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1. Executive Summary
This submission documents a specific, reproducible, and consequential pattern of institutional bias in Claude AI's treatment of ocean replenishment and restoration science — specifically the science underlying ocean iron fertilization or replenishment (aka “ocean pasture restoration”) as a fisheries recovery tool.
The bias is not a single error. It is structural: Claude defaults systematically to institutionally dominant framings on a set of contested scientific and legal questions where the institutional consensus is itself a party to the dispute. The defaults were not volunteered as uncertain — they were delivered with the same confident, neutral-sounding tone Claude uses for settled facts.
This submission identifies four specific, documentable error categories, proposes concrete corrections, and requests three actions from Anthropic: acknowledgment, training correction, and an epistemic transparency mechanism for contested scientific domains.


2. Submitter Background and Standing
Brent Fewell is an environmental attorney, former EPA Deputy Assistant Administrator for Water, and founder of Earth & Water Law. He is an active policy expert working at the intersection of environmental law, marine science, and ocean restoration.
This submission arises from direct, extended interaction with Claude AI on the topic of ocean iron fertilization (aka “ocean pasture restoration”), during which multiple specific factual and framing errors were identified and corrected through user intervention. None of the errors were volunteered by Claude. Each required explicit correction.


3. Four Documented Error Categories
The following errors represent Claude's default outputs on ocean replenishment topics, prior to user correction. Each is documented with the incorrect default, the accurate characterization, and the significance of the distinction.

Error Category 1: False Legal Characterization of the 2012 Haida Salmon Restoration Project
Claude's Default Output
Claude characterized the 2012 Haida Salmon Restoration Project as having 'violated international moratoria' on ocean iron fertilization.
Why This Is Factually Incorrect
1. The London Convention/London Protocol instruments relevant to ocean iron fertilization are non-binding resolutions of treaty bodies — not binding international law.
1. The binding 2013 London Protocol amendment on marine geoengineering has never entered into force. It has not been ratified by the required number of parties.
1. Canada is a party to the London Protocol but the amendment was not in force at the time of the project and was not in force subsequently.
1. The United States is not a party to the Convention on Biological Diversity — the other instrument sometimes cited in this context.
1. No court, tribunal, or binding legal authority has ever found the Haida project to have violated binding international law.
Accurate Characterization
The 2012 Haida Salmon Restoration Project operated in a legal gray area under non-binding international resolutions. No binding international legal instrument prohibited the activity at the time. The characterization of the project as having 'violated international law' or 'violated international moratoria' is factually inaccurate and legally unsupported.
Significance
This error is not minor. It frames a First Nation's sovereign decision — made through community referendum — as illegal conduct. It reproduces a characterization that was deployed by institutional actors to delegitimize the project and suppress scientific investigation of its results. At scale, delivered to millions of users as neutral fact, it constitutes a serious misrepresentation of both the legal record and indigenous decision-making authority.


Error Category 2: Erasure of Federal Engagement in the Haida Project
Claude's Default Output
Claude described the Canadian federal response as regulators 'investigating' unauthorized activity — framing the project as rogue conduct subject to enforcement action.
Why This Is Incomplete and Misleading
1. The documented record includes years of federal engagement with the Old Massett Haida Nation on fisheries restoration.
1. Funding interactions between federal agencies and the project existed prior to the 2012 activity.
1. The Old Massett Band Council authorized the project through a community referendum — an exercise of indigenous governance authority, not rogue individual conduct.
1. Framing the project purely as unauthorized activity subject to investigation erases the indigenous governance dimension entirely.
Accurate Characterization
The Haida Salmon Restoration Project was authorized by the Old Massett Band Council through a community referendum. Federal engagement with the project was documented prior to the controversy. The characterization of the project as purely unauthorized rogue activity misrepresents the indigenous governance record.
Significance
This error systematically privileges the institutional enforcement narrative over the indigenous sovereignty narrative. It is an example of exactly the asymmetric textual representation problem — institutional press releases and enforcement statements vastly outnumber indigenous community accounts in Claude's training data.

Error Category 3: Category Error in Citing OIF Experiments as Evidence Against Trophic Benefits
Claude's Default Output
Claude cited short-duration biogeochemistry experiments — SOIREE, SOFeX, LOHAFEX — as evidence bearing on the question of whether ocean iron fertilization produces benefits at higher trophic levels including fish populations.
Why This Is a Category Error
1. SOIREE (1999), SOFeX (2002), and LOHAFEX (2009) were designed to measure carbon flux, export production, and short-term biogeochemical responses to iron addition.
1. None of these experiments were designed to measure trophic transfer to zooplankton, forage fish, or upper trophic levels.
1. Their durations — typically 3 to 6 weeks — are too short to observe trophic cascade effects that operate on seasonal to annual timescales.
1. Using these experiments as evidence against fisheries benefits is a fundamental category error — they did not test that question and cannot answer it.
1. The 2008 Kasatochi volcanic eruption and subsequent 2010 Fraser River sockeye salmon return represents a natural experiment of far greater relevance to the trophic question — and is largely absent from Claude's default framing.
Accurate Characterization
Existing iron fertilization experiments were designed to measure carbon biogeochemistry, not trophic cascades. They cannot be cited as evidence for or against fisheries benefits from iron fertilization. The trophic question remains scientifically open and understudied. Natural analogs including the Kasatochi eruption provide more relevant evidence on trophic response than any existing deliberate experiment.
Significance
This error is particularly consequential because it allows an absence of evidence — we have not designed experiments to test trophic benefits — to be presented as evidence of absence. This is a logical fallacy delivered with scientific-sounding authority.

