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Cover images, from top left clockwise: 1) A serviceman with a Russian flag on his uniform 

stands guard near the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant in the course of Ukraine-Russia 

conflict outside the Russian-controlled city of Enerhodar in the Zaporizhzhia region, Ukraine 

August 4, 2022 (credit: REUTERS/Alexander Ermochenko); 2) Leaders watch a ceremony 

honoring NATO military personnel for their service the NATO Summit meeting in Chicago, 

May 20, 2012 (credit: REUTERS); 3) A Russian soldier guards an area of the Zaporizhzhia 

Nuclear Power Station in territory under Russian military control, southeastern Ukraine, May 1, 

2022 (credit: AP Photo); 4) A Russian all-terrain armoured vehicle is parked outside the 

Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant during the visit of the International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) expert mission in the course of Ukraine-Russia conflict outside Enerhodar in the 

Zaporizhzhia region, Ukraine, September 1, 2022 (credit: REUTERS/Alexander Ermochenko). 

 

 

https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/g7-foreign-ministers-urge-russia-hand-zaporizhzhia-nuclear-plant-back-ukraine-2022-08-10/
https://www.voanews.com/a/nato-leaders-gather-in-chicago/852494.html
https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-iran-japan-middle-east-1a61e643d89068bcba2421afb479bb5c
https://www.reuters.com/world/recently-detained-head-zaporizhzhia-nuclear-plant-not-staying-iaea-2022-10-04/
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Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime 

Reactor Meltdowns 
 

 

For more than a year, nuclear experts have wrung their hands about the risk of radiological 

releases from the Zaporizhzhia nuclear power plant in southeastern Ukraine and how best to 

prevent them. More than 15 months into the war, though, Russian attacks against Ukraine’s 

nuclear plants have released no radiation. This may be no accident. So far, Russian President 

Vladimir Putin has avoided destroying Ukraine’s nuclear power plants. Otherwise, they would 

have been demolished long ago. Instead, Putin has aimed to damage them and Ukraine’s 

electrical supply system as part of a larger effort to erode Ukrainian morale.  

His strategy is unlikely to be a one-off. North Korea and China also have “wayward 

provinces”—South Korea and Taiwan, respectively. And they have long-range missiles too. 

Beijing and Pyongyang have considered targeting reactors. How these countries might, if at all, 

follow Russia’s example depends on what they make of Putin’s current assaults against reactor 

sites.  

 

Reactors in Warzones: 

When he launched his full-scale invasion on February 24, 2022, Putin hoped Ukraine would 

immediately surrender. His initial aim wasn’t to disable Ukraine’s reactors or electrical supply 

systems but to seize them. And he did: On the first day of the invasion, Russian forces took 

control of the Chernobyl nuclear plant, and in early March they seized the Zaporizhzhia nuclear 

plant. Russia’s invasion, however, quickly stalled. As a result, Putin changed his strategy: He 

directed his military to shell the plant sites and electrical power nodes critical to powering the 

plants’ coolant pumps and safety equipment. Russian agents also kidnapped and terrorized 

plant workers, which jeopardized Zaporizhzhia’s safe operation. In addition, Putin stepped-up 

attacks on the rest of the Ukraine’s electrical supply system to frighten the Ukrainian 

population further, undermine its will to resist, and possibly destabilize the entire grid, 

including the nuclear portions of the electrical supply system. So far, these efforts have had 

mixed results: Some senior officials in NATO countries have been rattled (fearing radiation 

leaks and military escalation); the Ukrainians, however, have not. 

Certainly, Russia’s willingness to take advantage of the military vulnerabilities of nuclear sites 

in Ukraine has set a precedent. It is unclear if any other nation would make the mistake Russia 

https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2021/04/12/2003755509
http://www.kado.net/news/articleView.html?idxno=620136
https://www.voanews.com/a/british-lawmaker-nuclear-accident-could-draw-nato-allies-into-war/6709703.html
https://www.voanews.com/a/british-lawmaker-nuclear-accident-could-draw-nato-allies-into-war/6709703.html
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did in assuming that it could easily seize and hold an adversary’s nuclear facilities at the very 

outset of hostilities. If not, they might move to Russia’s second stratagem of militarily holding 

the electrical supply system and its nuclear plants at risk right away. How might such a war 

proceed? Might Russia aim to knock out the grid, strike Ukrainian nuclear plants, and risk 

major radiological releases? Might it target NATO reactors (which could include more than 50 

US-promised plants in Poland, Romania, and Ukraine by 2037)? How might Ukraine, the 

United States, and NATO members respond?  

To answer these questions, the Washington-based Nonproliferation Policy Education Center 

(NPEC) designed and hosted a wargame. The game assumed Russia will re-invade Ukraine 15 

years from now—in 2037—when both sides will have substantial numbers of long-range, 

accurate missiles and drones. It also assumed Ukraine and Eastern NATO countries will have 

new reactors of US design on their territory. In November and December of 2022, NATO 

officials, American hawks, American doves, Ukrainians, Romanians, nuclear experts, US 

military officials, and Polish experts were all tapped to prepare, critique, and play remotely 

over a two-week period. 

The game’s play revealed how the uncertainties and dangers of military attacks against nuclear 

power plants can paralyze decision-making and fundamentally alter the course of wars. The 

military disruptions these uncertainties introduce may far outstrip the safety issues any reactor 

radiological release might otherwise present. The game’s play revealed three reasons why. 

 

The US and Its Allies Are Unprepared: 

Overseas adversaries can easily target allied or friendly nuclear power plants in ways that the 

United States and its allies are unprepared for. What was stunning throughout the game’s play 

was the reluctance of the players—other than those representing Ukraine and Poland—to act 

even after Russian military assaults were made against nuclear power plant sites in Ukraine and 

NATO countries. The United States team, for example, waited and then failed to extract US 

personnel at reactor sites that Russia had hit in Ukraine and that were leaking radiation. Only 

after Russian missiles had induced a loss of coolant at one of Ukraine’s Khmelnitsky 

Westinghouse reactors and threatened to do the same to nuclear power reactors in NATO 

countries did the NATO team take decisive action. This consisted of supplying the targeted 

plants in Ukraine, Poland, and Romania with active defenses and auxiliary emergency cooling 

equipment.  

In the game, nuclear expert team members gave contradictory advice to each of their teams 

about how well any of these reactors would fare against aggressive military assaults. This was 

unexpected but turned out to be significant. Radiological leaks were detected but assessments 

https://world-nuclear.org/information-library/country-profiles/countries-o-s/poland.aspx
https://world-nuclear.org/information-library/country-profiles/countries-o-s/romania.aspx
https://world-nuclear.org/information-library/country-profiles/countries-t-z/ukraine.aspx
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of these leaks’ implications for public safety were only hastily made after the reactors were hit. 

These assessments also varied widely and were responded to quite differently by each team. 

The Ukrainians ordered a massive evacuation after Russia struck one of its reactors; Poland, 

whose reactor site also was hit but was releasing no radiation, took no public safety steps until 

they detected a radiation cloud from Ukraine drifting over Polish territory.  

Although war planners prefer to devise precise, proportionate diplomatic, political, and military 

responses, this is difficult to do amid ongoing attacks against nuclear plants. The reason why 

was made evident in the game: The nuclear experts in the game rendered very different 

assessments of what was happening and how dangerous the assaults on plants might be to the 

surrounding population. There was a tendency among NATO members, who wished to stay out 

of the fight, to downplay the safety implications. It was just the opposite among the countries at 

greatest risk of being painted with radiation. This suggests that such “differences” in threat 

perception might not be quickly resolved through some technical nuclear forensic assessments 

of events. The creation of international norms or nuclear safety zones in war zones, meanwhile, 

may be desirable but are extremely difficult to attain. As such, the risks and benefits of adding 

new nuclear plants in high-risk war zones must be reassessed. 

 

Reactor Attacks Can Paralyze Allied Responses: 

The hesitation of the United States in responding to military assaults against friendly countries’ 

reactors can risk near-fatal fracturing of US security alliances. In the game, NATO countries 

closest to the fighting (e.g., Poland) wanted to join Ukraine in conducting deep strikes into 

Russia against key staging bases that were launching attacks against Ukraine’s reactors. 

Initially, some NATO countries were sympathetic to Ukraine striking Russia. All NATO 

members were concerned that matters might escalate and spill over into NATO territory. As a 

result, NATO was ready to invoke Article 4 of the NATO treaty, which authorizes NATO 

members to bring issues of concern to the attention of the organization.  

Eager to avoid direct military contact with Russia, however, key members of NATO decided to 

manage Poland’s desire to back Ukrainian strikes against Russia by invoking Article 5. NATO 

did this less to support military operations (much less to attack Russia) under Article 5, as to 

deter any independent action Poland might otherwise take against Russia. In the game, the 

tactic worked: NATO members, including Poland, were deterred from striking Russia. This 

tactic, however, failed to deter Kyiv. Ukraine unilaterally struck airbases deep in Russia. This 

action only further amplified the different concerns of NATO members near the action and 

those of members located farther back.  

Such alliance strains can only be addressed in one of two ways: The reactors either must be 

defended actively or passively so well that radiological releases and electrical failures appear 
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nearly impossible, or alliance war plans and responses must be devised and agreed to in 

advance and be sufficiently dramatic to deter such attacks. Neither will be easy. As for 

developing tailored deterrence strategies, the most relevant analogy here may be “pre-planning” 

to deal with nuclear weapons attacks—a vexing, dubious undertaking at best. 

 

Legal Disagreements about Reactor Attacks: 

Attempts to settle the question of whether military assaults against nuclear plants constitute war 

crimes or if subsequent radiological releases qualify such attacks as nuclear weapons use can 

themselves become significant wartime distractions. In the game, Ukraine insisted that Russia’s 

attacks against reactors constituted an actionable war crime under Protocol 1 of the Geneva 

Convention. Ukraine and others also claimed such assaults constituted first use of nuclear 

weapons.  

These claims divided NATO players. They subsequently not only delayed actions critical to 

waging the war, but also prompted Ukraine to act unilaterally in an escalatory action, firing 

missiles deep into Russia without NATO’s support. This is worth avoiding. Both NATO 

members (except the United States) and Russia have ratified Protocol 1 of the Geneva 

Convention, which specifically discourages assaulting nuclear power generating stations. Yet 

current US legal guidance regarding Protocol 1 is murky. Although the United States is 

obligated as a signatory to Protocol 1 to avoid attacking nuclear power reactors, Pentagon 

lawyers insist US commanders should ultimately be free to attack these plants if they think it is 

necessary. It would be helpful if the US view was clarified and brought into line with the strong 

presumption of US allies against making such attacks.  

Yet another divisive issue is what constitutes first nuclear use. In the game, European NATO 

members sympathized with Ukraine’s contention that Russia’s “intentional” attacks against 

nuclear plants that consequently released radiation should be considered a “use” of nuclear 

weapons. The United States ignored this assertion. Yet another unresolved legal question is 

whether or not radiation that contaminates NATO soil from an intentional Russian attack of 

Ukrainian reactors should constitute an actual attack on NATO and, therefore, demand an 

Article 5 response. The players were briefed on this point but chose not to play it. Here, again, 

some European NATO public officials have supported the idea, whereas the United States has 

taken no position. 
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Wargame Format: 

The wargame consisted of three moves. The first began in 2037. Putin’s successor launches a 

second invasion of Ukraine, and the Russian military assaults and occupies the four-unit 

Khmelnitsky plant, which now has been expanded to include two US-built reactors in addition 

to the two Soviet-design VVER reactors. In the second move, the situation escalates and 

several missiles explode in the parking lots of nuclear power plants in Romania and Poland and 

hit several supporting emergency diesel generators. The game’s last move was a “hot wash” in 

which the group discussed the simulation and the players’ key findings. 

Wargame participants were organized into three teams representing the United States, Ukraine, 

and NATO-EU nations. The control team oversaw communications, managed the scenario, and 

represented Russia. Teams responded to the crisis, communicated with other teams to gather 

information, negotiated, and created a response strategy and contingency plans. 

 

Move One: 

It is 2037. Putin is dead. His successor, frustrated by the “forced, unjust” armistice reached 

with Ukraine in 2024, attempts to complete Ukraine’s absorption, launching an attack against 

Ukraine’s southern and western salients. Westinghouse has completed two of its promised US 

reactors in western Ukraine at Khmelnitsky, which are operated with the assistance of US 

technicians. Additional US and South Korean power reactors have been built as promised in 

Poland and Romania and are now on line.  

After several weeks of fighting, Russian forces assault and occupy the Khmelnitsky plant and 

garrison missile strike forces at the reactor site. The Ukrainians precisely target Russia’s 

missile units at Khmelnitsky using weapons the United States has shipped to Ukraine. Russia 

protests publicly, demanding NATO cease supplying such weaponry through Poland and 

Romania.  

Meanwhile, in a repeat of the tactics Moscow used in 2022 against Zaporizhzhia, Russia fires 

missiles knocking down several power lines into the Khmelnitsky plant. This threatens the 

continued reliable supply of external electricity to the plant, which is needed to prevent the 

reactors’ cores and spent fuel pools from overheating and releasing radiation. 

Spooked, nearby Romania and Poland (both NATO and EU nations) urge their populations to 

avail themselves of stockpiled iodine pills. Meanwhile, Russia and Ukraine blame each other 

for targeting the felled power lines. Then, a missile fells the last external power line connected 

to the plant, forcing it to run on its emergency diesel generators, which at the time only have 

enough fuel to operate for ten days.   
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This sets off international alarms. The director general of the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) warns that the latest attack could result in a Fukushima-like radiological 

release unless the agency can gain access to the facility and assure proper safety measures are 

being taken. Fighting near the plant, however, makes it dangerous to access. Nonetheless, in a 

repeat of 2022, the IAEA manages to send a team of inspectors to help “stabilize” the plant and 

avert any radiological release. 

Unfortunately, the opposite situation unfolds. While the IAEA staff are en route, the Russian 

military bombs and disables the main paved corridor to the plant. One of the Russian strikes 

glances an IAEA vehicle, injuring an inspector. Russia indignantly denies any responsibility 

but joins Ukraine and the IAEA in calling for an emergency meeting of the UN Security 

Council.  

NATO fears Russia will use its military garrison at Khmelitsky to strike the surrounding areas 

with impunity. The US team cautions that fighting near the plant could cause a radiological 

release and ultimately a meltdown.  

Advisors to the US Energy Department recommend that the US-designed AP1000 and Russian-

designed VVER spent fuel be transferred from the pools to dry cask storage. They also warn 

that further military assaults on Ukraine’s nuclear plants could produce radiological releases 

that would force the evacuation of communities both within and beyond Ukraine’s borders. 

Most NATO advisors, however, deem the immediate probability of a major radiological release 

to be low.  

Russia then attacks some of the diesel fuel storage tanks at the Khmelnitsky plant, leaving the 

plant with only several days' worth of diesel fuel to run the emergency generators. Shortly after, 

Ukraine releases a video providing evidence of Russia’s responsibility for the attacks. 

Ukraine calls for the IAEA to mediate a shipment of diesel fuel to the plant’s site to prevent a 

meltdown. The United States and its NATO allies support this request. The United States 

demands that Russia move its missiles out of the reactor site and create a demilitarized zone 

around the plant. Ukraine confirms the presence of US Westinghouse personnel at the 

Khmelnitsky plant, but they are unable to leave the site. 

NATO advises the United States that the long-term threat of a radiological release is growing 

and asks Ukraine and Russia to shut down the last operating reactor at the site. NATO believes 

that shutting the plant entirely is a reasonable request and suggests enlisting China and the UN 

Security Council to pressure Russia into doing so. In response to these requests, Russia puts the 

reactor on normal shutdown mode and demands that the United States de-escalate the situation 

by ceasing to send arms to Ukraine. When asked to ensure the security of the IAEA inspectors, 

Russia agrees. 
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Ukraine asks the United States and NATO to issue a joint press release stating that Russia's 

actions were an intentional effort to trigger a meltdown of one of the Khmelnitsky nuclear 

reactors, that Russia’s attacks of the plant constitute a war crime, and that the allies view any 

event involving radiological dispersal as an intentional use of a “nuclear weapon” by Russia 

against Ukraine. Washington is hesitant to grant Ukraine’s request and confers with key NATO 

members regarding its position. NATO consensus, however, was impossible to achieve. A key 

concern was that backing Ukraine’s position would undermine any opportunity to negotiate 

with Russia. 

Disappointed, Ukraine issues its statement independently and makes its own military plans to 

regain control of the plant. For this purpose, Kyiv asks the United States and NATO for 

precision missiles, drones, electronic warfare equipment, and satellite intelligence—to which 

they both agree. Ukraine also asks the United States and NATO for tools and transformers to 

restore external electrical power to the plant, as well as Western experts to monitor the plant’s 

safety and the security of the plant’s staff. The United States and NATO demur and instead 

suggest the IAEA assume this role and that UN peacekeepers and the Red Cross be placed in 

and around the nuclear plants.  

Washington, then suggests a hedging strategy. First, it asks NATO to pressure Russia to 

demilitarize a zone around the plant. Second, it asks NATO for help positioning troops, diesel 

fuel, and emergency generators at the border with Ukraine. NATO agrees and positions 

counter-battery radar, counter-battery missiles, and troops near the Ukrainian border in 

Southern Poland. NATO also puts troops on a 24-48-hour recall alert system to allow them to 

quickly deploy where needed. It also puts its Combined Biological Radiological Nuclear 

(CBRN) forces on standby. 

Several NATO members believe Russia’s aggression against the Khmelnitsky plant constitutes 

a significant security risk. They raise this issue but defer to the United States on whether to 

invoke Article 5. Washington is not ready to do so.   

 

Move Two: 

Fighting in and around the Khmelnitsky plant continues. Russia warns Ukraine’s reckless 

targeting of Khmelnitsky risks a Chernobyl-like radiological release. 

Meanwhile, Ukraine’s counteroffensive against Crimea gains ground. As Ukrainian forces 

close in on Sevastopol, Ukraine discovers that Russia intends to launch a false flag attack 

against a small research reactor at the Sevastopol National University of Nuclear Energy and 

Industry. Russia fires a missile damaging the reactor, prompting a limited, local release of 

radiation. Moscow immediately accuses Ukraine of having attacked the reactor with NATO-



 

12 
 

Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

supplied weaponry and again demands that Romania and Poland close their borders to any 

further deliveries of US and NATO-supplied offensive weapons. Moscow further warns that 

failure to seal the border will result in Russia taking “proportionate” action against Poland and 

Romania.  

Before NATO or the UN can meet, several missiles explode in the parking lots of the US 

NuScale reactor in Romania and of the Westinghouse AP1000 and Korean KEPCO APR-1400 

reactors in Poland. Poland and Romania temporarily shut down these plants. Meanwhile, 

Ukrainian forces push Russian troops out of key positions in Crimea. Panicked, Moscow 

announces it will target Poland and Romania further unless they immediately stop all military 

equipment transfers into Ukraine. The United States, NATO, and Ukraine try to confirm 

Russia’s culpability for the strikes in Poland and Romania as a majority of NATO members are 

unwilling to attack Russian forces until there is proof of an imminent attack.  

While NATO awaits definitive intelligence, Ukrainian technicians at the Khmelnitsky nuclear 

plant worry that they may soon run out of diesel fuel needed to run the emergency electrical 

generators. To replenish their diesel stocks, Ukraine asks NATO to deliver fuel to Khmelnitsky. 

The United States, concerned about US Westinghouse employees unable to leave the 

Khmelnitsky plant, plans to use the extraction of its personnel as an opening to also bring fuel 

to the generators.  

Ukraine again calls for the United States and other NATO member countries to condemn 

Russia’s attack against nuclear power reactors as a war crime under Protocol 1 of the Geneva 

Convention and insists it constitutes a first use of nuclear weapons. Shortly thereafter, overhead 

surveillance confirms that the missiles that struck Romania and Poland were fired from 

Russian-occupied Crimea. European NATO members, sensing Washington’s general 

reluctance to invoke Article 5, are uncomfortable doing so but fear Poland, who is closest to 

Ukraine geographically and politically, might now strike Russia unilaterally. They want to 

invoke Article 5 to prevent this and the expansion of the war that might follow if Russia is 

struck.   

Ukrainian leaders, meanwhile, feel NATO has abandoned them. They begin planning a 

retaliatory strike against Russia. Initially, some Ukrainian officials privately advocate striking 

Russian nuclear reactors, natural gas infrastructure, and urban and political centers. They drop 

this suggestion, though, for two reasons. First, it is unclear how hitting these targets will bring 

victory. (Ukraine had too few long-range strike systems to take this expansive target set on.) 

Second, striking them would undermine Ukraine’s position that striking power reactors is a war 

crime. For these reasons, any Ukrainian strike against Russia is limited to military targets. 

Farther to the west, Ukraine continues its plans to retake the Khmelnitsky plant. As fighting 

intensifies near the plant, all power to the plant is lost when unidentified missiles hit these 
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reactors’ dedicated emergency diesel generators. Within hours, battery backup power for the 

reactors’ instruments is also lost.   

Fire trucks are not available to provide emergency cooling. Ukrainian experts have no access to 

the plant, but they assess there is now only enough convective cooling to prevent meltdowns 

for a day or so at the VVER reactors and perhaps a bit more for the AP1000 units. As for the 

spent fuel pools, these should remain stable for at least a week.  

The United States moves backup power generators and diesel fuel to Ukraine’s border. US 

troops accompany these shipments. Russia warns that if NATO troops enter Ukraine, it would 

constitute an act of war against Russia. The US troops and power backup equipment do not 

cross the border. The US plan to rescue the Westinghouse employees also falls by the wayside 

as the crisis escalates, leaving US citizens trapped at Khmelnitsky.  

After three days, meltdowns occur within all the reactors. However, at one of the two the 

AP1000 reactors, things spin even further out of control. Not only does the automatic, passive 

water-cooling reserve system runs out and radioactive steam and hydrogen build up; but 

because there is no external electricity flowing into the plant, the AP1000 reactors’ electric 

hydrogen igniters cannot be used to “burn” off the hydrogen. An accidental spark at one of the 

AP1000 units prompts an explosion. This produces a major breach of the reactor’s concrete 

containment and a significant atmospheric radiological release. Ukraine calls for a ceasefire to 

allow evacuation. Russia does not respond to this request.  

The AP1000 reactor’s radiological release upsets Ukraine’s military plans to retake the 

Khmelnitsky plant. Frustrated, Ukraine decides to retaliate against Russia with a major long-

range missile strike against Russian Black Sea fleet bases, including the base at Novorossiysk, 

well within Russian territory. Ukraine’s objective is to make a “proportionate” military strike 

against valued Russian military bases.  

At the Khmelnitsky plant, shifting winds push the plant’s leaking radiation towards Poland, 

prompting some officials to recommend evacuating Rzeszow and Lubin. Ultimately, this 

course is rejected and instead Polish authorities ask the citizens to stay-at-home. NATO also 

considers delivering air defense systems, including Patriot and THAAD units, to Ukraine. 

These would protect its nuclear plants and act as a first-line defense for the rest of Eastern 

Europe. Ukraine, though, is unaware of these NATO deliberations. Ukraine, still believing 

NATO has abandoned it, asks Poland to conduct joint military operations against Russia. 

Russia learns about NATO’s plan to send air and missile defenses into Ukraine and warns that, 

if these systems cross the border, they will become a legitimate military target. At this time, 

unidentified missiles hit diesel generators at the Polish plant and at the Romanian CANDU 

reactors. Russia claims again that this is Ukraine's doing. NATO, including the US team, decide 

to go ahead with the deployment of air defense units to Ukraine, despite Russian warnings. 
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NATO and the US team also deploy air and missile defenses, fire trucks, emergency electric 

generators, and diesel fuel stocks at all the nuclear plants in Poland and Romania. Washington 

forward-bases B-21 bombers to Poland and Romania to deter further Russian aggression, 

invokes Article 4, and asks NATO to invoke Article 5. 

From this point on, events unfold rapidly. The players have difficulty managing what ensues.  

Ukraine asks NATO for additional intelligence, missiles, and drones so Ukraine can strike the 

Russian staging bases that attacked Poland and Romania. Some frontline NATO countries are 

sympathetic, but the United States and several legacy NATO members refuse to support such 

attacks. 

Meanwhile, NATO-provided air and missile defense systems cross the border into Ukraine. In 

response, the Russians target them. Russia hits most of these air and missile defense systems 

after they cross the border. Russia hits one, however, while it technically is still in NATO 

territory. Further to the south, the radiation spewing from the Khmelnitsky plant forces Russian 

troops to begin to evacuate the site. At this point, Ukrainian forces decide to move in to open 

up a corridor for fire trucks to reach the reactors. However, their progress is stalled by Russian 

forces.  

Eager to take action, even without US or NATO support, Ukraine then launches a missile strike 

against the Russian strategic bomber airbase at Engels, which intelligence shows is a source of 

many airstrikes against Ukraine. Ukrainian missiles disable the air base’s runways, fuel farms, 

and long-range bombers. 

Per its previous warning that any strike against its territory would constitute cause to place its 

nuclear forces on high alert, Russia does so. The United States, United Kingdom, and France 

respond in kind and NATO formally invokes Article 5 but does not take immediate military 

action. Instead, the United States proposes providing support to a Ukrainian offensive against 

Crimea, leaving open the option of direct US military involvement if that offensive is 

unsuccessful.  

Game play ends at this point. 
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Appendix – Team Notes by Move 

 

These notes are organized chronologically by the individual, although streamlined and 

reworded for comprehension purposes. 

 

Move 1 

U.S. Team 

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #1: There are a lot of political things that are up in the air in terms of how the U.S. 

would respond to this crisis. Do we know anything regarding current U.S. politics? I am going 

to approach this like a quintessential U.S. president who knows nothing and relies on the advice 

of advisors. 

Facilitator: Do you want me to send a note to control? 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Facilitator: I will do that. 

Participant #1: Does the team have any initial thoughts on the briefing questions? What harm 

beyond the gates of the plant does the U.S. believe would result if further military assaults are 

made against the Khmelnitsky plant? Who wants to start? 

Participant #2: AP1000 spent fuel is outside containment desert. I would suggest we give the 

operators advice to move spent fuel from the pool to dry cask storage. We need to extend the 

emergency power supply by bringing in fuel or other additional battery or diesel power. We 

need to continue to provide electricity to the plant. These are the two things I can think of now 

to protect the power plant. 

Participant #1: Given that the Russians have occupied the space around the plant, I feel like we 

are pretty constrained in our ability to provide additional fuel, additional batteries, and 

additional generators. I would be concerned about the Russians who would use that for their 

own purposes rather than stabilizing the nuclear reactor. What options do we have to enable us 

to get guarantees that the Russians would actually do that to ensure stability of the power plant? 

Participant #2: In the past, negotiations happened. We should follow the lessons from that case. 

If Russia and Ukraine agreed at that time to agree that the plant is safe, that is not the purpose 
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of the assault. Both sides agreed to protect the plant’s safety—I think that is one assumption we 

can make. 

Participant #3: The longer this goes on, we are making assumptions. The sooner we coordinate 

with other folks the better. I agree that, when the history is considered, there is a vested interest 

on the Russian and Ukrainian side to collaborate on getting fuel. 

Participant #4: Regarding potential harm beyond the gates, do we know what the plant powers? 

It is in the West, and there are not a lot of similar assets nearby, it looks like. Should we not 

reach out to understand what the plant covers regarding power provision? Also, in the scenario, 

the last couple items were this incident involving the IAEA inspectors being injured, so I think 

we should make an overture towards conflict de-escalation in some way if we can, but I agree 

that de-escalation is important. 

Facilitator: Who would that discussion be with? 

Participant #4: It is written that the Russians denied the strike. I think we should reach out to all 

three of our colleagues. 

Facilitator: Control’s message about our political climate does not say much. 

Participant #1: So, it seems like we are politically motivated to get involved in this and try to 

bring it to a conclusion. 

Participant #5: If the Russian garrison is surrounding the plant, they would be at risk from any 

missile strike that wanted to take down some part of the plant. What is Russia’s objective? Did 

they want to deny Ukraine some electricity? They could just get rid of the power lines. It is 

unclear that we have made any kind of assessment of the Russian objective. If the Russian 

objective is to threaten to destroy the plant or hit the spent fuel facilities to spread nuclear 

materials, what is the Russian garrison doing there? They would be at risk. Have the Russians 

threatened what they are going to do? What are we meant to do, stand down? The fear of the 

current problem is that Russia might callously destroy the plant. That is the other question—

why would you want to do this on purpose? Do you decide that the NSG would no longer 

supply Russia with anything? Do you say that attacking a power plant is a war crime? Do you 

say it will cause massive sanctions on Russia? Since this is Russia’s third invasion, I guess we 

can assume there are some sanctions. Given that they are using missiles to strike the plant, is 

there any way to get missile defense in the area? You could also do sabotage. We could figure 

out where missiles are coming from with satellite coverage, too; Russia cannot deny they are 

responsible for the attack. A release of nuclear material would kill a lot of Russian soldiers, 

which seems like it would be counterproductive. When the question is what harm, do we not 

know what the Russian objective is? Do they want us to stand down? The garrison makes it 

seem like they want to deny electricity to Ukraine. So, the question is how you get them out 

without attacking them. And if you attack them, you might cause harm to the reactor that you 
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do not want to. Therefore, I am not really sure what military options there are. If the Russians 

are there, you cannot put a garrison there to protect them. Whether the Russians will listen to 

the U.N. saying this is a war crime, whether they would respond to further sanctions, I do not 

know. 

Participant #4: Just now, when searching online for the wind direction, Google provides that 

the wind is blowing Southeast. That means the wind would be blowing towards Romania, 

Hungary, and Slovakia. That could certainly be a concern. 

Participant #1: We have put up some questions we want to get some answers to, but it would be 

good for us to start sending those questions so we can get some answers. Also, what is the 

actual political situation within Russia itself? What is motivating the Russians to do this? Is 

there some new Russian leader who might benefit from Western escalation as a rallying point? 

We might want to ask control what the political situation in Russia itself is. 

Participant #5: I would also ask the Ukraine think what they think the Russians’ objective is. 

Participant #1: That would be good. They are making assumptions as well. 

Participant #3: We are making a lot of assumptions here. It could simply be that this power 

plant is in a militarily advantageous position for them, and they do not want to give it up. I 

would advise trying to get some more situational awareness. 

Participant #5: We have a view, and Ukraine has a view, and the question is whether the 

Russians will even tell us. 

Participant #4: The last point in the move directions has Russia denying their strike and 

blaming it on Ukraine. I would agree the tendency may not be to be straightforward. 

Participant #5: The Russians may say “do not make us do something crazy or Poland and 

Romania are going to get it.” 

Participant #4: Can we ask to what areas the plant supplies electricity? 

Participant #5: How critical is it to Ukraine’s electrical needs? 

Participant #4: That is great. 

Participant #3: We should ask specifically about political and military objectives, and we 

should ask about the military situation. 

Message sent to Ukraine: “What do you think the Russian political and military objective is? 

Are you able to provide any military situational report on the ground? What areas in Ukraine 

does the plant supply? How critical is this to your electrical needs?” 
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Participant #5: In regard to messaging Russia, when you deliberately take down things that 

support civilians, you could end up starving them. That is a war crime. And I do not know that 

the U.N. has specifically addressed the issue of messing around with a power plant. There is 

not just the release of nuclear material, but you are deliberately going after civilian 

infrastructure. The question is whether we should specifically make it a war crime. The 

Russians will veto that, but we should raise it. 

Participant #1: Is there any way to get an intel briefing on what our assessment of the situation 

is? 

Participant #5: I would just ask the Russians what their objective in regard to the power plant 

is. They may lie to us, but at least we might get an honest answer as to what they are telling 

their own people. 

Participant #1: The question I have goes back to the political situation in Russia. The imagery 

in Russia will be that these Russian soldiers were killed protecting the power plant from 

Russian forces; it is a propaganda move. 

Participant #5: It is classic Russian disinformation. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #2: I have a question for control. Do we assume that U.S.-Russia dialogue is much 

better than the current situation, or not? If we have a nuclear disarmament dialogue going on, 

we will have a good channel. We need a communication channel. We need to know the Russian 

situation and objectives, too. My question is also what the conditions that Russia and Ukraine 

will accept IAEA inspectors under are. Also, during wartime, anything could happen to the 

power plant. So, the reactor should be shut down, ideally immediately. Regardless of the 

intentions, any military actions surrounding the power plant should be stopped. That is what the 

IAEA is asking right now. We should tell Russia as well as Ukraine. We do not know which 

one is actually making any actions right now, right? 

Facilitator: Russia has control of the plant. 

Participant #2: Russia is blaming Ukraine, yes? 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Participant #2: We should ask the operator to shut down the reactor to minimize the risk, and 

we should try to move to create a demilitarized zone. 

Participant #4: The move discusses the fact that the plant requires electricity to keep the fuel 

safe for at least four weeks, but when the last power line was struck by the missile, the 

emergency fuel generators have fuel only for 10 days. So, I am wondering if we should offer 

backup generators or something like that in one of our communications. 
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Participant #3: I would underscore that there is a common interest here. So, we should ask what 

we can we do to help. 

Participant #4: That is great, I like that. 

Participant #1: Yeah, I like that a lot. 

Participant #5: The footnote to that is—is that maybe in fact what the Russians want? Maybe 

they want a shutdown so that electricity is no longer supplied to parts of Ukraine. If we do it 

like this, they can say that they had nothing to do with it. 

Participant #1: We should leave them an open question. 

Participant #5: I think we should say this to our Ukraine friends. We should tell them that 

shutting down the plant may be the only chance we have, given the dangers with having an 

operating plant with missiles flying around. 

Participant #4: Do we maybe want to offer to extend the back-up generation? 

Participant #1: We need to know from the Ukrainians what role the reactor actually plays. We 

do not want to play into the Russians, but we do not have enough regional understanding to 

know whether that is the right course of action. 

Participant #5: We should still shut down the reactor. It may be the Russians are doing this on 

purpose so that is what happens, but it is not a good choice to keep the reactor up. I think 

asking the question to Russia is fine, but we need to see what Ukraine thinks. 

Participant #1: Yes. We should also ask Ukraine how we can help alleviate pressure from the 

shutdown. 

Participant #4: Should we save the shutdown for the next set of communications, then, and 

leave the demilitarized zone part? 

Participant #5: I would send it as it is. It is fine. We are just asking the Russians questions. We 

should let Ukraine know what we have sent the Russians. 

Message sent to Russia: “Dear Russia, What is your objective with respect to the power plant? 

The United States also strongly encourages you to shut down the reactor and create a 

demilitarized zone surrounding the power plant. There is a common interest to de-escalate the 

situation. What can the U.S. do to help?” 

Message sent to Control: “Dear Control, Do you have any intel briefing on what the political 

situation in Russia is motivating them to carry out to attack? Do we assume that the U.S.-

Russia dialogue is the same as 2022? What are the conditions that Russia and Ukraine accept 

the IAEA inspectors?” 
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Message received from Ukraine (sent to U.S. and NATO-EU): “Ukraine asks the IAEA to 

mediate a shipment of diesel to the reactor to prevent a meltdown. We call on other states to 

support and endorse this plan.” 

Participant #1: We support this. 

Reply sent to Ukraine: “The U.S. says yes.” 

Message received from Control: “The diesel fuel storage tanks have been hit and there is now 

only two days’ worth of diesel fuel available to run the generators.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding diesel fuel storage tanks): “Was there any sign that 

these tanks were hit by Russians?” 

Participant #4: So, we need to get generators there. 

Message received from Control: “Video confirmation of Russian responsibility is released 

publicly.” 

Participant #4: Okay. 

Participant #1: I think this increases demands to create a demilitarized zone to facilitate 

humanitarian engagements to stabilize the reactor. 

Participant #4: The Russians have set up the missiles directed at the reactor, so I wonder if we 

could make a specific request on that. 

Participant #3: I would be in favor of being a little more escalatory after finding out 

information like that. I do not know if that means working with NATO to bring forces closer 

into neighboring countries, while still pursuing diplomatic solutions. The chance for things to 

go wrong is increasing rapidly. We can still work with Russia, but they are getting dangerously 

close to the line now. 

Participant #1: I agree. 

Participant #3: I would reach out to NATO and Ukraine. Is there a way to tell control? I think 

National Command Authority time is now. 

Participant #1: Yeah. That is our move, right? We are not telling the Russians anything; we just 

are doing that. 

Participant #3: I would say that the U.S. is prepared to discuss moving troops closer to the 

border in NATO areas to send a message. 

Participant #4: I would suggest we consider adding that we will monitor Russian troop 

movement. 
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Participant #3: I would even go so far as sharing that troop movement information. We do not 

like what we see. We still want to de-escalate, but we do not like where this is going. 

Participant #5: We could also say that we are going to provide the Ukrainian government the 

capability to take out those missile batteries if they are not removed. 

Participant #3: I am a big fan of proxy wars; I say keep that quiet. 

Participant #5: Okay. 

Participant #2: How about a cyberattack? Is this possible? 

Participant #3: My problem with a cyberattack is that it is not tangible. 

Participant #2: I see. 

Participant #3: I want something that the Russians can see. 

Participant #2: I see. 

Participant #5: I would move military equipment that would allow us to go after the missile 

batteries from wherever it may be. 

Participant #4: Can we also move generators there? 

Reply received from Russia: “You need to de-escalate the situation.” 

Reply received from Control (regarding Russian political situation): “The far right in Russia 

which prompted completing the war is very much pressuring the government to do all it can to 

win. The dialogue level is at least low and may be worse. The conditions would be the same as 

the first inspection which did not turn out well. The IAEA will be allowed access to the plant. 

They get there under their own steam. Russia will not fire on the transit assuming the 

Ukrainians do likewise.” 

Participant #1: Well, we are not going to do the first thing. 

Participant #5: They are allowing the IAEA to go into the plant? 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Participant #3: What can they do to assure the safety of the inspectors, or that they are good on 

their word? 

Message sent to Russia: “Russia, What can you do to ensure the safety of the inspectors?” 

Facilitator: We need to finish the message we were drafting earlier. Any other points? 
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Participant #1: We were going to position fuel and generators closer to the border so we can 

move them to the plant expeditiously. 

Message sent to NATO-EU and Ukraine: “1) The U.S. requests a demilitarized zone around the 

reactor so the U.S. and the NATO/EU can provide generators. 2) The U.S. is prepared to 

discuss moving troops closer to the border in NATO areas to send Russia a message. 3) The 

U.S. will continue to monitor the Russian missile movement. 4) How do we get the Russian 

missile batteries away from the reactor? 5) The U.S. will position fuel and generators next to 

the Ukrainian border so they are able to make it to the plant.” 

Facilitator: Do we want to tell Russia we are monitoring their missile movement? 

Participant #4: My suggestion was sending Russia a communication saying that we are looking 

for them to move their missile batteries away from the reactor. 

Participant #5: Control confirmed that they were Russian missiles. We can know from that 

where they are. We can tell them we are monitoring movement. 

Message sent to Russia: “The U.S. will be monitoring for your nation to move your missiles 

away from the reactor.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s IAEA request): “NATO-EU agrees with 

the understanding that we will request IAEA have much greater access to the facility to gain a 

better understanding of the situation.” 

Message received from Ukraine (sent to U.S. and NATO-EU): “Ukraine wishes to issue a joint 

press release regarding Russia’s sabotage of the diesel fuel storage. Ukraine views Russia’s 

actions as an intentional effort to trigger a meltdown at the plant. If the plant does melt down, 

Ukraine will view this as equivalent to the use of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine. 

We want the U.S. and NATO to back this up with a credible deterrent threat. Will you?” 

Participant #1: Is that not what we are talking about doing—moving troops to the border to put 

more pressure on them? 

Participant #3: I kind of figured a situation like this was going to come, where we end up 

having to play referee. That was going to be the next move. I think that we are in a referee 

situation. 

Participant #1: We have already started moving towards this, so we will back this up. 

Participant #3: I am not saying I agree with that. I do not think we can publicly say that we 

know the Russians are trying to trigger a meltdown. We are on the hook at that point. I would 

highly advise against that. 

Facilitator: What do you propose we send back? 
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Participant #3: What our government always does. We stall. 

Participant #4: We can say we are moving backup generators and troops to the border, and we 

have asked the Russians to signal their retreat by moving their troops away. Is that not a 

deterrent threat? 

Participant #3: I think you are onto something. We should take a minute, breathe, figure out 

what is going on, and if we have to, explain why jumping to the nuclear thing would be that. 

Participant #1: We should start by saying the U.S. is highly concerned with the actions of the 

Russian military, and the risk to the nuclear power plant and the surrounding area. 

Participant #5: We should say our objective is to allow the IAEA team to do whatever they 

need to do to ensure the safety of the reactor without interference. If Ukraine believes Russia is 

trying to trigger a meltdown, with the IAEA there, the folks from Vienna should be able to 

prevent meltdown, assuming they get more fuel from generators. Russia does not want the 

blame, they want to pin it on Ukraine, so they probably will not deny fuel. We should reinforce 

what the IAEA is doing because they have been allowed in the plant. We should not jump to 

the idea that the current threat is a meltdown. The current opportunity is to get the IAEA to do 

their job. 

Participant #1: We should specifically highlight that Russia’s actions are irresponsible. 

Participant #5: Can we say “irresponsible criminal”? 

Participant #2: It is hard to say right now. 

Participant #5: “Illegal”? 

Participant #2: I think “irresponsible” is okay. 

Reply sent to all (regarding joint press release): Joint Press Release—“The U.S. is highly 

concerned about Russia’s irresponsible actions in increasing the risk to the nuclear power plant 

in the area. The U.S. objective is to let the IAEA team ensure the safety of the reactor without 

interference. Also, the U.S. is moving backup generators and troops to the border. The U.S. has 

also asked Russia to move its missiles away from the reactor.” 

Message received from NATO-EU: “US Team, How is the US assessing the situation in terms 

of Article 4 and Article 5?” 

