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Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang Targets South
Korea’s Reactors

Henry Sokolski

This game was four years in the making. Originally, it presumed that China, wanting to keep
America, South Korea, and Japan out of a fight over Taiwan, would ask North Korea to strike
South Korea’s Kori nuclear plant. The idea here was to force a major radiological release that
would prompt the evacuation of millions of South Koreans and Japanese civilians.

A brief by Joshua Stanton changed the scenario significantly. He argued it isn't just what the
North Koreans might do that you have to worry about. You also have to worry about what
South Koreans sympathetic to the North might do. Mr. Stanton explained that North Korea
would prefer not to take the risk of actually invading the South. Instead, he argued, Pyongyang
would first try to mobilize South Koreans who favor confederating with the North to act on
Pyongyang’s behalf. This insight prompted a war game adjustment: Instead of North Korea
firing its missiles from over the border, the aerial attacks against Kori in the game would come
from locally-lofted drones, significantly complicating attribution.

Shortly after making this change, events in South Korea validated Mr. Stanton’s judgement.
Certainly, it’s difficult to understand South Korea’s impeachment proceedings without
understanding that the internal debate in South Korea animating this controversy is not simply
about martial law, but the optimal way to secure peace on the Peninsula. On one side of the
debate are South Koreans who believe North Korea is an arch enemy that must give way
eventually to a government more favorable to the South. On the other side are South Koreans
who believe confederation with North Korea is a real option and the only way to produce
lasting peace.

Another initial challenge in designing the game was convincing the players that attacking
nuclear reactors wasn’t “crazy.” The conventional wisdom used to be that even hostile states
wouldn’t want to attack these targets. Now, after Russia’s repeated attacks against Ukraine’s
reactors, things are different. At a minimum, security officials in American and allied states are
refusing to discuss this prospect in public, insisting that it’s too “sensitive.”

In fact, now, given Russia has threatened to attack these plants, it seems all too real. On
December 31, the Russians leaked military plans that included targeting Japanese civilian
infrastructure. The plans included targeting the Tokai nuclear complex. Should they choose to
also target Rokkasho, home to one of the largest spent nuclear fuel storage facilities in the
world, it could result in nuclear spent fuel fires equivalent to several Chernobyls.

For all these reasons, this game’s three key findings deserve attention:

I. Attacks against civilian nuclear plants could strategically sideline Japan and
South Korea and impede the United States from effectively dealing with concurrent
strategic crises in Asia. Given the multitude of Japanese and South Korean civilian


https://youtu.be/HEFBKvKFVtg?feature=shared&t=2104
https://youtu.be/HEFBKvKFVtg?feature=shared&t=2104
https://www.ft.com/content/d345a6e7-2d72-4dcb-9c12-76d571ba75eb
https://npolicy.org/something-to-talk-about-missile-threats-against-east-asian-reactors/

Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

infrastructure targets North Korea and China could strike, many view strikes against
civilian nuclear plants as just another military option among an endless list of targeting
possibilities. Nuclear power plants, however, are different. Unlike other civilian
infrastructure targets, damaging these facilities can release dangerous radiation and
force the evacuation of thousands to millions of people, both inside and outside the
targeted country. During NPEC’s war game, locally lofted drones hit reactors and spent
fuel storage ponds at South Korea’s Kori nuclear plant. This forced the evacuation of
millions of both South Koreans and Japanese from affected areas and created dramatic
alliance tensions. South Korea wanted to be an equal in any strike against the North.
Japan was preoccupied with evacuation and humanitarian issues. The United States
chose to ignore these concerns and focused instead on messaging China by unilaterally
striking North Korea without consultations with Japan or South Korea. For the last
seven decades, Washington has tried to protect its interests and the security of Japan
and South Korea with bilateral mutual security pacts with Tokyo and Seoul. These pacts
have helped deter North Korean aggression against South Korea and Chinese and
Russian aggression against Japan. In this game, the pacts were not compelling enough
to overcome Washington’s, Seoul’s, and Tokyo’s divergent security interests. Both the
Japanese and South Korean teams were concerned that these bilateral treaties needed to
be fortified with more robust trilateral arrangements. Both the South Korean and
Japanese teams wanted to forge a trilateral security pact with the United States to tamp
down these divergent interests. Washington, however, feared such an arrangement
would limit America’s freedom of action and hinder its ability to effectively respond.

Recommendations: America’s defense of the Western Pacific likely will turn on what
Washington chooses to do. The prospects of success without finding new common
interests that would work trilaterally, however, do not look bright. If the United States is
unable to support a massive Reagan-style military buildup to project significant new
forces in the Western Pacific, it will either have to collaborate with Seoul and Tokyo

in compelling new ways, or slowly retreat

2. Continued American and allied silence in peacetime about the vulnerabilities
of civilian nuclear plants to overt and grey warfare increases the odds and security
impacts of such attacks. Recently, leaked Russian military documents revealed
intentions to attack South Korea and Japan to prevent NATO from exploiting any
Russian weaknesses on its Eastern borders. These documents listed South Korean and
Japanese military and civilian infrastructure targets, including Japan’s spent fuel storage
and recycling facilities at Tokai Mura. If Russia struck these facilities and spent fuel
fires ensued, much of Japan (conceivably many millions) would have to evacuate.
Significant spent fuel pond repositories are present at many large nuclear power plant
sites across South Korea and Japan. None of these sites, however, currently have any
active air defenses. Nor are there yet sufficient nuclear evacuation plans. In the game,
Japan pleaded with its Pacific allies and China to grant immediate humanitarian visas to
displaced Japanese. On such short notice, Japan’s friends issued only limited numbers
of such visas and China refused. As for the critical mission of identifying the “local”
attackers of South Korea’s nuclear plant, this too was unaddressed. As one game
participant, a former senior official, privately explained, public discussion and planning
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relating to the targeting of nuclear plants is necessarily limited as there are not yet easy
ways to limit the military vulnerability of these facilities. Continued silence in these
matters, however, will serve more as an invitation for attacks than as a defense. The
targets, after all, are public utilities and their defense requires a substantive public brief.
The United States, Japan and South Korea currently game and consult on the remote
possibility of American nuclear weapons use in Asia, as the security implications of
such use are so great. Yet, there has been no serious consultations or planning regarding
the possible targeting of civilian nuclear facilities. This needs to change.

Recommendations: Washington should assess the threat of Russian, Chinese, North
Korean and locally staged strikes against civilian nuclear plants and facilities and game
possible responses as part of routine military nuclear consultations. More generally, the
United States should work with key security allies who operate their own large,
domestic civilian nuclear plants and coordinate civil defense efforts to secure civilian
infrastructure against grey and overt warfare attacks. Washington should conduct this
effort both in classified and unclassified forums. This should be seen as a new form of
cooperative threat reduction that should be conducted, as current cooperative threat
reduction programs are with the close collaboration of the Defense and Energy
departments.

3. With gray warfare strikes against civilian infrastructure, including nuclear
plants, attribution and deterrence of such attacks can no longer be assumed. What
caught most of the players off guard in the game was their inability to definitively
attribute the attack against South Korea’s Kori plant. Japan insisted on such proof, was
unconvinced North Korea was responsible, and, so, refused to support military action
against North Korea. The United States decided to act unilaterally Pyongyang without
such proof. This, in turn, strained US-Japanese relations to a near breaking point. In the
hot wash, several war game participants said clarifying who struck the Kori plant was
critical. At the same time, the group understood that such attribution could not be
assured. This, in turn, puts a premium on providing effective, proven active and passive
defenses for nuclear plants that might be hit and challenges the wisdom of constructing
new nuclear plants in war zones without them.

Recommendations: The United States and its allies, individually and collectively, need
to stress test any active and passive defense systems for their civilian infrastructure,
including nuclear facilities, against the probability that they will not be able to attribute
exactly who launched any given attack. Undoubtedly, such stress tests will spotlight
major failures. It will therefore be necessary to prioritize which failures can be
significantly mitigated and which can’t. This analysis, ultimately, in some basic way,
needs to be made public. Unless the public understands how their public utility systems
might be attacked and defended, they cannot be an active part of that effort, which is
essential to their ultimate success.
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A Move-by-Move Breakdown

Move One

It’s May 31%, 2026. The pro-independence movement in Taiwan has grown ever stronger and
the Taiwan Solidarity Party finally secures more than five percent of the vote necessary to
secure state funding. China’s president, Xi Jinping, decides the mainland must act militarily
now to absorb Taiwan. In preparation for the invasion, Xi Jinping decides to enlist the help of
North Korea’s Kim Jong-Un by sending his advisor, Wang Huning, to consult privately with
Kim.

Wang tells Kim that, with a Chinese invasion of Taiwan on the horizon, it is an ideal time for
the Korean Peninsula to “once again become whole.” He suggests that North Korea activate
covert cells in South Korea to manipulate the political polarization in the South and destabilize
the region. Several days after this conversation, three locally lofted drones harmlessly detonate
over South Korea's Kori nuclear plant. While no immediate damage is done to the plant, the
symbolic nature of the attack heightens fears in the region. This is when game play began.

In response to the drone attack, the United States Team decides they need to publicly hold
Beijing accountable for North Korea's provocations, despite having no compelling evidence to
confirm their suspicions Beijing was behind the attack. Attribution was cloudy throughout the
game, but that did not stop teams from drawing their own conclusions. The United States Team
hoped its military presence in the Asia Pacific and public diplomatic signaling would be
enough to stop further North Korean aggression and make Beijing think twice about making
moves on Taiwan. The U.S. Team sent a draft declaration to the South Korea and Japan Teams
hoping for mutual buy-in, but the three allies never reached a consensus. The South Korea
Team, facing internal panic and the challenge of securing its critical infrastructure, focused on
managing public perception and asking regional allies and the United States for help
confirming attribution of the attack. At the start of the game, the Japan Team voiced cautious
support of South Korea but avoided committing to any strong military or diplomatic actions.

Halfway through move one, cyberattacks on South Korea’s electrical grid caused widespread
blackouts and communication disruptions.

Within the U.S. Team, disagreements arose over whether to prioritize defense of Taiwan or the
immediate provocations in South Korea. Some team members advocated for a strong focus on
Taiwan, fearing that China's dominance in the region would be solidified if it succeeded in
absorbing Taiwan. Others argued that the United States had an obligation to South Korea and
could not neglect the Korean Peninsula, suggesting a dual approach.

10
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There was also debate about how specific to make Washington’s declaration. Some felt it
should include explicit threats in response to attacks on nuclear facilities, while others
cautioned that overly specific red lines could undermine credibility if not followed through.
Some members pushed for publicly assigning blame to China for orchestrating North Korea’s
actions, while others feared that doing so could provoke unnecessary escalation. Players who
assigned blame to China and wanted to prioritize Taiwan won the argument.

The South Korean Team faced its own set of challenges. While there was general agreement on
the need for some kind of immediate response—such as hardening critical infrastructure and
securing emergency generators —there was significant internal disagreement on how to handle
the attribution of both the drone overflight and cyberattacks. Some team members were hesitant
to immediately blame North Korea without hard evidence, while others were more inclined to
link the attacks to the North, citing historical provocations. The team also debated the level of
reliance on U.S. support, with some pushing for a more independent approach, while others felt
that U.S. assistance was critical to managing the crisis effectively.

The Japan Team’s approach was similarly cautious. While it coordinated with the U.S. and
South Korea Teams and agreed to intelligence sharing, the Japan Team was reluctant to fully
endorse the U.S. declaratory statement. The U.S. declaratory statement, which included
language about potential military escalation and direct threats to China, was seen by some on
the Japan Team as being too aggressive. There was concern that such a stance could increase
tensions and push Japan into a more overtly militaristic position, which the Japan Team was not
prepared to take. This hesitancy was compounded by Japan’s worry that a military-focused
response might overshadow or undermine the urgent need for humanitarian assistance in the
region, particularly regarding the radiation fallout from the Kori reactor incident.

Towards the end of move one, after the introduction of the cyberattacks and rolling blackouts,
there was a strong push for trilateral coordination. However, differing internal priorities—such
as Japan’s reluctance to endorse a forceful U.S. stance and South Korea’s need for both
military and humanitarian support—created challenges in forming a unified approach.

Move Two

Move two starts two weeks later. Before the United States could reach consensus with the
South Korean and Japan Teams on a joint declaration, a "South Korean patriot" group launches
a swarm of armed drones against the Kori nuclear reactor. The attack induces a loss of coolant
incident and a major radiation release from the plant’s nuclear island. Significant radiation
drifts into southern Japan, forcing South Korea and Japan to initiate large-scale evacuations.
Meanwhile, China violates Taiwan’s airspace and sends naval vessels into the Taiwan Strait.
This military escalation prompts urgent requests for U.S. support from Taiwan, South Korea,

11
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Japan, and the Philippines, each seeking assistance for evacuation, disaster response, and
military deterrence against China.

In response to the attack on the Kori nuclear plant, the U.S. Team revised its draft declaratory
statement and shared it with the public. The U.S. Team did not wait for official South Korean
and Japanese agreement but rather released it assuming the two nations would sign on after the
attack on Kori. This new statement threatens strategic responses, including nuclear options,
against further aggression from China and North Korea. The South Korea Team quickly
endorses this statement, but the Japan Team is reluctant to fully endorse the U.S. position. The
Japanese team feels uncomfortable with the language that framed China and North Korea as
direct threats and called for military responses. The Japan Team wanted to make sure that any
statement from Japan focuses on civilian protection, the urgent need for humanitarian aid, and
regional stability, rather than jumping into military confrontation.

At this point, the U.S. Team was torn between two courses of action: escalating its military
response or focusing on long-term deterrence and strategic objectives. A faction within the U.S.
Team decided that the United States needed to take decisive military action in the region to
demonstrate resolve and prevent further Chinese and North Korean provocations. This faction
pushed for a show of strength, including potentially mobilizing additional U.S. forces to the
region or lowering the DEFCON level in the region. There was even discussion of conducting
airstrikes or firing missile demonstration shots to send a signal to China and North Korea about
the U.S.'s commitment to regional security.

Other members of the U.S. Team cautioned against such a rapid escalation, emphasizing the
importance of long-term deterrence. This group argued that immediate military escalation could
risk broader regional conflict, particularly with China. They were concerned that taking an
aggressive stance without carefully considering the ramifications could trigger a full-scale war,
potentially involving not just China and North Korea but other regional powers as well. This
faction advocated for a measured response, where the U.S. would reinforce its alliances and
focus on diplomatic efforts to isolate China and North Korea diplomatically while maintaining
military readiness in the background.

The South Korean Team also was conflicted. It faced internal tensions over the attribution of
the reactor attack and the level of reliance on U.S. support during the crisis. After a “South
Korean patriot” organization claimed responsibility for the armed drone attack on Kori, the
South Korea Team had to quickly address the issue of who exactly was responsible for the
attack and what could be done in response. Those in favor of holding South Korea responsible
argued that doing so would send a clear message of resolve, not only in the context of the
reactor attack but also in the broader conflict with North Korea. Announcing North Korea's

12
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involvement would justify stronger actions against the regime, potentially including military or
political responses.

Other members of the South Korean Team were more cautious. They argued that while North
Korea's actions might suggest involvement, there was no concrete evidence linking the North to
this particular attack. Given the sensitive nature of the crisis—especially involving the nuclear
reactor—these members cautioned that jumping to conclusions could lead to missteps or
escalate tensions unnecessarily. They worried that prematurely accusing North Korea without
solid proof could harm diplomatic efforts and cause undue panic in the public.

South Korea also debated the level of reliance on U.S. support. As the situation deteriorated
and public panic intensified, the South Korea Team urgently requested U.S. military assistance
for disaster response, including help with evacuations, radiation detection, and providing
humanitarian aid. However, some team members felt that South Korea should act more
independently and not overly rely on U.S. forces, especially given the historical tensions
surrounding the U.S. military presence in the region. In their view, self-sufficiency was
important for maintaining national sovereignty and credibility, particularly in a time of crisis.
By the end of move two, the U.S. team had discussed sending radiation detection devices and
humanitarian supplies to South Korea but instead focused on U.S. military responses .

During move two, given the proximity of the radiation release to Japan, the Japan Team’s
priority was ensuring public safety, conducting evacuations, and mitigating the potential public
health crisis. The Japan Team acknowledged that the situation demanded a nuanced approach,
particularly when it came to coordinating evacuation efforts between central and local
governments and ensuring that accurate information about radiation exposure was provided to
the public. Japan made clear requests for military assistance to the U.S. to address the
immediate challenges of the radiation fallout, including support with radiation detection,
medical capabilities, and logistics to facilitate evacuation and recovery. The team was keen to
ensure that any U.S. involvement was focused on aiding the disaster response, rather than
further escalating the military situation.

Move Three

Towards the end of move two, the United States team decided to take unilateral action against
South Korea as its first official show of military force. They decided that the situation had
escalated beyond diplomatic negotiations and that the United States should have acted more
quickly in response to the first drone provocation at Kori.

The U.S. Team’s decision resulted in the opening of move three, when the United States

launched a missile strike against a North Korean submarine-launched ballistic missile base and
uranium enrichment facilities. The attack catastrophically damaged North Korea’s submarine
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fleet and temporarily disabled its nuclear power reactors. In retaliation, North Korea mobilized
its ground forces and prepared missile systems along the DMZ, intensifying the threat to Seoul.
Cyberattacks against the U.S. forces in Korea and South Korean infrastructure followed.

The South Korea team was more than frustrated about the United States’ unilateral attack on
North Korea. Players acknowledged that, though South Korea would have likely agreed to such
a strike, the lack of prior consultation was troubling. The lack of consultation caused a rift in
the U.S.-South Korean alliance, with some players qualifying their action as a breach of trust.
Other team members expressed that, although South Korea had the capability to handle the
response to North Korean provocations independently, joint coordination for military decisions
was still necessary.

Meanwhile, China declared a full naval blockade of Taiwan and launched amphibious landing
operations. Chinese military forces quickly occupy Taiwan’s outer islands. One or more PLA
battalions successfully land and infiltrate the main island. Taiwan’s communication systems
also experienced critical disruptions, which complicated response efforts.

In response, the U.S. Team decides to test the Chinese blockade by sending American,
Japanese, and Australian naval forces into the region. The U.S. Team assumed that both
Australia and the Japan Team would comply with this demand. The U.S. Team believed this
was necessary to ensure Taiwan’s sovereignty and prevent China from consolidating control
over the region. The U.S. Team also elevated its military readiness level to DEFCON 2. After
making these decisions, the U.S. Team acknowledged that they were likely heading into a
broader conflict.

Despite the U.S. Team’s assumptions, the Japan Team did not immediately accept American
demands for military support in the Taiwan conflict. The Japan Team was concerned with
maintaining the legal integrity of Japan’s constitution, and noted that, while Japan had to
cooperate with the U.S. in military operations, it also had to ensure that it did not engage
offensively without parliamentary approval. The Japan team also debated the practicality of
cooperating with America’s military actions against China given the ongoing humanitarian
crisis in Japan. Eventually, the Japan Team decided that under the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty,
Japan could reject the request as the team did not consider the attack on Kori as a direct
military attack against Japan.

Throughout the third move, the Japan Team struggled to come up with efficient methods to
evacuate the tens of millions of Japanese citizens seeking to escape radiological fallout. The
team acknowledged that Japan had limited experience with large-scale airlifts or ship-based
evacuations. At one point, Japan requested emergency visas and transportation assistance from
all neighboring countries but received only a nominal response from both South Korea and the
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United States. China announced a conditional offer to accept Japanese refugees, but only if
Japan, South Korea, and their allies “formally accepted a unified China.” In desperation, the
Japan Team briefly discussed taking the deal, but team members decided the Japanese
government could not agree to being “hostages” for China’s political demands.

The South Korea Team struggled to maintain public order as mass evacuations from affected
areas caused riots and train stations and airports. Despite concerns that involving U.S. forces to
subdue the public could exacerbate cultural tensions between South Korean citizens and U.S.
servicemembers, the South Korea team decided that U.S. forces on the Peninsula might have a
reassuring effect throughout the country. However, the U.S. Team did not comply with this
request. The South Korea Team then considered imposing martial law, but did not reach a
decision on if that would be an effective strategy.

The U.S. Team offered to assist by sending radiological response units and medical
countermeasures to Japan, as the United States did after the Fukushima disaster in 2011. But, it
refused to send Japan any robust evacuation assistance or military support to maintain public
order. The U.S. Team recognized that their resources were stretched thin due to the
simultaneous military commitments in Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula.

Conclusion

By the end of the game, the U.S. Team had taken the dramatic step of challenging China’s
blockade around Taiwan, setting the stage for a direct showdown with Beijing. At the same
time, they were bracing for a full-scale war on the Korean Peninsula. Meanwhile, South Korea
and Japan were drowning in chaos—radiation poisoning, riots in the streets, and millions
desperately trying to flee. Tensions boiled over within the alliances as the pressure of escalating
warfare split once-solid partnerships, leaving everyone on edge, knowing the fight was no
longer a distant threat but an impending reality.
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Appendix: Transcript of Team Moves

This transcript has been lightly edited for comprehension purposes.

Move One

US Team

Participant #2: I know we are discussing post unit administration South Korea but does anyone
have further thoughts in the U.S. role, like whether this is a continued Trump term, or “generic
American”?

Participant #3: The guidance we got is that this is the team leader’s administration.

Participant #1: Yes, I guess we've moved beyond Mr. Trump at that point. Try not to be too
Trumpian, right? For whatever that means. I should assume that we're all familiar with the
scenario. Is that correct? Thumbs up, yeah, great. Are we waiting for things to happen? Does
Control you inject something here at this point, or are we aware that things are happening badly
in Taiwan and now in South Korea?

Facilitator: I think you're aware, so you just respond to the scenario and updates. Should you
want to communicate with another team via email to gather information, you can request that I
send a message.

Participant #1: I assume that Koreans have sounded the alarm that they have been threatened.
We all know that, and the drones have detonated above the nuclear power plant. So, we're on
not a war footing, but we are certainly alert to this contingency. My first comment is, I think
the Chinese and the North Koreans have done a really good job of creating a scenario here that
causes a lot of problems for all three of the relationships we have—that is, the relationship with
the Republic of Korea, the relationship with Japan, as well as the relationship we have with
Taiwan, and trying to tamp everything down and keep everything in point. Every one of these,
to me, is as it's always been, a bilateral construct. So, I think we're going to have to deal with
all three parties. Of course, we don't have a Taiwan party in the mix, but we certainly have a
Korean and Japanese party in the direct mix. Working from there, I will just invite comments
from any or all of you to frame this discussion, because we have a real dilemma here, and we
certainly know that the North Koreans are behind this initiative. We believe it has the Chinese
blessing, and we know that it relates to the Taiwan ongoing scenario, which is a facedown that's
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ongoing down there. In my role, I'd like to get comments from you all that inform the decision
process.

Participant #4: I was just thinking, nothing really has happened yet. We're probably going to
get an inject at some point soon. I think one of the big decisions we'll have to make is—and I
think that's the point of this exercise is to make us choose between the three parties. I would
hope we could do more than one thing at a time, but we're going to have to choose which we
want to prioritize—Japan, Korea or Taiwan. It looks like that is one of the discussion points,
and maybe we can go ahead and start thinking about that, because it will be a hard decision.

Participant #1: Let me just respond by saying, I think it's really important that as quickly as we
understand the situation as it's evolving, what we have to do is communicate with at least our
South Korean and Japanese allies to see what their individual perspectives are on this and how
they regard this. I don't mean state of war per se, but there are different things that are triggered
in different countries, such as the Republic of Korea and CFC, and what that relationship
happens there with the joint command. By the same token, there's a lot of things that would be
going on in the Japanese government as they decide what the implications of this for them are.
So, I agree with you, I would like to be able to do a trilateral with China, the Japanese, and the
Koreans, but we'll see what's possible. Other comments please.

Participant #3: From an alliance perspective, what allies are most important to us? I would say
in rank order, one is Japan, two is South Korea, three is Taiwan. But, if we're going to be
rocking and rolling against China, then we need to figure out where the central fight is. I'm
guessing the central fight is going to be over Taiwan, and if that's the case, even though Taiwan
is rank ordered third as far as allies and partners within the region go, then I say that's where we
have to flow our forces. We don't have enough munitions and air power and sea power by mid-
2026 be able to fight both at the same time. What I'd says, is tell the RoK to defensive game
against the North Koreans. We begin flowing forces immediately. We need to get those
Ticonderoga-class cruisers that we've got that are on task that have the Aegis air defense system
over in the Westpac immediately and start setting up defensive perimeter in the Philippine Sea
so that we can protect the carrier strike groups that are going to be flown in there as part of the
package. It comes out of what is the US interest, right? Worst case scenario is China seizing
Taiwan and defeating a U.S.-led coalition. That is where we need to put the focus of our effort,
even though Taiwan, out of those three, is probably the least important ally and partner that we
have. I think you have got to look at this from a couple different ways, but the primary one is—
what's an American interest? To me, it's preventing China from becoming a military hegemon
within the Western Pacific. If they grab Taiwan or the Philippines, their pathway to getting
there gets much, much easier. I know that the shooting hasn't started yet, and you don't want to
start flowing forces until after the shooting starts, but we want to set the theater so that we can
rock and roll once we start tossing lead.

Participant #5: I agree with that as far as where we rank our treaty allies, and where we fall in
line with what our priorities are at this at this time, which is to prevent the seizure of Taiwan. I
had one other question—how does UN Forces Korea play into this? Because there's an
armistice, isn't the UN still involved on the peninsula? Is there something that we can do to
leverage that in this scenario?
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Participant #3: There aren't a ton of UN forces in South Korea. We've got one American
brigade in South Korea, and that's not tasked to do combat operations. We do have the wing of
F-22s that we can generate out of Osan and Kunsan, but I do not think we have many UN
forces within theater.

Participant #1: That's absolutely correct. We don't have the capability of fighting two wars at
the same time, even in the same region. That said, to me, the very first thing to do is
recognizing that China is the actor here. I think that's what the emphasis is. The Chinese have
basically turned the North Koreans loose, at least, that's what we're told. This early in a crisis, a
declaratory policy is very important so that the various players, including China, understand
that we hold them responsible for not only what's going on in Taiwan, but also for what's going
on with our treaty ally—the North Koreans being provocative—and blame and assign blame
accordingly, so that the ability of the North Koreans and the Chinese to disclaim or not affiliate
themselves with the threat in South Korea is eliminated, at least in our mind. To me, that's just
a simple declaratory policy that we make clear to all parties that are involved, and that smokes
things out to a degree, because it smokes out the Japanese as to what they're willing to do, and
it smokes out the Korean government aspect of this, in terms of perhaps what they're willing to
do.

Participant #6: One other area that we can build on in that capacity relates to a statement related
to the putative attack on the Kori reactor, which is to say that we believe that any attack on a
civil reactor that causes trans-boundary third party damage constitutes an act of war and
requires U.S. retaliatory action against the country that does so, and the first action will be
against North Korea. In other words, we're trying to get the North Koreans to slow down or halt
their actions and make it clear that if they cross some kind of line that there's a U.S. response.

Participant #1: I take that point. I will point out that before we split into teams, we got one
clarification—that being that the scenario actually says “further damage at Kori,” the
implication being that they've already damaged a fuel pond. However, that was a disconnect.
There had only been the demonstration of the ability to damage the fuel pond, and it hadn't
happened yet. That's a complicating factor to me, because we're actually posing to both the
South Koreans and the Japanese a hypothetical scenario that is very possible, but hasn't
occurred yet, and my original understanding was that the damage had occurred, and therefore,
as you just said, we are into an active war scenario. However, we clarify that, though, I think
we need to do it. Again, for what it's worth, they have not exploded the fuel pond yet, but
they're threatening to do so.

Participant #6: Right. Totally agree. In other words, what we are trying to do is seek some way
to prevent them from acting.

Participant #5: I know this is the war game scenario, but I don't think we should get too focused
on specifically the reactor. Let's say this happened today and there was some terrorist activity
that didn't cause any radioactive release in in Korea, we would be worried about other things,
such as the North Koreans actually coming across the DMV, as opposed to another reactor
attack. What I'm saying is, let's not get too focused specifically on the reactor and look a little
bit broader about what are some what are the statements that we should be making, and what
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are the postures that we should be taking in order to prevent a much larger aggressive action, as
opposed to such an acute attack as this?

Participant #7: Excuse me, but even with such an acute attack as this, haven't we shown the art
of the possible at this point? Haven't the North Koreans shown that they can position a drone,
even if it's an operated drone, over a spent fuel pool? From our experience, what we're seeing in
Ukraine right now, if one drone can make it there, 1000s more drones can make it there. So, the
threat is actually going to be against those spent fuel pools, with the full intention of being able
to breach the plant boundary with a radiological release. If that is indeed the case, what steps
are taking place right now to prevent that kind of an attack, regardless of the fact that I agree
with folks about pinning the blame on China right now up front, because this is all their
strategy unfolding, even though they're using North Korea as a puppet. What steps are in place
right now, or what steps could be in place right now to prevent a barrage of southbound drones
attacking those spent fuel pools and actually hitting the fuel pool and causing damage? All you
have to do is leak the water out, and if you can get the water leaking out, then you hopefully
can get the center line temperatures up and melt the reactor fuel. If you can do that, then you
get a radiological release off site and it's uncontrolled. Just asking.

Participant #1: That gets us back to the very fact that we have to have a declaratory policy that
that basically says “we consider this to be a preview to an act of war,” and declare that, and
flow forces and take measures that indicate that we would consider this action if it happens be
an act of war, and make a declaratory policy, so there's no doubt in anybody's mind, including
the North Koreans, including the Chinese, that we’re preparing for an act of war, whatever that
means.

Participant #5: What I was trying to say was that I think our declaratory policy should address
multiple different outcomes. Instead of attacking reactors, they could use drones to attack the
electrical grid and be just as disruptive. What I'm getting at is that our policy should be all-
encompassing and not just focused on the reactors at this time.

Participant #3: What I'd say is, like our declaratory policy is, if an adversary conducts a
strategic attack on American ally, we reserve the right to retaliate in a strategic fashion,
undefined, right? If we determine that somebody conducts an attack using whatever—if'it's a
drone against like a nuclear reactor, or whatever else—that creates a strategic effect, we reserve
the right to respond with our own strategic effect.

Participant #5: That's our existing policy to date.
Participant #3: Yeah.

Participant #5: We can reiterate that, and again, we can identify which forces we want to flow
into theater, with the eye on making sure that Taiwan is not seized. I also think that we maybe
skip the jump the gun a little bit—I think we're all in agreement on our end state with Korea
should be, but I think that we need to make sure that we go through the steps of not allowing
the government to be intimidated such that they capitulate to the North. I assume that's what we
all agree on, but we hadn't discussed it yet.
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Participant #1: I take your point. I think we're talking about the same thing. All I'm saying is
any hostile act is an act of war on any component of an ally. All I'm saying is that we're
reiterating that and standing ready to live up to our alliance obligations—and by the way, we
would consider a drone attack, or any attack of this nature on a strategic asset to be an act of
war, because what has happened in the past with the Koreans and with others is they've always
gotten away with deniability, whether they're sinking a patrol ship or whatever they're doing.
Deniability allows the progressives in South Korea and others to not react, and we're left
holding the short end of the stick. I'm really agreeing with you that we're just defining and
saying we are preparing as a contingency for a war on the peninsula. We're flowing forces to
the degree we can, and by the way, we consider a threat to that nuclear power plant to be an act
of war. So, I think we are talking about the same thing here.

Participant #5: 1 1,001% agree with you

Participant #1: Does anybody think we're getting ahead of ourselves on this? Thinking this
through.

Participant #2: This may or may not change the declaratory policy, but just wanted to highlight
that, from the messaging perspective, it's not being admitted to by North Korea as their attack.
They're still trying to cast blame on groups within South Korea. My only concern to raise there
would be the idea of a false flag operation that claimed that the U.S. is trying to escalate this
arbitrarily. Something to address the disinformation component of that might be relevant.

Participant #1: So how would you do that? Would you finesse it, or would you just make a flat
statement?

Participant #2: That is an excellent question.

Participant #5: I think you could just reiterate our policy that we will protect our allies against
strategic attack, and then it doesn't matter if it's the North Koreans or terrorists. The U.S. can
still flow forces into Korea to help protect vital infrastructure, or we could request the United
Nations, who has a mandate as a part of the armistice, to contribute forces to protect vital
infrastructure in South Korea. I think at this point it could be agnostic. Whether or not you pin
it on the North Koreans, you can you still have a lot of latitude to do many of the things that we
want to do.

Participant #2: That’s true.

