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Executive Summary 
Guam Environmental Protection Agency 

Recycling Revolving Fund 
OPA Report No. 26-05, May 2026 

Our performance audit of the Guam Environmental Protection Agency's (GEPA) Recycling 
Revolving Fund (RRF) found that, although GEPA developed and adopted rules and regulations 
as required by law (which was an audit finding in OPA Report No. 15-05, issued in July 2015), 
those rules were not fully codified in the Guam Administrative Rules and Regulations (GARR). 
This created material inconsistencies between statute and regulation and contributed to several 
compliance and administrative weaknesses. We identified five key deficiencies: 

1. RRF Rules and Reversion Requirements Not Fully Codified into the GARR
2. RRF Funds Not Expended Efficiently for the Mayors Council of Guam (MCOG) Island-

wide Environmental Clean-up Program (IECP)
3. Inability to Determine Actual RRF Expenditures
4. Non-compliance with Statutory Requirements Prior to Disbursement
5. Missing Board-Approved Expenditure Plans

RRF Rules and Reversion Requirements Not Fully Codified into the GARR 
In September 2019, Public Law (P.L.) 35-37 formally adopted GEPA’s rules and regulations for 
the RRF. On October 12, 2022, Substitute Bill No. 284-36 (LS) was signed into law as P.L. 36-
115, which amended and codified Article 3, Chapter 24, Division 4, Title 22 of the GARR, thereby 
superseding the prior rules adopted under P.L. 35-37, which the agency has not yet conformed in 
the GARR. However, the GARR had not been updated to reflect the amendments enacted by P.L. 
36-115. As a result, inconsistencies exist between the GARR and current law under P.L. 36-115
and 10 GCA Chapter 51.

GEPA confirmed with the Compiler of Laws that the agency is responsible for initiating rule 
updates, as legislative enactments do not automatically revise the GARR. Any subsequent 
amendments must proceed through the Administrative Adjudication Act (AAA) rulemaking 
process. 

RRF Funds Not Expended Efficiently for the MCOG IECP 
Expenditure data from GEPA showed that contractual services were the largest category of RRF 
spending from FY 2017 through 2023. Within this category, the MCOG IECP accounted for the 
largest contractual expenditure, totaling $6.3M (or 52%) of total RRF expenditures. 

Procurement and Statutory Constraints 
Beginning in FY 2022, Budget Acts authorized MCOG to issue purchase orders (POs) up to 
specified dollar limits per village. In FY 2022 and FY 2023, the waiver applied on a per-village, 
per-recyclable-item basis; subsequent Budget Acts increased the per-village dollar limits. 
Specifically, these Budget Acts included an “Authorization to Waive Statutory Procurement 
Limit” provision for RRF monies appropriated or allotted to MCOG.  
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MCOG officials stated that they interpreted the budget-act procurement-limit waivers as increasing 
allowable per-village spending limits, rather than authorizing streamlined procurement methods, 
and that MCOG remained subject to applicable procurement requirements. According to MCOG 
officials, MCOG continued to utilize standard procurement processes for IECP purchases. 
Combined with delays in fund drawdowns and vendor-related constraints such as bid protests and 
limited market participation, these factors contributed to delays in expending available RRF 
monies. 
 
Challenges in Fund Utilization and Performance 
GEPA attributes inefficiencies in RRF expenditure primarily to MCOG’s mismanagement and 
delays. In FY 2025, MCOG initially declined funds, then reversed course and issued a request for 
proposal (RFP) that failed because no single vendor was capable of handling the scope of work. 
Historically, MCOG issued its own purchase orders (POs) but submitted Operation and 
Expenditure Plans late, further extending delays.  
 
Long-standing close-out issues persisted because villages did not consistently provide receipts or 
maintain adequate accountability. GEPA granted extensions on unspent IECP funds through 
March 31, 2026, covering FY 2023 through FY 2025, yet unresolved invoices dating back to FY 
2022 made vendors reluctant to work, and later reconciliations revealed missing documentation. 
In addition, despite GEPA’s requests, the Department of Administration (DOA) has not 
consistently provided complete quarterly expenditure reports.  
 
The IECP was not implemented in FY 2017. During FY 2017, the Recycling Industry Economic 
Stimulus Program, as per P.L. 33-136, was implemented; therefore, there was no funding to the 
MCOG IECP. In FY 2018, MCOG expended only $833K (or 38%) of the $2.2M certified, the 
lowest utilization rate during the audit period, indicating long-standing implementation challenges 
not attributable solely to procurement thresholds. Similar underutilization continued in FY 2019, 
when only $567K (or 42%) of the $1.3M certified was expended, leaving a $782K balance unspent. 
On August 7, 2024, the MCOG President reported that, of the $1M allocated from the RRF, only 
$235K had been expended. On September 4, 2024, officials further noted that a $500K drawdown 
had not yet been received because of coordination delays between GEPA and DOA. For FY 2025, 
there were no IECP expenditures. 
 
Ongoing implementation challenges ultimately prompted MCOG to vote to withdraw entirely from 
the IECP. At a special meeting on September 24, 2025, the mayors cited the reasons stemming 
from procurement constraints, bid protests, limited vendor participation, unpaid vendor invoices 
dating back to 2022, and the inability to achieve visible results within the fiscal year key as reasons 
for withdrawal despite available appropriations and flexibility provided by the GCA. MCOG 
proposed returning the entire RRF program, including tires, white goods, and electronics, to GEPA 
and the Department of Public Works (DPW), citing limited manpower and unfunded 
implementation costs, such as fuel, labor, and personal protective equipment. 
 
Inability to Determine Actual RRF Expenditures 
GEPA administers the RRF, but DOA maintains the fund’s official accounting records in the Guam 
Financial Management Information System (GFMIS) and is responsible for issuing mandated 
weekly RRF balance reports to GEPA for posting on GEPA’s website. GEPA informed the audit 
team that its internal RRF Expenditure and Disbursement (ED) and Account Breakdown (AB) 
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Comparisons across multiple versions of GEPA's internal reports revealed unexplained changes to 
expenditure totals for closed fiscal years, in addition to the variances noted against the audited 
financial statements. For example, FY 2019 expenditures increased from $972.2K in the April 28, 
2025 AB report to $1.8M in the December 10, 2025 version. Similarly, FY 2024 expenditures 
increased from $1M in the September 5, 2025 ED report to $1.2M in the December 10, 2025, 
version. These changes show that GEPA's internal reports for closed fiscal years are not static and 
cannot be relied on as the sole evidence of RRF activity without reconciliation to DOA's official 
accounting records and the audited financial statements. 
 
Non-compliance with Statutory Requirements Prior to Disbursement 
We identified two interrelated areas in which the required preconditions for disbursing RRF 
monies to MCOG for IECP implementation were not fully met or documented: 

1. Required Administrator-approved Operation Plans were missing, lacked evidence of 
approval, or were submitted after at least 80% of disbursed RRF funds had already been 
spent (FY 2020–FY 2024). Multi-year Operation Plans (FY 2019 – FY 2021 and FY 2022 
– FY 2023) were also submitted, but lacked documented Administrator approval. 

