either a primary or general election.  

 
In the absence of a law or policy establishing standards for 
accountability and propriety for publicly-funded advertisements, 
New York State agencies and public authorities decide how 
much to spend on advertising campaigns, which programs to 
promote, what types of media to use for these promotions and 
when to run the advertisements.  We examined the advertising 
conducted by the nine entities we audited and found that 
advertising occurred in four categories of media.  We also found 
that some entities spent significantly more money on advertising 
than did others, and that some entities were more likely than 
others to feature public officials in their promotions.  

 
Entities incurred advertising costs in four basic media 
categories: television, radio, print (newspapers, magazines, and 
programs) and other media, such as billboards and signs on 
public transportation vehicles and in public transportation 
terminals. Television was the category that consumed the 
largest percentage of the advertising costs of these nine 
entities.  Of a total of more than $55.7 million spent on 
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advertising, $31.8 million (57 percent), was spent on television 
advertisements. DOH and DED spent the most on television 
advertising, about $12.8 and $12.3 million, respectively.  For 
print advertising, the nine entities spent a total of more than 
$15.2 million, with MTA spending almost $5.2 million, DED 
spending about $4.2 million and DOH spending almost $3.6 
million of this total.  Radio costs totaled over $7.6 million, of 
which MTA and NYSERDA spent almost $4.2 million and $1.2 
million, respectively. 
 
We also examined advertising costs for the nine entities 
according to levels of public official involvement in the 
promotions.  Of the more than $55.7 million these agencies and 
authorities spent on advertising, we determined the costs were 
almost evenly divided among three types of advertising:  
advertising that featured public officials (34 percent); advertising 
that referenced public officials (33 percent); and advertising that 
had no public official involvement (33 percent).  The distribution 
of these costs is summarized in the following chart by the type 
of media used. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As illustrated in the above chart, we estimated that the total cost 
of the advertising featuring public officials exceeded $19 million.  

Advertising Costs by Type and by Public Official 
Involvement
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Referencing $7,293,251 $1,309,253 $9,340,864 $227,646 $18,171,014 
None $8,265,329 $5,229,867 $4,118,088 $862,886 $18,476,170 
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Of this total, over $16.2 million (85 percent) was spent on 
television advertising featuring public officials, almost all of 
which featured the Governor.  DED spent almost $12.3 million 
on various advertisements featuring the Governor, including a 
series of tourism ads promoting the State’s tourist attractions, 
and a series of ads promoting New York as a business-friendly 
state, both to keep current businesses in the State and to attract 
new business and industry.  NYSERDA spent over $2.0 million 
on advertisements promoting the sale of energy efficient air 
conditioners and the State’s buyback of old air conditioners.  
DOH spent almost $1.7 million on advertisements informing the 
public about the Child Health Plus Program and its availability to 
certain residents of the State.   
 
(Auditors’ Note:  State Accounting System records indicate that 
during the six months immediately following our audit period – 
July through December 2001 – DOH expended another $3.9 
million on advertising, including over $2.8 million for Child 
Health Plus.) 
 
The total cost of advertisements that referenced public officials 
was over $18.1 million.  About $9.3 million was for print 
advertising and $7.3 million was for television advertising.  The 
print ads generally contained a tag line at the bottom with the 
agency or authority logo and the name of the Governor and/or 
the Commissioner or Chairperson.  The television 
advertisements usually contained a visual and/or oral reference 
to the entity and to the name of the Governor and/or the 
Commissioner or Chairperson.  DOH spent over $7.2 million 
and MTA spent about $5.4 million on advertising that referenced 
public officials. 

 
The nine entities spent almost $18.5 million on advertisements 
that had no public official involvement.  In this category, DOH 
made the largest expenditures, almost $8 million, for anti-
smoking television advertisements that it purchased from the 
Federal Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  DOH was 
not allowed to alter these commercials, other than to add a 
reference to the New York State Smokers’ Quitline.  MTA spent 
over $6.3 million on various radio and print ads promoting its 
services. 
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Financing Advertising and Measuring Advertising Success 
 

ince advertising can be costly, we also determined how 
advertising by these public entities is funded, and how well 

the entities plan for marketing programs and measure 
advertising effectiveness. We identified the sources of funds 
used to finance the advertisements purchased by the nine 
entities we audited and determined whether these agencies and 
authorities used marketing plans to focus promotion efforts on 
desired audiences.  In addition, we analyzed the extent to which 
the entities defined the desired results or benefits of advertising 
campaigns, and measured success in achieving those results. 

 
We found that the majority of the funding for the advertising 
costs at the nine entities we audited came from either State 
appropriations for the State agencies or non-appropriated 
revenues for the public authorities, as shown in the chart below: 
 

 Total State  Authority Sole Federal In-Kind 
Agency Expenditures Appropriations Foundation Revenue Custody Funds Contrib. 

