
 
 



 

 

 

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
This statement is somewhat misleading considering the audit criteria in effect during our audit period.  We address 
this on page 24 of the audit report in the Auditor's Comments.  
 
Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
We have an Auditor's Comment regarding wording similar to this starting on the bottom of page 20 of the audit report.  
This wording is an improvement from DTMB's original response as it removed the portion regarding our audit results 
not factoring in risk differential. 

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
This statement is misleading, especially as related to Finding 1.  Our first Auditor's Comment on page 23 of the audit 
report addresses this.  DTMB did not provide this standard during the audit.  Although we determined not to address 
this within the Auditor's Comment, it remains misleading here without additional context.  SOM Technical Standard 
1340.00.060.01 relates solely to inventory of software licenses and did not conflict with SOM Technical Standard 
1340.00.060.10 that required DTMB to monitor software license position.  We also note within our cited Auditor's 
Comment that a centralized inventory and/or collection/monitoring of inventory records by DTMB would be required in 
order for the State to determine software license position for the enterprise. 
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Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
While DTMB uses the term "audit comments," we believe it is referring to our cited examples within the Findings and 
not to our Auditor's Comments related to DTMB's response to those Findings.   

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
These statements are misleading and are addressed by the Auditor's Comments on page 23 (second comment) 
through page 24 (second comment) of the audit report.  Specifically, our audit scope could not include a review of 
cost savings because DTMB did not provide the necessary documentation.  We addressed the differences in the 
GAO report to SOM within Finding 1 itself, and we provided the best examples of software costs available to us for 
context because DTMB could not provide us with additional documentation. 
 

 

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
This statement is misleading as noted in the first Auditor's Comment on page 22 of the audit report.  We could not 
determine whether this process was effective because DTMB did not provide us access to at-risk event information.   

 

 

 

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
This statement is misleading as noted in the second Auditor's Comment on page 22 of the audit report.  DTMB could 
not provide us documentation in a timely manner to support this process. 
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Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
Again, this language appears to relate solely to the examples in the Finding and not the Auditor's Comments 
themselves.   

 

Comment on CAP from Michigan Office of the Auditor General (02/01/2024, 7:45 AM) 
We could not include this within our review; see the Auditor's Comment on page 15 of the audit report. 
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