2. Required GEPA Board- and Administrator-approved Proposals were not submitted to the 
audit team for review (FY 2023 – FY 2025). 

 
Preconditions for the Operation Plan 

For FY 2018 and FY 2019, MCOG submitted Operation Plans that the GEPA Administrator 
approved on March 19, 2018, and May 24, 2019, respectively. These approvals complied with 
both the GCA and the GARR requirements. 
 
For FY 2020 - 2025, although Operation Plans were submitted, there was no documented evidence 
of the GEPA Administrator’s approval. MCOG submitted a multi-year Operation Plan for FY 2019 
– 2021, but it lacked the Administrator’s signature, and it is unclear whether multi-year plans are 
permissible under the statutory and regulatory framework. For FY 2025, the Operation Plan was 
approved by the GEPA Board through Resolution No. GEPA 25-001 (October 24, 2024), but there 
was no corresponding Administrator signature. 
 
GEPA and MCOG relied on MOA/MOU language rather than consistently ensuring that all 
statutory and regulatory preconditions were met. In particular, required Administrator approval of 
Operation Plans was not consistently completed and documented prior to disbursement.  
 
Preconditions for the Proposal 

A GEPA Board- and Administrator-approved Proposal is required prior to expenditures under 10 
GCA § 51303(a)(1)(D)(i), as enacted by P.L. 36-115. This Proposal requirement became effective 
on October 12, 2022, and was applicable beginning in FY 2023. For FY 2023 – FY 2025, GEPA 
did not submit any Board- and Administrator-approved Proposals for the audit team’s review. 
Accordingly, we could not verify that the required Proposals were prepared and approved before 
incurring expenditures subject to this statutory requirement. 
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Missing Board-Approved Expenditure Plans 
No Budget Act provisions specifically applicable to the RRF were identified for FY 2017 - FY 
2020. Beginning in FY 2021, however, Budget Acts and related MOAs/MOUs established 
Expenditure Plan preconditions tied to GEPA Board oversight of RRF-funded activities. 
 
MCOG was required to submit an Expenditure Plan to the GEPA Board for review and approval 
prior to the use of RRF monies. We found that, with the exception of FY 2023 and FY 2025, 
Expenditure Plans submitted by MCOG lacked documented GEPA Board approval. As a result, 
evidence of compliance with these expenditure-plan preconditions was incomplete. 
 
Other Matters 
Unclear Reimbursement Procedures 

The GEPA’s Administrator is authorized to annually reimburse Guam Solid Waste Authority 
(GSWA), as a government entity, up to $400K in accordance with the Guam Zero Waste 
Masterplan for expenses that include, but are not limited to, curbside recycling, household 
hazardous waste, electronic, white goods collection, processing, and marketing/shipping. GSWA 
shall submit a proposal, including total costs, to the Administrator and Board for approval. The 
GSWA Board anticipated a $400K reimbursement before GEPA’s formal approval. At the time of 
the GEPA Board meeting held on February 15, 2024, reimbursement procedures seemed unclear, 
and the rules did not specify the invoicing frequency. Upon further clarification with GEPA, they 
mentioned that GSWA has been requesting quarterly invoicing because expenditures must occur 
before reimbursement.  
 
DPW Takes Over Responsibility of Abandoned Vehicles  

Subsequent to the RRF audit period, following MCOG’s decision to discontinue the IECP, DPW 
assumed operational responsibility for the Government of Guam’s abandoned vehicles. The DPW 
Director testified before the Guam Legislature on March 19, 2026, that the program will be funded 
through a $2M MOU with the GEPA, signed in late January or early February 2026.  
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
Although GEPA promulgated rules to implement the RRF as required by law, significant 
inconsistencies and non-compliance remain. The RRF rules were not fully codified in the GARR, 
resulting in conflicts between statutes and regulations and uncertainty regarding key requirements. 
 
Our audit found that GEPA did not consistently establish, document, and follow the legal 
requirements governing the RRF. This has limited transparency, weakened accountability, and 
impaired the reliable use of the RRF monies. Although legislative changes expanded and clarified 
certain authorities, the governing regulations were not updated to reflect the current law, internal 
reports could not be reliably reconciled to official records, and closed-year figures were subject to 
unexplained revision.  
 
At the program level, RRF funds for the MCOG IECP were not expended efficiently or 
consistently in accordance with statutory and budgetary preconditions. Required Operation Plans, 
Proposals, and Expenditure Plans were missing, incomplete, or lacked documented 
signatures/approvals before the funds were used. In addition, unresolved questions about the 
timing and attribution of expenditures, including whether amounts reflected current-year spending 
or prior-year obligations, made it difficult to determine actual fund utilization.  
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These conditions reflect material weaknesses in RRF governance, financial accountability, internal 
controls, and compliance oversight, which can prevent timely service delivery and erode public 
trust. To address these deficiencies, we recommend that GEPA take charge of updating RRF 
regulations, clarify the interactions between procurement waivers and the Guam procurement law, 
and strengthen internal controls and monitoring for compliance.  
 
 
 
 
Benjamin J.F. Cruz 
Public Auditor 
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Executive Summary 

Guam Environmental Protection Agency 
Recycling Revolving Fund 

OPA Report No. 26-05, May 2026 
 

Our performance audit of the Guam Environmental Protection Agency's (GEPA) Recycling 
Revolving Fund (RRF) found that, although GEPA developed and adopted rules and regulations 
as required by law (which was an audit finding in OPA Report No. 15-05, issued in July 2015), 
those rules were not fully codified in the Guam Administrative Rules and Regulations (GARR). 
This created material inconsistencies between statute and regulation and contributed to several 
compliance and administrative weaknesses. We identified five key deficiencies: 

1. RRF Rules and Reversion Requirements Not Fully Codified into the GARR 
2. RRF Funds Not Expended Efficiently for the Mayors Council of Guam (MCOG) Island-

wide Environmental Clean-up Program (IECP) 
3. Inability to Determine Actual RRF Expenditures 
4. Non-compliance with Statutory Requirements Prior to Disbursement 
5. Missing Board-Approved Expenditure Plans 

 
RRF Rules and Reversion Requirements Not Fully Codified into the GARR 
In September 2019, Public Law (P.L.) 35-37 formally adopted GEPA’s rules and regulations for 
the RRF. On October 12, 2022, Substitute Bill No. 284-36 (LS) was signed into law as P.L. 36-
115, which amended and codified Article 3, Chapter 24, Division 4, Title 22 of the GARR, thereby 
superseding the prior rules adopted under P.L. 35-37, which the agency has not yet conformed in 
the GARR. However, the GARR had not been updated to reflect the amendments enacted by P.L. 
36-115. As a result, inconsistencies exist between the GARR and current law under P.L. 36-115 
and 10 GCA Chapter 51.  
 