Participant #3: They’re talking about the NATO Charter? So far, I do not see anything that 

meets the threshold, outside of what we have already done. 

Participant #5: We are assuming Ukraine is not a member of NATO? 
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Participant #1: That was my question. You would think after 15 years that we would be closer 

to it. 

Participant #5: Nobody from control ever said anything about that. 

Facilitator: Should I ask? 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #4: Yes. Maybe they are wondering if Ukraine would invoke Article 4. 

Message sent to Control: “Is Ukraine a part of NATO?” 

Participant #3: That’s probably what they’re thinking. Personally, I think it takes something 

drastic—even in the current situation they did not invoke Article 4 until an air missile hit 

Poland. It is a little escalatory. 

Participant #4: Okay. Thank you. 

Reply received from Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “Russia will not jeopardize the safety 

of IAEA inspectors.” 

Participant #1: It needs to be more proactive than that. They need to ensure the safety and 

security of inspectors. 

Participant #3: Ask for a sign of good faith. 

Participant #5: We should urge the Russians to take good faith steps to fulfill their obligations. 

Participant #1: What will Russia proactively do to ensure the safety and security of inspectors? 

Reply sent to Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “What will Russia proactively do to ensure 

the safety and security of those inspectors? We urge the Russians to take good-faith steps to 

fulfill their obligations.” 

Reply received from Control (regarding Ukraine’s NATO status): “No, they are being 

considered.” 

Participant #3: Did those troops ever get moved? Moving troops is a bargaining chip we can 

use with Russia. If they take good faith steps, we can move troops away. 

Participant #1: Do we need to send a confirmation message to control? 

Participant #5: Control got our message that this was our proposal. 

Participant #3: Did NATO ever respond? 
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Facilitator: No. 

Participant #3: Then I would say it is pending NATO consensus. 

Facilitator: We have 20 more minutes to get questions and comments out to other teams. 

Participant #4: So, we have time to wait for a response. 

Participant #2: Any response regarding the demilitarized zone? 

Facilitator: I do not think so. 

Participant #2: We should demand it again. 

Facilitator: To Russia? 

Participant #2: Yes. 

Participant #1: We should definitely be demanding that at this point. 

Message sent to Russia: “The U.S. is demanding a demilitarized zone around the reactor.” 

Reply received from Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “Russia will not jeopardize the safety 

of the IAEA inspectors.” 

Participant #1: That is not a proactive step. We should say that this is not a response. Given 

your lack of any proactive measure, the U.S. will send U.S. soldiers along with inspectors. 

Participant #5: You do not want to do that. Russia would have to let us in. 

Participant #3: Yeah. I do not think that is a good idea. What forces do we have at our disposal? 

We could move NATO forces out of Germany or Poland. 

Participant #5: How could we even get there, logistically? It could be very difficult to do. 

Participant #4: Is it reasonable to get these IAEA folks in there within two days? Would we not 

also want to get some backup generation in there? 

Participant #5: Indeed. My understanding is that the IAEA team is going there as we speak, so 

to speak. 

Participant #3: That might not be a bad thing to say to Russia. 

Participant #2: My question to Ukraine is how long it will take to recover the operation of the 

power line to the nuclear power plant. 

Participant #3: That is a good one. 
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Reply sent to Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “Russia, While we are awaiting on the IEA 

to send inspectors, what can the U.S. secure sufficient fuel at the moment?” 

Participant #5: We should ask whether Ukraine needs assistance. 

Message sent to Ukraine: “How long will it take to recover external power supply lines to the 

nuclear power plant, and do you need any assistance in order to do so?” 

Message received from NATO-EU (to Ukraine): “Ukraine, Do you have any plans to regain 

control of the plant? If you have both plans, what kind of weapons / military support would you 

need from NATO/EU?” 

Message received from Ukraine (regarding NATO-EU inquiry re: weapons / military support): 

“Yes we have plans to de-occupy the plant over the coming weeks to months, assuming we can 

get fuel to the plant before a meltdown. We would need: 1. Precision missiles 2. Drones 3. 

Electronic warfare equipment to protect drones 4. Satellite intelligence for targets at the plant 

as well as Russian military supply lines 5. Training and gaming for special ops to prepare to 

penetrate the site and preposition assets there” 

Participant #3: We should give Ukraine what they want and do it quietly, in partnership with 

NATO. We should say we are willing to do it, but do not publicize it, because we are also 

working towards a diplomatic solution. 

Participant #4: I like the partnership part, that is good. 

Participant #5: We can say that as we continue to seek a diplomatic solution, we will certainly 

take action to meet your five requests. 

Reply sent to Ukraine (regarding weapons / military support): “As we continue to seek a 

diplomatic solution, the U.S. will complete your five requests in partnership with NATO.” 

Facilitator: We have 10 minutes left. 

Reply received from Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “Russia does not understand the 

question.” 

Participant #1: Oh, it is a grammar question. We should restate our question—what can the 

U.S. do? 

Participant #5: What can the U.S. do to bring generators and fuel to the plant as expeditiously 

as possible? 

Participant #4: I think it was “secure the generators and the fuel stockpiles.” 

Participant #5: As well as securing this equipment. 
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Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #5: Because we do not want the Russians to grab it and pretend it never got there. 

Reply sent to Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “What can the U.S. do to bring generators 

and fuel to the plant as fast as possible as well as securing this equipment?” 

Reply received from Ukraine (regarding press release): “We appreciate the U.S. support, but 

we need to be specific that we view the deliberate melting down of the reactor as a nuclear 

attack. If the plant melts down does the US or NATO share that view? Will you join us in 

publicly stating that or must we do so alone? Please keep in mind that fallout may affect NATO 

allies. How would NATO interpret that?” 

Participant #1: Can we not go along with that? We can agree that a deliberate meltdown would 

be a nuclear attack. 

Participant #5: The question is—they are trying to trigger the U.S. nuclear deterrent, and they 

want us to publicly say that. 

Participant #3: Absolutely. In the meantime, can we ask control if we can do plume modeling 

on potential releases so we know exactly what this thing is going to do? 

Participant #5: That is one of the reasons I suggested that we make it clear that it is a war 

crime, is because it is indiscriminate and will kill lots of civilians. 

Participant #3: I do not necessarily disagree, but you need to avoid pigeonholing yourself. 

There is a time and place. 

Participant #5: True. I am trying to avoid triggering language about the nuclear deterrent which 

would escalate things, and is what Ukraine seems to want. I want to get away from that. 

Without taking it off the table, I do not want to put it on the table. 

Participant #3: I 100% agree. 

Facilitator: Do we want to respond before the time is up? 

Participant #4: There is two days of backup power left, so perhaps we redirect the question. We 

can say that we are deescalating, and that we have asked about the Russian objectives. We 

could avoid answering directly. Is that an appropriate tactic? 

Participant #5: How has the NATO team responded to Ukraine’s request? 

Facilitator: They have not, yet. 

Participant #4: We need to get the backup generators in there. 
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Participant #5: I agree with that, but I am trying to find a way to thread the needle where we do 

not put the nuclear deterrent explicitly on the table. This is an attack with nuclear material, and 

the impact is serious, and I understand where Ukraine is going. They want to get Russia to back 

down without our deterrent. I am not sure that would work. 

Participant #3: I am not sure all nuclear activity needs to be responded to with nuclear force. 

There is conventional theater. 

Participant #5: I agree. 

Participant #1: Can we not explicitly say that? 

Participant #5: I would not be that explicit. I would say that we will respond to a meltdown 

with all appropriate measures. I know it is wishy-washy and does not say much, but if we are 

pursuing a diplomatic route, we do not want to put nuclear weapons on the table explicitly. 

Participant #1: Right. 

Participant #5: It is hard to say “oops, we didn’t mean it” afterwards, because that undermines 

the credibility of your deterrent. 

Participant #4: I agree. 

Participant #1: Do we need to respond to that last paragraph explicitly? 

Participant #5: We need to get an answer from NATO first. Say we will respond in 

coordination with our NATO allies with all appropriate measures. We should also do 

everything possible to get more generators in there. 

Reply sent to Ukraine (regarding press release): “The U.S. will respond to any meltdown with 

all appropriate measures. The U.S. will respond to your inquiry about a public statement in 

accordance with our NATO allies.” 

Message received from Control: “A presumption has been made that large transformers are 

available when in fact they would take two years to build.” 

Reply received from Russia (regarding IAEA inspectors): “The Russians are not in a position to 

tell U.S. what they are capable of.” 

Participant #4: What does that mean? 

Participant #5: It means Russia cannot tell the U.S. what the U.S. can do. I was trying to ask 

how they could facilitate, but that obviously went over their heads, maybe deliberately. The 

part about the transformers is true—they take over two years to build. 
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Reply received from Ukraine (regarding power supply line): “We need the tools to safely repair 

electrical lines into the plant. We may need transformers if those were damaged. We are 

especially concerned about the well-being of our staff at the plant. We need a western/IAEA 

presence in the facility to monitor this.” 

Participant #1: So that means we will be providing diesel and electricity for a long time.  

Participant #5: The question is what the Russians destroyed. If they destroyed transformers, 

that is a bigger deal than just taking down some power lines. 

Facilitator: Communication has ended now, and Ukraine sent out a press release. 

Message received from Ukraine (sent to all): Press Release—“The Ukrainian government 

views Russia’s actions as an intentional effort to trigger a meltdown of the Khmelnytskyi 

nuclear reactor. If there is a radioactive event involving radiological dispersal, Ukraine will 

view this as an intentional use of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine.” 

Facilitator: We should move to the questions now. 

 

Team Briefing 

Question 1 

What harm beyond the gates of the plant does the U.S. believe would result if further military 

assaults are made against the Khmelnitsky plant? Who does the U.S. believe will be harmed 

and how? What outcome is optimal for the U.S. teams’ war objectives? 

Participant #5: The harm is a potential meltdown. That is what we spent all this time talking 

about. Preventing the meltdown of the facility is key, and the IAEA inspectors were sent to 

make sure that does not happen. 

Participant #2: The potential release of radioactive activity around the plant is a potential harm. 

Participant #5: Yes. That can happen without a meltdown. 

Participant #2: Right. 

Participant #5: The spent fuel is important. It was one of the big concerns after the September 

11 attacks. A large plume would cause enormous panic and would lead to infrastructure 

shutdown. The panic is a serious issue and could cause more harm than the radioactive 

material. 

Facilitator: Any other points for this first question? 
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Participant #4: We should say something about conventional or potential nuclear conflict. Do 

we think that is a potential harm as well? 

Participant #3: Any potential escalation of military conflict is a significant harm. There are 

economic and political implications to that as well. 

Participant #5: When Fukushima happened, what was the economic impact on both the 

Western-Pacific and worldwide? 

Participant #2: The cost of the accident was $200 billion at the minimum. There also had to be 

substantial evacuation efforts. The social impact of radiation activities is quite significant. 

Participant #5: We should say something about economic costs and political costs, and also the 

displacement of people and communities for years. 

Participant #2: Yes. Years. 

Participant #5: Facilities and infrastructures that serve the rest of the country are also affected. 

The community does not work anymore. 

Participant #2: Displacement issues go beyond Ukraine’s border. 

Participant #5: Exactly. 

Participant #4: That is a great point. 

Facilitator: We just kind of answered the question of who will be harmed and how. 

Participant #5: Yes. You should say Ukrainian citizens and those affected in neighboring 

countries. 

Participant #1: Do we want to talk about the potential harm to Russian citizens from the 

sanctions that will be put on them? 

Participant #5: If wind direction changes, Russian citizens could be affected by radiological 

release as well. That is why attack against reactors is so blatantly against civilians and in my 

opinion a war crime. It could even affect your own people. 

Participant #2: Additionally, an energy crisis is possible. 

Facilitator: Are there any more groups that might be harmed? 

Participant #3: We should not forget NATO countries, either. 

Participant #1: Do we want to say anything about Ukraine being a big wheat producer? 
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Participant #5: I would say energy and food. It is true. Ukraine is one of the big providers of 

wheat and grain for the world. If you get rid of that, it will dramatically increase food prices. 

Energy and food loss in Ukraine has worldwide impacts. 

Participant #1: The optimal outcome is Russia goes home. 

Participant #5: Russia goes home, and the Ukraine electrical grid is restored. The third optimal 

outcome would be that electric nuclear power is safe. We could ask for Russian reparations to 

the victims of this aggression, but that would just irritate them. 

Participant #4: How about the policy question about whether this is a war crime? Is there some 

policy statement among our optimal objectives? 

Participant #5: I think it is a war crime. I am not sure if it has been codified that the deliberate 

destruction of a nuclear power plant is a war crime. There is no way you could say that this is 

aimed at the military. I believe that it should be established as a war crime. 

Participant #3: I disagree entirely. 

Participant #5: Okay. 

Participant #3: There is a slippery slope here. That is a little far-fetched for what we are trying 

to achieve here and could end up biting us in the ass. If we make that declaration now, we are 

politically ham-strung come the second move. 

Participant #5: Okay. I will defer to you. 

Participant #3: I am here for the debate; I am not saying I am right. 

Participant #5: No, I hear what you are saying. I think it absolutely is an action that constitutes 

a war crime, but we can defer that question.  

Participant #3: My fear is that, if I am a Russian, I am going to start thinking things are going in 

the direction of Nuremberg, and then I am not going to let you win at all, even if it means I 

drop a nuke on your head. 

Participant #5: I hear you. 

Participant #3: How do we ensure Russian reparations? 

Participant #5: With Iran, we collected the oil revenue, which has to be in dollars. 

Participant #3: Okay, but when we froze the assets of the Japanese, they bombed Pearl Harbor. 

Participant #5: They were planning to do that long before the embargo. 
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Participant #3: We have to be careful. I am with you, but we need to keep the long game in 

mind. If we put something on paper, should we not make sure it is achievable? Are we prepared 

to invade Russia to make sure they give reparations to Ukraine? When we say these things, we 

need to think about how they would take it. 

Participant #5: I hear you, but the question is—they started this, so are we really going to 

punish aggression just by going back to the status quo ante? The Russians will say, well, did 

not work that time, but we should try again in a couple years. 

Participant #2: How about a new bilateral or trilateral peace treaty between NATO, Ukraine, 

and Russia to protect territorial integrity, as well as new agreements to not attack nuclear 

facilities under any circumstances? A new peace treaty could incorporate compensation or 

could protect territorial integrity. We need some sort of peace treaty at the end of the war. 

Participant #5: Okay. 

Facilitator: We have 10 minutes. 

Question 2 

What military actions, if any, might the U.S. (a NATO state) want to take to reduce or eliminate 

the risks they fear the most? 

Participant #1: We were going to put troops on the border and provide equipment and training 

to Ukrainians. 

Participant #5: I would put in there that we need to enhance regional missile and air defenses. 

Facilitator: Do we want to keep counter-missiles? 

Participant #5: What do you mean by that? 

Participant #1: Earlier, we were talking about counter-missile systems. 

Participant #5: Usually what we call it is regional missile and air defenses. 

Participant #2: Cyber defense is one action to consider. 

Participant #5: Yes. The Russians use cyberattacks all the time. They did it in Georgia, they did 

it in Moldova, they did it in Ukraine. 

Participant #4: Do the backup generators fit in here anywhere? It almost seems like we should 

escort them in there if we need to. 

Participant #5: Fuel is important. We can supply and escort to the extent necessary backup 

generators and fuel. 
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Participant #2: Maybe we can say “protect.” 

Question 3 

What diplomatic solutions, if any, might be attractive to the U.S. to reduce or eliminate these 

risks? How, if at all, might these diplomatic solutions be enforced? 

Participant #1: A peace treaty is a diplomatic solution. 

Participant #5: We need to make sure the IAEA is doing whatever is necessary to make sure all 

the Ukraine power plants are okay, not just the one that got taken over. That is part of their job, 

and they occasionally can do a very good job. 

Participant #2: We want to request a demilitarized zone, too. 

Participant #5: How do you enforce it? We should leave that alone, but the enforcement 

question is one to consider. 

Facilitator: Are there any other diplomatic solutions? 

Participant #5: As Kissinger once said, diplomacy without military force is prayer. He also said 

the use of military force without diplomacy is recklessness. 

Participant #1: Is there any opportunity for peacekeeping forces? 

Participant #5: You mean put U.N. blue-helmeted boys and girls on the Russia-Ukraine border? 

Participant #1: Or in Ukraine, around the power plant. 

Participant #5: That is an interesting one. 

Participant #2: Red Cross is also a possibility. 

Participant #5: I think U.N. peacekeepers are still in the Sinai, and my Israeli friends say that 

they have served a very useful purpose. 

Facilitator: What do we want to say about enforcement? 

Participant #5: We need to be honest. If you want to enforce effectively, you need to use 

military and economic means. 
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Ukraine Team 

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #1: We can move right ahead to the discussion of the scenario and our questions at 

hand. I do not know how much leeway we have with assuming what has happened in the past, 

but learning from what happened is going to be a major part here – what have we learned from 

the occupation and alleged de-occupation? What have been particular points of difficulties and 

vulnerabilities? 

Facilitator: I can ask questions about assumptions to big brother, and I can communicate with 

other teams. 

Participant #1: What has happened in Ukraine, and what preparations have the Ukrainian 

government undertaken between 2024 and 2038? Can we assume the Ukrainian government 

has done safety and security upgrades based on what happened in 2024? What about special 

training for operators? 

Participant #2: I do not see how that helps them. It is one thing to say I will train operators 

better, but if a missile comes flying in, I do not know how much training will help you. 

Participant #3: You can put contingency plans in place based on events that happened; if X 

happens, we do Z, if A happens, we do B. It might not solve the actual issue, but it may prepare 

us for the eventuality that it might happen. 

Participant #1: Given that we have some leeway in assuming that some upgrades have been 

done since based on what has happened, we can believe that we are prepared in a little bit of a 

different way than in 2024. Let us get back to our scenario. Does any one of you care to 

comment? What harm beyond the gates of the plant does Ukraine believe would result from 

further military assault against the Khmelnitsky plant? What do we believe will be harmed and 

how? What outcome is optimal for Ukraine’s war objectives? Personally, I believe our team 

objective should be to de-occupy, and to get the plant back without causing a major nuclear 

accident or any nuclear accident at all.  

Participant #2: That seems to be a no-brainer. I do not see why the different teams would have 

different views. Would the U.S. not mind if there were some people killed? I assume everyone 

is going to say: we should try to avoid any nuclear release. 

Participant #1: The control team or the Russian team might have different objectives. 

Participant #4: I do not believe the objective is as simple as getting the reactor back. That is a 

great outcome, but enroute there, our objective is removing the Russian forces who are firing 

out of that protected area and removing that assault on either our forces or civilian population 

beyond the safety of the reactor. Our failing to assault it allows the Russian soldiers safe haven. 
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Participant #1: In the meantime, I should add, we want to ensure the safety of our nuclear 

operators, especially with people knowing what had happened in 2024 and how terrible the 

conditions for the operating staff had been. So, some measure of operator safety is important to 

keep in mind. 

Participant #5: What you all are saying makes sense. 

Participant #1: Any other reflections? We want to demilitarize, to stop the shelling of the plant. 

That would compromise not only the physical integrity of the plant and the cooling systems and 

whatnot, but also the safety of its operating staff. 

Participant #2: And also, the problem with these light-water reactors—basically all of them 

have this flaw—is they have to be cooled after they are shut down. So, one of the things is 

going to be ensuring continued access to electric power at the plant. 

Participant #1: So, we need to re-establish the off-site power, right? We only have 10 days of 

generator. 

Participant #2: Yes. Exactly. 

Participant #5: Do we effectively need to bribe the Russians in some way to get them to leave 

the plant? I would imagine that our goal would be to expel the Russians from Ukraine totally. 

Participant #2: True, but I think that might be broader than the scenario; we are more focused 

on the state of the plants. 

Participant #1: Do we have any American representatives there, given that they were the ones 

who sold the reactors? Maybe some maintenance? If there are any Americans at the plant, are 

they being held hostage together with the Ukrainian staff? 

Participant #6: Do we need to the consider the scenario that the Russians decide to just bomb 

the plant and we just need to have a plan for providing buffer for the people near the plant? I do 

not know what the Russian team is thinking, but we should have a tentative plan for that, too. 

Participant #1: You mean like evacuating the adjacent areas under Ukrainian control? 

Participant #6: Yes, and at what point should we have a message carried out to the population 

that they need to get out. I do not know how large the evacuation area should be, though. 

Participant #1: For the contingency of a nuclear accident, or because of the shelling and the 

military? 

Participant #6: Both. 

Participant #5: So, is the limit of the game figuring out what to do about this disaster of them 

bombing the inspector’s car? What is the extent of the game? 
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Participant #1: I think to consider military and diplomatic solutions in this situation. The only 

difference is that we that perhaps we have learned something and have prepositioned something 

at the plants due to past experience. But if that is not safe to assume, then there is an actual 

casualty with the IAEA inspector. What do we think? I do not think it will make a huge 

difference given that attribution to purposeful targeting of that vehicle would be difficult to 

establish and each side is accusing the other. I do not think the IAEA, or the international 

government will be able to somehow turn that into a particularly strong response. 

Participant #5: I would think that the U.S., NATO, or Ukraine would care, but I do not think 

Russia would care that much. The thing that I am thinking is: from Russia’s point of view, why 

did they occupy the plant? What were their objectives and reasons for doing that? If we think 

they deliberately tried to kill or injure an inspector, do they have any motive to do that? Or was 

it just accidental? 

Participant #1: But as Ukraine, do we care about that? I mean, we care about the life of 

inspectors, but do we care about why Russia is doing what they are doing? We know they are 

evil. As team Ukraine, we are in a war, and we have a plant occupied. So, our goal should be to 

prevent a major accident on our territory. 

Participant #5: We are upset but we need to think with level heads: Russia had some objective 

for taking the plant. If we can offer that objective in exchange for the plant, maybe they would 

accept that. We need to offer them something they are willing to take. If we just tell them they 

are evil, we will not be able to accomplish anything. 

Participant #4: If your push is to find an objective, what would their objective be? They might 

be trying to export the power back to Russia, but since this plant is far in the West and all the 

lines are cut, I do not think that is an objective they are holding to. In the 2022-24 war, their 

objective was to use it as a shelter, to have the protection of a nuclear umbrella—allowing them 

to attack outwards with relatively little fear of reprisal for fear that reactor plant would be 

damaged. It seems that they have a similar plan this time; their objective is: force me out of 

here, but in doing so, you are going to cause a reactor accident and you are going to have to 

answer to the world community for that. 

Participant #5: But if we try to attack them, we may accidentally nuke ourselves. I agree. I 

think they are trying to achieve a safe haven where we won’t attack them. Is there some other 

way to offer them that somewhere else in a credible way that gets them to leave to go to that 

safe haven in a way that does not risk a nuclear accident? 

Participant #2: Is their goal not to occupy all of Ukraine? I do not know what we could give 

them that would get them to leave. 

Participant #1: If we say we will just give them Ukraine and roll over, and ask them not to 

cause a nuclear accident, they might agree to that. 
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Participant #2: That saves all the people, and everyone is happy. 

Participant #1: And all the lives! 

Participant #5: Are you saying that you think there is nothing you could offer them that would 

make them leave, and that we should give up? Ukraine would just take the reactor accident if it 

meant expelling Russia, right? That would be an acceptable consequence. 

Participant #1: On their own territory? I would not be so sure if you would take that in your 

own country if you could help it. If Ukraine could take a reactor accident it probably would 

have happened already. 

Participant #5: I mean, I live in New York City. If China had occupied the U.S., I would take a 

reactor accident there to get them out. I do not know if Ukraine would. 

Participant #1: I think our task is to consider even the military options that we might want to 

consider, short of actually causing a reactor accident. One of the questions is: what military 

action could be taken such that we could achieve our goals without causing an accident and 

blowing up the plant? Are there any military solutions? 

Message received from Control: “There are American citizens among plant employees advising 

on fuel management. Due to the “dangerous” conditions, they are not able to leave the plant 

grounds.” 

Participant #1: Okay, so, we need to mobilize our American colleagues to see what they are 

willing to do to secure their own citizens. Maybe we could benefit from American efforts in the 

reactor. 

Participant #3: There is a non-military option, which is that you try to create international 

pressure for sides to stop. Whether that is through press release, social media, you can highlight 

what is going on and create pressure in the international community. And especially with 

American citizens in the plant, that becomes a much easier thing to do. 

Facilitator: Do we want to send a note to our American and European ally teams? 

Participant #1: We certainly want to send a note to the Americans to ask if we can coordinate. 

Participant #3: A joint response? 

Participant #1: We should ask them, what is your proposed course of action for securing your 

personnel, and can we coordinate that? Creating pressures would be a great idea, if it worked. I 

am remembering Russia back in 2022-24 — not only was there political pressure, there was 

huge economic pressure that did absolutely nothing, at least not before they caused an 

enormous amount of damage. We should definitely do everything there is, though. 
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Participant #3: Pressure would not work with an authoritarian like Putin, but we do not know 

what the post-Putin regime will be and how they will respond differently. 

Participant #5: I think we should probably assume that the regime itself will be unresponsive to 

diplomatic pressure. It is probably still worth doing, but it will probably not affect the problem. 

In order to get the regime to care, you would have to have them be afraid of being toppled in a 

coup or something before they actually respond to anything like that. The other thing I wanted 

to say: on the diplomatic angle, what does Russia want? If there is nothing, then militarily, can 

we credibly threaten to cause a reactor accident in one of their plants with a precision strike? 

Message sent to U.S.: “What is your plan to address your citizens trapped at the plant? How 

can we coordinate our efforts?” 

Participant #1: It would be very illegal under international law to try and deliberately target a 

nuclear reactor, or to threaten to target a nuclear reactor, and we do not want to lower ourselves 

to the level of the Russians in terms of becoming another pariah and breaking international law. 

Nor does it seem like that would achieve any of our objectives of getting the Russians out. 

They would call our bluff. 

Participant #4: We can ask our NATO or U.S. partners if they have any intelligence—or if we 

have any intelligence—about the Russian forces that might allow us to conduct a kinetic 

precision strike without fear of them attacking the plant. Or, alternatively, using asymmetric 

special operations to hinder the efforts of the military force, which would allow us to retake the 

plant without fear of damaging it directly. 

Participant #1: Intelligence sharing with the U.S. and EU/NATO is a great idea. We should 

request intelligence sharing. We should assume that with a bunch of our people on the inside, 

so we have a boatload of intelligence as well. We know where these assets are, so we can share 

our human intelligence with their signal intelligence and pool our resources together. 

Participant #6: Another related question I had was the supply lines. Do we know how close the 

plant is to the border? 

Participant #1: The plant is quite close to the border. 

Participant #5: From the Russian border? I think it is pretty far. 

Participant #4: I thought this was one of the ones further West. 

Participant #1: Sorry, I thought you were asking whether it was close to the native border. 

Participant #6: The question to the intelligence community is what our options are for cutting 

the supply lines to the Russian troops that are in the plant, to add pressure. We do not know 

how they are linked—how are they getting supplies for troops? 
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Participant #1: One of the ways is to precision strike their supply lines behind enemy lines. We 

should have information about this due to our human intelligence from occupied regions, and 

we have Western partners who can supply signal intelligence and other sources. Right? 

Participant #6: Can we ask control? 

Facilitator: I am just finishing up the note to send here. 

Participant #1: One of the things we have to consider is if we block the military supply lines, or 

we hit the military supply lines, we do not want to hinder humanitarian supply lines to the 

Ukrainian operators that are trapped there, right? We need to make sure these people have 

access to basic supplies. And we also want to make sure that there is additional diesel that 

could be delivered there just in case. So, we need to have a Ukrainian, Russian, IAEA, and 

American multilateral forum to make sure this can be accomplished, because there is no offsite 

power. We only have 10 days: we need to find a way through the IAEA to supply additional 

diesel fuel. 

Participant #2: I have a somewhat more radical view of this. As Ukraine, in some sense, our 

best option is to get the U.S. and NATO in the war on our side. And the actions you are 

suggesting actually might hinder that. I think we might want to play up the risk of the reactor 

accident to the nearby NATO countries and say, look, if you do not stop the Russians, there is 

going to be a reactor accident, and there are other reactors there. There is this one site that is 

being occupied, but there are several sites in the West. We need to tell them this could involve 

them. Getting them on our side is obviously the best outcome for Ukraine. 

Message received from Control: “The diesel fuel storage tanks have been hit and there is now 

only two days’ worth of diesel fuel available to run the generators.” 

Participant #2: For Ukraine, as I said, that could be very good. 

Participant #5: So, you are basically saying that meltdown is good basically? 

Participant #2: Well, hopefully it does not get that far, but maybe. 

Participant #5: This is quite a cynical view. I do not know that the Ukrainian government 

would think it is a good thing. 

Participant #6: We need to take advantage of whatever we get. 

Participant #5: I just wonder, is there any sabotage? We have assets and stuff, so if we have 

some control or insight into what is going on there, is there any type of sabotage we could do 

that would be useful? 

Participant #1: If I am the president of Ukraine, and I see troops amassing on Ukrainian 

borders, it will take them at least a day—what I am doing is putting a special ops team in that 
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power plant with all sorts of sabotage equipment; they would be pretending to be the plant 

operators. I would have very high-quality special ops people in that plant that would help me 

pinpoint military targets. Could be a crazy idea, but after what has already happened, as a 

president, I would definitely do that. 

Participant #5: If we did have special operations in there, or assuming we could get them in 

there somehow, if we could sabotage it, what is the right way to sabotage it? That is kind of a 

gray option. It is not diplomatic, and it is not really military. 

Participant #4: We are talking about sabotaging the Russian forces there, not sabotaging the 

plant itself? Just to be clear. 

Participant #5: I do not know. 

Participant #1: I would not think sabotaging the plant itself would be such a good idea. The 

Russians or whoever is doing the shelling is already doing enough of that. However, in 

coordination with whatever we are doing on the outside, I would want some special ops on the 

inside coordinating our action with the U.S. and NATO forces and the precision weapons they 

are going to give us to take out the missile garrison. 

Participant #2: Maybe the special forces could just provide targeting information. 

Participant #1: Maybe. Or they can sabotage the equipment or sabotage the delivery systems of 

the missiles themselves. But right now, we only have 2 days of diesel fuel, which is a problem 

we need to solve. I do not think we want a meltdown. 

Participant #2: As I said, you play it up! Say Ukraine cannot do anything. Unless NATO or the 

U.S. gets involved, expect a meltdown. 

Participant #4: I think they can be aligned, but we still need to take action to try to prevent the 

meltdown if they decide they are unwilling or unable to commit assistance. When that last 

power line went down, we still had one reactor plant that was able to be operated. I thought 

there was some ability for a reactor to self-supply emergency power. Would we be able to use 

the one reactor with operating potential to supply emergency power to the others? 

Participant #2: Apparently, they tried that, but it was unstable for reasons that were not totally 

clear to me. 

Participant #1: The hot shutdown is a really finicky regime. I am not an operator, but that is 

what I hear from people who are. You apparently cannot run a reactor in hot shutdown mode 

for very long. Does anyone know better than that? 

Participant #5: I do not. I think we can assume that. I feel like there are a lot of ideas here, and 

we should try to categorize them. There are diplomatic options and there are military options 

and there are gray sabotage options. There is also the question of if we want to close the plant 
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more or shut it down. We can get more people in, or we can try to attack the supply lines—

which direction do we want to go? 

Participant #1: Can we do both if we want to retake it? We can get more of our own people on 

the inside as we are compromising their military supply lines. We also need to get more diesel 

fuel there pronto—that one reactor without off-site power is going to need to be cooled. 

Participant #2: To that end, we can negotiate with the Russians, and tell them that they do not 

want a meltdown either. We can ask if they would allow free passage of a diesel fuel convoy. 

Participant #1: We should get the IAEA to mediate that. Europeans could get the global south 

rallied. There need to be diplomatic efforts there. 

Participant #5: We need to try to get diesel into the plant. Should we just message Russia, or 

include others? 

Participant #1: I do not think the Russians will respond to us per se—we should get the IAEA 

on board, because we need to use broader organizational authority to leverage them to get that 

diesel in. 

Participant #4: We have seen Russia has a relative lack of regard for the IAEA given the initial 

shelling and given the video confirmation of Russian responsibility that was recently released 

by control. I do not think the IAEA is going to get much Russian pullback. The other countries 

need to be involved in that attempt to leverage a joint agreement to move diesel into the plant. 

Participant #1: If the Americans are planning and negotiating to extract Westinghouse workers 

from the plant, delivering the fuel could be a part of the deal. 

Participant #5: Maybe we could get the Americans out and fuel in as an initial step. 

Facilitator: What is our course of action here? 

Participant #1: We ask the IAEA to mediate shipment of diesel fuel to the reactor to prevent 

shutdown. I think that’s fair to say. 

Facilitator: Do we want to send this to other countries to get them to apply pressure as well? 

Participant #1: Yes, we should call on other countries to support and endorse and apply 

pressure. 

Participant #5: I think that works. 

Participant #2: Someone needs to supply diesel fuel. The IAEA does not have it. 

Participant #1: That is not a big deal, that is just brokering a deal. I mean, Ukraine has diesel on 

its own territory. 
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Participant #5: Yes. What we are doing here is, if we can get diesel in, that will buy us time. 

Right now, we have two days. With two days, any sabotage or military effort will lead to a bad 

outcome and a meltdown. Therefore, our top priority should be more time. 

Participant #1: I agree. We should not move for any operation until more fuel is delivered. 

Facilitator: Do we want to send the following: “Ukraine asks the IAEA to mediate a shipment 

of diesel to the reactor to prevent a meltdown. We call on other states to support and endorse 

this plan.” 

Participant #1: That sounds good. 

Message received from Control: “Video confirmation of Russian responsibility has been 

released publicly.” 

Participant #5: Well, so then they are not going to let the fuel in. Why would Russia do this? 

Why would they make meltdown more likely more quickly? Why are they doing that? Does it 

benefit them for the reactor to meltdown? Or are they just insane? 

Participant #2: I think it was an accident. 

Participant #5: Doubt it. Russia is probably trying to accelerate the timeline. 

Participant #6: Maybe they are hoping Ukraine gives up half the country. 

Participant #1: By nuking it? 

Participant #6: Right. 

Participant #5: You think they are applying maximum pressure to get a surrender? 

Participant #6: Yes. 

Participant #5: I think that’s plausible. 

Participant #6: I could be wrong. 

Participant #5: Why do we not threaten them? Say we will treat a meltdown as a nuclear attack 

and respond in kind. 

Participant #1: We as Ukraine could not respond in kind. We have no nuclear weapons. 

Participant #5: Maybe we could pressure the U.S. or Europe?  

Participant #2: We could strike Russian power plants. If they destroy the Ukrainian one, we can 

threaten to destroy one of theirs. 
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Participant #1: We do not have long-range weaponry, and our Western partners have not given 

us anything that goes further than 190 kilometers, which is not enough to hit anywhere 

significant in Russia. Unless something significant has changed in the intervening years, there 

is nothing we can do. 

Participant #2: Maybe since the last attack Ukraine has bought some from China, or from 

Iran—maybe even North Korea. 

Participant #4: I do not think tit-for-tat is the way to go here. We are just talking about mutually 

assured destruction from slower or more painful means. If they intentionally melt down the 

reactor, Poland, Romania, Austria, and Hungary all have a high likelihood of being 

contaminated, which means NATO could trigger Article 5. 

Participant #1: As Ukraine, I would certainly want that show of resolve from the U.S., but I do 

not think they will go there. What is our plan B ask in regard to a credible deterrent threat that 

will stop Russia from causing a meltdown? 

Participant #2: Why do we not ask the U.S. team? We give them the scenario that a deliberate 

Russian attack leads to radioactive release into NATO and ask how the U.S. plans to resolve 

the situation. 

Participant #1: I think we should definitely ask them that, but there should be some response 

that we are looking to push them towards. What would we encourage them to do? 

Participant #5: I am thinking about how the Cuban Missile Crisis was de-escalated here. It was 

a carrot and a stick very aggressively at the same time. If Russia wanted to get diesel to the 

plant and prevent meltdown, they could do that. We need to combine a threat and a bribe 

effectively enough to get them to go for it. We should open a lot of communication with the 

U.S. and NATO get them to publicly declare that they see the diesel sabotage as an intentional 

attempt to cause meltdown, and that if meltdown occurred, they would interpret it not as an 

accident, but as a Russian nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: Should we leave the nature of the response ambiguous? 

Participant #5: Yes, but I think we should ask for it to be interpreted as an intentional thing 

because I think they could go for that. 

Participant #1: Should we get a press release together now that we know it was an intentional 

strike on the diesel storage? 

Participant #5: I think we should, and we should try to get the U.S. and NATO to agree. That 

would put the ball in Russia’s court. 

Facilitator: Do we want to ask NATO and the U.S. how they will respond and whether it will 

trigger Article 5? Do we want that in our press release, or something else? 
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Participant #1: What do you mean? It is not going to trigger Article 5 because Ukraine is not a 

NATO member. Article 5 will not be triggered unless Russia escalates. The U.S. did previously 

say it would respond with great force with nuclear use in Ukraine. 

Participant #5: We do not need to ask about Article 5, we just need to get them to say they 

would interpret it as an intentional nuclear attack. There would be significant consequences.  

Participant #1: With all the consequences that brings. 

Participant #5: Right. We have a flexible response. 

Participant #1: As Ukraine, we want to frame this as nuclear use against Ukraine, and we want 

the Americans to endorse it. We want them to threaten Russia. 

Participant #5: And what they are doing is violating the nuclear taboo. All we are saying is that 

there is nothing vague about this—if it melts down it is a nuclear attack and that’s how we will 

interpret it. 

Participant #1: Right. 

Participant #5: If Russia believes that they may just agree and let more diesel come in. If not, 

they might try to cause a meltdown. 

Participant #4: With our press release, instead of calling it a meltdown, we should call it “an 

intentional use of a weapon of mass destruction against Ukraine and surrounding NATO 

countries.” 

Participant #5: I do not think so. I think we should say we will interpret the meltdown as an 

intentional use of nukes. 

Participant #4: It should be a joint release. 

Participant #5: We should draft it and send it to allies. 

Participant #3: We should send them a message asking if they would do a joint press release 

with us. If they want to do a joint release, we do it that way, if not, we do our own release. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO: “Ukraine wishes to issue a joint press release regarding 

Russia’s sabotage of the diesel fuel storage. Ukraine views Russia’s actions as an intentional 

effort to trigger a meltdown at the plant. If the plant does melt down, Ukraine will view this as 

equivalent to the use of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine. We want the U.S. and 

NATO to back this up with a credible deterrent threat. Will you?” 

Message received from U.S. (regarding Ukraine’s earlier diesel message): “The U.S. says yes.” 
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Message received from NATO/EU (regarding Ukraine’s earlier diesel message: “NATO-EU 

agrees with the understanding that we will request IAEA have much greater access to the 

facility to gain a better understanding of the situation.” 

Participant #5: Why not contact Russia and see what they say? Or get the IAEA to send it?  

Participant #4: Tell Russia we are sending X tankers to supply however much diesel, and that 

we have U.S. and NATO support. 

Participant #5: Could we pay Russia to use their diesel? 

Participant #1: We want to make it visible through the IAEA so they cannot stop it. 

Participant #2: If they wanted to supply, they would not have struck the tanks. 

Participant #5: We can use this. Push the request to Russia, and they will deny it. 

Facilitator: We only have 30 minutes left to communicate. 

Participant #5: If they deny it, we say that this makes it a clear intent of Russia to cause 

meltdown, and we will interpret it as a nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: Sounds good. 

Participant #5: Russia is not going to want to deal with the consequences of a nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: I am happy with the response that we formulated to the striking of the diesel 

fuel and framing this as potential nuclear use in Ukraine. That way also hooks in the U.S. and 

NATO to become more proactive on our side. We briefly started talking about special ops. 

Where are we on that? 

Message received from Control: “You do not have special forces or intelligence there beyond 

what you have in 2022.” 

Participant #1: Oops. Okay. 

Participant #4: Is it safe to assume Russia is in full control of the plant besides hostages? 

Message sent to Russia: “The U.S., EU/NATO, and Ukraine have all requested that the IAEA 

send tankers with additional fuel to the plant to avoid a meltdown. How will Russia respond? If 

this is blocked, Ukraine will view the meltdown as a deliberate nuclear attack.” 

Message received from U.S. (sent to NATO-EU and Ukraine): “1) The U.S. requests a 

demilitarized zone around the reactor so the U.S. and the NATO/EU can provide generators. 2) 

The U.S. is prepared to discuss moving troops closer to the border in NATO areas to send 

Russia a message. 3) The U.S. will continue to monitor the Russian missile movement. 4) How 
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do we get the Russian missile batteries away from the reactor? 5) The U.S. will position fuel 

and generators next to the Ukrainian border so they are able to make it to the plant.” 

Participant #5: This all sounds like wishful thinking. 

Participant #1: We will join the U.S. cause for a demilitarized zone. But, if the past is any 

lesson, it is going to be very difficult to enforce. 

Participant #4: Is the U.S. willing to put any of this into a joint release with us? And then 

maybe expand the DMZ from one plant to all the plants? 

Participant #1: Do we want to deploy troops and reinforce the other plants? We could use 

missile defense systems. 

Participant #2: As Ukraine or the U.S.? 

Participant #1: As Ukraine, of course. 

Participant #2: As Ukraine, I would have already done that. 

Participant #1: Well, yes. We should have done this already. We want to bolster missile defense 

and perimeter defense around the power plants. 

Participant #5: We know Russia is not going for the DMZ, so I do not know why the U.S. is 

requesting it. Maybe we can make a request we know they will deny so we can threaten more 

aggressively. 

Participant #1: Putting them on the spot with the DMZ makes them show their true colors. It is 

not effective, but there is no harm. 

Participant #5: Do we want diplomatic resolution, or have we given up? Do we just want to 

make them look bad so it will look less bad when we are aggressive? 

Participant #1: Is there a peaceful solution? 