Participant #1: Even though it's an ineffectual body, I agree with you. We do have a United
Nations Command. We do have a United Nations brokered armistice, and therefore, just for the
record, for whatever it's worth, legally or otherwise, we do have to petition the United Nations,
because they have responsibility for the UNC structure there. It's a good point—it's certainly a
secondary point, it's not going to stop anybody from doing anything, but maybe we should
make that as a point of action. The other thing is, we've talked a lot about how we deal with this
from a declaratory policy. We have to reach out to the Japanese at this point, because I think we
have to assume that they put all the pieces together and know that Kyushu is possibly going to
be flooded with radioactivity if this thing goes south. I know it's not our first priority, and may
not be our second, but somehow, we have to address the Japanese aspect.
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Participant #4: That is all important, but I have some other things to consider also. We've talked
a lot about flowing forces. I’m also thinking down the road, whenever we get an inject, I'm sure
an incident in that reactor, and the resultant contamination would impact our ability to flow
forces in. Also, evacuation of personnel—probably both U.S. and Korean, and whatever that
would entail—would not be trivial. Noncombatant evacuation operations (NEO) are not trivial.
We might need to wrap our heads around that. Also, if we think about defending reactors,
another thing to remember is, like, we're talking about Kori a lot in this, but there's more than
one reactor in Korea. Even if we want to get hyper focused on defending reactors, it's not just
Kori that we need to worry about.

Participant #1: The NEO aspect of this is huge. It's not just the United States or other citizens
getting out of Korea. It's the huge flow that would be required to move the Japanese, by our
treaty obligation, out of Korea and back to Japan. All the NEOs coming out of Korea go to
Japan first. This is a really important aspect. Maybe we're drilling down and getting too
granular here, but boy, it is a real complicating factor. If the Japanese would say to us, if this is
going to happen, we got to get our people out now, that would be difficult. Supposedly, the
United States is responsible equally to the Japanese. We can't flow our people out unless we
flow the Japanese out side by side. It's a real complicating factor, and I thank you for bringing
that up.

Participant #6: In our declaration, one of the other options in terms of providing defense relates
to making a statement that we perceive the attack on a nuclear reactor to be an attack on a large
civilian populace, a proportional response includes the use of nuclear forces from the United
States, and we understand that the intelligence leads to North Korea. In other words, something
that's a little stronger than just a generic statement that states that an attack on a nuclear reactor
is an attack on a strategic asset, and therefore would enable a U.S. response.

Participant #1: I think that's a great point, because we have to assign responsibility here. I think
that's what you're saying, correct?

Participant #6: Right. I'm saying, should we assign responsibility? I am also posing, for
discussion, something that identifies that an attack on a nuclear reactor enables the United
States a proportional nuclear response.

Participant #1: It's a very strong statement.
Participant #6: It may be too strong, so I'm throwing it out there for discussion, mostly.

Participant #4: Only thing I would comment on that is that maybe you don't want to tie decision
makers hands and all that kind of thing. We’ve seen in the past, the consequences when you
draw red lines, and you don't stick to them. Is that a realistic statement? Would you actually
consider launching those attacks? Maybe that’s a reason knowing who POTUS is could be
important. All I mean to say is that getting too specific could actually hurt us. Maybe it's
enough just to say the attack merits strategic response.

Participant #1: Actually, it is not a step too far. I know we've declared red lines before and then
watched other people violate them with no response from us, but I think the key here is, as you
just mentioned, a declaratory policy that says two things—that an event such as this, against a
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strategic asset that causes a mass casualty situation, would be regarded as something that would
warrant our consideration of a strategic response, which basically means nuclear, and secondly,
making clear that we're assigning responsibility to such an act, not only to North Korea, but
also to its sponsor, China. I think very early on, if we don't make that statement, we're letting
the North Koreans and the Chinese get away with creating a major incident here without taking
any responsibility for it. I think that's what we need to communicate now with both the South
Korean government and the Japanese government. Before we reach out to either government,
ideally the South Koreans first, do any of you have any comments on how that should be, that
conversation should be parsed?

Participant #3: What I’d say is, let's not miss the forest for the trees. We are on the precipice of
China initiating large-scale conflict in the western Pacific and allowing or encouraging North
Korea to stir up trouble in Northeast Asia because they know that it's going to cause this. It may
cause intellectual paralysis, may make it difficult to flow forces in and try to do a NEO at the
same time, and maybe impact our ability to generate sorties out of our bases in Japan. Saying
that reactors should not be attacked because that is bad is fine, but the bigger thing would be
saying knock it off—let's be very clear. China, you are allowing, at best, a scenario in which we
are going to come into direct conflict with one another. If that happens, it is going to be a pretty
cataclysmic war, and drones blowing up outside of reactors is harassment that's meant to take
our eye off what is the primary central threat? As I read the scenario, I know Control wants us
to be focusing on a rad nuke hazard in Northeast Asia, but I actually don't think that's the
central threat within the scenario. The central threat is that we're gearing up for World War III,
and I don't think that's actually exaggerating, the way things are developing. If you want to
make a declaratory statement, then let's do that, by all means, but we need to understand who
the target is—I don't think it's Pyongyang. I think it's Beijing—and then what that message is.
To me, the message is, “quit effing around, because we're not messing around at this point.”

Participant #1: I couldn't agree more, but the problem is we don't have a channel here to talk to
either China or Taiwan, so we that's why I'm suggesting the declaratory statement, first and
foremost, is aimed at Beijing, for the very reasons you just outlined.

Facilitator: We have a request for information from the South Korean team.

Message received from South Korea: “The South Korean team has some questions for the U.S.:
Does the US agree that this was an act by North Korea? How much medication and supplies
can the U.S. support with medical countermeasures? What is the suggestion of the U.S.? Can
the US get the international world, especially the UN, to get involved? Does the U.S. have any
warnings or indications that another attack is likely Does the U.S. agree that this was an act by
North Korea?”

Participant #1: We agree that this was an attack by North Korea and assign full responsibility
on them as well as China in extension.

Participant #5: As far as how much we can support with countermeasures, we don't necessarily
have to give a specific number, but we will tell them that we're going to help them out as much
as we can and start moving things. Whatever. They will receive the support of the U.S.
government.
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Participant #1: Yeah. We are mobilizing to respond to a large-scale radioactive contamination
event.

Participant #5: I think at this point we should be asking the South Koreans what assistance they
require.

Facilitator: I can respond with that question.

Participant #1: What is the suggestion of the U.S.? They're asking for an answer, and our
answer is, we are formulating a declaratory policy that assigns responsibility to North Korea
and China, and we are preparing to respond strategically on that basis.

Participant #6: As far as whether the U.S. can get the international world involved, we could
say that the U.S. is working with the UN Security Council for Chapter 7 resolutions and
coordination among nation states for the protection of the sovereignty of South Korea and
Taiwan.

Participant #1: We do not have any indications that another attack is likely, but we do
anticipate it as possible.

Facilitator: Would you like me to respond by asking what assistance they require?

Participant #1: I think we should say a couple things. I think number one, we will be sharing
with them a declaratory statement, and we fully expect the Republic of Korea to join us, or to
endorse that declaratory agreement, which will identify North Korea as the perpetrator and their
sponsors as China. Second, we appreciate the fact that they are going to give full authority to
the Combined Forces Command to make the necessary decisions that have to be made for the
war fighters. There have been issues in the past with progressive governments being unwilling
to coordinate their half of the Combined Forces Command. I think we have to tell the South
Koreans that we expect them to give full authority in a wartime situation to the Combined
Forces Command. We are putting them on notice that they can't dilly dally around in South
Korea.

Participant #8: Do we want to add anything about China's mobilizing its military to invade
Taiwan? They have already mobilized their forces per the PowerPoint.

Participant #1: That is a great point. Yeah. We're very conscious that China is on the verge of
undertaking hostilities toward Taiwan. Putting them on notice is good. I guess they probably
know already, but they would probably like to ignore it.

Facilitator: Would you like me to add anything else?
Participant #1: Thoughts, anyone?
Participant #7: I think that's good.

Facilitator: I will send that.

23



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

Reply sent to South Korea: “1. Yes. 2. Going to help them out as much as they can, mobilizing
to respond to large scale radioactive contamination. 3. We are formulating a declaratory policy
that assigns responsibility to North Korea and China. Preparing to respond strategically on that
basis. 4. Working with the UN Security Council for Chap 7 resolution for the protection of the
sovereignty of South Korea and Taiwan. 5. We do not but anticipate it's possible. What
assistance do you require? First: We are in the process of formulating quickly a declaratory
policy that IDs North Korea and China as the sponsor of this threat. We expect you to endorse
this statement. Second: We appreciate the fact that they're going to give full authority to the
combined forces commander to make the necessary decisions for the warfighter. We expect
you to give full authority to a wartime situation to the combined forces command.”

Participant #1: Once you get done with that, can you open up a channel with the Japanese?
Facilitator: I can, but very quickly, we have received an inject from Control.

Message received from Control (to all): “One week since last update—June 6th, 2026. South
Korea experiences widespread disruptions to its electrical supply system causing blackouts
throughout the country. Major South Korean cellular and internet service providers also
experience disruptions. Some in the South Korean government believe that North Korean
cyberattacks caused the outages, but US, South Korea, and Japan may have different views
from one another. Each team should weigh the pros and cons of taking a position on
attribution.”

Participant #1: My immediate thought is that we have to attribute this to the North Koreans,
unless people differ.

Participant #6: I totally agree.

Participant #5: I think we have to remember that our ultimate goal is to re-establish deterrence
and return to the status quo of where things were yesterday. It is not that I'm against attributing
malign actions to North Korea, we just need to make sure that whatever it is that we're doing
allows us to offramp towards where we were yesterday, and does not necessarily make steps
that are going to incite the North Koreans or give them justification to overtly attack.

Participant #7: Is this really our position, though?
Participant #1: No.

Participant #7: Don't we think that China is actually behind all of this? Isn't our position really
to challenge China, not just Korea?

Participant #5: Yes, I don't disagree, but what I don't think that is that the U.S. has the capacity
is to defend Taiwan and defend Korea at the same time.

Participant #7: The inject is an attack against the electric grid, so you’ve got north of 40 million
people in blackout conditions. You're 4-5 days away from a supply chain crisis, you have that
many refugees, and on top of it, you throw in a little bit of a nuclear chaos. All of this is
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directly attributed, as I understand it, to China. Is that right? We're trying to push blame past
Korea and onto China. So, what we really need to do is pin China to the wall.

Participant #1: Frankly, I'm not sure we can go back to the day before. I would like to do so, I
would like to look at off ramps, but this is a major strike on an ally that is completely strategic
and very disruptive, and I don't see how we can ignore the near-war implications of this. Of
course, we can clearly say that this has been, not orchestrated by, but certainly allowed by
China to happen, as a consequence to the Taiwan scenario. I think we need to elevate this as
much as possible, because we're preparing for war in the Taiwan Strait, and somehow we have
to shut down what's going on the Korean peninsula.

Participant #4: I was thinking about what the cons of attribution might be. This exercise is
called strategic distraction, and I know they opened with President Xi sending trusted advisor
saying we need to basically create a strategic distraction so we can take Taiwan. It might just be
worthwhile taking a couple minutes as a thought exercise to think about the cons, because the
knee jerk reaction is to say attribution is the best course of action. But what might be some of
the cons to attributing? It was mentioned that we might not be able to do both, in which case,
are we inadvertently committing to the Korean peninsula and then allowing China to do what
they want with Taiwan? It's hard. Maybe we can do both, but that might be worth at least
thinking about.

Facilitator: Japan just requested information from us.

Message received from Japan (sent to South Korea as well): “Japan would like to request
information with the following questions: 1: What intelligence do you have about this event
that you can share? 2: What are you doing to secure this plant and other plants? 3: Can you
agree to inform us of developments? 4: Should we jointly request support from the IAEA? We
would also like to offer Japan's help to South Korea in mitigating this crisis.”

Participant #1: I don't know what information we have that they can share.
Participant #5: I think we tell them we have the same information they do.

Participant #7: These are very scoped questions. They have not expanded beyond the tactical
attack on the plant. Getting the IAEA involved is great, that's fine. It'll be 48 hours to 72 hours
before they get any boots on the ground. What are we actually doing to defend that that plant
which has been nearly attacked but not actually attacked, and any other plants which are at
risk? Is there any activity going on anywhere to knock down drones coming in to drop larger
bombs into spent fuel pools? This is very tactical. It's not talking about Taiwan. It's not even
implicating it at all. It doesn't get back to China at all.

Participant #3: Like I said we should say to the Koreans, what they need to do to defend their
reactors, and frankly, if the United States military gets bogged down in dispatching missile
defense against very tactical targets in South Korea, if I were Beijing, I'd be delighted with that.
I would tell the South Koreans to take the steps they deem necessary to defend their reactors.

Participant #7: Absolutely. It would be a strategic mistake for us to try and defend tactical
targets like that.

25



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

Participant #1: I think it would not only be a strategic mistake, I think it is beyond our
capability to do so given the speed with which this is moving. Even if we could, I don't know if
we would. You are right that this is a distraction, and if I would be doing high fives in Beijing
if all we were doing was scrambling to put people on the ground in Korea to defend 16 nuclear
power plants. I think the issue here is telling the Koreans that they are responsible for
defending their power plants. The Koreans are responsible for the defense of their country. I
really think that we need to focus on the broader enemy here, the broader instigator, and that's
China. I would like to open up a channel of communication with the Japanese, because
hopefully, as an ally, they're going to understand the threat to Japan that this poses. So, I would
like to ask questions of the Japanese—do they understand the implications for Japan of a strike
on the Kori reactors? Are they willing to associate themselves with a declaratory policy that
blames China and holds China responsible for this situation? We need to smoke out the
Japanese, otherwise they'll just sit on their hands and watch.

Participant #3: I think you are right.

Participant #1: We can agree to inform them of developments, though. As for requesting
support from the IAEA, we can, but we do not expect it to have any practical positive effect.

Facilitator: Okay, and would we like to send any questions in response?

Participant #1: I thought I mentioned a couple. Do you have enough there to send something to
the Japanese to smoke them out, to get their attention, from what we talked about before?

Facilitator; Yeah.

Participant #1: Let’s start that dialogue with them and smoke them out, then, especially on the
China side, where they'll be very reluctant to call a spade a spade. I think that's contained in
what we've sent to them.

Participant #6: It's very realistic with so many questions from the Japanese.
Facilitator: I will send a reply to that effect.

Reply sent to Japan: “1. The same information you all do. 2. We're not doing anything. The
Koreans are responsible. 3. Yes. 4. We can but we do not expect it to have any practical
positive effect. In response: Do you understand the implications for Japan for a strike on the
reactors?”

Facilitator: With that said, shortly, we will have the opportunity to take five minutes to send a
representative to discuss with another team in their meeting room.

Participant #1: Who volunteers to go see the Koreans?

Participant #4: I can do it. What kind of water do you want me to carry? Do you think I should
just ask them what they expect from us?
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Participant #3: So, South Korea has 270 hardened aircraft hangars in their country. I would be
interested to see how many of those hangars we can start parking F-35s, F- 22s and some other
high end air assets if we're going to be flowing forces into theater. What I don't want is for
those aircraft to be sitting on the ground at Kadena, Anderson, Yokosuka, and other places
across the theater, and not be inside of hardened aircraft shelters. For me, I'm thinking about,
how we can prep theater to toss some blows against the PLA. If we can get access those 270
aircraft shelters, that would be great. They are not going to like that—they are going to say, we
are under attack, and you Americans are talking about setting the theater. However, if we are
thinking about American national interest, what we need is those hardened aircraft shelters.

Participant #1: Let me rephrase that, because it is a great point. That is, is the Republic of
Korea prepared to support us in a flow of forces that would allow us to address the China
threat? In other words, we hold China responsible for what the North Koreans are doing, but
the South Koreans must be prepared to host a flow of forces that will be directed at a China
contingency. That is a big question for the Koreans.

Participant #4: Usually, they don't like us to do that. I think they want our forces to be solely
focused on North Korea. That would be a big question for them, I think.

Participant #5: They can think that the F-35s are there for Korea when in reality they are there
for Taiwan.

Participant #4: That's fair.

Participant #5: Not to distract from our focus on Taiwan, but at some point, we should probably
start moving American citizens out of Korea and possibly Japan if we think that we're about to
get into a regional war. It's not a NEO at this point, but telling everyone they have got to go
home is probably a safe thing to do. Something else to consider is, since we're representing the
US government, if we're doing this scenario where there's a is a radiological release, we have to
recognize that Department of State is lead agency on consequence management, especially for
acts of nuclear terrorism. That is probably going to be their number one concern, getting
American citizens off the peninsula and potentially out of Japan. Again, not to distract us from
the fact that all of our military assets need to be focused on Taiwan.

Participant #1: Yeah. I think restating to the Koreans that they understand that our focus here is
on the Taiwan contingency and on China, and we want to make very clear that while we're
attempting to deal with the situation on the Korean peninsula short of war, we're also preparing
for a major conflict with China. Hence, this discussion about whether they are willing to accept
a major force flow into Korea that will have China as its objective. It's a big question for them,
so we need to ask it.

Participant #5: You could also add that if we are successful at deterring China from invading
Taiwan, that will ultimately deter North Korea from invading South Korea.

Participant #1: Beautiful.

Participant #5: That's why we need their support. Yeah,
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Participant #4: Right. They say there’s two paths. You have the deterrence half, and you also
have the assurance half. I’d be nervous if [ were South Korea, so it might be worth assuring
them that our nuclear umbrella treaty or obligations are steadfast.

Participant #5: That's all we were talking about at the very beginning, in regards to the fact that
we view that the bomb attacks on those reactors as a strategic attack, and that we reserve the
right to respond in kind. You could reiterate that.

Participant #1: I think that's a great point, because basically we are declaring that we recognize
that these are strategic targets, and we will be prepared to consider responding appropriately
strategically.

Participant #6: We can also offer to bring, you know, defensive army systems like THAAD or
Patriot missile defenses, which are not needed for the attack on or defense of Taiwan, to South
Korea?

Participant #1: Yeah.

Participant #5: I think we already have that there, correct? Earlier when I mentioned flowing in
forces I was thinking of more just like counter-UAS systems, but I thought we already had
those kinds of defensive systems in Korea.

Participant #3: We have got THAAD batteries at headquarters in Osan. There is C-RAM that
would be most applicable against the drones, but if we've got stuff that's mobile that we can
flow into theater, frankly, I'd be putting it on Taiwan.

Participant #1: We don't have enough to spare for Korea. They're going to have to defend
themselves, unfortunately. That is the reality.

Participant #4: I will go talk to the Koreans now, then.
Facilitator: The South Koreans just sent us a few more questions.

Message received from South Korea: “1: If the US is considering non-combatant evacuation
operations, consult closely with the Korean government. 2: Regarding your suggestions on
providing authorities to the CFC commander, this can only happen with DEFCON change,
which is a decision between the two national authorities (i.e., presidents of the US and ROK).
To clarify - is this request coming from the US president? The authorities you ask for can only
happen at DEFCON 3, so we are asking for clarity if this is the case.”

Facilitator: We also just heard from Japan with some new questions.

Message received from Japan: “Japan would like to understand the available evidence or
intelligence on who to attribute these attacks to? Japan would like to request the US share any
information or intelligence that it has. Are you planning to publicly attribute these attacks to
North Korea?”
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Participant #1: In response to that, we should say we're planning to attribute the threat of the
nuclear power plant attack and the other ongoing strategic infrastructure attacks to North Korea
and to China, and we are, secondly, talking to the South Koreans about a declaratory statement
to that effect, that we expect the South Koreans to endorse, and we expect the Japanese to
endorse it as well.

Participant #2: If we publicly attribute the attacks to North Korea and or China, won't that
trigger the legal clause in the like U.S.-South Korea mutual defense treaty? If so, are we okay
with that? Is that something we can avoid, legally speaking? I am worried it would obligate us
to do some military action.

Participant #1: Your concern is that it would trigger an activation related to the existing
security agreement?

Participant #2: Yes, that’s correct.

Participant #1: I would suppose so, but at this point, with 40 million Koreans in the darkness
and this threat hanging over their head, I don't think they would have any problem. The issue
here is operational command in wartime. Anytime there's a contingency or a crisis of this
nature, I'm thinking that that Combined Forces Command would have all the authorities it
needs to have. I don’t know what the triggering of that particular action would be, but I guess
you're saying we're going down a course of action that will be difficult or will create problems
for us?

Participant #2: I don’t mean to split hairs, I just want to make sure that, like before we commit
to publicly attributing that we're aware of the consequences of that.

Facilitator: Also, I would like to point out that Participant #10 is here as in the role of Japan's
Defense Minister.

Participant #10: The ask from the Japan group is just to get a sort of a general sense of where,
where your guys' thought processes are, if that's even possible to summarize quickly. We also
want to know what the U.S. is looking at doing if China does make a move on Taiwan.

Participant #1: Our top high-level take is that this is an action that must be attributable and be
brought back to China, because China is the aggressor, potentially on Taiwan. We plan to
publicly state that we're attributing these actions to North Korea and to China, and that we
consider the actions to be strategic in nature and reserve the right to respond accordingly.
Secondly, as we've communicated to Japan, we do plan a declaratory statement, and we are
coordinating with the South Koreans to ask them to associate themselves with that or to
endorse it, and we're going to do the same thing with Japan. Last but not least, we are prepared
for a Taiwan contingency, and we are expecting that Japan will participate as an alliance
partner in responding to that contingency.

Participant #11: I am a South Korean representative. I am here to talk about things. I was sent
over here to discuss information to the public. Our message is first that we are very keenly
interested in maintaining a calm information space within South Korea as much as we can to
avoid things like mass protests in the streets or conspiracy theories online that disrupt our
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ability to respond to this crisis. We have engaged in some planning since the events of 2010
when the North Koreans sank the Cheonan. We understand that we expect American journalists
will ask the President questions, either in briefing rooms or on his way to the helicopter or
perhaps at a State Department press conference, what our reaction is to the North Korean
demand that we abrogate the Alliance. We hope you will give the only appropriate answer,
which is that North Korea does not get to dictate the terms of treaty alliances between the
United States and South Korea. Finally, we understand the dangers of a domestic overreaction.
We do not want to inspire any false flag conspiracy theories. I will note that there has been
some discussion of the potential for martial law in South Korea, and we would like to do
everything short of that, to try to maintain public order.

Participant #1: You're communicating this to us basically as a scene setter in Korea, and the
position of the Korean government as this crisis unfolds, including the nationwide blackout, is
that right?

Participant #11: Yes, and we are also hoping that we can get a public statement from you to the
effect that the alliance is strictly between the United States and South Korea and that North
Korea does not get to dictate its terms.

Participant #1: I think we're still formulating our response, but we are looking at a declaratory
statement right now that we hope the Republic of Korea associates itself with and endorses,
which not only validates the Alliance, but also declares that we hold North Korea responsible
for what is happening in the Republic of Korea right now. Secondly, we hold China indirectly
responsible for this. Third, we connect this directly with the Taiwan crisis scenario and expect
the Republic of Korea to also make those same connections that we are making and allow us to
have a united front vis a vis China and North Korea. We do not see this as exclusively a North
Korea, South Korea situation. We see it as a regional situation, and we see China as being
involved, and we expect South Korea to associate itself with our interpretation.

Participant #11: Okay. Would you be willing to share with us any intelligence linking the
incident around our nuclear power plant with China having encouraged or provided any kind of
material support for it? I ask because you know the sensitivity of public opinion in South Korea
about involving us in a conflict with China. Facilitator: I just have to interject; visitors should
return to their rooms

Facilitator: I just have to interject; visitors should return to their rooms when possible.
Participant #1: Duly noted, on both of you. Do we have our guy back?

Facilitator: He does not seem to be back yet, but there are 20 minutes left of gameplay, so if
you would like to take any more action in, start thinking about that now.

Participant #7: It seems to be important that we identify the specific nature of the intel thread
that leads us back to our position that it's really China who's pulling the puppet strings, not
North Korea.

Participant #1: I agree with you, but I think we're in a trap here because we can't fight the game.
What we've been handed is a statement that good intel tells us that this entire initiative by the
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North Koreans as provocation is a consequence of an agreement that the North Koreans have
with China. Is the question, do we have to prove that to the South Koreans? Or is your concern
that we've made a false assumption here and our intelligence is wrong.

Participant #7: I think at this point we're dealing with a disinformation campaign. We can
assume that a disinformation campaign is active, and therefore you can posit your own
intelligence. You can call it collateral development off of open source, and you can simply
develop a statement that shows the rationale that we're using to say it's not North Korea, it's
China calling the shots for North Korea because of their Taiwan interest. If we build that
collateral development out, then that becomes the premise of a disinformation campaign on our
part against the Chinese.

Participant #5: I think with our declaratory policy, we can point to that we can see the Chinese
mobilizing to invade Taiwan, which is why we are moving forces in theater. We can combine
that with activities that are happening in North Korea as an indicator that there are malign
actors trying to set the conditions for a Taiwan invasion, and we can keep on pointing it back to
Taiwan. I’'m agnostic as to whether or not we can prove it was China or North Korea causing
the power outage, but we can still just we can use it anyway to say China is a malign actor, and
we're moving forces into the area to deter war.

Participant #1: I totally agree with that. I think we can craft this statement however we want,
because it is our perspective. It’s our position. So, what I think we have to do is, right now,
among us, formulate this particular statement or declaration, so that everyone understands what
our perception of what's going on is, and drawing the conclusion that we're going to act
accordingly We should begin with the fact that we attribute this series of events in South Korea
to a much more ominous threat on the part of China to Taiwan, and see it as part and parcel of
the same Chinese inspired activity. I'm not articulate enough to be able to say that in the right
way, but somehow, we have to tie the can on the tail of China to begin with, and then migrate
to the Korean Peninsula scenario. Unless somebody disagrees.

Participant #3: If I could ask, do we need to have the conversation with Japan and South Korea
and ask them how far they are willing to go? Do they actually see this as being the problem is
China and that they're gearing up for a regional war within their theater, and if they believe
that's the case with or without North Korea as an ally or partner in this conflict on their side,
how far are they willing to go? If Japan agrees with our threat assessment, then we need to see
like what they're willing to do. Are they willing to pull their helicopters off their flat tops and
put 40 F-35s on those flat tops, and create two medium-sized carrier strike groups that we can
use to engage in operations in the western Pacific? For South Korea, they're probably good
enough to play defense against North Korea, if North Korea decides to go, but if North Korea
stays out, then I think it becomes what we can do as far as generating combat sorties out of
RoK forces. How low are they willing to go on the munitions depots that we keep in Osan,
Kunsan, Pyeongtaek, etc., that we can that we can pull out for the fight against China? I think
we really are getting distracted by this reactor thing, when the broader scenario says China's
getting ready to go, and they're using North Korea as a distraction. If that's the case, we need to
figure out with our allies, how far do they agree? If so, what are they willing to do?
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Participant #5: To your point, South Korea is already in it. Whether or not the South Koreans
want to admit it or not, they're already in it.

Participant #6: I think maybe the question that you're asking is, they're in it, but are they in it
for Taiwan? In other words, are we going to request South Korea and Japan to work with us in
an alliance, and does that alliance involve the defense and the protection of South Korea and
Taiwan, or does it also include the use of military assets in South Korea and Japan to defend
Taiwan? Or does it also include the use of Japanese and South Korean assets to defend Taiwan?

Participant #1: I agree that the reactor is a distraction, even though it is the centerpiece of the
scenario. | think it's up to us to have a more holistic response, like we've been talking about,
that looks at the China threat, first and foremost vis a vis Taiwan, and forces the issue son the
very things you just mentioned. What's the mechanism we do that with? I think it is a
declaratory statement that makes very clear that we assign China the responsibility for
everything that's happening here, to include what the North Koreans are doing. If we don't do
that, I think we risk playing into the hands of the Chinese and the North Koreans. My problem
is, I don't have a feeling yet how we can best do that in a declaratory statement. I'm open to any
verbiage suggestions.

Participant #4: I just got back from chatting with our friends the South Koreans, and they had
specific things they wanted to include in a declaratory statement. They said they wanted to say
that an attack against a nuclear facility would be like a new nuclear attack. They wanted us to
use the language “end of the regime,” which is intense. The emissary that came to speak with
you got there before I left the room and asked about holding China indirectly responsible, and
they seemed to be on board. They said a progressive administration would probably tentatively
agree. They mentioned that they think that the Conservatives might still stay in power. I asked
about force flow onto the peninsula. They were open to it, but said maybe not package it
specifically against Taiwan, but rather to say that we're flying forces into Northeast Asia. They
asked that we consult closely with them if we plan to execute a NEO, and asked that if we
talked with Japanese, we should encourage them to unite as Koreans and Japanese. They
requested from us, specifically, a strong statement of support, and brought up extended
deterrence commitments.

Participant #3: I think this is terrific. I also think we can craft a statement that gets at these
things, that says we are deeply concerned by the deterioration of the security environment in
East Asia. We lay this squarely at the doorsteps of Beijing and Pyongyang. They are
responsible for it. The United States will defend its allies and partners to the fullest extent
possible. Any strategic attack on an American ally means that the United States reserves the
right to respond at a time and place of its choosing, to include responses that hold strategic
effect. Moreover, we are beginning to flow forces into theater to defend our allies and partners,
to include air power, naval power, and air defense assets into theater in order to defend our
allies and partners within the region from these provocative, escalatory, and aggressive actions
coming out of Pyongyang and Beijing. Then, we're able to start flowing the forces over, and we
can be as agnostic as to where they're going as possible, and we can work that out later. We
need to start getting everyone on board and say this is a regional problem. China and North
Korea are the ones who are destabilizing. The United States is taking the prudent steps because
they love us, and those great Americans live up to their security commitments. Then, we can
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put what assets we need where we need to in order to stave off the attack, and then we can have
follow-on conversations with the specifics after that.

Facilitator: A reminder that if we would like to send any further correspondence, it has to be in
the next few minutes.

Participant #1: Yeah, we're going to send a draft declaratory statement that we're working on
right now. We have five minutes to put that together. We're going to send it to the Koreans, and
we're going to send it to the Japanese, and we're going to we're providing you with this draft
declaratory statement, and we expect you to associate yourselves with that statement—both of
the countries. We'll hammer that out here in the next four minutes. Actually, I think what we
want to do is take as much as possible from what was just said, especially the first half of it. I
don't think we need to get into that many details, at least as many as there were in the latter half
of that statement, but could we plug that into what Participant #6 already drafted earlier?

Participant #6: I just drafted something based on Participant #3’s comments.

Participant #1: I like it. Let's go to the very first bullet. Correct me if I'm wrong. We're deeply
concerned about the deteriorating security environment in Asia, specifically related to Taiwan
and the Korean Peninsula. China bears responsibility. China, as well as Pyongyang, bear
responsibility for escalating tensions. I like the next bullet as is. We want to take that last bullet
out where it begins, Republic of Korea. Maybe there's something else.

Participant #6: The sub bullets related to attribution kind of fall into the comment above, so we
can get rid of those.

Participant #1: Yeah. We can get rid of all that.

Participant #5: I thought that was the important part that we wanted to make sure that it was all
tied back to China.

Participant #1: Bullet two covers that, essentially.
Facilitator: We have a minute.

Participant #1: I am good with this right now, because we're characterizing it as a draft
declaratory statement that we're expecting each of those two countries to associate themselves
with. We're good.

Facilitator: I will send it.

Message sent to Japan and South Korea: “Here is the draft declaratory statement. We expect
you to associate with this statement. ‘* We are deeply concerned about the deteriorating
security environment in Asia, particularly regarding Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula. « Both
China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions. * The United States
remains firmly committed to defense and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a
decisive response at a time and place of our choosing, including actions addressing strategic
(nuclear) responses. * In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
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repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional resources—into the region to
safeguard stability and security.””

Participant #1: Here’s my question, off the record. I think we're consistent with the game that
this is what Control attempted to smoke out. We probably didn't put as much emphasis on the
reactor aspect, per se, but I think this is the dilemma that they wanted to see us characterize that
could arise from a non attributed attack on a nuclear fuel storage pond that would contaminate
Japan. I don't know what happens now. Do we have some kind of a hot wash with Henry? How
does that work?

Facilitator: I'm going to pull up slides, and we just have to create our brief for the next 30
minutes.

Participant #1: And that brief gets shared with Command Central and the other players?
Facilitator: Correct, yeah.

Participant #1: Okay.

Question Discussion

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Do they prioritize dealing with Taiwan, the crisis in Korea, or the crisis in Japan?
Why?

Participant #1: Our number one objective is to defend the credibility of the United States
security commitment to East Asia to maintain stability. Something of that nature. The
overriding issue here is the maintenance of the credibility of the pledges that we've given to
other countries in the region, unless people disagree with me.

Participant #5: Nope, you're right.

Participant #3: Let me also add in there that a goal is to deny China hegemony in the western
Pacific.

Participant #1: Bingo, yes. And last but not least, deny North Korea its ability to suborn the
Republic of Korea. Suborn, maybe is the wrong word. Help me out— compromise the security
of South Korea?

Participant #3: I see this attack as coercion, so we're trying to deny or limit North Korea's
ability to coerce South Korea.

