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I. Executive Summary:  Financial Problems Hurt GEPA  

 

Despite the highly commendable work by GEPA managers and staff, financial 

mismanagement has hurt GEPA’s ability to protect human health and the environment. 

This is the major finding of US EPA’s FY2009 End-of-Year program review. As one 

indicator of GEPA’s lack of sound financial management, the number of staff at GEPA 

has increased by almost 20% since 2007 without a corresponding increase in revenues.  

Inadequate financial management has prevented several programs from accomplishing 

important work plan commitments. GEPA, for the first time in its history, failed to 

inform the community whether beaches are safe to swim. Other objectives not fulfilled 

because of financial difficulties include:  updating primacy for drinking water 

regulation; updating Guam’s water quality standards; completing required drinking 

water sanitary surveys; and maintaining adequate oversight of development projects to 

protect near shore water quality. The recent financial problems experienced by GEPA 

have also put its current level of federal funding at risk.   

 

The underlying causes for GEPA’s financial problems appear to include: inadequate 

planning and budgeting; lack of coordination with Guam Bureau of Budget and 

Management Research (BBMR) and US EPA; a misunderstanding of EPA’s funding 

process; inadequate external funding sources (including permit fees); and a pattern over 

the last three years of hiring additional staff without a corresponding increase in 

funding.  

 

These financial problems have come at a time when workloads at GEPA are increasing 

significantly due to the military build-up and associated private sector development. 

Without correcting existing financial deficiencies and finding new funds, GEPA will be 

challenged to achieve its current objectives, let alone address the additional workload 

posed by the military build-up. As an indicator of the degree of its financial difficulties, 
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voicemail has been eliminated as a cost-cutting measure, making it more difficult for 

others to work effectively with GEPA.  

 

Furthermore, GEPA continues to face the prospect of losing experienced staff members 

as a result of its financial problems. For example, if GEPA ends up resorting to a 

reduction of work hours or layoffs as a way to address shortfalls, senior GEPA 

employees may opt to leave Guam EPA for other jobs. These combined issues have 

affected morale, with some staff noting that “morale is now at an all-time low at this 

agency.” 

US EPA is making several recommendations to help improve GEPA’s financial situation. 

These include development and implementation of an annual operating budget, closer 

coordination with BBMR and US EPA, increasing local funding that supports GEPA 

through more appropriate fee structures, and, beginning immediately, not hiring any 

additional staff without specific notice to and approval from EPA. Separate from this 

report, US EPA will amend conditions in EPA’s funding agreement in order to improve 

financial management and provide more advance notice of potential problems.  

 

Even with these challenges, Guam EPA was still able to make significant 

accomplishments in FY 2009, including: 1) drafting a permit for the new landfill to meet 

a Court-imposed timeline as part of the solid waste consent decree (the final permit was 

issued November 2009); 2) successfully performing radiation sampling in Apra Harbor 

in response to radioactive leakage from a nuclear submarine; 3) completing and 

approving a revised Priority list for ARRA Clean Water and Drinking Water projects; 4) 

coordinating reviews on the Guam Military Build-up Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS), EPA’s Ocean disposal DEIS, and landfill permit wetland clearances; 5)  

issuing an Open Burning/Open Detonation (OB/OD) Hazardous Waste Management 

Facility Permit to Andersen Air Force Base in February 2009; 6) demonstrating 

leadership on pesticides in the Pacific Region; 7) drafting total maximum daily loads 

(TMDL) to protect water quality at Guam’s beaches; and 8) working with the Guam 

Legislature and the Governor's office to secure passage of the Guam Underground 

Storage Tank Regulated Substances Act. 

 

US EPA conducted its FY2009 end-of-year review at the GEPA offices from December 2 

to 10, 2010. US EPA reviewed each of the several programs individually with GEPA 

program managers and the GEPA Deputy Administrator. The GEPA Administrator 

participated in the final close-out meeting. 

 

Key findings 

 

• EPA provides over $3 million per year to GEPA to cover salaries and other 

operational expenses (such as contract services, equipment, travel, training, 

utilities, and project implementation) to meet commitments in GEPA’s work 

plan. 
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• GEPA does not develop a budget using its own projected revenues and expenses. 

• GEPA does not coordinate with BBMR or EPA on its projected costs or revenues. 

• GEPA has not fully understood the nature, timing, or process of EPA funding. 

• Lack of coordination between GEPA and BBMR has put GEPA in a “deficit” 

mode, negatively impacting GEPA’s cash flow. 

• GEPA does not appear to prioritize its spending or hiring to accomplish work 

plan commitments, nor have good financial controls in place. 

• GEPA has increased the number of employees over the past three years by 15-

20% without any additional revenues. 

• GEPA uses employees funded by EPA to work on Energy Office matters. 

• It is not clear whether EPA grant funds can cover the salaries of existing GEPA 

employees for the remainder of FY 2010, let alone operational expenses. 

• Financial difficulties have prevented GEPA from meeting all of its work plan 

commitments, including:  beach monitoring; updating primacy for drinking 

water regulations; updating Guam’s water quality standards; completing 

required drinking water sanitary surveys; and maintaining adequate oversight of 

development projects to protect near shore water quality. 

• GEPA has already missed out on opportunities for additional EPA funding 

through lack of performance on projects for which it previously received 

funding. 

• GEPA risks losing additional EPA funds if it fails to comply with its funding 

conditions or work plan commitments; especially at risk are non-point source 

funding ($500,000 annually) and beach monitoring funds ($300,000 annually). 

• It appears permit fees and other local funds are not fully covering the GEPA 

programs they were intended to support. 

• It is critical that GEPA adopt a financial planning and budget methodology. This 

process begins by assessing needs and revenues, and prioritizing agency 

objectives. 

• In developing its financial plans and projections, GEPA should ensure that its 

assumptions are realistic and appropriate, particularly for staffing and contract 

services; and GEPA should plan for higher-than-anticipated costs and/or 

unexpected expenses. 

• Failure to improve financial controls could result in GEPA being designated as a 

high-risk grantee. 

 

Recommendations for GEPA 

 

• Develop a budget for the remainder of FY 2010 in coordination with BBMR; 

submit it to EPA by June 30, 2010. 

• Develop a budget for FY 2011 in coordination BBMR; submit it to EPA by 

September 30, 2010.  

• Beginning with its June 30, 2010, budget submittal, GEPA should report to BBMR 

and US EPA on its budget implementation status on a quarterly basis. 



4 
 

• Beginning immediately, GEPA should not hire any additional staff using EPA 

funding without notifying and receiving approval from EPA. 