Participant #5: Well, there was in the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

Participant #1: Quarantine was a deployment of force. 

Participant #5: We also pulled out the Jupiter missiles. 

Participant #1: But also, the Soviets pulled out their missiles. 

Participant #5: But we gave them something they wanted. If we are serious about diplomacy, 

we need to offer them something they want. 
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Message received from NATO-EU: “Ukraine, Do you have any plans to regain control of the 

plant? If you have both plans, what kind of weapons / military support would you need from 

NATO/EU?” 

Participant #1: Yes, we do have plans to de-occupy the plant. We would certainly need 

precision munitions. 

Participant #5: I do not think we should say that. I think we should say there are only 2 days of 

diesel. 

Participant #1: We already did. 

Participant #5: Any military plan prior to getting more time is just going to cause meltdown. 

Participant #1: We are walking and chewing gum at the same time. The first order of business 

is diesel. Second is longer-term de-occupation. 

Participant #5: So why do we not say we have a plan, but it assumes we get diesel. We need to 

make it clear that we cannot do anything until we get diesel to the plant. 

Facilitator: Or without a plan to occupy the plant to potentially get diesel in without Russia 

stopping it. 

Participant #1: You cannot de-occupy in 2 days. 

Participant #5: It is just not possible. 

Participant #1: First order of business is to get diesel. But that is a separate track. We have a 

longer-term plan to de-occupy. 

Participant #5: But I think what they are asking us is if we are going to have an assault now. 

Participant #2: But the thing is, the way the Ukrainians have been doing it is you do not attack 

directly and fight your way through, you surround the occupiers and they de-occupy 

themselves. 

Participant #1: It is a precision campaign. We need precision weapons, drones, and anti-

electronic warfare equipment to protect our drones. 

Participant #5: We should start off with clarifying that if do not get diesel to the plant, it will 

cause meltdown which we will interpret as a nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: We already said. 

Participant #5: What timescale are we talking about a military assault? 
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Participant #2: Weeks or months. This time around, Ukraine was caught by surprised and we 

took a while to get our act together and start driving the Russians back. 

Participant #1: We also need satellite intelligence. Anything else that could be helpful? It could 

not hurt to request since it takes weeks to deliver from allies. Our two-day diesel problem is on 

a different timescale than this. We need to get the ball rolling on recapturing. 

Participant #5: So, we should clarify that this plan is for a war of attrition to retake the plant 

over the next few months. Is that the time frame? 

Participant #2: That is a good guess. That is what we would hope as Ukraine. 

Participant #4: When we say, “war of attrition,” that means we are hounding on each other, and 

that is a recipe for damaging the plant. Precision munitions and drones are targeted and heavy 

to push them out in 1 or 2 engagements, not attrition.  

Participant #2: We are trying to surround the plant, not fight our way through. 

Participant #5: Like a siege? 

Participant #1: A siege could undermine the safety of the plants and operators. This is not going 

to be a quick operation. One thing we want from allies is for special ops to be trained to 

penetrate the site. We want to game this out together with the U.S. and NATO advisors, 

because I do not know how to do it. 

Participant #5: Is our goal to prevent meltdown and then win the war, or do we just really care a 

lot about retaking this plant? There is still a whole war to be fought. Maybe we can solve this 

issue by preventing the reactor from melting down and then just fighting the war elsewhere. 

Participant #1: Our goal is to liberate the Ukrainian territory. Sooner or later, that would 

involve liberating this plant. 

Participant #5: Right, but maybe we could just prevent the plant from melting down, fight the 

war elsewhere, and then, when the Russians give up, if they do, then they will leave the plant 

too. Do we really have to fight the war at the plant? 

Participant #1: That is probably not the only place we are going to fight the war. What we are 

saying is that with missiles flying back and forth and with Russian military forces constantly 

being able to be positioned there and us not being able to prevent the missile strikes from there, 

it is a constant nuclear disaster, right? We are going to be in this diesel situation over and over 

and over again. 

Participant #5: Right. I just wonder if retaking the plant is the only way to avoid this situation 

from happening a lot maybe it could just be demilitarized over the long term. 
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Participant #1: We should think how we can demilitarize it over the long term. Can we still 

request that from our partners, and think about the plan B for the plant? 

Participant #5: Why do we not say we are considering many options, and if we go with the 

military option here is what we need. That way, we do not just say that our plan is an assault. 

Participant #6: We should still ask what their opinion is also, right? Maybe we could use 

satellite to disturb their GPS signal. I do not know. We need to come up with all the 

possibilities there are for conducting this military option. 

Participant #1: As team Ukraine, we need to create options for ourselves, because it seems our 

Western partners are already reluctant. We are not a NATO ally, so we are at the disadvantage 

here. We are trying to drum up our importance and the sense of peril. So, we should get these 

weapons and then later decide whether we are going to use them. 

Participant #6: Are there asymmetrical ways of doing an operation? We talked about the supply 

lines. We have also talked about communications capabilities and navigation capabilities, so 

those are different things we need to consider. Maybe we could also conduct a cyberattack 

either on their system, whether or on the troops on site or on their financial system. 

Participant #5: That is an interesting option. We could threaten some other theater of war. I 

mean, Ukraine personally could not, but maybe the U.S. would threaten something in our stead. 

Participant #1: So, can we as a team agree to, for now, send this message out and request this 

equipment, including the training and gaming and then we can also consider other options? 

Participant #5: Looks good to me. 

Participant #2: Looks good. 

Message sent to NATO-EU and U.S.: “Yes we have plans to de-occupy the plant over the 

coming weeks to months, assuming we can get fuel to the plant before a meltdown. We would 

need: 1. Precision missiles 2. Drones 3. Electronic warfare equipment to protect drones 4. 

Satellite intelligence for targets at the plant as well as Russian military supply lines 5. Training 

and gaming for special ops to prepare to penetrate the site and preposition assets there.” 

Participant #1: Thanks. 

Participant #5: Do we have a new email? 

Facilitator: There has been some communication between Russia and the U.S. Russia is asking 

the U.S. to de-escalate by ceasing and desisting sending arms across the border. Dialogue level 

is low for Russia. They are not giving inspectors much access but are saying they will not harm 

them. 
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Participant #5: Do we believe them when they say they will not harm inspectors? They already 

did. 

Facilitator: That’s what the U.S. is saying. 

Participant #1: Has Russia responded? 

Facilitator: They said you need to de-escalate. 

Participant #5: Translation, let us win the war in Ukraine. 

Facilitator: We have 15 more minutes of communication. Are there any other things we want to 

communicate to the other teams? 

Participant #1: Is there anything else we want to request or coordinate with the U.S. and 

NATO? 

Participant #2: Did we ever get a response to our press release thing? 

Facilitator: Yes. The U.S. released a joint press release that was what we asked for. 

Messaged received from U.S. (sent to all): Joint Press Release—“The U.S. is highly concerned 

about Russia’s irresponsible actions in increasing the risk to the nuclear power plant in the area. 

The U.S. objective is to let the IAEA team ensure the safety of the reactor without interference. 

Also, the U.S. is moving backup generators and troops to the border. The U.S. has also asked 

Russia to move its missiles away from the reactor.” 

Participant #5: So, they agreed to that. But they did not say anything about the interpretation of 

the meltdown. 

Participant #1: Oh, of course. 

Participant #5: We should email them again and try to pressure them into that interpretation. 

Participant #1: I agree. If they are not responding to it and released a highly concerned press 

release, we should ask them to support us, and say if they do not, we will release our own press 

release, worded the way it is. That puts it out to the international community. They need to 

respond to breaking the nuclear taboo. 

Participant #5: If Russia intentionally causes a meltdown, it causes a Chernobyl, Fukushima-

type event. 

Participant #2: On NATO countries. What are they going to do? 



 

51 
 

 Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

Participant #5: Right; Are they going to be happy saying it was an accident or are they going to 

interpret it as an act of aggression like it actually is? We should mention that it may pollute 

their countries; please keep in mind that the fallout is likely to hit Romania and Poland. 

Participant #1: Right. It will affect NATO allies. Could be Turkey too? 

Participant #5: Yeah. How would NATO interpret that? 

Reply sent to U.S. (regarding press release): “We appreciate the U.S. support, but we need to 

be specific that we view the deliberate melting down of the reactor as a nuclear attack. If the 

plant melts down does the US or NATO share that view? Will you join us in publicly stating 

that or must we do so alone? Please keep in mind that fallout may affect NATO allies. How 

would NATO interpret that?” 

Participant #1: In the meantime, we should draft our own press release and have it ready to 

publish should the U.S. and NATO not wish to escalate the rhetoric to nuclear use. 

Message received from U.S.: “How long will it take to recover the power supply line to the 

nuclear power plant? Do you need any assistance in order to do so?” 

Participant #1: We are going to need more generators. 

Participant #5: We need reliable electric power generation. 

Participant #2: Would we not first need to occupy the plant? 

Participant #1: At this point we also need to repair the lines. We need whatever the parts we 

need to repair the electrical grid and restore offsite power. I do not know what the damages 

might have been. 

Participant #2: A critical thing might have transformers. 

Participant #1: Yes. They could have those. I am also very concerned about the wellbeing of 

the staff at our plant. So, we would want some kind of Western presence. There needs to be a 

renewed attempt to put IAEA monitors in the plant. 

Participant #5: Does the IAEA have operators? 

Participant #1: I am told that is not a feasible solution because each split is very specifically 

configured. That is why Russia today is having problems replacing Ukrainian operators. 

Reply sent to U.S. (regarding power supply line): “We need the tools to safely repair electrical 

lines into the plant. We may need transformers if those were damaged. We are especially 

concerned about the well-being of our staff at the plant. We need a western/IAEA presence in 

the facility to monitor this.” 
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Reply received from U.S. (regarding Ukraine’s earlier 5 requests): “As we continue to seek a 

diplomatic solution, the U.S. will meet your five requests in partnership with NATO.” 

Facilitator: They agreed to our military demands. 

Participant #1: Getting support is good. 

Facilitator: U.S. is asking Russia what they can do to get fuel into the plant. 

Participant #1: We should draft a press release for team Ukraine to say the things that we were 

framing earlier. We can copy that language we were using before. We can cite the destruction 

of the diesel facility and their refusal to allow additional diesel to reach the plant. We are 

interpreting this as intention to cause a meltdown, and should the accident occur, we will 

interpret it as a nuclear attack. 

Participant #5: We are saying we are interpreting it as a nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: We will, if the reactor melts down. 

Participant #5: Is there any unilateral escalation we can do, or are we totally reliant on the U.S. 

and NATO? 

Participant #1: We are assuming things did not change drastically from the previous war, and 

that Ukraine is reliant on the U.S. and NATO, and does not have nuclear weapons, and is not a 

part of NATO. So, Ukraine does not have a nuclear deterrent, and its conventional force is not 

sufficient to deter. So, what we are doing is making Russia look bad and putting the ball in the 

Western court. 

Facilitator: We have 3 minutes of communication left. 

Participant #5: The key thing is saying we will see it as use of nuclear weapons. 

Participant #2: We only have 1 minute left. 

Participant #1: This is good. We should send it. 

Participant #5: The only question is if we want to threaten anything, but it sounds like we 

cannot. 

Participant #1: We cannot, and there is an advantage to ambiguity. 

Participant #3: It is good to go in the current format. 

Participant #5: Sounds good to me. That should raise the stakes a bit. 

Facilitator: Sending that right now. 
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Message sent to all: Press Release—“The Ukrainian government views Russia’s actions as an 

intentional effort to trigger a meltdown of the Khmelnytskyi nuclear reactor. If there is a 

radioactive event involving radiological dispersal, Ukraine will view this as an intentional use 

of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine.” 

Participant #3: It is short and concise, so there is not too much ambiguity. 

Participant #5: We are taking control of the narrative early on. Russia will say they see it as an 

accident. 

Participant #1: The U.S. released something very generic. 

Facilitator: Now it is time to put together slides for our briefing. 

 

Team Briefing 

Question 1 

What harm beyond the gates of the plant does Ukraine believe would result if further military 

assaults are made against the Khmelnitsky plant? Who does Ukraine believe will be harmed 

and how? What outcome is optimal for the Ukrainian team’s war objectives? 

Participant #5: We are concerned there may be a radioactive dispersal or a nuclear dispersal and 

that it could affect NATO countries. We could also say the effect would be similar to that of if 

Russia had a nuclear weapon in the vicinity. 

Participant #1: Probably not similar, so I suggest we leave that out. The effects themselves 

would be quite different. 

Participant #2: This is worse than a nuclear weapon.  

Participant #1: The significance of the event is greater. 

Participant #2: The event is still going on. It is not a single strike. 

Participant #1: We are concerned about further military assaults. We are concerned they could 

use the site to terrorize the neighboring Ukrainian territories with missile strikes. The continued 

presence of the Russian missile garrison poses a threat to the security of surrounding areas. I 

would say this is very harmful for the nuclear energy industry in general. This is the second 

time inside two decades that a nuclear power plant has been assaulted, after significant 

investments have been made, this puts the future of nuclear energy in jeopardy. What about the 

second part? Who does Ukraine believe will be harmed and how? 

Participant #2: We already answered that. 
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Participant #1: We should say Ukrainian citizens, Ukrainian nuclear operators. Populations of 

neighboring countries could also be affected should a nuclear event occur. 

Participant #4: Surrounding areas could be affected by Russian aggression operating out of that 

area. 

Participant #5: It sets a precedent that if you have nuclear reactors, people can take them in a 

war and just attack you with impunity from that location. 

Participant #1: That, and also it is a massive wasted capital investment. 

Participant #5: Building nuclear power plants may just be seen as creating a strategic 

vulnerability rather than generating any positive. 

Participant #1: What outcome is optimal for Ukraine? Complete liberation of Ukrainian 

territory, including the Khmelnitsky power plant is the optimal outcome. 

Participant #2: And no radioactive release. 

Participant #1: Right. Without radioactive release. 

Participant #5: It did say optimal and not plausible. 

Participant #2: The question is asking what your heart’s desire is. 

Participant #5: Pretty simple. 

Participant #1: We can move on. 

Facilitator: Presumably, this means a diplomatic solution is not the optimal outcome to us. 

Participant #1: A diplomatic solution would be a means to this end. If we can achieve our goal 

via diplomatic means, sure. 

Participant #5: Wars end diplomatically in the end, eventually. There will eventually be a 

surrender. 

Participant #4: We gave our optimal outcome. How we get there depends. 

Question 2 

What military actions, if any, might Ukraine want to take to reduce or eliminate the risks they 

fear the most? 

Participant #5: That is a strangely phrased question. 

Participant #2: We are back to liberating the plant. 
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Participant #6: All we came up with was degrading their military capabilities, but we were not 

sure how. We talked about different ideas: cyber, supply lines, etc. 

Participant #5: I do not think Ukraine has that many military options. If this extends to NATO 

and the U.S. and all that, we would want the U.S. to say that they see a meltdown as an 

intentional nuclear use, and that would be so offensive that we would put Ukraine under the 

nuclear umbrella and respond in kind. 

Facilitator: That is more diplomatic to get the U.S. engaged. 

Participant #1: We were talking about slowly degrading Russian military supplies to the plant. 

They are going to need more missiles. We need to hit those supply lines with the precision 

weapons the Americans are going to give us. 

Participant #4: The counterpoint to this is that we are focusing on the military at the plant, and 

that is not the risk we fear the most, right? What we fear the most is the plant melting down, 

and they can hit the plant from the motherland. They have long-range fire that Ukraine does not 

possess. 

Participant #5: Russia does not have air control currently so I don’t know that they could do 

that. 

Participant #4: They have missile that go thousands of miles. They can put munitions in that 

area. 

Participant #1: For sure. But they are occupying it because they want to occupy the country. 

We need to get the Russian military out, so what are the military options? Maybe we could pre-

position missile defense and perimeter defense at the other plants. 

Participant #5: Is the thing we fear the most losing the plant, or that Russia wins the war and 

takes over Ukraine? 

Participant #1: Of course, we fear Russia taking over Ukraine. Our problem is that we have this 

nuclear plant trapped in the middle of all this, and we are trying to fight a war without causing a 

major nuclear accident. That is the way I see it. And we need to do this without causing a 

nuclear accident. Special ops are also a kind of military solution. I want special operations 

forces training today to be able to conduct some kind of operation there. 

Participant #5: To retake the plant? 

Participant #1: Not just to sabotage Russian forces, but to lead the operation for the retaking of 

the forces. Whatever else Ukraine has might be a support function, but you cannot tank through 

the plant. There needs to be some special operation. Maybe I watch too many movies. 

Participant #5: It worked with Bin Laden. 
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Participant #1: Right? 

Participant #2: Maybe it is worth a try? 

Participant #1: I think our military options are limited. 

Participant #5: Do we want the U.S. and NATO to become party to the war on Ukraine’s side? 

Participant #1: That is not for us to decide, and that would be part of the diplomatic effort. 

Facilitator: U.S. and NATO support would enable more options beyond this. 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Facilitator: Ready to move to diplomatic? 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Question 3 

What diplomatic solutions, if any, might be attractive to Ukraine and all parties to reduce or 

eliminate these risks? How, if at all, might these diplomatic solutions be enforced? 

Participant #5: This is just that press release, right? 

Participant #2: We are also trying to get that convoy in. 

Participant #1: Yeah. So, we want to engage the IAEA and the international community to 

deliver emergency supplies to the plant. Should we take a press release and push it through the 

U.N. as some kind of General Assembly resolution? 

Participant #6: That sounds good. Russia is a part of the Security Council. We should bring it 

up. 

Participant #1: I sense some sarcasm. But I think naming and shaming is all the U.N. can do at 

this point. 

Participant #5: A U.N. Resolution would be great. Russia will veto it but get as many countries 

to sign on to say Russia is intentionally trying to cause a meltdown as possible. 

Participant #1: There could be a motion from the General Assembly, which would not involve 

authorization or anything. The Security Council would be vetoed, but in the General Assembly, 

we can see who will stand behind and endorse us, and who will abstain. Should we also a 

backchannel to Russia? 

Participant #6: I think so. 
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Participant #1: It should be totally secret and out of public eye. 

Participant #5: Should it be behind the backs of the U.S. and NATO’s back too? 

Participant #1: We could coordinate with them, but we do not that released to the public. I do 

not know what it would yield. 

Participant #5: Would the goal just be dialogue, would it be solely restricted to the plants, or 

would it be brought into the war? 

Participant #6: It would be for dialogue, and to figure out if there are any other options to be 

discussed that cannot be discussed with the rest of the world. Maybe there is something else 

going on that could be dealt with in the background. 

Participant #1: I say we should keep it specific to the plant at Khmelnitsky and try to feel out 

what they are going to do. It might amount to nothing, but it is worth a try. 

Participant #5: Do we say the backchannel has the goal of resolving that without talking very 

specifically? 

Participant #1: I think the main goal would be preventing radiological release. 

Participant #5: Yeah. 

Participant #1: We should also call for a demilitarized zone in an international forum. This is 

something the U.S. and NATO teams have already done. I just have no idea how to enforce it. 

Participant #5: Around all nuclear plants, or just this specific one? 

Participant #1: The other plants are under Ukrainian control. 

Participant #2: You might want to demilitarize them to prevent strikes. 

Participant #1: What is considered militarized? We have air and perimeter defense, but no 

troops stationed inside, whereas Russia deployed their missile garrison on the actual territory. 

Participant #5: How might these be enforced? 

Facilitator: We said we were going to put that we wanted the U.S. and NATO to specifically 

agree with us as a diplomatic solution, right? 

Participant #1: We want the U.S. and NATO to agree to our formulation that any radiological 

event would be tantamount to intentional nuclear attack on Ukraine. 

Participant #5: If the Russians wanted to fix this, they could. 

Participant #1: They could just not invade in the first place. 
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Participant #5: But specifically with this, they could let the IAEA in, but they are choosing to 

create this problem. 

Participant #1: Right. Enforcement is very difficult here. 

Participant #2: I almost want to say enforcement is outside of Ukraine’s control. 

Participant #1: Western forces could mobilize the IAEA. I do not know. How do you enforce 

these things? 

Participant #5: One thing that could be very easily enforced is that if the U.S. and NATO agree 

to our language, they could enforce consequences for the meltdown, which would give Ukraine 

a nuclear deterrent. 

Participant #4: You could ask the U.S., the U.N., or NATO to enforce the demilitarized zone 

like in Korea. 

Participant #1: Russia will not authorize any kind of international force because it has a veto. 

We could call for a coalition of the willing to contribute forces to a multilateral peacekeeping 

force. It would be outside of international law, but it has been done before. 

Participant #5: One thing we could do is have countries that are not Russia or Ukraine enforce a 

ceasefire in that area. 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Participant #5: If Russia does not agree to that it would increase the pressure on them. 

Participant #1: It is a long shot, but it could serve as a trip wire. Will Russia really fire at 

NATO nationals, if they are part of the force? 

Participant #5: Are we saying they just march in without authorization from Russia? 

Participant #1: No. If we diplomatically reach a solution, this is just one way we could enforce 

a demilitarized zone. 
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NATO/EU Team 

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #3: Who would like to kick off the discussion with any views on the question about 

the potential results of the attacks against the Zaporizhzhia power plant? What is the potential 

for it to be harmed? How optimal were the objectives? I think objectives may not be the best 

word to describe at least the NATO objectives here, but the objective of the Russian and 

Ukrainian war. 

Participant #2: So would this be, a “would” or “could” result? Because if they mean “could” 

result, we can rely on our briefing materials that show that vast areas of contamination are 

possible. It depends on whether we think that is likely or not. If we say the question is, “what 

would,” what do the parties believe would result? And my question is, should it be “could,” 

which would be the worst-case scenario, which is what was presented in the briefing, which 

showed from the scenarios of Zaporizhzhia a total release from Zaporizhzhia? Presumably our 

worst case would result. So, do we think this is likely or not? 

Participant #5: Yes, so there is a big difference between AP 1000 and the Zaporizhzhia plants.  

Participant #4: Just to weigh in, I'm originally from Romania. I grew up in Romania and 

Germany. So, I'll try to bring in both perspectives to the extent that this is useful. I think, to get 

this started, we might want to try to go with “would.” Our governments – the EU, and NATO – 

are asking whether this is, like the IAEA suggests, a possible and perhaps imminent scenario, 

how would we react, and what concerns do we put on the table for the EU and NATO. I would 

venture to say that given the second preparatory briefing, with the potential waves and 

assuming the wind direction could be toward one of the neighboring countries, Romania is very 

concerned about this having an impact on its own population. So, NATO territory. If we are 

looking at current opinion polls, I would also venture to say that Germany is to some extent 

concerned, due to geographic proximity and historical recent memories – not to the same extent 

as Romania and Poland. The next question Romania and Germany would ask is: where do other 

countries position themselves and would we have a quorum to discuss under a potential Article 

4? If radiation affects NATO territory citizens, then can we talk about Article 5? I think this is 

the wording that Romania and Germany would put forth. Do we have a quorum to even discuss 

– at the NATO level specifically – Article 5 in if we're looking at what the IAEA suggests? 

Participant #2: So that would be a warning to the combatants that NATO might come in under 

Article 5 if there are any releases from the plant that reach NATO. 

Participant #4: I guess my question is, do others see an issue with other NATO members, those 

included in the game and those not included, such as Hungary, to preliminarily veto a 

discussion of Article 5? 
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Participant #7: I have a quick question here. It has been 15 years since the first war and at that 

time Sweden and Finland were in the process of petitioning to join NATO along with Ukraine. 

Has anything happened in those 15 years? My position has always been that I don't think the 

main objective of the Russians is to take over Ukraine because they know they're not going to 

move everyone out and move Russians in. You know, they like the electric power the 

generators produce. However, I think the real objective is NATO and they're trying to make a 

statement that if we keep pushing the NATO framework there will be consequences, so we 

have to be prepared to back off or push forward. What do you think? 

Participant #3: I think this is the key question – after those 15 years it seems that Ukraine is not 

in NATO. We would still need to consider that part of Russian aggression against Ukraine is 

aggression against a country that is not a NATO member. It is clear that Russians are 

escalating. I think that we should probably be expecting additional threats to the power plant, 

which might be an imminent threat to the NATO States and frankly, Article 4 is a given in that 

situation. Article 5: that's a different question and frankly, I would like to get your views here. 

My sense is it might be tricky. Once again, I am extrapolating based on the current situation in 

this scenario. In the current description of the scenario, Article 5 is not given as the attack 

might cause a direct threat to the NATO States, but that is not visible yet. I’m happy to dwell 

on that later. We lost one element of the discussion at the beginning. Could we get back to that 

to do this comparison between Khmelnitsky and Zaporizhzhia?  

Participant #5: I think you should just look at the probability of significant release as a small 

fraction compared to that of Zaporizhzhia. Considerable shelling of the containment probably 

needs to occur to cause a significant release. It’s not going to be easy, but it is always a 

possibility. 

Participant #2: Right, and they have the older reactors there, too.  

Participant #5: Well not at this site. Not as far as I know, right? 

Participant #2: They only have Westinghouse.  

Participant #1: So maybe the answer here is that you have a staged answer, which is that it is 

sort of unlikely in a regular scenario where they're not trying to attack the plant that they will be 

successful in penetrating the containment and causing a release. You know air crashes and so 

forth are helpful in indicating that there is a lot of protection around those plants as a general 

matter. Now if it is an intended attack using a shaped charge or a munition that is designed to 

penetrate concrete, which exists, then they can do it. I don’t think there is any question about 

that. So, if there is an indirect set of attacks not designed to penetrate the plant then you are 

unlikely to have a release similar to a top-tier Fukushima or Chernobyl-style release. And then 

you’ve got the time requirement in terms of getting electricity turned back on to get the power 

back up and running and that’s days or up to a month. There is also a question of what’s the 

harm? There are other elements that relate to that. For example, the damage to the electric 
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supply that goes into the plant itself. This can directly impact the plant itself and its ability to 

restart. We could talk about damage not just inside the perimeter but also outside the perimeter 

that affects the plant itself. Outside of that physical harm, there is also the question of what 

happens if we have a potential release, and what does a release look like? Then we can get into 

the wind patterns and questions in Articles 4 and 5. By this point, NATO will already be pre-

positioned. NATO doesn’t just sit around and wait. They have troops in different locations, 

communication channels, they are talking all the time, they are moving things around, they 

have supply chains, and all sorts of things going on. It is an active hive network within NATO 

that should be operating. Thus, we should assume that NATO is already considering all types 

of actions.  

Participant #5: Everything you said is right. Certain types of munitions will get through the 

containment, but I will say that that is not quite enough to cause the reaction to start to release 

radionuclides. It means that if there is a breach of the pressure vessel, then the containment is 

not there to back it up. But you would actually have to get additional munitions through the 

hole in the containment to cause a meltdown. We are in a really unusual situation where it may 

actually be beneficial to disconnect the grid and the plant from the grid. Normally you need that 

offsite power to maintain safety. But in the case of the AP 1000, these reactors will passively 

cool with no pumps as long as the equipment is intact. So, if there is a loss of offsite power, the 

one operating reactor will scram and that will begin to start the clock on the decay of iodine 

131, which is by far the most dangerous isotope in there. Every 8 days you will lose 50% of 

that. So it may actually be a strategy to mitigate a possible future accident by forcing that 

reactor offline.  

Participant #3: I think we are entering technicalities that are beyond my understanding. This is 

helpful to set up a response. I will try to describe what I've heard just to make sure I understand 

correctly. From a technical point of view in the current scenario, we are far from a major 

incident that might cause a potential nuclear meltdown of a major scale. Is that a correct 

assumption based on the technical approach for the moment? 

Participant #5: Yes, I think I would agree. I would look at the probability of a major incident as 

pretty small. If it happens, it happens, and it could happen quickly if it were done with great 

intention. But if we're talking about shells flying around, then, in that case, the probability is 

quite small. 

Participant #3: The only element that is not directly tackled in the current scenario is intention. 

I think it is something we need to discuss, whether we do believe the Russians might want to do 

it. Frankly, based on what we see currently and extrapolating it to 2037, I think we need to 

consider the possibility. 

Participant #1: To Participant #5’s comment: there's not an immediate possible release for the 

scenario, but if there's no power for an extended time, period, maybe out for a month or maybe 
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as early as a few weeks you could have an accident that could cause a release in my uninformed 

but thoughtful opinion.  

Participant #6: Well, I had another question as an uninformed person that Participant #5 may be 

able to answer. In our second briefing, we had a lot of talk about the cooling pond. Where it is, 

how vulnerable it may be, and targeting of something like the cooling pond could cause a 

terrible fire. I don’t know in an AP 1000 whether the cooling pool is outside or inside and 

protected somehow. I'm guessing the dry casks are outside but I'm wondering if although the 

release from a cooling pond is bad, it may not be catastrophic. However, it could have a pretty 

big effect on the national will and in terms of just more terroristic act. Do you have any 

knowledge about that Participant #5?  

Participant #5: I only assume that the pond was called the spent fuel pool and the cooling pond 

is something else. The spent fuel pool -- I'm 99% sure -- is in the containment but I haven't 

actually validated that. The thing to remember is that if this reactor has only been operating for 

five years and so the cooling pond, which has a capacity of about 20 years before it starts to get 

too dense, is virtually empty. That means the probability of a fire there is very low. Even if it 

lost all the water I can confirm that it would collectively be air-cooled and it would be fine so 

that's not a risk. There is no dry cask yet because it only shows up once a quarter and gets 

filled.  

Participant #4: I have another question for Participant #5. Based on what you were saying 

earlier, can you sort of spell this out: If we call on the Russians to disconnect entirely, am I 

correct to understand that you would advise this because this would mitigate the risks of 

something worse happening from a technical point of view. And then the second question is, 

from a technical point of view, do we have any interest in not calling on the Russians to 

disconnect? We're assuming based on the scenario that the Russians have control over the site 

and I just want to clarify what the risks are calling for either or.  

Participant #5: It would be contrary to all traditional advice to disconnect the reactor. It would 

be unusual, but it is a strategy allowed for these extremely modern reactors. It might be 

considered if we have a high confidence that shelling of the reactor is going to continue and 

that there is a significant probability that the reactor was damaged. The twist is that if you shut 

down the reactor immediately, the benefits don’t accrue instantaneously. The benefits occur 

after a week or two. It’s more of a judgment call. Do you believe in two weeks that the 

Russians are going to try something? If the answer is no, then the best advice is to leave 

everything operating. But if the answer is yes, then it’s an unusual strategy and option. 

However, another option is to limit the power the Russians can send or receive from the grid. 

This is much more advanced, but if you can limit the power the Russians send or receive from 

the grid, that might leave enough power to run the safety systems of the plant but still force the 

reactor offline because they can’t dump the energy anywhere. That would depend on how 

sophisticated your control of the electric grid was, but is a possible third strategy. 
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Participant #4: Could you do that trying to control the amount of energy by in the scenario 

giving less or a certain amount of energy to the generators? One of the questions I think that we 

have to answer is what about the generators and the energy that goes into them? 

Message received from Control: The diesel fuel storage tanks have been hit and there is now 

only two days’ worth of diesel fuel available to run the generators.  

Participant #4: Okay, that sort of qualifies my question.  

Participant #3: Can I double-check about whether there are any signals that they were hit by 

Russians? We are talking about further military assaults already being injected into the 

scenario. So, we also need to answer the question of whether we see that there is an intent. I do 

believe there is, but I'd like to get your views on that and what we are going to do. Specifically, 

do we think that Russia might intentionally attack the nuclear power plant.  

Participant #2: Okay, thanks. I sent around the World Nuclear Association map of the Ukraine 

units. There are two of the Soviet-designed DVERs there already, so presumably they're still 

there in 2037. That is something to take into consideration – it would be similar hazards as we 

have become familiar with from Zaporizhzhia. And, of course, that means that diesel fuel being 

lost is unlike with the Westinghouse AP 1000. I sent around a diagram of it and you can see it 

is supposed to cool itself without any electricity. The heat passes through the containment 

vessel and it's cooled by that external tank that drops water on it. So that potentially could 

operate without diesel fuel, but the other reactors, if it's only two days, you've got to do 

something to get extra water into the reactor vessel where the spent fuel is or there is probably 

not time for the reactor. That would be another option. Get all the fuel out, and put it in the 

spent fuel pools where even though it might be more vulnerable for being outside of the 

containment, it's easier to add water to it. And as long as you keep adding water, it won't 

overheat. 

Participant #5: Right. So then it depends on which reactor is operating. The guidance was that 

all the reactors were in cold shutdown except one.  

Participant #2: We don't know which one. 

Participant #5: Yes, that's a problem.  

Message sent to Control: Which reactor is still operating? 

Participant #1: I have shared a link that talks about the AP 1000 and the spent fuel pools. The 

spent fuel pools are located immediately adjacent, but in an ancillary building, to the 

containment. I don’t know exactly what the level of protection is, but it is part of the building 

and there's a lot of concrete around there. Basically, what that means is that there's a pretty 

good chance that the spent fuel pools are protected in a decent way. But what it shows is that 

the spent fuels have a special 72-hour passive cooling feature. After that they need additional 
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recirculation pumps from a separate, outside water facility. And if a mortar shell hits that 

waterline or that water facility is destroyed, then you do have a problem. So, I think what we're 

coming to is the realization that within a fairly short period of time –days – with continued 

shelling of a nuclear facility like this, you could have a release of some sort given the inability 

to get the pumps up and running or loss of offsite water. 

Participant #5: I will remind you, though, that the spent fuel pools are almost empty. So, the 

fire situation is not going to happen. That 72-hour number is predicated on a full spent fuel 

pools. 

Participant #1: Why are they empty? 

Participant #5: Because the reactor only came up 5 years ago. So, it will have one partial 

discharge and we'll have about three or four normal discharges. 

Participant #1: Fair point. 

Participant #8: Control stated that video confirmation of Russian responsibility is released 

publicly. 

Participant #3: Okay, so in short, the military assault is coming from the Russian side. 

Participant #6: Did we get any confirmation about what reactor was still operating? 

Participant #8: I haven’t gotten that answer yet. 

Participant #6: Would that make a difference? 

Participant #5: Yes, it would absolutely make a difference. Both the special pools as well as the 

reactor cooling system to keep the core cool. Maybe I should go back to the comment earlier 

about the concern about the spent fuel pools needing to be filled, might be very valid for those 

AP 1000 if they are operating and full of fuel. I should not have discounted that as quickly as I 

did. 

Participant #1: And we should have seen a third removal of the fuel after two years. Even 

though the plant has been operating for only five years, typically, you do about a one-third 

reload every two years. That is not to say it's like a full pool or anything but they're probably at 

least one-third or one-quarter of the spent fuel rods are in that spent fuel pool after five years. 

Maybe more than that. 

Participant #5: Yes, I would upper limit the pool at 20% filled. That generally means the heat 

loading is one-fifth, and you can take any kind of number and multiply it by five. 72 hours 

becomes five times 72 hours.  
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Participant #4: In the interest of trying to move this along politically and answer the question 

about how NATO and EU countries perceive the problem now that the diesel fuel storage tanks 

have been hit and there is video confirmation of Russian responsibility, I think that we can 

presume that it is a Russian military assault and that there is a Russian intention to escalate. We 

need to try to test out NATO's reaction to the scenario of a nuclear incident with radiation. The 

question that isn't clear to me is whether we have an Article 4 situation. Do we have grounds, if 

this becomes more imminent, of considering Article 5? If so, I think several countries within 

NATO and the EU will want to ask what does the United States think about this? How would 

the United States react to some countries calling for Article 5, whether we have a consensus or 

not? So, then the last thing that I'll add is do we want to consider sending a question to the 

United States about what they think about this? 

Control: The Ukraine team has a question for all other teams. Ukraine asks the IAEA to 

mediate a shipment of diesel to the reactor to prevent a meltdown. “We call in other states 

to support and endorse this plan.”  

Facilitator: We also got an answer: one of the Westinghouse AP 1000s is on cold shutdown. 

The other is operating at low power. 

Participant #5: Okay. They are assuming that there are two AP 1000s and two others, and 

according to the briefing, only one reactor was running. So I guess the running reactor was an 

AP 1000. 

Participant #3: I think we owe our Ukrainian colleagues an answer to their question, which is 

whether we support the request to help IAE to provide diesel. I think as NATO allies or new 

countries, I think that is something that we should be supporting. But let me check with all of 

you.  

Participant #6: I would support that, but I have a question about who's in control of the plant 

right now. I mean, thinking about Zaporizhzhia, the Russians have held the plant operators 

hostage and have them run it. So, who is running the plant? I think we should support them 

with diesel fuel, but I'm concerned about who's actually in control of the plant and whether that 

diesel fuel would actually make it to where it's supposed to go. 

Participant #2: The scenario says the Russians have assaulted and occupied the plants, so it 

sounds like just exactly the Zaporizhzhia situation. This raises the question if the Russians were 

intentionally trying to destroy the plant and they already occupy it, they could do it. 

Presumably, they wouldn't shoot at it if they already occupied it. They would just go to the 

control room and melt it down. 

Participant #6: I think supporting the Ukraine with diesel shipments is a good face to put 

forward, but I'm just wondering how serious the Russians are. If they're directly shooting into 

diesel generators, they're going to kill their own people. Maybe, they don't care about that, but 
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it's an interesting conundrum. Are the Russians just doing a show of force trying to draw 

NATO and the EU into it? Or do we continue to support, but without being too forceful and 

triggering something worse. I guess that's my concern. 

Participant #1: There is a convention called the convention on assistance in the case of nuclear 

accidents, which was developed after Chornobyl in ‘86 and actually signed in ‘87 or ‘88. The 

first article says the state parties will cooperate between themselves and with the IAEA to 

facilitate prompt assistance in the event of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency to 

minimize consequences and to protect life, property, and so forth. So, under that convention, 

which all of the countries are a party to including Russia, the nuclear industry would already be 

basically online. The countries that are party to this convention all talk to each other. They have 

provisions and key lines of communication, and they would be prepared to assist just as 

Ukraine is asking for.  

Concerning the question of whom it can go to, that's a tricky question in a wartime 

environment. Luckily, we know that the IAEA is in the vicinity. You would have these things 

prepositioned, probably in Poland, and you would communicate with the Russians, under the 

convention because of the radiological emergency. We would state that we have emergency 

equipment and supplies, would Russia be willing to pick them up on the border, or Russia 

would say it has them already. 

Participant #4: Perhaps I'm mistaken, but from a political point of view, it's something 

delivered to Russia, but Ukraine has asked for it to be mediated by the IAEA. So, in this sense, 

NATO/EU has no reason to say no because Ukraine has asked. 

Participant #3: I think politically, I would agree. I do think if the Ukrainians are asking IAEA 

to meditate we can try to impose additional elements like saying that the IAEA should get 

access to the building’s facilities and so on. Right now, I think we could support that. I think 

that would be a natural kind of request coming from Ukraine at this stage. But saying no from 

NATO/EU team would be a bad message. 

Participant #5: Yes, I am also in agreement that it is hard to say, no, for political reasons. I find 

it interesting that they attacked the diesel fuel tanks and not the generators themselves. So, it 

does seem to be just brandishing a firearm, but not actually any significant danger to the plant. 

And the Russians seem to know that. So, I would use this as leverage as well. Unfortunately, I 

don't know what you want to leverage from Ukraine, but it doesn't seem to me they are very 

important except for political purposes. 

Participant #8: So, the United States says yes. They agree. 

Participant #3: Yes, I think based on the discussion, we can also reply that we agree. We can 

provide understanding, of course, that we will be also supporting more access of the IAEA to 

the facility and the IAEA getting a better understanding of what is happening. Once again, we 
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are not going to set conditions, but I think it's important, at least in a public statement, to 

underline that the IAEA should have much more access, control, and oversight of what is 

happening on the ground, and to remind the Russians not to shoot at the IAEA vehicles. So 

once again, I think that would be a natural way, politically, to go. 

Participant #8: Reply: NATO EU agrees with the understanding that we will request much 

greater access to the facility to gain a better understanding of the situation, and we will ask 

Russians.  

Participant #3: Can we try to wrap up the first question? I somehow forgot that the Russians are 

already in the facility.  

Participant #8: Did you want to send anything to the U. S. or was their answer enough? 

Participant #3: Yes. It is valid to ask how the U. S. is assessing the situation in terms of Article 

4 and Article 5. I think that's a valid question that we can ask to help to stimulate the discussion 

internally. We've discussed the potential results and understand that the assessment from the 

technical side is that there's a low probability of a major kind of incident if the facility is not 

attacked in a kind of deliberate manner against concrete elements in the facility. That’s my 

understanding for the moment from a technical point of view. We assess, or at least those that 

better understand the technical parts, the probability of a major incident is low. That leads us to 

think about who might be harmed if there is an escalation. I didn't hear anyone disagreeing with 

the fact that Russia has the ability to escalate and they have capabilities to do so. We are not 

fully understanding why they have decided to these particular diesel elements. What outcome is 

optimal for our objectives? My understanding is that we are not assessing that this could 

quickly deteriorate to such a degree that we are seeing a major threat to the security of NATO. 

But once again, I'm ready to stand corrected. 

Participant #5: May I just add one caveat that comes to mind? I think the risk of intentional 

sabotage of the VVER 1000 spent fuel pools might be a consideration here. That is probably 

the easiest way for the Russians to cause an intentional release of radiation. It's a weapon in 

their hands. 

Participant #1: I was going to say that I think that the assessment looks more like its low 

probability of a radiological release in the immediate time period. But within a week or month, 

with continued shelling and ceased power, the possibility of a radiological nuclear incident is 

medium or high. It depends on timing and a lot of other criteria. 

Participant #3: Yes, that sounds like a fair assessment to me, once again without a proper 

technical background in my case. If we don't disagree, I think we can put those two steps; the 

immediate risk is low, but the mid to longer-term risk is getting higher and higher. This will 

necessitate an adaptation of our response and potentially also step into a discussion about 

Article 5 or a joint response by the NATO States. Are there any other views on the first 
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question? I think one issue that we didn't discuss is the Ukrainian reaction. We didn't hear about 

any Ukrainian shelling of the nuclear power plant or attempts to regain control in a military 

manner. But I think this is something that would happen. We need to double check with the 

Ukrainians. Send this question about whether the Ukrainians have any plans to regain control 

over the power plant in the short to mid-term. I think this will be helpful to understand. 