Participant #1: Beautiful, yes. Going back to one of the comments mentioned earlier, what we
want to do, is restore the status quo ante of the security structure of East Asia.
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Participant #6: I'd say we like we said before we say we prioritize the defense of Taiwan, and
then prioritize South Korea and Japan. Then, basically, we talk about flowing forces into
theater. That would entail going into Guam or Wake Island, all the main locations within the
Philippines—everybody goes in, everybody goes in. Within South Korea, we're offering to
provide assistance, and the Koreans have to prioritize their own defense. Everybody has to
ramp up their defense—Japan and Korea both.

Participant #8: We're going to strategically message, we're going to posture and deter.

Participant #1: Beautiful. We’re going to strategically message with declaratory statements that
we can credibly back up with force. What’s the next question? “What harm beyond the gates of
the plant do the various parties believe would result if further damage is inflicted against the
Kori plant? Who do they believe will be harmed and how?”

Participant #1: I think you just have to look at the map. We would presume that a release of
radioactivity would create severe damage to the Republic of Korea as well as Japan. We should
say something like that.

Participant #7: Those risks are all known, but the real unknown is the actual attack against the
grid. The attack against the grid is going to have far more reaching impact than the attack
against the Kori plant. Those spent fuel pools are damn tough to hit, and if you hit them, they're
damn tough to damage. If you damage them, they're damn tough to get a radiological release
from. However, it's pretty trivial, as we have seen in other parts of the world, to get a blackout.
The damage against the South Korean economy and people just from simply blacking out their
grid and destroying the generation capability, is significant. That's 30 million people who are
not going to come back to power in under five or six months. That is an eat your neighbor's dog
scenario. That is an extremely serious scenario.

Participant #1: Well, then let's put it that way. Let’s just say that damage to the quarry, spent
fuel pond, while it would be extensive, is much less of a concern to us than the social disruption
and economic destruction that would occur to South Korea as a result of the grid going being
taken down. Is that what you're saying?

Participant #7: Yes, it is. It pales in comparison. The number of people that you can hold at
harm for a successful attack against a United States Nuclear Power Plant spent fuel pool is in
the neighborhood of 500,000 at the most. The number of people that you can hold at harm to
the point of real damage if you attack the Eastern Interconnect is something in the
neighborhood of 150 million. That is a staggering difference. If you can take 150 million
people down without power for six months, you have lost the government. That's a continuity
of governance destroyed. You lose the United States at that point. The attack against a single
spent fuel pool is, although startling to most people in the world, really not the heavy-duty
attack that you should be worried about. The heavy duty attack you're worried about is putting
40 million people without power for six months. What the hell is the world going to do about
that? There is no response mechanism for that. That is a complete loss of the Korean Peninsula
and China does not take that into account. They don't give a shit to take that into account when
they start to posture North Korea to attack South Korea through confederation. That's my
opinion.
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Participant #1: Would you please put that into three sentences?

Participant #7: I would say that the triggering event of the potential attack against the spent fuel
pool by the drones exacerbated the possibility of an attack by North Korea against the South
Korean grid, which would pale in comparison to the attack on the spent fuel pool. In other
words, the significance of the attack against the grid is orders of magnitude greater than the
attack against the spent fuel pool. In a spent fuel pool you're going to get some people moving
out of the way in Korea, and you're going to get people out of the way in Japan. Both of those
countries, Korea, North and South, and Japan, would all collapse, if they had to respond to 40
million people out of power for six months. There's just no way to handle that humanitarian
crisis.

Participant #3: That goes back to our to our messaging. If you conduct a strategic attack on our
allies, we reserve the right respond at a time and place of our choosing, using any capability
that we so choose to use. So, if you destroy South Korean society, we reserve the right to nuke
whoever did it. That's just what it comes down.

Participant #7: Exactly. This scenario, in my mind, plays to a far heavier hand than what we've
discussed so far.

Participant #4: I think we're fighting the scenario, which we were told not to do, because we're
preparing apples and oranges. I think, by taking out the Kori plant by itself, would that impact
the entire Korean Peninsula's power grid? I think you would have to hit multiple reactors.

Participant #7: They already said as a part of the scenario that there was an impact on the South
Korean grid.

Participant #4: What does “impact” mean, though? How many power plants would you have to
take down create an impact as large as what you are talking about?

Participant #7: You would have to take out a startlingly small number in a country as small as
South Korea,

Participant #4: Yeah, but more than one, I think.

Participant #1: Just so you understand, we may be fighting the scenario here, but remember, it
was the injection of the grid being taken down sent by Control that brought us to this point. So,
I think all we're doing is saying the destruction of grid is of much greater consequence than the
attack on the power plant, and it would result in a potential destruction to society. That
destruction the society would be considered by us to be the equivalent of a strategic exchange,
and we would respond in kind. I think Control is, how do I say this, encouraging this drift in
this direction with the power plant as the catalyst for a whole bunch of other stuff to happen,
which is what we're supposed to be looking at, I think hypothetically.

Participant #4: Sounds good, sir. Yeah, sorry, and I might have missed that part when I stepped
out. That's my bad.

Participant #1: No, it's okay.
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Participant #6: I feel like we might want to just couch the language a little bit, because it's not
clear that they're really going after the entirety of the grid. Electrical grids can typically be put
back online. You can have different generation assets—KEPCO and KMP, and the variety of
assets that they can bring to bear. It would be very hard to have the entire grid go down for a
long time unless you have EMP or something.

Participant #3: We are playing in South Korea, right? South Korea is something that us grid
attackers understand on a granular lever. There's probably 20 locations in South Korea that I
could take out with a strategic strike of a drone, which would drop not on generation facilities,
but also distribution facilities called substations. Those high-tension substations, that would
suffice, without damaging generation, cutting off the distribution, which is where all the of
commerce and civilization lives. When the when the scenario planners put the power grid in
play, that, in my mind, took the relatively small significance of the nuclear power plant’s spent
reactor fuel pools—which are hard to hit, hard to break, hard to damage—off the table, so to
speak, in terms of catastrophic weapons of mass destruction, and that is something that drives
directly to long term outages associated with power grid collapse. We have seen this
repeatedly, absolutely freaking repeatedly, in Eastern Europe. If we don't learn from the
behavior of Eastern European people being attacked, it is to our peril, so we at least need to
recognize the fact that the real issue is when you plunge 15-20 million people into long-term
blackout, there are no provisions in civil society to deal with that many people who are
displaced so quickly. It just doesn't happen.

Facilitator: We should probably move to the next question.

Participant #1: Please, go ahead.

What rejoinder (and by whom), if any, should be made to North Korea’s diplomatic demand
that U.S. forces immediately leave the peninsula and China’s demands on Taiwan?

Participant #1: Complete rejection. I think that’s all we need to say. We can go to the next
question.

What military, and other, actions, if any, might the U.S., South Korea, Japan, and/or other
sympathetic parties take to reduce or eliminate the risk of further North Korean or Chinese
provocations?

Participant #1: I think we just flow forces, prepare for a major conflict, and demonstrate that
we're that. We should make no secret of the fact that we're mobilizing for a complete wartime
scenario.

Participant #5: I think our first action should be the strategic messaging we’ve been talking
about.

Participant #8: It can't just be a U.S. only message. I think having all three parties together do a
joint message would send a bigger message. It might lead to provocation. Who knows?
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Participant #1: I think the United States Strategic messaging would be easier. It would be very
difficult to get a consensus on that from both the Koreans and the Japanese. I agree it would be
a strategic message that restates the United States’s commitment to alliance partners in East
Asia. However we want to put it, we are prepared to do whatever it we're prepared to do
whatever it takes to maintain the integrity of those alliance commitments. It can be very short
statement. It should ideally be a unilateral statement.

Participant #6: Militarily. should we consider also maybe certain offensive or defensive cyber
activities related to China and North Korea, or perhaps a blockade of the sea lanes surrounding
North Korea, or things that are not directly attacks, but are provocative and designed to
militarily block their ability?

Participant #1: I guess we're referencing a situation where the North Koreans have done
incredible harm already to the South Koreans. So, I think what we would do is take the North
Koreans, as well as the Chinese to the international community for whatever collective
countermeasures or actions we could take to not retaliate but hold them accountable. We intend
to hold both the North Koreans and the Chinese accountable, politically, economically, and in
every other field, for their activities to date, and for any future provocative activity. Is there
something else we could do? Demand an increased defense budget? If it is Trump, I suppose.

Participant #3: I think we are good. What we need to do when we do the out brief shortly is just
be prepared to walk the dog with Control and then the Japanese and RoK teams on the
rationale, and really be able to field whatever questions they have so they understand our
strategic logic. I think we've got more than enough here.

Facilitator: Would you all like me to briefly go over, in our remaining eight minutes, what we
have established, prior to me sending it over?

Participant #1: Please:

Facilitator: So, for the first question, the U.S.’s objectives are to defend the credibility of the
U.S.’s commitment to East Asia, to maintain stability, and deny North Korea its ability to
coerce South Korea. We'd like to restore the status quo of the security structure of East Asia,
prioritize defense of Taiwan, and prioritize South Korea and Japan. Within South Korea, we're
offering to provide assistance, but South Korea has to prioritize their own defense. We will
strategically message with declaratory statements we can credibly back up with force posturing
and deterrence. Anything to add on to that?

Participant #6: We can just fill in some additional detail on some of that stuff, but I think that's
a pretty good synopsis.

Facilitator: For the second question, we would presume that a release of radioactivity would
create severe damage to the Republic of Korea. Damage to the Kori spent fuel pool, while it
would be extensive, is much less of a concern to us in social and economic destruction that
would result in South Korea from the grid being down. The significance of the attack against
the grid is far greater than the attack against the spent fuel pool.

Participant #6: Sounds good.
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Facilitator: For the third question, we have noted that North Korea’s demands should be
completely rejected. For the final question, our actions to reduce the risk of further
provocations will involve U.S. strategic messaging that restates its commitment to its alliances
in East Asia. We're prepared to do whatever it takes to maintain our commitment to these
alliances. We will take the North Koreans and Chinese to international community for whatever
countermeasures we can use hold them accountable, politically, economically, and in every
other field, for their activities to date and for any future activities. We would also flow forces
and mobilize for a complete wartime scenario.

Participant #9: No, I agree. I mean, I've kind of been trying to “Red Team” this scenario in my
head the whole time here. I'm trying to formulate an alternative future. Again, I had the risk of
fighting this scenario. Having, professionally dealt with this kind of crisis before, I think it is
worth exploring a little bit of strategy here too. I think there's a tendency in these games to strip
South Korea of a lot of its agency. We end up forgetting that they are a sovereign nation, and
they do have considerable capability. Without getting too much into operational plans, if war
breaks out on the peninsula, you know that it's really a South Korean show. It's not U.S.-led.
Regardless of whether there's a conservative or progressive administration in South Korea, if
there's a strategic attack that's attributed to North Korea in South Korea, there's a real risk that
the gloves come off. I think if past is prologue, we know that a lot of times, it's really the U.S.
having to restrain South Korea from overreacting, because they'll want to go in. In this kind of
scenario, | think an alternative thinking, outside the box a little bit, is if we really believe that
China has crossed the Rubicon and they are going to invade Taiwan, I'd actually rather deal
with the Korean problem set than the Taiwan problem set. Where I'm going with that is that it
may actually be more beneficial to egg South Korea on and get them to respond to North Korea
in a much more aggressive fashion, because let's not forget, China has a strong interest in what
happens on security on the peninsula, and if they got a hot war going on there, that distracts
them from dealing with Taiwan. I would think that China would know that, they're assuming a
huge risk by trying to destabilize the peninsula, because if something does pop off, then they're
going to have to worry about containing that up in the in the northern Military District. Just
some food for thought there. I'm looking at question number four here, where we're talking
about, what military actions, if any, might be taken to reduce or eliminate the risk of further
North Korean or Chinese provocations. Well, we've already answered the question. The PRC is
ready to go. We're on the eve of war there. North Korea might have overplayed its hand by
launching these strategic attacks. South Korea, at this point, might already be trying to mobilize
for war, and they're going to ask for U.S. support. That's the real risk. The thing is, we have a
military mutual defense treaty with South Korea. We don't have one with Taiwan. Politically,
there's a lot higher stake on the peninsula. I know this is focused on the Taiwan problem set,
but from an international law perspective, the peninsula could quickly overtake Taiwan as the
priority.

Participant #1: This is food for a completely different discussion. It would probably consume
hours. As you well know, the problem of having dual con plans for various scenarios in Asia,
as opposed to a single one, has always been a challenge. But, we're really talking about an off
peninsula scenario here. I think that's what Control’s thing was getting at, was creating a
scenario that, even though improbable, would still be a real black swan event. All your
comments are really, really good, and I just wish there was a venue to explore the direction you
were going.
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Facilitator: When possible, we should all return to the plenary session.
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South Korea Team
Participant #1: We have a situation where the Chinese have decided to take over
Taiwan by force, which is very unfortunate, but that's what it is. They've gone to the

North Koreans to join them and instigate some trouble on the Korean Peninsula. The North
Koreans have done so by showing the potential damage they could do on the Kori nuclear
plant. No harm was done, but the potential for what could happen has been explicitly displayed
by the North Koreans. Does everybody agree with this summary? I hear no nays, so I would
assume that everybody agrees. In this kind of situation, what do we believe the South Korean
reaction would be? I would first ask Participant #2.

Participant #2: If we assume that the radioactivity from the spent fuel is released to the
environment, then the first response of the South Korean government should be evacuation near
the Kori unit. We need to think about how to evacuate the people impacted by the radioactive
religious—that's the first thing the South Korean government should do.

Participant #1: But there was no actual damage to the to the plant, right?
Participant #2: I might be confused.

Participant #1: From your statement, I would just say that experts in Korea would explain the
kinds of catastrophic event that would have happened if this incident had gone wrong, and it
would generate panic. Would that be a fair statement?

Participant #2: Yes, I think so.

Participant #1: Okay. Let's put that down. Participant #3, what would the United States do in a
situation like this? Or, what would be a prudent thing for the Korean government to do? What
would you expect the Korean government to be doing?

Participant #3: Similar to what was just said in terms of preparing for evacuation, I would
assume the South Korean government would be preparing for any type of post exposure
prophylaxis, especially on the radiological side. I know the United States maintains stockpiles
for post exposure medication, both for humans and for animals on the agriculture side. [ am
uncertain about what the environment around the reactors would be in terms of any animals
that would need to be evacuated, but in terms of what the U.S., it would do would be looking at
animal evacuations, cooling, or human evacuations, and then looking at the exposure and how
to get the post exposure prophylaxis medication to residents as well as workers at the reactor.

Participant #1: That's great. So, Korea is not a big country. Our size is like the size of Indiana,
only that we have three times more people. So, we need put that in our equation. Also, we
really lack stockpile. This is where we would probably be, again, in a really critical situation
where we would be going to the United States to help us out.
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Participant #3: There are partnerships in terms of emergencies to support both technical
assistance on the subject matter, as well as expert treatments of disasters, including radiation.
The U.S. also has mechanisms to support other countries going through these types of disasters.

Participant #1: I would also think that the Japanese’s hair would be on fire, because Kori is so
close to them. They will be as panicky as any Korean. Participant #4, do you agree with what I
just said about the Japanese being on a panic level equivalent to ours?

Participant #4: Thank you for the question. I think it's quite possible, given their experience
with Fukushima. It also depends on how far the relationship has come from current time to
game time, because we are working much more closely trilaterally as well. I think you would
have the hesitancy, you would have the concern, but I think there would be much more free
flow of information between the two countries—at least, hopefully, the South Koreans can talk
to the Japanese with their experience, and try and leverage that knowledge as well when it goes
to any assessment of damage at the Kori plant or assessing radiological levels if that were to
transpire.

Participant #1: Yeah. So, Japan would be as panicky as anyone on the peninsula?
Participant #4: Correct.
Participant #1: Participant #5, we got 20,500 soldiers here. We got another, I think,

15,000 U.S. military families, and then we have a total of 2.5 million foreigners in South
Korea. What would you about the U.S. military? What would they be like right now? If you
were a lieutenant colonel in Korea right now, with your wife and three kids, what would you be
doing?

Participant #5: If it was just me personally, I'm sure my wife and I would be panicking, just like
everybody else would. From a military perspective, I think there's probably some things that the
U.S. military is going to be helping the RoK with in regards to, such as a forensic analysis, and
gathering that Intel to determine kind of where the where the attack came from, methods,
motivations, and stuff like that. Second, what is that response option? There's been an attack, so
what are we going to do to develop a strategy to address the consequences of the attack? I know
there wasn't really any damage, so it's really just a question of just preventing any future
incidences. Thirdly, I think what we hit on with Japan is maintaining that regional stability. We
have to work with our allies. We'd be working with the RoK, we’d be working with the U.S.,
and I think with the proximity to Japan, we definitely have to bring them into the fold on how
we're going to de-escalate, or how we're going to maintain that regional stability, as well as
how we're going to have a coordinated response from a whole of government approach to
respond to the aggression from North Korea.

Participant #1: So, we need a coordinated response to this situation, trilateral and bilateral. But,
but as a family man, you're tied with your family, because you want to get your family out, but
unless the U.S. government allows this to happen, your family is pretty much stuck here, right?

Participant #5: Yeah, until a non-combatant evacuation operation (NEO) is identified and
supported, they would be stuck on the peninsula.

42



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

Participant #1: Yeah, but it's not a matter of money. If you leave, Smith next door and Jones
next door are going to try to do the same thing. I think what will happen is that your
government would not allow that to happen. So again, you're in a pickle.

Participant #5: Yep, I agree. I think if there was a mass exodus, it would get shut down by our
government allowing people to come back to the U.S. to kind of flee the region. That's
probably not an understatement.

Participant #1: Okay, so, for the past 20 minutes, we looked at the situation, and we generally
agree that there will be general panic within South Korea as well as Japan, that Korea needs a
lot of foreign assistance in medicine cures, and that there's not much to evacuate, because
where are you going to go? The whole discussion that we've had for the past 20 minutes
basically says panic. So, going to the first question, what are the top national objectives of the
Republic of Korea?

Facilitator: I will say, before we start thinking too much about the questions we, we should
think about whether we want to reach out to any of the other teams, and whether there's any
communications we want to make, because we have a limited amount of time allotted for
communication with the other teams, and will have time to look at the questions after that.
Other teams might reach out to us soon, but we have not heard anything from anyone yet. If we
don't have anything we want to say to anyone else, we can move on to the questions, but I did
want to flag that as an option.

Participant #1: That’s great. I do have some questions for the United States. So, the question for
the United States and Japan—who do you think this was? Do we have U.S. concurrence that it
was North Korea? Do we have Japan's concurrence that it was the North Koreans, just to make
sure that everybody is on the same sheet of music. That's my first question. Number two, how
much in medication supplies can the United States provide us? Same question to Japan. I kind
of doubt that Japan has anything to spare, but I just want to ask and see what they say. The third
question would be—what is the U.S. suggestion? Finally, can the United States get the
international world, especially the UN to get involved? Those are my four questions. Does
anybody else have anything to add?

Participant #5: I’d add that we should identify if there's any indications or warnings if this is a
precursor to something bigger.

Participant #1: Okay, great.

Participant #6: I would only add that the information space in South Korea, especially, but also
in the United States, is going to be very critical, particularly because of the unpopularity of the
current president. I guess we're assuming he is no longer in power, but we know that in 2010
when there were two attacks by North Korea against South Korea, that the information space
was heavily dominated by conspiracy theories, and that did a lot to paralyze the response.

Participant #1: Yes, I agree. I agree with you.

Participant #2: Before moving forward, I'd like to give you some idea about, you know, the
scale of the extent of an attack if it happened. The scale of the release would be 30 or 40 times
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bigger than Chernobyl. We should think about that—it would be a nuclear accident of a bigger
scale. I just wanted to make that clear.

Participant #1: Okay. Participant #6, you mentioned the infighting during 2010 when the North
Koreans shelled at one of our islands, and when they took down one of our ships. I would just
offer you this thought, when the North Koreans sank our frigate, yes, you're right, there were a
lot of conspiracy theorists, and it divided the country in half, which I believe, invited the
second action, which was the shelling of Yeonpyong Island. However, do you remember what
happened after the Yeonpyong Island shelling? The Koreans came together, unanimously.
Some of them said it was our fault because we shot first, but that was baloney. 90% of the
Korean people, once they realized that it was, for sure, the North Koreans, they came together.
So, I don't know if you knew that, but I think that's something that we need to take into
account.

Facilitator: Before we send out our questions, Japan just sent us a request for information.

Message received from Japan: “Japan would like to request information with the following
questions: 1: What intelligence do you have about this event that you can share? 2: What are
you doing to secure this plant and other plants? 3: Can you agree to inform us of
developments? 4: Should we jointly request support from the IAEA? We would also like to
offer Japan's help to South Korea in mitigating this crisis.”

Participant #1: We can send our questions separately to each of those entities, and then we can
wait a few minutes for the response to the Japanese team.

Facilitator: Okay.

Message sent to U.S.: “The South Korean team has some questions for the U.S.: Does the US
agree that this was an act by North Korea? How much medication and supplies can the US
support with medical countermeasures? What is the suggestion of the US? Can the US get the
international world, especially the UN, to get involved? Does the US have any warnings or
indications that another attack is likely?”

Message sent to Japan: “The South Korean team has some questions for Japan: Does Japan
agree that this was an act by North Korea? How much medication and supplies can Japan
support with medical countermeasures? Does Japan have any warnings or indications that
another attack is likely?”

Participant #4: There’s generally a very quick question for the United States of, what are we
going to do in response to this militarily, to establish some kind of deterrence on the peninsula,
so it doesn't invite further attack. I know we're reaching more with Japan to get a trilateral
aspect, and I don't know if we want to broach that question now.

Participant #1: Yes, so, the question that we asked the United States was an extension of that

same thing that you were saying. The response from the U.S. team, I would assume, will be a
unified response incorporating relevant entities.
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Participant #4: Perfect. Thanks. Okay, so going back to the move one questions. One, what are
the top national security objectives of the Koreans? I would say, control the panic. How do we
do that? In this kind of situation, yes, there will be controversy as to whether it was North
Korean or not, and once people realize the potential dangers of what might have happened, an
overflow of people trying to get out of the Korean peninsula by airplane or by boat would be
very damaging. Okay. I think initially what will happen is people will not realize how critical
the situation is. There's a tendency on the Korean Peninsula where people will say, oh, it's just
another one of those events. So, although the top national security objective would be to control
panic, the second objective would be not to cause panic. In other words, they're not going to do
to anything extreme, but they'd be considering drastic measures if panic were to occur. What I
mean by drastic measures is martial law, which is an option that we always have, which has
been used before in the 70s and 80s, and it could be something that is a very feasible option to
the Korean government. Do we prioritize dealing with Taiwan, the crisis in Korea, or the crisis
in Japan. Of course it would be Korea, then Japan, then Taiwan. Why? Just because of the way
the Koreans think: we've often thought of ourselves as the frog that lives in a well, thinking that
the well is the entire world. The mentality of our politicians that our well comes first. So, the
Korea crisis comes first. Then, the Japanese are closer to us than the Taiwanese, so we'll deal
with that problem later on, would be my guess. Does anybody want else want to chime in?

Facilitator: Before we speak more about the discussion questions, the control team has just sent
an inject.

Message received from Control (to all): “One week since last update—June 6, 2026. South
Korea experiences widespread disruptions to its electrical supply system causing blackouts
throughout the country. Major South Korean cellular and internet service providers also
experience disruptions. Some in the South Korean government believe that North Korean
cyberattacks caused the outages, but US, South Korea, and Japan may have different views
from one another. Each team should weigh the pros and cons of taking a position on
attribution.”

Participant #1: Okay, thanks. We should consider answering those questions from the Japanese
now. Number one, we have very little intel, but from past experience, and the fact that the
North Koreans have come up and said that it's not them, there's a high probability that it was
North Korean backed. That should be our response. Number two, the Korean security apparatus
has a three-level security mode that can be applied to such situations, and all 1000s of security
facilities would now be on higher security status. During peace time, it's at level four, but now
we would be at level two, at least. That means round the clock increased security, and all that
kind of good stuff. Number three, yes, we definitely agree to share information. Number four,
Participant #2, should we ask the IAEA? What is your opinion?

Participant #2: In this case IAEA would not be helpful. If there is an accident, the IAEA can no
longer help—only the government can manage that.

Participant #1: So, you're saying we should not get the IAEA involved, because they are not
helpful.
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Participant #2: The IAEA would not be helpful, but the South Korean government and South
Korean nuclear community can handle it. Japan can also handle it. So, we don't need the
IAEA’s help to clean up or anything else.

Participant #1: So, even as witnesses, we would not need the IAEA here?

Participant #2: Yes, I think so. Technically and strategically, the South Korean, Japanese, and
Americans, have their expertise in, in dealing with these kinds of nuclear accidents, so I do not
think we need IAEA assistance.

Participant #1: Okay, so we should respond that although assistance from the international
community is appreciated, unless the IAEA can offer specific areas of assistance, the South
Korean government does not want to put IAEA personnel in danger at this moment.

Participant #2: Your explanation was much better than mine.

Participant #1: As to the final point, we can just say any assistance would be appreciated.

Reply sent to Japan: “1. We have very little intel, but from past experience, and the past that the
DPRK has said it is not them, means there is a high possibility it is DPRK backed. 2. The
Korean security apparatus has a 3 level security mode that can be applied to such situations,
and all thousands of security facilities would now be on higher security status. 3. We agree to
share information. 4. Although assistance from the international community is appreciated,
unless the IAEA can offer specific areas of assistance, the South Korean government does not
want to put JAEA personnel in danger at this moment. Any assistance is appreciated.”

Participant #1: We can get back to talking about the move one questions now. Number two is,
what harm beyond the gates of the plant do parties believe could occur if damage were inflicted
against the Kori plant? Who do they believe would be harmed and how?

Participant #2: The worst case and best case depend on the concentration of radioactivity
deposited near the Kori power plant. Spent fuel fire is so big, and the religious radioactivity is
so huge, so the exposure to radiation would be greater than you know the Chernobyl or
Fukushima case, but people might not be killed by the radiation exposure. The local people
who lived the plant would not be killed in a short time, but their health would be really
threatened because of the they would, they would get cancer due to the radiation exposure.

Participant #1: Okay, so there would not be immediate deaths, but the potential for long term
health issues would be quite catastrophic.

Participant #2: Yes, exactly.
Facilitator: Just an update that the U.S. responded to our questions from earlier.
Message received from U.S.: “1. Yes. 2. Going to help them out as much as they can,

mobilizing to respond to large scale radioactive contamination. 3. We are formulating a
declaratory policy that assigns responsibility to North Korea and China. Preparing to respond
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strategically on that basis. 4. Working with the UN Security Council for Chap 7 resolution for
the protection of the sovereignty of South Korea and Taiwan. 5. We do not but anticipate it's
possible. What assistance do you require? First: We are in the process of formulating quickly a
declaratory policy that IDs North Korea and China as the sponsor of this threat. We expect you
to endorse this statement. Second: We appreciate the fact that they're going to give full
authority to the combined forces commander to make the necessary decisions for the
warfighter. We expect you to give full authority to a wartime situation to the combined forces
command.”

Participant #3: I don't know if this is being too specific, but on their response to number two,
they talk about response to large scale radioactive contamination. To me, that is very different
from the ability to support large-scale medical countermeasures from the strategic national
stockpile of the U.S. Do we have the ability to go back and clarify the response to that?

Facilitator: Yes, we can. What would you like me to ask?

Participant #3: I want to hear everyone else's thoughts, but my thoughts are just clarifying
whether they're supporting large scale radioactive contamination in terms of environmental
contamination, gross bodily contamination, and outer contamination, or if they have the ability
to provide specific medical countermeasures from the stockpile. I don’t know if I am getting
too pinpointed on that one, though.

Participant #7: I don't know if it would be worth asking about the speed to which the U.S. could
potentially mobilize.

Facilitator: We can go back to that and discuss that, but in 10 minutes, we will have an
opportunity to send someone to the like meeting room of one of the other two teams to have a
face-to-face discussion with either the U.S. team or the Japan team, if we so desire. For now,
we have that inject from earlier and these questions from the U.S. that we can respond to if we
would like.

Participant #1: Let's just go back. Does anybody else want to join in on the move one briefing
question about what harm might occur beyond the gates of the plant? Participant #3, did we
miss anything?

Participant #3: Unfortunately, I think a lot of it depends. I think we have got our bases covered
on the human health side. I know I mentioned that agricultural health earlier, that's just thinking
about future steps—if there is some sort of radiological release there would have to be some
sort of environmental cleanup and contamination of any animals that died. I think our
discussions have it captured pretty well so far.

Participant #1: Does anybody else want to chime in on number one or number two?

Okay, you can always interject. About the U.S. response, let us say the following—if the
United States is considering NEO, consult closely with the Korean government. That's our
request. Number two, regarding your suggestions on providing authorities to the CFC
commander, this can only happen with DEFCON change, which is a decision between the two
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national authorities, in other words, the presidents of the United States and Korea. So, we
should clarify—is this request coming from the U.S. president, because the authorities that they
ask for can only happen at, maybe, DEFCON 3. Just for clarity, we would like to ask again if
this is the case.

Reply sent to U.S.: “I1: If the US is considering non-combatant evacuation operations, consult
closely with the Korean government. 2: Regarding your suggestions on providing authorities to
the CFC commander, this can only happen with DEFCON change, which is a decision between
the two national authorities (i.e., presidents of the US and ROK). To clarify - is this request
coming from the US president? The authorities you ask for can only happen at DEFCON 3, so
we are asking for clarity if this is the case.”

Participant #1: Okay. Let’s think about the third briefing question now. What rejoinder, if any,
should be made to North Korea's diplomatic demand that U.S. forces immediately leave the
peninsula and China's demands on Taiwan. Participant #4, what are your thoughts?

Participant #4: I think you have to follow the history of the alliance. We are the U.S.-ROK
Alliance, we are not going to see the U.S. forces leave the peninsula. This is an integrated
force, if you will. We will defend the sovereignty of South Korea to the end. I don't know if
you just want to dismiss the PRC’s demands, if we want to get embroiled into that right now or
not, but we can also interject about the territorial sovereignty of Taiwan as well and link it to
the ROK. We're both in the same position with respect to our sovereignty and our territory. So,
I think any messaging should be aligned, it should be synchronized and should be the same
across the board.

Participant #1: Yeah, sounds good to me. Participant #5, what do you think?

Participant #5: I 100% agree with Participant #4. I think it could be good to tie in Japan
trilaterally as well. That could happen at any level of government—it could the
POTUSPOTROK level, or be at the Secretary of State level, more at the diplomatic level,
which is probably what I would probably suggest. It might even happen at the ambassador
level, or at the UN, or something like that.

Participant #8: I think in all these discussions regarded Taiwan, I would suggest that, when any
China invasions get carried out, Taiwan would pretty much likely carry out a missile strike to
the Yangtze Delta, maybe the Nanjing bridge. At the end of the day, Taiwan is not a military
alliance of the U.S., so Taiwan has had their own plans. So, I wonder if South Korea would
have their own plan to retaliate in terms of carrying out a strike—say, Kim Jong Un's yacht, to
send a message.

Participant #1: In response to a Chinese attack on Taiwan, would the South Koreans send a
message to North Korea? Is that what you're asking?

Participant #8: There are a couple issues, right? Does South Korea want to be part of the whole

the joint war with Xi Jinping and Kim Jong Un, or does it South Korea want to fight on its
own? Or does South Korea believe that they can carry out any kind of battle with just the
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Americans’ help? There are different dynamics. So, what is South Korea's calculation in this
particular situation?

Facilitator: Japan has just reached out to us.

Message received from Japan: “Japan would like to understand the available evidence or
intelligence on who to attribute these attacks to?”

Participant #8: In response to Participant #8’s question, I believe that we South Koreans must
defend the interests of the free world, and that whatever happens between Taiwan and China,
Korea will get involved no matter what, but in this situation where we're having initial clashes
between the mainland and Taiwan, unless the United States specifically requests a military
response from the South Koreans, that would not be realistic for us, and even with a specific
request from the United States, it better be a really good request—a justification for us to
attack. Otherwise, we would not do that. Now, if the situation became worse, and the United
States were to make that request, I have no doubt that we'd be bombing everybody with
everything that we have. Until that happens, it would be unrealistic to even expect South Korea
to respond to anything like that.

Participant #1: Participant #1, What is your opinion on what kind of rejoinder or response we
would have in this kind of situation?

Participant #9: Do you mean a military response?

Participant #1: I mean as a whole. We have the diplomatic, information, military, and economic
realms to play with, so I was wondering if you had anything to add to the previous comments
about the alliance reponse.