• Take measures to ensure all salary, travel, and other costs associated with the 

energy office are funded by sources other than EPA (e.g., DOE); report to EPA on 

controls instituted by June 30, 2010. 

• Work with other components of GovGuam, including the office of the Attorney 

General and the Legislature, as appropriate, to develop more appropriate fees 

that will help support GEPA activities; report to EPA on progress by November 

1, 2010. 

• Work with other parts of GovGuam to allow funding of salaries from sources 

other than federal grants; report to EPA on progress by June 30, 2010.  

• Identify appropriate financial management training for key GEPA managers, and 

develop a schedule for the training, by June 30, 2010. 

 

II. PURPOSE & DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM REVIEW 

 

Purpose:  1) Ensure appropriate use of EPA funds awarded to Guam EPA under the 

EPA Consolidated Grant; 2) measure and evaluate progress of Guam EPA towards 

accomplishment of activities and milestones as required by the approved work plan; 3) 

identify training, technical assistance, and capacity building needs of Guam EPA; and 4) 

provide recommendations to enable Guam EPA to improve effectiveness and efficiency, 

and respond to emerging agency priorities.   

 

Key Participants: USEPA Region 9: John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific Islands Office; 

Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager, and Michael Lee, Environmental 

Engineer/Water and Wastewater Specialist.  Guam EPA:  Bradley Dunagan, GEPA 

Deputy Administrator, plus individual Division and Program Managers (identified in 

the description of each individual review). 

 

Dates of Review:  December 2 through 10, 2009. 

 

Basis of Review:  This quarterly review was based upon interviews with GEPA 

managers and staff as well as information provided in Quarterly Report Submittals.  

 

III. ASSESSMENT OF GEPA’S FINANCIAL SITUATION 

  

This report is unusual in that it focuses on financial difficulties experienced by GEPA. 

However, these financial problems have been a dominant issue at GEPA, impacting 

GEPA’s ability to accomplish its work plan commitments and agency objectives. This 

section describes what the EPA review team learned about GEPA’s financial situation.  

 

The GEPA Administrative Services Officer (ASO) told the EPA team in December 2009 

that GEPA was experiencing a severe financial crisis: GEPA was already “$300,000 in the 
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hole,” and the deficit would grow to over one million dollars by March 2010. All 

funding except for salaries had been frozen, resulting in the inability of GEPA 

employees to do any work that required additional expenses, such as vehicle repair or 

purchasing supplies. EPA learned, for example, that beach samples had not been taken 

for the five weeks prior to the EPA visit as a result. 

 

This type of cash flow crisis also happened at the beginning of the prior year, FY 2009. 

That crisis, though not as severe as this year, was lessened (but not thoroughly resolved) 

after EPA’s spring grant award. 

 

a. Misunderstanding of EPA’s funding cycle 

 

During the December 2009 review, the EPA team learned that much of the “deficit” was 

a cash flow problem that resulted from a misunderstanding of the timing of EPA’s 

funding to GEPA, in combination with a lack of communication and coordination 

between GEPA and BBMR. 

 

Typically, EPA provides its first grant award to states and territories for any given fiscal 

year in Spring, usually an initial award in April (or sometimes May), followed by one or 

more awards later during the fiscal year.  Other states and territories plan for this 

schedule. During the life of a grant (EPA’s current grant period for GEPA is 2009-2014), 

funds from one fiscal year can easily be carried over to the next fiscal year, aiding in 

flexibility and the ability to plan. 

 

GEPA management has had the incorrect impression that GEPA would receive US EPA 

funding shortly after the beginning of the fiscal year (October or November), and thus 

believed the receipt of funding in April from EPA triggered GEPA’s “deficit.” On 

numerous occasions, beginning in October 2008, EPA explained both verbally and in 

writing the timing of EPA’s grant award.  GEPA management’s failure to understand 

the funding cycle is a significant contributor to GEPA’s financial problems.  

 

On October 29, 2009, EPA sent a letter to GEPA outlining the approximate amount and 

timing of EPA’s FY2010 funding to GEPA. (US EPA also sent a similar letter a year 

earlier describing the prior year’s EPA funding.)  Even with this assurance letter, the 

Guam Bureau of Budget and Management Research (BBMR), in absence of more 

certainty of funding, put a freeze on GEPA expenses other than salaries at the beginning 

of FY 2010, triggering GEPA to undertake draconian cost cutting measures.  

 

EPA’s funding cycle has been essentially the same for 30 years. However, the “deficit” 

for GEPA became a significant cash flow problem at the beginning of the fiscal year. 

Without an adequate budget from GEPA, or assurance that US EPA grants would cover 

salary and other expenses, BBMR would front only GEPA’s salary expenses, and no 

operational expenses.  
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To help clear up this misunderstanding, EPA met with BBMR and GEPA in person on 

December 10, 2009. EPA followed up this meeting on December 17 by sending a revision 

of EPA’s earlier assurance letter with specific language to meet BBMR’s needs. As a 

result, GEPA was eligible to get “bridge” funding from BBMR until EPA’s first award in 

April.  

 

To prevent this situation from occurring in FY2011, GEPA management needs to plan in 

accordance with the federal award schedule:  that is, for a first funding award in Spring 

(typically April, but possibly even later). GEPA management needs to coordinate its 

anticipated award schedule with BBMR. 

 

In addition to timing, there appears to be a lack of understanding at GEPA regarding the 

nature and process of EPA funding, and even the amount of EPA funding. At the end of 

this report is an attachment describing EPA’s funding process. Having a more accurate 

understanding of EPA funding can help GEPA better develop a budget and manage 

resources. 

 

b. Inadequate planning, budget, and financial controls 

 

The severe cash flow “deficit” faced by GEPA is a symptom of an underlying problem: 

the lack of adequate planning, budget development, and ongoing financial controls.  

 

According to both the GEPA Administrator and Administrative Services Officer (ASO) 

during in-person discussions, GEPA does not develop its own budget or project its 

revenues and expenses for the year; rather it relies upon BBMR.  

 

BBMR requests a budget from GEPA each fiscal year (as it does from other GovGuam 

agencies) consisting of projected revenues and expenses. However, GEPA does not 

provide BBMR with its projected revenues and expenses, as the GEPA Administrator 

and ASO believe that it is BBMR’s responsibility to craft its budget. This is a flawed 

concept because BBMR has no in-depth knowledge of GEPA programs, priorities, 

responsibilities, or needs. This is a fundamental source of the financial and 

programmatic difficulties facing GEPA. Without taking responsibility for projecting its 

own program costs and revenues, and prioritizing its work, GEPA is not able to ensure a 

balanced budget, nor to ensure that priority work plan commitments and agency goals 

are met. BBMR is not positioned as a decision maker to ensure a balanced budget for 

GEPA.  