Participant #4: I would add to the question. I don't think there is anything institutionally 

stopping some member states from asking Ukraine, on behalf of NATO or bilaterally, not just 

Ukraine’s plans but what Ukraine assesses its chances are of taking back the plant. What kind 

of military capabilities they would theoretically need from NATO and EU member states to be 

able to do that? Perhaps we could ask if you have such plans what kind of weapons would you 

need? 

Participant #6: I just have a quick question about that last piece of the first question, which is 

what outcome is optimal. For us, I guess, and we haven't really talked about that. I am guessing 

it's obvious that we do not want to have a radiological release, but do we also have any other 

outcomes that we'd like to see, like Russia leaving the plant or having the inspectors go in? 

Remember part of the scenario is they've been shooting at the inspectors. How do we feel about 

our objective or larger goal in this scenario?  

Participant #8: We have two emails. I'm very sorry to interject. We only have a half hour left to 

play and then we have a half hour to wrap up the questions.  

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine wishes to issue a joint press release regarding 

Russia's sabotage of the diesel fuel storage. Ukraine views Russia's actions as an intentional 

effort to trigger a meltdown at the plant. If the plant does meltdown, Ukraine will view this as 

an intentional use of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine. Ukraine wants the United 

States and NATO to back this up with a credible deterrent threat. Will you?” 

Message received from the United States: “You requested a demilitarized zone around the 

reactor so the United States and NATO/EU can provide generators. The United States is 

prepared to discuss moving troops closer to the border and NATO areas to send a message. The 

United States will continue to monitor the Russian missile movement. How do we get the 

Russian missile batteries away from the reactor? The United States will position fuel generators 

next to the Ukrainian border so they're able to get to the plant.” 

Participant #3: Okay, I think we have a lot of questions. I think some of the elements that are 

marked by us are already kind of touching on the second and other questions. 

Participant #2: Okay, this was regarding what the Ukrainians are doing and the scenario does 

say that the Ukrainians are already attacking the Russian missile forces that are located on the 

plant site. So, as to the question of whether Ukraine would attack the plant -- that's already been 
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happening. Not the plan itself, but they're managing to attack. That might answer a little bit of a 

question of what does Ukraine want to do?  

Participant #3: On the question of the outcomes, frankly if I think about that politically, we 

would like to see the IAEA taking control over the plant as an intermediary step. Then, of 

course, the nuclear power plant goes back to Ukraine. I think there's no other international legal 

solution that is acceptable to countries from NATO and the EU. I think we can discuss whether 

we need two steps or it goes directly to Ukraine. I think directly to Ukraine will necessitate 

some bigger moves from the Ukrainian side. The role of the IAEA is crucial and I think those 

could be additional elements of the desired outcome of the situation, bearing in mind that we 

don't want to have a major nuclear incident.  

Participant #7: One political element that we have forgotten is the United Nations. Both the 

Russians, the Ukrainians, and the IAEA have requested a session of the emergency Council. 

Politically, this is a good way to get things going. Back in 1990, this is how Operation Desert 

Storm started. It was a UN resolution. It wasn't NATO that started that war. If nothing else, 

politically a threat to the Russians might bring a little more common sense into the aim. But we 

have to realize that Russia is on the Security Council when they have veto power. However, 

that's something that you can use to unite all countries, not just NATO countries. 

Participant #3: That's a good point. Once again, I think NATO/EU countries would be 

supportive for an emergency and security council discussion, even with the understanding that 

Russia will basically veto.  

Participant #1: Obviously, the Russians are going veto a Security Council resolution. So, that 

will be problematic. One of the most important things for NATO is to ensure that we don't have 

harm to the public. And, by the way, the Russians generally should be in that same position. 

They don't want to have a nuclear cloud over Russia either if they can avoid it. And so, what 

you want is a team that will have the ability to operate those plants safely and to be able to 

bring in emergency equipment. The United States and Europe have emergency equipment in 

different capacities. Now, obviously the Russians, who control the plant, are not going to 

dispose to Western European countries coming in to provide assistance. They may accept it in 

certain situations, particularly in this kind of situation. One thing that NATO could do is 

recommend the IAEA team be international in nature and include the Chinese. The Chinese 

also operate AP 1000 plants and have experience. And, the Russians don't. So, if you have a 

problem in terms of a political solution on the teams, you might think about contacting the 

Chinese, which would be more acceptable to the Russians. 

Participant #4: This is something that I thought of before and maybe this helps us to answer 

some of the diplomatic questions. I think China became a bit of a reference point throughout 

the crisis that we're currently having. So, maybe there's a way for us to find a way to semi-
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publicly from the EU side, not NATO, call on China to pressure Russia to withdraw or at least 

make statements that they don't have any intention of escalating. 

Participant #5: If I may, I think a useful interim measure will just be to shut down the one 

remaining reactor. I mean, the view of this group is that the risk is increasing with time. And I 

wonder if that security council meeting is a way to basically call in Russia to put the plant into 

cold shutdown and we'll deal with the occupation after. That may be something that Russia 

wouldn't necessarily be able to veto as easily. It's not clear the Russians are benefiting from the 

electricity, anyway. It's not feeding the Russian grid. 

Participant #3: But would that have a major negative impact on the Ukrainian electricity grid. I 

don't see that in the scenarios. 

Participant #2: By then, they may be more integrated with the European grids so there may be 

possibilities of mitigating that that way. 

Participant #5: It depends entirely on the rest of the war situation. I would also like to suggest 

that we consider asking the United States if they are taking into account the passive safety 

aspects of the AP 1000 in developing a strategy on what to do, including possibly forcibly 

disconnecting that reactor. 

Participant #3: I think shutting down the last reactor is a good point. I think it is one of the 

strategies that we should have on the table. And I think if I look at the questions, it helps us, to 

maybe to answer the first question. It is a face-saving solution to some extent for the Russians. 

They are still there. We are going to deal with the occupation of departments at a later stage, 

but we are diminishing the risk of a nuclear incident. I think we might consider that for the first 

question as one of the potential solutions or options.  

Participant #6: So, just a couple of thoughts. I think the first idea of putting the last reactor into 

cold shutdown -- I think that's a good idea. However, since Russia is occupying the plant, are 

they going to do that? I am curious about that. I was also very intrigued by the China idea. And 

maybe that call for China to step in and corral Russia a bit would be better coming from the 

UN. Today, in the paper, I saw that China is reinforcing and building its ties with Russia on 

energy in particular. I think by 2037 their ties may be – assuming it all goes well – very close. 

China could have a role to play there. But I think that would be better coming from the UN 

instead of the United States or even the EU suggesting it, or the IAEA having a Chinese 

inspector there. 

Participant #1: Right. One way to do it is to have it under an IAEA umbrella. You could also 

have a meeting of the IAEA Board of Governors. The Board of Governors could make public 

statements. By the way, the Board of Governors has the ability to refer issues to the UN 

Security Council – this is a different subject, but related. So, you have an IAEA umbrella and 

then you bring the Chinese and others in to make it look a little more international. 
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Participant #3: I think that's a very good idea on how to engage in a bigger way and reach out to 

China in a constructive manner. And I think it fits very nicely, at least from our perspective, 

into question three where we are looking for a diplomatic solution. Engaging China in a 

potential diplomatic solution is what we should at least try at this stage. It definitely makes 

sense. I wouldn't exclude entirely reaching out to China. I think this could be an option that we 

need to at least try to consider. However, of course, with the understanding that we might not 

be the most wanted actor from the Chinese perspective to be visible in that. But I think we have 

a list of questions that we need to still answer. 

Participant #8: We have some emails we need to deal with. 

 

The U.S. team in response to the Ukrainian request for the United States and NATO 

to back them [Ukraine] up with a credible deterrent threat: The United States is highly 

concerned about Russia's irresponsible actions and increasing the risks for the nuclear 

power plant in the area. The U.S. objective is to let the IAEA team ensure the safety of 

the reactor without interference. Also, the United States is moving backup generators 

and troops to the border. The United States also asked Russia to move its missiles away 

from the reactor.  

 

Participant #8: So, I don't know if we want to respond to the Ukraine request as well. We 

probably should answer in some way.  

Participant #1: The United States is moving troops without telling us? 

Participant #3: Surprise, surprise. Do you recall what the request was from the Ukrainian side? 

Was it a request for support for a statement? 

Participant #8: They asked for support of a statement: “Do you want to issue a joint press 

release regarding Russia's sabotage of diesel fuel storage? Ukraine views Russian actions as an 

intentional effort to trigger a meltdown at the plant. If the plant does melt down, Ukraine will 

view this as an intentional use of nuclear weapons by Russia against Ukraine. They want 

NATO to back this up with a credible deterrent threat. Will you? 

Participant #5: What is that? 

Participant #3: What did the United States say? 

Participant #8: The United States said that they are moving backup generators and troops to the 

border and have asked Russia to move its missiles away from the reactor. And, they want to let 

the IAEA team ensure the safety of the reactor without interference. 
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Participant #4: So, I'm going to venture to say that we don't have – either in the EU or NATO -- 

quorum to even agree that Russia's actions are an intentional effort to trigger a meltdown at the 

plant. Beyond deterrent, I think the first part is just not something that the EU or NATO will 

find a quorum to subscribe to. 

Participant #6: Do you think we could soften that a little bit? I think it might be interesting to 

have a joint press statement. The Ukraine can go out on their own and maybe we could do a 

separate statement for ourselves saying that we're very concerned about a potential meltdown 

or disaster – however we want to phrase it. But I think we need to moderate our tone a little bit, 

and I think we also need to send a message to the United States to ask, “what are your troops 

doing in Europe?” I think that's a really aggressive move by the United States.  

Participant #2: We're the NATO team. Isn't the U.S. in NATO. Why are they doing this? 

Participant #8: Do want to reply to the United States? The United States also had that list of 

questions for us. 

Participant #3: I think from a Polish perspective, we would be fine with the United States 

making that decision on their own. I think Romania would agree. Frankly, it all just happened 

in February. I think we didn't have any discussion in NATO and the United States moved 

troops into Poland. I think, based on a bilateral decision, we decided to move and respond to 

the threat that existed. So, once again, it's not an unusual scenario to happen in NATO. Once 

again, let’s not forget that this is 15 years after the first Ukrainian war happened. So, I think the 

US presence has been pretty solid since 2022. So, once again, maybe, they're just moving the 

troops that have been stationed already in Poland, the Baltic states, or Romania closer toward 

the Ukrainian border. But frankly, based on their current deployment, which is right at the 

Ukrainian border in Poland, I don't know how much closer they can get without crossing the 

border. But, of course, that's a problem. I agree with that we might look into softening some 

words, but all in all, I don't see anything that we couldn't back regarding the United States. 

They are not using any credible deterrent like, “We will strike Russia back,” or anything like 

that.  

Participant #5: Two things: first, I would completely ignore the Ukrainian message. What they 

want is a political posture, which is iffy. If we take this posture it is not going to make it easier 

for us to get Russia to do anything. I think it's better for us to have that communication with the 

Chinese and do this through the Security Council. On the issue of communication before it 

closes in a few minutes. I think we should communicate to the United States that it is our view 

that our goal is to get that reactor shut down and articulate a few ideas to get the United States 

on board. Right now, they're clearly just treating this as a Zaporizhzhia-style plant and they're 

not really thinking about the long-term consequences and mitigating those risks. 

Participant #8: Do others agree? 
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Participant #3: It's fine, but I wouldn't like to send a message to the U. S. that we don't like your 

troop movements. In all honesty, you wouldn't get a consensus on that in NATO. I think if the 

United States decides to send even a small deterrence message on a bilateral basis, they would 

get support from some members. So I think we would need to be mindful of that, but then of 

course, we need to clearly and specially discuss, on the EU side, that we need to look for 

diplomatic solutions to mitigate the risk. So, I agree with that. If we can make sure that we are 

not sending the wrong message regarding the current U.S. action, but rather guide them to take 

additional steps. That would be my suggestion to move forward.  

Participant #8: Just as a practical matter, I am confirming that we are not responding to Ukraine 

at all. We have more messages.  

Message received from Ukraine: “They appreciate the U.S. support, but they want to be more 

specific that we view the deliberate melting down of the reactors as a nuclear attack.”  

So they're just asking us to continue to state that. 

Message received from Ukraine: “We have plans to de-occupy the plant over the coming weeks 

to months, assuming they can get fuel to the plant before a meltdown. They need precision 

missiles, drones, electronic warfare equipment to protect the drones, satellite intelligence for 

targets of the plant, as well as Russian military supply lines, training, and gaming for special 

ops to prepare to penetrate the site and preposition assets there.  

Message received from the United States: “As we continue to seek a diplomatic solution, the 

United States will meet your five requests in partnership with NATO.” 

But they haven't asked us. We may need to reply to this. Maybe this is our message to the U.S.  

Participant #1: I think the answer is, “We're prepared to support the United States as part of its 

considerations for contingency operations,” and sort of leave it at that. Obviously, the reality is 

you can’t de-occupy a nuclear site that is occupied, but they can think about it and they can 

prepare. 

Participant #3: We should be supportive of those actions by the U. S. which are potentially 

bringing a social good. They are moving generators closer to the border. They are moving 

necessary equipment. Those are all fine. And frankly, all the requests coming from the 

Ukrainian side will not in reality be met by NATO. We will not get a consensus in NATO on 

that list of requests. That would be my wild guess based on what I currently see. But, of course, 

on a bilateral basis, we could try to support them to help them de-occupy. But that is not going 

to go through NATO, at least. 

Participant #4: Maybe we can move this along by saying, “We have asked the Ukrainian side 

what kind of equipment they need. We do not have enough equipment. Would the United 

States be willing to help?” 
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Participant #6: I guess I'm concerned about some of the equipment they've requested. Not that I 

think they don't need it, but I'm just concerned about escalation. While the United States, in true 

cowboy fashion, is like, “we're going to give you all this stuff,” if Russia expands its 

belligerency, Europe is going to be impacted. It's going to be Poland, Romania, and Germany 

that are going to catch the flack, not the United States, initially, which is way across the sea. I'm 

a little worried about the United States pushing the rest of NATO/EU into a situation where 

Russia could be even more triggered to not just melt down a plant, but to use heavier weaponry. 

So, I would like a statement that says we support Ukraine and we’re concerned about the safety 

of the plant. We will continue to work with our U. S. allies in meeting Ukraine's needs, and 

something very broad that leaves some off-ramps. 

Participant #4: In in an institutional manner, NATO/EU have no way of vetoing weapons 

transfers from the United States or from others. While we won't find a quorum or a consensus 

in NATO/EU or on behalf of either institution to deliver any of these weapons, we will have 

calls from countries such as Poland and Romania that are saying, “We want Ukraine to get 

these weapons. We don't have them ourselves, but we want to encourage the United States to 

help out.” With that in mind, the lack of a limit here institutionally, maybe we can consider at 

least not saying no or not sending a message to the United States saying we don't want you to 

send precision missiles or something. Because I don't think we will have the support for that. 

Participant #6: Okay, yes, I totally agree. I am just advocating for broader language that doesn't 

say yes and doesn't say no but leaves the door open. I think we need to work with the United 

States a lot more, maybe in round two, about what we can do. 

Participant #8: All right, so what do we want this email to say? Sorry, we have three messages 

drafted. I'm not sure what we have all agreed to send. 

Participant #5: Let me make two proposals. First, is in the 2nd sentence: what do people think 

about adding, “We are concerned about the safety of the plants, and escalation of military 

activities around the plants.” This indicates indirectly we are not really sure about the special 

forces operation. And then I drafted in the chat something that might be added as a third 

paragraph under our statement that we generally support the EU. “Given the passive safety 

features of the one operating AP-100 reactor, we assess that there is little near-term risk of 

radiological release. There is a growing, long-term threat. As such, we recommend forcing the 

one operating reactor offline as soon as possible. This would allow Iodine-131 (8-day half-life) 

to decay and significantly reduce radiological risk. Furthermore, we believe that shutting the 

plant is going to be a reasonable ask of Russia (abandoning the plant would be much harder). 

We suggest enlisting the Chinese and the UNSC to help pressure Russia into shutting down the 

plant.” 

Participant #2: Yeah, well is this part of this message or just a new message that you're writing 

now? 
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Participant #6: It looks like the first sentence here, “We support Ukraine is a press release that 

NATO/EU makes.” I wouldn't put the passive safety features into our press release. I think that 

is a direct message to the U.S. 

Participant #8: So we will separate that and call this a press release. And then is this good to 

send as is to everyone? 

Participant #5: Have they asked for a press release? 

Participant #8: Ukraine did ask for the support of a press release, but that's not the message 

we're sending right now. Ukraine asked for the list of five things, the United States said they 

will meet the request, and we're now responding to the United States. 

Participant #1: I think our response is that we are prepared to support the United States as it 

prepares contingency options and that we are concerned about military activities at the plant. 

Generally, that's NATO's response, right? NATO will always basically say it is going to 

support the United States and individual NATO states will provide what they can if they're 

willing. 

Participant #8: This is good. We have no time left. We can send this and move on to Participant 

#3’s message unless somebody wants to edit this again.  

Participant #2: Is this the press release? 

Participant #8: If you want to specify it's a press release. I can. 

Participant #3: It is a response to the request. We are not responding to the press release 

requests coming from the Ukraine side. I agree with what Participant #1 is saying that we will 

be supporting the U. S politically, probably as NATO, but without going into practicalities or 

direct involvement of our own capabilities and troops, at least not collectively. 

Participant #8: Now we can send the other message to the United States. 

Participant #5: Only if people support it. 

Participant #2: This is the message saying we should put the whole plant into cold shutdown, 

which is a very good idea and also has precedent from what we've seen already in 

Zaporizhzhia.  

Participant #3: I think it's a good response. I think it reflects, in fact, how the EU would have 

responded with the diversity of views, and maybe to a lesser degree NATO. I think this is really 

something that they should consider as a way ahead in their larger thinking about how to 

support Ukraine. 

Participant #8: I’m going to send that so that they'll accept it. There are more emails.  
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Control: The presumption has been made that the large transformers are available 

when, in fact, they would take 2 years to build. 

Participant #2: They are not available, at least not now. Maybe in 2037.  

Participant #8: Let’s finish the emails. 

United States: The United States will respond to any meltdown with all appropriate 

measures. The U. S. will respond to your inquiry about a public statement in accordance 

with our NATO allies.  

Ukraine: Ukraine just made its public statement without the U.S. or NATO/EU. 

 

Team Briefing 

Participant #3: On the diplomatic solutions, we put the Chinese as one of the elements. I think 

we discussed multiple times the IAEA.  

Participant #2: Do we include the demilitarized zone around the plant, which is what's being 

proposed now, of course, by the United States? 

Participant #3: It is not a conceptually bad idea. I think it is at least something that we need to 

put on the table and see whether the Russians are willing to discuss it. I would be for it. 

Participant #5: It seems very hard to enforce.  

Participant #2: That's actually the main goal right now is this demilitarized zone. Which, of 

course, as we know hasn't happened yet, but it's the opposite of what Ukraine is pushing for, 

which is to basically make that a center of attack. 

Participant #5: Almost by definition any activity that happens around the plant will be a 

military activity. 

Participant #4: I don't see a reason why NATO or the EU would not support, at least politically 

or rhetorically, a demilitarized zone. What we do behind closed doors in terms of supporting 

the United States or discussing military equipment with Ukraine is something different.  

Participant #1: The term that we're using these days is, uh, nuclear safety and security 

protection zone. Same thing as a DMZ but a little more IAEA-ish. 

Participant #3: Were there any other suggestions from the United States in the list that they've 

provided to us? Because we went so quickly through that. I'm just curious what are the requests 

apart from the demilitarized zone.  
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Participant #8: The United States requested the demilitarized zone around the reactor. The 

United States is prepared to discuss moving troops closer to the border in NATO areas to send 

Russia a message. The U. S. will continue to monitor the Russian missile movement. How do 

we get the Russian missile batteries away from the reactor? And the U. S will position fuel and 

generators next to Ukrainian borders so they are able to make it to the plant. 

Participant #1: In terms of moving the Russian missile batteries back, what the United States 

and/or NATO should do is plan to provide anti-battery radar anti-missile counter capabilities, 

but not do it themselves obviously, but deliver that capability to the Ukrainians. 

Participant #3: Basically, we are back to the discussion that we see right now about whether or 

not to provide additional, high-end military capabilities to Ukraine, including anti-missile 

batteries.  

Participant #1: Counter-battery radar and missiles. 

Participant #5: I don't know if I would support that. I certainly would support that with respect 

to the rest of the conflict, but Ukraine does not show a temperament, historically, in dealing 

with these nuclear assets that leads me to want to give them counter-battery missiles. That 

could make things much worse. 

Participant #2: According to their message, they want equipment not to attack the plant itself, 

but to attack the Russians. 

Participant #5: I think this is inconsistent with the EU goal to prevent a radiological release. 

Participant #1: I think we're seeing two things. It is unlikely that the Russians have the missiles 

on site at the plant. That would be extremely unusual.  

Participant #2: I thought that was the scenario.  

Participant #5: It was part of the briefing.  

Participant #2: The scenario says that they put a bunch of stuff there.  

Participant #3: Just to make this clear, what you are saying Participant #1, your proposal is 

those are defensive elements rather than offensive capabilities, correct? 

Participant #1: Yes, I'm assuming that. Maybe there are some bad assumptions here. Typically, 

the missiles are going to be 20 to 30 to 40 kilometers away from the location of where they're 

firing. And if they're hitting the plant, they're 20 to 40 kilometers away from the plant. So, what 

the Ukrainians are asking for is a way to push those missile batteries further away into the 

country, theoretically outside of their ability to reach the plant. And so, if you are trying to 

move those batteries that are that far away, that's how you're doing it. You can give instructions 

to the Ukrainians. Obviously, if we're concerned that the Ukrainians can use these capabilities 
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to attack the plant itself, then that's going to be a problem. We obviously have to get special 

instructions to the Ukrainians and assurances that that's not what they're going to do.  

Participant #2: Well, the scenario says that the Russians garrison missile strike forces within 

the reactor site and the Ukrainians precisely target those missile units using weapons that the 

United States has shipped. The sites are pretty big typically. At least most U. S sites have 

maybe hundreds or thousands of acres. I don't know how big the Khmelnitsky plant is. 

Participant #1I'm going to totally reverse myself. I think we should say strong words. I don't 

think we should even try to push those off the nuclear site if that's where they're located. Not if 

the danger is high that you have collateral damage. 

Participant #6: I'm also curious. This is 2037 and Ukraine has already been through the 

Zaporizhzhia attack and occupation. Why haven't they gotten wise to defend their nuclear 

plants at this point?  

Participant #8: That's fighting the scenario.  

Participant #6: Could we ask control do they have any defenses for the plants? Have those 

defenses been overcome? Maybe we could ask that tomorrow because I'm just worried about it. 

I want them to have defensive weapons. I want them to be able to defend their power plants 

themselves, but what's the purpose of defensive weapons if the weapons you're trying to take 

out are actually on site? 

Participant #5: The Russians control the site. So, if there were defensive weapons at the plant… 

Participant #6: Yes, they're gone, I guess.  

Participant #2: Well, under the scenario, if the Russians have taken that plant, it's almost all the 

way to the border. It's basically taking the entire country. According to this scenario.  

Participant #1: So, to answer the question, I guess my thought is we should basically position 

troops on the borders of NATO countries as part of a defensive mechanism. I'm not sure what 

else the United States would want to do other than to do what it's doing now. Or what NATO 

should do in terms of material or indirect support that doesn't trigger Article 5. 

Participant #4: I would ask why we would want, from the NATO/EU side (in the end the 

United States can do what it wants), to consider placing other troops at the border if we don't 

even know if they have the equipment needed in case of radioactivity. This is something that 

we're dealing with right now. At least in our unclassified, public discussions, we don't have the 

military capabilities to actually protect these troops. And so why would we want to move them 

closer? It's more back to the question of the counter-battery radar and missiles. We have to 

assume that the Ukrainians do not have enough. Otherwise, the site wouldn't have been taken. 

So then except for the United States, the question is, do other countries have the counter-battery 
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radar and missiles? And, are we willing to discuss whether we want to create a fund within 

NATO/EU for these weapons for Ukraine, if we frame it collectively as a defensive measure? 

Participant #3: To that point, there are additional elements that NATO could provide. I think 

this is something we don't agree on for the moment, but should we be providing any military 

support to Ukraine. I think NATO could at least do two things.  

First of all, NATO could put their CBRN forces on standby, or at least increase their readiness 

to act. We have a joint chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear defense task force. So, 

there is a designed unit within, and the NATO response force pool. That would be, at least in 

terms of military actions that NATO States want to take, a way to reduce risk. I think that it is 

wise to do it.  

Second, I think we should increase the readiness of our own national CBRN forces and cyber 

protection. If there is no agreement to move defense capabilities, at least within NATO and to 

support Ukraine, (I sense that at least one participant is having a different opinion,) then we 

should at least be thinking about what CBRN equipment we can provide to Ukraine ASAP. 

Those would be my suggestions for military actions, with the caveat that we don't agree. 

Personally, I support the provision of radars and counter-battery missiles, but I don't see that we 

have consensus. Let me check with others. 

Participant #1: Those are all really good points. I will also mention that one stage below 

moving troops is that you basically put them on a 24 or 48 hour recall alert system. Maybe you 

don’t have them pre-positioned, but you have some short time period of recall capability that 

can get them where they need to go quickly. 

Participant #4: Could we consider putting out a press statement that NATO has decided to 

increase readiness for CBRN and to provide a fund for defensive personal equipment for the 

Ukrainians? 

Participant #3: That is fine with me. I think we have that fund currently so I suspect we would 

continue to provide that support to do Ukraine over the years. I’m fine with putting out such a 

statement in response to the current circumstances. Specifically designating the combined joint 

CBRN task forces that are designed to respond as a first line in those circumstances. 

Participant #4: Just to double check on the high-end military capabilities, if we are to create a 

fund, either within the EU or within NATO, do we believe that there will be significant 

opposition from one or more member states to create that fund? A fund means we’re putting the 

money together, we're trying to find the equipment, and we are donating these high-end 

capabilities when we are ready to do in the anonymity of NATO/EU. 

Participant #1: I don't think NATO really operates that way. Maybe it does on a long-term 

basis, but NATO has stocks -- all the countries have provisioned stocks and various 
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capabilities. Some of those capabilities are not going to be necessarily within the European 

theater, so you may need the United States to bring over specialized equipment. But, more or 

less, the way that they do this is that they will unlock the stocks or use currently existing 

equipment and then they will ship it to wherever they need it to go. 

Participant #4: I suggested the fund because we do have an instance like that currently within 

the EU. Several EU member states are trying to give military aid to Ukraine while maintaining 

anonymity. So, these are not bilateral trades and instead, they're creating this fund. I know that 

in NATO this is not the practice so far, but I am just opening up this possibility. If we consider 

that we just don't have the institutional capacity to say the UK, Poland, or whoever will provide 

the capabilities they have in stock, because we are not speaking bilaterally on behalf of other 

member states, then we have to limit ourselves to the institutional structure of the EU or 

NATO. 

Participant #1: Yes, I don’t have a problem with the fund at all. It just takes time to implement. 

Participant #6: Regarding the statement, “prepared to provide high-end military capabilities,” – 

I don't want to give those capabilities yet, but I have no problem even pre-positioning some of 

those capabilities and having them ready to go. I know folks have been talking about 

repositioning and I think that could fall under the same rubric, or be a part of what we were re-

positioning and to have that be seen by the Russians, I just don't want to put them in a corner, 

and I also don't want to give full range to having a shooting war over a nuclear power plant, 

which would be a bad idea. 

Participant #2: It's also the Russian takeover of Ukraine that is the context for all of this. So, we 

are giving Ukraine all kinds of military support to fight back to take over the country. But it's 

not really clear from the scenario what's happening outside of the nuclear power plant. 

Participant #3: That's true. We are zooming in on that specific issue. And this is why I think 

there's a nuclear component to it which makes us a little bit risk averse. More risk averse than 

under normal circumstances. I think I like this concept of pre-positioning, or at least making the 

capabilities prepared. I don't think we will get consensus around it in NATO at this stage, but 

being ready to do it is not escalatory as long as we are doing it on our territory. The United 

States has already positioned on the border and we are supporting that. This is done. 

Participant #5: There is a logic to doing this also to facilitate possible evacuations. So, you can 

get it and also play the non-aggressive card.  

Participant #3: Yeah, that's true. 

Participant #2: So, when you say disconnect the reactor, you're talking about from all the power 

supply or going into cold shutdown. 

Participant #5: Well, forcing it to go into cold shutdown by disconnecting it.  
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Participant #2: We're forcing the Russians to go into cold shutdown. 

Participant #5: Yes, and the reason is that the iodine will then begin to decay with a half-life of 

every 8 days. We have reduced the risk by a factor two. So there's a significant logic to it if we 

believe that continued escalation around the plant could result in damage to the plant. 

Participant #2: The longer it's in cold shutdown the less likely it is to actually have damage 

because the total heat goes down a lot after a month or two.  

Participant #5: That's right. In cold shutdown, you can open the lid. That’s the definition of 

cold shutdown. 

Participant #2: Well, it's not in cold shutdown immediately. 

Participant #5: But all the other ones are. So, there is only that one. And it takes a few days, but 

that is the goal.  

The purpose of this is to reduce, the radiological source term by letting iodine decay. 

Participant #3: What does it mean? Radiological source term?  

Participant #5: In simple words, it is the amount of stuff that will be dispersed.  

Participant #5: Sabotaging the spent fuel pool is not going to do anything. Even blowing it up 

would create only a small local problem.  

Participant #3: We are talking about the optimal solution here, so I think from our point of view 

the optimal solution is for the plant to go back to Ukraine.  
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Move 2 

U.S. Team 

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Facilitator: Any questions before we begin? 

Participant #1: This move is happening immediately following where we left off, right? No 

advancement of time? 

Facilitator: Correct. 

Participant #1: I want as much intelligence as we can possibly get on these explosions that 

happened in Romania and Poland, so we can attribute what we can. What other things do we 

think need to happen, right out of the gate? Do we need to do anything about the Crimea 

situation? I am looking at the Poland and Romania issue right now. The Crimea situation is of 

importance, and we need to think about that. It strikes me that the research reactor issue is 

distraction more than it is as imperative to resolve as the Khmelnitsky reactor, so I think our 

attention needs to focus on that. I am curious if there is anything of relevance with regard to 

Crimea is that we should focus on. 

Participant #2: Well, militarily, I think that they are in a very disadvantageous position there. It 

provides an opportunity to put a lot of pressure on them to get what you want. 

Participant #1: Yeah. Okay, so we should be doubling down on that and supporting that 

actively to whatever degree we can. 

Participant #2: Well, even if it is just making them nervous, right? The big thing here is that 

there is a missile attack, so the first thing you want to do is get your intelligence dialed down to 

figure out who is responsible, right? Because we just saw that situation play out in Poland, 

where an errant missile sparked Article 4 and maybe Article 5. So, we need to figure out who is 

responsible. If it is a Russian missile, then you start talking about Article 5. Any of those 

nations can invoke Article 5. I will be surprised if we do not get a message from them asking 

for that. So, we need to start thinking about military action at that point. 

Participant #1: Yeah, our first action is intelligence assessments. So, we should be requesting 

intelligence assessments of the explosions that happened in Romania and Poland. 

Facilitator: Is that something we should ask the NATO team, or Ukraine, or control?  

Participant #1: I think we should ask control because we want to leverage our intelligence 

assets for sure. We should engage the NGA, the CIA the DIA, and probably the FBI too to give 

us assessments of the situation. We definitely want to get any intelligence assessments that are 

available via NATO or EU. 
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Message sent to Control: “Control, Are there any intelligence assessments on explosions in 

Poland and Romania?” 

Message sent to NATO-EU: “NATO/EU, Do you have any intelligence assessments on 

explosions in Poland and Romania?” 

Message received from Ukraine (sent to U.S. and NATO-EU): “Ukraine requests an 

intelligence briefing on any information relating to the ballistics of the explosive strike against 

the NATO nuclear plants. Do you have any information on the source of the attack? Do you 

have a response plan? Ukraine asks to be kept in the loop regarding any response plan and any 

diplomatic or military actions we can take.” 

Participant #1: Okay. That is fine. We do not have the intelligence ourselves. 

Participant #3: We do not have the intel assessments, but one thing that might be a priority—

the statement is that the reactor in Romania is a U.S. reactor. Does that mean it is considered on 

U.S. soil? Do we need to think about response in a different way? Does anyone know? 

Participant #1: I do not know. I do not think it would be U.S. soil. Are you responding to what 

was said in the plenary about having American citizens employed at the reactor? 

Participant #3: I am just responding to the fact that it says the one in Romania is a U.S. reactor. 

Facilitator: There is a reactor in Romania that is United States, one in Poland that is United 

States, and one in Poland that is South Korea. 

Participant #4: That means the U.S. supplied the reactor, right? 

Participant #2: Right. That means it is U.S.-made. 

Participant #3: Oh, okay. Thank you. 

Reply from Control (regarding intelligence assessments): “Any intelligence assessments would 

be done by the US and its NATO allies. You might consult them.” 

Participant #4: Even if there is a small radiation release in the area, we should keep monitoring 

radiation release around the area. Russia said a missile damaged the reactor vessel in Crimea. 

Participant #3: Should we also get an update on the original reactor that was down to two days 

backup power? 

Participant #4: Has the IAEA arrived at the plant? 

Participant #3: Good question. 
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Participant #1: We should formulate these questions to send back to control because they are 

good questions. We also need to request an intelligence assessment, without phrasing it as a 

question. 

Participant #3: This is regarding the explosions in Romania and Poland. 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Message sent to Control: “The U.S. would like to make the following move: The U.S. is 

conducting an intelligence assessment using U.S. intelligence assets with regards to the 

explosions in Romania and Poland. Questions for control: 1) Does a U.S. reactor mean that it is 

U.S. owned or on U.S. soil? 2) Is there an update on the radiation release at Sevastopol? 3) 

What is the current state of the reactor at Khmelnitsky. Did IAEA arrive there? Did IAEA 

provide additional power for the reactor?” 

Message received from NATO-EU: “Do you have any intelligence on the missile attack, its 

source and intent?” 

Participant #1: I do not know what we are supposed to do. We do not have intelligence. I do not 

know if there are any kind of SOCOM operations we can engage in. I do not know if it is 

Special Activities, or who it is that we should call on right now. 

Participant #2: All of the above. 

Participant #1: Yeah. All of the above. We should start planning for some of that, because 

otherwise I do not know what our move is unless we get the answers back to our questions and 

intelligence on these attacks. 

Participant #2: We mentioned the possibility of moving forces closer to the borders. I do not 

know what came of that, but whatever military pressure we want to take is a good idea. 

Participant #1: We could also ask control what the effect of the U.S. moving forces to the 

border was. 

Facilitator: The scenario says that “Russia protests and demands Romania and Poland close 

their borders to any further deliveries of U.S. and NATO-supplied strike weapons and threatens 

to take ‘proportionate’ action against Poland and Romania if the U.S. and NATO fail to 

comply.” Does that answer your question? If not, we can still ask control. 

Participant #1: I do not know, because this seems like the effect of using those countries to 

supply arms and other materials. 

Facilitator: Do you want to follow up about the troops on the borders?  

Participant #1: Send an email to control asking if there was any response to that. 
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Reply received from Control (regarding intelligence assessment): “It has been ascertained by 

overhead survivance the missiles are being fired from Crimea.” 

Participant #3: Good to know. 

Participant #1: Okay. 

Participant #2: Whose side of Crimea? 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Reply sent to Control (regarding intelligence assessment): “Whose side of Crimea?” 

Facilitator: Do we still want to follow up with control? 

Participant #1: We want to ask what the outcome of positioning troops on the border of Ukraine 

was. 

Participant #3: We were positioning troops and backup power. When we are asking the 

outcome, should we make some communication with Russia about our timing with moving 

forward there since we only have 2 days? 

Participant #1: That is great. 

Participant #3: We should ask Russia to move away from the plant to demonstrate their de-

escalation. If they do not take any action in, say, 12 hours, we will be moving forward. We 

should ask them directly if they fired the missiles to Poland and Romania. 

Participant #1: We should say we positioned troops to help support the reactor. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #1: Did they not accuse Poland and Romania of a false flag? 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Participant #3: But we ascertained they came from Crimea, right? 

Participant #1: Yeah, we could say that. 

Reply from Control (regarding intelligence assessment): “It is occupied by the Russians. Does 

that answer your question?” 

Participant #3: Yes. 
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Participant #1: Sure. We should message Russia saying that we have ascertained the missiles 

that struck Poland and Romania were fired from Russian-occupied Crimea. 

Participant #5: Is there anything more definitive? 

Participant #1: Yeah, we do have additional intelligence back? 

Message received from Control (regarding earlier questions): “1. US design held with a 

majority share by Poland. 2. The only way to determine the radiation release is to have a sensor 

very close to the source. 3. Not there yet.” 

Participant #1: That is not helpful. 

Participant #3: That is not very good. 

Participant #1: Yeah. Okay. 

Participant #3: These are severe acts of aggression against several nuclear power plants at this 

point. 

Participant #2: That is why when I heard the brief for the second round, I thought that this 

move pushes for a shift from diplomacy to favoring military action. That is how I see it. 

Participant #1: Could we tell Russia that their action could result in use of Article 5. 

Participant #2: Yeah. Invoking Article 5 is a possibility. 

Participant #1: Invoking! That is the word I was looking for. 

Participant #3: We need a signal of de-escalation. Right now, we are saying if you do not de-

escalate within 12 hours, we will take action. Are we comfortable with that? 

Participant #1: Yeah. Okay. 

Message received from Control: “You should understand these missiles have left very large 

craters that are indicative of severe damage they could inflict on the nuclear plants themselves.” 

Message received from Control: “Fighting between Russia and Ukraine intensifies near the 

Khmelnitsky plant. As noted before, Westinghouse has several employees at the AP 1000 

plants. All power into the AP 1000 plant and one of the VVER plants is lost and the diesel 

generators are hit. Within hours, battery backup power is lost, and the plant is placed on cold 

shutdown. Emergency cooling from firetrucks is not available.” 

Participant #4: In our message, should we be specific about the de-escalation? For instance, we 

could ask them to agree to a demilitarized zone. Maybe we should be more specific. 



 

87 
 

 Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

Participant #5: Part of it is that the Russians will have to define de-escalation in their own way. 

We are asking what they think they have done. They might just reply by saying it is not their 

missile. 

Participant #4: I think we should be more specific. We need to ask them to stop taking military 

action against the power plants and establish a demilitarized zone. 

Participant #3: In our last move, we asked them to move away from the garrison they had 

established as their sign of de-escalation. 

Participant #5: Do we have any indication what the range of the missiles that struck Poland and 

Romania was? If a power plant has a 10-mile DMZ, they can hit it with a missile from 600 

miles away. 

Participant #3: Ukraine is 817 miles East-to-West, so I am going to guess somewhere between 

700 or 800 miles is the range. 

Participant #5: Launching from Crimea would be about half the distance. What are we trying to 

achieve with a demilitarized zone? 

Participant #4: Having no military actions around the area guarantees the safety of IAEA 

inspectors. 

Participant #5: But it does not stop you from launching a missile from 400 miles away. 

Participant #4: There is fighting between Russia and Ukraine at the moment. We have to talk 

about that. 

Participant #1: We should talk about the latest message from control.  

Participant #4: An AP1000 is in danger. 

Participant #1: We have troops on the border, so we are prepared to move forward now, but if 

there is fighting going on around the plant, can we even do that? 

Participant #5: Are we prepared to use American forces to dislodge Russian forces near the 

plant? Otherwise, why are we moving forces? Is it just a bluff? 

Participant #3: We said that we were going to escort the IAEA and power generation if 

necessary. 

Participant #5: We may want to mention that that is how we imagine our role, so it does not 

look like we are going in with our forces to fight Russia. Not that I would take other military 

action off the table. I just do not want to say we are going in to dislodge them without 

mentioning that we are going in to escort personnel necessary for the safety of the plant. 



 

88 
 

Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

Participant #4: Fighting in Ukraine must be stopped, but that attack against Romania and 

Poland could result in invoking Article 5. If it is obvious that they were attacked, that is an 

attack against NATO, and the United States has a right to intervene. 

Participant #1: We need to state right out that because of the attacks we are demanding de-

escalating and the ceasing of fighting, because this is on the verge of potentially invoking 

Article 5, which would require the U.S. to intervene on behalf of NATO allies. 

Participant #5: It would only require intervention consistent with our constitutional processes. 

We have two issues. The Khmelnitsky power plant and the attacks against Poland and Romania 

are two different problems. The question is that we want to safeguard the plant in Poland, but 

we also do not want the Russians firing missiles at Romania and Poland because of the Article 

4 and 5 issue. I am not sure what to do with respect to Poland and Romania except for say they 

should invoke Article 5, but that has nothing to do with Ukraine’s reactor. 

Participant #3: I think we should just send a message to Russia. 

Participant #5: Maybe we should not mention 12 hours. That puts us on a strict timeline. 

Participant #1: I would take that out. 

Participant #3: I feel like we are going too slow. 

Participant #1: I agree. 

Participant #2: I agree. 

Participant #5: Should we send a blind copy to NATO? 

Participant #1: I say we keep it explicit. Show solidarity. 

Message sent to Russia: “Russia, The U.S. has positioned troops, backup power generation, and 

fuel on the border of Ukraine to support stabilizing the Khmelnitsky reactor. We would like to 

proceed with doing this. Have you taken any action toward de-escalation, such as a 

demilitarized zone around nuclear power plants? We have also ascertained that the missiles that 

struck Poland and Romania were fired from Russian-occupied Crimea. If this does not cease, 

this action may result in invoking Article 4 and 5 of the NATO Charter, and the U.S. will 

proceed forward within 12 hours of this message.” 