Participant #9: I would definitely be considering, in the information realm, some kind of
targeted response, maybe directly to North Korea. Within South Korea, I may consider
messaging to the South Korean people only not to assure them of an alliance response and their
safety but also messaging to North Korea not to be manipulated by China. That would be a way
to get in the information space to North Korea, but also to internally to the to the domestic
population in South Korea.

Participant #1: Participant #6, what do you think about that?

Participant #6: Information ops for the people of South Korea will obviously have to come
from the South Korean government itself. The United States, for its part, will not be able to
avoid being asked the question about North Korea. Every time there is a press conference or a
press briefing, or the president is walking into the helicopter, someone is going to ask for a
response, and the only correct response, of course, is that North Korea does not dictate the
terms of our alliances with our treaty allies. I hope that the South Korean government has
learned something from the confusion that followed in the initial hours, days, and weeks after
the Cheonan attack. I hope that they have plans in place to get clear messaging out to the
population and to minimize the amount of overreaction. I think that an overreaction could play
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into the hands of those who want to try to allege that the attack was a false flag, or any of the
silly things that we've come to expect in any international crisis now. I just hope that the South
Koreans have planned this carefully.

Participant #1: We now have an opportunity to send some people to other groups.
Participant #6, can you please go talk to the U.S. and summarize what we talked about?
Participant #6: I can do that.

Facilitator: We have a guest from another team.

Participant #10: I am a guest from the Japanese team. I'm the secretary of state or minister of
foreign affairs in Japan, and we have three questions. One is, what's the status of being a tribute
any of the attacks to any particular country or terror group? I'm interested in that the North
Koreans are telling us that it was a group of South Koreans that are in favor of unification. My
question is, how the heck would they know, unless they're the perpetrators? I find it strange.
The second thing is, Japan would like to set up a way in which we know as quickly as possible
if any particular attack has occurred, and whether it's going to impact Japan in terms of fallout
or radiation or side effects. Third, we will do everything necessary to help you health-wise, and
we have an open mind for any military or police or investigative help of any kind that you may
need to either mitigate what's going on or to stop what's going on, or if we need to retaliate.
There’s a fourth thing, excuse me—what's your assessment as to when or if China will move on
Taiwan? You don't need to give me an answer right away. You can put it in an email, but those
are the four areas that my team had asked me to convey to you after we got some of the
responses from you and the U.S. team.

Participant #10: We do not know with certainty what China told North Korea, do we? Because
my guess is that all this is with the approval of China. I can't prove that, but as Minister of
Foreign Affairs, I think this is what's going on here.

Participant #1: Okay, well, first of all, I just want to say that we appreciate Japan's support in
this crisis. From the long history and relations that we have had with the North

Koreans, it's no surprise to us that despite the fact that it might have been legally South
Koreans who have committed this criminal act, that it was supported by the North Koreans, and
hence, we believe that it was North Korea behind all of this, and that it is no coincidence that
this is happening with the tensions on the Taiwan Strait. I think what happens next will be
closely tied with our response, and hence we feel that Japan and Korea must be united in one
voice and put aside all the differences that we have had on other issues.

Participant #10: Yeah, I concur. I can speak for the Japanese team—one of their questions was
what we should do. It's one thing to respond, to take mitigating actions to prevent harm. The
other thing is, what do we do offensively or in retaliation? What are the South Koreans
proposing? Of course, you'll be working with the Americans, as we will, because most of what
we're going to do is joint.
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Participant #1: Yes, I feel it is especially important for Korea and Japan to have a joint voice to
ensure that the United States understands the situation and supports us accordingly. At the same
time, we must not overreact, and so again, close cooperation is important. I think my team is in
concurrence that China is behind this. It is no coincidence that all of this is happening as we
speak, there are no major deaths occurring in South Korea right now. My understanding is they
didn't actually attack the plant. They just did an overflight, correct?

Participant #10: They overflew it, and they had drones explode over the site without damaging
the facility itself.

Participant #1: Right, so it was a warning or something like that. I'm not fighting the scenario,
but why would they do that? Just intimidate us? I think they're trying to cause trouble, or trying
to trap us to overreact, so I think we need to be very careful about not doing that.

Facilitator: We also have a visitor from the U.S. team.

Participant #11: Hello, I am an emissary from the United States. I came, firstly, to reassure
South Korea that the United States extended deterrence commitment remains steadfast. I would
also like to solicit what type of support South Korea might want from the United States,
whether that be at the present moment, or if certain circumstances might happen in the future.
Then, we had wanted to ask South Korea if they would be amenable to us flowing forces into
South Korea, if something should happen in the Taiwan Strait, because we feel like deterring
China would also be a strong deterrent against North Korea. I think those were the main items
of business that we had. I could also carry any messages back if you needed me to.

Participant #1: Yeah. We appreciate the assurances of support. We request a strong statement
of support from the United States, because the Korean people do not trust their government.
Since the Korean people do not trust their government, what the United States says is very,
very important. Therefore, we need a very, very strong, unwavering statement from the United
States, not only on extended deterrence, but saying that we will find all perpetrators, to include
North Korea, and they should be warned that this will be the end of their regime if a nuclear
disaster happens on the Korean peninsula with or without a nuclear device, and that this kind of
attack on a nuclear facility would be considered a nuclear attack. We need something that's
very strong and that's very assuring to the Korean people, and a deterrence to North Korea.
That kind of statement would be requested. Force flow into South Korea would be your
prerogative. Not all my countrymen would agree with that. Let's not say this force flow is for
Taiwan. Let's just say it's a force flow, giving the impression that it's to beef up capabilities in
Northeast Asia. Does that sound fair? To the naked eye, it looks like they'll be used for a
contingency on the Korean peninsula—and who knows, maybe they will. So let's just package
it that way, and Americans are always welcome in Korea.

Participant #11: Thank you, sir, that sounds good. Is there anything that you'd like me to carry
back to United States?

Participant #1: Strong message, please. Closely if you're going to execute NEO, and also please
make sure that you talk to the Japanese and stress that the Japanese need to set aside their little
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quivers that we Koreans and the Japanese have, and we must unite; the Koreans and the
Japanese must cooperate closely. I think that's a message that is needed.

Participant #6: I just came back from the American room. I will let you know that there was
some discussion of a statement from the Americans which we would be asked to join holding
China responsible for what happened in South Korea, indirectly.

Participant #1: Okay, I'd have to look at the statement, but in principle I would agree. If I were
a progressive, I would take out the “in principle, I agree,” and say, “I'd have to look at it.”
That's what these people would probably say. Again, I just want to stress that a lot of Koreans,
are saying “anything but the progressives,” so we might not win a landslide, but there's still
hope. No matter how stupid Yoon is and how corrupt he is, we still would rather have a corrupt
conservative than a progressive. That's what I feel, anyway. Okay, let’s get back to the briefing
questions. Number four, what military actions, if any, might the U.S., South Korea, Japan
and/or other sympathetic parties take to reduce or eliminate the risk of further North Korean
and Chinese provocation? Well, I think what Participant #11 just suggested is pretty good—
force flow is a good idea. A carrier group might be good as well. A strong statement is also
needed, like I mentioned. I really like language of “end of the regime,” to send a message to
North Korea. Now, in 2026, the North Koreans might actually have a ballistic missile that can
hit San Francisco. That might be something that we need to consider.

Participant #11: Sounds good. Well, I'm going to sign off and carry the messages.

Participant #1: Thank you.

Facilitator: We have 10 minutes of communication left with the other teams, so if there's
anything else we want to say via email message to the U.S. or Japan teams, we have 10 more
minutes to do that or take any other actions in this first move before we have 30 more minutes

to discuss the questions.

Participant #1: The Japanese are asking us how they might help us in this situation, health-wise
and so forth. What should we be coordinating/asking the Japanese?

Participant #2: The Japanese experience from having suffered the Fukushima accident might be
useful. Those experiences would be really helpful if an accident happens in South Korea.

Participant #1: Can we send a message to the Japanese saying that any assistance or lessons
learned from Fukushima would be appreciated to include deployment of Japanese nuclear
personnel that might help mitigate some of the situation that we have on the Korean Peninsula?
Facilitator: I will send that out.

Message sent to Japan: “Any assistance or lessons learned from Fukushima would be

appreciated - to include deployment of Japanese nuclear personnel that might help mitigate
some of the situation that we have on the Korean Peninsula.”
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Participant #1: Having sent that, I think we can move to drafting a slideshow for the plenary
session brief.

Facilitator: Okay.

Question Discussion

Participant #1: Before we move to discuss the questions one by one, why don’t we go down the
participant list and ask if anyone has any general thoughts they would like to add. Participant
#7, do you have any thoughts?

Participant #7: The only other thing I thought of while I was away for a couple minutes was, I
know we talked a lot about getting medical support from the United States, I also know we
talked a lot about mitigating panic within South Korea, but I also think potentially thinking of
cleanup efforts is also important, and I don't think that's something we discussed unless we
discussed it while I was away. I know that's maybe not the most pressing thing, but I think it
should be something top of mind as well.

Participant #6: I wonder if I could touch on the issue of martial law, given the negative
historical memories that South Koreans have about martial law under right-wing dictatorships,
I know that you are thinking that that is an absolute last resort, that South Korea has a very
robust riot police force, and that that is a trigger that might actually cause a great backlash in
public opinion among South Koreans. In other words, there may be ways to use the riot police
to control disturbances locally as they occur, while avoiding martial law at all costs.

Participant #1: Yeah, okay. Well taken. If I were a smart politician, I'd use this situation to get
rid of all these ultra left-wing people, not that I would. But anyway, yep. Anybody else? Please.
I want your comments.

Participant #8: I think of one aspect for South Korea and maybe Japan and the U.S. to do for
the second move is try to play China and North Korea against each other, because traditionally,
their trust for each other is quite weak, so this could be a goal, or this could be a way to break
their alliance. I would say the prime target should be China.

Participant #1: Yes, you do have a point. The North Koreans do not like the Chinese. So, if we
want to go to that route, even the scenario that we've been given where the North Koreans are
convinced by the Chinese to participate in this kind of adventure is quite forward of the
situation. Assuming that the North Koreans are on board, how would we do that? That is a
good question and a good item for thought. You make a good point. Anybody else?

Participant #9: I have two comments. For question one, I would emphasize, or at least suggest,
that a national security objective would be to deter future attacks. That is fairly obvious to me,
but maybe South Korea would take some additional military measures, such as mobilizing its
drone command, perhaps considering some kind of cyber response, even with the U.S. and
Japan, maybe. For question four, I would also suggest considering some kind of diplomatic
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efforts to China and North Korea, at least, to try to convey the messages we mentioned about
our nuclear declaratory policy, but also to give some kind of signal that we are still willing to
negotiate, or leave some room for deescalation, and maybe do that in a in a trilateral way with
Japan and the United States.

Participant #1: Great points. Thank you.

Participant #4: I know the current administration has tried to bolster the UNC member states
and the UNC participation. I know we talked about trilateralism here—if we want to also look
to invoke the UNC or reach out to them to get more of an international consensus behind
whatever we're trying to do on the peninsula, that might be something to do. The Germans just
joined. I think the EU and NATO writ large having a bigger footprint and presence in East Asia
might something we may want to signal strategic messaging wise, in addition to reaching out to
them to try and have a fuller approach to isolate the PRC and DPRK.

Participant #1: Yeah. Good points.
Participant #3: Can we see the inject slide from earlier again?

Facilitator: I will send that in the chat. We also have a declaratory policy draft from the United
States that they sent one minute ago that I will send.

Message received from the U.S.: “We are deeply concerned about the deteriorating security
environment in Asia, particularly regarding Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula. Both China and
Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions. The United States remains
firmly committed to defense and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a decisive
response at a time and place of our choosing, including actions addressing strategic (nuclear)
responses. In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional resources—into the region to
safeguard stability and security.”

Participant #1: Facilitator, have you been working on the bullets for the slides?

Facilitator: Yes, I have the slides up. I've been trying to draft up a couple notes based on what
people are saying where I can. But if we want to, before the end of our time, start at question
one and go down the questions just to summarize a few things we want to make sure we have
written down on the slides, I think that would be good.

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Do they prioritize dealing with Taiwan, the crisis in Korea, or the crisis in Japan?
Why?
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Participant #1: For the first question, our first priority is to control panic. Our second priority is
to not cause panic. Our third priority is to deter future attacks. And then, the order of our
priorities is: Korea, Japan, then Taiwan.

What harm beyond the gates of the plant do the various parties believe would result if further
damage is inflicted against the Kori plant? Who do they believe will be harmed and how?

Participant #1: For the second question, there would be no immediate death. There would,
however, be long term health issues. It is enough of a situation to cause panic. An attack has the
potential to be catastrophic, greater than Chernobyl or Fukushima.

What rejoinder (and by whom), if any, should be made to North Korea’s diplomatic demand
that U.S. forces immediately leave the peninsula and China’s demands on Taiwan?

What military, and other, actions, if any, might the U.S., South Korea, Japan, and/or other
sympathetic parties take to reduce or eliminate the risk of further North Korean or Chinese
provocations?

Participant #1: For questions three and four, strong statements of commitment from allies,
especially the United States, would be important. Such a statement should emphasize USFK as
well as the importance of Taiwan for Northeast Asia. At the foreign affairs level, statements on
the importance of trilateral cooperation are good. The U.S. response will be critical in the realm
of information in the realm of information. Another response that the U.S. might take would be
the flow of U.S. assets to the Korean Peninsula, as well as naval assets, to reassure U.S.
commitment to diplomatic efforts, with the message of “end of regime.” Finally, we should try
to pursue NATO support. That is what [ would say.

Participant #5: We're including NATO, or are we including the UN as well?

Participant #1: It is one of the same for me, but we can put whatever we want, with input from
the rest of the group.

Participant #6: Is there any possibility of UN support given the recent obstructionism by the
Russians and the Chinese? Particularly when it comes to North Korea, they've blocked the UN
panel of experts. I think NATO might be a more plausible one, but a lot of Europeans seem to
be pretty ambivalent about their economic ties with China and how much they're willing to
strain them. I can almost guarantee that the UN Security Council in particular would not be
helpful.

Participant #1: Yeah. That is the world that we live in.

Facilitator: Great, thank you for your contributions. There are some outstanding questions we
can discuss for the first two questions—for question two, we can think about who might be
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harmed and how in particular. For question one, we can discuss what we believe to be the top
national security objectives of other key players. Those are two potential things to think about.

Participant #1: I would assume that the Americans would be really concerned about stabilizing
the situation. Maybe some Americans might actually say we should use this as an opportunity
to get things over with once and for all, but I doubt that. I would think the Japanese would be
scared as much as we are, because Busan is not that far from Japan, and they're right smack in
the wind flow, I think.

Participant #4: That's true. If you look at the Taiwan situation, the Japanese are very concerned
that the Southwest islands—e.g., the Amami Islands, and others close to Taiwan—will be a
target for the PRC, so that could quickly roll them into two fronts.

Participant #1: Yeah. South Koreans would be more concerned about the blackout and the
phone outage. We haven't had a blackout in 30 years, I think. I think the situation that they gave
us was a nationwide blackout. This would be real panic, and then for our phones not to work,
that would be another real catastrophe for us. What this inject has caused is, not only is the
situation bad, but it's gotten significantly worse, and so somehow controlling the panic that
would occur would be quite challenging, but again, quite amusing for the North Koreans. This
is a worst-case scenario, not only the, you know, the practical impact, but also because the
psychological impact on the Korean people would be catastrophic. I would say, we need
martial law. I think in this case, even the die-hard progressives would have very little to pose.
This is a very serious situation for us.

Participant #9: I would just question too whether there might be casualties as a result of our
outage or a blackout like that, just thinking of power no longer in hospitals, for example.

Participant #1: So, hospitals would probably run on generators, but there would be no subway.
What about traffic lights? What are people going to do? How are they going to get up to their
apartments and come down with no elevators—the whole spectrum. The Koreans might endure
for a day, but if it goes beyond the day, then the government will be criticized heavily. If the
North Koreans instigated this, I would not be surprised if the South Koreans would consider
this an act of war. Then, this would all tie into the authorities that the United States asked for,
concerning the Combined Forces Command. An alternative to DEFCON elevation is a
workaround that we did 20 years ago where we said, well, we're not at DEFCON 2, but we're
going to do everything at that we were supposed to do at DEFCON 2. That’s what happened in,
I believe, 2002. Or was it 96? Either way, that is a workaround that we can do. What this means
is, because we have not declared DEFCON, the CFC commander does not have the

authorities. He will still be, for lack of a better term, a bystander in this situation, because he
has no Combined Forces Commander authorities unless DEFCON is declared, and if DEFCON
is declared, then it will tie into mobilization—as you know, if a country is mobilized, they're
going to go to war. It will be like World War I all over again. That's how the system is set up
right now. Are we good with the slides?

Facilitator: We have something for each question, so I think we are good. Just a quick update,
we did recently receive a communication from Japan responding to our request for assistance.
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Reply received from Japan: “We are willing to initiate communication between our regulatory
authorities based on their experience with Fukushima. The NRA is preparing a report that will
highlight the potential damage from affected power plants in the region.”

Participant #1: Thank you. I think we are good to wrap up here and head back to the plenary
session.
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Japan Team

Participant #1: I am going to lead the team, and I would like to ask somebody to be my special
advisor at the National Security Council Cabinet Office, who has to give me specific advice on
all global security situations. I'd like to also appoint the couple of positions, Minister of
Defense, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Nuclear Regulation Authority, Minister of Environment,
and Minister of Justice. Who wants to be each of these?

Participant #2: I could do the Ministry of Defense.

Participant #3: I could be the Minister of Justice, even though I don't know a great deal about
Japanese law.

Participant #4: I can be the Nuclear Regulation Authority.
Participant #5: I will do the Minister of the Environment.
Participant #6: I can volunteer to take Minister of Foreign Affairs.
Participant #7: If the Special Advisor position is open, I can do that.

Participant #1: Yes. You will be very important. People who have yet to join can be any
position that suits the field they are familiar with. Alright. Shall we begin by discussing the
question of what the most important security objective right now is? We know South Korean
nuclear power plants are attacked. We do not know who did the attack, but North Korea
declared they are not responsible. Which minister should be the first to speak to be about this
situation? I think the first thing would probably the Minister of the Environment or a regulation
authority. What should we do?

Participant #5: We need to get as much of the contamination as possible. We need to look at
what the winds are if they are prevailing towards, and we need to try to measure the amount of
contamination coming our way. From there, we can try to work out who needs to be helped, if
at all.

Participant #1: Great.
Participant #3: Can I ask a question?
Participant #1: Please.

Participant #3: I thought, from the facts and where we are at this point in the scenario, that the
drone simply exploded above the facility. There is no indication of damage at this point.

Participant #1: I see. You're saying we don't know what the conditions of the South Korea
nuclear power plant are yet? That's what you said?

Participant #3: That was my understanding of the facts at this point.
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Participant #1: I see. So, should we contact South Korea, and ask what the damages are?

Participant #4: I was thinking that the regulator might want to recommend being in contact with
the South Korean nuclear regulator. So, what are they hearing from the power plant itself, and
what are they doing to monitor the situation? Maybe the Japan regulator might want to know
about that to the extent that they can share the information.

Participant #1: Okay. Meanwhile, the Ministry of Environment is suggesting that we should
monitor the environment radioactivity near and around the Japanese island. So, should we do
that right now, by ourselves?

Participant #5: Sorry, I have to correct this, because Participant #3 had a really good point.
Right now, one drone has exploded overhead, but there has been no damage to the plants yet.
All we can do now is try to prepare in case there is damage. So, we can measure the wind so we
can see where any contamination might go. We also can look at lists of reactors so we can try
to look at those pools and see how much contamination may be headed our way if something
bad happens.

Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #3: Just looking at the question, obviously there's an immediate concern about any
potential harms and fallout from attacks on the nuclear facilities, and I agree that we'd be in a
fact gathering mode right now as best we can. This is a broader issue, though I think this is an
issue—at least as the question is presented—about what

Japan's are objectives vis a vis Taiwan and China's apparent preparations for moves on
Taiwan? What are Japan’s objectives vis a vis North Korea starting to take some aggressive
moves toward South Korea and you know, the impacts of either of those, and especially
simultaneously? It looks like China's trying to put everybody on the horns of a dilemma by
pulling North Korea into this at the same time. I think we need to trace out what our objectives
are with respect to these percolating conflicts, and part of that is obviously the security of
Japan, part of which is the concerns about nuclear fallout from any of this, as well as broader
conflict escalation in the region.

Participant #1: Great. What is the Minister of Foreign Affairs’s response? Any advice?

Participant #6: You're saying there has not yet been any damage to the power plant. The
question then is, how does North Korea know that there was an attack that they can then say
they didn't do?

Participant #1: Right.

Participant #6: Unless they had knowledge of the attack, it does not make sense. I think
somehow, diplomatically, we should try to find out from our Korean friends. I do not know
whether the North Koreans would tell us anything anyway, but I just think it is suspicious that
they deny any culpability for an attack that has not caused any damage. So, is it in the news that
they saw, or when did they actually say that they didn't do it? But because it's such a bad crisis,
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we need to have this Confederation. That would be my push, would be to find out that
information.

Participant #5: If we do not get that information, what do we think as a group? Did they do it,
or did they not? Because it's very possible we won't get any information from that, although I
totally agree we should ask the question and try to find out.

Participant #6: I would then ask the South Koreans. Because if North Korea doesn't give us any
information, what does the South know? And if the South has a government that is playing
kissy face with the North Koreans, maybe they'll lie to us too. What if they say that they know
the North Koreans didn't do it to try to make them look innocent? Well, how do they know? I
think we should still ask the South Koreans and the North together, even knowing that we may
get a lie, that we may get no answer, that they may stonewall us. I think whatever answer we
get will tell us something.

Participant #3: We should be pulsing our U.S. partners for their intelligence insights into this,
and the South Koreans for their intelligence insights into this, to begin to get a better and
clearer site picture of exactly what's going on. Although, I will say, at this point, whether that
particular action is attributable to North Korea is primarily a question for South Korea and the
U.S., because it doesn't represent a direct action against Japan.

Participant #2: There's an implied interest there. It sounds like our natural focus is, obviously,
the Korean Peninsula. Is one of our objectives to prevent an actual attack on this power plant?
Would that be a fair statement? Is that what we're working towards? Or are we building
knowledge now before we go in and set an objective like that?

Participant #1: Okay. A couple of things. First of all, we have to know the facts about what
happened in South Korea. We have to contact South Korea regulators, probably, as to what the
status of the reactors are. At the same time, the Minister of the Environment should be
prepared, if something happened in South Korea, to monitor the environment. That second
issue is to protect ourselves. Then, the more diplomatic issue is, what is the intelligence that we
have? We should get in touch with both United States and South Korea about information
regarding this possible attack by North Korea or China or whoever. We have to identify who
did it, and Japan doesn't have intelligence regarding this attack on the South Korean nuclear
power plant. So, we have to contact South Korea and the U.S.

Participant #4: Just a small thing. From a legal perspective, at this point, would it also be
appropriate to be involving the IAEA already, since we have precedent in Ukraine? Maybe they
want to be involved right away. Maybe they'll even send people there. I don't know if it's too
early that they would not want to respond; maybe they would just get into contact with the
regulators in the area.

Participant #1: Good point. So, on the diploma front, should we officially, publicly ask

North Korea, South Korea, and the United States, how we can cooperate regarding this nuclear
incident in South Korea? We do not know if this is an accident or if this is a potential terrorist
attack.
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Participant #6: I think it's fine to publicly ask what we can do to help and assist. On the other
hand, I would privately ask the United States and South Korea—and if you can North Korea—
who did it. Depending on how you break it down, if you're basically of the view that this is a
North Korean attack, and then the question is, that tells me China's behind it, too, and if that's
the case, we're facing something that is deliberate and planned in order to intimidate us to stand
down in the event of Chinese action against Taiwan. At least, that is how I would walk you
through that. That is my advice. But again, other people may have different views on this. I
don't think North Korea would do this absent acknowledgement telling China what they're up
to. China may have even proposed it.

Participant #7: Can I ask a question? So, we have the whole scenario. We know that China met
with Kim Jong Un and provoked him to do this. Don't we know all this? Don't we have this
intelligence already? Are we pretending we don't know that?

Participant #1: I think we pretending we don't know yet. We only know public statements, and
there is no public statement making this information widely known.

Facilitator: We can ask Control if we have that information. I would have assumed that we had
this information to make our decisions.

Participant #1: Okay, can we ask?
Participant #7: Yeah, that'll dictate a lot.

Participant #1: That'll help. I did ask last time the way that this is known, but then we have to
figure it out.

Participant #3: I think there are two different questions on the table. One has to do with the
actual attribution of this drone operation explosion above the nuclear plant. That is still
uncertain. In terms of the road to crisis that we have been briefed on, I think that we do know
that China has been coordinating with North Korea, that China is making moves toward some
operation on Taiwan for reunification, and it has been encouraging North Korea to also put us
on the horns of a dilemma by making moves for unification or confederation with South Korea.

Participant #6: I have no information that whether the North Koreans did anything with respect
to this power plant.

Participant #3: I understand that. The question for the group is, are we simply going to focus on
the power plant, or are Japan's interests broader than this? The power plant is simply part of a
broader problem set that we've been presented with. What are Japan's objectives with respect to
the emerging crisis, both with China/Taiwan and North

Korea/South Korea. This operation, obviously, was meant to send a message in South Korea,
and if it was done by North Korea—which I think we're going to find out it was—but if it was,
it was done in a way that was calibrated to try and move South Korea closer to North Korea, to
try and achieve its objectives of pushing the U.S. off the Korean Peninsula, and they're trying to
do it short of all-out war.
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Participant #6: Let me put it this way. North Korea is basically subtly threatening, unless we
get this federation thing, we may blow the power plant up. Otherwise, the two would be totally
unrelated. So why do you have a drone explosion over the plant and all of a sudden, oh, we
must rush to the confederation, which, as you know, will give North Korea greater power over
the peninsula. Japan's interest should be, if North Korea had nothing to do with the drone
attack, why are we rushing to confederation? You should tell our South Korean friends, put
confederation off as long as you can, because don't go there. It's got nothing to do with the
drone attack, and if someone's going to blow up your nuclear power plant, you better take
action there, because that's an immediate threat that could end up killing a lot of people. It's
also an immediate threat to Japan. Now, to discuss the next step, Taiwan. We do not want to
see Taiwan taken over by China, absolutely. Whatever we need to do there, fine, do it. [ was
just walking through the first part, which was this confederation proposal by North Korea. If
they didn't do anything with the power plant, what does it have to do with anything? How are
you going to help deal with the power plant crisis by having a difficult military and political
and diplomatic dance here, where two countries, all of a sudden are going to become a
confederation. I understand what the North is doing. They're trying to bum rush the south into
making decisions that they would not make under our next circumstances to create a crisis and
say we need to do this. But, what the heck does that have to do with the ability to deal with a
power plant problem, particularly if North Korea's instigating it in the first place?

Facilitator: I got a response from Control. They said that Japan knows that Wang Huning
visited North Korea, but they don't know what was discussed or decided, and that they are
aware of China's mobilization on Taiwan.

Participant #7: Okay, so we should go forward with sending a message, I think, to South Korea.
I think we should formulate a list of questions and requests we want to send to them to verify
what they know. So, what intelligence do they have? What are they doing to secure the quarry
plant and all of their nuclear power plants? Can they tell us if they're anticipating anything or if
anything else changes? Can they inform us, because we're worried about the radiological
fallout? I would also be willing to offer that we support with any mitigation efforts, if they need

it, if there is another attack, something along those lines. I'm sure there's other questions we can
add.

Participant #1: Great.

Participant #5: I would piggyback off that and say those questions can go to any of the other
groups, or all the other groups, so we have made a sense of messaging and priorities for
everybody. I also had a small thing to the IAEA. They have resources to monitor, and we can
ask them if they are mobilizing them. We can ask the same the U.S., because they have those
resources and they should be flying them to the area. We can request that.

Participant #1: Okay. Should Japan make any kind of public statement?

Participant #6: I would suggest that whatever we are going to send to the US and South Korea,
nothing is secretive. We can release a statement to the media that this is what we've asked our
allies and friends in the United States and South Korea to do.
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Participant #7: Can I make one caveat on that? You are the Minister of Foreign Affairs, so I
would defer to you, but if we're going to offer to support South Korea, and if tensions increase
and there's an out of control information space where there's a lot of disinformation flying
around, we might not want to inject or highly publicize our willingness to help, because that
could provide fodder for extremist political views in South Korea. So, we might want to soft
pedal that part of it, but I think we should trumpet loudly that we're taking the crisis seriously
and all that.

Participant #6: When we use the word help, are you talking about health and environmental?

Participant #7: I mean anything we might do to help secure these plants, or if they are attacked,
if we are to help mitigate them and put out fires.

Participant #6: I don't see a problem saying that you're willing to help mitigate environmental
and health hazards.

Participant #7: That's a good way to frame it.

Participant #6: I would suggest that you say that, as opposed to helping them find out who did
it and so forth.

Participant #5: I think there should also be a standard of call for calm.
Participant #2: Yeah. Condemnation of physical acts of violence.
Participant #1: Okay, that is a very good point, yes.

Participant #7: Should we perhaps see if we can make that part a joint statement, or just say it
say it unilaterally?

Participant #6: A joint statement with who?
Participant #7: I was thinking we could do a statement with South Korea and the U.S.

Participant #6: Coordinating that might be a little more difficult. You may want to tell the
South Koreans, we would like to send you a statement, and this is what it will say. Is that okay?
That way, they won't get their knickers in a twist, and we're not going to blindside them. Just
tell them, this is what we want to do, is that okay? Same with the U.S.

Facilitator: I have drafted a message to send to South Korea.
Participant #2: Is this getting sent to the US as well?
Facilitator: I can add the U.S. onto here.

Participant #1: Yes, please.

Participant #7: Thank you.
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Participant #1: Okay, so we have a statement asking the questions we have discussed to both
the U.S. and South Korea, and we have also stated that everyone should be calm, and the most
important thing is the safety of the nuclear power plants. Is everyone okay with that message?

Participant #2: I have one thought. I think it would be better to keep it in backchannels for now,
but I'm thinking about the military's capability to render aid in a situation that we could scope
as still non-combative. If there was a radiation environment or something like that, we could be
telling commanders to dust off that skill set capability quietly. If that is infeasible, I will defer.

Participant #1: Maybe quietly, we should communicate with all the military commanders
asking what are the first steps to prepare for the emergency coming from nuclear accident. Is
that a way of saying it?

Participant #2: Yes, sir, I think that's correct. If there was an nuclear radiation problem in Korea
that made its way into Japan, I would ask my commanders, are we prepared to deal with that? I
would keep it internal to Japan for now.

Participant #6: You do want to make that internal, because if another country finds out we're
going to the next step of protection, they may think we know something we don't.

Participant #7: I agree, and I think our public statement is ready to send.
Participant #2: Agreed.

Message sent to all: “Japan would like to request information with the following questions: 1.
What intelligence do you have about this event that you can share? 2. What are you doing to
secure the plant and other plants? 3. Can you agree to inform us of developments? 4. Should we
jointly request support from the IAEA? We would also like to offer Japan’s help to South
Korea in mitigating this crisis.”

Participant #7: I think we should lay out some our core objectives, and then we can maybe
think about South Korea and the US. I think we just addressed one, which is that there's a
potential public health and safety issue, and we need to take proper precautions and perhaps
even help mitigate if it looks like it could get worse. That's one objective. Second major
objective, big, big picture—I think our core security objective is to maintain U.S. national
security guarantees. It is the foundation of our national security. We're completely reliant on
that. If cross-strait tensions are rising, we are likely going to have to act close to unison with the
U.S. Any choices we make need to be seen as shaping those actions and not conflicting with
them, because we do not want to be seen as an unreliable partner. Let's say Taiwan were to be
captured and we were unwilling to help, that would hurt our national security down the line.
Hopefully that's clear. I think making sure we're in sync with the US to the best that we feel
comfortable with is a core objective. I’ll pause there in case anyone wants to contest either of
those objects.

Participant #5: I agree with that. Also, if we need help for evacuation, we are going to need the
U.S.’s help, even if it's just to bring in shipping. We're going to need that kind of coordination
and that help, and the U.S. has more sway over that than we do alone.
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Participant #7: Absolutely.

Participant #2: I think there's a historical precedent, too, for Japan saying that nuclear power
problems give us the willies, so don't be scared that we're preparing internally to take care of
ourselves, since can keep the message messaging sort of internal, right? We can still align with
U.S. priorities.

Participant #7: This isn't messaging. This is just a question of what our are objectives.

Participant #2: Is it too far to say that strategically we want to see the Pacific maintain a status
quo with no degradation to any of Japan's strategic relationships.

Participant #7: I think these two core objectives are untouchable. We have to protect our
people, and we need to maintain the security relationship with the U.S. I think a level below are
two preferences, which is exactly what you said. I think we much prefer a liberal, democratic,
and secure Republic of Korea, and I think we prefer a liberal, democratic, semi-autonomous,
and secure Taiwan. I could see scenarios where we have to adapt to those conditions changing,
but we need to ensure those two core objectives.