 

In addition, after discussions with the Administrator, ASO, and other GEPA managers, 

it is unclear how GEPA prioritizes its work, controls its finances, or even whether it can 

determine whether GEPA will be able to meet its salary and other operational expenses 

for the rest of this fiscal year. Based on EPA’s review, it appears GEPA has not taken any 
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steps to prevent the cash flow “deficit” from happening at the beginning of Fiscal Year 

2011. 

 

 As an indicator of the difficulty GEPA will have meeting its expenses this year, 

according to the ASO, GEPA’s salary expenses alone will total over $3 million in FY2010. 

(According to budget documents GEPA provides to the Legislature, salaries and 

retirement benefits total $3.2 million.) With few exceptions, local rules require GEPA 

staff salaries to be paid exclusively by the EPA grant. US EPA’s total consolidated grant 

for the year is $3.2 million – which is intended to cover salary plus other operational 

expenses, such as contract services, equipment, supplies, travel, training, utilities, and 

implementation of projects specified in the work plan. Because some of the EPA grant is 

encumbered for special purposes, less than $3 million of the grant is actually available 

for GEPA salaries. It is unlikely that current EPA funding would cover existing GEPA 

salaries, let alone contractors, project implementation, other operational expenses, 

unanticipated expenses, or higher-than-anticipated costs. This is a problem for an 

agency that is mostly funded by EPA’s grant. 

 

GEPA does submit a Financial Status Report to EPA on a quarterly basis summarizing 

aggregated expenses. GEPA also prepares a summary of revenues and expenses for the 

Legislature. However, the information contained in these is minimal, and there does not 

appear to be adequate budgetary planning or control for the agency. It is unclear what 

process is used internally at GEPA to project, monitor, or control revenues and expenses. 

None of the division directors or first-line managers whom we interviewed are 

consulted to project expenses and needs, prioritize hiring decisions, or otherwise 

participate in a budget process. Hiring decisions do not appear to be planned around 

priority needs.  

 

The pattern over the last few years has been a “boom or bust” system: funds have been 

frozen during the beginning-of-year cash flow “deficit” crisis, then ad hoc hiring and 

other spending decisions are made after receiving EPA’s first grant award in Spring, 

followed by spending cuts on an as-needed basis as the fiscal year closes. This process 

has contributed to the financial problems described here, and it is a fundamental 

deficiency. 

 

Lack of financial stability is a criteria for becoming designated as a high-risk grantee. 

EPA strongly recommends that GEPA put together a budget for the remainder of 

FY2010 as well as for FY2011. EPA recommends that GEPA closely coordinate its 

projected revenues and expenses with BBMR and EPA, and continue to consult with 

BBMR and EPA on a quarterly basis on projected revenues and expenses. EPA also 

recommends additional financial management training for GEPA management, and will 

work with GEPA management to identify appropriate training.  

 

c. Additional hires without additional revenues 
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According to GEPA’s ASO, at the time of the program review GEPA had about 60 

employees on-board. Prior to 2007, EPA’s understanding is that the on-board rate was 

approximately 50-52 staff. This is an increase of 15% to 20% in staffing over the last three 

years. EPA funding, the main source of funding for salaries, has not increased during 

this time period. The problem was compounded as recently as February 2010 by filling a 

vacancy while still in “deficit” without approval of BBMR or any visible additional 

source of revenues.  

 

EPA understands that GEPA’s workload has gone up significantly in the last few years 

for several reasons, including increased work associated with the military buildup. And 

even with the additional personnel, GEPA has lost several of its most qualified people 

and seems chronically understaffed. The actual staffing needs at GEPA, given the 

military buildup, are far greater than the current 60 on board. EPA believes that if GEPA 

improves its financial management, GEPA will be better able to attract additional 

resources to meet the challenges associated with the military buildup. In the interim, 

hiring decisions must take into account fiscal realities. 

 

EPA recommends that, beginning immediately, GEPA not hire any additional staff 

using EPA funding without notifying and receiving approval from EPA. Currently the 

GEPA funding agreement requires that EPA be notified of new hires. (GEPA has not 

consistently met that condition over the last year.) Separate from this report, EPA will 

amend the grant to require prior EPA approval to fill a position.  

 

d.  Salaries not charged to all available  sources of funding 

 

Many GEPA employees currently do work in support of the Energy Office without 

charging their time to that office. This has two detrimental effects:  1) limited GEPA staff 

time is diverted away from GEPA work plan priorities and commitments, and 2) GEPA 

is not getting compensated for these efforts. For example, Water Division employees 

have reviewed technical documents for the Energy Office, aided in weatherization 

efforts for Guam residents, and have assisted with energy audits. One Water manager 

reported that 15% of four of his staff’s time has been spent on energy office activities. 

Information technology staff also support both GEPA and the Energy Office. 

 

EPA understands that 50% of the GEPA Administrator’s salary is currently charged to 

the Energy Office. Other GEPA employees doing work in support of the Energy Office 

should also charge a portion of their salary expense to the Energy Office as appropriate. 

EPA recommends that GEPA develop a better way to track time of GEPA personnel on 

energy activities, and charge accordingly to the federal energy grant. 

 

In addition, GEPA receives local special funds (fees and local environmental trust funds 

described in more detail below). Local rules currently prevent special funds from being 
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used to pay for GEPA salaries. EPA recommends that GEPA work with the local 

government to allow Guam special funds to be used for salaries, providing extra 

flexibility to GEPA management. 

 

 e.  Inadequate local fees and other funding 

 

GEPA receives no annual funds from the Guam General Fund. It does receive local 

funding known as special funds. These include reimbursements of application and 

permit fees, and a 2% charge of assessments of commercial and industrial liability 

insurance premiums (intended to clean up hazardous materials and collect household 

hazardous materials). It appears that the funds are either not fully covering the costs of 

programs they’re intended to support, or have not been going to GEPA in a timely 

manner. EPA is willing to share with GEPA examples of local fees used in other 

jurisdictions. 

 

EPA recommends that GEPA work with EPA, the Attorney General, and the local 

Legislature to revise fee structures or other local support, as appropriate, to increase the 

amount of local funding for GEPA.  

 

 f.  Missed opportunities for EPA funding  

 

In 2007, GEPA received $168,000 through EPA’s National Environmental Information 

Exchange Network (NEIEN) grant program, which was intended to enhance GEPA’s 

ability to collect, manage, and share environmental data with EPA and the public. GEPA 

was unable to comply with milestones and/or to fulfill reporting requirements for this 

award. As a result, GEPA did not receive this funding in 2008, 2009, or 2010, missing out 

on more than $500,000 of federal funding over that period. US EPA understands from 

the Deputy Administrator that GEPA intends to re-apply for NEIEN funding during the 

next funding cycle. EPA supports this. 