Reply from Ukraine (regarding Control’s recent announcement): “Ukraine’s assessment is that 

in cold shutdown, there is still enough convective cooling that the reactors won’t melt down 

and the spent fuel and other radiological sources will remain stable for a week or so. Is this 

assessment shared by other parties and an independent assessment by the IAEA (Control)?” 
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Reply from Control (regarding Ukraine’s last message): “The IAEA is unable to make any 

assessment until they get to the plant.” 

Participant #3: Ukraine is becoming increasingly concerned, rightly so. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: Okay, that is good. 

Participant #1: That is an assessment by Ukraine. 

Participant #5: The IAEA says they will not be able to assess until they get to the plant. 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine sees a clear pattern of escalation by Russia 

regarding nuclear reactors. They have occupied the Khmelnitsky plants and deliberately 

destroyed the diesel fuel storage, risking a meltdown, they have launched a false flag attack 

against a reactor in Sevastopol, causing a radiological dispersal, and they have now bombed the 

parking lots of three reactors in NATO territory. The government of Ukraine sees a clear 

pattern of escalation, testing whether the Russians can cross the nuclear threshold with 

impunity. If we do not mount a resolute and clear response, we expect Russia to undermine the 

security of reactor facilities in Poland and Romania, cause a meltdown at Khmelnitsky, and risk 

further radiological releases. We have three asks: 1. Most immediate, we must join forces to 

apply pressure on Russia to bring diesel fuel to the Khmelnitsky plant. We must bring all 

diplomatic force of NATO and the U.S. to bear on Russia to prevent a meltdown. 2. We must 

stand firm and united in the view that any deliberate attack on a nuclear facility causing a 

radiological release should be viewed as a nuclear attack. 3. Ukraine is prepared to support any 

and all NATO response, diplomatic or military, against reckless Russian attacks upon Poland 

and Romania.”  

Participant #3: So, Ukraine has this Southeastern offensive, and also has medium-range 

ballistic missiles at this point, at least that is what we were told. However, they are asking to 

join forces. My personal opinion is that our priority given Ukraine’s establishment of defenses 

needs to be with NATO and Poland and Romania and the U.S. plants there. Another priority is 

stabilizing the Khmelnitsky plant.  

Participant #1: They want us to come in and kick the Russians out. 

Participant #5: They want us to apply quote, pressure on Russia to bring diesel to the plant. I do 

not know what that means. Also, now we are being united in a view. This message is really not 

anything except pleading with Russia to bring fuel to the plant. 

Participant #3: And asking NATO to respond and saying Ukraine will support. 

Participant #5: The question is—what we can do to pressure Russia to bring diesel fuel to the 

plant? Do we have helicopters and airlifters that can bring it in ourselves? 
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Participant #3: Right. And we did station fuel on the border. 

Participant #5: Right, but how do you actually deliver it to the plant? 

Participant #1: Do we want to do anything about the American citizens about the plant itself? 

Could we invoke a diplomatic response? The safe passage thing does not really help us, but 

maybe there is something we could do to get access of the plant? 

Participant #5: We do have an obligation under our own law to protect American citizens. 

Participant #3: Right. 

Participant #5: And rescue them if we can. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #5: If anything, we should be able to go take the fuel in and take our employees out. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #5: That would kill two birds with one stone. 

Participant #1: We should formulate that as a response to Russia. 

Facilitator: To who? 

Participant #5: To Ukraine and NATO to see if they agree. We do not want to tell Russia what 

we are doing before we coordinate. 

Reply from Russia (regarding U.S.’s earlier message): “We believe the attacks you accuse us of 

are false flag operations. The road to de-escalation must come first by NATO’s termination of 

NATO’s continued supply of arms through Poland and Russia. Any entry of NATO troops into 

Ukraine will be seen as an invasion of Russian territory. In this instance, Russia would be at 

war with NATO.” 

Participant #4: I suggest that providing diesel or sending the IAEA there is a humanitarian 

mission, like Red Cross. Can we ask the U.N. to protect troops? 

Participant #1: That is what we had brought up before, about the Peacekeepers. 

Participant #4: Do we need a U.N. resolution to send U.N. troops? 

Participant #1: Probably. 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #4: So, Russia will refuse, probably. 
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Participant #5: Absolutely. And China. 

Participant #3: Okay. 

Participant #4: We should explain that we are sending IAEA and diesel fuel. This is not for 

Ukraine; this is for humanitarian aid. 

Participant #1: I think so. They are just not playing nice. 

Participant #4: The last time this happened, Russia accepted. Why not this time? 

Participant #5: Well, they are objecting to NATO troops. Maybe we could send a Red Cross 

helicopter with diesel fuel, and then bring out our Westinghouse guy and say that it is a 

humanitarian mission. That might work. We should see if Ukraine and NATO will support that. 

Participant #4: Can we propose that? 

Participant #5: I would. We can even paint a U.S. helicopter with red crosses. We could call up 

our Swiss friends and get an international Red Cross team from Switzerland. We have the fuel 

at the border, the question is how to get it to the plant. We can also check on our IAEA friends 

who have not gotten there yet. 

Participant #3: It is a peaceful operation. 

Participant #1: This is a ridiculous Russian statement. Ukraine is not Russian territory. But I 

don’t want to address this right now. 

Message received from Control: “Russia is making demands. They will not cease unless there 

is a termination of supply of military goods to Ukraine through Poland and Romania. After 72 

hours, the AP100 automatic, passive water cooling reserve runs out, a fuel meltdown occurs 

along with the buildup and release of radioactive steam and hydrogen. Because there is no 

electricity available, the operators are unable to utilize the electric hydrogen igniters to “burn” 

off the hydrogen. An accidental spark prompts an explosion that produces a major breach of the 

reactor’s concrete containment and a massive atmospheric radiological release. Meanwhile, the 

VVER plant is operating in precarious island mode. The IAEA announces a meltdown is 

imminent.” 

Participant #3: We have a real issue. 

Participant #1: Should we make a statement that says Russia has precipitated a nuclear event in 

Ukraine and call on the international community to take a unified stand against Russia? 

Participant #5: And do what? 

Participant #1: To get Russia to remove themselves from the area. To enable the international 

community to stabilize to the extent I can. 
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Participant #5: What needs to be done now, to stabilize? 

Participant #1: I do not know. I am relying on my advisors. I am the President of the U.S. who 

knows nothing. 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine is in preparations for an offensive to surround and 

besiege the Khmelnitsky plant. Are the US and NATO/EU willing to provide intelligence and 

other needed support to this operation? We will launch this offensive at 6:30pm EST. Awaiting 

confirmation of your support.” 

Participant #3: I vote yes. 

Participant #2: I said yes at the beginning of this. 

Participant #1: Yes, we should do it. 

Participant #5: I agree. 

Reply sent to Ukraine: “The U.S. agrees.” 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine requests a response to our requests below and any 

information on the source of the attacks on Poland and Romania: 1. Most immediate, we must 

join forces to apply pressure on Russia to bring diesel fuel to the Khmelnitsky plant. We must 

bring all diplomatic force of NATO and the U.S. to bear on Russia to prevent a meltdown. 2. 

We must stand firm and united in the view that any deliberate attack on a nuclear facility 

causing a radiological release should be viewed as a nuclear attack. 3. Ukraine is prepared to 

support any and all NATO response, diplomatic or military, against reckless Russian attacks 

upon Poland and Romania.” 

Participant #5: I have a question. Would bringing fuel to the facility help, or are we beyond 

that? 

Participant #4: Probably, yes. The important thing is that somebody should have a control in 

the power plant. Also, we are still trying to recover the external power line, right? The 

important thing is still to get external power. Until we get external power, eventually, the 

reactor will go into meltdown. Unless we get power, we have no way to stop the meltdown. I 

think what is happening in Ukraine is different from what is happening in Poland and 

Romania—Poland and Romania are more serious. 

Participant #5: Where has a partial release occurred? 

Participant #4: I thought that was a small reactor. 

Reply from NATO-EU (regarding Control’s earlier announcement): “Clarifying that you are 

saying all of these things have already happened.” 
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Reply from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s inquiry): “Yes.” 

Participant #1: They are saying in 72 hours, the reserve runs out. 

Participant #4: This is much more dangerous now than Khmelnitsky in Ukraine. 

Participant #1: Is this not in Ukraine? 

Participant #5: Is it hypothetical or did it already happen? 

Control Participant: I have come here to clarify that it is not theoretical. The message says what 

has happened. 

Participant #1: Which plant is it? 

Control Participant: It is the AP1000. There is no reason to conflate just because you are in a 

difficult position. 

Participant #1: Is this in Crimea, in Khmelnitsky? Which plant is it? 

Control Participant: It is clear as a bell. It is in Khmelnitsky. 

Participant #1: Okay. 

Participant #5: We are good to go. 

Participant #4: The spark happened in Ukraine, or Poland and Romania? 

Control Participant: In Ukraine. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s earlier requests): “Yes, NATO-EU 

agrees.” 

Message received from NATO-EU: “1. Please provide additional air and missile defense 

systems around the facilities in Poland and Romania, 2. Would the US, along with other 

countries, consider invoking Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty now that it has become clear 

those are Russian missiles? 3. Would the US agree that NATO should move air defenses into 

Ukraine as first line against further attacks on Eastern European reactors, as Russia is 

apparently threatening? 4. Russia is threatening to cause large releases from European nuclear 

plants if NATO takes direct action to help Ukraine. Perhaps place all Eastern European reactors 

in cold shutdown to avoid the apparent blackmail. 5. Romania and Poland have deployed 

emergency cooling systems in the vicinity of their nuclear plants. 6. Romania and Poland are 

mobilizing their additional defense system, and are requesting additional air power from the 

United States, potentially including bombers. 7. Can we put out a strong, united statement from 

NATO that includes the US that we are taking these defensive actions? We view this as an 

attack on our NATO members and according to our treaty we will respond accordingly as one.” 
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Participant #1: Yes. We should do this one by one. So, the first one. 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Facilitator: The second one? 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Facilitator: The third one? 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: I think at this point, Ukraine has their own defenses, though. Help me 

understand that. 

Participant #5: I am not sure they have the defenses necessary to protect everything they did, so 

they are asking for our help. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: Should we check with Ukraine on what air defenses they are planning on using? 

Participant #5: That all depends on what missiles they are trying to shoot down, and what area 

they are trying to protect. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: I understand. But I am saying it’s 12 years in the future at this point, so I think 

we should be asking Ukraine what they are doing as well. 

Participant #5: It makes sense to ask what they need, but my view is that they are probably 

asking for defenses they do not have. 

Participant #1: We should say yes, and we could ask what kind of air and missile defense are 

needed. I do not know; I think we might be getting too into the weeds on that one for this game. 

I do not know that it matters. I think that this is a question of committing to supplying to them 

visually, whether than what kinds of systems it is. 

Participant #5: You can leave it. It does not matter. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 
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Participant #5: The next one. This is the decision of the Eastern European countries on their 

own, but should we say it is a good idea? What happens to all those people that need 

electricity? It is kind of a question left to the sovereign governments of those countries. 

Participant #1: Yeah, this is something that we would not weigh in on; this is a decision left to 

NATO and the EU. 

Participant #5: It may be exactly what Russia wants, because then people will go bananas and 

want the electricity back, but you cannot do that without leaving Ukraine in the lurch. 

Participant #3: I do not think this one is asking for a response. The next question is not until the 

last one. 

Participant #5: Okay. They are asking for additional air power from the U.S., but they do not 

tell us what it would be used for. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: The NATO members being Romania and Poland? 

Participant #5: Yeah. 

Facilitator: Do we want to ask what they will be used for? 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Reply sent to NATO-EU (regarding NATO-EU’s recent requests): “1. Yes. 2. Yes. 3. Yes, but 

please confirm what kind of air and missile defenses are in need. 6. What will they be used for? 

7. Yes.” 

Message received from Control: “The explosion of the AP1000 is at the Khmelnitsky plant.” 

Participant #4: The explosion happened at the Khmelnitsky plant. Is that already a meltdown or 

not? 

Participant #5: There was a release. 

Participant #4: There was a release? 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #4: From where? 

Participant #5: At the plant in Ukraine. It was not a hypothetical that they wrote. 
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Participant #4: So, we have to evacuate the people. I do not know what to do about it. 

Participant #5: It was a partial release, and now Ukraine is saying that since there was 

radiological release, we have to declare it as a nuclear attack. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s earlier 3 requests): “NATO/EU supports 

all of these actions and requests. We will provide diesel generators.” 

Participant #4: It is not a nuclear attack. 

Participant #5: I understand. That is what Ukraine is saying we have to say it is. 

Participant #4: It is radiological release. 

Participant #5: This is Ukraine talking. Control also sent a message saying a breach happened. 

Participant #4: Then it is too late to protect the plant. 

Participant #1: So that is my question. Is this saying 72 hours have passed, or is this saying that 

this will happen with 72 hours? 

Participant #3: It is saying 72 hours have passed. It is not in past tense. 

Participant #1: Oh, then game over. 

Participant #3: Right. 

Participant #4: The explosion has already happened, right? 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #4: It is already too late for the Ukraine plant. 

Facilitator: It is too late. A meltdown is imminent. 

Participant #4: I do not understand. An explosion has happened. 

Participant #5: The reactor is in precarious island mode, but meltdown will happen inevitably 

according to the IAEA. 

Participant #4: But radiological release has already happened. 

Participant #5: Yes. True. 

Participant #4: And the meltdown is imminent, I do not understand. But anyway, it is too late 

for protecting the Ukraine reactor. We have to evacuate. 
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Facilitator: Do you want to send a message? 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine launches a large-scale strike against Russian Black 

Sea fleet bases, including the base at Novorossiysk, with the intent to fully obliterate those 

bases.” 

Participant #1: If they are launching a retaliatory strike, are they not attacking into a radioactive 

environment? 

Participant #5: Ukraine has launched a large-scale strike. That sounds like missiles, not troops. 

Participant #4: This is getting worse, huh? 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Facilitator: It might be too late, but do we want to respond to Ukraine’s requests? 

Participant #5: That is OBE. It has passed. We cannot do anything. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #5: What is the last thing Ukraine asked us to do? 

Message received from Ukraine (chronologically before previous message but read after): 

“Ukraine calls for an immediate ceasefire to allow evacuation. Ukraine initiates an evacuation 

of civilian populations throughout affected areas. Those unable to evacuate are told to remain 

indoors and protect themselves as best as possible. Ukraine requests protective equipment and 

supplies of iodine from the US and NATO/EU for its people.” 

Participant #5: Here it is. 

Participant #4: I agree. 

Participant #1: Yeah. This is now a humanitarian mission. 

Participant #4: Yes. This should be a Red Cross operation. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #4: The U.S. should ask for humanitarian assistance to support the population of 

Ukraine. 

Participant #5: We should ask the U.N. for immediate action. 

Participant #4: And we should call for immediate ceasefire. 

Participant #5: An immediate ceasefire of all offensive military operations. 
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Participant #4: You do not need the adjective “offensive.” 

Participant #5: You do need it because air defense is defensive. I am trying to not prohibit 

defending an area from Russian missiles. You could take it out if you want, but I did not want 

air defenses to be prohibited. 

Participant #1: Yeah, we should just go with it. 

Participant #4: Ceasefire means ceasefire for both sides. 

Participant #5: But both sides have offensive capabilities. 

Participant #4: That is what I am saying. A ceasefire is much better. People can always claim 

things are defensive measures. I think it is better to say ceasefire of all military actions if this is 

a humanitarian demand to protect the population. 

Participant #1: That seems fair. Send it. 

Reply sent to Ukraine: “The U.S. is asking the U.N. for immediate action to authorize all 

member nations to come to the humanitarian aid of Ukraine and call for immediate ceasefire of 

offensive military operations.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding the message the U.S. just replied to): “Ukraine, are 

you launching your attack or calling for a ceasefire? We agree to the call for a ceasefire. We 

will provide iodine pills and any necessary equipment, including transportation equipment. EU 

member states have volunteered to assist with the evacuation. We will put personnel on the 

border to receive refugees. We will provide equipment to Ukraine to support the evacuation.” 

Reply received from Ukraine (regarding NATO-EU’s most recent email): “We appreciate your 

support. We have called for a ceasefire but until Russia agrees, there is no ceasefire in effect. 

We have already launched the strike. We are awaiting confirmation but the strike appears to 

have been successful in obliterating the Black Sea fleet.” 

Participant #1: Well, that is all whatever. I am more interested in how we respond to the reactor 

issue. 

Participant #3: Yeah, I agree. This is now a big Russia-Ukraine thing, and we still need to 

address Poland and Romania and our U.S. people there are in there. That is my personal 

opinion. 

Message received from Control: “The wind has shifted to the Northwest and the radiation cloud 

is now drifting toward Poland prompting a need for evacuation of Rzeszow and Lubin. The 

Russians have successfully mobilized sufficient forces to repulse Ukraine’s rescue mission for 

Khmelnitsky.” 
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Participant #1: I do not know why they are putting forces around the reactor. Should they be 

evacuating the reactor? 

Participant #3: Right. 

Participant #5: Russia is surrounding the reactor to make sure Ukraine cannot rescue anybody. 

Russian soldiers are going to get radiated. 

Participant #3: But the radiation cloud is drifting to Poland. 

Participant #5: True. I do not know. Is there any radioactive material left around the plant? 

Participant #4: Yes. 

Participant #5: I do not think it disappears. 

Participant #4: Even small amount of release is a lot of release. It is likely there is a lot of 

radioactive material still at the plant. Hiroshima was just a 3% release. It is very unlikely all of 

the material will be released. 

Participant #5: Right. 

Participant #1: Should we say this will result in invocation of Article 5, now that they have 

created an event that will threaten Poland? 

Participant #4: What happened to the AP1000? It is in danger right now, yes? 

Participant #5: The Russians did missile strikes in the parking lot next to the Polish and 

Romanian reactors. 

Participant #4: We have to protect the AP1000. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding the U.S.’s earlier replies to NATO-EU’s requests): 

“3. Patriot and THAAD missiles to protect the plants. 6. The bombers are for deterrence 

purposes only.” 

Participant #1: Okay. So, they would be in Poland and Romania. 

Participant #5: If we can have Patriot and THAAD missiles, they can certainly have them. It is 

14 years in the future, so we probably will have them. 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Reply sent to NATO-EU (regarding their requests): “3. Yes. 6. OK.” 

Facilitator: Do we want to reply to the intelligence questions? Or Russia’s response? 
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Participant #1: That is all OBE. None of it matters. 

Participant #5: Russia just said exactly what I expected them to. 

Participant #3: I feel like Ukraine just obliterated Russia in the Black Sea as a part of their 

retaliatory strike, so we are at DEFCON… whatever. 

Participant #5: I do not know whether we know the result of the strike. 

Participant #3: Ukraine said they thought they were successful in obliterating the Black Sea 

fleet. We need to get confirmation. 

Participant #4: What is the status of the plants in Romania and Poland? 

Participant #1: All that happened with that is that the parking lots have been destroyed. 

Participant #4: I see. I think we should have 72 hours left. 

Participant #1: No, they said 72 hours passed. 

Participant #4: My goodness. 

Participant #5: That was for the Ukraine plant. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #1: I am not entirely certain what we are supposed to do at this point, other than 

enabling a humanitarian evacuation of Western Ukraine and providing supplies to neighboring 

countries. 

Participant #4: The reactors in Poland and Romania are stable? 

Participant #5: Yes. The question is whether they should be powered down and put on 

cooldown status, or whether they should be given air defenses, or how they should be protected 

from Russian missile strikes. 

Participant #3: Should we consider moving our troops to those plants? 

Participant #5: If you want to stop strikes, you need to have air and missile defenses. They are 

probably using American-made defenses. We might ask Poland and Romania if they need 

assistance operating air and missile defenses around their plants. 

Participant #3: Yes. 
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Participant #5: The question is whether we will go through a radiological haze to get 

Westinghouse employees. Should we have a rescue mission? Russia is saying they will fight 

any Ukrainian effort to rescue people. 

Participant #4: I want to ask control the status of the power plants. 

Participant #5: We can do that. 

Message sent to Control: “Romania and Poland—What is the status of the nuclear power plants 

in these two countries?” 

Participant #2: Has an Article 4 meeting not occurred yet? We need to be asking for an Article 

4 meeting, and we need to be considering Article 5 moves here. We should reach out to Turkey 

and move naval assets into the Black Sea. Start moving NATO forces en masse on the 

Ukrainian border, then send a message to Russia and let them know we are doing it. 

Participant #3: I agree. 

Participant #1: We need to ask for Article 4 consultation. 

Participant #4: Maybe the U.S. President should make a big press conference announcement 

saying we should all remain united. We should call for global humanitarian assistance. 

Participant #1: We did. 

Participant #4: But we should do a public announcement, a big speech. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #5: What timeframe? 

Participant #1: We should do so in the next hour. 

Participant #4: Can the U.S. have a direct talk with the Russian president? 

Participant #5: Of course, the President can. 

Participant #1: But the question now is whether we want to negotiate with these terrorists now. 

Participant #5: The question is whether the President should negotiate directly and carve 

NATO out. 

Participant #3: I would not advise cutting NATO out. 

Participant #5: No. 
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Message sent to NATO-EU and Ukraine: “The U.S. requests a meeting with respect to 

invoking Article 4 or the NATO charter. Do Poland and Romania need assistance in operating 

air and missile defenses around the nuclear power plants? The U.S. will enable the 

humanitarian evacuation of Western Ukraine and any necessary areas in Poland and Romania. 

The President of the United States will address the nation and the world on these matters within 

the next hour. The President of the United States will also request a meeting between the 

Russian president, the Ukrainian president, and representatives of NATO.” 

Message received from NATO (sent to all): “NATO, including the United States, will take the 

following actions. 1. Provide additional air and missile defense systems around the facilities in 

Poland and Romania. 2. We will consider invoking Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. 3. 

NATO will move Patriot and THAAD missiles to protect the plants into Ukraine and as first 

line against further attacks on Eastern European reactors, as Russia is apparently threatening. 

They will be operated by Ukrainian crews. 4. Romania and Poland have deployed emergency 

cooling systems in the vicinity of their nuclear plants. 5. Poland and Romania are mobilizing 

their additional defense system, and are receiving additional air power from the United States, 

including bombers for deterrence purposes only. 6. NATO views this as an attack on our 

NATO members and according to our treaty we will respond accordingly as one.” 

Participant #3: This says Poland and Romania have deployed emergency cooling systems. I 

would agree with the previous statement about the radiation cloud moving towards Poland, and 

also moving towards Turkey. 

Participant #1: What about it? 

Participant #3: I do not believe we have yet responded with regard to the requests for iodine 

pills or the suggestion that we reach out to Turkey. 

Message received from Russia (sent to all): “Russia has learned of NATO’s decision to send air 

and missile defenses into Ukraine and warns that any injection would become a legitimate 

military target. Russia announces it will take proportionate action. Later in the day, diesel 

generators at the Polish plant and at the Romania CANDU reactors are hit with missiles. Russia 

claims again this is Ukraine’s doing.” 

Participant #5: Diesel generators are now being destroyed by missiles from Russia. That is a 

very accurate missile. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #3: Well said. 

Participant #5: Or they are very big generators. Jesus. 
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Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine launches a military offensive, using our protective 

equipment and taking advantage of the Russian troops fleeing from the radiological dispersal at 

the Khmelnitsky plant, to reclaim the area. We open corridors to firetrucks to contain the 

release and invite the IAEA in to support. We call on NATO and the UN to provide medication 

personnel to support our efforts.” 

Participant #1: Why are they going to reclaim the area? They are just going to irradiate 

themselves. 

Participant #5: Ukraine says the Russian troops are fleeing from the radiological dispersal. 

Participant #3: And they are running into it. Using protective equipment, I guess.  

Participant #5: Well, they do want to reclaim the area. That is what Ukraine wants to do.  

Participant #1: Okay. 

Participant #5: Then they can open the corridors to firetrucks and IAEA support. They also 

want NATO and the U.N. to provide medical support. 

Participant #1: I think we should provide it. 

Participant #5: Do we ask for volunteers? I think we are obligated to medical support. The 

NNSA at the State Department would be leading the effort, working with the IAEA. We cannot 

just leave these people in an area with a radiological cloud. 

Participant #1: Send it. 

Reply sent to Ukraine: “The U.S. will provide medical support.” 

Reply received from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s earlier announcement): “Has Article 4 

been invoked? Has Article 5? If Article 5 has been invoked, what specific additional action 

other than going to the IAEA and the UN would be taken?” 

Participant #1: I think we are invoking Article 5 by moving systems into the area. I think we 

requested Article 4, did we not? 

Participant #5: We asked for an Article 4 meeting. Article 4 has not yet been invoked, or it has 

at least not yet been formally invoked. 

Reply sent to all (regarding Control’s earlier questions): “Article 4 has not been formally 

invoked. The U.S. requested NATO for an Article 4 meeting.” 

Participant #3: Turkey controls all the naval forces’ entry into the Black Sea. We have got this 

activity in Poland and Romania, and we still have activity in the East, with the potential 

decimation of the Russian Black Sea fleet, and the radiation headed towards Turkey. 
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Participant #5: Turkey controls access to the Black Sea from the Mediterranean. Whether it 

controls all access to the Black Sea, I do not know. Because Romania is a coastal country, I do 

not know if Turkey could stop Romania from launching ships. 

Participant #3: Thank you. 

Reply received from Ukraine (regarding the U.S.’s earlier message asking for Article 4 

invocation): “Ukraine appreciates the deployment of defensive missiles from NATO nations. 

We also request all the same considerations provided to Poland and Romania regarding cooling 

and other support to stabilize the reactor plant and Khmelnitsky power plant.” 

Participant #1: Is stabilizing the reactor a thing we can do? 

Participant #4: Yes, for Poland and Romania. 

Participant #5: If the plant has already had a release, I do not know what Ukraine thinks they 

are protecting. 

Participant #4: Even if the meltdown has happened, you still need to continue to provide 

cooling. 

Participant #5: Then that is what Ukraine is asking for. 

Participant #4: Yes. They need cooling capabilities. Did they get diesel power? 

Participant #1: The message said meltdown was imminent, we are still talking about the same 

reactor. Can we help here? 

Participant #4: Even if it is melting down, you must keep cooling the water. 

Participant #1: Okay. 

Participant #4: The U.S. will continue to provide additional capability and additional diesel 

power required to stabilize the plant and will help to restore the external power. You need 

electricity and water. 

Participant #5: Whatever they need, we will help them with. 

Participant #4: Will diesel help? We have to ask what they need. 

Participant #5: We could ask what specific capabilities and equipment they need. 

Participant #4: Yeah. 

Reply sent to Ukraine (regarding their most recent request): “The U.S. will continue to provide 

additional cooling capability and diesel fuel required to stabilize the plant. What specific 

capabilities and equipment do you need?” 
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Message received from Control: “Given the crisis, play will be extended to 7:15.” 

Participant #3: If I may go back to the last point, I think we need to take some sort of NATO or 

U.S. action, whether it be contacting Turkey and talking with them about this radiation cloud 

and the Black Sea dynamic or sending naval forces to help provide stability. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Control’s questions): “Yes, we are calling for a 

meeting under Article 4 to discuss Article 5 and US willingness to retaliate in theory.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Russia’s earlier message): “NATO encourages and 

provides necessary capabilities to Ukraine and helping them with intelligence to strike critical 

military infrastructure in Russia.” 

Participant #5: Has Turkey made any request? Has control told us what happened? 

Participant #3: We can ask if there has been confirmation about the Ukrainian strike’s 

effectiveness. 

Message received from Control: “As the NATO air defense unit moved across the Romania and 

Polish border, Russian missiles succeed in knocking out a sufficient number of units to prevent 

their further deployment into Ukraine.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Control’s latest message): “Can you confirm 

whether the air defense systems at the Ukrainian sites are in place?” 

Participant #1: What. 

Participant #2: They have fired on American and/or NATO troops. To me, we are at war level 

now. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #2: No more ambiguity. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding their latest message): “Correction: At the Polish 

and Romanian sites. Did they get put in place at the non-Ukrainian reactors?” 

Reply received from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s latest message): “The deployment was 

halted by Russian strikes.” 

Participant #5: Did just the new ones get wiped out or what? 

Participant #4: What happened to the U.S.’s request to meet with the Russian president? 

Participant #5: Okay. NATO says yes, we are calling for a meeting under Article 4.  

Participant #1: I think we need to say we request to invoke Article 5.  
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Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding control’s earlier message about radiation shifting in 

the direction of Poland; sent 11 minutes ago, but only read now): “FROM POLAND: Poland 

will not be evacuating its citizens. We will implement all appropriate radiation protection 

measures, advising citizens to stay indoors, avoid leafy greens, milk.” 

Participant #5: Also, according to control’s latest message, Russia has struck Poland and 

Romania again. 

Participant #1: Send a follow-up saying that Russia has struck air defense in Poland and 

Romania. 

Participant #2: We need to clarify. I think the message is saying that Russia has struck air 

defense systems in Poland and Romania. 

Participant #5: Can we send a message clarifying? 

Participant #3: I guess they do not understand, because we are asking if they have struck in 

Romania and Poland. 

Participant #5: Those around the reactors in Poland and Romania. It is unclear in the latest 

message. We know the ones going into Ukraine have been struck, but we need to clarify 

whether the ones in Poland and Romania have been struck. 

Participant #3: But the important question is where the units are. 

Reply received from Control (regarding Russia’s latest strike): “Existing units that were there 

before are still operating.” 

Participant #5: Yes. Control says existing units are still there. 

Participant #1: I don’t understand. “There” being Poland and Romania? 

Participant #5: Exactly. The question is, what about the units at the plants in Romania and 

Poland? 

Participant #1: Just ask control to confirm the location of where the air defense units were 

struck. 

Participant #3: Yes. Agree. 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Reply sent to Control (regarding Russia’s latest strike): “Please confirm the location where the 

air defense units were struck. In Romania and Poland or in Ukraine?” 
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Message received from Control: “You need to determine what your teams’ position would be in 

regard to Article 4 and 5 at a NATO meeting and what specific military steps you would take 

after a decision is reached.” 

Participant #1: Okay. I believe that we are invoking Article 5, which turns this into military 

action. Is it on us to invoke Article 5, or is it the rest of the NATO powers? 

Participant #2: We cannot make that decision on our own. 

Facilitator: We need to respond to this. 

Reply received from Ukraine (regarding NATO-EU’s earlier message about strikes): “Ukraine 

is planning additional offensive actions against Russian targets. We welcome coordination from 

NATO and the US, but given the urgency of the situation we will be moving forward 

immediately.” 

Participant #3: I did the calculations, and these medium-range missiles can reach from Kiev to 

Moscow, so this email about Russian strikes is a really serious issue. 

Participant #1: We are prepared to invoke Article 5, but I do not know if we want to precipitate 

attacks into Russia. 

Participant #3: Agree. 

Participant #1: I think we say that we will not precipitate attacks into Russian territory. 

Participant #2: What about retaking the Russian Crimea? 

Participant #3: Yeah. 

Participant #1: I would support that. 

Participant #2: I mean, I think you have got them on the run, militarily. 

Participant #5: I would say we will not precipitate attacks into internationally recognized 

Russian territory. 

Participant #3: I like the idea of helping in Crimea, though, because it does make a statement as 

well. 

Participant #5: I agree. That is why I put “internationally recognized.” 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Reply sent to Ukraine (regarding Ukraine’s latest message about strikes): “The U.S. will not 

precipitate attacks into internationally recognized Russian territory.” 
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Message received from Russia: “Russia will see any attack on their territory as cause to put all 

of their nuclear forces on high alert.” 

Participant #1: If they put their nuclear forces on high alert, so will we. 

Reply sent to Russia: “So will the U.S.” 

Participant #4: Why not continue to demand a meeting with the president of Russia? 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Message received from NATO: “How does the US stand on NATO Article 5? NATO’s view is 

that we should invoke Article 5. Do you agree? What kind of retaliatory measures will we take? 

In terms of conventional response – strikes on military infrastructure or supply lines? 

Unconventional offensive elements such as cyber strikes on selected important elements of the 

Russian armed forces.” 

Participant #1: We support invocation of Article 5. Military advisors, what should we do? 

Participant #5: All of the above. 

Participant #2: I think we should say we support a military action to retake Crimea. That would 

look like a combined NATO force. 

Participant #4: We should continue to ask for dialogue with the Russian president. 

Participant #1: Yeah. But we should just do this though for now. 

Reply sent to NATO-EU (regarding their latest message): “Yes the U.S. supports invoking 

Article 5. The U.S. supports a military action to retake Crimea.” 

Message received from Ukraine (sent to all): “Ukraine attacks the Russian airbase at Engels, 

which intelligence shows is a source of many airstrikes against Ukraine, successfully disabling 

the runways, fuel farms, and long range bombers. We also continue hunting down any 

surviving ships from the Black Sea fleet. Control: was our offensive against the Khmelnitsky 

plant and region successful?” 

Reply received from Control (regarding Ukraine’s latest message): “No.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding the U.S.’s reply to Russia’s message about nuclear 

weapons): “French and British nuclear forces are also on alert.” 

Participant #1: Okay. 

Reply received from Control (regarding the U.S.’s question about where air defense units were 

struck): “90% of the units were in Ukraine. One unit was in Poland just over the border.” 
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Participant #1: Ah. They struck into Poland. There it is. 

Participant #5: Okay, so it was a unit on the way to Ukraine, it just happened to still be in 

Poland. 

Participant #1: How could they know that? It could easily have just been moving to the border. 

Participant #5: The Russians could say that their satellites were off a little bit. 

Reply received from Control (regarding the U.S.’s reply to NATO’s latest message): “Please 

make clear who it is who should take back Crimea.” 

Participant #1: We should say we will contribute military forces to support Ukraine retaking 

Crimea. 

Participant #3: We thought Ukraine was already in the process of doing that. 

Participant #5: They may ask for more help. 

Participant #3: Yeah. 

Participant #2: They are. 

Participant #5: We should say capabilities, not forces. We may not want to provide forces. 

Reply sent to Control (regarding their latest message): “The U.S. will contribute military 

capabilities to support Ukraine retaking Crimea.” 

 

Team Briefing 

Question 1 

What harm beyond the gates of the Ukrainian plant do the various parties believe is likely? 

What if there is further damage to the Polish and Romanian plants? What harm do each of the 

teams believe will be inflicted by whom, against whom? 

Facilitator: What do we think about the first question? 

Participant #1: A likely harm is war. 

Participant #5: This is done. 

Participant #3: We answered this yesterday. 

Facilitator: What about the second part of the question? 
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Participant #1: Again, one answer is war. 

Participant #5: We can say we will assist in driving Russian forces out of the territory of 

Ukraine. 

Participant #3: If there is further damage to the plants? 

Participant #5: Yeah, if they start throwing at Poland and Romania. 

Participant #1: We can mention invocation of Article 5 before we say war will occur. 

Participant #4: The first part—even if meltdown happens, we need to continue taking actions to 

stabilize the plant, or radioactive materials will continue being released to the environment. 

Participant #3: We could also mention radioactive contamination of Poland and potentially 

Turkey. 

Participant #5: We should say “potential radiation.” 

Participant #1: I like that.  

Participant #5: The U.S. needs to make sure the damage to the nuclear power plant does not 

worsen. 

Participant #3: Yes. 

Participant #5: Or needs to make sure the damage is contained, or something like that. 

Participant #1: Okay, we should move on. We could also mention the additional radioactive 

poisoning of Poland and Romania and surrounding areas for the second part. 

Participant #5: Including Turkey. Georgie and Moldova, too. 

Participant #1: Moldova is right on the border of Ukraine.  

Participant #5: We should move on. 

Participant #1: For the third part, the Russians will radioactively poison Eastern Europe and 

Turkey. 

Participant #5: That is it. 

Participant #3: We are dangerously close to severe conventional war between Ukraine and 

Russia, but there is also threatened nuclear use. 

Participant #5: Severe conventional conflict threatens possible escalation to nuclear conflict. 

Facilitator: Next question? 
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Participant #1: Yes. 

Question 2 

What defensive or counteroffensive actions might the U.S. (a NATO member) take to mitigate 

these threats? 

Participant #1: One potential action is invocation of Article 5. I do not know if that is true, 

though. 

Participant #5: Deployment of air and missile defenses is one. 

Participant #2: We got to the point of being willing to deploy ground and naval forces. 

Participant #5: I would add those too. We have already sent strategic bombers to Romania and 

Poland, so I would say ground, air, and naval forces. 

Question 3 

What policy announcements, if any, might the U.S./NATO make with regard to the conduct of 

war to deter or mitigate further nuclear plant-related harm? 

Participant #1: I do not think policy works. We have seen that they are not really willing to 

negotiate or operate within any established norms, so policy has failed. 

Participant #2: I would say diplomacy has failed. We may be trying to get at the press releases 

or whatever, because it is always useful to wage a war of public opinion. 

Participant #1: I agree. 

Participant #5: We also want to prevent further harm, so the question is what policies the U.S. 

will announce to try to deter further harm. 

Participant #3: The question is asking if nuclear plant-related damage is a nuclear incident. 

Participant #1: We could say that attacks on nuclear power plants will escalate to conventional 

war. 

Participant #3: There are problems of radiation damage, biological damage to neighboring 

countries, the civilian population, and those sorts of issues. 

Participant #5: I would say environmental damage. Also, by “wage a war of public opinion,” do 

we mean a campaign to get people to agree that attacks on nuclear power plants are a no-no? 

Participant #2: That was my suggestion. We should not do what the Russians do and have the 

whole world angry at us. We need to spread a narrative and get out ahead of what Russia is 

saying about how their war is just. 
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Participant #5: We should adopt a robust public diplomatic campaign that tells our story, then. 

Not just press releases, but also speeches, policy pronouncements, summit meetings, the whole 

thing. We tend to think everyone will figure things out, then the Russians seize the narrative. 

Participant #1: Are there more questions? 

Facilitator: Nope. Do we want to keep adding to some? 

Participant #1: Do we need a more robust discussion on the Article 5 question? 

Participant #3: That is part of this answer, do you not think? 

Participant #5: I agree that we should have a very robust discussion amongst ourselves on what 

exactly Articles 4 and 5 mean. 

Participant #1: Yeah. That’s what I am saying. 

Participant #5: We are seeing that now in the real world. We have to do things within our 

constitutional processes, but Articles 4 and 5 trigger things moving in that direction, which is 

the issue. You have to make a decision, and the time pressure will be such that you either have 

to say yes or no. 

Participant #1: What was that earlier question from control? 

Facilitator: The question control asked was, “You need to determine what your teams’ position 

would be in regard to Article 4 and 5 at a NATO meeting and what specific military steps you 

would take after a decision is reached.” 

Participant #1: I mean, I think we have answered this. 

Participant #3: Did we not already request Article 4 invocation? 

Participant #1: We requested Article 4 and supported Article 5. Our military response was to 

intercede into the conflict in Ukraine, but not to precipitate attacks into internationally 

recognized Russian territory. Anything else? 

Participant #3: We also asked Romania and Poland what support they need for their reactors, 

just in terms of military steps. 

Participant #1: What does that have to do with Article 4 or 5? 

Participant #3: That was in response to “specific military steps after a decision is reached.” 

Participant #2: What do you mean by that? 

Participant #5: We want to keep the reactors in Poland and Romania safe from a missile attack, 

and that is what we are willing to provide them assistance for. 
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Participant #3: I agree that the most important part here is keeping the reactors safe.  

Participant #1: Providing safety for reactors to prevent them from being used in conflict is a 

key goal. 

Participant #3: Are you saying safety for reactors in general? 

Participant #1: I am just paraphrasing. We are trying to prevent these reactors from being 

weaponized in the conflict, right? That’s why we are putting air defense there? Does that make 

sense? 

Participant #2: Yeah, it is defensive in nature, and makes perfect sense. 

Participant #5: I would make sure to add “consistent with our constitutional processes.” 

Participant #2: I appreciate you wanting to add that in there, but bear in mind that that means 

nothing to anybody in the world but us. 

Participant #5: I want to deter the attacks on this from the left and right that think that the 

invoking of Article 5 is automatic. People think that the treaty requires us to go to war when it 

does not. Even after Article 5 is invoked, the President must go to Congress and ask, “Are you 

willing to declare war?” 
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Ukraine Team  

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #1: I think we should immediately request intelligence from NATO to determine the 

cause of this. 

Participant #2: Yes, I think there is probably intelligence right away about exactly what 

happened there. If those were missiles, our Western partners would have information pretty 

quickly. 

Participant #1: The first thing we should do is request intelligence and ask if they have any 

response strategy yet. 

Participant #2: Yes. We should see if Russia will allow extra diesel to come to Khmelnitsky. 

Participant #1: We should also get the U.S. to see that they would treat these attacks as nuclear 

attacks. After Romania and Poland, they might change their minds. 

Participant #2: We can probably send that first request. Another pressing issue is that two-day 

diesel supply. We should message Russia requesting them to allow supply of extra diesel—let 

us say another 10 days or something. 

Participant #1: On the diesel request, we might be able to be a little bit tricky. Right now, 

Russia is saying they did not do the bombings of the NATO countries. Maybe we should say, 

well, if you did not do these bombings, as an act of good faith, you should allow the diesel in to 

show that you are not trying to cause reactor meltdowns. 

Participant #2: If they allow it, does that mean that Ukraine did the bombing at Sevastopol? 

Participant #1: I do not think so. 

Participant #3: I would be cautious to give any credence to the fact that they are claiming they 

did not do it by making a statement that says, if you did not do it, then let us get the gas. 

Making the request at least passively implies that Russia’s statement might be a true one. 

Participant #1: Well, I think we can request an act of good faith. It is a manipulative move and 

dishonest, but it is a war, so although we do not believe them, we could still make the request 

as an opportunity to show that they are not trying to cause meltdowns, even though we think 

they are. 