Participant #2: The messaging from North Korea said that this wasn't their fault, but that they
can't control people in South Korea who desire unification. They’re already picking sides. Do
we want to address that piece of it, yet, or not?

Participant #5: I would run South Korea response.

Participant #7: I would rather get more information about since we don't know who blew up
these drones. I would prefer not to do anything that would increase tensions yet.

Participant #6: Yeah. That is why we want to find out from South Korea and the U.S. what info
they have. How do the North Koreans know that it's a crazy South Korean group of people who
want to promote unification?

Facilitator: South Korea has messaged us with some questions.

Message received from South Korea: “The South Korean team has some questions for the
Japan team: 1. Does Japan agree that this was an act by North Korea? 2. How much medication
and supplies can Japan support with medical countermeasures? 3. Does Japan have any
warnings or indications that another attack is likely?”

Participant #1: Regarding whether this was an attack by North Korea or not, we don’t know,
right?

Participant #2: I think the scenario was that, North Korea or not, whatever was done was still
done by people interested in unification. Does that matter?

Participant #1: The public announcement is that North Korea is not responsible, and there's a
position movement, but it's not clear who exploded the drone. The message from South Korea
doesn't say they don't have any intelligence.
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Participant #7: Yeah, they didn't answer any of our questions. Maybe they were drafting this
before they got our questions.

Participant #1: I see.
Participant #5: Probably.

Participant #7: I think we should say we suspect, but all we know is what Participant #2 said,
which is that it was done by people who are pro-unification on North Korea's terms, and let's
hope they answer our question. For the second part, I think we should say we are willing to
provide any and all medication and supplies if an NPP is hit and the winds are not blowing
towards Japan. We do not want to ship anything over there and stage it if the winds end up
coming to us and then we are screwed.

Participant #5: Yeah. I think we should we say are willing to support if any event does happen,
but that will keep the material physically with us. It’s going to be like COVID, right? We're not
going to have an infinite number of masks. Outwardly, we should say that we're absolutely
willing to support, and inwardly, I would suggest that we take quick stock of what we do have
and make sure the Japanese people have enough.

Participant #6: If [ could, you have to change the way in which you've responded. We do not
know that it was some people who are for reunification. We have been told that's who it is. That
is a big difference.

Participant #1: Yeah.

Participant #6: So, when you're answering the South Koreans, we suspected this, but all we
know it is being claimed by the North Koreans that this was by people who want unification.
The question is, how the hell do they know?

Participant #1: Should we also say that we are willing to support technical measures to mitigate
the nuclear incident? Right now, we are saying medical countermeasures, but we should have
also the technical means to mitigate the nuclear accident.

Participant #6: You should tell the South Koreans who it is they need to contact in Japan in
case they would like to request help.

Participant #1: Regarding South Korea’s third question—do we have any warnings?
Participant #7: I do not think we do.
Participant #6: It would be whoever has the intelligence capability.

Participant #2: There is a physical capability that the US has—and maybe Japan that it as
well—which is anti-drone detection and defeat. We could ask if that capability is out there, and
if it is being shared or deployed quietly and not in an offensive way, but in a defensive posture.

Facilitator: I am going to share the inject that we have.
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Message received from Control (to all): “One week since last update—June 6, 2026. South
Korea experiences widespread disruptions to its electrical supply system causing blackouts
throughout the country. Major South Korean cellular and internet service providers also
experience disruptions. Some in the South Korean government believe that North Korean
cyberattacks caused the outages, but US, South Korea, and Japan may have different views
from one another. Each team should weigh the pros and cons of taking a position on
attribution.”

Participant #5: This is the scenario that Russia is doing to Ukrainian sites, reducing power to
the plants for their coolant operations or disrupting it entirely.

Participant #1: They didn't say anything about the status of the nuclear reactor. They just said
there are blackouts.

Participant #6: I would ask the South Koreans, what is the basis for them attributing this to
North Korea? I would say it nicely though, because we agree with them if that's the case, but it
says in the question that some believe, but it I don't know what evidence they have, because if
there's evidence that changes the way you're going to react.

Participant #2: It's also asking us to establish pros and cons for attribution.

Participant #3: First and foremost, that assumes that we have a capability to attribute, that we
have something that tells us that those cyberattacks were done by North Korea. What does the
US intel picture say on that? What does the South Korean intel picture say on that? Do we want
to come out differently? Probably not. I think we want to be in lock step. There are some
assumptions baked in there, though, that that we have the intelligence sight picture and
capabilities to make an attribution.

Participant #2: Even if we have crummy intel, I think it is still a separate question from what
the pros and cons are. If we decide to rest on it or not, are there strategic pros and cons for
unified attribution, like we said, or even dissonance within the group at a public message?

Participant #6: You don't want to say, well, sorry, South Korea, we really don't have any
information to verify what you just said. It makes it look like we're telling the South Koreans
that they're loaded, as opposed to saying, how do we concur with what the South Koreans have
said without evidence? On the other hand, we could do it anyway and just say we are on the
same page here because we didn't do it, South Korea didn't do it, and the United States didn't do
it, so it was North Korea or China. It's not a bad thing to blame the North Koreans on it. it just
tells them they're not getting away with it.

Facilitator: South Korea has sent a response to our questions from earlier.

Reply received from South Korea: “1. We have very little intel, but from past experience, and
the fact that the DPRK has said it is not them, means there is a high possibility it is DPRK-
backed. 2. The Korean security apparatus has a 3 level security mode that can be applied to
such situations, and all thousands of security facilities would now be on higher security status.
3. We agree to share information. 4. Although assistance from the international community is
appreciated, unless the IAEA can offer specific areas of assistance, the South Korean
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government does not want to put [AEA personnel in danger at this moment. Any assistance is
appreciated.”

Participant #7: Seems reasonable.

Participant #1: Participant #7, how do we respond to the cyberattack and blackouts? Participant
#6 is suggesting we should ask both United States and South Korea, particularly for South
Korea, what are the evidence they have for suspecting this is North Korean cyberattack? And in
any case, we should be able to help the United States with mitigating the impacts of the
cyberattack.

Participant #7: I agree with what Minister Participant #6 was saying. I think we should ask the
South Korean government what their basis for attributing the blackouts to North Korea is, and
likewise, we should ask the Americans, what they know. We should also ask the Americans if
they are planning to say anything about this. What should we do? I would want to get those
responses before saying anything, but I would recommend we be willing to believe the South
Koreans if they provide moderately good intel, and I don't think we should differ from
whatever the Americans decide. I would wait for more information before recommending
anything else. I'm curious what other members of the Cabinet think.

Participant #6: Whatever we say we should do it in a way that makes South Korea and the U.S.
comfortable that we are on their side that we're not questioning their integrity or anything, but
that we simply don't have the ability to verify who did this.

Participant #1: Very good.

Participant #7: We could even say we'd like to back up your attribution. Is there any
intelligence you can provide that we can point to or anything you can say that we can use for
attribution?

Participant #6: I would concur with that.

Participant #1: Participant #3, are there any legal questions that we need to think about at this
moment?

Participant #3: Not really, not at point. I think it's all a matter of managing the situation and the
risks of changes in our posture and various public statements.

Participant #1: Okay. Great, thank you.

Participant #7: I have a question. If it is North Korea, and they’re throttling the power grid,
could the U.S. and South Korea interpret that as a pact of war under their MDA?

Participant #3: It is possible that the US and or South Korea could interpret it as a use under the
UN Charter, and possibly an event triggering the mutual self-defense authorities.
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Participant #7: Should we probe that, or should we wait to see if they announce anything? I
don't know if we want to get involved in pushing for any actions or trigger points in their
MDA.

Participant #3: I think what we want to know is where things are headed, regardless of whether
specifically it could be called out as a use of force. Are the U.S. or South Korea increasing their
posture on this? Is it looking like this is moving toward potential conflict? Because at this
point, I'm not suggesting we don't want to be supportive, but there's no obligation for Japan to
involve itself directly in that conflict, unless something happens where it spills over toward
Japan, where I would think that we need to be ready for that, building our posture against those
potentialities. We need to be sensing what's going to happen, so we can be figuring out when,
how, and where we would want to plug in.

Participant #6: I agree. I would also make a recommendation instead of “would like to know
what evidence,” “Japan would like to understand the available evidence or intelligence on who
to attribute these attacks to.” That way, we are saying, please help us understand how we
should respond as well, because we're going to be asked. We want to know if we're going to
say something what we need to base it on. So. it's a friendly request from to the United States.

Participant #2: Participant #3, I have a question. If there's an attack on South Korea and the
effects spill onto or into Japan, is that an attack? How do you classify that? How does Japan
look at that?

Participant #3: As a matter of law, that is an open question, to be honest with you. First of all,
you have to see what the scale and effects of any impacts are on Japan, and then assuming
those are significant enough that if they were directed intentionally at Japan, Japan could
invoke its right of self-defense, there's a question as to whether it has to be intentional and
directed intentionally at Japan. The practical reality is, if that's happening, the situation is
already spiraling. Japan would be in a position if its policy choice was to support South Korea
and the U.S., it could do.

Facilitator: The U.S. responded to our questions from earlier.

Reply received from U.S.: “1. The same information you all do. 2. We’re not doing anything.
The Koreans are responsible. 3. Yes. 4. We can but we do not expect it to have any practical
positive effect. In response: Do you understand the implications for Japan for a strike on the
reactors?”

Facilitator: Also, as a side note, in five minutes, the red phone call will happen, meaning the
teams can send a representative to talk to the other teams. If you all would like to discuss who
to send and what kind of questions, that might be good to do. Also, are we ready to send out the
communications we have been discussing?

Participant #7: I say we send these two communications. I don't think the U.S.’s response
changes them.
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Message sent to U.S.: “Japan would like to understand the available evidence or intelligence on
who to attribute these attacks to. Japan would like to request the U.S. share any information or
intelligence that it has. Are you planning to publicly attribute these attacks to North Korea?”

Message sent to South Korea: “Japan would like to understand the available evidence or
intelligence on who to attribute these attacks to.”

Participant #7: For the red phone call, can we send one person to each team?
Facilitator: Yes, we can.
Participant #7: Participant #1, who would you like to send to these teams?

Participant #1: I think it would make sense to send the Nuclear Regulation Authority to South
Korea, and the Minister of Foreign Affairs as well. Maybe it would make the Minister of
Defense as well?

Participant #4: You want me to talk to the South Korea team?
Participant #1: Yes.

Participant #4: Maybe it would make sense to send someone with some more experience with
diplomacy. I know technical things, but a nuclear plant has not even been attacked yet, so
maybe somebody else would be more suited to talk about the legality and wording stuff. If any
technical questions come up, though, I can chime in about that at some point later.

Participant #1: Then we can just send the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of
Defense to South Korea first. Do we need to send people to the United States at this moment?

Participant #7: I think you said you wanted the Minister of Defense to speak to the U.S.
Participant #1: Yes, but do you think we should?

Participant #7: I think so. I think Minister of Defense who goes to to the US should try to figure
out what they're thinking with this North Korea issue. We should also probe their thinking
about what to do if China makes a move on Taiwan, because that’s a background thing that I'm
worried about. We need to know what they're thinking. Make sure you attack both theaters.

Participant #2: What are they thinking, just in general, and then what are they thinking if China
does make a move on Taiwan?

Participant #7: Whoever goes to talk to the Koreans should find out if they have any special
intel. We know from the game that they don’t but think about what they're planning in terms of
potential either escalation or de-escalation actions with regards to North Korea. Presumably,
they are behind these rolling blackouts. So, we need to figure out what they are planning, and
what they are telling the Americans. Those kinds of questions. Anyone else?

Participant #2: I am headed over to talk to the U.S.
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Participant #1: Participant #6, you should go to South Korea.
Participant #6: Okay.

Participant #1: If they need help, they can contact the NRA at any time, so it makes sense to
send the Minister of Foreign Affairs now.

Participant #7: I'm thinking ahead. Ee know something's up with China. We are not quite sure
what North Koreans are doing. My question for the team is, if this Taiwan crisis is really what's
behind this conflict on the Korean peninsula, what can we do to mitigate tensions prostrate?
Can we prevent a war that would de-escalate everything? Obviously, we need to be prepared
for the worst-case scenario, which would be that we're supporting the U.S. in a war. But what
can we do to mitigate? [ would suggest, depending on what the U.S. tells our Minister of
Defense, we should recommend that Taiwan make some announcements around the situation.
They need to do something to turn the temperature down. This is a very antagonizing thing
that's happened with this party getting votes, and the ruling party needs to make a statement to
at least try to ratchet down tensions, I would think, if we're going to try to de-escalate it. I'm
sure there's other things we can do, but that might be one idea. I am open to others.

Participant #1: What do you think? I think that is a good idea. Going back to the original
question one, what is the most important security objective for Japan, it is to help deescalate the
tension in the region right now. What are the measures that can help to deescalate the tension? I
also have a legal question for the Minister of Justice. Taiwan is, of course, a part of China, so
this is an internal affairs question if anything happens with Taiwan and China. The legal
question is, what can Japan do to de-escalate the tensions?

Participant #3: I think that it's probably going to be a very delicate dual track process. I think
there's diplomacy with China to try and tamp down China's appetite for what it's posturing to
do. At the same time, there has to be a credible deterrence in place, to keep China from
crossing the street. I'm not a deep expert on Japan's relations with Taiwan, but Japan has been
leaning much further forward in terms of its relations with Taiwan and its commitment to a
defensive posture. This is a difficult question. There's nothing legally preventing Japan from
putting forces on alert, for example, moving naval assets into positions that demonstrate
commitment to protect the Taiwan Strait, etc. Sometimes that can itself be escalatory, but if we
assess that China is really committed and is moving forward and is orchestrating all of this to
essentially divert our attention, I think we need to be steadfast in our posture there, but that's for
everyone else to kind of think through as well.

Participant #1: Thank you. In that case, we should wait for the Ministry of Defense to finish
talking with the United States about what are the possible preparatory measures to show our
commitment. I don’t know how to say it. Can we say we should protect Taiwan?

Participant #7: I don't think we should say that. Our policy is still in support of the Japanese
version of the One China Policy, and I think we should stick with that for now. However, I
agree with Participant #3 that if China starts mobilizing, we can echo those sentiments. We can
try to find ways for Taiwan or the U.S. to ratchet down tensions and also signal resolve, and
that push-pull could be effective.
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Participant #5: Another thing we could do to try to cool things down is to remind everyone that
we internally know which way the wind is going to blow. However, at the moment, nothing's
happened, and we can remind everyone that this disaster, this contamination, can go to China,
can go to other places, and to remind the world, as a nation who has had horrible experiences
with this, that they don't want it. We should be vocal about it; it's kind of a soft power PR thing,
but that's something we can put out there.

Participant #1: Good idea.
Participant #7: I think that's perfect.

Participant #4: What I would do is ask someone in the Japan Atomic Energy Agency to please
simulate what happens if nuclear plants anywhere in Northeast Asia get attacked and then
publish a report broadly to all the governments. Officially, we don't know who's doing this, we
don't know if it's terrorists, but look, it can affect anyone. It can even get all the way to North
Korea. It can go across to China. If you're thinking you want to unify the peninsula and inherit
some kind of contaminated land, that's not good for anybody involved. That kind of report
showing the potential damage can be a good thing by researchers to do.

Participant #1: Great. That's a technical yeah measure we can take. We can announce that
simulation shows that any serious accident in South Korea nuclear reactors could affect both
North Korea and China, depending on the wind directions. That is very good.

Participant #7: I think that is such a good idea from a Minister of Environment and NRA
perspective. Should we take that as an action? One of the questions asks about what military
actions we would take, if any? Can we just say at the end that we're going to publicize a report
that says if these NPPs are hit, the fallout could reach Beijing or Pyongyang? That might be a
good move one final step.

Participant #1: I agree.
Participant #7: We can have it signed by our experts.

Participant #3: I agree with that just, and I don't think it really matters, but as a finer point, I
wouldn't categorize that as a military action. I'd categorize that as an information slash
diplomatic action.

Participant #7: We can include broader policy actions and choices in our responses as well,
though.

Participant #5: I also think we should still have a military answer to this question as well.

Participant #7: Yeah. Also, I don't want to put the cart ahead of the horse. We still don't know if
North Korea is still targeting NPPs at this point. It sounds like they're doing cyberattacks
against the grid, so it's not clear what their angle is. I think this is a good response, regardless,
because the cyberattacks could still affect any NPP and cause any number of disaster scenarios.
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Participant #3: I think we can begin to put out statements without necessarily attributing or
identifying, but saying that obviously there are things happening that are have the potential of
destabilizing matters in the region. We can call on all parties to act responsibly, and that Japan
is seized of these situations, and very concerned for Japan's safety and security. I think at the
same time, based on what we do, I'm not here to speak for the Minister of Defense, but I would
certainly be putting my forces in a in a more ready posture right now, and deciding how much
we're signaling that both in terms of Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula.

Participant #7: Would it be a good idea to mobilize some forces away from the mainland?
Obviously we have a massive Coast Guard and not really a formal Navy, but just to mobilize it
and get as much out of projected wind paths, but still close enough to be involved if we need to
support any sort of military or disaster scenario, because we do not want all that stuff to get
radiated.

Participant #5: I think that is a really great idea, because that finesses—it's a really great reason
to move ships towards Taiwan. We are not doing it because we are trying to get involved in
Taiwan. We are trying to get away from potential contamination.

Participant #4: I think that's a good excuse, but I think I don't know how credible it is, because I
feel like the military would be the last people to move, and the populace would be the first
people to protect. Also, the fallout from a nuclear power plant—even one that's huge, like a
huge release by a missile attack, which would be more than Fukushima most likely—it's not
going to be so much that people are dying within days or hours. The problem is more just like
the long-term contamination of the land, so some evacuation measures would have to be taken.
It's not like a nuclear weapon attack immediate area fallout, where some people are going to be
getting radiation sickness. Only people on the plant facility itself would probably suffer from
any kind of short-term effects. It could be used as an excuse, but I do not know if it is realistic.

Participant #3: It does make some sense to. That's essentially your primary first responding
force, and it's not just military assets. We should look and see what other sort of civil response
assets that, as we're assessing what plume would look like and where it would fall, moving
them in a position where they would be less likely to get slimed by that which would degrade
their ability to respond to a crisis. If that also happens to provide some cover for posturing them
down further south and toward the Taiwan Straits, that is good.

Participant #1: Well, we can, of course, send Maritime Safety Agency Coast Guards for civilian
response to help the nuclear crisis around the Korean Peninsula. That's probably the first thing
we can do. Self Defense Force ships can guard those Civil Coast Guard ships, just in case. We
are not trying to increase tension, we are just helping South Korea's civilian nuclear accident,
but the ships should be protected by the Defense Force or something like that, instead of
responding to the Taiwan crisis, because do not know yet what is happening with Taiwan.

Participant #4: I could see the NRA requesting local Self Defense Forces to be prepared to
respond, just in case there is an internal security threat to Japanese nuclear power plants. If they
are concerned, or there's still a possibility that it is terrorist attacks, and now they could come
into Japan for whatever reason, it could divert some Self Defense Forces away from the
regional conflict and towards domestic protection. Since we do have more information from the
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war game scenario, I'm not sure if it's quite relevant, but I could see NRA doing trying to do
that positioning of Self Defense Forces near the bases that are closer to the internal domestic
nuclear power plants.

Participant #7: Should we get a briefing from our two ministers back from travel?
Participant #1: Yes. Welcome back.

Participant #2: I can go first. They tried to give me a pretty succinct wrap-up here. From the
United States team, they're looking pretty hard at coming up with attribution, ultimately back to
China, but making part of North Korea the attributive statement, also including that the United
States considers those actions strategic in nature, and U.S. is reserving the right to act. I will
just leave it at “to act,” I don't want to say “in kind.” I don't know what the right word is. That
is point number one. They're planning a declaratory statement for that attribution, and they
were hoping—although they hadn't crafted it yet—that both Japan and South Korea would be
on board. Thirdly, they expect Japan to participate as an alliance partner in any Taiwanese
contingency. [ happened to be in the room and just as I was leaving the South Korean delegate
showed up, and I could summarize that as well, but I don't want to steal any thunder from the
other minister.

Participant #7: Maybe tell us what they said, and then we can corroborate it and get everything
else from Participant #6.

Participant #2: Agreed. South Korea is really looking hard to control their information space.
They are trying to prevent false flag stuff and incorrect attribution. Along those lines, they're
really trying hard to manage and not go too far in domestic overreach or overreaction. That was
the word they used. Thirdly, the final point was that North Korea does not get to dictate treaty
terms between the U.S. and South Korea. That was the other message they're pushing out. That
is all I have.

Participant #7: I have thoughts on all this, but I want to hear what the South Koreans said to
Participant #6.

Participant #1: Participant #6, can you brief us?

Participant #6: First, the South Korean government wanted to thank Japan profusely for its help
and support. Second—and this is very interesting—they said that legally, it may be a splinter
group of South Korean radicals that attacked the power plant, but the DPRK planned,
coordinated, and funded it, and therefore they're responsible. Third, absolutely their number
one issue is to have Japan and South Korea being on the same page on everything, to provide a
unified view of things to the world, and particularly to our friend and ally, the United States.
Very, very critical. They also believe that whatever North Korea does is coordinated with
China, and it is related to China making a move on Taiwan; whatever the North Koreans are
doing is to distract our attention and to take away resources that might be used to help or
defend Taiwan,

Participant #1: They did not show any evidence?
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Participant #6: I listened very carefully to how the leader of the South Korean team worded his
statement, and he said that the South Korean splinter group, was legally responsible for the
attack, but it doesn't mean that the North Koreans weren't involved in terms of logistics
planning. I didn't ask for a document, but I thought it was very interesting the way he phrased
it.

Participant #3: If they have the evidence that North Korea was effectively controlling that
group through funding, then yes, it is attributable back to North Korea. They are responsible.

Participant #6: Yeah. That is what they said.

Participant #1: Okay, so what should we do? Are there any suggestions for how to deescalate
tensions?

Participant #5: I agree. I think ultimately, we should back our allies, the U.S. and South Korea,
when push comes to shove, but I also don't want to get dragged into escalation. I think there's a
balance there, and of the three allies, we are best positioned to be vocal about cooling things
down, not only because we have the most to lose, but because the U.S. is coming in as the
hammer, and South Korea has a lot to deal with, so cooling things down and de-escalating may
really be our role.

Participant #1: That is a very good point. Should we propose any dialog with China at this
moment?

Participant #7: I think that would be a good time to brief the Minister of Defense and the
Minister of Foreign Affairs on our policy action that we were devising, which I think would be
directed at China.

Participant #1: Do the Minister of Defense and Minister of Foreign Affairs agree that should
we talk to China directly?

Participant #6: Here is my issue. The Chinese, being clever, will tell us that they have no idea
who did this terrible deed in South Korea who shut down the electrical grid. They'll play dumb.
And if we say we think North Korea did it, they'll go berserk and say they are peaceful people,
and they didn't do this. We'll get into an argument about attribution, and without attribution,
there's nobody to retaliate against. They'll say something about an internal South Korean group.
The question, in my mind, is what specifically do you want the Chinese Minister of Foreign
Affairs or Minister of Defense to tell us? We need to design a question to get the answer we
want. They may not give it to you, but I don't want them to go down a rabbit hole, which is
what they do, and go off in one of their soliloquies about evil capitalist bandits running things,
which is typical Chinese. I'm not sure what you get from them. If you want to present to them,
we're unified with our friends in South Korea and United States, and we will do whatever is
necessary to deter and prevent the use of military force, we can say all that, but again, I would
say that if we want something from the Chinese, we should design a couple questions where the
best answer for them is ignoring it and pretending you never asked it. That's what I would do in
terms of what the information we want from the Chinese is. If you ask them, “Are you going to
invade Taiwan or use military force against Taiwan?”” You might get an interesting answer.
They would deny it, but then that begs the question of why they are putting together all these
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forces in the Taiwanese Strait. They will say it is because we started it, but this was before the
attack on the reactor. China is very very evil, but they are clever.

Facilitator: Quick announcement. We have 5 minutes left to take any actions, and then the
remaining time will be dedicated to answering the briefing questions. South Korea has sent us
another communication.

Message received from South Korea: “Any assistance or lessons learned from Fukushima
would be appreciated—to include deployment of Japanese nuclear personnel that might help
mitigate some of the situation that we have on the Korean Peninsula.”

Participant #1: South Korea’s request is easy to answer. Nuclear regulatory authorities should
answer that we are happy to assist with any technical means to help mitigate the nuclear
accident. Is that okay?

Participant #4: Yeah, no problem. I think we a lot of lessons learned from Fukushima. So they
can be prepared just in case, we can start communicating with our experts who have the
experience responding to the Fukushima accident, and they can even start communicating
early. Unless it is diplomatically unwise to initiate that kind of open communication, I think
there's no problem with just discussing the possible response in case there is any further
incident.

Participant #1: We can send the technical stuff from the NRA to South Korea, right?
Participant #4: Yeah.
Participant #1: Good, yeah. Okay.

Participant #7: Should we add that our NRA is preparing a report on the effects of radiation in
the event of accident?

Participant #1: Yes.

Participant #4: Oh, yeah. Good point. We can say we would like their experts to check it and
endorse it as well.

Participant #6: I would like to change the response we are giving here. We do not want to get
sandbagged into something. I think you can say something that we are prepared to join our
South Korean and American allies, taking whatever necessary steps we need to prevent conflict
as well as appropriately respond to aggression. Leave it kind of there, as opposed to, don't force
us into taking aggressive action. I think that will not go over well with the people in the
Republic of Korea. I think if you take my suggestion of saying we will do everything possible
to mitigate conflict and reduce escalation, but then also, we'll share with the United States and
South Korea a common goal of taking whatever action is needed to deter as well as to respond
to any potential aggression, which leaves it leaves it flexible. I really think I would say that
rather than the way we have worded it.
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Participant #3: I might soften it even further and just say that Japan remains committed to
ensuring peace and security in the region and on the Korean Peninsula. I mean, when we start
saying we're committed or ready to support the others, we are essentially signing up.

Participant #6: I think you can say we're ready to take actions we decide on to prevent
aggression, and then also to respond to it. Being ready does not say, whatever you ask us to do,
we will do, which is what we're concerned with. The South Koreans want to try to ensure that
through our messaging and discussions, that we have a unified position, so that the North
Koreans and the Chinese understand that there's no division between the three countries. My
guess is, if someone proposes military action, for example, and South Korea says yes, but
America says no, and Japan says no, they aren’t going to do it, at least probably not. Who
knows? On the other hand, even two out of three may put it on the back burner. I still think we
have a veto power, because they can't force us to do it. I would make it more positive in terms
of helping the South Koreans and Americans. That is just my suggestion.

Facilitator: I think we might be jumping too far with the communication, because South
Korea’s email is just a request for Japanese nuclear personnel to assist with the situation at the
power plant.

Participant #4: Is it not just reasonable to add that we are willing to initiate communication
between our regulatory authorities regarding any questions they may have on lessons learned
from Fukushima.

Participant #5: Yes. That last part was perfect, because you tie it back to Fukushima, which is
exactly what they were asking for and does not give them any more than that.

Participant #1: There are two things. One is the direct response to the South Korean request
regarding nuclear help, and that is the sentence saying that we are willing to initiate
communication between our regulatory authorities, and we are willing to answer any questions
they have regarding lessons learned from Fukushima. That's the first thing. The second, more
important thing, which Participant #6 was suggesting, is how to announce a public statement
regarding a unified position between Japan, the ROK, and the United States, in order to not to
escalate the tension in the region. In that case, the public statement is that Japan is committed to
ensuring the peace and security on the peninsula, and that we are ready to act together with the
ROK and the United States.

Participant #6: I think you can say that we are committed to the peace and security of the region
in cooperation with our allies, the Republic of Korea, the United States, and Taiwan.

Participant #3: I think the facilitator was correct. We're getting ahead of ourselves a little bit.
This is a very pointed question from South Korea. They had an event over a nuclear facility.
They're concerned that there could be a follow-on event that could cause nuclear fallout
problems, and so they're asking for help in being prepared for that eventuality. We don't have
positions from the U.S. or South Korea that are probably announcing that they see this as a road
to crisis or war. That would have to all be coordinated and synchronized.
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Participant #6: I was trying to say something about instead of just mitigating damage that might
occur to deter any future damages. That's why I put in the word deterrence. But you guys can
say what you think is necessary.

Participant #7: I think we're sort of splitting hairs. I would, I would concur with what

Participant #3 said. I don't want to get too far out ahead. And we do know from Participant #2
that the U.S. is preparing an attribution statement and a declaratory statement. I would prefer to
sign on to that than just to go ahead and say we agree with whatever the South Koreans say,
especially since they're not asking for that in this communication.

Participant #1: Okay, then we just say we are willing to provide technical assistance. Is that
response good enough?

Reply sent to South Korea: “We are willing to initiate communication between our regulatory
authorities based on their experience with Fukushima. The NRA is preparing a report that will
highlight the potential damage from affected power plants in the region.”

Participant #1: Shall we go back to the questions we have to answer for preparing for the
presentation?

Participant #2: Can I ask one question while this is coming up? Did Japan's Defense Forces
play a role in support of civil authorities during Fukushima?

Participant #1: Yes, they did.

Participant #2: So, there is a role for posturing or increasing readiness of Japan Defense Forces
outside the area of a possible fallout plume, but couching it in terms of defense to civil support,
or in defense of civil authority? I had to step out for the red phone call, so I do not know where
that conversation ended earlier.

Participant #1: like it. I do not know. If Self-Defense Forces go to South Korea, South Korea
people may not

Participant #2: No, I meant, if there is a plume from power plant attack in South Korea, we
have a rough idea where it is going to land, can we just move Japan's defense forces outside of
that plume, outside the fallout area? Or is that not worth the effort?

Participant #1: I do not think that is worth the effort. Defense forces are needed to after the
explosion. They have to go into the site to help to take out all the debris, and helping get rid of
rubble, though they are not involved in emergency measures and nuclear safety measures.

Participant #2: Okay.

Facilitator: The U.S. has just shared their draft statement that they want to share publicly.
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Message received from U.S.: “We are deeply concerned about the deteriorating security
environment in Asia, particularly regarding Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula. Both China and
Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions. The United States remains
firmly committed to defense and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a decisive
response at a time and place of our choosing, including actions addressing strategic (nuclear)
responses. In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional resources—into the region to
safeguard stability and security.”

Participant #1: Oh good.

Participant #6: I've already read this, but could you suggest that they either say both China and
North Korea bear responsibility, or Beijing and Pyongyang, which they do at the bottom, but
the second bullet says China and Pyongyang. They should fix that. The other question I have is,
why use the word “strategic”? Is that country-to-country? I think I know what they mean by
that, but I'm not sure.

Participant #7: I would prefer to leave it as strategic remove the brackets. Personal preference. I
think it is vague enough.

Participant #6: I think the whole point of using that is to make it clear that we are willing to go
to that level, if necessary, to deter, and strategic implies it so, I guess you could take out
“nuclear” not to scare anybody.

Participant #1: Yes, I think they should take out “nuclear.”
Participant #6: Yeah, I would take out “nuclear” if it's public.

Participant #3: They should also change “addressing” to “involving.” It's confusing the way
they've drafted this. If it's addressing something, it's addressing what's happened from the other
side. If it's talking about the response options that we leave on the table, then it could involve
all responses, including strategic.

Participant #5: They're also broadening their definition of “strategic.”
Participant #6: Why don’t they just say, “including strategic responses”?
Participant #3: Yeah.

Participant #7: That is certainly simpler. Can we just take a step back? This is a really
aggressive statement.

Participant #1: I agree.

Participant #2: There is nothing in there about the preservation of peace on the peninsula. It's
aggressive.
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Participant #6: They should add something about our first choice being to restore security in
peace. I would say our priority should be placed on restoring peace and security.

Participant #1: I agree.

Participant #7: Can we recommend that the U.S. trumpet the One China Policy, and I think we
should debate whether or not we want to support point three at this time, because I am actually
not clear what China has done.

Participant #1: Right.

Participant #7: I don't want to provoke them to start an encirclement, so they haven't started
moving. To be clear, we can support it. I just think we should discuss it. It is further out on a
limb than the first two bullets.

Facilitator: We have about 17 minutes before we have to start doing our briefing, so we should
probably switch the questions specifically now.

Participant #1: Okay. We can discuss the public statement later.

Question Discussion

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Do they prioritize dealing with Taiwan, the crisis in Korea, or the crisis in Japan?
Why?

Participant #1: Our objective is to maintain the peace and security of the region, right?
Participant #6: Yes.
Participant #1: So, our priority is to de-escalate tensions.