GEPA confirmed with the Compiler of Laws that the agency is responsible for initiating rule 
updates, as legislative enactments do not automatically revise the GARR. Any subsequent 
amendments must proceed through the Administrative Adjudication Act (AAA) rulemaking 
process. 
 
RRF Funds Not Expended Efficiently for the MCOG IECP 
Expenditure data from GEPA showed that contractual services were the largest category of RRF 
spending from FY 2017 through 2023. Within this category, the MCOG IECP accounted for the 
largest contractual expenditure, totaling $6.3M (or 52%) of total RRF expenditures. 
 
Procurement and Statutory Constraints 
Beginning in FY 2022, Budget Acts authorized MCOG to issue purchase orders (POs) up to 
specified dollar limits per village. In FY 2022 and FY 2023, the waiver applied on a per-village, 
per-recyclable-item basis; subsequent Budget Acts increased the per-village dollar limits. 
Specifically, these Budget Acts included an “Authorization to Waive Statutory Procurement 
Limit” provision for RRF monies appropriated or allotted to MCOG.  
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MCOG officials stated that they interpreted the budget-act procurement-limit waivers as increasing 
allowable per-village spending limits, rather than authorizing streamlined procurement methods, 
and that MCOG remained subject to applicable procurement requirements. According to MCOG 
officials, MCOG continued to utilize standard procurement processes for IECP purchases. 
Combined with delays in fund drawdowns and vendor-related constraints such as bid protests and 
limited market participation, these factors contributed to delays in expending available RRF 
monies. 
 
Challenges in Fund Utilization and Performance 
GEPA attributes inefficiencies in RRF expenditure primarily to MCOG’s mismanagement and 
delays. In FY 2025, MCOG initially declined funds, then reversed course and issued a request for 
proposal (RFP) that failed because no single vendor was capable of handling the scope of work. 
Historically, MCOG issued its own purchase orders (POs) but submitted Operation and 
Expenditure Plans late, further extending delays.  
 
Long-standing close-out issues persisted because villages did not consistently provide receipts or 
maintain adequate accountability. GEPA granted extensions on unspent IECP funds through 
March 31, 2026, covering FY 2023 through FY 2025, yet unresolved invoices dating back to FY 
2022 made vendors reluctant to work, and later reconciliations revealed missing documentation. 
In addition, despite GEPA’s requests, the Department of Administration (DOA) has not 
consistently provided complete quarterly expenditure reports.  
 
The IECP was not implemented in FY 2017. During FY 2017, the Recycling Industry Economic 
Stimulus Program, as per P.L. 33-136, was implemented; therefore, there was no funding to the 
MCOG IECP. In FY 2018, MCOG expended only $833K (or 38%) of the $2.2M certified, the 
lowest utilization rate during the audit period, indicating long-standing implementation challenges 
not attributable solely to procurement thresholds. Similar underutilization continued in FY 2019, 
when only $567K (or 42%) of the $1.3M certified was expended, leaving a $782K balance unspent. 
On August 7, 2024, the MCOG President reported that, of the $1M allocated from the RRF, only 
$235K had been expended. On September 4, 2024, officials further noted that a $500K drawdown 
had not yet been received because of coordination delays between GEPA and DOA. For FY 2025, 
there were no IECP expenditures. 
 
Ongoing implementation challenges ultimately prompted MCOG to vote to withdraw entirely from 
the IECP. At a special meeting on September 24, 2025, the mayors cited the reasons stemming 
from procurement constraints, bid protests, limited vendor participation, unpaid vendor invoices 
dating back to 2022, and the inability to achieve visible results within the fiscal year key as reasons 
for withdrawal despite available appropriations and flexibility provided by the GCA. MCOG 
proposed returning the entire RRF program, including tires, white goods, and electronics, to GEPA 
and the Department of Public Works (DPW), citing limited manpower and unfunded 
implementation costs, such as fuel, labor, and personal protective equipment. 
 
Inability to Determine Actual RRF Expenditures 
GEPA administers the RRF, but DOA maintains the fund’s official accounting records in the Guam 
Financial Management Information System (GFMIS) and is responsible for issuing mandated 
weekly RRF balance reports to GEPA for posting on GEPA’s website. GEPA informed the audit 
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2025 AB report to $1.8M in the December 10, 2025 version. Similarly, FY 2024 expenditures 
increased from $1M in the September 5, 2025 ED report to $1.2M in the December 10, 2025, 
version. These changes show that GEPA's internal reports for closed fiscal years are not static and 
cannot be relied on as the sole evidence of RRF activity without reconciliation to DOA's official 
accounting records and the audited financial statements. 
 
Non-compliance with Statutory Requirements Prior to Disbursement 
We identified two interrelated areas in which the required preconditions for disbursing RRF 
monies to MCOG for IECP implementation were not fully met or documented: 

1. Required Administrator-approved Operation Plans were missing, lacked evidence of 
approval, or were submitted after at least 80% of disbursed RRF funds had already been 
spent (FY 2020–FY 2024). Multi-year Operation Plans (FY 2019 – FY 2021 and FY 2022 
– FY 2023) were also submitted, but lacked documented Administrator approval. 

2. Required GEPA Board- and Administrator-approved Proposals were not submitted to the 
audit team for review (FY 2023 – FY 2025). 

 
Preconditions for the Operation Plan 

For FY 2018 and FY 2019, MCOG submitted Operation Plans that the GEPA Administrator 
approved on March 19, 2018, and May 24, 2019, respectively. These approvals complied with 
both the GCA and the GARR requirements. 
 
For FY 2020 - 2025, although Operation Plans were submitted, there was no documented evidence 
of the GEPA Administrator’s approval. MCOG submitted a multi-year Operation Plan for FY 2019 
– 2021, but it lacked the Administrator’s signature, and it is unclear whether multi-year plans are 
permissible under the statutory and regulatory framework. For FY 2025, the Operation Plan was 
approved by the GEPA Board through Resolution No. GEPA 25-001 (October 24, 2024), but there 
was no corresponding Administrator signature. 
 
GEPA and MCOG relied on MOA/MOU language rather than consistently ensuring that all 
statutory and regulatory preconditions were met. In particular, required Administrator approval of 
Operation Plans was not consistently completed and documented prior to disbursement.  
 
Preconditions for the Proposal 

A GEPA Board- and Administrator-approved Proposal is required prior to expenditures under 10 
GCA § 51303(a)(1)(D)(i), as enacted by P.L. 36-115. This Proposal requirement became effective 
on October 12, 2022, and was applicable beginning in FY 2023. For FY 2023 – FY 2025, GEPA 
did not submit any Board- and Administrator-approved Proposals for the audit team’s review. 
Accordingly, we could not verify that the required Proposals were prepared and approved before 
incurring expenditures subject to this statutory requirement. 
 