  

In addition, GEPA received $70,000 in EPA funds in FY09 for Asan Beach for site 

characterization. Lack of performance using those funds has resulted in GEPA missing 

out on receiving an additional $125,000 in FY10 to advance the project, and potentially a 

similar amount in FY11. 

 

 g. Risk of losing EPA funds 

 

Like any other grant recipient, GEPA risks losing EPA funds if it fails to comply with 

EPA grant regulations, the terms and conditions of the assistance agreement, or fails to 

meet its grant work plan objectives. There are currently two programs for which GEPA 

may be at risk of losing funding:  
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Non-point source funding. GEPA receives about $500,000 annually from EPA under the 

Clean Water Act program to address non-point source water pollution. Approximately 

half of this amount is supposed to be used for actual projects to reduce non-point source 

pollution in Guam. The other half of the funding is for salaries of those carrying out the 

program. While some flexibility in use is expected, in the past three years GEPA has not 

used any of these funds for non-point source projects, which fails to meet the tasks and 

activities described in the work plan. 

  

Beach monitoring. GEPA receives about $300,000 annually from EPA under the Clean 

Water Act program for beach monitoring. GEPA failed to sample beaches and notify the 

public of potential health advisories for a five week period beginning November 2009 

until the first week in December when the US EPA team arrived on island. This was not 

only failure to meet the terms and conditions of the assistance agreement but more 

importantly, a public health failure. 

 

IV. ASSESSMENT OF GUAM EPA PROGRAMS 

 

a. Administrator and Deputy Administrator    

 

Participants: Guam EPA: Lorilee Crisostomo, Administrator, and Bradley Dunagan, 

Deputy Administrator. USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager. 

  

Since GEPA’s Deputy Administrator was appointed in September of 2009, the 

Administrator’s focus is primarily with the Energy Office, oversight of the Ordot 

Consent Decree, staffing and hiring, and GEPA finances. The Deputy Administrator is 

responsible primarily for day-to-day operations of GEPA.   

   

The Deputy Administrator is focused on improvements at GEPA in the coming fiscal 

year.  EPA supports the efforts below proposed by the Deputy Administrator to prepare 

GEPA for the upcoming military build-up from both a resource and financial 

perspective: 

1)  revise GEPA regulations to ensure permit and other regulatory fee structures 

are commensurate with level of effort and current fee structures in other 

locales; 

2)  ensure GEPA is better positioned for competitive grant funding including the 

National Environmental Information Exchange Network (NEIEN) grants; and 

3)  develop GEPA’s institutional capacity to manage contracts.   

 

Improved contract management capacity will enable GEPA to meet core responsibilities, 

as well as activities associated with the large planned increase in military construction 

spending expected to begin at the end of fiscal year 2010.  EPA continues to recommend 

the use of contracts as an efficient way to address the expected near-term increased 

workload at GEPA.  
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b. Environmental Monitoring and Analytical Services Division (EMAS) 

 

Participants: Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Jesse Cruz, 

Administrator, EMAS Division, Annie Leon Guerrero, Biologist, EMAS, and Rodolfo 

Paulino, Chemist, EMAS. USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager. 

 

The EMAS Division is responsible for implementing Guam’s water quality monitoring 

strategy to ensure that Guam’s waters are fishable and swimmable.  This involves 

monitoring recreational marine waters, beaches, rivers, and streams.  The monitoring 

data is used to determine the health of Guam’s waters, inform the public whether 

Guam’s waters are safe for swimming, and determine if fish advisories are needed.  

 

With exceptions cited below, in FY2009 the EMAS Division was responsive and timely 

to consolidated grant application and reporting requirements. EMAS, in coordination 

with Environmental Planning and Review Division and Water Pollution Control 

Program, successfully drafted a Beach Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) with 

technical support from EPA Region 9 and its contractor.  EMAS also worked closely 

with EPA Region 9 counterparts, especially the EPA R9 Standards and TMDL Office, 

and the EPA Guam Program Manager.   

 

The most significant failure to comply with the work plan was missing beach 

monitoring during the entire month of November, continuing through the first week of 

December 2009. (Technically, this was in FY 2010, but is significant enough to highlight 

here.)  This was the first time in its history that GEPA failed to sample beaches and 

notify the community of associated health risks through their weekly beach advisory 

notices to the community.  This action, a requirement of the Beach Monitoring Initiative, 

puts at risk the health of beachgoers. 

 

EMAS was unable to conduct its beach monitoring because of financial difficulties 

GEPA was facing. Specifically, as a result of cash flow problems, GEPA was unable to 

fund maintenance and repair of primary and backup tow vehicles, to perform needed 

repairs to the Guam EPA boat and trailer, or to maintain critical laboratory analytical 

equipment, including the atomic absorption unit and distiller for de-ionized water.   

 

GEPA’s financial problems also resulted in the inability to procure equipment needed to 

complete the US EPA-funded Asan Beach characterization study. This resulted in both 

the postponement of the project and the potential loss in FY 2010 of approximately 

$125,000 in planned R9 Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) funding.  Future R9 FUDS 

funding is not likely to resume until previously funded Asan Beach activities are 

completed. 

 

 c.  Pesticide Enforcement Program (PEP) 
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Participants:  Guam EPA:  Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Betwin Alokoa, 

Program Manager, PEP, Karl Olsen, Environmental Health Specialist, Edgardo Ibay, 

Environmental Health Specialist. USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager, 

and Marcy Katzin, Pesticides Project Officer (via telephone). 

 

The Pesticides Enforcement Program’s main goal is to reduce human health and 

environmental risks from pesticides on Guam. The program monitors pesticide import, 

sale, distribution, and use in Guam.  This includes compliance with pesticide 

registration, labeling and use requirements, and applicable authorities for the protection 

of groundwater, endangered species, and workers.  

 

The Pesticides Enforcement Program continues to coordinate effectively and partner 

with Region 9 to progress toward accomplishing milestones and priorities in its 

consolidated grant work plan.  The Program has made significant progress towards 

revision of its regulations, which is a key GEPA priority.  This includes improved health 

protections for applicators and consumers, plus updates to the program penalty and fee 

structure.  Regulation revision accounted for approximately 80% of the Program’s time 

in FY09.   

 

The Program also demonstrated commendable leadership in the Pacific Region through 

its partnership trainings in the CNMI on Saipan, Tinian, and Rota, as well as with the 

American Samoa EPA and Guam Customs and Quarantine Agency.   The Program has 

continued to meet its inspection targets in FY09, which include inspections of 

marketplaces where pesticides or devices are sold, and use inspections at agricultural 

and non-agricultural sites. 