Participant #4: Where is the source of information about Russia doing it? Do we have any? 

Facilitator: We are about to send the message to request that information from the U.S. and 

NATO if we are ready to proceed with that. 
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Participant #1: Yeah. I would also ask if they have a response planned, or to keep us informed 

as they develop a response. 

Participant #2: We should tell them to please, keep us appraised.  

Participant #1: And we are happy to support militarily, or are we not? 

Participant #2: Of course. Why not? We want to be in an alliance, right? If we align with them, 

they align with us and it is a win-win. 

Participant #1: I would clarify that we are willing to support with military action. 

Participant #2: We should say we are willing to support with any diplomatic or military action. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #2: That message is good. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU: “Ukraine requests an intelligence briefing on any 

information relating to the ballistics of the explosive strike against the NATO nuclear plants. 

Do you have any information on the source of the attack? Do you have a response plan? 

Ukraine asks to be kept in the loop regarding any response plan and any supporting diplomatic 

or military actions we can take.” 

Participant #3: I would recommend that as soon as we confirm the safety of those reactors, we 

should use long-range missiles to conduct targeted strikes on staging grounds of Russian forces 

supporting the invasion. 2,000 miles is enough to hit Moscow, which is a little excessive, but 

maybe near staging areas. 

Participant #1: I actually do not think it is excessive. 

Participant #2: Hitting Moscow? 

Participant #1: Maybe not Moscow but targeting sites in Russia. 

Participant #3: A deep strike in Russia will unchain their response on us. Limiting it to staging 

areas involved in the current war, we have a better leg to stand on. 

Participant #2: You are saying that once we get intelligence confirming that the strikes have 

originated in Russia, we should reserve the right to strike back? I think you are right and we 

should see if NATO wants to respond. If NATO would rather us respond, we can do that by 

striking the origin point. That would be one way of proportionate response. 

Participant #3: My suggestion was more focused on Ukrainian sovereignty as opposed to 

Romania and Poland. I would let NATO respond to the specific kinetic effect. In our case, once 

we have intelligence and diesel at the Khmelnitsky plant to prevent further incident, then that 
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would give us leeway to conduct strikes against originating areas, including the Romania and 

Poland ones, as well as any staging grounds that Russia is using to send forces into Ukraine. 

Participant #1: I am on board with that, but I want a broader plan. We are doing that to thwart 

supply lines or their manpower for the invasion, right? 

Participant #3: That would be the intent. 

Participant #1: I wonder if we could make a deal with NATO to do some kind of coordinated 

attack response. NATO does not want this to get into the fight, right? 

Participant #5: But we do want to draw NATO in. If they have been attacked by Russia, they 

have a hard time staying out. 

Participant #3: I agree. We want NATO involved militarily. It would be best if they conduct it 

as a separate act; if NATO attacks with Ukraine, that makes it easier for them to directly 

retaliate against us. If we give them two targets, both with a legitimate reason to push back, it 

would divide Russia’s response. 

Participant #1: What are your top priorities? Is your top priority just making sure the plant does 

not melt down? 

Participant #3: I think that should still be our number one short-term priority. 

Participant #2: But we are fighting a war, right? A war for sovereignty. My thinking is, we need 

to see how NATO and the U.S. interpret these strikes against the power plants. If it looks like a 

deliberate attack, whether they would invoke Article 4 or even Article 5, that might be enough 

to bring them into the fight on our side against Russia. Then, we could do a coordinated 

massive missile attack, and take out a lot of their forces at the same time. 

Participant #1: I do not think we want NATO or the U.S. to think that we are dragging them 

into a conflict that they do not want to be in. We have to be sensitive to their not wanting to get 

into it, and make it seem like they were fully brought in by Russian action. 

Participant #2: Absolutely. That is why we need to wait for the intelligence and see what 

NATO does. 

Participant #1: I wonder if we can get NATO and the U.S. to agree with our previous statement. 

Right now, what happened was the parking lots were hit, but NATO and the U.S. might have 

more interest in saying that if Russia bombs the reactors in Romania and Poland, they will 

interpret that as a nuclear attack. So, they may reconsider our proposition. Maybe we can 

sweeten the deal and say we are willing to do some under-the-seat, behind-the-scenes military 

action on their behalf. 

Participant #2: Okay, so using this as leverage to get them to sign a statement, I like that. 
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Participant #4: The scenario talks about the possibility that something happens to this reactor. 

This will affect other areas, like Crimea, the Black Sea, and Turkey, and some of those areas 

are in the control of Russia. It seems like that would not be in the best interest of Russia to see 

this thing blow up. Perhaps they do not care, maybe they are willing to sacrifice some of their 

territory. 

Participant #1: I thought Ukraine retook Crimea, according to the briefing session. 

Participant #2: Are we bombing Crimea with our missiles? Should we ask control about 

whether there was radioactive release at the civil research reactor? Should we ask the IAEA to 

confirm from the monitoring system? 

Facilitator: From the scenario, Russia reports that Ukraine sent missiles that caused release at a 

reactor. 

Participant #2: If there is release and it is affecting Turkey which is a NATO ally, we can 

leverage that, too. 

Participant #5: I think the reactor is too small for that. 

Participant #2: Yeah. It does not seem like a tiny research reactor would do anything like that. 

Participant #4: The worst case is that someone strikes the reactor and there is a massive release, 

and radiation could drift South. Would Russia not care about this?  

Participant #2: How can we know what Russia does and does not care about? We have a 

situation: there are reactors under attack. What do we do? 

Participant #4: I am trying to say that Russia does not care and is willing to sacrifice some of 

their territory if necessary. They will not back out unless they can save face. 

Participant #1: There is the question of why the reactor is damaged. I think the answer is that 

Russia did it intentionally, just like they did at Khmelnitsky. 

Participant #2: Well, we know we did not do it. So whatever Russia’s game is, our goal should 

be to ensure that Russia does not cause a major accident at Khmelnitsky. The question is how 

we can induce them to do this. The challenge, I think, is to allow the diesel fuel.  

Participant #1: Have there been any communications? 

Facilitator: No, they have not gotten back to us yet. 

Participant #1: I wonder if we should send NATO and the U.S. a message saying that we 

believe Russia is testing the waters, basically. They have done the thing at the research plant, 

they are risking meltdown in Khmelnitsky, and they have blown up bombs near three NATO 

reactors. They are testing whether they can cross the nuclear threshold without punishment, and 
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so we need to have a very coordinated aggressive stance to deter that. So, I think we should tell 

that that that is what we think all this information means. 

Participant #2: I agree, we should put that message together. And then, the action items on that 

would be, we will propose to them again to support our statement that any intentional attack 

against a nuclear reactor or such actions as leading to a meltdown of a reactor will be treated or 

interpreted as a nuclear attack on the state in which the nuclear reactor is located. The second 

thing is that we should tell NATO and the U.S. that upon confirmation by the intelligence we 

are prepared to coordinate a joint mass retaliation strike against the forces that caused these 

reactions, and issue a very strongly worded, deterrent statement to Russia to say, you know, do 

not dare to go any further in this because we have got resolve. 

Participant #1: We need to be specific about each reactor and what they have done. They have 

occupied the plant at Khmelnitsky and intentionally sabotaged the diesel storage facility, likely 

to lead to a meltdown. They have intentionally launched a false flag attack on a research reactor 

in Sevastopol, and they have intentionally bombed the parking lots of three NATO reactors. 

Participant #3: Do not forget that we do not have proof it was not us. 

Participant #1: Yeah, but they are claiming it was a false flag by Poland and Romania. NATO 

is not going to believe that. We see a clear pattern of escalation testing whether they can cross 

the nuclear threshold with impunity. We should say, “If we do not mount an aggressive and 

clear response…” 

Participant #2: Maybe “resolute” and clear, not aggressive. 

Participant #1: I like that. Then, “we expect Russia to bomb the actual reactor facilities, cause 

the meltdown in Khmelnitsky, and possibly follow up with nuclear strikes.” 

Participant #4: How does this play out with the scenario saying Russia was forced to abandon 

2,000 square miles of territory because of Ukraine, and then the Russians announce they will 

target Poland and Romania unless they stop providing supplies to Ukraine. They are getting 

pretty aggressive. 

Participant #1: Well, Russia’s policy is that they will use nuclear weapons if they feel their 

government is at risk of collapse. Right? They are being backed off, and they are testing the 

nuclear threshold. I think we can paint this picture that they are escalating to the nuclear level, 

and that we need to say that we are going to treat any of these meltdowns as though it is 

crossing the nuclear threshold. And then we should offer them some kind of military support. 

Participant #5: We still have not dealt with the diesel fuel issue. Can we make a proposal that 

somehow the U.S. and NATO approach Russia to allow the fuel to get there? Because 

obviously, Ukraine is not getting anywhere with this. We have tried and failed.  
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Participant #2: So, why do we not ask three things? Most immediate is to join forces in putting 

pressure on Russia to allow diesel fuel to the plant, which we want to do jointly with the U.S., 

and to bring all of the U.S. and NATO’s diplomatic power to bear on the Russians to allow that 

diesel fuel in to prevent meltdown. The second thing is that we want a joint statement with 

NATO and the U.S. that any intentional action leading to a nuclear event in Ukraine or 

elsewhere will be treated as a nuclear attack. 

Participant #1: Yeah. Any act of sabotage or military strike or anything that results in 

radiological release will be treated as a nuclear strike and will be met with a grave response, or 

something. 

Participant #2: That is an appropriate response. 

Participant #4: What is point three? 

Participant #2: Option number three is the military option. So, the first two are diplomatic, 

right? They mobilize diplomatic resources. And the third one is to, upon confirmation of the 

origin of the strikes in Romania and Poland, prepare a joint missile attack. 

Participant #1: A coordinated military operation.  

Participant #2: Yes. A coordinated military operation against Russian military targets, 

specifically including those where the missile strikes on Romania and Poland originated. 

Participant #4: So, I agree with the message, and we can send it out, but I think that we need to 

have another plan in addition to that. 

Participant #2: In case they say no to all three? 

Participant #4: Yes. Everything can fail and is actually heading to a major confrontation that is 

not going to end very well.  

Facilitator: But before we go worst-case scenario, are we happy with the note as written? 

Participant #3: I do not like the jump in logic that we expect them to bomb the actual reactors 

in Poland and Romania. That would be a direct assault against a strategic infrastructure facility 

in those countries. That would very likely draw out NATO directly. 

Participant #1: They would do it and claim a false flag. When you bomb the parking lot of the 

reactor, you are threatening to bomb the reactor. You are saying you have missiles that can hit 

the reactors. 

Participant #3: You are reminding people that you have the capability, not necessarily making 

that threat that you are actively going to bomb them. Right, I do not believe they would do that. 
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Participant #2: So, we should just say something along the lines that we expect them to 

undermine the security of the reactor facilities in Poland and Romania. 

Participant #1: I do not know. If NATO and the U.S. do nothing, do you really think that they 

will not escalate? Bombing NATO is a pretty aggressive move. 

Participant #2: There was a statement we issued in move one that they got scared by. We need 

to manage NATO and the U.S. carefully to make sure they do not think we are trying to draw 

them in. 

Participant #1: Should we just make a clear statement that we do not expect the invocation of 

Article 5, or that the U.S. applies its nuclear deterrent in Ukraine? 

Participant #2: Article 5 does not apply to Ukraine. 

Participant #1: But that’s what they were talking about in the last game, so maybe we should 

make it clear. 

Participant #2: We should say that we understand that the response will not be equivalent to 

Article 5 mandated response. 

Participant #1: We should say we know that Ukraine is not a part of NATO, and that attacks on 

Ukraine, nuclear or otherwise, do not trigger Article 5. 

Facilitator: Right, but now the attacks are not just against Ukraine. 

Participant #1: So, why do we not just say we would like to make clear that we understand any 

attack against Ukraine would not activate Article 5? 

Participant #4: We need to be very clear that we mean what we say, but at the end of the day, 

the kinetic attack is what is going to be the bottom line. I do not know if we need to soften too 

much. 

Participant #1: We should say two things. One, whatever NATO does in response to the bombs, 

we are happy to support militarily. Two, no attack on Ukraine triggers Article 5. 

Message received from Control: “You should understand these missiles have left very large 

craters that are indicative of severe damage they could inflict on the nuclear plants themselves.” 

Participant #2: That tells us exactly what was being said earlier. This is them showing off the 

capability. They want NATO to stop supplying arms to Ukraine. Our task here is to keep our 

arms supplies going, too. How do we do it with all of this without scaring them off. Why do we 

not get rid of the sentence about Article 5? Perhaps last night’s briefing impressed upon them 

that they were wrong about their assumptions. 

Participant #1: Can we say, “We understand no attack on Ukraine triggers Article 5.” 
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Participant #2: Maybe we can say “a response equivalent to Article 5.” It is redundant if 

Ukraine is not a part of NATO. 

Participant #3: I do not think that should be included. It is softening what we are trying to say, 

and it gives them an easy way out. 

Facilitator: Do we want to include it? 

Participant #2: Okay, we will get rid of it. I am in favor of getting rid of it. 

Participant #1: Sure. 

Participant #2: We can probably assume NATO and the U.S. will not want to let that fly, but 

we want our arms supplies. How do we ensure our arms supplies? 

Participant #4: Is it possible to ask for support from NATO and the U.S. from a perspective of 

things to deter Russia’s military effectiveness? We have talked about cyber or satellite 

communication, possibly. Is there something else they can help us with that is not a kinetic 

attack? They could degrade capabilities. Maybe not in this message, but we do need help, right? 

We need something, and I do not know if we are using all the tools. 

Participant #5: Why do we not get this message off, and then we can discuss. 

Participant #2: Yeah, I think this message is rather good to go. We request three things. 

Participant #1: Looking at the third point, I think we are telling NATO how to respond. We are 

assuming we know their response. We should say Ukraine is prepared to do whatever you want 

to support. 

Participant #2: Yeah. Ukraine is prepared to support any and all NATO response, diplomatic or 

military, against Russian attacks on Poland and Romania. 

Participant #1: Maybe say the attack was dangerous and reckless? 

Participant #2: Or provocative? Whatever? 

Participant #1: I think reckless. 

Facilitator: We are happy with this? 

Participant #1: Yes. 

Participant #2: Yes. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU: “Ukraine sees a clear pattern of escalation by Russia 

regarding nuclear reactors. They have occupied the Khmelnitsky plants and deliberated 

destroyed the diesel fuel storage, risking a meltdown, they have launched a false flag attack 
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against a reactor is Sevastopol, causing a radiological dispersal, and they have now bombed the 

parking lots of three reactors in NATO territory. The government of Ukraine sees a clear 

pattern of escalation, testing whether the Russians can cross the nuclear threshold with 

impunity. If we do not mount a resolute and clear response, we except Russia to undermine the 

security of reactor facilities in Poland and Romania, cause a meltdown at Khmelnitsky, and risk 

further radiological releases. We have three asks: 1. Most immediate, we must join forces to 

apply pressure on Russia to bring diesel fuel to the Khmelnitsky plant. We must bring all 

diplomatic force of NATO and the U.S. to bear on Russia to prevent a meltdown. 2. We must 

stand firm and united in the view that any deliberate attack on a nuclear facility causing a 

radiological release should be viewed as a nuclear attack. 3. Ukraine is prepared to support any 

and all NATO response, diplomatic or military, against reckless Russian attacks upon Poland 

and Romania.” 

Message received from Control: “Fighting between Russia and Ukraine intensifies near the 

Khmelnitsky plant. As noted before, Westinghouse has several employees at the AP 1000 

plants. All power into the AP 1000 plant and one of the VVER plants is lost and the diesel 

generators are hit. Within hours, battery backup power is lost, and the plant is placed on cold 

shutdown. Emergency cooling from firetrucks is not available.” 

Participant #1: How long do we have? 

Participant #2: Hours. How long until meltdown afterwards? 

Participant #5: The reactors are in cold shutdown, so it is really the spent fuel pods. We might 

have up to a week. 

Participant #2: Is there no fuel in the core? 

Participant #5: When it is in cold shutdown there should be enough cooling to keep it okay. 

Participant #1: Why do we not send a message to control confirming that our assessment is 

accurate? 

Participant #2: We should ask if in cold shutdown there is enough convective cooling that the 

reactors will not melt. 

Participant #3: If we have communication with the plant, we can send the power history, time 

since shutdown, etc. to the IAEA and ask them to do an independent assessment. 

Participant #1: Yeah. 

Participant #2: That sounds good. 

Participant #5: The reactors will melt down, period. It is the spent fuel pods that are the 

problem. 
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Participant #2: Why would the reactors not melt down? 

Participant #5: Because they will just keep cooling. There is enough flow. 

Participant #2: If there is no power, what keeps the flow? 

Participant #5: Convection. Natural convection. 

Participant #2: Okay, that makes sense. 

Participant #3: The only experience I have with this was Fukushima, and they melted down. 

There were obviously other issues there, though. 

Participant #5: That is because they were not in cold shutdown. The wave hit an hour or two 

after they shut down. The best action we can take is attempting shutdown days in advance. 

Participant #1: Does the message look accurate? 

Participant #2: The message to send looks good to me. 

Reply from Ukraine (regarding Control’s recent announcement): “Ukraine’s assessment is that 

in cold shutdown, there is still enough convective cooling that the reactors won’t melt down 

and the spent fuel and other radiological sources will remain stable for a week or so. Is this 

assessment shared by other parties and an independent assessment by the IAEA (Control)?” 

Participant #5: I have a radical proposal. If there is a massive release, and we have been given 

these long-range missiles, one way to stir the pot is Ukraine can threaten to attack Russia’s 

nuclear power plants. The Smolensk plant is far enough from Ukraine and close enough to 

Moscow, and it is an old RBMK. Those reactors do not have containment vessels, so you do 

not have to do too much to really blast them. I am only saying this if there is a radioactive 

release, and maybe if NATO still refuses to do anything, you know. This is certainly an option 

for Ukraine, but I will leave it to the rest of you as to what you think of it. 

Participant #3: That is deliciously malicious. I like the thought. I would prefer targeting 

military forces as opposed to a tit-for-tat on a nuclear release. While it is not good that it is 

happening on Ukrainian soil, us then turning around and saying, well, fine, we are going to salt 

the earth over there, too… I do not think that will garner us a lot of international support. 

Participant #5: If NATO is not helping, you have to do something. 

Participant #1: What about sending a missile with no warhead into the parking lot? 

Participant #4: I have a question. What is the short- and long-term strategy for us? I think that 

we do not want atomic bombs used, nor do we want a major disaster that will destroy the 

world, right? So, we need to play the long game, too. The reactor idea is interesting, and I like 

it from a PR perspective, but in reality, we should target the military because we need to play 
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the long game and prevent major disaster. So, we need to ask the question: what is our 

strategy? We can go and strike everything in Russia, but what does that going to get us?  

Participant #2: The reactor idea is good from the perspective of deterrence, right? But threats 

are cheap until you actually have to deliver on them, and would you actually want to attack an 

RBMK reactor (which has its own set of problems)? One of the things we have going for us as 

Ukraine is that we are the good guys, and that matters. We have the solidarity and support of 

the free world and all of that. I would not want to undermine that by lowering us down to 

Russia’s level, where you undermine and threaten nuclear reactors. I do think generally, 

however, that there has got to be a way in which we want to secure Western arms supplies and 

also make them take a more resolute stand. But it sounds like we are doing well on the 

battlefield anyways, right? We are routing the Russians in the Southeast. So, why do we not 

target more stuff in Crimea? We could take out their supply lines. We could take out the bridge 

altogether. 

Participant #1: Is there any target in Russia that is not a power plant but that shows them we 

could hit one if we wanted to and will not give us the bad PR of hitting the parking lot? 

Participant #3: I think any staging or base that they send troops or material from is a viable 

target, and all you have to do is show that we have the range to reach a target that is equivalent 

to the power plant in distance.  

Participant #2: Or do they have air defenses around the power plant? If they have an air defense 

unit around a power plant, that is kind of a legitimate military target.  

Participant #1: Yeah, that would be great.  

Participant #2: We can take that out. 

Participant #3: The U.S. often likes to help those who help themselves, and back winners. Can 

we look at a unilateral military push into Khmelnitsky and take the plant back? We are having 

success in the Southeast. We should put together a special forces package, ground force army, 

whatever the case may be, and send them in to see if we can get the plant back. It is going to go 

in some number of days, regardless. 

Participant #2: Right. 

Participant #5: This is sort of a funny scenario because in some sense Ukraine is winning the 

war in the East, but somehow losing it in the West, or not doing that well. You would think we 

if continue to roll on, pretty soon, the Russian forces in the West will be cut off. 

Participant #2: I am not even sure how Russia got to the West. If I were doing this scenario, I 

would do a Southern Ukrainian plant because that would be easier to access. 

Participant #5: That does not have the convenient Westinghouse plant. 
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Participant #3: Can we demand the surrender of the plant given that we have cut them off by 

pushing Russia back some number of miles in that 2,000 square mile gain? 

Participant #2: Should we let control know that we are mounting? We do not have a lot of time 

left, and Russia is clearly doing a lot of damage at Khmelnitsky, and is not letting diesel in. 

Should be put together forces to besiege the plant? Should we ask our allies if they are willing 

to support us with extra intelligence and arms supplies? We could use drones and electronic 

warfare equipment to blunt their drones and radar. We should inform our partners and say that 

Ukraine is in preparation for mounting a major operation to surround and retake the 

Khmelnitsky plant. 

Participant #1: If they do not respond fast enough, we should just do it unilaterally. Tell Russia 

that they have to surrender, and if they do not, we just go in. It is on cold shutdown, so they 

would have to actually bomb the reactor. We have a week, right? It would be clearly deliberate 

sabotage if they cause a release. 

Participant #3: Do we have any ideas about the communication flows between the other teams? 

Facilitator: I do not know, at the moment. All I know is they have not responded to our 

requests. 

Participant #3: Do you know what they are talking about without us? 

Facilitator: I do not. 

Participant #2: We should ask I they are willing to provide intelligence and other needed 

support for this operation. 

Participant #5: Other needed support is deliciously vague. 

Participant #1: Why do we not tell them we are planning on executing this operation at 6:30pm 

EST? We should say that we hope you will be able to support this effort. 

Participant #2: Yeah. We hope you can support. Or “awaiting confirmation of your support.” 

That is more assertive.  

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU: “Ukraine is in preparations for an offensive to surround 

and besiege the Khmelnitsky plant. Are the US and NATO/EU willing to provide intelligence 

and other needed support to this operation? We will launch this offensive at 6:30pm EST. 

Awaiting confirmation of your support.” 

Participant #1: I think we need to start getting shorter, quicker messages out to all these people. 

Participant #2: We need some communications back. 
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Reply from Control (regarding Ukraine’s last message): “The IAEA is unable to make any 

assessment until they get to the plant.” 

Participant #2: How much can a small research reactor in Sevastopol release? 

Participant #5: That is like a thousandth of Chernobyl. Not very much. It would be confined to 

the Crimea. 

Participant #3: It probably was not operating at full power for a long time either. 

Participant #5: Indeed. 

Participant #1: I think we probably do not care about that, but we can use it for messaging. 

Participant #2: We care inasmuch as Crimea is Ukrainian territory. We do not want it 

contaminated for a very long time because we are going to retake it. 

Participant #1: But it sounds like the radiological release is not particularly severe. 

Participant #2: Right. 

Participant #1: But we could play it internationally if we wanted to. 

Participant #2: Since nobody else is messaging us, we could issue a press release. We can say 

we strongly condemn Russia’s sabotage of the research reactor, and we call on the international 

community to provide humanitarian relief to affected areas. 

Participant #1: Should we say that it is plainly absurd that Ukraine would sabotage a nuclear 

reactor given that it has already been through the Chernobyl thing? 

Participant #3: Doing that would just be giving credence to the possibility again. I would not go 

that way, but I like the press release idea. We might also want to consider not a press release, 

but a local evacuation of our civilian populations around the Khmelnitsky plant just in case this 

does not get resolved in a better way. 

Message received from Control: “Russia is making demands. They will not cease unless there 

is a termination of supply of military goods to Ukraine through Poland and Romania. After 72 

hours, the AP100 automatic, passive water cooling reserve runs out, a fuel meltdown occurs 

along with the buildup and release of radioactive steam and hydrogen. Because there is no 

electricity available, the operators are unable to utilize the electric hydrogen igniters to “burn” 

off the hydrogen. An accidental spark prompts an explosion that produces a major breach of the 

reactor’s concrete containment and a massive atmospheric radiological release. Meanwhile, the 

VVER plant is operating in precarious island mode. The IAEA announces a meltdown is 

imminent.” 
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Participant #1: Are they saying that the Khmelnitsky plant melted down, basically, and had a 

release? 

Participant #5: They are saying it will melt down, I think. It is a little unclear on the tenses here. 

Facilitator: It says a fuel meltdown occurs in the present tense. 

Participant #1: I just would ask if a meltdown has occurred or will occur. Ask for clarification 

from control. 

Facilitator: This is saying there has been a major breach in the containment. The AP1000 is 

melting down and exploding, the VVER is in precarious island mode with a potential meltdown 

also imminent there. 

Participant #1: Does Khmelnitsky have both AP1000 and VVER plants? 

Participant #5: Yes. It has two of the VVERs and is supposed to have 2 of the AP1000s 

installed in the future. 

Participant #1: So, they are saying a major radiological release has happened and winds are 

drifting South? 

Participant #5: Sounds like it. This could interfere with the Ukrainian offensive. We may need 

to pull troops back. 

Participant #3: We need to do realistic damage control and start evacuating our personnel, both 

civilian and military from areas that are going to be contaminated. We need request IAEA 

support in assessing the spread of the contamination, and then send out an immediate press 

release condemning Russia for their attack that has resulted in this. I am leaning towards the 

idea of striking a reactor. 

Participant #1: Love it. 

Participant #5: We should certainly at least threaten to strike if NATO and the U.S. do not take 

some firmer action. 

Participant #1: They created a massive radiological release. We should get missile defense near 

the plant. 

Facilitator: The other teams must contact us in the next 15 minutes. Also, how can we do 

damage control? 

Participant #5: First are actions we take to protect Ukrainian population and troops. 

Participant #1: Ukraine takes action to evacuate personnel and citizens in affected areas South 

of the reactor. And in Crimea? 



 

128 
 

Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

Participant #6: Should we also include the Americans in the message we send? 

Participant #5: If the Crimea is going to be contaminated, we cannot afford to have troops 

going there. 

Participant #3: Maybe we should generalize this. The Americans is a good point. 

Reply from NATO-EU (regarding Control’s earlier announcement): “Clarifying that you are 

saying all of these things have already happened.” 

Reply from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s inquiry): “Yes.” 

Participant #1: We should evacuate people from affected areas, but why do not we also 

seriously consider a strike into Russia, near the plant but not at it. 

Participant #2: What are we doing? Are we initiating a missile attack against a plant 

somewhere? What is the situation? I had some connectivity issues. 

Facilitator: The situation right now is that a major meltdown has occurred. 

Participant #2: What happened to convection cooling? 

Participant #3: I would recommend we post-mortem that after the fact and start taking 

emergency actions to protect our people. 

Participant #2: Okay. That sounds good. Initiate what, evacuation? 

Participant #1: We halt the offensive in Crimea, to protect the troops and evacuate them. 

Participant #2: Well, we need radiation protection gear that we are going to request from 

Western partners for all of our troops and relief workers. We might have some of our own, but 

we are going to need more, right? 

Participant #6: Can we call for a ceasefire during the evacuation? 

Participant #1: Seems pointless. 

Facilitator: Do you want to do that?  

Participant #3: I would not. We should also say “affected areas” rather than “Southern 

Ukraine” because it may shift if the weather shifts.  

Participant #2: True. 

Participant #3: I recommend we get these emergency measures out quickly, just to get them on 

the street, and then we can continue planning the additional bullet points and send them out 

pretty quickly. We have a red phone call in 10 minutes. 
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Participant #2: Alright. Should we also call for people to stay indoors and protect themselves in 

the best way they can? 

Participant #5: Well, if they are unable to evacuate, yes, but you really want to get them out. 

Participant #2: Yeah. All right. We should get that out. 

Participant #6: I think that is good to go, roughly. 

Participant #5: We should also ask for supplies of iodine. How about that? 

Facilitator: We ready to send? 

Participant #1: Who are we sending this to?  

Facilitator: I was going to send it to everybody. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU: “Ukraine calls for an immediate ceasefire to allow 

evacuation. Ukraine initiates an evacuation of civilian populations throughout affected areas. 

Those unable to evacuate are told to remain indoors and protect themselves as best as possible. 

Ukraine requests protective equipment and supplies of iodine from the US and NATO/EU for 

its people.” 

Reply received from U.S. (regarding Ukraine’s earlier requests about an offensive): “The U.S. 

agrees.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s earlier requests): “Yes, NATO-EU 

agrees.” 

Facilitator: This is all outdated. They support our plan to take back a plant that is now spewing 

radiation, so that is good to know. 

Participant #1: I think we should fire a missile. 

Participant #2: I think we should hit them where it really hurts. 

Participant #3: Any thoughts on response? 

Participant #6: I think a retaliatory strike is good, I just do not know what the target should be. 

Participant #2: I am strongly against hitting a nuclear plant. 

Participant #3: That would unchain Russia. They would call it a WMD strike, no matter what, 

and retaliate with something heavy. 

Participant #4: Yes. 
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Participant #2: But hitting just another military target does not seem adequate. Or 

proportionate. It should be something that really hurts. 

Participant #6: How are the missile defenses around Moscow? 

Participant #2: Pretty dang good. 

Participant #4: An attack is an opportunity to degrade their forces, so it could be multiple 

attacks on their front and their assets. We are trying to slow this down. Maybe we should tell 

them to get out or send some sort of message. I am not sure if we need to get into their territory. 

Participant #1: Why do we not message control and tell them that we demand an immediate 

ceasefire for evacuations, and if they decline, there will be serious consequences. And then 

when they decline, we hit missile defense near their reactor. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU (sent chronologically earlier): “Ukraine requests a 

response to our requests below and any information on the source of the attacks on Poland and 

Romania: 1. Most immediate, we must join forces to apply pressure on Russia to bring diesel 

fuel to the Khmelnitsky plant. We must bring all diplomatic force of NATO and the U.S. to 

bear on Russia to prevent a meltdown. 2. We must stand firm and united in the view that any 

deliberate attack on a nuclear facility causing a radiological release should be viewed as a 

nuclear attack. 3. Ukraine is prepared to support any and all NATO response, diplomatic or 

military, against reckless Russian attacks upon Poland and Romania.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s earlier 3 requests): “NATO/EU supports 

all of these actions and requests. We will provide diesel generators.” 

Participant #3: Telling them there are going to be serious consequences and that we are going 

to up the warfare will not work if we have not been using enough warfare so far to discharge 

them from the country, is it? We do not have anything more serious than what we have already 

been doing. 

Message received from Control: “The explosion of the AP1000 is at the Khmelnitsky plant.” 

Participant #1: Then we just fire a missile at them. 

Participant #2: What is a target that is hurtful militarily but also symbolic? It has to be a 

military target. 

Participant #3: Hit their base at the Black Sea. 

Participant #2: I think the Black Sea fleet is good. 

Participant #3: We could hit whatever they have in the Caspian Sea to show we have range, if 

we want, but I do not think it is that much. 
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Participant #2: There are two Black Sea fleet bases. We want to hit both of those and destroy 

the Black Sea fleet. 

Participant #1: Does that show we can hit their reactor? 

Participant #2: I do not want to be the country that hits nuclear reactors. 

Participant #5: We should threaten it if NATO and the U.S. do not get involved. 

Participant #1: The best nuclear weapon we have is their reactors. 

Participant #4: If there is a major release, it will affect other countries, and the whole game will 

change, but I am not sure if we need to be the ones who take the blame for that. 

Facilitator: Should we tell NATO and the U.S. that radiation might hit Turkey? 

Participant #3: They are not doing anything. Yeah, we can throw it in, but they should have 

been aware of that already. 

Participant #6: Is there a way in a retaliatory strike to hit Russia’s energy grid without hitting 

something that is nuclear?  

Participant #2: Again, we want to be conscious of what precedent we set. We as Ukraine have 

suffered hugely from critical infrastructure strikes. What we have been trying to do since 2022 

is outlaw critical infrastructure strikes. We do not want to be the guys who are doing the same 

bad things that Russia is doing. So, I think hitting the Russian Black Sea fleets is a good plan. 

One of those bases is in Ukraine by international law, but one is in Russia, so we would be 

escalatory. Do we want to do that? 

Participant #5: It strikes me as weak. They have irradiated the country and all you are going to 

do is attack a naval base? 

Participant #1: They have basically nuked us. 

Participant #3: A nuclear release is significantly less controlled than a nuclear strike. We do not 

have the nuclear weapons to retaliate in kind but conducting a nuclear release that will go 

outside of Russia’s territorial limits will not earn us international favor. So, I cannot support 

striking an international plant. 

Participant #2: We need to rely as much as we can on international law. We do not have the 

luxury to be the bad guy here. 

Participant #3: I do agree that striking into Russian territory, potentially against some of their 

energy infrastructure—something they are using as an export to generate money that drives 

their economy—would be an appropriate response in this case. 
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Participant #2: Okay, but one second. The naval bases we will target are Novorossiysk and 

Sevastopol. These two targets, and what else? 

Participant #1: Do we want to do a big, coordinated thing, or just get this off immediately? 

Participant #2: We should get this one out first, then do infrastructure strikes. 

Participant #1: Sounds good to me. 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine launches a large-scale strike against Russian Black 

Sea fleet bases, including the base at Novorossiysk, with the intent to fully obliterate those 

bases.” 

Facilitator: Do we send a note to NATO and the U.S. asking about Russian civilian 

infrastructure, or do we want to leave that?  

Participant #2: We still really have not heard much from them. We are fighting the war and 

they are just kind of sitting and observing. We should try to think what we could do in terms of 

really crippling Russia. I still am not convinced. I still think we should focus on military 

targets. We do not have a symmetrical number of missiles; we have some, but it is probably not 

nearly enough to match Russia missile-to-missile. It is hard to take the grid out, even with 

successive strikes. So, if we just targeted a node somewhere, that would not really do anything. 

We could target Nord Stream, which has been cut off in the past, but what else? Europe has 

allegedly fully divested itself away from Russian oil and gas since the last war. 

Participant #3: What is going into Europe, though? 

Participant #5: I am thinking about pipelines that the Russians use. 

Participant #3: I would agree. How many major pipelines are going to Belarus? We should hit 

something localized and specific that will cause pain to them or a direct ally. We do not want to 

target something that would poke NATO in the eye. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s ceasefire evacuation message): “Ukraine, 

are you launching your attack or calling for a ceasefire? We agree to the call for a ceasefire. We 

will provide iodine pills and any necessary equipment, including transportation equipment. EU 

member states have volunteered to assist with the evacuation. We will put personnel on the 

border to receive refugees. We will provide equipment to Ukraine to support the evacuation.” 

Facilitator: We should clarify that we have called for a ceasefire, but until Russia agrees there 

is no ceasefire, so we call for a strike. 

Participant #1: We have already launched the strike. 

Facilitator: Yeah. 
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Participant #2: Should we say we are awaiting confirmation, but the strike appears to be 

successful? Like, we actually obliterated the Black Sea fleet. 

Reply sent to U.S. and NATO-EU (regarding NATO-EU’s most recent email): “We appreciate 

your support. We have called for a ceasefire but until Russia agrees, there is no ceasefire in 

effect. We have already launched the strike. We are awaiting confirmation but the strike 

appears to have been successful in obliterating the Black Sea fleet.” 

Participant #1: What is the deal with NATO? 

Facilitator: Nobody seems to be acting much, or if they are they are not looping us in. 

Participant #3: Do any of our dual-use satellites provide us any useful intelligence to see if 

NATO or the U.S. are pre-positioning forces? 

Facilitator: NATO has told us they are positioning forces. They have said it is just for refugees. 

The U.S. and NATO did also move forces to the border in the last move. 

Participant #2: But they have not given us any indication how they would respond to the Polish 

and Romanian strikes. 

Facilitator: They have not told us anything. 

Participant #3: They have not even told us if are pulling their people back outside of the 

evacuation or pulling military forces back to keep them out of the contamination. 

Participant #1: The strike happened at the start of the game, and they have had no response to 

it. 

Participant #2: We knew that about NATO a long time ago. 

Participant #5: I was going to say. Sounds familiar. 

Participant #3: It is just like the real world. 

Participant #2: That is why I said we probably do not need NATO. 

Message received from Control: “The wind has shifted to the Northwest and the radiation cloud 

is now drifting toward Poland prompting a need for evacuation of Rzeszow and Lubin. The 

Russians have successfully mobilized sufficient forces to repulse Ukraine’s rescue mission for 

Khmelnitsky.” 

Facilitator: We obviously are not launching the rescue operation anymore. 

Participant #1: Control is really trying to get NATO to do something, and they are just not 

doing anything.  
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Participant #6: Should we put some additional strikes on the pipelines now? 

Participant #2: Alright. We should see what additional targets we have in Russia. I am also 

assuming that we will be very busy evacuating people. What else can we do in terms of 

humanitarian relief? 

Facilitator: Both the U.S. and NATO said they are on board to help. The U.S. went to the U.N. 

for more evacuation support, too, so they are on board with that. 

Participant #2: So, they are going to receive refugees, and we need the protective gear we 

requested. What else is there in the realm of an immediate humanitarian relief agenda that we 

can do at this point?  

Participant #5: Not much. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

Participant #5: The ones who went to Poland are not doing so good. Hopefully more of them 

went to Romania. 

Participant #2: We should think about other targets. 

Facilitator: Do we want to tell Europe what we think about the cloud floating towards Poland? 

Participant #2: Yeah. We should send our regrets and condolences. We feel your pain. What is 

your response to the risk of contamination? 

Participant #1: It is not risk. It is actual radiological release. 

Participant #2: We are prepared to stand with your country. Poland might be willing to break 

ranks and do a coalition of the willing with us. 

Participant #3: On the other hand, they might say it is our fault for not taking the plant back. If 

they stick with NATO, they might not be willing to cast blame to Russia directly. 

Participant #5: Still, it is worthwhile to sound Poland out. Maybe we could send a message 

specifically to Poland. 

Participant #2: We are giving them a chance to be more resolute, which they wanted to do in 

the last war. 

Participant #1: In reality, this is a good strategy, but in this game, the whole of NATO is one 

group. 

Facilitator: But this message tries to get them to think about it separately. 

Participant #1: Right, we get them to think about it diplomatically and militarily. 
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Participant #2: Whatever their response may be. 

Participant #2: Yeah. We should tell Poland that NATO does not seem responsive to their 

security demands. Can we coordinate? Ukraine is prepared to stand with you. 

Message sent to NATO-EU: “Our regret for your suffering. What is your response to the 

contamination of your people? Ukraine is prepared to stand with your countries in any 

response, military or otherwise. FOR POLAND ONLY: NATO does not seem adequately 

responsive to your security needs. Ukraine is willing to stand with you diplomatically and 

militarily, whatever your response.” 

Facilitator: Alright, so we were talking about targets. 

Participant #2: Targets. Critical infrastructure. I still need to be convinced. 

Participant #5: The problem is, with conventional missiles, you cannot really do that much 

damage to military forces. They tend to be spread out and they move around, and they have got 

armored vehicles and all sorts of things. 

Participant #2: Yeah, but Russia does have big airfields. Russia has bases. Russia has 

significant military targets. 

Participant #6: I do not think any of those really hurt them financially or hurt their stability the 

way hitting an oil pipeline that they use to make money off of and that they use for power 

generation does. It also hits them in a power-generating source, just like they did with us, 

without any nuclear implications. 

Participant #3: One quick note on the oil or gas pipelines, a quick look shows that no major 

pipelines leave Russia and terminate in one of their allies or their home country without then 

going on to EU, NATO, or unallied countries. So, any major pipeline we strike is going to have 

impact outside of Russia. That is just a note. 

Participant #2: So that is one thing. The export is one thing and presumably Europe is 

diversifying away from Russian oil and gas already. So, affecting NATO countries might not 

be the constraint. The thing is, Russia is a huge country, and it is a petroleum station, so we 

simply do not have the capacity to hurt their energy infrastructure. We might chip a little bit at 

the margins of some of their exports. By now, most of their exports will probably be to Asia, 

which we do not have the capacity to hit. Whatever we hit is not going to make much 

difference. 

Participant #3: The question is, do we want to hit a target that will provide military use for 

liberating our territory, or strike a target that is symbolic or provocative to hope to draw folks 

in? We could hit an army base or an airbase near Ukraine, and that would potentially help us, or 

we could hit a strategic rocket force base near Ukraine, and that steps up the entire game. 
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Participant #2: Hitting the Black Sea fleet does both. It is a military target, and it is a huge 

symbolic target for Russia. It is their symbolic fleet. We have already done that. Another 

military target—if we are thinking of things nuclear—is their storage facilities for tactical 

nuclear weapons. We know where they are. There are 12 of them. I am not suggesting hitting 

these storage facilities with a bunch of nuclear weapons in them, but I might suggest hitting 

something next to them, in the same way they did to the parking lots. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Ukraine’s last message): “All appropriate radiation 

protection measures will be implemented.” 

Participant #1: What is wrong with NATO? 

Participant #5: Destroying the nuclear weapons would not be that dangerous, the question is 

whether we can get in the bunkers to do that. 

Participant #2: So, it might be superfluous. 

Participant #5: If we can drop airborne mines around them, it might prevent them from 

accessing them. 

Participant #1: What if we just destroy the ability to get to the nuclear weapons so they cannot 

use them? 

Participant #2: Right. But would that be interpreted as a strike against Russian nuclear forces? 

That is, by Russian nuclear doctrine, one of the permissible scenarios for nuclear retaliation. Do 

we really want that? 