Missing Board-Approved Expenditure Plans 
No Budget Act provisions specifically applicable to the RRF were identified for FY 2017 - FY 
2020. Beginning in FY 2021, however, Budget Acts and related MOAs/MOUs established 
Expenditure Plan preconditions tied to GEPA Board oversight of RRF-funded activities. 
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MCOG was required to submit an Expenditure Plan to the GEPA Board for review and approval 
prior to the use of RRF monies. We found that, with the exception of FY 2023 and FY 2025, 
Expenditure Plans submitted by MCOG lacked documented GEPA Board approval. As a result, 
evidence of compliance with these expenditure-plan preconditions was incomplete. 
 
Other Matters 
Unclear Reimbursement Procedures 

The GEPA’s Administrator is authorized to annually reimburse Guam Solid Waste Authority 
(GSWA), as a government entity, up to $400K in accordance with the Guam Zero Waste 
Masterplan for expenses that include, but are not limited to, curbside recycling, household 
hazardous waste, electronic, white goods collection, processing, and marketing/shipping. GSWA 
shall submit a proposal, including total costs, to the Administrator and Board for approval. The 
GSWA Board anticipated a $400K reimbursement before GEPA’s formal approval. At the time of 
the GEPA Board meeting held on February 15, 2024, reimbursement procedures seemed unclear, 
and the rules did not specify the invoicing frequency. Upon further clarification with GEPA, they 
mentioned that GSWA has been requesting quarterly invoicing because expenditures must occur 
before reimbursement.  
 
DPW Takes Over Responsibility of Abandoned Vehicles  

Subsequent to the RRF audit period, following MCOG’s decision to discontinue the IECP, DPW 
assumed operational responsibility for the Government of Guam’s abandoned vehicles. The DPW 
Director testified before the Guam Legislature on March 19, 2026, that the program will be funded 
through a $2M MOU with the GEPA, signed in late January or early February 2026.  
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
Although GEPA promulgated rules to implement the RRF as required by law, significant 
inconsistencies and non-compliance remain. The RRF rules were not fully codified in the GARR, 
resulting in conflicts between statutes and regulations and uncertainty regarding key requirements. 
 
Our audit found that GEPA did not consistently establish, document, and follow the legal 
requirements governing the RRF. This has limited transparency, weakened accountability, and 
impaired the reliable use of the RRF monies. Although legislative changes expanded and clarified 
certain authorities, the governing regulations were not updated to reflect the current law, internal 
reports could not be reliably reconciled to official records, and closed-year figures were subject to 
unexplained revision.  
 
At the program level, RRF funds for the MCOG IECP were not expended efficiently or 
consistently in accordance with statutory and budgetary preconditions. Required Operation Plans, 
Proposals, and Expenditure Plans were missing, incomplete, or lacked documented 
signatures/approvals before the funds were used. In addition, unresolved questions about the 
timing and attribution of expenditures, including whether amounts reflected current-year spending 
or prior-year obligations, made it difficult to determine actual fund utilization.  
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These conditions reflect material weaknesses in RRF governance, financial accountability, internal 
controls, and compliance oversight, which can prevent timely service delivery and erode public 
trust. To address these deficiencies, we recommend that GEPA take charge of updating RRF 
regulations, clarify the interactions between procurement waivers and the Guam procurement law, 
and strengthen internal controls and monitoring for compliance.  
 
 
 
 
Benjamin J.F. Cruz 
Public Auditor 
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Introduction 
 
The Guam Environmental Protection Agency (GEPA) Recycling Revolving Fund (RRF) 
performance audit was part of the Office of Public Accountability’s (OPA) 2025 Annual Work 
Plan. This audit serves as a follow-up to the OPA performance audit issued in July 2015 (OPA 
Report No. 15-05, Recycling Revolving Fund). The audit objectives are to determine whether: 

1) GEPA promulgated rules and regulations in accordance with the law (as identified as an 
audit finding in OPA Report No. 15-05, issued in July 2015); and 

2) Top expenditures funded by the RRF were made in accordance with applicable laws, rules, 
regulations, and other fund requirements. 

 
The audit scope covered FY 2017 – 2025 (October 1, 2016, through September 30, 2025). 
 
The prior audit found that GEPA did not promulgate the rules and regulations necessary to 
implement RRF, as required by Title 10, Guam Code Annotated (GCA), Chapter 51, Article 3, § 
51306(c). The absence of implementing rules and regulations limits GEPA’s ability to clearly 
define the RRF’s purpose and funding priorities, leaving the statutory requirements open to 
interpretation and increasing the risk that the program may not be administered in accordance with 
legislative intent. 
 
This new audit follows up on OPA Report No. 15-05 by assessing the implementation of previous 
recommendations and evaluating any updates since the original audit was released. 
 
Background 
Public Law (P.L.) 27-38 established RRF as a separate Government of Guam (GovGuam) fund in 
November 2003 and is codified in Title 10, Guam Code Annotated (GCA), Chapter 51, Article 3. 
The RRF was created to fund the recycling of automobiles, trucks, heavy equipment, and white 
goods, as the Abandoned Vehicle and Streetlight Fund was deemed insufficient. Proceeds from 
recycling fees were to be deposited into the RRF. GEPA is authorized to enter into contracts with 
recycling companies for collection, recycling, storage, disposal, and related initiatives upon 
promulgation of rules and regulations in accordance with the Administrative Adjudication Law. 
The previous audit of GEPA’s RRF found that the lack of promulgated rules and regulations 
prevented proper implementation of the law and increased the risk of unauthorized expenditures. 
 
On March 2016, P.L. 33-136 acknowledged that the lack of rules and regulations prevented the 
RRF from supporting recycling initiatives. The law established a Recycling Industry Economic 
Stimulus Program to provide economic stimulus funding to local recycling companies to support 
their recycling efforts. This program was to remain in effect until GEPA promulgated the rules 
and regulations for the RRF and adopted them in accordance with the Administrative Adjudication 
Act.  
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GEPA emailed multiple versions of two FY 2017 through 2025 expenditure reports: AB dated 
April 28, 2025 and December 10, 2025, and ED dated September 5, November 7, and December 
10, 2025. GEPA initially advised the audit team to use the November 7, 2025 report and disregard 
the April 28, 2025 version. Later, GEPA provided an updated December 10, 2025 version, which 
the audit team then used for analysis. GEPA further noted that FY 2025 had not yet been closed 
out by DOA and that certain information is still pending.  

Mayors Council of Guam Island-Wide Environmental Clean Up Program 
As seen on Table 1 above, the largest expenditure is for the MCOG IECP, which accounted for 
the largest contractual expenditure totaling $6.3M (or 52%) of total RRF expenditures. MCOG 
IECP stems from 10 GCA § 51306, which authorizes MCOG, alongside the Department of Public 
Works (DPW) and with the GEPA Administrator approval, to contract with recycling companies 
for the collection, recycling, zero waste initiatives, interim storage, disposal, and processing, or 
any combination thereof, of junk vehicles (cars, buses, trucks, heavy equipment), tires, white 
goods, and other recyclables in line with all applicable laws, rules, and regulations within 10 GCA 
Chapter 51.  
 