Participant #6: I would say our priority should be to de-escalate while maintaining the peace
and security of the region, because that gets to the deterrence part of it.

Participant #1: Yep.

Participant #6: The de-escalation is all on China and North Korea, yet the way we phrase it, it is
like everybody is responsible for de-escalation. I understand what we are trying to say, but it is
a question of what can Japan do to get China or North Korea to de-escalate, which is a tough
road. You could then say, what do you want to do?

Participant #7: We were suggesting ideas around influencing Taiwan to be less provocative
right now, but I agree the onus is more on the antagonist here.
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Participant #1: Should we say that all actors in the region should be responsible for de-
escalating, then? Is that okay?

Participant #6: I don't like it, because it puts the onus on Japan of having escalated, which we
have not done.

Participant #1: Okay, so we can take that out.

Participant #6: We should just say that the priority should be to de-escalate while maintaining
the peace and security of the region. That says, basically, you want to stop the escalation of
threats. That makes clear your priority but makes clear that you also value not undermining
deterrence.

Participant #1: Okay. Should we keep the point about maintaining U.S. security guarantees?

Participant #6: Yes, | would say maintaining the U.S. security umbrella is important. I would
remove the point about maintaining the status quo, because the status quo is not good right
now.

Participant #7: I think we should say we support the One China Policy and whatever the current
roadmap is for reconciliation on the peninsula. We support those two paths, which are
essentially nonviolent resolutions. I think the point about the status quo was meant to refer to
the status quo before the policy shenanigans by China and North Korea during the move.

Participant #1: Yes.
Participant #6: Do we say we strategically support the One China, Two Systems policy?
Participant #7: No, I do not think so.

Participant #1: Is this good enough? Next question.

What harm beyond the gates of the plant do the various parties believe would result if
further damage is inflicted against the Kori plant? Who do they believe will be harmed
and how?

Participant #4: 1. Winds are very unpredictable from day to day, even hour to hour. 2. Health
effects from a nuclear power plant accident, even high release due to a missile attack are not
high enough to result in short-term radiation effects. The primary effect outside of the NPP
facility itself will be evacuation of long-term residents to reduce cancer risk. 3. In my opinion,
while nuclear fallout might be a good excuse to move Self Defense Forces, I think it lacks
credibility since the Japanese pubic may be expecting SDF, on the contrary, to be stationed
nearby Japanese power plants to respond to any potential security threats to the plant due to
non-state actors—in a highly uncertain scenario where the public doesn’t really know what’s
going on and may be very fearful and demanding what local plants are doing to ensure plant
physical security.
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Participant #1: Good.
Participant #7: We can just go with that as our answer.

Participant #4: I want to add one more thing. To concisely answer the question in one bullet,
there could be radioactive material dispersion to South Korea, even as far as North Korea,
China, and Japan, leading to evacuations and a mid-to-long-term health crisis.

What rejoinder (and by whom), if any, should be made to North Korea’s diplomatic demand
that U.S. forces immediately leave the peninsula and China’s demands on Taiwan?

Participant #7: I think we should trumpet what South Korea said about North Korea's demands,
which is that they do not get to set the terms.

Participant #6: I agree with that.

Participant #7: In one of our correspondences, the ROK said North Korea doesn't get to dictate
the terms.

Facilitator: That was from the red phone call.
Participant #2: Yeah, it was. | have the notes here.
Participant #5: Do we have a similar response for China and Taiwan?

Participant #6: Yeah, China does not have the right to dictate the way in which Taiwan governs
itself and who are its allies.

Participant #7: I would simplify it. I would just say we support the One China Policy.

Participant #6: I disagree. The mainland defines that as incorporating Taiwan into China.
Diplomatically, we’ve used the term One China, Two Systems.

Participant #7: Our policy is that they do have that right, as long as they do it peacefully and in
correspondence with the people of Taiwan. I would just keep it at that.

Participant #1: I think we just say China should maintain a policy of peaceful relations with
Taiwan.

Participant #1: Should we remove the point that China does not have the right to dictate how
Taiwan governs itself?

Participant #7: We should. China has that right under the agreement we are referencing in the
second bullet. The Chinese are also very sensitive about this. That point might be
inflammatory, don’t you think?

Participant #6: No, it just tells them how seriously we take this.
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Participant #1: Let’s combine your opinions—China does not have a right to dictate how
Taiwan governs itself with military forces.

Participant #7: I like that edit.
Participant #6: You need to use the language, “with military force.”
Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #2: We should phrase it as “China does not have the right to dictate with military
force how Taiwan governs itself,” to be clearer about phrasing.

Participant #6: Yes, good point.

Participant #1: Let us go to the final question.

What military, and other, actions, if any, might the U.S., South Korea, Japan, and/or
other sympathetic parties take to reduce or eliminate the risk of further North Korean or
Chinese provocations?

Participant #1: We are not taking any military actions, correct?

Participant #6: I would just say that the United States and its allies, South Korea and Japan, will
take all necessary measures to deter further aggression in the region, and consistent with our
constitutional procedures, we will take whatever measures are necessary to protect our national
sovereignty.

Participant #3: What is the aggression that already happened, that this would be “further
aggression”?

Participant #6: Well, when they try to blow up a nuclear power plant, that's number one.
Participant #3: Right, but that's still not an established, attributed fact.

Participant #6: Alright, then you can take out the word “further.”

Participant #7: Include “potential,” maybe?

Participant #6: No—it is not potential aggression.

Participant #4: Do we have any more specific actions we want to include here?
Participant #3: We can say we should increase readiness posture.

Participant #6: Yes. That would be consistent with a normal military capability. “Increase
readiness as needed”? “As required”?
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Participant #7: Should we add that we're going to submit an edit so the U.S.’s draft statement
and be willing to sign that declaration?

Participant #1: Yes.
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Move Two

US Team

Participant #1: I think as the start of our discussion for these new events, we should relook at
our strategic objectives, our priorities, and our approach that we decided upon last move, and if
we're going to adjust that at all, or use that to guide our actions going forward.

Participant #2: That is a good point. One of the points made in the plenary session was that
right now, we have unfinished business, based on the declaratory statement that we shared with
the Japanese and Koreans, telling them we plan to release that declaratory statement, and
asking them to endorse it or associate themselves with it. Of course, events have moved on
from there, but the problem is that remains on the table with each of them. So, Control agreed
that as a first move they had to respond to that, or now that events have events have moved on,
we could in some way alter what we have said in that in that statement, a statement which is
aimed primarily at China. I don't think there's much for us to do to that statement, to alter it,
unless you guys feel differently about it. Perhaps we should strengthen it with regard to what
we're going to see here that the Chinese are doing in Taiwan. I'll leave that decision for us to
make collectively after we go through the new development slides.

Participant #3: Is it possible for us to get to pull up the bullets that we sent over to the Japanese
and the Koreans yesterday, just to relook at those bullets again to see if there's any new
language we want to add or detract?

Participant #2: Yeah.

Participant #1: I just want to make sure that our priorities have not changed based on these new
developments, and we can use that as a guide on what it is that we're going to decide here in the
next two hours.

Participant #2: Totally agree, but again, events have moved on, so we may want to strengthen
what we're saying. As far as important new developments go, we have a China that is
essentially mobilizing for war and demonstrating that it's ready to go kinetic, if you will, on the
Taiwanese with the overflights and everything else. We are truly breaching acts of war. We
have all three countries sending up star clusters demanding that we do different things.

Participant #4: It is safe to assume that once China mobilized that we would have already
flowed some forces and a couple of other actions before now.

Participant #5: We would hope, but hat that's an assumption. We discussed it, but we never said
that, verily, we're going to flow forces at this juncture. I would strongly recommend that we

flow forces, given what we're seeing in in the current round of injects.
9

Participant #2: Totally agreed is. In our statement, we say here in this fourth bullet, in response
to provide provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we're repositioning assets into the
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region to safeguard stability and security. Since we have the ability to tweak that language,
because we're making a statement here, is there something else we want to say, given these new
developments, in this declaratory statement? Something more direct, something more
provocative?

Participant #3: I took a shot at some additional language. Basically, two things. This is in light
of the earlier statement, but basically what we had was that we're concerned by the
deteriorating security situation. I changed it to—we're greatly alarmed by the attack on the core
reactor and the deteriorating security environment. We might make it even stronger than that. I
also added another bullet, which is that we call for the we urgently call for the immediate and
decisive measures to ensure the protection of civilian populations across the region, because of
the civilian issues associated with the radioactivity from the core reactor.

Participant #2: All that's good, but I think we need to call China on the direct provocations on
Taiwan. We sort of say it, but in that bullet that begins, “both China and Pyongyang bear
responsibility for escalating regional tensions,” I think we need to say, “we take strong note of
recent Chinese activities which infringe upon the sovereignty of Taiwan and escalate tensions
related to Taiwan, to acts of belligerence.” We need to call the Chinese out directly for what
they're doing over Taiwan. I do not know what the right phrasing is, though.

Participant #5: I think your head is in the exact right place. I would be more direct and say,
we're seeing fifth Gen PLA fighters flying over Taiwan, right directly over the island. What I
would say is, these actions have brought our two nations to the brink of war. The only way to
avoid this is for you to stop conducting sorties over Taiwan and to pull those armed merchant
ships, cargo ships, or whatever they are, and put them back into port, because this is where we
are. If China continues down this path, we will be at war. I like where your head is at, it is a bit
too anodyne to say, “we take stark note of.” We need to be clear that we are on the brink of
war.

Participant #2: Okay, then let's just say that. Let's just say that Chinese actions overflying
Taiwan and preparing for the invasion of Taiwan bring us to a bring us to an active war, or a
war situation with China. We view that the recent actions of China, overflying Taiwan and
preparing for the invasion of and apparently preparing for the invasion of Taiwan, as an act of
war or war preparation, and we ourselves are regarded as such, and are preparing ourselves
accordingly. China is our focus. I know that in this particular document, we have to mention
Kori, we have to mention Japan, but somehow we need to bring the focus back to China as the

instigator of the entire region-wide provocation. Do we have any ideas of what that might look
like?

Participant #3: How about this? We are gravely alarmed by the attack on the Kori reactor and
the deteriorating security situation. Both China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for
escalating tensions. Chinese actions and overflights over Taiwan and the deployment of naval
vessels in the Taiwan Straits have brought our nations to the brink of war. The only way to
prevent this is to cease sorties and bring naval vessels back into port.

Participant #1: Phrase it like this—China must see sorties and bring naval vessels back to port.
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Participant #2: Where it says, to “the brink of war,” let's say, “to the brink of armed conflict.”

Participant #3: Okay. Here are the next parts. We call urgently call for me decisive measures to
ensure the protection of civilian populations across the region. The U.S. remains firmly
committed to the defense of our allies and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a
decisive response at a time and place of our choosing, including strategic responses. I will take
out the “nuclear” part. In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
repositioning assets in the region to safeguard civilian security.

Participant #2: Okay.

Participant #5: Can we change it to “allies and partners”? Taiwan is technically not an ally, and
some lawyer in Beijing could say, aha, they're leaving Taiwan out of the equation.

Participant #3: Yep.

Participant #2: For that last point, reverse the position of Beijing and Pyongyang so that we're
again bringing putting Pyongyang in a lead position.

Participant #3: Okay.

Participant #2: I think we can send this over. I think what we do with this is just tell the South
Koreans and the Japanese, this is what we're saying, and we expect you to associate yourself
and endorse this publicly and do it immediately. We're not messing around anymore, asking
their permission, or their input.

Participant #3: Good point, because the Japanese position was very weak yesterday.

Participant #2: Extremely weak, but it was as expected, and if we let them just fiddle far
around, this is what they'll continue to do. Actually, what should do is send this over, and say,
“we note your request for assistance, that said we are releasing this declaratory statement and
expect you to associate yourself completely and immediately with statement.” We have to draw
them into this. They can't sit on the sidelines. We need to encourage them to stand up in regard
to China.

Message sent to Japan and South Korea: “We acknowledge your request for assistance. That
said, we are releasing this declaratory statement. We expect you to endorse this publicly and
immediately. Here is the statement: We are gravely alarmed by the attack on the Kori reactor
and deteriorating security environment in Asia. Both China and Pyongyang bear responsibility
for escalating regional tensions. * Chinese actions in overflights over Taiwan and the
deployment of naval vessels in the Taiwan straits have brought our nations to the brink of
armed conflict. China must immediately cease sorties and bring naval vessels back into port.
We urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to ensure the protection of civilian
populations across the region. The United States remains firmly committed to the defense of
our allies and partners and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a decisive response
at a time and place of our choosing, including strategic responses. ¢ In response to the
provocative actions of Beijing and Pyongyang, we are repositioning assets—air power, naval
forces, and additional resources—into the region to safeguard stability and security.”
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Participant #2: What do we do at this point?

Participant #3: We asked a very interesting question at the very beginning, which is, do we
change our priorities, given this? I don't think so, but it'll be fun to discuss.

Facilitator: I would like to note, really quickly, South Korea, about a second prior to me
sending our finalized declaratory statement, responded to the draft statement from yesterday.

Message received from South Korea (in response to yesterday’s draft statement): “Great
statement — Korea is on board.”

Participant #2: Okay, well, we gave them a new one, right?
Facilitator: Yeah.

Participant #2: This one commits them more directly to the China scenario. Going back to what
was just said, I think that there's not much that changes, but somebody raised something
interesting yesterday. Depending on how we respond to what Pyongyang and therefore China is
doing in South Korea, we could conceivably send the message to China that this is not going to
work, that this is turning out very badly for them. Not losing the focus on China, is there
something more dramatic that we need to do to punish Pyongyang? Like the Chinese saying of
killing the chicken to scare the monkey, is there something we can do very aggressively to
Pyongyang, recognizing that what we're doing is just sending a message to China. I think we
should seriously think about doing just that, because there's nothing to lose. If there's war on
the Korean Peninsula, the North Koreans are going to nuke us, and they're going to nuke the
South Koreans. I would just like to throw that out for discussion. Is there something we can do
immediately on the peninsula that resonates in Beijing and gets them to back off. I am open for
suggestions.

Participant #1: I think that's why we need to just make sure we revisit our priorities and our
objectives, because our number one priority was maintaining deterrence. After that was the
defense of Taiwan, then South Korea, then Japan, and then our last priority was the flow of
forces in the theater. And as we talked about, I think, yesterday or at one of the other prep
sessions, North Korea and South Korea used to routinely trade artillery fire and all kinds of
other acts of war and overt aggression. I would be very worried about moving from this tit-or-
tat game to a direct military confrontation, if it can be avoided. I think if we start getting into
direct conflict with North Korea, that's going to tie up resources that we will not be able to use
against Taiwan. No one's shot anyone yet. I think we're really close to it, but we don't want to
give them a reason to start that.

Participant #2: Good point.

Participant #5: I take your point, and you don't want to incentivize the adversary to start
conflict that you're otherwise trying to deter. I take your point there. My concern is that so far,
we've been reactive to everything that Beijing and Pyongyang have been doing in this game.
They've set the tempo, they've chosen the timing, they've chosen the geography. This is a great
way to get us distracted before the invasion begins. Unless we change the script, this is all
going to Beijing's plan. How do you get them wrong-footed and get them to understand that
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they have miscalculated, that our stakes are different than what they've first assumed, and that
they may need to reconsider. Even flowing some forces in and all that stuff, that's all out of the
playbook, right? That's nothing new. I think that to the point of killing chicken to scare the cat,
or whatever the analogy was, that's spot on. I think we want to consider launching and
detonating a d5 with effect over the Yellow Sea or over Pyongyang, not to achieve effect on the
ground, not to kill people, but to demonstrate, one, stake; two, that we're willing to go to the
mat; three, somebody's conducted a strategic attack against South Korea, and therefore
somebody's going to pay, and if this continues, those crazy Americans could drop the next one
on Pyongyang, or, even worse, Beijing, so this is the wrong time to be screwing around and
creating mass civilian casualties while you're flying fifth generation fighters over Taiwan. We
need to flip the script, and I'm willing to kill however many chickens are required, because
we're on a path to lose this war right now, because our forces are not going to get there in time.

Participant #2: I respect that detonating something or a show of force is necessary. I'm
wondering if we don't go to the source and say to the Chinese, we hold North Korea responsible
for what has happened at Kori, and in that regard, we consider that an act of war by Pyongyang,
and we reserve the right to unilaterally take out the North Korean regime. We hope you
understand, but really, Pyongyang has given us no alternative. We'd like to talk to you about
that, but it's something we're going to go on ahead and do. Basically, a threat that holds the
chicken up in front of them and puts the knife at the neck of the chicken so that the monkey
pays attention. We need to do something of that nature that shows that we're dead serious about
taking force to the enemy. To me, that would be the most direct message we could give to the
Chinese that we take this thing very seriously and are prepared to kill the chicken. That's a big
step, but it's short of a kinetic exchange.

Participant #1: If we go down that road, we have to be able to follow through with it, because if
we don't follow through with going to war with North Korea, then that gives China all the
reason to seize Taiwan. It'd be just as bad as pulling out as of Afghanistan. It would give them
all of the confidence that they could go into Taiwan if we did not go into North Korea. I don't
disagree with the approach, we just need to be careful about painting ourselves into a corner on
having to commit to that, because once we go down that road, millions and millions and
millions of Koreans are going to die on both sides. And again, at this point, a single shot has
not been fired. Unless we're changing our priorities from maintaining deterrence to regime
change of North Korea, I think, we should we just be careful about where our actions could
lead us.

Participant #4: Even if you go with the regime change in North Korea goal, with the most
recent open source information, you're putting the target on U.S. backs also. You're not just
talking about North Korea and South Korean. You're talking about U.S. populations now
getting smacked with a nuke if KJU feels that we are going to get rid of him.

Participant #1: I have always fantasized about sending a strategic message by sending an inert
ICBM and dropping it like in the middle of Beijing. That could be fun too.

Participant #2: Something has to be done here to seize the initiative. I think that's what
Participant #5 was suggesting, to take the initiative away from China, because right now, all
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we're doing is reacting. I take your point that if we make a threat like this, according to the old
the old line, if you cock it, you have to be prepared to throw it.

Participant #1: What if, with Taiwan, what if we keep our statement, and then we have another
statement that says we will now take all actions to assist the Taiwanese in protecting their
airspace and their EEZ. This includes shooting down any unidentified or unauthorized aircraft
in their airspace. We've never said we would do that, but if we started shooting down PLA
fighters over Taiwan, and started sinking merchant vessels that are in there, that's a large step,
but it's also very limited.

Participant #5: I'm open to that. I think that that's a serious idea that we should consider, and I
ask this legitimately, what is more likely to get our chestnuts out of the fire—what you just
said, or launching a D5 into the Yellow Sea with effect, and there's a mushroom cloud, and
maybe a couple fishermen and a couple boats die, but that's it. We need something dramatic to
change the script. I don't care what that dramatic thing is to me, it's almost more dangerous for
us to start to say we're going to move a wing of F-22s or F-35s onto Taiwan and start
contributing to the active defense of the island. Maybe I'm wrong, but I do not know.

Participant #2: I'm mindful of what happened in the in the post-move discussion yesterday with
the South Korean comment, we would now be seeing panic and social disorder in the Republic
of Korea. I'm acknowledging that we are probably the only grown up in the room, particularly
given the reticence of the Japanese to do anything. They're both going to be looking to us to
take responsibility and take the lead. Does anyone else have any comments?

Participant #3: I think those are all pretty good ideas. I've got a couple of other strange ones,
like giving and giving a nuke to the Taiwanese and giving them authority to use it under U.S.
assistance, so that the Chinese know that the Taiwanese have sub-capability. It's a little
unusual. Another would be supporting an artillery attack against North Korea, sort of like what
was discussed earlier. We also talked yesterday about cyber-attacks, and we talked about naval
blockades. There are lots of different options.

Participant #6: Maybe we could even consider about opening it up. I would think that China's
trying to, like plan this out really well, and if something doesn't go to plan, maybe that cause
them to take the pause. Is there a way to open up something with India, or another part of their
border or something? Maybe we could make it so they don’t feel as secure anymore by starting
something somewhere else. That is probably unrealistic, but I do not know if it is an overture
where India like make some kind of statement, where they are supportive. I don't know what
the nature is with our relationship with India right now, but I feel like if something started
happening with the Chinese-Indian border, that might make them feel like they can't devote all
the energy they would need to make successful cross-strait invasion. We should also consider
that they can hit us, because a lot of times we'll act in one part of the world and think that the
U.S. is safe. That's just something keeping the back of the mind.

Participant #4: Continuing down that road, they if this were to happen, and China was
encroaching on Taiwan, there'd be a lot of economic uneasiness, and I'm sure that across the
globe there would be a lot of different allies or partners that would team up to help out with the
blockade, or something. AUKUS comes to mind. Australia, and obviously the Philippines. I
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know a blockade isn't the most effective. I don't want to say effective, but I think that's
something that could deter. I don't know how quickly that would get put in place for this
scenario, but just my thoughts. I would like to stay away from detonating something above

Pyongyang.

Participant #2: These are all good thoughts, but I wish we had more time. we're on a 24-hour
cycle here, and a lot of these things can't happen quickly. So, our challenge is to deter China
from committing acts of war that would cause us to go to war with them. So again, I'm looking
for some solution where China that leverages what's going on on the Korean peninsula to do
doing what it really wants to do, which is take Taiwan, and I'm still trying to figure out what we
can do to fail them and their proxy on the peninsula as a message to China that it has made a
very bad decision here. We have to collaborate on something and have a decision that most of
us can live with.

Participant #6: One thing to think about, too is, I know they said we had 24 hours to make a
decision, but that decision might be to not do anything. You know, sometimes, they say you
brushed a failure. I'm just thinking about how it's hard to control escalation, so if you think
about the early advent of the Cold War, before we had an assured second strike, that was a very
unstable system, because first mover had the advantage, and you could rapidly in your head
play out what would happen; that kind of stamps down escalation when you know that if you
strike this person, they can kill you. I am not necessarily advocating for it, but doing nothing is
also a possibility.

Participant #1: I thank you for bounding the problem a little bit for us. I like your comment
about causing them problems inside of mainland China, giving them something else to focus
on. We could do something non-lethal, such as authorizing a cyberattack. That kind of sends a
message. To your point about escalation being unstable, I think we as Americans and
Westerners recognize that, but the Chinese and the Russians do not. In all of their writing, they
talk about how they believe they can manage escalation. I think we just need to be very careful
of us understanding that escalation can be really sloppy, while they think that they can keep it
on a timeline.

Participant #4: We can also respond in kind with our own joint task force of Korean, Japanese,
and American fighters flying in their AOR.

Participant #3: If you give the nuclear weapons to somebody that's crazy, that's going to cause
them to think twice if they don't know who's really operating the nukes. If you give it to a
Taiwanese radical that has little to lose, if they lose the island, it could cause the Chinese to
think twice. You have to make sure you can control those nukes, though.

Participant #4: I get your thought on that, but with South Korea and Japan wanting to build a
program and the U.S. being so vehemently against it, I think if we gifted one to Taiwan that
would fracture any alliance we have with the other two countries.

Participant #3: It’s an emergency, it’s not a 15-year program.

Participant #4: Why not just give it to South Korea?
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Participant #3: Because we're trying to prevent the Chinese from attacking Taiwan. In other
words, it we're trying to think out of the box—how do we prevent the Chinese from attacking
Taiwan?

Participant #4: Sure.

Participant #1: We tell them that if they attack, we're going to destroy the foundries. We'll
destroy all the silicon chip foundries. We refuse to allow them to fall into Chinese hands.

Participant #3: Yeah, we can do that. We can start listing out all the things that will happen if
they attack. There's no question about that. Or we can do the demonstration and see if that helps
change the dynamic.

Participant #2: I think we must do something that sends a message that is unambiguous to the
Chinese. Otherwise, they're just going to keep doing what they're doing right now. They've got
a game plan. They're following it. It's pretty well falling into place here with contaminating
Japan, causing panic in South Korea, diverting our attention to the Korean Peninsula, and
causing us to pull conflicting responsibilities in the region. Again, I think nothing short of
bringing this issue back to Beijing, however we do it, is going to work, because right now
they're doing just what they want to do, and they're going to keep overflying the island. They're
going to watch what we do, which is what they're waiting for. Their course of action is going to
just continue to go forward, absent some sort of a response from the United States that suggests
to them that they have a clear path here. I really see the Korean Peninsula as the place where
we have to do it, because, again, why not kill the chicken to scare the monkey? To me, I'm not
saying regime change in North Korea is our goal-—and we know that North Korea has the
capability to use nuclear weapons—but I think we have to do something dramatic vis a vis the
North Koreans, to signal the Chinese. The only other option is to signal the Chinese by doing
something kinetic to them, which I don't think we're prepared to do.

Facilitator: I would like to add, we just received an inject.

Message received from Control (to all): “Later that day—June 14", 2026. Kim Jong-Un
releases a statement reacting to America’s strategic nuclear threats against the Korean
peninsula and their unwillingness to accept the peaceful confederation of the Korean homeland.
Kim says that the joint declaration is unacceptable and calls on South Korean patriots to affirm
their loyalty to the military command of the new inter-Korean confederation at Kaesong, North
Korea, and the withdrawal of U.S. military forces on the peninsula. Shortly after this statement,
locally-lofted armed drones hit one of the spent fuel storage ponds at the Kori nuclear plant. At
the time of the attack, the wind was blowing lightly to the south. Experts hoped the radiation
release would miss most of Japan. Instead, the wind shifted to the east, releasing massive
radiation that blew directly into western Japan.”

Participant #2: Okay. We're back at square one. What is our next concern/move? First of all, |
want some sort of a consensus that the demonstration has to be done vis a vis China, as
opposed to North Korea. I'm wondering what we can do to North Korea to signal to the
Chinese, if that is what is a useful course. Any final thoughts, before we figure something out?
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Participant #1: I think for this, we can still tie our response to China, but I think any physical
actions that we take at this point need to be directed towards North Korea.

Participant #3: I agree with that.
Participant #2: my point exactly, yes.

Participant #3: I think that any actions we should take should be directed towards North Korea.
What we one thing we don't want to do is we don't want to cause North Korea to act against us.
There's a risk that if you detonate a demonstration nuke in the vicinity, that that could cause
them to look at other U.S. targets. ['ve done that before in a different game. We may put a
demonstration along with a statement to reaffirm that what we're doing is maintaining our
strategic flexibility and we’re directing China and Pyongyang to cease any assistance of the
patriots in South Korea, or some similar statement.

Participant #1: I think our response should be two-pronged. One, we should do whatever we
can to aid the South Koreans and the Japanese in their humanitarian crisis. Two, I think we
should do conventional strikes on all of the North Korean nuclear weapons facilities that we
can. | think we're looking to send a large signal to the Chinese. This would send a signal to both
the North Koreans and the Chinese. However, I think we need to make sure it's limited and that
there's not indications that South Korea is going to invade North Korea, or anything like that
that’s signaling regime change. Maybe we could release a statement saying we're tired of
dealing with the North Korean nuclear problem, and we are going to take efforts to set that
program back. Then, we conduct conventional strikes on what we can.

Participant #2: Actually, this particular scenario has been gamed out in the past, and it works.
It's basically a conventional—no notice, of course—strike on all North Korean ballistic missile
and nuclear facilities with an announcement and a communication to Beijing as the attack
unfolds—not four hours before—that we do not intend to breach the sovereignty of North
Korea, we do not intend to do regime change, and our sole purpose is in holding them
responsible for what's happening in the Republic of Korea. We are conventionally striking the
North Koreans, and expect no interference from China. It is a big step, but it is one. By the
way, as you just said, we will not, under any circumstances, plan to escalate this to a nuclear
conflict unless the North Koreans do. It's a big move. It's a big statement, but I guarantee you
it'll really get the attention of the Chinese.

Participant #1: Let's assume we decided that we want to do that. How much of this do we need
to coordinate with our allies and partners before we do it? Because ultimately, it's South Korean
security and a potential ground war that they're that they're going to be facing.

Participant #2: I think we tell them. If we ask their permission, they'll never give it, or they'll or
they'll spend the next four days thinking about it. I really think they've all basically deferred to
the United States to take charge of this crisis, and think there's a real danger in asking the
permission of or the acquiescence of either Japan or the Republic of Korea at this point.

Participant #1: So, the President makes a phone call to the president of South Korea right
before he makes a phone call to Xi Jinping?
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Participant #2: We call both the Prime Minister of Japan and the President of Korea, and we
say, this is what we're going to do. It's going to happen immediately. By the way, I'm getting on
the phone with Xi Jinping to explain to him what we're doing. We expect the Chinese to not
involve themselves and to take note of the reasons for our actions. I think that's about as strong
a signal as one could ever send to China without attacking China properly. Remember, we're
guaranteeing China the sovereignty of North Korea. We're guaranteeing China that we're not
after regime change and therefore giving them less to fret about. However, I think that asking
anybody's permission would cause undue delay. It would probably compromise the entire
operation, because somebody in Seoul Progressive, or whoever it is, is going to pick up the
phone and call somebody in Pyongyang or something. I just don't think as the United States and
considering our responsibilities here, particularly to guarantee the nuclear security or the
strategic security of these two countries, we can ask for permission. I recognize that we should
do we should ask permission, but there's just simply not enough time to do it. I'm willing at this
point to hear everybody's thoughts, and I know if it's probably going to be a range of thoughts,
because it's a pretty bold move.

Participant #3: It's definitely a bold move. Do we need time for U.S. forces to move into the
region before we do that? In other words, what do we what do we expect the reaction would be
from North Korea? Would they use that as a basis for an attack directly into Seoul, into South
Korea? Do you want to have additional forces prepared or in the region to support them? Do
you want to give yourself a week or two to get ready before you do that?

Participant #1: I think by having a preponderance of our forces in theater when we were to
conduct a strike like that could possibly be interpreted as us seeking regime change, even
though we're saying we're going to conduct limited airstrikes. I also think that to the earlier
points about needing to be timely in this mean that we need to move more quickly than waiting
for us to build up forces in the area. I also just want to just circle back for just two seconds. I
agree with all the points on the discussions with allies and partners; we just need to be
cognizant and clear eyed that that we are intentionally not incorporating them in this part of the
plan.

Participant #2: Yeah, to address one question that was asked, we don't need to do this from the
region, necessarily. I think our capabilities coming out of the United States, out of
STRATCOM and other places, would be able to do the job. In a worst-case scenario, what's
going to happen is the North Koreans are probably going to retaliate by attacking across the
DMZ or bombarding the Republic of Korea. Again, though, this is our priority. What is our
priority? Is it saving Korea? Attacking South Korea by the North Koreans is de facto regime
change in North Korea, because North Korea would become a giant gravel pen. We would
nuke North Korea to no end, and so they would have to carefully calculate what they would do
in a case like this. I think we are risking our Republic of Korea friends by doing something like
this. Again, though, what is our priority in the region? I think that's what it all comes down to.
If we've got a different way of dissuading China from doing what it's doing, I'm all for it. I just
don't see what other options are, other than killing the North Korean chicken, to scare the
Chinese monkey.

Facilitator: Japan just sent its own statement.
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Message received from Japan (to all): “Japan would like to make its own statement. We share
our allies’ concerns and are equally alarmed by the attack. We urgently call for immediate and
decisive measures to protect civilian populations across the region. Additionally, Japan has
requests. Japan's request to US: - Notify Japanese government of radiation
detection/amounts/types that may indicate impending threats to Japanese civil and military
resources. - Request public health and civil engineering capabilities to aide Japan with
radiological detection & warning, public health tasks, logistics support that is prepared to aide a
potential evacuation, and recovery efforts.”

Participant #2: From that, as far as I'm concerned, Japan's not in the game.
Participant #3: I'm in favor of the idea that involves striking North Korea. It is a bold move.

Participant #1: Yeah, but I think we can do both. I think we can still do our limited attack on
North Korea and also take care of our two allies in their probably their worst humanitarian
disaster that they've faced since World War II. I think you can do both, because we're going to
need Japan and South Korea for the defense of Taiwan, and we don't want to put them out in
the cold right now.

Participant #2: Sure, yeah.

Participant #1: What are they asking for? They're asking to be able to deal with this radiation
crisis. I don't think that really distracts or detracts away from the larger picture of what it is that
we're trying to do. I don't think it's going to get us bogged down.

Participant #2: Totally agree. Well, I didn't want to derive this in a “kill Pyongyang” direction
necessarily, and I'm welcoming other ideas for dissuading China from starting a war with us
over Taiwan, which is what we're faced with right now. Any other thoughts on what we do to
deter China from what it's doing now vis a vis Taiwan?

Participant #5: My concern about this plan of doing a conventional counterforce strike on the
North Korean nuclear program is going to require almost the entirety of the U.S. bomber fleet
of B-1s, B-2s, and B-52s, and perhaps more importantly, it's going to take up the totality of our
air refueling capabilities, unless they’ve gotten radically better over the last 24 months. Beyond
that, it's going to take up an enormous amount of munitions that would be badly needed in the
defense of Taiwan. So, my concern is, if we do this mission, we're going to kill the chicken and
then the weasel or whatever the other one is.