 

In the 3rd quarter of FY09, PEP organized a one-time pesticides amnesty collection and 

disposal project which was coordinated with special EPA funding, staff, and contractor 

assistance from Region 9.  While successful, the intent of this effort was to specifically 

target and assist small farmers; instead large hotels were allowed to participate.  To 

ensure future efforts focus on this intent and stay within budget, GEPA should 

understand that hazardous waste generators, specifically large hotels, should not be 

invited to participate in future pesticides collection efforts. 

 

Lack of funding for an IT contract impaired the ability of GEPA to have a well-

functioning website and limited Information Services Branch assistance to the Pesticides 

Program in FY09.  These factors hindered preparation and dissemination of pesticide 

outreach materials on food safety to Guam residents, as required by the work plan.    

 

 d.  Hazardous Waste Management Program (HWMP) 
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Participants:  Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, and Vincent Pereira, 

Program Manager, HWMP.  USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager. 

 

The Hazardous Waste Management Program is responsible for activities pertaining to 

RCRA C (Hazardous Waste), RCRA I (Underground Storage Tanks), TSCA (specifically 

PCBs), CERCLA, and emergency response. Work plan commitments include inspection 

activities, permitting, and enforcement for above program activities.  

 

Beginning in the third quarter of FY09, the Hazardous Waste Program Manager spent 

50% of his time working on the Solid Waste Management Permitting and Enforcement 

issues.  Despite this added responsibility, the Program should be commended for not 

only meeting, but exceeding all required inspection commitments. 

 

Other notable accomplishments include: issuance of the Open Burning/Open Detonation 

(OB/OD) Hazardous Waste Management Facility Permit to Andersen Air Force Base in 

February 2009; updating Guam’s RCRA database information and accomplishing annual 

reporting requirements for Guam’s universe of generators and TSDs.   

 

Financial difficulties led to cancellation or postponement of planned and budgeted 

training and technical assistance in FY 2009, including:  1) human health toxicology 

support for the Cocos Island LORAN Station Community Meeting; 2) and RCRA 

hazardous waste  inspection assistance and training. 

 

 e.  UST/LUST Corrective Action  

 

Participants:  Guam EPA:  Bradley Dunangan, Deputy Administrator, Vince Pereira, 

UST/LUST Program Manager. USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager. 

 

The Hazardous Waste Management Program has responsibility to monitor, enforce, and 

regulate the remediation of Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) sites containing 

petroleum products in Guam.  While LUST Trust Fund Corrective Action activities are 

funded under the consolidated grant, LUST Trust Fund Prevention responsibilities are 

funded separately and are outside the scope of this cooperative agreement.  

 

The LUST Program continued to demonstrate strong leadership in FY09 with the 

passage of the Guam’s UST Regulated Substances Act, signed into law by the Governor 

during the third quarter FY09.  This brings Guam closer to compliance with the 2005 

Energy Act requirements and helps preserve federal UST funding.  Furthermore, 

progress toward development of Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) continued 

throughout FY09, through training, teleconferences, and staff development.  

 

In May 2009, GEPA requested an Intergovnermental Personnel Agreement (IPA) from 

Region 9 to help develop UST/LUST rules and regulations.   However, at present there 
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are no funds identified for the IPA. Region 9 will still attempt to assist GEPA on 

regulation development, even if an IPA for this does not materialize.  

 

 f.  Solid Waste Management Program    

 

Participants: Guam EPA: Bradley Dunangan, Deputy Administrator, Vincent Pereira, 

Manager, HWMP, and Sabrina Cruz-Sablan, Special Projects Coordinator.  USEPA: 

Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager.  

 

The Solid Waste Management Program is responsible for implementing all solid waste 

related activities, including:  landfill and hardfill permitting, illegal dumping, 

inspections, enforcement and compliance, and the Ordot Consent Decree. 

 

Due to the lack of GEPA management and staff available for this program review, the 

following write-up is based primarily upon Guam EPA’s quarterly reports, Region 9’s 

ongoing role with respect to the Ordot Consent Decree, and Region 9’s technical 

assistance on solid waste to GEPA in FY 2009.  

 

At the time of this review, GEPA’s Solid Waste Program was did not have staff or a 

Program Manager.  There was no recruitment for this program in FY 2009; the 

prioritization of Consent Decree activities accomplished in FY 2009 in response to 

direction by a Federal court was accomplished by temporarily reassigning staff from 

other programs. 

 

The U.S. District Court of Guam emphasized the construction of the new Layon landfill 

as the most important project on GEPA’s agenda and ordered deadlines for the Layon 

permitting process that GEPA was required to meet. Such compliance necessarily 

superseded other solid waste activities and obligated GEPA to assign a core Layon 

project team, whose highest priority was issuance of a permit decision for Layon. As 

noted below, EPA applauds GEPA’s commitment to meeting the court-appointed 

deadlines in FY2009. Nonetheless, the Solid Waste Program remains largely an inactive 

Guam EPA program.   

With the exception of the solid waste activities as ordered by the Federal court and work 

directed by Guam EPA’s Board of Directors, activity in this program did not meet 

GEPA’s FY09 work plan commitments. In addition, GEPA is currently without a 

dedicated engineer for the Layon project.   

 

The permit backlog carried over from FY08 continued to grow in FY09.   Despite 52 

complaints of illegal dumping in the first two quarters, not a single complaint was 

addressed in the third or fourth quarters. With the exception of a single enforcement 

action against a hardfill, taken by the Hazardous Waste Management Program, there 

was no enforcement of illegal dumping in FY09 by Guam EPA. The number of litter 

citations by GEPA also stood at zero for the year. 



15 
 

  

Drafting the permit for the Layon Landfill, and its final issuance in November 2009, 

were significant milestones for Guam EPA.  With the resignation of the Solid Waste 

Program Manager and the last working staff member, Layon Permit activities were 

accomplished by the temporary assignment of staff from other Guam EPA programs, 

plus technical assistance from the CNMI DEQ  and  Region 9, which has provided 

contract support for GEPA for more than three years for this project. 

 

 g.  Air Pollution Control Program (APC)  

 

Participants:  Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Peter Cruz, 

Manager, Air Pollution Control Program. USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program 

Manager. 

 

The APC is responsible for the implementation and enforcement of Guam's Air 

Pollution Control Standards and Regulations; its overall objective is to achieve and 

maintain levels of air quality on Guam that will protect human health and safety.  The 

APC is a multi-faceted program with responsibility for asbestos and lead abatement 

control; the inspection, permitting, compliance and enforcement of major and minor 

stationary sources; oversight of ambient air monitoring stations, emissions testing of 

motor vehicles; and radon and radiation programs. 