Key requirements include mandating contractors to provide GEPA compliance certifications, 
current permits, and plan to divert materials for disposal. GEPA shall promulgate the necessary 
rules and regulations, in accordance with the Administrative Adjudication Law (AAA), to properly 
implement this program.  
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Recycling 
Priority Tiers 

§ 51304(a–c): Prioritization is 
established by GEPA 
Administrator in three tiers 
(e.g., 1st: junk vehicles, 
plastics; 2nd: paper/glass) 

§ 24102.1(b)(1–3): 
Similar structure, but 
plastic is placed in 
2nd priority, and 
decision authority is 
DPW Director 

Material hierarchy and 
the authority to set it 
differ; GEPA now has 
decision-making power, 
not DPW. 

Fee Collection 
and Deposit 

§ 51305: DRT collects 
recycling fee and transmits to 
GEPA Administrator to 
deposit into the RRF 

§ 24103.2(e–f): DRT 
collects and transfers 
to DPW, who 
deposits into the 
RRF 

GARR reflects outdated 
routing of funds through 
DPW. P.L. 36-115 
simplifies this: DRT → 
GEPA. 

Authority to 
Contract with 
Recycling 
Companies 

§ 51306(a–d): DPW and/or 
Mayor’s Council of Guam 
(MCOG) may enter into 
contract(s) with GEPA, 
requiring only GEPA’s 
Administrator approval, which 
may be revoked by the 
Administrator at any time  

§ 24102.1(f)–(g): 
DPW independently 
authorizes and 
manages contracts 
and certifications 

DPW independently 
authorizes and manages 
contracts and 
certifications. GARR 
does not reflect that 
GEPA must approve 
DPW or MCOG 
contracts under the 
current law.  

 
Although P.L. 36-115 amended and codified the statutes and rules governing the RRF, the GARR 
continues to reflect earlier rules adopted under prior statutes and has not been updated since 
November 1, 2023, to incorporate the amendments enacted by P.L. 36-115. 
 
As a result, the GARR continues to require unused or unobligated RRF funds to be returned to the 
fund at the end of each fiscal year (FY) and retains other outdated provisions. In contrast, the GCA, 
as amended, now treats the RRF as a non-lapsing fund, and recent Budget Acts authorize certain 
prior-year RRF balances to remain available beyond the fiscal year-end. 
 
For example, P.L. 37-42 allocated $1.5 million (M) from the RRF to the MCOG for recycling, 
waste removal, and disposal activities. This law permitted MCOG to spend any unspent RRF 
balances remaining in its accounts as of September 30, 2023, if those funds were not already 
obligated by contract or purchase order and were used for eligible cleanup activities under 10 GCA 
Chapter 51 and 22 GARR Chapter 24. The FY 2024 Budget Act further restricted this $1.5M by 
prohibiting its transfer or use for any other purpose during that same FY. Collectively, these 
measures allowed certain prior-year RRF balances to carry over beyond the end of FY, which 
conflicts with the annual return requirement in 22 GARR §24303.1(c)(3).  
 
GEPA confirmed with the Compiler of Laws that the agency is responsible for initiating rule 
updates, as legislative enactments do not automatically revise the GARR. The GARR was last 
updated on November 1, 2023, and any subsequent amendments must proceed through the 
Administrative Adjudication Act (AAA) rulemaking process.  
 
Reliance on outdated GARR provisions that have not been updated to reflect P.L. 36-115 creates 
inconsistencies between current law and existing regulations governing the RRF. This 
misalignment results in legal and operational uncertainty regarding fund requirements, including 
conflicting guidance on whether RRF balances must lapse at end of FY or may carry over. 
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appropriation for FY 2022 indicates underutilization rather than overspending. This suggests that 
the apparent excess reflects the timing of payments, not actual overspending of current-year funds.  
 
Ongoing implementation challenges ultimately prompted MCOG to vote to withdraw entirely from 
the IECP. At a special meeting on September 24, 2025, the mayors cited the reasons stemming 
from procurement constraints, bid protests, limited vendor participation, unpaid vendor invoices 
dating back to 2022, and the inability to achieve visible results within the fiscal year as key reasons 
for withdrawal despite available appropriations and flexibility provided by the GCA. MCOG 
proposed returning the entire RRF program–including tires, white goods, and electronics–to GEPA 
and DPW, citing limited manpower and unfunded implementation costs such as fuel, labor, and 
personal protective equipment. MCOG emphasized that GEPA and DPW have the legal authority 
and capacity to manage environmental waste more effectively.  
 
To clarify apparent excess expenditures, better explain multi-year spending patterns, and improve 
fund utilization, we recommend that GEPA and the RRF IECP recipient: 

1. Maintain a separate ledger that distinguishes current-year obligations from prior-year 
payments in financial reports;  

2. Enhance data reconciliation with the MOA/MOU authorizations on a quarterly basis and 
with Budget Act authorizations on an annual basis, and clearly denote carryover payments 
to avoid misinterpreting expenditures as overspending rather than timing differences;  

3. Identify and address the barriers to full appropriation, such as procurement delays and 
vendor constraints.  

 
Inability to Determine Actual RRF Expenditures  
GEPA administers the RRF, but DOA maintains the fund’s official accounting records in the Guam 
Financial Management Information System (GFMIS) and is responsible for issuing mandated 
weekly RRF balance reports to GEPA for posting on GEPA’s website. General fiscal policies and 
controls under 5 GCA Chapter 22 require that encumbrances revert to the fund within nine months 
after the end of the FY.  
 
GEPA informed the audit team that its internal RRF Expenditure and Disbursement (ED) and 
Account Breakdown (AB) reports (dated December 10, 2025) were generated from historical data 
extracted from the legacy AS400 financial information system.  We compared GEPA’s internal 
AS400-based reports with RRF information in the Government of Guam–wide audited financial 
statements (also based on AS400 data) and were unable to reconcile the two sources or determine 
actual RRF expenditures due to significant discrepancies. Specifically, we noted:  

• A $495K variance between the reports. See Table 5.  
• A 225% increase in continuing-account appropriations, from $2.9M in FY 2023 to $9.5M 

in FY 2024, without a documented explanation.  
• No DOA-posted weekly RRF balance reports on GEPA’s website after September 23, 

2023, despite a DOA report dated May 28, 2024.  
• No evidence that FY 2017 - 2023 encumbrances reverted within the required nine-month 

timeframe.  
• No utilization of the RRF continuing account from FY 2020 – 2022 in the reports reviewed.  
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Comparisons across multiple versions of GEPA's internal reports revealed unexplained changes to 
expenditure totals for closed fiscal years, in addition to the variances noted against the audited 
financial statements. For example, FY 2019 expenditures increased from $972.2K in the April 28, 
2025 AB report to $1.8M in the December 10, 2025 version. Similarly, FY 2024 expenditures 
increased from $1M in the September 5, 2025 ED report to $1.2M in the December 10, 2025, 
version. These changes show that GEPA's internal reports for closed fiscal years are not static and 
cannot be relied on as the sole evidence of RRF activity without reconciliation to DOA's official 
accounting records and the audited financial statements.  
 