Participant #2: The monkey, yeah.

Participant #3: My reaction to that is, you can, you can just reduce the amount sent. All we're
trying to do is send a signal to cause them to rethink. So, you could have a limited strike and
retain your ability to defend Taiwan.

Participant #2: Yeah.

Participant #4: Yeah, it would have to be just one or two or three, not a full conventional strike.
Like I said, even if you send the full conventional, you ask yourselves, then what? You just lost
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all of your bomber support to do something with China if China were to say, screw you, we're
going to proceed anyway. You just lost one leg of the whole triad, right there. But yeah, I think
finding a strategic target that would send that message, whether it's just conventional or a little
more, whether it is like a nuclear storage site itself, or a uranium enrichment plant, something
like we similarly do with Iran. I think that should be the focus.

Participant #2: Actually, I like that a lot. It requires limited resources. It is a contained action, if
you will, against a single target, but yet it could serve the purpose of sending the message too.
It wouldn't be as comprehensive a message, but it would still be a very strong message to the
Chinese that we're willing to act kinetically. I think that's the key here. They have to believe
that we're willing to do this.

Facilitator: In two minutes, we will have the red phone call, allowing a representative from our
team to go to another team room to communicate face-to-face.

Participant #1: Do we want to let Japan and South Korea know that this is what we're planning
to do, or that we're fully intending to help them with their humanitarian crisis, and then
weighing potential options to restore deterrence.

Participant #2: I think it's the latter.
Participant #1: Just making sure we're all on board about the message before people depart.

Participant #2: I think that's the message. The message is, we will make the response to the
humanitarian disaster a priority at the same time, we're preparing to take actions that we hope
will send a message to both Pyongyang and China. We're prepared to take military action as the
situation progresses, or something that gives them a heads up. That's what you were suggesting,
right?

Participant #1: Yeah, but we also discussed not giving them a heads up. I was just trying to
clarify that, with the actions we are taking, our aim is to restore deterrence.

Participant #2: Yes. Participant #1, you get to take the message to Japan. Who wants to meet
with the Koreans?

Participant #6: They know me, so I can go again.

Participant #2: Okay. Is the message fairly clear that we're giving them a suggestion that we're
getting do something dramatic?

Participant #6: Yeah, we’re fully going to respond to the humanitarian crisis. We think that's a
big deal. Then, we're also going to take measures to respond.

Participant #1: I think you still need to be very vague. I don't think we need to demonstrate that
we're going to go big. You should say we're going to take measures to restore deterrence. If
they asked for specifics, you can say that this happened four hours ago, and we're still working
through what it is that we can do. I don't think we want to tip our hand that we're going to go
big. The other thing is, I do think that we should avoid striking North Korean reactors. On the

96



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

world stage, think everyone will understand us attacking their nuclear weapons facilities and
apparatus, but if we go after a reactor and do the exact same thing that we are accusing North
Korea of doing, I think we are going to lose a lot of international support.

Participant #6: Yeah, and to pile on to that, it's not just affecting North Korea. We saw the
plume go over and take Japan too. If we attacked a North Korean reactor, we could be screwing
other countries in the neighborhood.

Participant #2: Yeah. I think what we do is we hit a military facility, maybe a military rocket
production facility or something.

Participant #1: Participant #7 is here from the Japanese team.
Participant #4: Hey, Participant #7, what do you got for us?

Participant #7: We have a couple things. We got a pretty good radiation expert on team Japan
who is saying that the fallout pattern we're seeing is what we can expect to accumulate over the
next week, understanding that we're making an assumption about it still being within the first
24 hours of whatever's happening. We request from the American military, public health and
civil engineering capabilities, to aid Japan with radiological detection and warning, public
health tasks, as well as logistics support that is prepared to aid potential evacuation and
recovery efforts. We would also like to note that, per the Japanese constitution, we're not at the
threshold yet for sending troops to the RoK, and I honestly don't know when we would get to
that point. That's all I have at the moment. Any questions?

Participant #2: Did you just say that the Japanese feel that, even though they're being irradiated,
they don't believe that this rises to the level of Article Five, of the defense of Japan?

Participant #7: It depends—for the U.S. forces in Japan, are they being attacked? Have we
crossed that? Are we defining this as an attack to the U.S. forces in Japan? I think Japan is still
not officially—even though we've come out in support the US statement—bought in on
attribution. But, if the U.S. is moving quickly towards saying, wherever U.S. forces are in
receipt of this radiation, that constitutes an attack, then I need to take that back and have a
conversation with the rest of team Japan.

Participant #2: I think the other thing you need to take back to team Japan is to emphasize that
per the statement itself that we asked them to acquiesce to or associate themselves with, we still
consider China to be the key player here, the key priority in maintaining security and returning
to achieving a status quo ante and deterring China from invading Taiwan. Even though we
recognize that Japan has this horrible disaster on its hands with the radiation, our focus is on
China first and North Korea second. We understand that it might be difficult for the Japanese to
appreciate that, but that is our priority. They should know what our priority is here on the U.S.
team, as we're formulating policy.

Participant #7: If we're looking at China as the key player and maybe bracketing North Korea
as a primary causal factor, I will take that back, and maybe there's something to be had there on
our end. The radiation and fallout expert we have in our team has basically said that only red
and orange zones need to evacuate; yellow zones are a non-factor. We're talking about a risk on
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the order of two to three decades with radiation, across that entire spread. I think with that
information, we don't feel it's as dire as the picture might suggest, and that informs why we're
not boarding boats over to South Korea at this point to help out. Let me take that bit about
China being the key player back to my team; if you wouldn't mind considering our request for
non-combative support, our team would appreciate that.

Participant #2: Yeah, I think it's also useful to remind the Japan side that in the Fukushima
Incident, the United States helped massively in responding to the to the event. We're preparing
to do so as our resources are available, given the military contingencies related to Taiwan and
South Korea.

Participant #7: Understood, I'll take that back. Thanks for your time.

Participant #8: This is a South Korean representative. I was able to capture some of the
conversation with Japan, so I will take that information back in terms of China being the focus,
and North Korea being the secondary focus. I wanted to say, from our side, similar to Japan,
treatment and contamination of our accident is our focus. We'll be requesting similar public
health support in terms of personnel as well as medical countermeasures from the U.S. strategic
national stockpile, as we do lack some of those elements on our side. I also want to recognize
and ensure the U.S. has recognition that while short term deaths may be low on the South
Korean side based on this accident, long-term effects will be devastating, both on the
humanitarian side as well as environmental side. We are looking for potential future support in
terms of environmental decontamination. From our side, we want to impress upon the U.S. that
the Koreans are very upset and would like a strong language response from the United States,
that includes the terminology “end of regime,” with the recognition that U.S. statements and
views are held very highly with the Korean people, so it is very important for us that a strong
statement comes from the United States. We're also looking for a very collaborative response to
the situation and invite conversations into what the United States is thinking. I think I caught a
snippet in terms of, if there's future military targeting, we want to ensure that there's multiple
conversations on that with Japan and the U.S. in terms of the military aspect from that side, but
overall, we are looking at working with allies for relief, both on the integrated response to the
situation, as well as recognizing Japan's pending radiation dangers.

Participant #2: Okay. Message received and noted. You're not asking us any questions, are
you? Unless I missed your question.

Participant #8: Our question was just in terms of resource support, both for treatment and
contamination and decontamination, but also requesting a strong language response from the
United States.

Participant #3: I have question for you. Has South Korea determined that this is an attack on
South Korea by domestic persons within the country, or are these attacks aided, abetted,
assisted in any way from other countries, e.g., North Korea or China?

Participant #8: Prior to the inject, we believed the situation strongly suggested the attack was
either specifically from North Koreans or from North Korean sympathizers with support from
North Korea. After the additional information, while we can't firmly attribute it, we more than
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likely believe that it was with North Korean support, but we still would like additional tangible
evidence in terms of exactly who it is being perpetrated by.

Participant #2: To answer your question, we're prepared to extend any and all help on the front
of the disaster that has occurred there with regard to the Kori facility, but at the same time, we
want the South Koreans to pay very close attention to our declaratory statement, which holds
both Pyongyang and China responsible for what happened to the Republic of Korea, and by
extension, to Japan. Also, we are asking you to understand that we are focused on China and
the Taiwan contingency, and we expect them to understand that we have limited resources to
help them, given the Taiwan contingency. This is sort of a sobering message to Republic of
Korea, but it is the reality of the day, because of the problem we're having with Taiwan, so
we're expecting them to understand that we're doing all that we can to deter China from making
a very bad mistake. Okay?

Participant #8: I’ll take that back. Thank you.
Participant #6: I just got back from South Korea, if people want to talk about that.
Participant #2: Sure, please go.

Participant #6: I passed along our message. | said that we're committed to the humanitarian
crisis on South Korea. We're going to help however we can. We're committed to security of the
Korean Peninsula. I kept it vague. They basically said, “got it.” I didn't say we were working on
anything; I think we said we didn't want to share our thoughts with the South Koreans in case
that somehow migrated over to North Korea or China. They expressed wanting a military
response to North Korea—they said it very personal to the South Koreans what happened. The
team feels that the South Koreans don't trust their government, and so a message from the
Americans to South Korea was a big deal. They want us to let them know that our government
will not tolerate North Koreans. They wanted to reinforce that it is very person for them.

Participant #2: The subtext of that is that they are attributing what's happened at Kori with the
nuclear event to North Korea, correct?

Participant #6: Yeah, that seemed very clear. I didn't ask them that specifically, but I feel like
they wouldn't be advocating for a military response against North Korea if they did not feel that
way.

Participant #2: I think the answer is, be careful what you ask for, right? Okay.

Participant #4: We’ve got about 12 minutes to let the facilitator know what move we want to
make.

Participant #2: I guess our next communication should probably be, number one, that we feel a
strong message must be sent to China to deter them from taking any further military action
against Taiwan, to cease and desist on their current provocations. We believe that sending that
message as clearly and directly as we can to China is critical. Number two, we believe that it is
necessary for us to take a limited military action against Pyongyang, in response to what has
happened in South Korea, to do a couple of things. First, reassure the South Koreans that we
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stand by them and that we're willing to retaliate in a limited way to North Korea to send a
message that the alliance will hold. Second, we think it's really important that in doing so, we
send a message to China that their strategy of using the North Koreans as a proxy has failed. To
that end, we do plan to notify China that we reserve the right to strike North Korea and hold
them responsible for what's happened in South Korea and to Japan, and that we plan to do so at
a time of our choosing, and in a way of our choosing. In any event, if we do that, we will not
seek regime change, and we will not seek to breach the sovereignty of North Korea, but we will
plan to deliver a reciprocal response to the North Koreans, and we expect the Chinese to
understand that we're sending a message to both Pyongyang and to China with what we're
going to do. What we're doing is we're telling South Korea and Japan that this is what we're
going to say to China. Does anyone have any other thoughts on how that should be formulated
in talking to the Japanese and the Koreans? Participant #1 is back from Japan, so I will ask for a
brief update, and then we can continue this discussion.

Participant #1: Yes. While I was there, the Japanese representative who discussed with you
guys also came back, and I am not going to add much more than what he said, but the Japanese
are concerned about the humanitarian crisis. They're also concerned about the flyovers going on
over Taiwan. They're very supportive of restoring military deterrence. In line with that, they
will align Japanese defense readiness with whatever PAYCOM or U.S. forces do. They
probably don't realize how far we're talking about going, but it did seem like they did want to
be in lockstep with us. Their biggest ask, and I think it's also their biggest priority, is public
protection. They're looking for the same style of support that they received during Fukushima,
such as radiation modeling, evacuations, radiation detection around U.S. bases, etc. However,
they did not consider this a military attack on Japan. They also wanted to say that the picture
makes it look worse than it actually is. Maybe that's why they weren't running around with their
hair on fire. Lastly, someone on their team mentioned that they'd like to open up
communication with the IAEA on power plant status and request that TAEA personnel are on
site at Korean reactors. Their rationale for this was that they believe that having foreign
nationals at these reactors will help prevent North Korea from attacking them, just because then
you're starting to involve other nations personnel in these attacks. I don't think it's too much
different than what the representative who came here discussed with you guys.

Participant #2: Thank you for the update. That is an entirely consistent, totally limpid response.
But then, we didn't expect much more from the Japanese, especially given their actions thus far
in the game. I think we have to formulate a course of action or a statement here for our
facilitator, is that correct?

Facilitator: If you would like to send something, then yes.

Participant #2: Did you copy down anything that we were talking about before in terms of the
statement to that we were discussing sending to the South Koreans and the Japanese regarding
our course of action?

Facilitator: Yes, I drafted some stuff, but I'm not sure it was particularly correct, so if anyone
has bulleted points, I can take those points and send them out to the other teams.

Participant #3: I will draft something.
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Facilitator: Okay. We need to send a statement, like, now.
Participant #2: Okay. Do it. Participant #3’s draft statement is good.
Facilitator: I will send that.

Message sent to all: “We hold China and Pyongyang accountable for their actions and remain
resolute in deterring Chinese aggression against Taiwan, advocating for a return to the status
quo ante and prioritizing efforts to deconflict the region. In addition to addressing the ongoing
humanitarian crisis, we are committed to demonstrating our unwavering resolve to defend our
allies and partners. We make it clear to China that we reserve the right to take direct action
concerning North Korea at a time and manner of our choosing. This serves as a clear signal to
both the DPRK and China. We expect China to understand this is a signal to them to de-
escalate and refrain from further destabilizing actions in Asia.”

Facilitator: Okay, so now we are going to spend the next 30 minutes working on the briefing
slides.

Question Discussion

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Specifically, what do they prioritize (please rank the following)? Why and how? A)
Dealing with the request of Taiwan? B) Dealing with the request of the Philippines? C)
Dealing with the request of Korea? D) Dealing with the request of Japan?

Participant #1: I do not think our strategic objectives have changed from yesterday. Maybe
some of our short-term objectives have changed, but I don't think the goal has changed.

Participant #2: Totally agree.

Participant #1: I can just review what these four players are asking from the U.S., that way we
can rack and stack them.

Participant #2: Okay.

Participant #1: Both Japan and South Korea asked for first responder evacuation support.
Ultimately, South Korea, Japan and Taiwan asked for forces to flow into their country. Lastly,
the Philippines asked for the Third Marine Expeditionary Brigade in a naval detachment to the
Philippines.

Participant #2: The easiest one is to tell the Philippines that we cannot commit these forces
until the issues of Taiwan and South Korea resolved. It is just simply not in the cards that we're
going to commit those forces to the Philippines when we have two other conflicts ongoing.

Participant #1: To caveat that, I'm pretty that power projection from the Philippines would
assist in Taiwan.

101



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

Participant #5: Yeah. If you put a MEB in the northern Philippines along with a surface action
Group, you can really choke off, in particular if you give those marines some long-range fires,
you can choke off the ability for the PLAN to come around the southwest of Taiwan. To
reiterate what I said yesterday, I think we need to stop thinking about this is which allies we
love most and start thinking about how we posture ourselves to deter China from going against
Taiwan. If the goal is to deny China from achieving military hegemony in the western Pacific,
then we need to be laser-focused on doing that. For me, my rack-and-stack stack would be
Taiwan one, Philippines two, Korea three, Japan four, and I wouldn't worry too much about
providing medical assistance or iodide tablets to South Korea, because we have a real problem
with strategic lift. The amount of C-17s that we have and amount of refueling tankers we have
is limited; all the stuff that we give to the Koreans is going to degrade our ability to flow
combat forces into theater to be able to deter the PLA.

Participant #2: Totally agree, and I understand your point. Maybe what we say to the
Philippines is that we're seriously considering and will probably flow that significant marine
force to the northern Philippines to posture them in the Philippines as we choose. I agree, also,
with the point regarding South Korean and Japanese request for humanitarian assistance—we
don't have the capability. They both should be able to take care of themselves, at least in the
near term, while we deal with the other threats to their respective national securities. They're
responsible for their people, at least initially. Sorry, we lost our focus.

Facilitator: No worries. On this slide, how would we like to rank our priorities?

Participant #3: I understand the idea of, you know, the Philippines being important. But when
we talk about prioritization, it's projecting force to the Philippines for the purpose of defending
Taiwan. So, it’s a little different—we're not trying to defend the Philippines. We're trying to
provide points that we can use for force projection, and that can include also Tinian and Guam,
and a variety of other U.S.-related islands as well. Anyway, we can say the Philippines is
number two in terms of priority, maybe that is just semantics.

Participant #2: It’s only number two in terms of priority because we're agreeing to commit
forces and posture them in a way in the northern Philippines that contribute to deterring China
from invading Taiwan, right?

Participant #5: You are absolutely right. The way this question is asked is, which of these four
countries do you love most, America? I think we should just reject that categorization. It's not
about who we love most. It's about how we are going to posture ourselves to best pursue
American interests.

Participant #2: Yes. We are not supposed to fight the game, but we don't have to accept the
premise of this. We have to re-premise this question if you will, right? That's what you're
saying?

Participant #5: Correct. Yeah.

Facilitator: With that said, what would we like to respond to on this slide?
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Participant #1: What we were talking about before regarding our previous actions of
conducting a limited strike in North Korea, is this taking us off our track of what it is that we
want to discuss and what it is that we want to do? We already have a plan. We just need to start
flowing forces in and executing our plan.

Participant #5: I think that’s right. In my mind, the response is, we can get wrapped around the
axle as far as moving SAGs and MEBs and so forth around a map, but we do have a plan: flow
forces. We need to get it there yesterday, and once China sees that we are flowing forces to
defend Taiwan, that's the message. Some of those forces will go to various parts of the world,
and the way that flowing forces is going to unfold, one would hope both Japan and South Korea
would feel assured by seeing those forces flow into theater, because some of those forces are
going to go to places that are near and dear to their hearts. Hopefully North Korea will say, oh
shit, the Americans are coming in a big, big way. We need to throttle back. I'm still open to
some kind of dramatic action to get Chinese attention. I'm fine with North Korea being the
target of that dramatic act, but I'm very concerned that we're undercutting our combat power
away from the defense of Taiwan and the destruction of PLA, denying the PLA 's ability to
seize Taiwan in order to pursue another distraction. That is my concern.

Participant #2: Fine. So, because the game requires us to respond to this slide, we have to
respond. It asks us to assess the top national security objectives of each of the key players. It's
sort of a backwards question in that this the United States—what the hell do we care what the
respective national security objectives of each of these key players are? We are going to do
what's best for the United States. Our point of departure is thinking about what the key top
national security objectives of the United States are, because we're the United States team. We
don't have to answer for the other people. That's my take on this. Our objectives are to restrain,
contain, and deconflict China from invading Taiwan and taking whatever actions are necessary
to flow forces wherever we must to deter China from further provocations related to Taiwan.
That's our overriding objective, irrespective of the blown-up nuclear power plant. I just don't
know how we capture that in responding to this slide, unless somebody else wants to try.

Participant #5: I drafted a statement. It is very short. “We will follow the forces needed to deter
and, if necessary, defeat China's ability to seize Taiwan and thereby secure military hegemony
within the theater.” I think that's what we're doing,

Participant #2: Yeah. That's the short answer to our overriding priority, right?
Participant #5: Yes, sir.

Participant #2: What is the second question?

How does the crisis in Korea specifically impact America’s ability to respond to the crisis in

Taiwan? How do each of the key actors—U.S., Japan, China, Taiwan, and the Koreas—view
this?
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Participant #2: The crisis in Korea impacts America's ability to respond to the crisis in Taiwan
the first and foremost due to traction. The crisis forces us to respond to multiple contingencies.

Participant #1: I think for us, it provides an opportunity to put China on notice If we are
proceeding with a limited conventional strike on a nuclear facility or a nuclear weapons
facility. Instead of looking at us always reacting, this does give us an opportunity to reset the
tone and make China respond to us, as opposed to us responding to China.

Participant #2: I totally agree. We cannot miss the potential for us doing something like this to
rock their world so much that it is more than just a slap in the face, it is a strategic warning that
we are willing to do this whenever we have to do it. I like that comment.

Participant #2: What munitions are we going to use? I don't want to get too tactical. I know that
sounds super tactical. I assume you're going to want penetrating bombers that can drop good
old-fashioned fashion gravity bombs?

Participant #1: I think, like you said, we don’t need to get too into the weeds, but that was what
our earlier conversation had been about—having a limited conventional strike on a North
Korean nuclear weapons facility or asset. I think for us, we come up with the strategic intent,
and give it to the military, the Department of Defense, who will give us a range of options. I
think that a lot of the conversations we've had at the tactical level have been very helpful in our
understanding, but s think for this scenario, we don't need to get that far deep into it.

Participant #5: Okay, right.

Participant #2: I think we can also say that the United States sees this as not only necessary to
signal to Pyongyang that it must restrain itself, but also that China must understand—and we
will communicate this as clearly as we can—that this is a statement of U.S. intent to defend its
security partners in the region. There's an aspect of this that that involves public signaling,
whether it's flowing forces or making clear to all parties in the region by demonstrating what
we're willing to do that were there for the long term and still in business. I don't know how we
communicate that, but there's got to be a public perception of what we're doing and why we're
doing it kinetically. Is there another question?

Facilitator: We have one more.
Participant #2: Okay. Are we willing to move on from the last one?

Facilitator: I think we can go to the last question.

How should the irradiation of a third party—in this case, Japan—be viewed? Is it an act of
war? A nuclear accident? A humanitarian crisis? Please explain?
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Participant #5: I would answer this one very simply. The attack, the irradiation of a third party,
demonstrates the reckless destabilizing behavior of North Korea and its sponsors in Beijing,
and is further evidence of how this behavior is bringing the region to the brink of war.

Participant #3: I agree. | was going to say, if the U.S. response is an attack on North Korea,
then I think that puts us into the category of the action constituting an act of war. Or, at least, it
is causing us to take actions that constitute an act of war.

Participant #1: I think we can say that from the American perspective, we view this as an
attack. This is a humanitarian crisis that is an act of war on Japan as well.

Participant #2: Yes, I think we need to state that, and therefore we consider any retaliatory
action or punitive actions that we take to be totally in the context of responding to an act of
war. That's what we're saying, right?

Participant #3: I think that's that is what we're saying. We're saying that the radiological
accident, that the attack on the nuclear site, creating a radiological release, is an act of war.

Participant #2: And we attribute that to North Korea.
Participant #3: Right.

Participant #2: To beg the question, attributing that act of war to North Korea informs our right
to retaliate with actions related to North Korea. We're saying it's an act of war, and therefore
that it is completely legitimate for us to strike North Korea. To me, that is a huge message.

Participant #3: The whole scenario is designed to add grayness and noise that distracts from the
signal. They're making it look like a terrorist activity. They're look making it look like it's a
domestic South Korean activity. They're making it look like it is a radiological incident and not
an attack on civilian populists. They're doing a lot of things here which are very creative, but
our actions and our statements in this context are describing a signal that we're pushing through
and pushing past the fog of some information that we're not totally clear on with a response that
is direct.

Participant #2: Are there any more questions?
Facilitator: No, that is all.

Participant #3: Should we add some more detail to our response to the first question. Control is
going to push us into answers with respect to what we are prioritizing, and where we are
putting troops, and if we are responding with the third MEP to the Philippines, and so forth. I
will try to evade data on too much of that, unless anybody else has other opinions before I wing
it in the discussion of our briefing slides.

Participant #1: I think you kind of bring up a good point. Is it this point here where we're going
to let the rest of the teams know that we're planning a limited strike on North Korea? Or did I
just miss that conversation?
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Participant #2: Yes. I do believe so. I don't know if we have to articulate that in response to one
of these slides. Maybe that can just be an audible.

Participant #5: I think we should share it. This is the final move of the game, so we should let
them know what we are planning and where our heads are at.

Participant #3: I got a note asking us to return to the plenary room.

Facilitator: Okay. We should head back.
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South Korea Team

Participant #1: The order of the day is to discuss the situation. I would like to invite you all to
give your opinion on what you think is going on. Participant #2, how about starting off?

Participant #2: The clear intent of the exercise is to suggest, without proving or attributing the
attacks to North Korea, that a very high priority is attribution. In terms of attribution, there are
probably two levels that we have to look at. On one level, the actors are South Koreans, who
are, in fact, under direct operational control. The other level would be actors on the North
Korean side—there are likely loose cannons in North Korea, not deeply trusted by North
Korea, and therefore not under direct North Korean control, which presents a problem of
holding the North Koreans responsible for something that they may well have inspired but did
not nonetheless direct. So, part of the response does not depend on attribution. Obviously,
helping rescuing people, providing for basic immediate humanitarian needs, is without regard
to attribution. However, attribution will obviously be very important to deterrence and
restabilizing the situation. The NIS is obviously going to have a very critical role in identifying
whether these actors were under direct control of Pyongyang. Finally, maybe we can even add
a third level. The South Koreans have in fact, tried and convicted a number of agents of the
Reconnaissance General Bureau who were caught inside South Korea. That is also a possibility
that has to be considered. Whether it's in terms of signals intelligence, coded number
broadcasts, or other indications that could be used to attribute the attack, that's going to be very
important. In terms of the humanitarian response, I am probably the least qualified person in
the room to answer it, so I will defer on that part.

Participant #1: Okay, so you focused on attribution, which is important, so we'll leave that as
one critical item. I would like to ask for other opinions on the current situation, starting with
Participant #3.

Participant #3: I think one thing that we discussed a lot yesterday is controlling the panic. I feel
like, if anything, recent developments would make the panic even worse, which only
emphasizes the need for a really well-communicated, strong response, both to our allies—the
United States—but also in terms of public messaging, I think it would be worth also
considering how we would be explaining this to the public as well.

Participant #1: That's good. Participant #4?

Participant #4: I agree with the point about controlling the panic, especially on the evacuation
and healthcare side. Radiation emergencies do a lot of weird things healthcare systems, whether
that's the need for medical countermeasures for treatment, but also people who aren't
necessarily in those prevailing wind zones being worried. So, I think coordinated messaging for
the public is important, both on the panic side, but also in terms of making sure the right people
are going to the right places, whether they need to evacuate to another location, or whether they
need to go to the hospital, but mostly keeping people out of the healthcare system if they don't
need to be there. We would need to make very clear where to go, whether that's outside zones
for safety, and then where to go in terms of medical treatment, and what that means for people
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going forward. There is also a future look in terms of environmental decontamination, but in
terms of everything that's happening right now that is more a long-term consideration.

Participant #1: Thank you. Participant #5, what do you think?

Participant #5: As we said yesterday, not panicking is the most important thing. The next thing
is evacuation of people, to mitigate the impact to the people. During this process, we can ask
for some help from Japan, the U.S., and if necessary, the IAEA. After that, we need to figure
out who did this and find out the attribution. Following this, some measures would be taken by
the government.

Participant #1: You said yesterday that we didn't need help from the IAEA. What's the
difference now?

Participant #5: My thinking is that IAEA help is very minimal, but, however minimal, any help
might be useful. I changed my mind.

Participant #1: Okay, you're flexible. Great. Participant #6, what are your thoughts?

Participant #6: I do have some thoughts going into the request from the South Korean
government for U.S. military help. There are a limited number of folks that are there on the
peninsula and U.S. military wise. There’s prioritization of considering what role they would
take, whether it be security or possible response to aggression, if we attribute it to North Korea.
They could also help with response/evacuation efforts. One thing I know that we requested was
to have U.S. force flow in. As I think we all know that that is not a fast process. We're talking
weeks to months to get, you know, the force flow in, and the packages in. There's also limited
infrastructure there on the Korean Peninsula to support a large package, so there would be a lot
of reliance on Japan, and also over in the Guam and so on. I think my initial thoughts are that I
agree we need to ease and stop the panic, but at the same time, for us to get U.S. military
involved, then it's going to be a muted initial response, until we decide that we can get that
force flow in.

Participant #1: Okay. Thank you. Participant #7?

Participant #7: I want to be careful not to be too American with my perspective, but my
immediate thought was about controlling escalation at this point. As Participant #6 mentioned,
I was thinking about what kind of immediate military response might be required. One thought
comes to mind in terms of forming some kind of crisis action response team with the USFK,
CFC, ROK JCS, etc. Also, I'm thinking about what kind of message needs to be sent to China,
in terms of if we believe that they are behind the attack, and crafting a message that
communicates that it's not in Chinese interest for this situation to continue to escalate,
especially into a nuclear realm. Those are my first thoughts.

Participant #1: Great. Thank you. Participant #8?
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Participant #8: I would say perhaps South Korea could reach out to Taiwan and get a sense of
Taiwan's take of the likely scenarios and also reach out to North Korea. Per the scenario
design, the North Koreans are supposed to be working with the Chinese. So, by reaching out to
Kim Jong Un, first of all, we could try to get a sense of his take of the situation or his intention,
and if we want to drag him away from Xi Jinping, we might have a better chance to do that.
Also, the U.S. team said their first priority was actually Taiwan. So, I think the South Korean
team would need to evaluate the possible responses, because our own priority is South Korea
itself. So, when the US might not be considering South Korea a high priority, what could be the
next scenario? What could South Korea do?

Participant #2: I have an administrative question. Aren't we all supposed to be figuring out what
our response is to the American statement, and whether we sign on for that?

Participant #1: The South Koreans would hesitate to get on board, which does not mean that we
would not be on the U.S. side, but in many cases, that's how it seems like what we might be
doing. You know, we live right next door to these Chinese and we don't want to show our cards
until the last minute. So, signing off on a statement like that would be a big leap for the
Koreans. I would say that, depending on you know how much they're looking at all of this, we
would participate, but very reluctantly, is what I'm guessing.

Draft declaratory statement inserted for reference: “Here is the draft declaratory statement. We
expect you to associate with this statement. ‘ We are deeply concerned about the deteriorating
security environment in Asia, particularly regarding Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula. « Both
China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions. * The United States
remains firmly committed to defense and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a
decisive response at a time and place of our choosing, including actions addressing strategic
(nuclear) responses. ¢ In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional resources—into the region to
safeguard stability and security.””

Participant #2: I would say that the statement is a lot more ambiguous than what the American
representative I spoke with told me verbally yesterday during the red phone call. This
statement, although it holds Pyongyang and Beijing responsible for escalating regional
tensions, it doesn't quite hold Beijing directly responsible for what is happening in South
Korea, Japan, and the Tsushima Strait, so this might not actually be as controversial as it
initially seemed, if you parse it carefully.

Participant #1: In my view, we have largely been focused on the situation where we have
potentially 1000s of innocent civilians being killed, and although one of the very critical steps
that needs to be made is attribution, there is no doubt in my mind that it was North Koreans, or
North Korean-backed elements in South Korea. So, that's number one from my view. I just
want to note that [ am not sure that NIS would be leading this investigation, though, because
the progressive government of Moon cut off the legs and arms of the NIS. I'm not sure if this
kind of a terrorist situation were to occur, it would actually be NIS doing this, or rather, the
Korean National Police. That's my two cents regarding where we are right now, realistically.
Insofar as the American statement, I think we can sign off on that.
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Facilitator: I will send that out.
Reply sent to United States: “Great statement, Korea on board.”

Participant #1: Great. So, we have 1000s of innocent people who are hurt, and so I would think
that controlling panic and treatment would be the main focus of the South Korean government,
as well as attribution. However, attribution would be on another scale. In this kind of situation,
I would say that most focus would be on treatment and the human catastrophe that has
occurred. Besides attribution, gaining help from our neighbors and allies would be another very
critical agenda item. Having said that, we might consider contacting the Chinese or the North
Koreans. I don't know. I think a lot of Korean policymakers would think that's just a waste of
our time and it would only be useful if we wanted to say, “at least we tried.” I'm sorry to say
that to most Koreans, even in this situation, consulting with Taiwan would not be on the top of
their to-do list. So, this might be is something that we need to think about where in these kinds
of situations we need to have a better channel with Taiwan to coordinate and cooperate in these
kinds of situation. Does anyone else have any comments?

Participant #6: I have a question. Would the South Koreans unilaterally do anything outside of
tie-in with the U.S. from a CFC perspective?

Participant #1: That is a good question. I think that depends on what the U.S. response would
be. If the Koreans thought that the U.S. response was too lukewarm, I think there is a
possibility that the Koreans, especially these conservatives, would do something that would
really hurt the North Koreans, since we have had 1000s of people killed. To South Koreans,
this is the same as if the North Koreans had dropped the nuclear device in Busan. To the
Koreans, I think we would be demanding some sort of extended deterrence response from the
United States, and if we didn't get it, I think there's a high probability that we would do
something on our own. We might shoot one right at Yongbyon, north of Pyongyang. That
would be something that we would do.