DOH $       17,535,932 $             3,418,218 $        136,833 $   11,247,175 $     1,689,372 $   1,044,334 
DED 17,172,417        17,172,417
MTA 11,735,992 $    11,735,992 
NYSERDA 5,892,426     5,892,426 
LIPA 1,772,791     1,772,791 
SONYMA 1,028,535     1,028,535 
NYPA 273,281        273,281 
DEC  169,140             169,140
NYSOFA 124,090              250      123,840 
             
Total $       55,704,604 $           20,759,775 $        136,833 $    20,703,025 $  11,247,425 $     1,813,212 $   1,044,334 

 
DOH had several unique sources of funds for its advertising 
efforts including over $11.2 million of sole custody funds, such 
as tobacco settlement monies, administered pursuant to the 
Health Care Reform Act. DOH used these funds for anti-
smoking promotions including billboards, radio and television 
ads, and also for radio advertisements to promote breast cancer 
awareness.  DOH used State and Federal funding of over $5.1 
million to promote various programs such as Child Health Plus; 
EPIC, the prescription drug program for the elderly; the New 
York State Immunization program; and the West Nile Virus 
initiative. 
 
Having identified the sources of advertising monies, we then 
examined any marketing plans agencies and authorities had 
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developed to use these advertising funds effectively. Advertising 
expenditures should be based on detailed marketing plans that 
outline intended markets, the various advertising options for 
reaching these markets and the way to send the entire message 
to the intended audience. Marketing plans should also define 
measurable performance goals for the advertising and some 
form of monitoring to ensure the chosen types of advertising are 
reaching their intended targets and are having positive, 
measurable impact.  
 
A critical element of this process is the selection of the type(s) of 
media and spokespersons to use to deliver the message.  There 
should be a documented process that explains why various 
advertising options are chosen and states the measurable 
results the advertising is expected to achieve in meeting the 
performance goals.  In this way, management can use actual 
performance data to evaluate which methods produce the best 
results and whether any aspects of marketing plans should be 
changed.  
 
We evaluated the marketing plans for six of the nine entities we 
reviewed. We did not examine plans at NYPA or MTA based on 
our assessment of risk and curtailed our work early at DED due to 
the World Trade Center attacks. We found that DOH had no 
marketing plans for advertising expenditures.  We found four 
agencies and authorities that had informal marketing plans, but had 
not formally evaluated their advertising performance against any 
measurable performance standards.  One entity, NYSERDA, had 
developed specific marketing plans for its advertising efforts and 
had contracted with a consultant to evaluate program performance 
to date.   

DOH does not have an official marketing plan in place or any 
formal means of evaluating its advertising campaigns.  Thus, 
DOH officials had no mechanism in place to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the over $17.5 million they spent on advertising 
during this period.  However, DOH officials expressed 
confidence that, through the use of television, radio, and print 
advertisements, DOH is able to reach its target audiences.  
DOH officials believe the advertising campaigns to be 
successful, based on the record number of residents enrolling in 
State-run health care programs.   
 
DOH officials disagree with our conclusion that the agency does 
not have formal marketing plans or evaluation procedures in 
place.  In their response to our draft audit report (Appendix F), 
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DOH officials included a document that they described as “…a 
detailed explanation of (their) advertising methods and 
results…” which had already been provided to us during the 
audit.  We did not consider this document to be a marketing 
plan, since it was prepared after the fact, specifically for our 
audit.  DOH cites data on program enrollment and telephone 
inquiry volume as evidence of marketing success.  However, the 
absence of clear performance goals and objectives, established 
beforehand, makes it difficult to assess either if the results 
achieved were as expected or the extent to which advertising 
efforts may have contributed to those results. 
 
DOH further indicates that campaigns that have been running 
for several years or that are run on an annual basis, do not have 
marketing plans re-written every year.  Instead, the advertising 
contractor, program staff and DOH’s Public Affairs Group 
discuss campaign elements and implement changes.  DOH 
acknowledges that the campaigns operating during our audit 
period were ongoing projects of this sort, which officials feel 
may have contributed to the impression that the Department 
never uses marketing plans.  However, we continue to question 
why, if formal marketing plans are in fact used, DOH has not 
produced them and instead continues to present materials 
developed after our audit was initiated. 
 
Four other entities we reviewed had informal marketing plans 
with limited provision for performance measurements or 
evaluations, as summarized below: 
 

•  LIPA contracted with one advertising agency to 
coordinate most of its various advertising campaigns.  
LIPA officials provided some general marketing plans, 
but these plans did not include specific ad content and 
did not mention the extent of public official involvement.  
However, LIPA officials indicate that public officials are 
often used in advertisements because they provide 
credibility and an established presence in the 
marketplace. 

 
•  SONYMA is statutorily required to advertise its programs 

and had a general written marketing plan governing this 
activity.  However, the plan did not address why 
SONYMA features the Governor in many of its 
advertisements.  SONYMA officials stated they use the 
Governor in the advertisements to enhance public 
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confidence by illustrating that the government holds 
these mortgages. SONYMA officials provided no 
evidence that they analyzed whether their advertising 
campaigns were effective. 