GEPA did not document the reasons for these differences in the reports provided for audit review 
(for example, liquidation of encumbrances or conversion of encumbrances to expenditures). 
Without such support, GEPA lacked reliable information to determine RRF expenditures, 
encumbrances, and available balances, which increases the risk of inaccurate financial reporting 
and reliance on unsupported amounts when certifying fund availability.  
 
We recommend GEPA management to:  

1. Ensure timely posting of DOA’s weekly RRF balance reports on GEPA’s website;  
2. Reconcile the ED and AB totals to DOA’s official accounting records and to the final 

audited financial statements;  
3. Establish and document procedures to validate and reconcile data migrated from AS400 to 

GFMIS;  
4. Document every adjustment or variance, including the reason, source document, and date 

of approval; and  
5. Verify that FY 2017 through FY 2023 encumbrances have properly reverted and take 

corrective action as needed.  
 
Non-compliance with Statutory Requirements Prior to Disbursement 
If any conflict exists between 22 GARR §24303.1 and 10 GCA Chapter 51 (as amended by P.L. 
36-115), the statute controls as a matter of law, as administrative rules cannot supersede governing 
statutes. The applicable prior-approval requirements are consistent across both the GCA and the 
GARR: that RRF monies be disbursed and expended only under Administrator and Board 
authorization; therefore, failure to obtain and document required approval constitutes non-
compliance with both applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.  
 
We identified two interrelated areas in which the required preconditions for disbursing RRF 
monies to MCOG for IECP implementation were not fully met or documented:  

1. Required Administrator-approved Operation Plans were missing, lacked evidence of 
approval, or were submitted after at least 80% of disbursed RRF funds had already been 
spent (FY 2020 – FY 2024). Multi-year Operation Plans (FY 2019 – FY 2021 and FY 2022 
– FY 2023) were also submitted, but lacked documented Administrator approval.  

2. Required GEPA Board- and Administrator-approved Proposals were not submitted to the 
audit team for review (FY 2023 – FY 2025).  
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GEPA and MCOG should ensure all Expenditure Plans required by Budget Acts are formally 
reviewed and approved by the GEPA Board before RRF monies are used,                                                                                               
and that supporting documentation—such as Board resolutions, meeting minutes, and evidence of 
plan transmittal and receipt—is clearly documented and retained for current and future FYs.  
 
We recommend that GEPA (1) establish standardized procedures for obtaining required approvals 
before authorizing expenditures; (2) ensure approvals are clearly documented; and (3) strengthen 
internal controls and monitoring to ensure compliance.  
 
Other Matters 
 
Unclear Reimbursement Procedures 

The GEPA’s Administrator is authorized to annually reimburse Guam Solid Waste Authority 
(GSWA), as a government entity, up to $400K in accordance with the Guam Zero Waste Master 
Plan for expenses that include, but are not limited to, curbside recycling, household hazardous 
waste, electronic, and white goods collection, processing, and marketing/shipping. GSWA shall 
submit a proposal, including total costs, to the Administrator and Board for approval. The GSWA 
Board expected a $400K reimbursement before GEPA’s formal approval. At the time of the GEPA 
Board meeting held on February 15, 2024, reimbursement procedures seemed unclear, and the 
rules did not specify the invoicing frequency. Upon further clarification with GEPA staff, they 
mentioned that GSWA has been requesting quarterly invoicing because expenditures must occur 
before reimbursement.  
 
DPW Takes Over Responsibility of Abandoned Vehicles 

Subsequent to the RRF audit period, following MCOG’s decision to discontinue the IECP, DPW 
assumed operational responsibility for the Government of Guam’s abandoned vehicles. The DPW 
Director testified before the Guam Legislature on March 19, 2026, that the program will be funded 
through a $2M MOU with the GEPA, signed in late January or early February 2026.  
 
DPW prepared an RFP for an Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity contract to engage private-
sector recyclers for island-wide collection and disposal of abandoned vehicles. DPW’s market 
research identified up to four capable vendors, including two that can remove and export vehicles 
whole and two that dismantle, crush, and ship vehicles in containers. DPW estimates there are 
approximately 13K to 15K abandoned vehicles on Guam and has set a target of removing about 
4K vehicles each year, at an estimated cost of $500 to $600 per vehicle. 
 
DPW also identified the need for a dedicated staging site of at least 10 acres, preferably near the 
Port of Guam, to support the program. As of this report date, a suitable site had not been secured.  
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
Although GEPA promulgated rules to implement the RRF as required by law, significant 
inconsistencies and non-compliance remain. The RRF rules were not fully codified in the GARR, 
resulting in conflicts between statutes and regulations and uncertainty regarding key requirements. 
 
Our audit found that GEPA did not consistently establish, document, and follow the legal 
requirements governing the RRF, which limited transparency, weakened accountability, and 
impaired the reliable use of the RRF monies. Although legislative changes expanded and clarified 
certain authorities, the governing regulations were not updated to reflect the current law, internal 
reports could not be reliably reconciled to official records, and closed-year figures were subject to 
unexplained revision.  
 
At the program level, RRF funds for the MCOG IECP were not expended efficiently or 
consistently in accordance with statutory and budgetary preconditions. Required Operation Plans, 
Proposals, and Expenditure Plans were missing, incomplete, or lacked documented 
signatures/approvals before the funds were used. In addition, unresolved questions about the 
timing and attribution of expenditures, including whether amounts reflected current-year spending 
or prior-year obligations, made it difficult to determine actual fund utilization.  
 
These conditions reflect material weaknesses in RRF governance, financial accountability, internal 
controls, and compliance oversight, which can prevent timely service delivery and erode public 
trust. To address these deficiencies, we recommend that GEPA take charge of updating RRF 
regulations, clarify the interactions between procurement waivers and the Guam procurement law, 
and strengthen internal controls and monitoring for compliance. 
 
 
 
 
Benjamin J.F. Cruz 
Public Auditor  
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Management Response and OPA Reply  
 
On April 30, 2026, OPA provided GEPA with a draft report for their official management 
response.  
 
On May 8, 2026, OPA and GEPA held a (virtual) exit conference to discuss the findings and 
recommendations of the Recycling Revolving Fund performance audit.  
 
On May 14, 2026, GEPA submitted its official management response.  
 