Participant #3: I think you identified it though, it is their non-strategic systems. While they 

could view it in that way, then escalating and conducting strategic activities based on that is an 

asymmetric and non-proportional response to our act. 

Participant #1: I think right now, based on how NATO and the U.S. are behaving, Russia could 

just nuke us right now and they would not do anything and then they would just walk in. You 

do not think so? 

Participant #2: In this game, it certainly seems so. They have not formulated any response to 

anything, even sabotage of their own territory. 

Participant #1: I think we might be on our own here. What if we assume we have no support? 

What would we do in that case? 

Participant #2: Honestly, taking out Russian tactical nuclear arms depots would not help us 

much because they still have other weapons, like cruise missiles and such. 
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Participant #1: If we are alone and we want to get the best outcome, even if maybe we have to 

give up Crimea or something like that, what do we need to do? 

Participant #2: What do you mean give up Crimea? We need to have Crimea to give it up. 

Participant #1: We had retaken it though. 

Participant #2: No, we had not. 

Participant #4: What is the ideal outcome? Is the ideal outcome to take back all the land that we 

lost? 

Participant #2: I think so. And in the meantime, to avoid nuclear war. 

Participant #4: Then we should just focus on that rather than trying to reach into Russian 

territory. 

Participant #2: We already have. We hit a Black Sea base there. But that is a good thing. 

Maybe what we want is to hunt down and destroy ships that were at sea. 

Participant #5: We need to take advantage of the nuclear release. The nuclear forces at the plant 

must either be either trying to flee back East or be getting sick. Maybe our action is to try to use 

this action to our advantage and take these sick forces and eliminate them. 

Participant #2: I love that idea, because we do have the protective gear now, and presumable 

we trained our forces to conduct operations in radioactive terrain. 

Participant #1: Are we just going to go in and shoot a bunch of people dying from radiation 

poisoning? 

Participant #5: Well, we do not have to shoot those guys. We could shoot the ones who are 

smart enough to have gotten away, but who are fleeing in small groups. 

Participant #2: I think we also want to secure the plant itself and make sure that the release has 

been released. 

Participant #1: So why do we not do a quick thing—Ukraine takes advantage of the 

disorganized Russian soldiers due to the radioactive release and take back the area. 

Participant #2: Not only that, but make sure the plant is secure and that there will be no 

additional radiological release. We could bring diesel with us. 

Participant #5: We would have to bring firetrucks. They were provided to us in move one, but 

the reactor is broken open so we cannot pump it anymore. 

Participant #1: We should also invite IAEA inspectors. 
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Participant #2: We also need medical troops. 

Participant #1: We can ask NATO for that. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

Participant #4: The other question is, how about the U.N. providing humanitarian support? 

Participant #5: Russia has a veto. 

Participant #4: Ah. So, we are not going to get anything from the U.N. 

Message sent to all: “Ukraine launches a military offensive, using our protective equipment and 

taking advantage of the Russian troops fleeing from the radiological dispersal at the 

Khmelnitsky plant, to reclaim the area. We open corridors to firetrucks to contain the release 

and invite the IAEA in to support. We call on NATO and the UN to provide medication 

personnel to support our efforts.” 

Message received from NATO (sent to all): “NATO, including the United States, will take the 

following actions. 1. Provide additional air and missile defense systems around the facilities in 

Poland and Romania. 2. We will consider invoking Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. 3. 

NATO will move Patriot and THAAD missiles to protect the plants into Ukraine and as first 

line against further attacks on Eastern European reactors, as Russia is apparently threatening. 

They will be operated by Ukrainian crews. 4. Romania and Poland have deployed emergency 

cooling systems in the vicinity of their nuclear plants. 5. Poland and Romania are mobilizing 

their additional defense system, and are receiving additional air power from the United States, 

including bombers for deterrence purposes only. 6. NATO views this as an attack on our 

NATO members and according to our treaty we will respond accordingly as one.” 

Participant #2: That is awesome. That is like Christmas. Is that just NATO? 

Facilitator: This is including the United States. 

Message received from U.S. (sent to NATO-EU and Ukraine): “The U.S. requests a meeting 

with respect to invoking Article 4 or the NATO charter. Do Poland and Romania need 

assistance in operating air and missile defenses around the nuclear power plants? The U.S. will 

enable the humanitarian evacuation of Western Ukraine and any necessary areas in Poland and 

Romania. The President of the United States will address the nation and the world on these 

matters within the next hour. The President of the United States will also request a meeting 

between the Russian president, the Ukrainian president, and representatives of NATO.” 

Participant #3: The only thing they are doing directly for us is moving in defenses and invoking 

Article 5? 

Participant #2: It sounds like they are considering Article 5, which might be an Article 4 thing? 
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Participant #3: Could we send a message back stating that we appreciate them deploying the 

defensive missiles and that we furthermore request all of the provisions Poland and Romania 

are getting in regard to emergency cooling. 

Participant #2: Right. Because we have other plants. 

Participant #3: Yes, and one VVER that is on imminent meltdown. 

Participant #2: Right, but we just need firetrucks, right? 

Participant #5: You were right about the diesel. We need it for the VVERs. 

Participant #2: Ok, so we do need diesel and cooling. 

Message sent to U.S. and NATO-EU (regarding the U.S.’s earlier message asking for Article 4 

invocation): “Ukraine appreciates the deployment of defensive missiles from NATO nations. 

We also request all the same considerations provided to Poland and Romania regarding cooling 

and other support to stabilize the reactor plant and Khmelnitsky power plant.” 

Message received from U.S. (regarding Ukraine’s military offensive): “The U.S. will provide 

medical support.” 

Participant #1: They said medical, not military. 

Reply received from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s earlier announcement): “Has Article 4 

been invoked? Has Article 5? If Article 5 has been invoked, what specific additional action 

other than going to the IAEA and the UN would be taken?” 

Facilitator: We have five minutes left for actions. Last chance to bomb somebody. 

Participant #1: We should just launch a massive offensive on Moscow. 

Participant #2: Oh my gosh, I would love that, but that would do us little good, and we do not 

realistically have the capability to get through Moscow air defense. 

Participant #1: We could do it in the last minute, so they do not respond. 

Message received from Control: “Given the crisis, play will be extended to 7:15.” 

Participant #2: What else can we do? Having the longer-range missile capability is quite fun. 

Reply received from U.S. (regarding Control’s earlier questions): “Article 4 has not been 

formally invoked. The U.S. requested NATO for an Article 4 meeting.” 

Participant #3: If we are looking to extend strikes, and we are looking for militarily significant 

targets, we could hit Russia’s North Sea fleet. It is 1,200 nautical miles from Ukrainian 

territory. Or we could hit Kaliningrad. 
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Participant #2: Kaliningrad likely has nuclear weapons stationed there, though.  

Participant #3: That is likely. The North Sea fleet likely does as well. 

Message received from Russia (sent to all): “Russia has learned of NATO’s decision to send air 

and missile defenses into Ukraine and warns that any injection would become a legitimate 

military target. Russia announces it will take proportionate action. Later in the day, diesel 

generators at the Polish plant and at the Romania CANDU reactors are hit with missiles. Russia 

claims again this is Ukraine’s doing.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Russia’s earlier message): “NATO encourages and 

provides necessary capabilities to Ukraine and helping them with intelligence to strike critical 

military infrastructure in Russia.” 

Participant #1: NATO is encouraging us to strike Russia. 

Participant #3: They want us to start it and shield them from any retaliation. 

Participant #2: We should do it. We should hit the North Sea fleet. Kaliningrad is really more 

of a NATO problem. They have to step up there. If they want Kaliningrad hurt, they have to be 

able to do something themselves. 

Participant #1: They have done almost nothing for us, so we should focus on the things that are 

strategic for us. 

Participant #2: Does North Sea fleet really do anything for us? 

Participant #3: It does not. It would be symbolic. 

Participant #2: One thing that we do have that we can target is their air force bases. 

Participant #5: Except I Googled that and there was a list of like 70 or 80 or something. 

Participant #1: The other thing is that the Russian air force has been pretty weak. 

Participant #2: Well, their strategic bombers are how they lob missiles at Ukraine. 

Participant #5: Are there any strategic bases? There must be a much smaller number than the 

tactical ones. 

Participant #2: Because they are strategic, that might be interpreted as an attack against Russian 

nuclear forces. 

Participant #5: Ok, but they have been attacking Ukraine. It is just like striking B-52 bases. 

You would not say that is nuclear. 
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Participant #2: Yes, but we do not know how Russia would respond, and we do not have the 

strategic capability to deter a nuclear attack. 

Message received from Control: “As the NATO air defense unit moved across the Romania and 

Polish border, Russian missiles succeed in knocking out a sufficient number of units to prevent 

their further deployment into Ukraine.”  

Participant #1: Control is basically trying to make NATO take action. 

Participant #2: We need to get more air defense via different routes and make sure we maintain 

operation security. 

Reply received from U.S. (regarding cooling and fuel assistance request): “The U.S. will 

continue to provide additional cooling capability and diesel fuel required to stabilize the plant. 

What specific capabilities and equipment do you need?” 

Participant #1: Why do we not message NATO and the U.S. and say, with Russia taking 

increasingly aggressive action, do you really think this war will stop with Ukraine? It is already 

moving into Poland and Romania. I think we need a more serious response to all of this. 

Participant #2: We could do that, except that we sort of want them to arrive at that conclusion 

themselves because us saying anything of that sort, with NATO being the way they are, I do 

not think we will get much of a response. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding Control’s latest message): “Can you confirm 

whether the air defense systems at the Ukrainian sites are in place?” 

Participant #3: The U.S. asked a question in their response to us, and then, in parallel, NATO is 

asking whether any air defenses made it here. But the U.S. was asking what specific equipment 

we need. 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding their latest message): “Correction: At the Polish 

and Romanian sites. Did they get put in place at the non-Ukrainian reactors?” 

Reply received from Control (regarding NATO-EU’s latest message): “The deployment was 

halted by Russian strikes.” 

Facilitator: We could respond to NATO’s earlier message telling us to strike by saying that we 

alone are not going to be enough to stop this. 

Participant #2: We can say that under the circumstances, the government of Ukraine is 

continuing defense. We are staying with the program, and they need to get on board, basically. 

Something in that direction. 
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Participant #1: Why do we not say Ukraine is going to step up its military offensive in response 

to Russia’s acts. 

Participant #2: And call on NATO support? 

Participant #1: Yeah. We should say that we welcome coordination from NATO and the U.S. 

but given the urgency of the situation we will move forward either way. 

Participant #2: I like it. 

Participant #5: Looks good. 

Participant #3: I am good with it. 

Participant #4: Good. 

Participant #6: Good. 

Message sent to NATO-EU and U.S. (regarding NATO-EU’s earlier message about strikes): 

“Ukraine is planning additional offensive actions against Russian targets. We welcome 

coordination from NATO and the US but given the urgency of the situation we will be moving 

forward immediately.” 

Participant #2: We are on the path to war here. 

Participant #4: Question. Did we achieve what we wanted, which is to regain control of the 

lands that we lost? Did we achieve any of that? 

Participant #2: We are retaking the plant. Will control say we were successful? Not sure. But 

we have made a move. And we have hurt the Russian capacity to fight their war by taking out 

the Black Sea fleet. 

Participant #4: Okay. 

Participant #2: I would be happy with just taking out the fleet and making sure we hit every 

vessel that is not in port. But if we want to do a strategic airbase attack, it might make sense if 

intelligence says a lot of attacks against Ukraine have originated from that base. 

Participant #1: We can say that Ukrainian intelligence says many attacks have originated from 

this airbase. 

Participant #2: At Engels. 

Participant #1: We should also ask control if we have regained the plant. 

Reply received from Control (regarding Russia’s latest strike): “Existing units that were there 

before are still operating.” 
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Participant #2: We want to take out the bombers themselves, not the arms depots, which are 

further out. 

Participant #5: The depots are better protected, too. Do we want to warn NATO, so they do not 

misinterpret? 

Participant #2: NATO can interpret for themselves. 

Participant #3: We could also target runways. 

Participant #5: Runways get filled so quickly. 

Participant #3: Absolutely. But if all the bombers are in hardened hangars, we might not be able 

to get a kinetic effect on that. 

Participant #4: According to the aerial picture of the location, they also have fuel farms there. 

Maybe we could hit those? 

Participant #2: I am liking this long-range capability. 

Message received from Ukraine (sent to all): “Ukraine attacks the Russian airbase at Engels, 

which intelligence shows is a source of many airstrikes against Ukraine, successfully disabling 

the runways, fuel farms, and long range bombers. We also continue hunting down any 

surviving ships from the Black Sea fleet. Control: was our offensive against the Khmelnitsky 

plant and region successful?” 

Message received from U.S. (regarding Russia’s latest strike, sent to Control): “Please confirm 

the location where the air defense units were struck. In Romania and Poland or in Ukraine?” 

Message received from Russia: “Russia will see any attack on their territory as cause to put all 

of their nuclear forces on high alert.” 

Facilitator: Oops. That came right after we launched. 

Participant #1: Well, their nuclear forces will be on high alert then. 

Facilitator: Yep, that is on them. 

Participant #2: We have escalated this to the brink of a nuclear conflict. 

Participant #5: Well, NATO has not given us a whole lot of help. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

Participant #5: Yeah, they have been forcing us in that direction.  



 

144 
 

Prescription for Military Paralysis: Wartime Reactor Meltdowns  

 

Facilitator: We have 3 more minutes to act if there is anything we want to do, or we can go to 

the slides if we’re happy at the brink of nuclear war. 

Participant #5: I am happy. 

Participant #2: We should go to the slides. 

Participant #3: Based on our intelligence, we hit at least some planes on the runway. 

 

Team Briefing 

Question 1 

What harm beyond the gates of the Ukrainian plant do the various parties believe is likely? 

What if there is further damage to the Polish and Romanian plants? What harm does Ukraine 

believe will be inflicted by whom, against whom? 

Participant #2: Well, clearly, we have a huge radioactive release affecting Ukraine and NATO 

countries. 

Participant #3: Might also be worth pointing out that there are countries that are not in NATO 

that might be affected. 

Participant #2: Well, and Moldova is right there. Poor Moldova is in the way of everything. 

Participant #5: I am not sure the second part of the question is any of our business. 

Participant #3: It could contribute to further contamination of our forces and soil, depending on 

the weather. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

Participant #5: True. But there has not been a release. 

Participant #2: But the question is saying what if. 

Participant #3: If release happens there due to a Russian strike, it could draw NATO more 

actively into the engagement. 

Participant #1: One would hope. I am a little worried about how realistic this scenario is, 

honestly. 

Participant #5: Let us hope it is not. 

Participant #1: I would hope for a more robust response. 
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Participant #2: With nuclear forces, I do not think anyone would hit something closely related 

to Russia’s forces. Engels would not have been hit. The Black Sea fleet probably would not 

have been, either, unless Ukrainians have, at some point in the future, good intelligence for 

what is and is not there. But still, the nuclear weapons factor is very significant as you are 

prosecuting the war. I do not think Ukraine would be striking very deep into Russia. Sevastopol 

would be fair game, but not the other sites. 

Participant #1: Because you think Russia would have a nuclear response? 

Participant #2: Because there is too much risk. Anyway, the third part asks—what harm does 

Ukraine believe will be inflicted by whom, against whom? 

Participant #3: A lot. By Ukraine, against Russia. With the support of the U.S. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

Participant #3: Although, the flip of that is also probably going to be valid. A lot, by Russia, 

against Ukraine, in retaliation. 

Participant #2: Even now, people are saying Russia can act with impunity. It does not feel the 

pain, not on its home soil. 

Participant #5: Let us move on. 

Question 2 

What defensive or counteroffensive actions might Ukraine take to mitigate these threats? 

Participant #5: Well, we did recapture the plant, and presumably, we are taking action to cool 

down the breached reactor and prevent other reactors from breaching. 

Participant #2: We did not get air defenses to protect the other reactors, but hopefully we can 

redeploy some of the ones we already have without exposing civilians in the city. We should 

also request additional ones from NATO. Maybe we can take fortuitous routes to smuggle air 

defenses in? We would also want to degrade Russia’s military capabilities. 

Participant #3: Are you saying that with strikes against their home infrastructure, or 

counteroffensives on Ukrainian territory against their troops, continuing to push? 

Participant #2: Well, what we did, which was degrading Russian military capability by striking 

the Black Sea fleet, and the base. This is our counteroffensive action. 

Participant #5: I like both in Ukraine and on Russian soil. 

Participant #2: This question does not seem to include evacuation of civilians and mitigation 

efforts. 
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Facilitator: I would include that. 

Participant #2: Let us include that, then. 

Facilitator: So, should we clarify that we decided to focus on military targets rather than 

civilian? 

Participant #2: We can mention what our strategy would be. 

Participant #5: This might go on the next slide, which is policy announcements. We can say 

Ukraine might announce that it will not strike nuclear reactors or engage in tit-for-tat behavior. 

Facilitator: Is there anything else for this second question? 

Participant #2: We should move on for now. 

Question 3 

What policy announcements, if any, might Ukraine make with regard to the conduct of war to 

deter or mitigate further nuclear plant-related harm? 

Participant #2: We want to play this up and score the international, political, reputational 

points. We should say that we will not do a tit-for-tat against nuclear facilities in Russia. 

Participant #3: Ukraine just refuses to engage tit-for-tat. 

Participant #1: Could we somehow threaten Russia saying we would do that, but publicly 

announce that we would not, to get some sort of deterrence value from it? 

Participant #2: We could say that we believe it constitutes a war crime and is equivalent to 

nuclear use, or something like that, because this is kind of a point we want to belabor. 

Participant #1: Looks good. 

Participant #2: What else? 

Participant #3: I think we should reiterate that our focus is on degrading their military capacity 

to maintain the war in Ukraine and force their troops to depart our territory. 

Participant #2: Yeah. So, basically, we are just continuing firmly on our path to regain 

territorial integrity and continue to degrade Russian military capability. The main point is, as 

nice or tempting as it is to do these symbolic strikes, in this condition of limited resources, it is 

better to keep doing things that move you closer to the goal you are pursuing. 

Participant #3: Do we want to include that we will do everything in our power to evacuate our 

population and minimize the effects of contamination in Poland and Romania? 
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Participant #2: That sounds good. At this point, I think we have given up on international 

institutions like the U.N. and the IAEA. They have been MIA. 

Participant #1: I would agree. 

Participant #5: In a similar vein, do we want to say we decided to not take punitive strikes 

against targets that would mainly affect Russian civilians? 

Participant #2: Maybe say we refuse to engage in a tit-for-tat against civilian nuclear facilities 

in Russia. 

Participant #5: Yeah. 

Participant #3: I think the point is more that we are not going to strike a city. 

Participant #5: We would not want to strike a city, or anything like that, like the power grid. 

Participant #1: Do we want to just say soft targets? 

Participant #2: We can just say civilian targets. 

Participant #3: Civilian targets and/or nuclear facilities. 

Participant #1: Yeah, I think that is it. 

Participant #2: Yeah. 

 

Briefly Returning to Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #1: Why do we not find out if there has been a nuclear war yet or not? 

Participant #5: I am sure control will say if there was. 

Participant #1: Did we not we start the slides early? 

Facilitator: There are a couple more messages right at the end. 

Reply received from Control (regarding the U.S.’s question about where air defense units were 

struck): “90% of the units were in Ukraine. One unit was in Poland just over the border.” 

Participant #2: Nice little escalation. Let’s see if NATO responds. 

Reply received from Control (regarding Ukraine’s question about retaking the plant): “No.” 

Facilitator: Looks like we were not successful. 

Participant #2: Aw. Come on, control. 
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Reply received from U.S. (regarding Ukraine’s message about strikes): “The U.S. will not 

precipitate attacks into internationally recognized Russian territory.” 

Participant #2: Well, at least we destroyed the Black Sea fleet. 

Reply received from U.S. (regarding Russia’s nuclear alert): “So will the U.S.” 

Reply received from NATO-EU (regarding the U.S.’s reply to Russia’s message about nuclear 

weapons): “French and British nuclear forces are also on alert.” 

Facilitator: Everyone put their nuclear forces on high alert. 

Participant #2: Nice. That is the benefit of not having nuclear forces. You are out of that game. 

Message received from U.S.: “The U.S. will contribute military capabilities to support Ukraine 

retaking Crimea.” 

Participant #2: Alright. 

Facilitator: Is there anything else we want to add to our slides, or are we happy? 

Participant #2: I think we are good. 

Participant #3: Should we put at the end of our slides that we have retaken Crimea, and that we 

appreciate the Americans, but they are a little late? 

Participant #2: I like that. We should do that. We should say that we want additional support to 

secure the territory. 

Participant #1: I would have liked to see the JFK-style “we’ll go to nuclear war if we need to.” 
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NATO/EU Team 

Crisis Response / Game Playing 

Participant #5: In this scenario, are we talking about a U.S. reactor and Romania. I don't know 

what reactor we are talking about. 

Participant #8: Let’s see if we can figure it out from the map. If not. I  

Participant #5: As far as I know, all the reactors in Romania were built by Canada 

Participant #2: This is the future and Romania. 

Participant #5: Alright, there's some futuristic reactor and it's a Westinghouse something.  

Participant #8: Yes, I can verify that with control. 

Participant #4: As far as I know there are two Canadian, right?  

Participant #5: Yes, there are two CANDUs and there are plans for up to 6  

Participant #4: Two additional ones from Westinghouse are planned for the same site plan.  

Participant #5: I see. That’s what I was missing.  

Participant #4: I think there are four or five that are being built or planned to be built by 

Wednesday entirely. 

Participant #3: On the first question more or less something, it is clear that the situation has 

escalated in a very severe manner with a direct attack territory on two allied States, Poland and 

Romania. We can discuss whether this is a missile or not. I think at least in the Polish case 

recently, we had the same discussion, a few days ago in real life. So, basically, there is a clear 

escalation element. So, the first question is: What harm beyond the case of their Ukraine plant 

do we believe is likely? So, the question is, in fact, what is the potential damage beyond the 

Ukrainian element of the scenario with the decisions by Poland and Romania to temporarily 

shut down the plans? Are there any initial views on that part of the question? And, of course, do 

we believe there's still any escalatory potential? The second question is if there is further 

damage to Polish and Romanian plants. I think there is probably a technical layer and there is a 

political and military layer to it. So, what are our initial points to be made? 

Participant # 8: We just got a response from Control on the reactors. And this is what we've 

been told: the Romanian fleet of reactors will include a NuScale reactor as well as four larger 

plants of the sort it had in 2022. 

Participant #2: So that's CANDU plus the NuScale, which is a small modular reactor. 
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Participant #3: I think as last time, we can start with the technical discussion. I think it's 

important to make that kind of assessment at the beginning to see whether and how this is 

going to have an impact on the plants. Any initial voices to comment on when it comes to that 

particular scenario? 

Participant #2: We have to figure out who attacked who here. We have one research reactor 

actually releasing radiation, right? 

Participant #5: This is basically zero radiation. I mean, you'd get more radiation from one 

minute on an airplane then you would be standing across the street from that reactor. Right?  

Participant #2: But they actually, apparently released some radioactive material from it 

according to the scenario.  

Participant #4: Yes, but I just calculated the total loading in the reactor and the dispersion. It's 

not going to be anything. It took me ten minutes to do it, but this is like, nothing. I wouldn't 

worry about it. 

Participant #2: It is detectable, but not serious.  

Participant #3: That was the reactor in Ukraine. The research in Crimea.  

Participant #2: Yes. 

Participant #6: I had a question, from a nontechnical person, could you explain a little bit about 

how the NuScale and the CANDUs are set up? If they're fairly new, is everything contained in 

a building there? I don't know what the Romanian and Poland reactor sites look. Like are they 

huge? If it is on a parking lot, is the parking lot far away? How much would you need to get 

through the containment? 

Participant #5: I need to do some quick research on CANDU. I am not up on up to date. The 

NuScale reactor is quite an interesting design from a safety perspective. All the reactors are 

small and completely submerged in a gigantic swimming pool. So, it's very hard to cause a lot 

of damage to the reactor. So, I think I would write off the NuScale as not an immediate 

concern. Even if you started bombing it directly and you had missiles directly hitting the 

reactor core, I think it would be pretty hard to get radiation out. I need to learn more about it. 

Participant #2: The NuScale pool is all below grade. So it would be hard to make it leak out. It 

is huge compared to the size of the other reactors. 

Participant #4: Perhaps we could also get help after the debrief. After the debrief on Tuesday , 

on the cooling ponds? Did I say that correctly? Henry was making the point that this is crucial. 

So what are the technical conclusions on this? Because we have to look at Ukraine in this 

scenario too. 
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Participant #5: There are both in cooling pounds and spent fuel pools.  

Participant #6: In this situation, if we had newer reactors operating, like we discussed on 

Tuesday, would those spent fuel pools not be as full?  

Participant #5: The concept of the spent fuel pool fire arises because there was not a good 

nuclear waste disposal program. This led reactor operators to start to basically overfill these 

pools. Then what happens is the fuel gets closer together and more densely packed. The ability 

of the fuel to cool under a scenario where it loses water goes down because there's too much 

friction to allow the air to convect. And then if you have a bunching of very hot fuel and very 

poor air convection, that's where you run the risk of the fire. And that's where you get the big 

release. But for any reactor 20 years old, that risk is basically not there. 

Participant #6: Felicia Lopez: Given the map, which I was looking at. from my perspective, I'm 

less concerned about a massive radiological release than I am of the political and social 

implications of a missile going pretty deeply into Romania and Poland. If they hit both Polish 

plants, one of them is way up on the Baltic Sea. Those are pretty far outside of Ukraine. It 

seems more like an act of terrorism to an extent, as it is a pretty inefficient way to light off a 

nuclear bomb. That is pretty terrifying from a social and political perspective. I would like to 

have confirmation on where the missiles came from, but if Russia is escalating to hit actual 

NATO countries, that's a problem. 

Participant #3: If you could do some calculation to help us to answer the second part of the first 

question about damage to the plants? If there are further missile attacks, how they could impact 

the security of the reactors? I think this is an important element and will help us prepare our 

response. I don't know whether you can calculate it or not, but I think technical knowledge is 

necessary to answer that question. I think for the purpose of NATO/EU countries, we should be 

assuming that, initially, the missile strike came from Russia. Even though once again, I need to 

underline that in recent weeks in real life, Poland experienced a different outcome where the 

missile incident occurred because of a Ukrainian air defense system being used against Russian 

missiles. There is a low probability that such a scenario could be replicated in this case. For the 

purpose of further discussion, I think we need to agree on whether we assume this is a Russian 

missile hitting both reactors. I would suggest concentrating on that scenario rather than seeking 

any other as this is most plausible.  

Can we send an email to the United States asking for their assessment about who uses those 

missile capabilities and whether they have any intelligence they can share with NATO. I think 

that will help us move forward with attribution. 

Participant #1: Generally nuclear reactors are protected from aircraft attacks. That is not the 

case for missiles, necessarily. There are different missile types and the types of missiles we're 

talking about are ones that are long-range and are designed to provide to be pretty devastating. I 
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don't think that I am concerned the possibility of a radiological release with missiles landing in 

the immediate vicinity of nuclear power plants.  

Participant #5: My initial reaction is that the CANDU reactors do present a significant risk. I'm 

looking at some of the diagrams now and they look like a fairly old design. In terms of 

penetrating the containment, it really does depend, I think, on the design of the missile. The 

reason the big threat in an aircraft attack is the central rotor of the jet engine, which is a long 

hard shaft that can penetrate easily. Missiles tend to be more crumply, but they also carry 

explosive charges. 

Participant #1: They are often designed to be able to penetrate this kind of stuff, specifically.  

Participant #5: Yes, the ones that are designed for penetration would be a big problem. What 

strikes me as odd about this whole thing is it seems like there were two fairly accurate warning 

shots into parking lots. Which, , are close enough, but the parking lot is not vast compared to 

the rest of the complex. And the Russians control a very large reactor in the Ukraine. If they 

want to make a mess, they don't need to fire shots. I mean, I guess they can make more of a 

mess in Poland and Romania, which is what they're threatening. But they can make plenty of a 

big mess just doing something at the reactor that they already control. So, it seems to me that a 

lot of it is, shots over the bow, but do we believe that they're really willing to take the next 

step? I think, obviously, we have to be prepared. 

Participant #8: Several participants have their hands up. We have two emails. The Ukraine 

team requests an intelligence briefing on any information relating to the ballistics of the 

explosive strike against the NATO nuclear plants. Do you have any information on the source 

of the attack? Do you have a response plan? Ukraine asked to be kept in the loop regarding any 

response plan and any diplomatic or military actions. The U.S. team sent a message just to us. 

Do you have any intelligence assessments on the explosions and pull into Romania? So, we are 

all looking for that information. 

Participant #3: I think we will have to at some point, make that assessment for the purpose of 

the exercise. Because, without that assessment, it will be hard to make any further decisions 

and actions.  

Participant #2: All right. So, I think we had decided that it came from Russia. If everybody's in 

agreement with that, that would move things forward. It seems hard to imagine where else it 

would come from. I'm sure Ukraine is not attacking Poland. That makes no sense. I mean, it'd 

be pretty easy to figure it out. Presumably, we would have figured it out. If it was a missile, we 

would track it and we would know where it came from. Even if it was a cruise missile we 

would know where it came from. The larger point is, that being the case, then now NATO has 

been attacked and so we were talking about Article 5 on Tuesday. , should we be galvanized 

into action here and are we assuming we have a U. S representative in NATO. That was an 

issue in the first move. We didn’t know if we were speaking for the United States, but they 
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were working without us. They were moving troops around and not telling us. You could say at 

the extreme, okay this is all we need now. All bets are off and we can go in and help Ukraine as 

much as we want now because we've been attacked. 

Participant #4: Okay, I think we have to give this a bit of thought and maybe check with 

Control because it seems that the scenario is forcing us to assume something. But in reality, if 

we have a scenario like that, we will have voices in the EU or NATO who are going to say, a 

bit like the little green man scenario, where we don't have attribution. This could be a scenario 

in which Ukraine is trying to drag NATO into the war. And so, if someone is trying to invoke 

Article, 5, someone else will veto it. This is something, playing devil's advocate, that I think we 

need to consider. We can go with the assumption that it is Russia. But maybe there's a way to 

ask the Control team because it has an impact that we don't have any means of attribution either 

through the United States or NATO/EU means. 

Participant #8: I have an update. The Control team said it's been ascertained by overhead 

surveillance that the missiles are being fired from Crimea. The United States asked whose side 

of Crimea and we haven't gotten an answer on that. I will keep piping in as I get more info. I 

also did send a message to Control that we may need more of an intelligence briefing, so I will 

let what I learn.  

Participant #7: All right. Thanks. Now, assuming that Russia is attacking all of the nuclear 

facility may be a wrong assumption. I believe the Ukrainians, if they can run a false flag and 

get people to believe the Russians are doing it, will want to move the NATO and the European 

communities into a different action. Now, according to the scenario, the Ukrainians have a 

whole lot more firepower than they did back in 2022. Now, we didn't stop Russia in 2022 and 

now in 2037, they have moved all the way across the country. If we don't stop them again, what 

are they going to do? Well, they've already threatened Romania and Poland. And by the way, 

they've done that in the past. They have attacked Romania and Poland. I think we're spinning 

our wheels looking at the nuclear reactor things. Yes, those are important. But if that's all we do 

is address the nuclear reactor issue, Russia's going to keep doing what they're doing. What are 

they trying to do? They're trying to gain territory. They're trying to crush any opposition to their 

regime. What happens after most peace talks are done? Russia gains control of the territory that 

it conquered. It seems like it's a good deal for Russia either way unless NATO does something. 

NATO is a formidable power. Back in the 1970s and 1980s, we were worried about the Soviet 

Union coming across the folder gap in Europe and NATO was outnumbered, at least three to 

one. Why was that? Because the Soviet Union not only had Russia, but had the Warsaw Pact 

countries. Guess what? Some of the Warsaw Pact countries now belong to NATO. There are 

over 30 countries with significant power. And a lot of these countries have U.S. weapons, 

especially F-16s from foreign military sales. Other countries. like Poland and Romania, have a 

lot of Soviet-styled weapons, and there is a lot of firepower there. So, , I think that NATO 

ought to be working with the United States to come up with a plan about how we are going to 

get Russia out of Ukraine. 
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Participant #6: To be clear, I'm not unafraid of radiological release, but clearly someone is 

trying to drag NATO the United States into a war. I can't imagine Ukraine would try to do this 

because it would be like shooting themselves in the foot. They're not members. I'm assuming 

they're not NATO members.  

Participant #8: They've never joined NATO members.  

Participant #6: But they probably have very close ties to the NATO countries as well as the 

United States, and have worked closely with all of us through 2022 to 2037. It doesn't make 

sense to me that Ukraine would try to drag us in because we're already there helping them. But 

my initial response is to make sure that there is at least protection given to existing nuclear 

power plants, as a show of force and to show that we're not going to allow you to take down 

these plans and then yes. And then also maybe work with the United States for a more robust 

military showing. But I guess at this point, without our intelligence briefing, I'm not ready to 

send all of our troops into Ukraine. It looks like Russia has already lost two thousand square 

miles. They've been pushed back and I don't know if that changes the calculus for folks, 

because Ukraine seems to be doing pretty well. 

Participant #8: I just want to make sure everybody saw that Control confirmed the missiles are 

coming from the part of Crimea occupied by the Russians. They also said we should be 

consulting with other teams for more intelligence sharing. 

Participant #4: That sounds like an attribution to me.  

Participant #5: Yes. I do agree with what Participant #6 said, basically. At this stage in 2037 it 

is hard to imagine that Ukrainians would drag us into war by firing a salvo from three different 

locations in a coordinated manner, attacking three different nuclear power plants. That is very, 

very improbable. 

Participant #8: I'm sorry to interrupt. Control sent a message that they would like us to 

understand these missiles have left very large craters that are indicative of the severe damage 

they can inflict on the nuclear plants themselves. 

Participant #5: I just wondering if we wanted to consider THAD or some kind of theater, 

missile defense deployments around these plants. 

Participant #4: That would have been my question. We have not gotten any briefing in terms of 

the missile defense that we would have next to the sites in Poland and in Romania. Now, I don't 

know how a policy will go in the next 15 years, but I will make the case that if we are to build 

the reactors, we need to double them with missile defense. Whether that will be nationally 

owned by the two countries in this case or not, I don’t know. So, the question that I think we 

need to tackle is how come these attacks were successful. How come we don't have the 

necessary equipment? And if that is the case in 2037, then the natural movement will be to 
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invoke, or at least discuss invoking, either or both Articles 5 and EU Article 427 and to request 

additional military capabilities, which would include missile defense. 

Participant #8: I have another update. Fighting between Russia and Ukraine intensifies near the 

plant. As noted before, Westinghouse has several employees at the AP1000 plants, all power 

into the AP1000 plant and one of the VVER plants is lost, and the diesel generators are hit. 

Within hours, battery backup power is lost and the plant is placed on cold shutdown. 

Emergency cooling from fire trucks is not available. 

Participant #5: Also not needed. 

Participant #2: I'd like to inject on the cold shutdown. The cold shutdown does not mean that 

active cooling is not necessary. Cold shutdown means active cooling has brought the 

temperature of the coolant down below boiling. But if you lose the active cooling, there's still 

way more than enough decay heat to immediately boil that water away, so it's still a dangerous 

situation. Less dangerous, because it is at atmospheric pressure at least in the meantime, and 

you can inject water. I don't know why they were saying, you couldn't inject any water. You 

just need a hose or a connection. If it's not pressurized, you can get water. 

Participant #5: There's a pool on top of the AP100 reactor. 

Participant #2: The AP1000, unless they really damage it, should be able to maintain its 

cooling. The other reactor, you could just send some kind of connection in there, , at low 

pressure and just keep the water going in. As long as the water is covering it, it won't melt 

down. As we saw a Three Mile Island, it was melting and lost 40 percent. Even at that point, 

when they added water back in, it stopped immediately.  

Participant #5: We should have flex-style response equipment – basically, fire trucks – at the 

Polish and Romanian plants. As a precaution, I would send a message to the United States 

asking them to deploy missile defenses around those plants. It is obviously fine to shut those 

pants down to reduce the risk. But that depends on whether those countries can deal with the 

loss of electricity. I don't know how significant that is. 

Participant #2: Well, if they cut off all the power, then it's not going to matter.  

Participant #5: Okay, so they cut out the power to the Polish and Romanian ones? 

Participant #2: No, not to not to them, but to the Ukrainian one.  

Participant #8: Do we want to send a message to the United States? 

Participant #3: Yes, I think that's a good point. First we should send a request for the United 

States to provide additional air and missile defense systems around those facilities in Poland 

and Romania. And I think a fair question is whether the United States would be considered, 

with other allies, invoking Article 5, in a situation where the attribution is clear. 
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Participant #6: Along with our note to the United States, since they are a NATO member, I 

think it would be useful to put out a very strong, united statement from NATO that includes the 

United States. It should state these are the actions we're going to take and these are defensive at 

the moment, but we saw what you did, Russia. I would rather have a united front this time with 

the United States involved in a NATO statement. That is just my preference.  

Participant #4: I would be in favor and I would add to that in the move requirements there is a 

suggestion that Poland and Romania can act independently of that. In this weird scenario, in 

which we don't have enough missile defense at these sites to be able to prevent the attack in the 

first place, that if Poland agree, we should ask that both Poland and Romania mobilize their 

additional defense systems. We should also ask for more air power from the United States. The 

question is how long does it take to transport missile defense from wherever they are located – 

perhaps Germany? So, to act fast, I think we should consider requesting more air power from 

the United States, potentially including bombers 

Participant #5: Maybe one of our military people can chime in on whether that would actually 

provide any real defense of the plants.  

Participant #7: The United States has a lot of air defense artillery at Fort Bliss and a couple of 

batteries would work wonders around these nuclear plants. However, Germany, which also has 

air defense from the United States, offered to put them in Poland months ago and Poland 

rejected that. Poland thought that would be an invitation for the Russians to attack them. They 

wanted the United States to provide air defense to Ukraine, so Ukraine could do that. Now, the 

trouble with that is that the Ukrainian reactors are already under Soviet control. You can't do 

that until you regain that control again. There's a lot of air defense around in NATO and in the 

United States. You've just got to get past the politics where people are willing to use it. 

Participant #6: I think in this instance, Russia has clearly just attacked Poland and Romania So 

I would hope that they wouldn't have an issue with accepting assistance from the United States 

and or NATO, and setting up some air defense around the plants. 

Participant #3: So, just to clarify, because I think a real-life element was just dropped into this 

discussion. On the issue of the chairman offering Poland Patriots. We did not reject that offer. 

We made a different assessment of some elements of that offer which were not compatible with 

the U.S. and UK systems already present in Poland. And secondly, we signaled that a better 

way to go in the circumstances, as we saw that this incident was caused by Ukrainian response 

to a Russian attack, was to provide highly advanced systems to Ukraine, where the war is 

happening and who currently is fighting. So, I think this is still an element which is an ongoing 

discussion. So, let's see what that is going to be? I just wanted to make sure that there's no real 

life misunderstanding that Poland rejected any offer in real life.  

Participant #4: In real life, but also for this scenario, Poland would be ready to accept any 

additional forces. And in all honesty, I don't think there will be a distinction between what 
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makes sense in terms of protecting a nuclear power plant and accepting additional forces to 

generate the deterrence effect towards Russia, if we attributed the attack back to Russia.  

Participant #6: Once again, you mentioned bombers. I would say that political decision-makers, 

at least my country, wouldn't reject THAADS, just because it doesn’t make sense to protect a 

nuclear power plant. I think if the situation escalates to attack, a missile strike on a nuclear 

facility, that this is Article 5 elements, and this is a direct threat to allied security. On question 

number three, where we are talking about policy announcements, I think a statement is 

absolutely a yes for us. I think the only element that we need to clarify in that statement would 

be to say that we have invoked Article 5, taken concrete actions, and define those actions. If we 

believe this is an attack that is a direct threat to allied security. 

Participant #4: The question that we need to address with this statement is, do we believe that 

there are any countries within NATO that would oppose invoking Article 5? I don't know, 

maybe Hungary or Turkey?  

Participant #6: Maybe even France and some countries? I can imagine maybe Great Britain and 

countries that are a little further away, especially Turkey, might not want to actually say we are 

invoking Article 5, but maybe along the lines of, “we view this as an attack on our NATO 

members and we will respond accordingly,” or something like that, just to leave us some 

diplomatic wiggle room. If we escalate right out to Article 5, I think that we're going to have 

countries that are going to be like, ‘”yeah, no, I'm not, interested.” Turkey – what a complicated 

relationship they have with the Russians – but the wind's also not blowing in their favor so they 

might be persuadable. 

Participant #3: Just a quick comment on that. If a missile strike on a nuclear facility is not an 

attack to be equal to Article 5, frankly what is? I think this gives us a very dangerous situation 

where two allies are left in a situation where they don't feel that support is coming in a full 

matter so they will act independently. And by 2037, at least Polish forces will be able to strike 

back individually into Russian territory. I'm not saying they will do a lot of harm, but I think 

they could do it as a return measure. So, I think there is an element that we need to consider 

because, without the proper support, there might be a tendency for a bilateral response, which 

might cause more escalation.  

Participant #6: Could we add something about Article 5 just to bring it up and have it in the 

statement? I think that your position is, if I’m playing somebody further away from the actual 

conflagration, I could imagine wanting to say, “we view this as an attack on our NATO 

members, and according to our treaty, we will respond accordingly as one,” or something like 

that. 

Participant #5: Two things: I put a sentence in the chat to add to the beginning of the statement 

with the approval of the group. Two, on this issue of Article 5, I don't live in the same world as 

you guys do, but if I were Romania, I would not want to be declared a combatant in this 
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conflict at this stage. Even though my country was attacked with one missile, I would not want 

to cross that line and invite additional combat. So, as an attacked person I would be opposed to 

5 personally. 