 
•  DEC officials provided us with no formal marketing plans 

or analysis of marketing results.  They indicated that they 
rely on their advertising agency to perform these tasks.  
They believe their marketing efforts are working, based 
on substantial rises in revenues at their ski area during 
the 2000 and 2001 ski seasons. 

 
•  NYSOFA conducted one advertising campaign during the 

audit period, informing the public at the end of the 1999-
2000 winter about the availability of more Home Energy 
Assistance Program funds.  NYSOFA officials provided 
us with their reasons for choosing the type and 
placement of advertising media for this program. They 
stated, however, that they do not have access to the 
information needed to evaluate the results of their 
advertising, since individuals responding to the ads did 
not contact NYSOFA, but rather applied for assistance 
directly through State and local social service agencies. 

 
NYSERDA officials provided us with detailed marketing plans 
for one of their advertising campaigns, Energy Star ads 
featuring television home improvement show host Steve 
Thomas.  In addition, they provided us with more general 
marketing plans for their other advertising that featured or 
referenced public officials.  The marketing plans established 
measurable performance goals.  NYSERDA contracted with a 
consultant to determine the effectiveness of the program by 
measuring results against these established performance 
measures.  The consultant concluded that the marketing 
program was successful, based on the identified goals and 
objectives.  
 

Advertising and Marketing Procurement Practices 
 

tate agencies and authorities should use appropriate 
procurement methods for obtaining their advertising and 

marketing services to make sure the State receives quality goods 
and services at reasonable prices.  We reviewed the advertising 
procurement practices of five of the nine entities we audited.  We 
curtailed our review at DED because of the terrorist attack on the 

S
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World Trade Center, and DED officials’ need to concentrate on the 
recovery effort.  We did not review procurement practices at DEC, 
NYPA and MTA because we determined there were low risks 
associated with their practices. We found that State agencies 
followed the appropriate State purchasing policies and the 
authorities followed their established purchasing procedures.  
 

Recommendations 
 
To State Policymakers: 
 
1. Consider whether there is a need for legislation, similar to 

that in place in other states and in New York City, to limit 
public official involvement in publicly funded 
advertisements, especially in periods preceding 
elections. 

 
To State Agencies and Public Authorities: 
 
2. Develop and use marketing plans for advertising 

programs and measure the effectiveness of those 
programs in achieving stated performance goals.  

 
 

 



 

 
Exhibit A 

Summary of Audited Agency/Authority Advertising Costs 
April 1, 2000 to June 30, 2001 

      
   Ads  Ads  Ads With No  

   Featuring  Referencing  Public Official  
   Public Officials  Public Officials  Involvement  Total 
Department  Television $ 1,685,711 $ 3,168,998 $   7,982,804 $ 12,837,513 
 of Health Radio  373,723  728,316   -  1,102,039 
  Print  -  3,325,653   270,727  3,596,380 

Total  $ 2,059,434 $ 7,222,967 $   8,253,531 $ 17,535,932 
Department of Television $ 12,261,817 $  - $ - $ 12,261,817
Economic  Radio  329,634  -  -  329,634
Development Print  1,353,370  2,323,645  519,577  4,196,592
 Other  -  -  384,375  384,375

Total  $ 13,944,821 $ 2,323,645 $ 903,952 $ 17,172,418
Metropolitan  Television $  - $ 2,366,545 $ - $ 2,366,545
Transportation Radio  -  -  4,203,460  4,203,460
Authority Print  -  3,016,936  2,149,051  5,165,987

Total  $  - $ 5,383,481 $  6,352,511 $ 11,735,992
NYS Energy  Television $ 2,051,560 $  984,951 $ 271,973 $ 3,308,484
Research and Radio  238,790  188,091  731,238  1,158,119
Development  Print  -  128,554  835,092  963,646
Authority Other  -  5,412  456,765  462,177

Total  $ 2,290,350 $ 1,307,008 $  2,295,068 $ 5,892,426
Long Island  Television $  256,360 $  493,197 $ - $  749,557
Power Authority Radio  113,634  -  225,356  338,990
 Print  903  403,570  -  404,473
 Other  35,791  222,234  21,746  279,771

Total  $  406,688 $ 1,119,001 $ 247,102 $ 1,772,791
State of New York Television $  - $  279,561 $ - $  279,561
Mortgage Agency  Radio  -  392,846  -  392,846
  Print  356,128  -  -  356,128

Total  $  356,128 $  672,407 $ - $ 1,028,535
New York Television $  - $  - $ 10,552 $  10,552
Power Authority Radio  -  -  18,558  18,558
 Print  -  18,416  225,756  244,172

Total  $  - $  18,416 $ 254,866 $  273,282
Department of  Television $  - $  - $ - $  -
Environmental Radio  -  -  51,254  51,254
Conservation Print  -  -  117,886  117,886

Total  $  - $  - $ 169,140 $  169,140
NYS Office Television $  - $  - $ - $  -
for the Aging Radio  -  -  -  -
  Print  -  124,090  -  124,090

Total  $  - $  124,090 $ - $  124,090
      

Grand Total  $  19,057,421 $  18,171,015 $  18,476,170 $  55,704,606 
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