GEPA Response: In their management response, GEPA generally concurred with all findings, 
with the exception of two findings where they partially concurred. They stated that, while they 
concurred that RRF rules and regulations were not fully codified, IECP expenditures were not used 
efficiently by MCOG; however, many delays stemmed from MCOG procurement constraints, 
vendor protests, incomplete documentation, and late submissions, all of which were beyond 
GEPA’s direct control. GEPA further noted that they do not administer procurement statutes, and 
ambiguity between annual Budget Act provisions and Guam Procurement Law contributed to 
delays and inconsistent interpretations during IECP implementation.  
 
GEPA is committed to strengthening governance, financial accountability, and internal controls 
for the Recycling Revolving Fund and appreciates the OPA’s findings and recommendations and 
will continue to work collaboratively with DOA, DPW, and other stakeholders to ensure that RRF 
funds are administered in full compliance with Guam law and in support of the island’s recycling 
and zero-waste objectives.  
 
OPA Reply: The OPA acknowledges GEPA’s response and efforts in addressing the audit 
findings and implementing their corrective action plan for each of the audit recommendations. The 
audit team determined that GEPA’s management letter, relative to its corrective action plans, are 
acceptable and satisfactory. 
 
See Appendix 8 for GEPA’s detailed management response. 
 
The legislation creating OPA requires agencies to prepare a corrective action plan to implement 
audit recommendations, to document the progress in implementing the audit recommendations, 
and to endeavor to have implementation completed no later than the beginning of the next fiscal 
year.  
 
We sincerely appreciate the cooperation and assistance provided by the staff and management of 
GEPA throughout this audit process. 
 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
 
Benjamin J. F. Cruz 
Public Auditor  
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Appendix 1:            
Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

 
Objective 
Based on the Office of Public Accountability’s (OPA) 2025 Audit Plan, the Guam OPA conducted 
a follow-up performance audit of the Guam Environmental Protection Agency’s (GEPA) 
Recycling Revolving Fund (RRF). The audit objectives were to determine whether: 

1. GEPA promulgated rules and regulations for the RRF in accordance with the law, as 
previously identified in OPA Report No. 15-05 (July 2015); and 

2. Top expenditures funded by the RRF were made in accordance with applicable laws, rules, 
regulations, and other fund requirements. 
 

Audit Scope 
The audit covers Fiscal Years (FY) 2017 through 2025, corresponding to the period from October 
1, 2016, through September 30, 2025. 
 
Methodology 
The audit team employed the following methodologies and procedures to collect information 
supporting the audit results. This included reviewing pertinent laws, rules, regulations, policies, 
and other relevant documents governing the RRF. The audit was primarily conducted at the Office 
of Public Accountability. Specific procedures included: 

1. Researched and reviewed all laws, rules, and regulations relevant to the RRF. In addition, 
we conducted research via the GEPA, Guam Compiler of Laws, Guam Legislature, and 
Bureau of Budget and Management Research websites to gather additional guidance on 
RRF fund expenditures. 

2. Obtained information directly from sources, including: 
o Guam Compiler of Laws 
o Guam Legislature 
o Bureau of Budget and Management Research (BBMR) 
o GEPA – Guam Zero Waste Plan 
o Department of Administration (DOA) 

3. Reviewing prior audits and other reports issued by OPA and GEPA relevant to the audit 
subject. 

4. Conducted Zoom meetings and walkthroughs with GEPA officials. 
5. Interviewed officials from the MCOG to understand the IECP and its implementation. 
6. Requested and reviewed GEPA RRF documents. 
7. Reviewed Government of Guam-Wide audited financial reports from FY 2017 to FY 2025. 
8. Compiled data from the Government of Guam’s audited financial statements and GEPA 

internal reports, conducting comparative analysis, and documenting variances. 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 
Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States of America. Those 
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We 
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives.   
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Appendix 2:          Page 1 of 2 
Prior Audit Coverage 

Below is a summary of pertinent findings and recommendations relative to a prior OPA report on 
the Guam Environmental Protection Agency’s Recycling Revolving Fund.  
 
OPA Report No. 15-05: Guam Environmental Protection Agency Recycling 
Revolving Fund  
 
Finding 1: Rules and Regulations Need to Be Promulgated to Properly Implement Law 
Title 10 of the Guam Code Annotated (GCA) Chapter 51 Article 3 § 51307 (c)4 states that GEPA, 
“Shall promulgate the necessary rules and regulations, in accordance with the Administrative 
Adjudication Law, to properly implement this Article.” Since the enactment of Public Law (P.L.) 
27-38 in November 2003, the RRF law was amended by several additional laws over a span of 
eight years, each separately modifying aspects of the RRF law. In June 2005, the recycling rules 
and regulations were finally approved by GEPA’s Board, but P.L. 28-70 disapproved the rules in 
October 2005. No explanation for the disapproval was provided in the legislative history for P.L. 
28-70. Neither could GEPA officials provide an explanation. As such, there are no recycling rules 
and regulations in place. 
 
Recommendation: 
Establishing the proper rules and regulations would clarify the RRF purpose and priorities, guide 
the RRF activities to ensure uniform application of the law, and ensure that legislative intent is 
carried out.  
 
Finding 2: RRF Travel Expenditures 
Based on the OPA’s 100% review and testing of expenditures for the conference and travel, it was 
noted that the expenditures reasonably met the purpose of the law to assist and encourage 
recycling. All conference and travel expenditures were processed and cleared with BBMR and 
DOA. Although these expenditures reasonably assisted and encouraged recycling of recyclable 
materials, these RRF expenditures were made before the rules and regulations were promulgated. 
Therefore, these RRF expenditures totaling $158K was identified as questioned costs. 
 
Recommendation: 
It was recommended that GEPA place a moratorium on all RRF spending until they develop and 
promulgate rules and regulations in accordance with the law.  
 
  

 
4 Note: OPA Report No. 15-05 cited the promulgation requirement as 10 GCA § 51307(c), which was the applicable 

section number prior to recodification under P.L. 36-115 (Oct. 12, 2022). The current codified section is § 51306(c). 
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Appendix 2:          Page 2 of 2 
Prior Audit Coverage 
 
Finding 3: Other Matters 
In the prior performance audit of the Recycling Revolving Fund, OPA Report No. 15-05 (covering 
FY 2010–2014), OPA noted that up to 90% of RRF expenditures pertained to contractual services. 
Since FY 2010, these annual expenditures ranged from $275K up to $630K. In addition, OPA 
noted that between FY 2010 and FY 2014, a total of 11.1 million was transferred out of the RRF. 
The largest amount transferred was $5M in FY 2010. 
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Appendix 3:           Page 1 of 3 
Applicable Laws, Rules, and Regulations 
 
Guam Code Annotated Title 5 Chapter 9, Article 3  

§9303. Adoption, Repeal, Recission, or Amendment of Rules and Regulations: Circulation 
and Filing. 
(a) It shall be the duty of every agency which may have been or hereafter may be clothed with or 
given any power or authority to make, adopt, promulgate or enforce rules. 
 