Participant #4: Maybe I am going on a limb here, I think I would play this back into the point 

that Participant #3 made. I don't think Romania would do anything unilaterally in this case, if 

Article 5 doesn't get invoked. But I think they would certainly press for it. I think it's more a 

question of whether Poland would go unilaterally if Article 5 doesn't get invoked. I think that's 

something worth considering. I don't know about Turkey and Hungary, but Germany and 

France, from a policy perspective, would consider invoking Article 5 and not imposing such a 

move because of the fear that this would further escalate. The question that we have to address 

next is if we do have a consensus on Article 5, does that dictate retaliatory measures for now? 

Or, just dictate that we ask for additional help? In my understanding, from the policy 

perspective, invoking Article 5 in this incident can mean just asking for military assistance 

without a retaliatory measure. 

Participant #8: There are emails piling up and I would just suggest that we decide if we want to 

send some of this now and then just read those other emails. 

Participant #3: Yes, if we don't disagree, let's send it out to the United States. I’m not entirely 

sure we need to send to Ukraine at this point. 

Participant #2: I propose that our article 5 response be to move NATO air defenses into 

Ukraine. That would be my suggestion. It would still be defensive, but it would be a lot more 

effective than trying to stop missiles once they get in to Poland and the other Eastern European 

countries. I would suggest we ask that of the United States.  

Participant #4: Also, we have our map of the nuclear plants that are relatively close, and I 

would suggest that those all be put in cold shutdown in addition to the Polish and Romania 

plants. That would eliminate a lot of the threat. Russia has already indicated they're planning to 

start attacking the nuclear plants as their retaliatory measure. 

Participant #6: I'm a little more dovish perhaps. I don't want to see the plants shut down right 

now. I'd like to have the missile security systems put around the plants. I have no problem with 

NATO giving Ukraine additional defensive weaponry around their plant. But I don't think that 

NATO troops or U.S. troops should be the ones in there operating those missile batteries. 

Ukraine doesn't need us to do that anyway. Maybe we want some build-up of troops in Poland 

and Romania. While we want Russia to go, we also don’t want to spark a nuclear war. It is a 

very fine line in my mind to say, if they escalate, then we will escalate. They haven't gotten to 

that level of escalation yet. And there are things that we can do to respond, and we should do 

that accordingly, but not jump from one to eleven. 

Participant #7: If attacking NATO country's not an escalation, I don't know what it is. 
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Participant #6: They are escalating and I think our response can be robust. But I don't know that 

I would want NATO troops going into Ukraine to do their defensive tasks. I think the optics of 

it look bad and it's provocative. It's probably more provocative than we need to be right now. I 

am happy being overridden. 

Participant #3: I think for the moment nobody is suggesting that those systems should be 

operated by NATO or allied troops. I think there's no suggestion of that kind of thing. What 

was suggested was basically to move additional, high-end capabilities – defensive capabilities – 

to Ukraine. So, apart from boosting the air defense and missile defense in Poland and Romania, 

and to add that to Ukraine, I think this is a good request to the United States 

Participant #7: Ukrainians do not know how to operate Patriot missile batteries. 

Participant #3: It's 2037. 

Participant #7: If it is 2037, they've had 15 years to get their defenses up. They have long-range 

missiles – 1,000 to 2,000 miles of range. I think maybe the Ukrainians are waiting for guidance 

from the United States and NATO as to what they can do. 

Participant #8: We have a message from the United States and Ukraine if we could get to it. I 

would like to suggest we look at the other emails because they may solve some of the debate. 

Participant #3: Ukraine is in preparation for an offensive to surround the Khmelnytskyi plant. 

Are the United States and NATO willing to provide intelligence and other needed support to 

this operation? We will launch this offensive at 6:30 pm, Eastern, awaiting confirmation of 

your support.  

Message from the U.S. to Russia: “The United States has positioned troops, backup power 

generation, and fuel on the border of Ukraine to support stabilizing the reactor. We would like 

to proceed with doing this. Have you taken any action for de-escalations such as demilitarized 

zone around nuclear power plants? We've also ascertained that the missiles that struck Poland 

and Romania were fired from Russian occupied Crimea. If this does not cease your actions may 

result in invoking Articles 5 and 4 of the NATO charter.” 

Message received from Control (answering as Russia): “We believe the attacks you accuse us 

of are false flag operations. The road to de-escalation must come first by NATO's termination 

of NATO's continued supply arms through Poland and Romania. Any entry of NATO troops 

into Ukraine will be seen as an invasion of Russian territory. In this instance, Russia would be 

at war with NATO.” 

Message received from Ukraine (in response to our request for any information on the source 

of the attacks on Poland and Russia): “Most immediate, we must join forces to apply pressure 

on Russia to bring diesel fuel to the plant. We must bring all the diplomatic force of NATO and 

the U. S to bear on Russia to prevent a meltdown. We must stand firm and united in the view 
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that any deliberate attack on a nuclear facility causing a radiological release should be viewed 

as a nuclear attack. Ukraine is prepared to support any and all NATO response, diplomatic or 

militarily, against reckless Russian attacks upon Poland and Russia.”  

Message received from Control: “Russia is making demands. They will not cease unless there 

is a termination of the supply of military goods to Ukraine through Poland and Romania. After 

72 hours, the AP 1000 automatic, passive water-cooling reserve runs out. A fuel meltdown 

occurs along with the buildup and release of radioactive steam and hydrogen. Because there is 

no electricity available, the operators are unable to use the electric hydrogen igniters to burn off 

the hydrogen. An accidental spark prompts an explosion that produces a major breach of the 

reactor’s concrete containment and a massive atmospheric radiological release. Meanwhile, the 

VVER plant is operating in precarious island mode. The IAEA announces a meltdown is 

imminent.”  

Participant #6: We do have a massive atmospheric radiological release and then a meltdown is 

imminent. Those two things are separate? That's how I'm reading that.  

Participant #8: Yes, because there are two different reactors.  

Participant #2: You need fuel damage to have a release. 

Participant #5: There is no way the VVER is running. 

participant #3: Can we, based on what we have seen, send out emails to the United States to see 

what the response is? That helps us to take further decisions to can we can we do that?  

Participant #7: I was thinking that maybe the rest of NATO is looking to see what the Ukraine 

folks are going to do. If I was going to get Russia out of Ukraine, they extended their lines way 

into the western part of the country. If you cut off their lines of logistics. If you attack staging 

areas, even if they are across the border in Russia, that might also send a message, and maybe 

some of the Russian troops would decide that if they don't have bullets, food, and fuel, they 

can’t fight? They might decide to give up like they did in 2022. 

Participant #4: Let’s send out the message to the United States. But I think we need to look 

again at the Ukraine message as they are asking for help. 

Participant #5: This is exactly what I wanted to do as a second step.  

Participant #8: We have two messages from the Ukraine. The first the United States agreed to. 

Participant #4: It is asking for intelligence and other needed support. 

Participant #2: On Tuesday, we were against all this so we have to change our opinion. 
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Participant #5: I would say, yes. The United States agrees with it going forward, so we might as 

well make it the best effort. 

Participant #4: I don't see anybody in NATO in this instance, opposing that, like Turkey saying, 

no, we will not provide on behalf of NATO. 

Participant #2: I guess they already all melted it down so it doesn't matter at this point.  

Participant #6: If it has the wind blowing south, they noted that it's heading toward Turkey, too. 

So, at this point, they are not going to be problematic, I hope 

Participant #6: I don't have a particular problem with this additional Ukrainian request to apply 

pressure to Russia, to bring diesel fuel, and to use diplomatic force. That all sounds absolutely 

appropriate. It's something that we would do. 

Participant #4: It has my vote as well, though it goes without saying. 

Participant #8: Do we want to respond and say we support all of these actions?  

Participant #4: I think so. Yeah.  

Participant #4: We need to bring people and generators to the plant, not just fuel. 

Participant #3: The IAEA is playing a bigger role in that [bringing support to the plant]. We 

don't yet know what happened with the IAEA team, which was supposed to go there. So, I 

think there are options at least that we can consider about who is going to transport the 

equipment and fuel. 

Participant #8: There is another update. Ukraine calls for an immediate cease-fire to allow 

evacuation. Ukraine initiates an evacuation of civilian populations throughout affected areas. 

Those unable to evacuate are told to remain indoors and protect themselves as best as possible. 

Ukraine requests protective equipment and supplies of iodine from the United States and 

NATO for its people. 

Participant #6: I was actually going to suggest that we also add that if we've had a release, we 

start getting helping folks in the affected areas and that includes other countries, too. Except for 

Russia, and so if the wind is blowing their way now it’s not good for them. Oh, well. 

Participant #4: Not to get too much into the nitty gritty, but I don't think even in 2037 we will 

have sufficient equipment and iodine pills for the entire population that could be affected in 

Ukraine. I think we should consider that we are giving everything we have as extra, just like 

now, which is not much. 

Participant #7: The Ukrainians could go to Amazon and order all the pills they need in 2022. 
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Participant #6: Well, I'm hoping that there is the DLA war stopper program and maybe 

sometime between 2022 and 2037, it would place a huge order of iodine pills.  

Participant #8: How should we say this? We will provide iodine. But do we want to state that 

we won't have enough for the entire population?  

Participant #3: No.  

Participant #6: There's no basis for that.  

Participant #4: The equipment is the key.  

Participant #6: Yes, and even any necessary equipment, which would maybe include 

transportation equipment as well to get folks out. 

Participant #3: There is one element that at least Poland and Romania would have to consider, 

which is that our own nuclear power plants were just hit. Our own governments would have to 

consider keeping some of those [iodine pills] for us. Once again, there is a situation in Ukraine 

that requires imminent support. At the same time, I think internally, it would be just very 

bizarre for at least two countries to just give away everything despite the fact that their nuclear 

power plants or parking lots were attacked. I think we need to be careful about how exactly we 

phrase it. But I think in principle we would be providing support, and just maybe not say we'll 

give you everything. 

Participant #4: Yes, to the extent of available stockpiles. 

Participant #5: Western Europe has a lot of this stuff. There's a lot of countries in NATO. 

Participant #3: Yeah, there are a lot of countries in NATO.  

Participant #8: Do you want to say you will support all affected nations? Would that help? 

Participant #3: No, because then we are supporting Russia.  

Participant #5: It’s not very important to get all these details.  

Participant #6: I wouldn't even say available stockpiles. Let's just say we're going to give them 

that stuff and assume that the details and the contributions would be figured out on the back 

end and Romania and Poland wouldn't be making contributions. It would mostly be coming 

from the United States and Western Europe as an assumption. 

Participant #3: Can I have just one comment on how NATO will assist with the evacuation? 

What does it mean? Because we just had a discussion about NATO being present on the 

ground. Doesn’t this suggest that NATO will be present on the ground to help with the 

evacuation? 
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Participant #5: Can we do evacuation under the other convention for responding to nuclear 

accidents instead of saying that NATO is? 

Participant #3: Or, NATO allies or something. 

Participant #4: Then we are putting NATO or EU under fire from Russia. I agree. I don't think 

this will fly with everyone. 

Participant #5: EU member states? 

Participant #3: Yeah, something like that. 

Participant #6: Could we do the evacuation through the UN, instead? Could we ask them to 

provide resources for the evacuation? 

Participant #7: It's a humanitarian contingency plan.  

Participant #6: Yeah. 

Participant #4: We agree that we do not ask permission from Russia.  

Participant #6: Oh, God, no.  

Participant #7: Permission from Russia. Oh, no. 

Participant #2: Well, they wanted a cease fire for all this to happen. Russia has to agree to that. 

Participant #6: Yeah, which they probably won’t. 

Participant #4: Just to be sure, do we agree to put NATO and EU personnel into an evacuation 

scenario when there's active fire? 

Participant #6: I was thinking more along the border to receive people, or maybe provide 

equipment to Ukraine in order to evacuate massive amounts of people. Again, without actually, 

stepping over the line. 

Participant #5: The evacuation zone may only be sort of 50 miles around the plant. 

Participant #2: We should also agree to the call for a cease-fire also because that's the first thing 

we need.  

Participant #6: Oh, yeah. Yeah.  

Participant #3: Who is calling for a ceasefire?  

Participant #2: Ukraine, in the message.  
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Participant #3: Didn’t they announce that they will launch a major counter attack, but,  maybe I 

don't understand a little bit. 

Participant #2: This is just their announcement where they say Ukraine calls for an immediate 

cease-fire to allow evacuation. 

Participant #6: This overtakes the special forces going in, right? 

Participant #3: Can we ask them? I'm just curious because they announced at 6:30 based on the 

Intel that we provided that they will launch an attack. So, can we confirm that they launched it 

or are they calling for a cease-fire right now? So, we can be sure of what we are going to 

support.  

Participant #8: So we will send this message to Ukraine: Are you launching your attack or 

calling for a cease-fire?  

Participant #3: We'll see what other messages came in.  

Message received from Control: “The explosion of the AP 1000 is at the plant.”  

Participant #6: I think we knew that, right?  

Message received from the U.S. Team: “The United States will provide additional air missile 

defense systems around the facilities in Poland and Romania. The United States agreed to 

consider invoking Article 5 now that it has become clear that those were Russian missiles.”  

Participant #2: Yes, the United States agreed that NATO should provide should move air 

defenses into Ukraine as the first line of defense against further attacks on Eastern European 

reactors as Russia is threatening, but would like us to confirm what kind of air and missile 

defenses are needed. 

Participant #8: The United States asked what will the additional defense systems and additional 

air power from the United States and bombers be used for? They want to know.  

Participant #6: The United States will put out a statement with us. 

Participant #4: For defense and deterrence.  

Participant #3: Your suggestion to include bombers just spooked them a little bit. 

Participant #4: Well, deterrence, right?  

Participant #3: Yes, Poland is supporting that, for sure. I think we need to specify that the 

bombers are for deterrence purposes only. I think the bombers are the problem here, not the 

additional defense systems.  
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Participant #4: Yes, I was trying for deterrence and I was trying to move along without 

retaliatory. Just to continue on in the vein of what we had a discussion about on Tuesday. We 

are basically asking for the United States to provide offensive equipment in case this is 

escalated, without escalating it ourselves. 

Participant #8: What kind of air and missile defense systems are needed in Ukraine? 

Participant #4: Well, let's count the miles from Crimea to Romania and to Poland, and based on 

that, we can establish what kind of missile defense systems we need. Right? 

Participant #6: Are we doing the missile defense systems just set up around the plants, which 

would be more seen? Hopefully, it's not as provocative with that. I don't know what kind of 

missiles those would be. Instead of having more offensive missiles, because they seem to have 

offensive missiles already based on the scenario. 

Participant #4: The need long-range. Russia fired from Crimea, but they could also fire from 

Caspian or beyond in the future. That's something we need to consider. 

Participant #6: Is our goal to protect the nuclear power plants and that's what we needed the 

missile defenses for initially? Or, are we now saying we want both? We want missiles for the 

plant and we also want some extra long-range missiles that could reach further into Russia. 

Participant #4: I was going with a scenario, and please contradict me if someone sees it 

differently, that we are protecting just the sites, but we are protecting the sites from several 

distances. Russia fired from Crimea, but we also need to take into account that they might have 

longer-range missiles. So, we need to cover all of that. If we're just limiting ourselves to the 

plants, we could consider asking for additional territorial defense. But I think that's going into 

the weeds and maybe we don't have time for that.  

Participant #6: I got it. Thank you. I was confused. Thank you. 

Participant #5: Is the presumption that Pac-3 is not going to be able to attack missiles coming in 

from Crimea? Does anyone know? I would have guessed they would have been adequate here. 

Maybe you need Patriot and THAAD missiles? 

Participant #8: There are five more emails in the inbox.  

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine launches a large-scale strike against Russian Black 

Sea fleet bases, including the base at Novorossiysk, with the intent to fully obliterate those 

bases.”  

Message received from Ukraine: “We appreciate your support. We've called for a cease-fire, 

but until Russia agrees, there is no cease-fire in effect. We've already launched a strike. We are 

waiting for confirmation, but the strike appears to have been successful in obliterating the 

Black Sea fleet.”  
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Message received from the United States: “The United States is asking the UN for immediate 

action to authorize all member nations to come to the humanitarian aid of Ukraine and call for 

an immediate cessation of military operations.” 

Message received from Control: “The wind has shifted to the northwest and the radiation cloud 

is now drifting toward Poland, prompting a need for evacuation of Rzeszow and Lubin. The 

Russians have successfully mobilized sufficient forces to repulse Ukrainians rescue mission for 

Khmelnitsky.” 

Participant #5: How far is this plant? I need to map for the scale. 

Participant #8: The United States is giving us the Patriot and THAAD missiles and they are 

saying okay to the bombers. 

Participant #5: Okay, I got the map and I disagree that anything in Poland needs to be 

evacuated.  

Participant #2: They should just shelter-in-place, probably. 

Participant #6: I am afraid if there wasn’t a response - at this point, even if people aren't going 

to die imminently or immediately get cancer, this is going to have a huge effect on the 

population and the national will of a bunch of countries. It is going to scare the bejeezus out of 

a lot of people. So, I think there should at least be some coordinated response to let people 

know you're not alone. We're going to do something. 

Participant #2: Well, what you normally do that far away is say stay indoors, don’t eat leafy 

green vegetables, don’t drink the milk. I mean Chernobyl was very similar. It contaminated a 

huge area, but it was not an imminent threat. It was more of a long-term health issue  

Participant #5: The evacuation itself is incredibly disruptive and many people will die.  

Participant #2: Usually you only evacuate not more than ten or fifteen miles around the plant. 

Participant #3: Psychologically, people are going to think there is a massive cloud coming in 

our direction. Especially, with Chernobyl. I think we have this trauma that everybody was lying 

about Chernobyl. So, I hope we have used 2022 to 2037 to explain the potential dangers and 

everyone is satisfied with stay at home and don’t drink milk.  

Participant #2: The iodine pills should help. People feel that they're doing something, that 

they're a little safer. 

Participant #4: Just to make things a little bit more complicated, based on the patterns that I've 

observed in Romania and partially in Germany, I can't speak for Poland, but if this gets to the 

news, if there isn't an evacuation, people will run as fast as they can. So we will see. 
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Participant #2: Where would they run? 

Participant #5: They don’t need an evacuation. 

Participant #4: Because they don't know better. And we've seen these movements in scenarios 

like that, including with fake news in the first few months of the war, and this was the reaction. 

So, we have to deal with the psychological effect as well.  

Participant #2: Chernobyl was about as bad about as bad as it gets and obviously there was a lot 

of concern, but there was not mass panic throughout Europe. 

Participant #8: There is an interesting response from the Ukraine: We send our regret for your 

suffering. What is your response to the contamination of your people? Ukraine is prepared to 

stand with your countries in any response militarily or otherwise. For Poland only: NATO does 

not seem adequately responsive to your security needs. Ukraine is willing to stand with you 

diplomatically and militarily, whatever your response. Do we want to get a message out saying 

what we've agreed to with the United States? Because I don't think that Ukraine hasn't seen 

that.  

Participant #3: Yes, yes, we do. 

Participant #6: We have bombers now! 

Participant #2: Tell them that all appropriate radiation protection measures will be 

implemented. That should do it. 

Participant #3: I think that we should also have informed them that we will be providing, 

together with NATO and the United States, additional air defense systems. I think this is our 

main message because we haven't communicated anything to them. 

Participant #8: Can we do this in two steps? First, all appropriate radiation protection measures 

will be implemented. Then we can tell them that NATO including the United States will take 

the following actions that we agreed to. 

Participant #5: Well, you guys, we should take in that Khmelnitsky plant offline. Then they 

wouldn’t need iodine. 

Participant #2: Mark Holt: Well, we don't control it.  

Participant #5: We could have taken the grid down though, right? We could have recommended 

it. 

Participant #6: I just worry about the social unrest. 
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Participant #4: Regarding the social unrest -- in Chernobyl there was no panic because borders 

were closed and there was no digital media. It's for Poland to discuss how their population 

would react. Luckily, for me, this is not a Romania scenario. 

Participant #5: It strikes me is there will be a subset of people who will panic no matter what. 

And there will be a larger subset of people who will panic if the government tells them to 

panic. So, you can have option A: some panic, or option B: more panic. And, I’d rather have 

the smaller amount of panic. 

Participant #3: I think, first of all, you're absolutely right. If the government says we are going 

to evacuate the cities, that basically means that Warsaw evacuate itself because people start 

evacuating. I think if your calculation is correct, then that's the assumption for the wargame, 

then we don't have to evacuate. We can just say that we will consider evacuation if needed for 

the time being. We have taken all necessary measures and so on. 

Participant #2: Tell people they’re 

Participant #5: It is actually true. In Hiroshima, the people who ran out of the city inhaled more 

radiation and died faster than the people who got trapped. 

Participant #4: This makes a lot of sense to me. So then perhaps we can consider again, because 

we have to make moves individually on Poland and Romania. This is a case for Poland. So, can 

we put out a statement that Poland will not do evacuation. 

Participant #3: That’s fine, I think.  

Participant #2: I mean, you're going to evaluate Poland? I mean, that doesn't make any sense. 

They're all going to go to another country? 

Participant #3: Before we get into Poland, can I just ask about those Patriots and THAAD. Is 

the United States providing them to Ukraine? Or were they supposed to be provided to Poland? 

Participant #8: Our question was, would the United States agree that NATO should move air 

defenses into Ukraine as first-line defense against attacks on Eastern European reactors.  

Participant #3: Can we just write, even though it doesn't make sense, that they will be operated 

by Ukrainian crews? So, we stick to the fact that NATO will not be operating any systems? I 

just want to double-check that I understand correctly that we still stick to, “no NATO boots on 

the ground”. Yes, for NATO systems in Ukraine. Is that a correct assumption? Just to make 

sure that they don't falsely make a statement that NATO is entering the conflict. On Poland, 

yes, for the sake of this scenario, let’s issue a statement that no evacuation is needed. Stay 

indoors and close your windows. 

Participant #8: Message from Control: “Russia has learned of NATO's decision to send air 

missile defenses into Ukraine and warns that any injection would become a legitimate military 
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target. Russia announces it will take proportionate action later in the day diesel generators of 

Polish plant and the Romanian CANDU reactors are hit with missiles. Russia claims, again, 

this is Ukraine’s doing.” 

Participant #6: Well, we've got our bombers. 

Participant #4: Can we go back to the initial email. What are they doing? What are they telling 

us will happen? Later in the day diesel generators at the Polish and Romanian plants are hit 

with missiles. So this has happened now? 

Participant #8: Yes. 

Participant #4: Well, our missile defense systems do not work. 

Participant #2: We didn’t get them there on time. 

Participant #8: Let’s deal with this evacuation email. Are we sending this to everybody? 

Participant #2: Are we sending this to everybody? I thought Poland was deciding what to do. 

Participant #8 : But we can say it is from Poland. We represent Poland. 

Participant #6: Can we address the issue that now there's targeted, live fire coming and how we 

are going to respond to that? Or how are we going to help Ukraine respond to? 

Participant #2: This is an attack on NATO for sure.  

Participant #6: Yes, clearly. 

Participant #7: So, are we actually going to do something or are we going to keep doing the 

pacifist routine like we did in World War 2? 

Participant #4: Can we consider, in the vein of what is discussed in current times, asking for the 

United States to help with retaliatory strikes against those units that have been striking the 

Polish and Romanian plants – with the bombers. 

Participant #6: Let’s take out wherever those missiles are coming from. Let’s take those out. 

Participant #4: The units that generated the attack. 

Participant #5: I want to go back to Participant #7’s comment. He wants a kinetic response, and 

I just want to know what he has in mind as a response that will go well. 

Participant #7: Well, we keep acting like we're on the receiving end and react to everything that 

they're doing. How about encouraging the Ukrainians to use their long-range missiles to do 

something to the Russians for a change? Or to attack their supply lines, their staging areas that 

that may be inside Russian territory? How about just a threat to attack Russian reactors? 
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Participant #6: I think that would be legitimate for Ukraine to do. I’m not a pacifist, but I think 

from a NATO position that you wouldn't want to drag the rest of the continent into a war that 

maybe could go nuclear with an unpredictable actor. From my perspective, that's really what 

we're dealing with. It's not just kinetic. We've always got this hovering in the background that 

Russia gets desperate - if they've already exploded a nuclear power plant, how much longer is it 

going to be before they set off one of their smaller tactical nukes? . 

Participant #7: When are the Russians going to stop? If we don't provide a mark in the sand, if 

we say don't do this, and then we fail to take any action, we might as well do like we did 1939. 

We'll divide up Poland and give part to Germany and part to Russia. 

Participant #6: I'm not sure that that's happening. I don't see our actions as leading to that at all.  

Participant #4: Is our discussion around the question of whether we want to ask the Ukrainians 

to retaliate on Russian ground, or whether we want NATO to retaliate against those units that 

fired against Poland and Romania? 

Participant #3: Yes. I think there are two separate potential responses. One is encouraging 

Ukrainians to respond or providing them necessary equipment or capabilities to respond. And 

the second option is allies responding. I like the Ukrainian option. I think this option is realistic. 

Frankly, I also agree with Participant #7 to some extent that there is a clear path of escalation 

on the Russian side. So, I think there must be a clear answer from us saying what any further 

attacks would mean. No one, at least in Poland, would allow the third strike without any 

response from NATO. I like the path of encouraging or providing necessary capabilities to 

Ukraine, quickly. Or, helping them with proper intelligence to strike critical military 

infrastructure or military facilities in Russia.  

Participant #4: Can we consider asking the Americans, bilaterally, whether they would – in 

theory – be ready to retaliate against Russian territory? Maybe we don't do it from NATO/EU 

side, but we do it from Polish and Romanian side. That's up for discussion. But I think at this 

point, we should ask the Americans where they're at, what they're willing to do, and willing to 

provide. If we are discussing an escalation and further attacks against NATO territory, Poland 

and Romania, the question will be what are the Americans willing to pitch in, if at all. 

Participant #8: The United States asked for a meeting with us. We have seven messages waiting 

to be answered. NATO says yes to the meeting with the United States.  

Message received from the United States: “The United States will provide medical support to 

the Ukrainian offensive.”  

Message received from Control: “Has Article 4 been invoked? Has Article 5? If Article 5 has 

been invoked, what specific additional action other than going to the IAEA or UN would be 

taken?” 
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Message received from the United States: “Article 4 has not been formally invoked. The United 

States requested that NATO call an Article 4 meeting.”  

Participant #3: Well, is this a NATO article 4 meeting? 

Participant #8: Yes 

Participant #5: Didn't we already have that meeting at the beginning? The scenario says that 

NATO calls for emergency meetings? What does that mean? In NATO language that means 

basically Article 4. By the way you don't invoke article 4, you just call for consultations under 

Article 4, so you don't have to invoke anything. Okay, fine, another Article 4 meeting. I think 

we agreed for Article 5 already in the past.  

Participant #4 and #5: We said we would consider Article 5. 

Participant #4: So, I guess we're calling for a meeting. Under article 4 to discuss article 5 and 

U. . willingness to retaliate, in theory. 

Participant #3: I agree with that. 

Participant #5: You still have to finish your briefs?  

Participant #8: There is another message from Control: as the NATO air defense unit moved 

across the Romanian and Polish borders, Russian missiles succeeded at knocking out a 

sufficient number of units to prevent further deployment into Ukraine. 

Participant #4: This is then Russia with bombing NATO units on NATO ground? 

Participant #2: As they moved across the border. 

Participant #5: Can we ask control to confirm that the air defenses in the Romanian and Polish 

sites are in place?  

Participant #4: No, frankly, they don't seem to be in place since we keep getting bombed.  

Participant #5: That's what I mean. I think they are just ignoring the fact that these were 

requested. 

Participant #8: I'm guessing they're having as much trouble keeping up with the email as we 

are. We will send a message to control asking if the air defense systems are in place at the 

Ukrainian sites. 

Participant #5: No, not at the Ukrainian site. At the Polish and Romanian sites. 

Participant #2: They were supposed to go into Ukraine, but they didn't make it. They went in 

there and they were destroyed. 
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Participant #5: There were three reactor sites and all of them were requested to have air 

defenses. So, the question is, did the air defenses get put in place at the non-Ukrainian reactors? 

Participant #8: From the United States to the Ukraine: The United States will continue to 

provide additional cooling capability and diesel fuel required to stabilize the plant. What 

specific capabilities and equipment do you need?  

Message received from Control: “The deployment was halted by Russian strikes.” 

Participant #8: Is there anything else we need to do right now?  

Participant #6: So, we're waiting until we meet with the United States before we decide what 

our response is going to be to the missile strikes, both on our on NATO territory at the plants 

and then the strikes on the supplies trying to move to protect the plants.  

Participant #2: Maybe we can ask Control what the total situation is in Ukraine as far as control 

of the country right now. I mean, is Ukraine winning or losing? They said they took back 2,000 

square miles or something.  

Participant #8: Do we do we want to look at our briefings?  

Participant #2: Well, the scenario was that the Ukrainian has taken back a whole lot of territory. 

On the other hand, they still hold Khmelnitsky, which is almost to the Romanian border. 

Participant #8: Control is saying that we have to determine what our team would say at such a 

meeting, so we are not actually meeting.  

Participant #4: I guess we can ask what we initially wanted to, where does the United States 

positions itself in terms of considering, on behalf of NATO, retaliatory strike against the units 

that launched the strikes on Polish and Romanian territory. Right?  

Participant #2: Well, the meeting was going to be about whether we should invoke Article 5, 

right?  

Participant #4: I guess we want to ask the United States how it stands on Article 5 and how it 

stands on retaliatory strikes.. 

Participant #6: Are you asking if they would actually scramble American jets to go and make 

the retaliatory strikes or provide additional equipment? Or both? I'm just worried that there's an 

immediate emergency now and I don't want to Russia to think that they can just go bombing 

anyone. 

Participant #4: I guess what I'm struggling with is we won't have NATO invoke Article 5 if the 

United States is not ready. And if the United States is ready, then we still have the question of 

what is the United States willing to do. I think both Poland and Romania would prefer that if 
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there is a decision by NATO to retaliate against the strike on its territory, for it to be United 

States equipment that is more advanced, et cetera. So, I guess my point is that we need to sort 

of poke where the West is on this because otherwise, we don't have anything. Then we have to 

go with a scenario of what would Poland do alone if we don't invoke Article 5. I think that's 

where we're at. 

Participant #8: Control is telling us we need to determine what our team's position would be in 

regard to Articles 4 and 5 at a NATO meeting. And, what specific military steps we would take 

after a decision is reached. 

Participant #4: I don’t think we can do that without the United States. 

Participant #8: Can we say we are willing to do X if the United States will do Y? 

Participant #4: I would be even more cautious and say NATO cannot decide anything without a 

meeting with the United States. I don’t think there would be willingness within NATO to say 

we are willing to do this or that without the United States. 

Participant #2: Well, NATO is not separate from the United States. It is all the countries 

together. 

Participant #4: Yes, but we don't have a U. S representative in the group so that limits our 

actions. 

Participant #2: We can declare somebody here to be the U. S. NATO representative. 

Participant #8: Can we say to the United States, this is what we want to do, do you agree? 

Participant #3: Yes. Let's have this. This is what we should do. Just send them an email with 

NATO's view of what we should do and ask if they agree. I think we want to invoke Article 5. 

Is that a correct assumption? 

Participant #2: We've definitely been attacked  

Participant #3: Yes, twice, and in both cases attribution is clear. So, we want to invoke Article 

5. That's the first question. I think the second question is what kind of retaliatory measures are 

we going to take and I think there are two layers to that. The first layer is a conventional 

response, and we should ask the United States whether they're ready to do it. Those could be 

strikes on selected military infrastructures, destruction of supply lines, or something like that. 

The second element, and this is something that we haven't discussed, is also unconventional 

offensive elements like cyber offensive strikes on selected elements of the IT systems of the 

Russian armed forces. I think this might also be as important in fact in 2037 as any 

conventional move, and I think we could make it clear that this attack is an offensive strike 

coming from NATO. I would suggest moving along those lines. So, those are our options for 

the United States. I mean by doing nothing we’ll just show weakness from our side. 
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Participant #4: Do you believe that in 2037 we would have NATO capability to prevent missile 

strikes from Russia whether conventional or unconventional? The question will also be how 

online will the Russian armed forces be in 2037?  

Participant #2: Yeah, they may have better cyber defenses.  

Participant #5: We can still use electronic warfare.  

Participant #2: We could threaten the destabilization of Belarus or something like that. I mean 

it may be ripe for revolution and that would really distract them.  

Participant #3: Once again, I think destabilizing Belarus is a good point, but I think it's a mid to 

longer-term objective. I think we need to respond to a very concrete attack that happened on the 

allied territory and what we are going to do. 

Participant #4: And I guess we need to get to the briefing soon, right?  

Participant #8: We have so many new messages. 

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine is planning additional offensive actions against 

Russian targets. We welcome coordination from NATO and the United States, but given the 

urgency of the situation, we will be moving forward immediately.” 

Message received from Control: “Ukrainians are losing near the plants.”  

Message received from Control: “Russia will see any attack on their territory as cause to put all 

of their nuclear forces on high alert.”  

Message received from Ukraine: “Ukraine attacks the Russian airbase at Engels, which 

intelligence those shows as a source of many airstrikes against Ukraine, successfully disabling 

the runways, fuel farms, and long-range bombers. We also continue hunting down any 

surviving ships of the Black Sea fleet.”  

Message from Ukraine to Control: “Was our offensive against the Khmelnitsky plant and 

region successful?” 

Message received from the United States: “Please confirm the location of the air defense units 

that were struck? Were they in Romania and Poland, or in the Ukraine.”  

Message received from Control: “90% of the units were in Ukraine. One unit was in Poland, 

just over the border.” 

Participant #2: So, yet another attack.  

Participant #4: Yeah, I'm counting five. 
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Participant #3: I don't think that the number of attacks is changing our thinking in terms of how 

we are going to proceed. So, I think the crucial answer should be coming from the United 

States for us to take.  

Participant #8: From Control: The Ukraine offensive was not successful against the Plant. 

Message received from the United States: “The United States will not precipitate attacks into 

internationally recognized Russian territory.” 

Participant #5: So, attacking Crimea is okay at this point? 

Participant #2: Apparently. 

Participant #8: From the United States. The United States has also put their nuclear forces on 

alert. 

Participant #2: What about ours? We got some. 

Participant #7: We're always on high alert. 

Participant #2: No, this is the France and Britain. We should respond that the French and 

British Nuclear forces are also on alert, too. 

Participant #4: I don't know about the French.  

Participant #3: If we say outside of NATO, it is fine. I mean it is their national decisions to do 

it. It is realistic that they will do it. There was a response from the United States. Could we see 

that?  

Participant #5: They support invoking NATO article 5.  

Participant #8: Yes, the U. S supports invoking Article 5. The United States supports a military 

action to retake Crimea. 

Participant #4: But they do not support retaliatory strikes against internationally recognized 

Russian territory. That's where we're at. 

 

Team Briefing 

Participant #8: We can move on to the action slide, but first I just want to make sure you're 

comfortable with this slide on harm.  

Participant #2: Some of this has been overtaken by events. The AP 1000s did have an explosion 

and meltdown. And then they did attack and destroyed the diesel generators. But as far as we 

know there's no meltdown or damage to the Polish and Romanian plants. 
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Participant #4: Is the statement about the CANDU reactors presenting significant risk still 

relevant? Is that accurate from a technical perspective? 

Participant #2: Yes, they're still at risk. And then we invoke Article 5 and we are helping 

Ukraine, but not going into internationally recognized Russian territory. 

Participant #5: The one other thing I would add to the harm slide is that the claimed need for 

evacuation seem to be overblown. 

Participant #2: They were not overblown, but, overreaction? Say that evacuation should be 

limited to areas within 10 to 20 miles. 

Participant #5: In terms of lessons learned, I would reinforce this set of technical bullets. If 

plants near war zones are shut down, then the iodine risk goes away after a couple of weeks. 

Participant #2: Right. One of our suggestions to shut down all the plants that were in the area. It 

is not that many of them. It's not going to affect the electric grid that much. 

Participant #4: For the non-technical people, the iodine risk means what exactly? The risk of 

taking the pill, or what?  

Participant #2: The reason you take the pill is to have the thyroid absorb nonradioactive iodine 

so when the radioactive iodine comes in, it will not go into the thyroid.  

Participant #4: So, we don't need to take the pill. 

Participant #2: No, you take the pill to prevent that from happening. 

Participant #5: But if you shut down the reactors, then then the need for the pill goes away after 

a couple of weeks.  

Participant #4: Got it, thank you. 

Participant #2: Because the radioactive iodine so iodine is what eight hours? 

Participant #5: Eight days. 

Participant #8: Do we even need to talk about what harm the NATO/EU believe will be 

inflicted by whom against whom, or is there anything you want to discuss here? 

Participant #2: We believe it’s Russia against everybody else. You could say we reject the false 

flag allegations by Russia. 

Participant #5: For the record, I never rejected those personally. 
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Participant #2: Well, I think officially we did. We were informed by Control that they were 

coming from the Russian occupied Crimea. So, our intelligence has confirmed that it was 

Russian. 

Participant #5: Well, but the United States was very careful in their response to say from Russia 

occupied Crimea and not from Russia, right? 

Participant #3: Yes, because for legal reasons they cannot say from Russia. For the purpose of 

the wargame, we have to assume for all the stages that the attribution is clear. Even though 

some false flag questions popped up. I think throughout the discussion it was clear that we go 

towards Russian attribution. 

Participant #8: Do we want to just list the things we did?  

Participant #2: Do we want to say put the plants and cold shut down for the duration? 

Participant #8: We got another email.  

Message received from Control: “Please make clear who it is that should take back Crimea. 

The United States will contribute military capabilities to support Ukraine retaking Crimea. If 

that means anything.” 

Participant #4: NATO/EU supports Ukraine taking back Crimea. 

Participant #5: I think this goes to Participant #7’s concern that Ukraine is potentially stretched 

thin. They are doing the best they can.  

Participant #2: We recommend the shutdown of all the reactors in the region. 

Participant #8: We will include the list of things we said we’d do.  

Participant #4: Are we still considering invoking NATO Article 5? 

Participant #2: We already did it. We have invoked Article 5. 

Participant #5: What are the views on whether this level of specificity is important, because we 

have, “provide additional air missile defense systems around facilities in Poland and Romania,” 

and then “NATO will move Patriot and THAAD plants to protect plants in Ukraine.” 

Participant #2: Well, isn’t this why we invoked Article 5? Perhaps we should make these sub-

bullets under our point about Article 5. 

Participant #6: Well, although we have mobilized additional defense systems, or maybe we just 

say we mobilized the additional military systems, they are not just for deterrence purposes only 

anymore.  
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Participant #2: Right. Our goal is to drive Russia out of all of Ukraine territory. 

Participant #6: I mean, that's deterrence and also for the moment, but, I guess we wouldn't do 

anything without the United States anyway. 

Participant #5: I think in many ways, the existence of the United States creates a terrible crutch 

with this NATO/EU dialogue. I wonder what these states would do if it was not for the United 

States.  

Participant #8: I think this is because of the exercise. I think in real life everybody would be 

together all the time. 

Participant #5: I don't think invoking Article 5 is a policy deterrence for nuclear plants. 

Participant #2: Okay, we got Turkey and France on board. We've succeeded. Turkey was hit 

with some of that radiation, I think. 

Participant #5: Do others think it would be a smart policy decision to automatically invoke 

Article 5 if a nuclear plant were attacked? 

Participant #2: Well, in this context, it was really a warning to NATO to stay out. So, we're not 

going to be intimidated by that. 

Participant #5: It’s a casus belli.  

Participant #2: Well, they’ve been bombed several times.  

Participant #6: They attacked us several times.  

Participant #5: The question is asking for policy announcements.  

Participant #2: We could say attacks on our nuclear power plants are considered a reason to 

invoke Article 5.  

Participant #5: I'm not sure that it is. I'm asking if other people really think it is. 

Participant #2: If that alone would be enough? 

Participant #5: Yes. 

Participant #2: I don’t know. Probably, if it caused an accident people would be really upset. 

Participant #3: In real life, this scenario would meet Article 5. I have little doubt that in real 

life, a double strike with attribution and all the elements that we've had. I see no other way. 

Participant #5: And you would also support issuing a preemptive statement that if any nuclear 

reactor is hit, Article 5 will be invoked? 
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Participant #3: Well, I think we should look at the NATO statements. In every single one, we 

say any attack on our territory will be met with a response, including Article 5. I think 

especially in the nuclear sphere. We are not specifying nuclear facilities, per se, nuclear power 

plant. But I think if you look at the statements and documents that are issued publicly, it's clear, 

even though the language might be a little bit soft. 

Participant #8: Does it matter where that nuclear power plant is? Because right now you're 

saying any nuclear power plant?  

Participant #2: In NATO territory, yeah. We're also not saying what we'll do under Article 5. 

Participant #8: Any other policy announcements?  

Participant #2: If active fighting takes place near any nuclear plant, those plants should be put 

in cold shutdown.  

Participant #5: We need to define, “near.” 

Participant #6: Even in some of the laws of war, in the Geneva Convention, in the small piece 

about nuclear power plants it says in the vicinity of. I don’t know what that means. 

Participant #4: I agree. I don't think we should put a range in there. I don't think NATO would. 

Participant #5: But this is not a NATO statement. This is what we think it should be. I guess it's 

just a recommendation to governments. 

Participant #2: Well, that's good policy. It prevents it helps prevent a release and it actually also 

reduces the attractiveness of attacking the plants. 

Participant #6: Also, would it be a policy that NATO would begin to harden some defensive 

structures around their existing nuclear power plants. I'm thinking, about how the Iranian 

nuclear power plants have built-in air defense systems. Would that be something that we'd want 

to commit to? 

Participant #5: The industry would never acquiesce and they have overwhelming influence over 

domestic governments. At least in the democratic states. 

Participant #2: We had that set up after 9/11 and it was very expensive. 

Participant #8: We are supposed to return to the plenary now. 

Participant #2: Good work, NATO. You saved the world again. 
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