 

In FY09, the Air Pollution Control Program progressed with its implementation of the 

Clean Air Act Title V program activities, including the review and issuance of 29 minor 

source permits to Guam Power Authority, U.S. Navy, and Agana Shopping Center.  

Additionally, the Program continued to work closely with Guam Community College to 

offer radon mitigation classes, both on-line and in classroom settings.  Community 

outreach and assistance was provided in the distribution of 160 radon collection gas 

canisters, of which 127 were returned and analyzed by Guam EPA. 

 

The Air Pollution Control program also served as GEPA’s agency lead for Apra Harbor 

radiation sampling.  This split sampling effort, associated with leakage from a Navy 

submarine was successfully conducted in response to a request from the Guam 

Legislature, with technical assistance from US EPA. 

 

While the Program is not currently performing ambient air sampling, it did complete a 

cost estimate to accomplish ambient air monitoring for PM10, PM2.5, and SO2, which 

came out to approximately $150,000.  The Program expressed the specific need to 

determine SO2 levels drifting in from China.  However, available funding limited 

implementation of ambient air monitoring.  Limited funding has prevented the Program 

from moving forward with a contract to implement APC activities.   
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GEPA’s management of locally generated Title V  permit fees  was discussed as a 

potential problem. It is an EPA requirement that locally generated Title V fees  are used 

only for the implementation of Guam’s Title V Program.  Other than BBMR’s practice of 

holding back a determined percentage funds, , applied equally to all Special Funds for 

all of Guam’s line agencies to prevent the overdrawing of accounts, it is unclear to EPA 

what proportion of Title V permit fees are being used to support the APC Program. EPA 

will follow up on this issue during FY 2010.  

 

Finally, the Program currently is not meeting its requirement for Air Facility Systems 

reporting. To assist in this effort, Region 9 recommended the APC Program Manager 

contact Mr. Doug McDaniel, Region 9 Air Program, who has offered assistance to help 

GEPA comply with this requirement.   

 

 h.  CERCLA 128(a) State Response Program   

 

Participants: Participants: Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Roland 

Gutierrez, Manager, Defense State Memorandum of Agreement Program (DSMOA), 

Glenn San Nicolas, Environmental Health Specialist, and Laura Kanai, Environmental 

Health Specialist.  EPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager, Pankaj Arora, 

Program Specialist, 128(a) State Response Program(via telephone). 

 

Overall in FY09, the CERCLA 128(a) State Response Program has been successful in 

achieving its work plan requirements, major milestones, and progressing with program 

development. As annual funding and workload for GEPA’s DSMOA program is 

decreasing, the 128(a) program workload is increasing, in turn taking on more of 

DSMOA salaries. 

 

Region 9 considers Guam’s 128(a) Program to be progressing in the right direction as it 

continues updating its baseline assessment and develop a vision of the future of the 

128(a) Program.  While the Program has not been able to perform as many site 

assessment activities as hoped, this is considered acceptable provided the basic elements 

of the program are being developed and implemented. The Program’s self assessment 

was impressive as a reflected by of the significant amount of progress the program has 

made this year.   

 

 i.  Administrative Services Division (ASD)  

 

Participants: Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Trini Borja, 

Administrative Services Officer, Dianne Aldan-Muna, Administrative Assistant, Lisa 

Santos, Customer Services Representative.  USEPA: Michael Wolfram, Guam Program 

Manager, and John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific Islands Office.   
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ASD’s responsibilities include customer services and payroll, personnel and training, 

and information technology. Due to GEPA’s financial difficulties, this program review 

focused on GEPA’s current financial condition.  EPA’s review of these difficulties faced 

by GEPA is described in Section III of this report, Assessment of GEPA’s Financial 

Situation. 

 

 j.  Information Technology Division (formerly Information Services Branch)   

 

Partcipants: GEPA: Bradley Dunagan,  Deputy Administrator, Trini Borja, 

Administrative Services Officer, Romeo Zacarias, Computer Systems Analyst, and Galo 

Baluran, Computer Systems Analyst.  EPA: Michael Wolfram. 

 

The Information Services Branch (ISB), now called the Information Technology (IT) 

Division, was created in early 2004 to guide and manage the Agency's information 

technology, public information, community involvement, and environmental education 

programs. The branch is responsible for developing and managing the Agency's 

capacity to collect, store, and analyze environmental data; to share data within the 

Agency, with the public, and with federal and local partners; to provide timely 

information to the public and news media about environmental issues on Guam; and to 

develop and implement environmental education, outreach, and awareness programs. 

 

The reduction in ISB staff and the loss of grant funding continues to handicap GEPA as 

an agency and impair GEPA programs with respect to IT needs. It has been three years 

since GEPA lost funding for this program through the National Environmental 

Information Exchange Network (NEIEN) grant program.  With a loss grant funding of 

more than $500,000 since 2007, and a reduction of staff in this Division, funding for the 

two remaining staff now comes 100% from the consolidated grant, resulting in a 

reduction of funds available for other GEPA programs.  

 

Recently, however, the Division has completed outstanding reports for prior years’ 

NEIEN grants and is focused on regaining competitiveness for future NEIEN grant 

funding.  This priority is a critical to support agency needs in GIS management, 

database development, management, and training.  As in 2008, these needs continued to 

be expressed as key needs across GEPA programs in FY09, and are expected to grow as 

the future workload associated with the military build-up grows. 

 

Lack of funding for contractor support, along with the reduction in staff, have continued 

to result in difficulty for GEPA to maintain its website, actively exchange data, 

effectively manage databases, use GIS on a daily basis as a readily available tool, and 

track permits and compliance issues. Additionally, the two remaining staff members 

also now support the Guam Energy Office for Department of Energy grants.  This 

diversion of resources further compounds GEPA’s difficulty to adequately address their 
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IT needs. EPA recommends that staff supporting the Energy Office be funded by the 

Energy Office.   

 

 k.  Environmental Planning and Review (EPR)  

 

Participants: GEPA: Bradley Dunagan,  Deputy Administrator, Raymond Calvo, Planner 

IV,  Edwin Aranza, Planner III, and Margaret Aguilar, Program Coordinator IV.  EPA: 

Michael Wolfram, Guam Program Manager, and John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific 

Islands Office.  . 