Guam Code Annotated Title 5 Chapter 22, Article 4  

§22406. Reversion of Appropriations. All sums previously appropriated shall revert to the fund 
from which appropriated. 
 

Guam Code Annotated Title 10 Chapter 51, Article 3  

§51306 Authorization for the Department of Public Works and the Mayors Council of Guam 
to Contract with Recycling Companies. 
(c) The Guam Environmental Protection Agency shall promulgate the necessary rules and 
regulations, in accordance with the Administrative Adjudication Law, to properly implement this 
Article. 
 
Public Law (P.L.) 27-38 

AN ACT TO CREATE A RECYCLING REVOLVING FUND TO FUND THE RECYCLING 
OF AUTOMOBILES, TRUCKS, HEAVY EQUIPMENT, AND WHITE GOODS AS 
PROVIDED FOR IN THE INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN AS 
ADOPTED IN PUBLIC LAW 25-175, BY ADDING NEW ARTICLE 3 TO CHAPTER 51 OF 
DIVISION 2 OF PART 2 OF TITLE 10, AND BY AMENDING §7161 OF TITLE 16, GUAM 
CODE ANNOTATED. 
 
Public Law (P.L.) 33-136 

Section 1. Legislative Findings and Intent. I Liheslaturan Guåhan finds that the Recycling 
Revolving Fund presently has no rules and regulations in place to enable the Fund to be used for 
the purpose of supporting recycling initiatives in a prudent and accountable manner as 
recommended by the Public Auditor.  
 
Section 2. Recycling Industry Economic Stimulus Program.  
§51309. Recycling Industry Economic Stimulus Program.  
There is hereby a created a Recycling Economic Stimulus Program (Program) to be administered 
by the Guam Environmental Protection Agency. The purpose of the Program is to provide 
economic stimulus funding to local recycling companies to support their recycling efforts.  
 
Public Law (P.L.) 33-215 

§51302. Recycling Revolving Fund. There is hereby created the Recycling Revolving Fund 
(Fund), which shall be maintained separate and apart from any other funds, including the General 
Fund of the government of Guam, and independent records and accounts shall be maintained 
thereof.  
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Appendix 3:           Page 2 of 3 
Applicable Laws, Rules, and Regulations 
 

Public Law (P.L.) 34-32 

§9303. Adoption, Repeal, Rescission, or Amendment of Rules and Regulations: Circulation 
and Filing.  
(a) It shall be the duty of every agency which may have been or hereafter may be clothed with or 
given any power or authority to make, adopt, promulgate or enforce rules to:  

(1) prepare the rules in a form which will conform to a standard system or code adopted by the 
Guam Code Advisory Commission for the guidance of all agencies. Agencies may contact the 
Compiler of Laws for recommendations as to placement and formatting.  
(3) File with the Attorney General a printed and an identical electronic (pdf and word) version 
of the proposed rules and regulations, and one (1) printed and an identical electronic (pdf) copy 
of the entire agency record, to include minutes or a resolution showing board approval of 
proposed rules, certification of the agency record and compliance with each of the 
requirements of this Chapter, economic impact statements, and transcripts of any public 
hearings on the rules being proposed. 

 
Public Law (P.L.) 35-37 

An Act to adopt the rules and regulations for the Recycling Revolving Fund as transmitted by the 
Guam Environmental Protection Agency. 
 

Public Law (P.L.) 36-115 

SUBSTITUTE BILL NO. 284-36 (LS) – AN ACT TO AMEND ARTICLE 3 OF CHAPTER 51, 
TITLE 10, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, TO CODIFY AND AMEND ARTICLE 3 OF 
CHAPTER 24, DIVISION 4, TITLE 22, GUAM ADMINISTRATIVE RULES AND 
REGULATIONS, RELATIVE TO PROMOTING RECYCLING AND ZERO WASTE 
INITIATIVES. 
 
Public Law (P.L.) 29-116 

§51507. Authorization for the Mayors’ Council of Guam to Contract with Recycling 
Companies.  
(c) The Guam Environmental Protection Agency shall promulgate the necessary rules and 
regulations, in accordance with the Administrative Adjudication Law, to properly implement this 
Article.  
 
Public Law (P.L.) 36-115 

§51302. Recycling Revolving Fund.  
There is hereby created the Recycling Revolving Fund, which shall be non-lapsing and maintained 
separate and apart from any other funds, including the General Fund of the government of Guam, 
and independent records and accounts shall be maintained thereof. 
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Appendix 3:          Page 3 of 3 
Applicable Laws, Rules, and Regulations 
 
Public Law (P.L.) 36-54 

Section 5. Authorization to Waive Statutory Procurement Limit for Recycling Revolving 
Fund Appropriated or Allotted to MCOG. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the MCOG is authorized to issue purchase orders up 
to Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) per village per recyclable item as permitted under the Fiscal 
Year 2021 to Fiscal Year 2022 GEPA-MCOG Island-wide Clean Up Program for Fiscal Year 
2022.  
 
Public Law (P.L.) 36-107 

Section 5. Authorization to Waive Statutory Procurement Limit for Recycling Revolving 
Fund Appropriated or Allotted to MCOG. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the MCOG is authorized to issue purchase orders of 
up to Seventy-Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000) per village per recyclable item as permitted under 
the Fiscal Year 2022 to Fiscal Year 2023 GEPA-MCOG Island-wide Clean Up Program for Fiscal 
Year 2023. 
 
Public Law (P.L.) 37-42 

Section 5. Authorization to Waive Statutory Procurement Limit for Recycling Revolving 
Fund Appropriated or Allotted to MCOG. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the MCOG is authorized to issue purchase orders of 
up to One Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($150,000) per village for recyclables as permitted 
under the Fiscal Year 2023 to Fiscal Year 2024 GEPA-MCOG Island-wide Clean Up Program for 
Fiscal Year 2024.  
 
22 GARR of Division 4 of Chapter 4 

§24303.1 
(c) The Administrator may use funds to support the recycling and zero waste initiatives in this 
Section subject to the following conditions: 
(3) Unused funds must be returned to the Recycling Revolving Fund every fiscal year. 
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Official Management Response 
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MISSION STATEMENT 

We independently conduct audits and administer 
procurement appeals to safeguard public trust and 
promote good governance for the people of Guam. 

VISION 

The Government of Guam is the standard of public trust and 

good governance. 

CORE VALUES 

Objective 
To have an 
independent and 
impartial mind. 

Professional 
To adhere to ethical 
and professional 
standards. 

Accountable 
To be responsible 
and transparent in 
our actions. 

REPORTING FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE 

• Call our HOTLINE at 671 47AUDIT (472 8348)
• Visit our website at www.opaguam.org
• Call our office at (671) 475 0390
• Fax our office at (671) 472 7951
• Or visit us at Suite 401 DNA Building in Hagåtña

All information will be held in strict confidence.
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