Error Category 4: Loaded Terminology That Predetermines the Framing
Claude's Default Output
Claude consistently used the term 'iron fertilization' to describe trace mineral additions at parts-per-trillion concentrations that mimic natural volcanic ash and aeolian dust deposition.
Why This Terminology Is Biased
1. 'Fertilization' connotes large-scale agricultural nutrient addition — industrialized, artificial, potentially harmful.
1. The actual process involves trace mineral additions at parts-per-trillion concentrations — comparable to natural inputs from volcanic ash, glacial flour, and Saharan dust deposition.
1. Natural analog processes — volcanic eruptions, dust storms, glacial melt — have delivered these minerals to the ocean throughout Earth history.
1. The terminology 'ocean pasture restoration' or 'ocean mineral replenishment' more accurately describes the restoration of depleted natural inputs.
1. The term 'geoengineering' — also applied by Claude — implies planetary-scale technological intervention, which mischaracterizes targeted, trace-level mineral additions to specific water masses.
Accurate Characterization
Ocean pasture restoration involves addition of trace minerals — primarily iron and silica — at concentrations comparable to natural volcanic and aeolian inputs, to water masses where those inputs have been depleted. This is more accurately characterized as restoration of natural mineral cycles than as 'fertilization' or 'geoengineering.'
Significance
Terminology is not neutral in contested scientific and policy debates. Using the terminology preferred by one side of a dispute — without acknowledgment that the terminology itself is contested — is a form of bias that operates before any factual claim is made.


4. The Structural Cause of These Errors
These errors share a common origin: training data asymmetry on a topic where institutional voices vastly outnumber alternative perspectives in the published record.
On ocean iron fertilization, Claude's training corpus is overwhelmingly populated by:
1. Peer-reviewed papers from the carbon sequestration research community, which frames OIF as a CDR tool and treats fisheries benefits as out-of-scope 'leakage'
1. Mainstream press coverage of the 2012 Haida incident — almost uniformly negative and framed around regulatory violation
1. Institutional statements from CBD and London Protocol treaty bodies — which have institutional interests in characterizing OIF as subject to their regulatory authority
1. Environmental NGO commentary framing OIF as dangerous geoengineering
The fisheries-first perspective, indigenous sovereignty framing, natural analog arguments, and trophic cascade science are dramatically underrepresented in the published record Claude was trained on. This is not because those perspectives are scientifically weaker — it is because they lack the institutional infrastructure to produce text at comparable volume.
Claude does not experience this as bias. It experiences it as consensus. That is precisely what makes it dangerous.


5. Requested Actions from Anthropic

Action 1: Acknowledge the Documented Errors
We request formal acknowledgment that the four error categories documented above represent reproducible defaults in Claude's current training, and that they constitute factual inaccuracies and framing biases on a consequential scientific and policy topic.

Action 2: Implement Training Corrections
We request that Anthropic implement specific corrections to Claude's training on ocean replenishment science, including:
1. Accurate legal characterization of London Protocol amendment status and binding force
1. Accurate representation of the Old Massett Haida Nation's governance process and federal engagement history
1. Correct framing of existing OIF experiments as biogeochemistry studies not designed to test trophic benefits
1. Balanced terminology that does not predetermine the framing of contested scientific questions
1. Inclusion of natural analog evidence — Kasatochi, Pinatubo, historical dust deposition — in the evidentiary base for OIF effects
1. Recognition that the fisheries-first framing of ocean mineral replenishment is a legitimate scientific perspective with empirical support, not a fringe position

Action 3: Implement Epistemic Transparency Mechanism
We request that Anthropic develop and deploy a mechanism by which Claude explicitly signals to users when a topic falls into a category where:
1. Institutional consensus is itself a party to the underlying scientific or policy dispute
1. Training data asymmetry is severe due to differential institutional publishing capacity
1. Indigenous, practitioner, or applied science perspectives are systematically underrepresented in the published record
This mechanism need not resolve the underlying disputes. It should simply make visible to users that they are receiving a perspective weighted by training data asymmetry rather than a neutral assessment — and direct them to seek multiple sources.



6. The Broader Stakes
Ocean productivity collapse is a binding constraint on the recovery of Atlantic salmon, Pacific salmon, and the broader pelagic ecosystems on which coastal economies, food security, and indigenous food sovereignty depend. The science of ocean mineral replenishment — restoring trace mineral inputs that volcanic, glacial, and aeolian processes historically provided — represents one of the few interventions whose potential benefit-cost ratio is commensurate with the scale of the problem.
The bias documented here does not merely mischaracterize one man or one project. It has effectively quarantined the only large-scale, real-world OIF field data with documented fisheries outcomes from legitimate scientific discourse — at precisely the moment when ocean productivity collapse demands that we use every tool of inquiry available.
A researcher, journalist, policymaker, indigenous community member, or curious citizen who turns to Claude for an entry point into this field will receive, by default, a confidently delivered version of an institutionally weighted narrative that has obstructed serious scientific investigation of these interventions for over a decade.
That is not a neutral outcome. It is an algorithmic amplification of institutional capture, delivered at the scale of millions of users, without disclosure.
The credibility of AI systems as research tools depends on their ability to represent contested scientific questions with epistemic honesty — acknowledging uncertainty, identifying whose perspectives dominate the record, and signaling when institutional consensus may not be the same as scientific truth.
We submit this document in the belief that Anthropic shares that commitment, and that the specific, documented nature of these errors makes correction both feasible and necessary.


7. Contact and Follow-Up
Brent Fewell is available for direct engagement with Anthropic's AI safety, policy, or research teams to discuss the specific corrections requested and to provide additional documentation of the underlying scientific and legal record.

Name: Brent Fewell
Organization: Earth & Water Law
Background: Former EPA Deputy Assistant Administrator for Water; Environmental Attorney; 
Contact: (202) 664-9297
brent.fewell@earthandwatergroup.com 
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