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II. ESD’s Response to OSC's Recommendations 
 
Recommendation #1: Conduct comprehensive assessments of the risks, costs, and economic benefits of 
projects before funding decisions are made to determine if projects should receive State investment. 

Response: ESD has complied with this recommendation in that it already performs Benefit-Cost Evaluations 
(BCEs) for all discretionary projects. However, as stated in our prior response, BCEs are not performed for non-
discretionary projects that are funded via a specific appropriation and/or where the Assembly, Senate, or 
Executive has requested the project. For such projects, ESD is not empowered to independently override the 
projects identified by democratically elected legislators by simply opting not to implement a project. In such 
cases, ESD’s role is limited to ensuring that the grantee has implemented the project in accordance with the 
relevant appropriations and meets ESD grant requirements, and that reimbursed expenditures fall within those 
grant requirements—and nowhere in the audit did OSC identify expenditures that did not meet these criteria.  

 
 
Recommendation #2: Develop standard performance metrics and then evaluate projects to determine their 
actual economic benefits compared with the State investment.  
 
Response: ESD has complied with this recommendation in that ESD already employs standardized performance 
metrics for its projects. While OSC auditors alleged that ESD failed to perform project monitoring sufficiently, 
the report failed to outline any standard by which ESD’s oversight responsibilities and project monitoring duties 
should be judged and failed to identify any specifically prescribed responsibilities or duties that ESD did not 
perform to allow ESD to make any adjustment to its current processes. 

 
 

Recommendation #3: Standardize the public reporting of projects to eliminate discrepancies and provide the 
public with accurate information on project costs, statuses, and economic benefits using a clear and consistent 
method.  

Response: ESD has complied with this recommendation. ESD’s Annual Reports are statutorily mandated, publicly 
available, and meet all the statutory information requirements. In addition, ESD is in the process of creating a 
Database of Economic Incentives that will provide a publicly available searchable database of ESD’s projects, 
giving further transparency to projects. ESD anticipates work on the database to be completed shortly. 
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III. Conclusion

ESD has given, and will continue to give, strong support to its enhanced role in the oversight of FSMC 
and FRMC high-tech projects. ESD disagreed with several of OSC’s findings because they mischaracterized ESD’s 
initial role regarding these projects and ignored significant changes that were implemented when ESD assumed 
enhanced oversight of the identified projects. ESD’s prior role in administering funds to defined, pre-identified 
State projects entailed significantly different ESD oversight functions than ESD’s own high-tech programs for 
which it is statutorily and contractually accountable (e.g., NYSTAR, Innovate NY and the Innovation Venture 
Capital Fund), which OSC found ESD to have effective monitoring procedures. Finally, and most importantly, the 
audit made no findings that any actual expenditures for these projects were inappropriate. 

If you have any questions with respect to this response, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

Felisa R. Hochheiser 
Director of Compliance 

cc:   
Governor Andrew M. Cuomo 
Senator Andrea Stewart-Cousins 
Senator Robert G. Ortt 
Senator Liz Krueger 
Senator Thomas O’Mara 
Speaker Carl E. Heastie 
Assemblymember Crystal B. Peoples-Stokes 
Assemblymember William A. Barclay 
Assemblymember Helene E. Weinstein  
Assemblymember Edward P. Ra 
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