
Partner Questions: Take 1.

Background on how a particular DO criterion 
was measured during the original criterion 
development work, what endpoint it protects 
(e.g., spawning), and how it was intended to be 
assessed. 

Highlights from USEPA 2003 to open the conversation
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USEPA 2003: 
Criteria derivation



Strong foundations of criteria derivation and 
application: 1992



Strong foundations of criteria derivation and 
application: 1992… and 1991 synthesis

17 pages of studies summarized



Some alignment, some adjustments deriving criteria 
1992 to 2003

USEPA 2003Jordan et al. 1992

Seasonality and geography considerations factored in for 2003



Some alignment, some adjustments deriving criteria 
1992 to 2003

Example of life-stage considerations
Larval fish protections considered

USEPA 2003

USEPA 2003
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Assessment 

USEPA 2003

Documentation 
Providing guidance toward 
consistent, baywide 
application of criteria across
 jurisdictional boundaries



Assessment 
continued

USEPA 2003

* CFD method further described
* Interpolation described
* Applications to point, transect, and remote sensing data



Chapter 5. Recommended Implementation 
Procedures (USEPA 2003)



Chapter 5. Recommended Implementation 
Procedures (USEPA 2003)

Just FYI - This work looks at probable attainment.
The indicator provides an estimate of attainment.



Assessments: 

• USEPA 2003 provided a recommended 
approach to assessing criterion attainment 
using interpolation and the CFD

• The TMDL planning targets are built upon 
applying the CFD approach in a baywide 
common method between monitoring and 
modeled data assessments in a partnership-
wide consistent manner. 

• We have strived to have a cross-jurisdictional 
common approach to the criteria assessment 
and other watershed agreement outcome 
assessment in the bay and across the 
watershed 

• We recognize EPA does not approve 
assessment procedures but evaluates 
assessment results considering protocols 
used to make the assessment decisions 



Assessments

Going forward, 
CAP WG: 

• We will continue the path of the summer 2024 meeting 
and build our list of questions on the criteria and their 
assessment. 

• We will continue to vet our Questions and Answers on 
the criteria and their assessment 

• Coincident with ongoing methods developments, CAP 
WG will document a common community 
understanding on the issues

• Our documentation historically gets summarized in a 
Technical Document, reviewed, and published through 
EPA as guidance to support updates to criteria or their 
assessment and assessment framework

• We will likely need some homework and longer 
meetings for addressing these topics 



Agenda planning with additional questions: capturing our list of 
questions to document answers, resolution during CAP WG meetings.

Further questions for our CAP WG – can we add to this list as topics for this and future meetings? 

For a given criterion-season application
*  Discuss ideas for how we would use discrete data to assess this criterion, if at all. 
• Discuss ideas for how we would use continuous data (i.e., profilers, arrays, surface Conmon devices) to assess this 

criterion. 
• Discuss how many stations we would need spatially to assess a particular DO criterion/Designated Use combination 
• Discuss how many measurements at any individual station (minimum data threshold) we would need to temporally 

assess a particular DO criterion/Designated Use combination 

From August 2024 CAP WG minutes: Developing detailed decision rules for an assessment methodology for the short duration criteria 
(and even the 30 day mean DO criteria). 
• Answering the following questions:

o How to interpret DO criteria (e.g., Does instant. min = never to exceed? One exceedance in 3 yrs? 10% exceedance? 1% 
exceedance?)

o How should we calculate a 7-day mean?
o What is the minimum spatial and temporal data threshold to be met to assess a segment-designated use combination?
o What zones (e.g., trib of trib, shallow water, etc) within each designated use should have data for assessment?



Transition ☺



Topic 2. Computational definitions for means 
and instantaneous minimum. 
Instantaneous min (USEPA 2017) 
• Based on the above published state methods and EPA guidance, 

the CBP Scientific, Technical Assessment and Reporting Team’s 
Criteria Assessment Protocol Workgroup worked with U.S. EPA 
Region III Office staff to develop options for assessing attainment 
of season-long, high frequency data (e.g., every 15 minutes) for 
criterion assessment that protects the designated use. The 
Criteria Assessment Protocol Workgroup then considered three 
options for instantaneous minimum criterion assessment that 
account for concerns of living resource protection over an entire 
season at a conservative level. 



Some guidance to start with for using Con-Mon 
and the IM criterion assessment (USEPA 2017)
• Rule 1. No more than 10 percent of days during a single season with an 

exceedance— 9 total of 12 days can have a single exceedance. This 
translates into about 30 minutes x 12 or 5 hours total per season, and 
given 2880 hours in a summer season, about 0.17 percent of the 
summer season. 

• Rule 2. No more than 1 day with 10 percent time (>2.5 hours) 
exceedance during a single season. This translates into 3 or more hours 
or about 0.1 percent of the summer season. 

• Rule 2-Alternate. No more than two consecutive days with 10 percent 
time (>2.5 hours) exceedance during a single season. This translates 
into 6 or more hours or about 0.2 percent of the summer season. 
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