The Environmental Planning and Review (EPR) Division assists Agency programs and 

the Administrator in the planning and review of environmental projects, plans, 

construction, and land development proposals.  EPR represents GEPA in various public 

and private sector committees and work groups.   Responsibilities include reviewing 

Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs), reviewing Clean Water Act Section 401 

Water Quality Certification requests, conducting Wetland Resource Management and 

Planning, reviewing construction permits, coordinating the development and submittal 

of the biennial Guam Integrated Water Quality and Assessment Report to US EPA, 

facilitating the Triennial Review of the Guam Water Quality Standards, and overseeing 

the projects and activities of the Watershed Planning Committee.  

 In FY 09, the EPR Division’s leadership and work as the lead for the Environmental 

Sub-Committee of the Military Build-up Civilian/Military Task Force was the most 

resource intensive activity for EPR, accounting for approximately 80% of the Division’s 

time.  This extra workload made completion of core functions challenging, and often 

required extra hours of work, above and beyond the normal work schedule. Significant 

Division accomplishments on priority projects in FY 09 included: coordination of 

reviews on the Military Build-up DEIS; review of US EPA’s Ocean disposal DEIS; review 

of the Layon and Guatali landfill permit wetland clearances; development of an 

automated permitting system headed by a Navy intern; 401 NPDES Certification of 

APRA Harbor; and coordination with Region 9 on the Jinapsen Beach project. 

 

Also worth noting in FY09 was the Division’s leadership with other Guam agencies in 

hosting Region 9’s Environmental Impact Assessment training in November 2009.  This 

training included participation from numerous island agencies, including the University 

of Guam, Guam Customs, Bureau of Planning, Guam Port Authority, Guam Power 

Authority, and Guam Waterworks Authority.   Also, as part of this training, six people, 

four of whom were GEPA staff, completed “Train the Trainer”.  

 

 l.  Water Pollution Control (WPC)  

 

Participants: Guam EPA: Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Ivan Quinata, 

Manager, Water Division/Chief Engineer, Manny Minas, Manager, Water Pollution 
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Control Program,  Margaret Aguilar,  Program Coordinator IV, Oscar Delfin, Engineer 

II,  and Johnny  Abedania, Engineer III. EPA: John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific Islands 

Office, and Michael Lee, Environmental Engineer/Water and Wastewater Specialist.  

The Water Pollution Control Program focuses on sewage treatment facilities in Guam, 
and controlling pollution from individual wastewater units. The program handles the 
administration of the Federal Sewer Construction Grants Program, Spill Prevention 
Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Program, Nonpoint Source Management Program, 
Individual Wastewater Program, implementation and enforcement of the Guam Water 
Quality Standards, Guam Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations, Feedlot Waste 
Management Regulations, and Connection to Public Sewer Regulations. 

The WPC Program continues to experience one of the largest increases in workload due 

to development associated with the military build-up. Demand on this program will 

grow significantly as military build-up construction begins in earnest this fall.  The WPC 

Program continued to coordinate and support EPA Region 9 with oversight of the 

existing Guam Waterworks Authority Stipulated Order and Clean Water Construction 

Grant projects. 

 

While the WPC benefitted from the reassignment of one staff member (diverted from 

another program to address the increased workload), it is still unable to address the 

demands of the workload and activities outlined in their consolidated grant work plan. 

In addition, the WPC Program manager position recently became vacant, leaving a 

critical position currently unfilled because of lack of funding.   

 

In FY09, the WPC program successfully completed and approved a revised Priority List 

for ARRA Clean Water and Drinking Water projects.  In addition, the Program made 

commendable improvements to their Clean Water Act 305b and 303d List reports, and 

their associated content.  However, timing of these reports continues to be a challenge 

due to a shortage of staffing resources. GEPA’s WPC and the EPR Programs, with 

resource support from the Guam Coastal Management Program, are successfully 

developing and drafting revised soil erosion and sediment control regulations. This is 

one of the Program’s core activities that needs strengthening. GEPA support will be 

critical to moving the regulations forward to finalization.   

 

SPCC inspections still are not being completed.  This is partially attributable to cancelled 

SPCC training, due to lack of funding.  Additionally, the diversion of 15% of four (4) 

WPC staff FTE toward technical assistance to the Guam Energy Office for work on 

Department of Energy grants further compounds the ability of this program to make 

progress towards its EPA grant work plan activities.   

 

The lack of funding for projects for the Non-Point Source (NPS) Program in FY07, FY08, 

and FY09 have placed future associated grant funding in jeopardy.  Funding is not being 

used to implement NPS projects to control erosion, best management practices, or other 
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types of watershed projects, as required by the work plan; rather it is being used solely 

for salaries. Resources are needed to re-establish of Watershed Planning Committee to 

focus on watershed issues and come up with ideas to address watershed issues. This 

need is particularly important in the context of the military buildup.  Mitigation for site-

specific military impacts may be mitigated on a watershed basis.  Input from Guam EPA 

will be crucial in defining successful, long-term mitigation projects. 

 

Adherence to Guam EPA’s 6217 Plan conditions is also a problem.  Approval of this plan 

included conditions for GEPA and the Guam Coastal Management Program to perform 

watershed assessments to develop watershed management measures for their NPS 

program.  However, as the Program’s workload continues to increase due to the military 

build-up and as the Energy Office diverts WPC resources, the Program struggles to 

complete these watershed assessments and project field inspections.   

 

Finally, review of the Water Quality Standards (WQS) is not being met. GEPA’s WQS 

were last revised in 2002.  A tri-annual review to determine if revisions are necessary 

should have been completed in 2005 and then again in 2008/09. However, tri-annual 

reviews have not been completed due to workload and resource limitations.  

 

EPA understands that Connection to Public Sewer Regulations is another high-workload 

area that will continue to have more demands placed on it as the military buildup 

progresses.  The Department of Defense will rely on Guam EPA and other Guam 

agencies to regulate the pace of development of workforce housing and other induced 

growth such that this growth does not overwhelm Guam’s existing infrastructure 

capacity.  Guam EPA needs to ensure the WCP program is fully supported to 

adequately protect public health as the population influx related to the buildup 

increases. 

  

 m.  Water Resource Management Program (WRM) 

 

Participants: GEPA:  Bradley Dunagan, Deputy Administrator, Ivan Quinata, Manager, 

Water Division/Chief Engineer, Benny Cruz, Manager, Water Resource Management 

Program. EPA:  John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific Islands Office, and Michael Lee, 

Environmental Engineer/Water and Wastewater Specialist. 

The Water Resources Management Program plays a key role in the management and 
protection of Guam's principal source aquifer. The program is responsible for 
implementing the Water Resources Development and Operating Regulations, 
Underground Injection Control (UIC) Regulations, Wellhead Protection and Water 
Quality Standards.  

The WRM Program Manager responsibilities in FY09 were significantly expanded to 

assist in a leadership role with the Ordot Consent Decree. This had a significant impact 

on the program workload. Overall, the Program was successful in meeting FY09 UIC 
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inspection and well permitting targets.  However, the military build-up continues to be a 

factor in a significantly increased workload for the Program, diverting resources that 

would normally be used to on work plan activities and milestones.  Management and 

protection of the Guam Northern Lens Aquifer is crucial as demand for potable water 

increases with the growth in population associated with the military build-up.  EPA 

strongly supports Guam EPA’s coordinated efforts with the Guam Waterworks 

Authority, Department of Defense, and EPA to manage sustainable yield from this 

aquifer.  Successful management is dependent on progress in associated work plan 

areas. 

 

A significant work plan activity impacted by the diversion of resources to military build-

up related work is progress toward revision of GEPA’s Water Resources Development 

and Operating Regulations.  A factor compounding this effort has been a lack of 

Program access to legal support.  Another work plan activity impacted includes 

progress on the UIC regulations.  While they have been drafted, workload has prevented 

timely management review to enable progress on this effort.  

   

 n.  Safe Drinking Water Program   

 

Participants: GEPA: Bradley Dunangan,  Deputy Administrator, Angel Marquez, 

Manager, Safe Drinking Water Program, Lito Buan, Engineer III, and Ivan Quinata, 

Manager, Water Division/Chief Engineer.  EPA:  John McCarroll, Manager, Pacific 

Islands Office, and Michael Lee, Environmental Engineer/Water and Wastewater 

Specialist.   

The Safe Drinking Water Program (SDWP) implements and enforces Guam's Primary 

and Secondary Safe Drinking Water Regulations, and ensures that potable water on 

Guam meets local and national standards.    Public Water Supply Systems (PWSS) on 

Guam are regulated by the Safe Drinking Water Program through an operating permit 

issued by the Program.  

The SDWP continued to coordinate well and support Region 9 with oversight of the 

existing Guam Waterworks Authority Stipulated Order and SRF Drinking Water 

Construction Grant projects.  In FY09, as in the past, the Program has also been 

successful with implementation of the Operator Certification Program, despite its 

associated high workload demand for this effort, requiring approximately 0.9 FTE on an 

annual basis.    

 

Resources for the SDWP, as with GEPA as a whole, continue to be a challenge.   An 

additional four FTE was identified as a need in order for the program to meet its core 

responsibilities and current work plan commitments.  Additional challenges noted 

include: 1) lack of progress towards drafting a Primacy Package for the SDWP, with 

access to legal support and staffing as contributing factors; 2) deferred maintenance and 
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updates to the Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS), with additional 

Information Services Branch support needed; 3) delayed completion of sanitary surveys, 

which were not able to be completed in FY09 due to high workload, and 4) the need for 

additional vehicles to address increased workload demands. 

 

Guam EPA’s SDWP ensures Guam’s potable water is safe to drink.  The military build-

up will strain Guam’s existing drinking water systems, and SDWP may play a crucial 

enforcement role.  The Department of Defense will rely on Guam EPA to enforce any 

violations at workforce housing sites used by military contractors.  The Department of 

Defense may also choose an “Adaptive Management” mitigation approach from 

unforeseen impacts related to the buildup.  The SDWP will need support to be flexible 

and effective through the uncertainty associated with the pace and magnitude of change 

on Guam.   

 

V. Attachment:  Understanding the Nature and Amount of EPA funding to GEPA  

 

US EPA provides most of its funding to GEPA through a “consolidated grant,” which 

bundles funding from various underlying programs such as pesticides, hazardous 

waste, clean water, non-point source pollution, and beach monitoring. Although 

referred to as a “grant,” the consolidated grant is technically a “cooperative agreement” 

(see below). The consolidated grant is intended to provide the GEPA Administrator 

maximum flexibility for program funding, taking into account the small size of GEPA 

compared to state agencies. In FY09, the EPA consolidated grant to GEPA totaled $3.2 

million. In addition to the consolidated grant, in FY09 EPA also provided a separate 

funding award for $200,000 from the leaking underground storage tank (LUST) 

program, and an additional $200,000 ARRA grant for watershed planning. In FY10, EPA 

is also providing GEPA approximately $3.2 million in its consolidated grant. Below are 

descriptions and clarifications of EPA’s consolidated grant in order to improve 

understanding.  

 

Base program versus competitive funding. EPA’s funding comes from a combination of 

stable base program funds and additional competitive grants. In FY09, $2.8 million of 

GEPA’s consolidated grant was considered “base program” or formula funding. GEPA 

is eligible for this funding, typically according to a formula, without any competition, as 

long as it meets the basic criteria for funding. GEPA also received about $400,000 in the 

consolidated grant in competitive funding, including Brownfields. Competitive funding 

is not as consistent as base program funding. In FY10, the “base program” amount will 

be $2.7 million. Even if eligible, GEPA is not “entitled” to receive competitive EPA 

funding.  

 

Recent history: no growth in state funds. EPA’s funding in recent years for state 

programs nationwide has generally been flat, and in some cases has decreased. Base 

program funding for GEPA has been fairly stable in recent years. Although GEPA 
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receives funding as authorized under program formulas and via competitive grants, 

EPA’s Pacific Islands Office has coordinated with other EPA program offices to 

maximize funding awards and prevent decreases in funding. 

 

Need for performance to continue funding. Although the consolidated grant is structured 

to allow flexibility on the part of the Administrator to fund programs, the funding can 

be terminated, or even demanded back, if the funding is not used to achieve work plan 

objectives or violates EPA regulations or the terms and conditions of the assistance 

agreement.  

 

US EPA’s Funding Mechanism with GEPA:  a Cooperative Agreement. There has been 

some confusion at GEPA over the role of EPA’s relationship with GEPA. As opposed to 

a direct assistance grant where the federal government simply provides funds and 

intervenes minimally, EPA’s consolidated grant is a “cooperative agreement,” which 

requires EPA to take an active role in helping GEPA achieve its program goals. Over the 

past 30 years, EPA has done this through a strong on-site presence in Guam to work in 

partnership with GEPA and build capacity. EPA has provided training and technical 

assistance during site visits, and provided in-house personnel for GEPA through the 

Intergovernmental Personnel Agreement (IPA) system. Traditionally, EPA and GEPA 

have signed an Interagency Agreement that withholds part of the consolidated grant to 

fund technical assistance. The consolidated grant has also been used to fund IPA 

personnel (the last one at GEPA left Guam in June 2008). In addition, EPA uses its semi-

annual program reviews to review, and help redirect if necessary, GEPA’s overall 

performance toward its program goals. 