Message received from United States (to all): “We acknowledge your request for assistance.
That said, we are releasing this declaratory statement. We expect you to endorse this publicly
and immediately. Here is the statement: We are gravely alarmed by the attack on the Kori
reactor and deteriorating security environment in Asia. Both China and Pyongyang bear
responsibility for escalating regional tensions. * Chinese actions in overflights over Taiwan and
the deployment of naval vessels in the Taiwan straits have brought our nations to the brink of
armed conflict. China must immediately cease sorties and bring naval vessels back into port.
We urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to ensure the protection of civilian
populations across the region. The United States remains firmly committed to the defense of
our allies and partners and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a decisive response
at a time and place of our choosing, including strategic responses. * In response to the
provocative actions of Beijing and Pyongyang, we are repositioning assets—air power, naval
forces, and additional resources—into the region to safeguard stability and security.”
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Participant #1: Okay. I think we need to respond to Washington that although we lack hard
evidence, there's no doubt that this is North Korea/North Korea sympathizer-instigated attack
on the Kori reactor, which has led to 1000s of casualties on the Korean people. We expect to
have an immediate Nuclear Consultative Group meeting to discuss military options in response
to this act of terror and genocide. Let's use that word. How does that sound?

Participant #2: The word “genocide” has a legal meaning under the Rome Statute, and I'm not
sure this meets that meaning.

Participant #1: Okay. Mass murder. How does that sound?
Participant #2: I think that may be more accurate.
Participant #1: Okay, let's do that.

Participant #5: I would also like to modify the statement a little. You are mentioning the 1000s
casualties from this accident, but in short term, the reactor core meltdown from the Kori
reactor, when we consider the amount of radioactivity released from reactor core, I think 10s of
people, or at most, less than hundreds, I think would be killed in short term. In the long term,
over years, more people would die—maybe even 1000s. However, in the short term, I don't
think 1000s people would be killed from this accident.

Participant #1: Is “the potential for thousands of casualties” a reasonable statement, then?

Participant #5: When you consider some middle term, not the just the short term, then 1000s
people might be meaningful. In the statement, let’s say 100s, I think.

Participant #1: Thank you.

Participant #5: I'm sorry. It's very hard to define the significance of this accident. My
impression, though, is that in the short term it would not be so fatal. Maybe people would die
during the evacuation, but radiation would not kill 1000s within days.

Participant #1: Okay, thank you. How does everybody feel about us contacting Japan, and
notifying them that we believe, without evidence, that this is North Korean instigated, and a
strong response military is required. We should provide them that insight and ask for their
opinion as to what they think is happening and what they are doing. When the time comes, I
think that's something that we should ask them.

Participant #2: If the Japanese judge that we are escalating too quickly, their likely reaction is
to turn to Washington with alarm. I think, again, they will be focused on attribution.
Washington is focused on attribution.

Facilitator: I have drafted up a statement to send, based on what you all have been discussing. It

is as follows. “Although we lack hard evidence, there is no doubt that this is a North
Korean/North Korean supporter instigated attack on the Kori reactor, which has led to the
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potential for 1000s of casualties of the Korean people. We expect to have an immediate
Nuclear Consultative Group meeting to discuss military options in response to this act of
terrorism and mass murder.”

Participant #1: Sounds good to me. How about everybody else?

Participant #2: I don't want to use words like “no doubt.” We're saying at first that we don't
have evidence. Let me ask this, has the North Korean government described these people as
patriots? Has it post hoc used language that indicates that it approves of this attack? If that's the
case, we can say, we assume, based on North Korea's approving language, that it had a role in
inspiring or directing the attack. I think that at a moment like this, the credibility of a
government matters so much, and I hate to have a repetition of a situation where we know they
have weapons of mass destruction or something on those terms that will undermine support for
what could be a pretty sustained conflict.

Participant #1: Noted.

Participant #2: Also, you could close the statement by describing this as an act of terrorism, or
international terrorism.

Facilitator: The language of terrorism is in the last sentence of the statement already. I can add
something about “international terrorism.”

Participant #2: That does have legal significance here, where there are people who continue to
question why North Korea is designated as a state sponsor of terrorism.

Participant #1: When we do send that out, we should send it out to the United States and the
Japan group as well.

Participant #6: I just want to make a comment. We mention an “immediate, nuclear
consultative group.” From what I know, the NCG is more of a policy-level group. They don't
really deal with day to day, tactical and operational actions. I think that phrase should say
something about tying in with the State Department, or even at the Secretary of Defense
equivalent levels.

Participant #9: You're absolutely right. Currently, it is policy driven, despite potential desires to
make it operational. So, I would suggest, if you want to make mention of it, or meeting the
NCG, great, but I would recommend that we go through the normal channels established on the
peninsula, whether it's the MCM or the SCM, or working through the CFC, or at least the
USFK commander.

Participant #1: Okay, so let's just assume this—if the Koreans wanted to shoot a missile into
Yongbyon, who should they be talking to on the U.S. side? You're saying the USFK
Commander?
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Participant #9: The way we work it now, it would be the Four-Star. You'd have the chairman
talking with them, and the respective staffs talking about that, and I'm sure you'd have it across
the dime, the inter-agency working as well to coordinate this. That's how you would do it. Our
biggest fear as Americans, obviously, would be a unilateral action by the ROK, which is
something that can't be discounted. In this case, we're seeing that the U.S. is seen as reacting
slowly or weakly, as you said earlier. That might mean that the ROK may want to take action
by themselves and then notify us afterwards. The way it's structured right now, it would go
through the USFK Four-Star at the time, assuming we're not at DEFCON 3.

Participant #1: I just want to tell you this. The reality on this side of the ocean is that the
presidential office thinks the chairman is not very capable, so and for the past umph years,
they've treated chairmen like that. In Korean, the Presidential Office would be in charge of the
situation, maybe the Minister of Defense. So, right now, we have a very weird situation where
the presidential office, the NSC, centrally controls everything. We're talking about 2026, and 1
don't know how bad it'll be then, but given these guys at the Presidential Office, the U.S. Four-
Star on the peninsula might not be a very good counterpart, unless he is very strong in his
representation of the United States. That is just my own opinion, though. It is something to put
into the equation.

Participant #9: That's a very good point. You see that happening today.
Participant #1: Yeah. Now you know why I am worried.

Facilitator: Participant #2 sent his edited message in the chat. I can read it out loud for you.
“Although our investigation of this attack continues, Pyongyang's own language strongly
suggests that it inspired or directed this act of terrorism by mass destruction. The circumstances
do not allow us the time to complete that investigation. We must act now to deter the next
attack.”

Participant #1: How about we add, “We expect immediate consultation with the United States
on possible military responses.” How does that sound? That makes it a bit spicier.

Participant #2: Right. This was only intended to be a portion of our response, so that sounds
good to me.

Participant #1: I propose we add that. Nothing heard, we can add that sentence and send out the
reply.

Reply sent to United States and Japan: “Although our investigation of this attack continues,
Pyongyang's own language strongly suggests that it inspired or directed this act of terrorism by
mass destruction. The circumstances do not allow us the time to complete that investigation.
We must act now to deter the next attack. We expect immediate consultation with the United
States on possible military responses.”

Participant #7: We have mentioned DEFCON 3. Could we talk through that? Do we think that
consultation would happen at this point, and if DEFCON 3 would be declared?
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Participant #1: Yeah. So, I would suspect that the South Korean government would be
pressured very hard on a strong response, no matter what type of government it is, whether it's
right-wing, left-wing, center, or whatever. They would need something that is much stronger
than a B-1 flyby or an aircraft carrier or submarine showing up, and so we'd have to really hurt
the North Koreans, or the South Koreans will do it on their own. One of the options that we
might undertake to manage this is make sure that the Chinese understand that the United States
has limits to controlling the South Koreans. That might be an option, but I think the public
pressure, for lack of a better word, for “revenge,” would be so strong, that no matter what type
of government we had here, they would be forced to respond very, very strongly.

Participant #2: One of the things that the United States and South Korea have never threatened
China with, is the thing that China fears more than anything else, which is instability within
North Korea itself. We could do things that are far less than a covert operation that could cause
that to happen, including such things as simply opening up Freedom of Information Operations
inside North Korea. They would ordinarily see that as a very dangerous thing for us to do, and
they would strongly object to it. However, what you saw along the DMZ with the loudspeaker
broadcast to the North Korean soldiers, was a step toward information warfare as a deterrent.
That is something that could be expanded up to Sinuiju.

Participant #1: Yeah, that's fine. But still, in this kind of situation, the Koreans want blood first,
then we can send up stuff. We need to agree on a target that is proportional to this event.

Participant #2: What about yachts and palaces and things that attract attention to the
kleptocracy of the regime, rather than hitting things like reactors that escalate the situation?

Participant #1: That might be an option, but we'd have to talk about it.

Participant #9: Good points on all these. I keep falling into the trap thinking as an American in
this and I'm on the South Korea team, so I just want to remind everybody, I think we have a
natural tendency to try and de-escalate any situation. In this case, though, as a South Korean
who was just struck, I need to remind myself to play that role. I would just make sure
everybody's keeping that in mind—we seem to be arguing against what the South Koreans
might be doing. I am not putting down any options that have been presented, but I just hope
everybody remembers we are the South Korea team here.

Participant #1: Thank you. Having said that, there are 2.5 million foreigners living in Korea,
and diversity of opinion is always welcome. Sometimes there is too much diversity, but
anyway, thanks for those comments. So, we have moved from damage control and requesting
assistance to discussing the importance of attribution and having discussions about how the
alliance, especially between the United States and Korea, can and should respond to this kind
of situation. Our discussions have progressed in that fashion.

Facilitator: In about 25 minutes, we will have the red phone call.
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Participant #1: Participant #4, may I ask you to be our rep to relay that our number one focus is
the treatment and containment of the accident itself. Number two is attribution. Number three is
collaborated response to this situation. Those were what we talked about. Can you try to see
what the U.S. and Japan are thinking, as well?

Participant #4: Yes, of course.
Facilitator: We just received an inject from Control.

Message received from Control (to all): “Later that day—1June 14th, 2026. Kim Jong-Un
releases a statement reacting to America’s strategic nuclear threats against the Korean
peninsula and their unwillingness to accept the peaceful confederation of the Korean homeland.
Kim says that the joint declaration is unacceptable and calls on South Korean patriots to affirm
their loyalty to the military command of the new inter-Korean confederation at Kaesong, North
Korea, and the withdrawal of U.S. military forces on the peninsula. Shortly after this statement,
locally-lofted armed drones hit one of the spent fuel storage ponds at the Kori nuclear plant. At
the time of the attack, the wind was blowing lightly to the south. Experts hoped the radiation
release would miss most of Japan. Instead, the wind shifted to the east, releasing massive
radiation that blew directly into western Japan.”

Participant #1: Now there's no doubt where the North Koreans are in this, is there? Okay.
Participant #2: I think as the skeptic here, I'm not a skeptic anymore.

Participant #1: Participant #4, when you go to the other rooms, please convey condolences and
our deepest concerns to the Japanese group as a courtesy.

Facilitator: Typically, we have the red phone call group member choose one of the other two
teams to go communicate with, just given the amount of allotted time. If we want to send a
team member to both rooms, we are allowed to do that, though.

Participant #1: Okay. Participant #7, do you want to go to the Japanese team? Participant #4,
you can go to the U.S. team. In addition to relaying our main focuses as we’ve already
discussed, for the Japanese, we want to convey our concerns for the Japanese situation to give
the impression that Japan and Korea are on the same boat, and that whatever happens to Korea
is a concern for Japan and vice versa. For the Americans, we must tell them that the Koreans
are really pissed off, that we want a strong response, and that it needs strong language,
especially a phrase about the “end of the regime,” especially with this latest statement from
Kim Jong Un.

Participant #2: Now that it's on, would it be too provocative to call publicly on North Korean
officers, the North Korean command, to disobey orders to kill or hurt their brothers and sisters
in the South? Even though it's unlikely to be obeyed, it would nonetheless frighten the

government in Pyongyang.

Participant #1: We can do that.
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Reply received from Japan (to all): “We share our allies concerns and are equally alarmed by
the attack. We urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to protect civilian populations
across the region. Additionally, Japan has requests. Japan's request to US: - Notify Japanese
government of radiation detection/amounts/types that may indicate impending threats to
Japanese civil and military resources. - Request public health and civil engineering capabilities
to aide Japan with radiological detection & warning, public health tasks, logistics support that
is prepared to aide a potential evacuation, and recovery efforts.”

Facilitator: I do not know that we have to reply to that, but I wanted to mention it so that we
know what Japan is up to.

Participant #1: Yeah. Good to know. Last move, I mentioned that, in general, the Korean public
does not trust the Korean government. This adds to the importance of controlling panic. In the
real world, in a situation like this, the actions and statements of the U.S. government are very,
very important in influencing the Korean public. I feel it is important to understand that the
United States has a lot of influence and impact on the Korean people, and this is very important
to us. Participant #8, you haven't been saying much. Any concerns on your part?

Participant #8: No, I think what we have, for now, is enough. As you suggested, I understand
that for South Koreans it is very important to strike some target. I tend to think it might be a
better idea to aim it at Kim Jong one's yacht or place, instead of a nuclear facility or something
related. It would be a statement to Kim Jong Un personally.

Participant #1: Yeah. I wonder if Yongbyon has a coolant or a spent fuel storage facility.
Maybe the plutonium reprocessing facility that they have is another target. I think, in response
to this, some sort of nuclear related target is good. Maybe a research center? We don't
necessarily want to kill civilians, but a target that's related to a North Korean nuclear facility or
nuclear capability that has a government/military characteristic would be kind of target that we
will be looking for. I think this is something that the United States, Korea, and Japan could be
talking about, from a military perspective.

Participant #5: If I may add a little bit about the attacking the Yongbyon facilities, when we
consider the radioactivity contained the waste storage there, the amount is not so big when we
consider the research reactor power capacity. We already analyzed the impact when the
Yongbyon facility was destroyed, and the environmental impact was not so big. In my opinion,
if North Korea nearly attacked the South Korea's nuclear power plant and spent fuel, we cannot
tolerate this. We should retaliate, because we cannot allow North Korea to attack nuclear power
plants by missile or other military options. If an accident happens with the Kori plant, the
environmental negative impact will last decades. Many areas will be uninhabitable for a long
time.

Participant #5: I think that was a really good point. I also wanted to double check regarding
what our decision was for attribution after the inject. I know a couple people said they were
comfortable with North Korean attribution, but I wanted to double check if that was the view of
the whole group.
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Participant #1: My take was that North Korea literally confessed that it was them. I think all
doubt is gone. Although we would still want some tangible evidence, it would certainly seem
that what happened is North Korean supported. I think it just cleared a big question mark on
who the instigator was, or who's supporting it.

Participant #9: I know we were talking about potential responses. Have we settled on anything,
are we just absorbing all these punches presumed punches by the North?

Participant #2: I don't believe that we have proposed anything specific. Because we're a unified
command, it would seem to me that you have an escalation ladder, maybe that you write up,
with a few different paths you can take, not all of which are military, but those have to be
proposed to the other members of an alliance. Asterisk behind whether Japan is formally a part
of a trilateral alliance, but we seem to be brought together by events. If one party is going to
take an action, it should be agreed by all of the parties that that is an appropriate reaction.

Participant #9: I don't disagree. I was just curious. I didn't know, or I couldn't remember, if
some of our early correspondence with the United States wanted to suss that out and come up
with some kind of potential military response options or diplomatic response options. I just lost
the bubble there, so [ wasn't sure if we were just triaging, as opposed to potentially trying to do
something to re-establish deterrence on the peninsula. That was it.

Participant #2: Yeah. I think we have not gone beyond Participant #8 and I disagreeing about
whether to bomb Yongbyon or palaces, but those are the two things that we had discussed. I
also dropped into the chat a proposed statement that could be broadcast to North Korean troops
calling on them to disobey orders. There are obviously a lot of legal options that are not to be
discussed in detail in an exercise like this one. Of course, the United Nations is paralyzed,
which means that you almost have to work through some other kind of coalition, whether it be
NATO, the Proliferation Security Initiative, or this alliance.

Participant #9: Yeah, and that checks out 100%. I’m just thinking through, on the game front, if
by the time we get through this war game we ever get to the point where we're consulting about
potential responses, whether diplomatic or military, or if it'll just be more of the triaging and
getting to that stage. I was just curious as to how it's going to flow out over time.

Participant #2: Were we actually asked, now that I think about it, to come up with a list of
options? In the real world, wouldn't there actually be op plans that would give us that escalation
cycle?

Participant #9: I can't get into classified matters, but we have discussions all the time with our
South Korean counterparts, whether it's peace time missile launches by the North and how we
would respond, or any other kind of perceived provocation, say, balloons coming across the
DMZ like we're seeing today, and how we would want to respond to that. I know it would be
quicker in the real world; I'm just trying to align real world timing with scenario war game
timing. I just want to make sure we're not thinking we can do it in the future, or whatever we
want to do in the future, and never get to that point. That was my only question.
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Facilitator: My understanding is that we have the next hour today to make any actions we
would like to make as South Korea. It's difficult in the case of South Korean command, and
since the joint command with the United States and having to consult, which is difficult to do
since they're different teams, but theoretically, any actions we would like to individually take,
we can take until 7:30pm. We can send emails to the U.S. to try to simulate that coordination
over email if we would like to take some sort of joint coordinated action with them. There is no
allotted time for gameplay next move as of now, so anything we would like to do should be
done in the next hour.

Participant #9: Okay. Thank you very much. I would not advocate for it, but we as the U.S. are
always concerned about the South Koreans operating or acting unilaterally on something like
this. I’ll be curious to see how it plays out, and if we end up engaging in a last-minute missile
launch or something of the sort.

Facilitator: We did have a couple team members leave to go to each of the other rooms for the
red phone call a few minutes ago. They should be back in a couple of minutes.

Participant #9: That'll be good. We'll probably get some feedback. Maybe we'll get some
indications from Japan or the U.S. saying we should try and do X, Y or Z, so that could be
good. It looks like we have a guest.

Participant #10: Japan is here. Greetings. We are curious about several things, as you might
imagine. First and foremost, what are you folks doing to secure your nuclear power plants
(NPPs), and do you need help? We can discuss what form that help might come in. We do have
some hard constitutional lines that we cannot cross, but if you had a request, we could consider
that.

Participant #1: Well, we haven't discussed that, but [ would assume, knowing the system, that
they would all be on heightened alert, and we'd be doing our best to prevent another act.
However, already, we've allowed the instigators to conduct a secondary attack, which is a real
bad situation, but anyway, we’d probably now be cordoning off a distance from all of our
facilities, not only nuclear, but all of our critical facilities—rocket centers, medical centers,
power plants, etc., so that no nobody would be coming near. In this kind of situation where a
nuclear plant is attacked, I'd even think that we'd have a curfew instigated make sure that it's
difficult for people to conduct future types of provocations. You get the idea. That is probably
what would be happening now to prevent further attacks like this.

Participant #10: Thank you. Have you requested aid from, for instance, the U.S. in the form of
the ability to defend against drones, as this has been the main mode of attack?

Participant #1: Yes, not only that, but we need a coordinated military response. Our top priority
is making sure that our people are safe and those who are injured or who are in danger are
relieved. At the same time, we need to prevent another terrorist attack by the North Koreans. In
order to do so, it is our belief that we must respond very strongly. We want to coordinate with
the United States on what would be a proportional and appropriate warning to the North
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Koreans and to their supporters about not doing something like this again, and for any U.S.
efforts to help with making sure that the Chinese understand that they'll have a headache
instead of a situation where it would benefit them in Taiwan. I think that's what we would be
looking for.

Participant #10: Thank you very much for that. I won't take up all of your time. I just have a
two more questions. The first one is, is it your opinion that all of these actions are North
Korean cells, or is there a significant part of your populace that really might be doing this?

Participant #1: I don't think Koreans are going to be murdering other Koreans just for political
reasons, and if they did, they would no longer be considered South Koreans. In this situation,
this is a very extreme situation. We did not go into the circumstances that led to the situation,
but I would believe that this could only happen if North Korea supported this and made sure
that those who did instigate this knew that something else was coming. They’re not going to do
this because they're anti-nuclear power or anything. That is what I am saying.

Facilitator: Not to cut off this discussion, but we do have another guest from another room and
not that much time left for the red phone call. If you want to drop your last question here, we
can discuss it and send you a reply later.

Participant #10: Thank you so much. I appreciate that.
Facilitator: As I mentioned, we have a guest from the U.S.

Participant #11: Thank you. I'm the emissary from the United States. We just wanted to carry a
message saying that we're fully committed to the humanitarian response to the crisis in South
Korea. We'll assist however we can with the radiological release. We're also fully committed to
the security of the Korean Peninsula, and we're going to make all efforts to maintain deterrence.
That's my message, and then I can carry anything back if you need me to.

Participant #1: Yes, thank you, but my best friend now in the hospital, and my mother-in-law is
dead. I just want to convey that this is very personal for the Koreans, and so what you just
stated is fine, but we need a military response that will send a strong message to North Korea
about not doing this again, and a message to our own people, saying that the government will
not tolerate the North Koreans. I don't want to use the word revenge, but it must feel like we
have done something that is hurting the North Koreans as well as they hurt us. I just want to
highlight that this a personal matter to a lot of Koreans.

Participant #2: I'm interested in writing up some possible options for the members of the group
to consider. If we're going to do this as a coalition, we need buy-in from the other members of
the coalition. Although I understand that we're supposed to be the South Koreans, and we're all
very angry, we do also have to bear in mind that there are smart people in South Korea who
will be gaming out what they will get approval for, and that they could not close that deal in
2010 after the Cheonan and Yeonpyeong incidents, and therefore there was no response. I don’t
know. Is that doing too much?
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Participant #1: No, but my perception of 2010 was that we didn't ask the Americans for
approval to do anything. We just didn’t do anything, out of a desire not to escalate the situation,
which I think was prudent. We did the right thing, but I think for the wrong reasons.

Participant #2: Well, I guess that's not the climate in this scenario.
Participant #1: Yeah, we got civilians killed.

Participant #11: If there’s nothing else, I'll rejoin the United States and bring back your
message.

Participant #1: Thank you.

Facilitator: The representative from Japan left a question in the chat for us to discuss before he
left. That last question from Japan is, “We need medical and logistical support to handle this
humanitarian crisis. What can you do to help us?”

Participant #1: Participant #5, do we have any medical capability to spare? I think providing as
much information as we can about the damage costs and the potential humanitarian crisis is
something we can do, but other than that, I think we would be really bound to take care of our
own people.

Participant #5: South Koreans do not have much experience in treating the patients have been
exposed to high doses of radiation. Japan has more experience than us. However, we are doing
things like preparing potassium tablets to distribute to people to minimize the risk of certain
cancers in the future. We can deliver potassium tablets to Japanese contaminated areas. That is
one thing we might be able to do.

Participant #1: I think you just verified my assumption that medical supplies would be limited,
but we could share information about the level of damage, what kind of exposures we're seeing,
and other kinds of similar information exchange. That would be the best that we can do at this
time. Does that sound good to everyone else?

Participant #2: That seems fine to me.

Facilitator: Okay, I will send that message out.

Reply sent to Japan: “Our medical supplies are limited due to the crisis in Korea. On the other
hand, information regarding the nuclear incident will be shared in full with Japan, and we will
assist in any way possible in mitigating damages.”

Participant #6: That seems good to me as well.

Participant #4: I am back from the U.S. red phone call. The U.S. wanted to convey that their

main focus is the situation in China and Taiwan, and that resources are going to be extremely
limited, because that will be their focus. They will help where they can, but they're standing
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with their declaratory statement as stands, which holds North Korea and China responsible for
these actions.

Participant #7: I just got back from that Japan team. The Japanese wanted to convey their
concern for the ROK public. They emphasize that their focus is on protecting their civilians,
currently, and the public health crisis, which is much worse than they anticipated. They have
messaged to their people to stay calm. They are preparing to be ready to execute an evacuation
plan, but they really have no idea how to do this given the sheer number of people affected and
the radiation impacts that are ongoing. They are also lacking evidence of who is responsible for
the attacks, and they want to get more information on this as well. Because they don't have
evidence, they are not planning right now to mobilize their forces. In response, they have
drafted a public statement to, I believe they said for Beijing and Pyongyang, to emphasize that
both should stop their current actions and that they should be held accountable to de-escalate.
They noted that if they asked us to emphasize in any diplomatic discussions with the Chinese or
North Koreans that if the weather was different for this kind of attack, their people could have
been impacted as well. Japan also requested that it would like to have discussions with the
IAEA, and wants to consider a joint request to the IAEA to be physically present at additional
reactor sites. They see this potentially as deterring future attacks, if other nations people are at
the sites physically. When I was on the call, the U.S. Representative came on, and Japan agreed
that they would this was fine to continue as a trilateral discussion, so I can convey what the
U.S. said to the Japanese as well. The U.S. told the Japanese, and this is truncated, but that they
don't have additional intelligence on the attacks, that they are concerned for the region and their
allies in the region, and that they believe that North Korea and China are working together. I
think they said their focus was on restoring deterrence. They also conveyed their willingness to
assist with humanitarian efforts in Japan. They asked, regarding restoring deterrence, what
actions Japan is planning to take. Japan then said that they were very concerned with the
Taiwan flyovers and how to restore deterrence. Japan requested, any U.S. information on
radiation in the vicinity of any U.S. bases in Japan. Japan additionally requested Fukushima-
like U.S. support.

Participant #4: That matches the comments I heard between Japan and U.S. on the other side. I
also caught that Japan was not ready to send troops to the ROK.

Participant #7: Yeah. They did say that because they didn't have strong evidence, they weren't
prepared to mobilize to South Korea. I should have said that. Thank you.

Participant #2: I don't have to tell the South Koreans this, and probably not most of you, but the
domestic South Korean reaction to the arrival of Japanese troops, even in extremis, would be
very, very adverse.

Facilitator: Participant #2, would you like to discuss the range of military options you sent in
the chat? Would we like to send some sort of communication including that escalation ladder?

Chat message inserted for reference: “Potential response options: -strike KJU’s yachts, palaces,

and other politically symbolic targets. -broadcasting to NK, calling on military to disobey
orders, passively resist, actively resist, mutiny, or defect. -attack NK’s nuclear submarine and
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facilities. -stopping, searching, and seizing NK ships on the high seas, under the authority of
UNSCR 2397. -striking the 11-28 bomber base near Sinuiju or a Hyunmoo strike on the small
number of MiG-29s. -asking US Treasury to freeze assets of Chinese banks known to have
violated NK sanctions. -banning imports from selected Chinese ports (Dandong) that disregard
their UN obligations to inspect NK cargo, and that knowingly traffic in embargoed NK goods
(coal, minerals, seafood). -last resort: strike nuclear facilities.”

Participant #2: We should not send that out without a very quick consensus from the others. I
would make this point on the legal options—the United States government has never enforced
North Korea sanctions in a serious, methodical, determined way. If the United States is telling
South Korea that it wants South Korea to join in holding China responsible, Washington's first
step is to hold China legally responsible for its years of sanctions violations. Some of these
things would cause almost immediate and severe economic damage to the North Korean
regime, because we know that lesser means did that in 2017. It would shorten North Korea's
capacity to make and sustain war. So, the United States needs to step up. If it expects us to hold
China responsible, then responsibility begins at home.

Participant #1: About the Japanese soldiers on Korean soil, you are correct. Having said that,
though, Korean leaders really need to explain that when the shooting starts, we're going to need
all the help that we can get, and we need to figure out how we're going to be able to resolve this
very emotional and yet very unreasonable sentiment that the Koreans have.

Participant #2: Do the Japanese really even have a large enough force to make a difference in
the situation on the ground in South Korea, when they have so many problems of their that
they're trying to deal with?

Participant #1: That's a good question. The Japanese are really interested in getting their people
out of Korea if a situation arises here, and they believe that they need to send not only their
aircraft, but people to protect the aircraft, get people onto the aircraft, and so forth. Even in
those situations, the South Korean government is not willing to talk about it because it's not just
a case of not wanting Japanese soldiers on the ground—they don't want to talk about it because
it gives the potential of that kind of situation happening, and that's why we're not even talking
sincerely about NEO in general. It’s pretty complicated. To your point about ground forces in
Korea, you're right. They would have a very limited capacity for ground operations in Korea. I
would be happy for them to provide us all the logistical support and basing to support
operations in Korea, as well as some Japanese aircraft and ships escorting supply lines.

Participant #2: All of those things would be highly valuable, but I just wonder if the political
costs of Japanese boots on Korean soil outweigh the benefits.

Facilitator: We just received a statement from the United States.
Message received from U.S. (to all): “We hold China and Pyongyang accountable for their
actions and remain resolute in deterring Chinese aggression against Taiwan, advocating for a

return to the status quo ante and prioritizing efforts to deconflict the region. In addition to
addressing the ongoing humanitarian crisis, we are committed to demonstrating our unwavering
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resolve to defend our allies and partners. We make it clear to China that we reserve the right to
take direct action concerning North Korea at a time and manner of our choosing. This serves as
a clear signal to both the DPRK and China. We expect China to understand this is a signal to
them to de-escalate and refrain from further destabilizing actions in Asia.”

Facilitator: If we would like, I can reply to this, remove Japan and say, “In light of this
statement, the ROK would like to request the following diplomatic support for the United
States,” or something along those lines, if we want to send those diplomatic options we were
discussing.

Participant #1: Yeah, sounds good to me.

Participant #2: We can always say, “We wish to discuss as Alliance options the following.”
Participant #1: That works for me.

Facilitator: Would we like Japan included on that, or just the United States?

Participant #2: Participant #9, did you have a thought on that?

Participant #9: Yeah, I think we should just send the message to the United States right now. I
understand what they're saying about taking direct action at a time and place of their choosing,
which, as a South Korean, I would say is already late. I would go to the United States first,
since they're the ones that would have the ability and the assets to do anything if we do want to
pursue any kind of military response, let alone a diplomatic response or economic response.
Then I would loop in the Japanese, because they're dealing with their own national issues, and
then maybe towards the end, we can push for a trilateral effort, but I think going through the
US channel would be the best way to do it.

Facilitator: Since we have pretty soft language, I am going to keep all of the options that were
in that initial list unless anyone objects to that. Hearing no objections, I will send that message
to the United States.

Reply sent to U.S.: “In light of the US's new statement, we wish to discuss as alliance options
the following: -strike KJU’s yachts, palaces, and other politically symbolic targets. -
broadcasting to NK, calling on military to disobey orders, passively resist, actively resist,
mutiny, or defect. -attack NK’s nuclear submarine and facilities. -stopping, searching, and
seizing NK ships on the high seas, under the authority of UNSCR 2397. -striking the 11-28
bomber base near Sinuiju or a Hyunmoo strike on the small number of MiG-29s. -asking US
Treasury to freeze assets of Chinese banks known to have violated NK sanctions. -banning
imports from selected Chinese ports (Dandong) that disregard their UN obligations to inspect
NK cargo, and that knowingly traffic in embargoed NK goods (coal, minerals, seafood). -last
resort: strike nuclear facilities.”

Facilitator: With that communication sent, we should move to discussing the move two briefing
questions for the last 30 minutes.
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Question Discussion

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Specifically, what do they prioritize (please rank the following)? Why and how? A)
Dealing with the request of Taiwan? B) Dealing with the request of the Philippines? C)
Dealing with the request of Korea? D) Dealing with the request of Japan?

Participant #1: We are prioritizing crisis management, to include, as a top priority, taking care
of those injured and limiting civilian casualties. That is the number one priority in this
situation. Our second priority is obtaining hard evidence. In other words, attribution, to make
sure that we have solid moral and legal ground for whatever action that follows. The third
priority is close collaboration with the United States and Japan, with a special emphasis on a
military response to this terrorist act. Those are my top three priorities. As far as the country-
specific priorities that the question asks us to rank, our top priority is of course Korea, followed
by Japan. In this situation, our hands are full right now, so that would be my opinion.

Participant #4: I have one quick addition. In terms of close collaboration with U.S. and Japan
on the military response, there was discussion between the U.S. and Japan on coordinating

future targets, which was something we also mentioned.

Facilitator: Do we want to say anything about how Korea feels about the Taiwan situation,
since the question asks specifically about that?

Participant #1: To be honest with you, in this kind of situation, that would be an afterthought
the Koreans.

Participant #9: I think that is highly accurate.

Facilitator: Can we say that would be true of the Philippines as well?

Participant #1: Yes.

Participant #2: The Philippines would be an after-afterthought.

Participant #1: This all sounds good to me. Let’s move to the second question, and then come

back to the first question if we have time.

How does the crisis in Korea specifically impact America’s ability to respond to the crisis in
Taiwan? How do each of the key actors—U.S., Japan, China, Taiwan, and the Koreas—view
this?

Participant #1: Like I said, I think a strong message from the United States to China to make

China realize that instead of a collaborative effort on the Korean Peninsula to achieve their
goals in the Taiwan Strait, this kind of situation will actually backfire and cause a situation on
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the Korean Peninsula that will force the Chinese to avert or concentrate on the Korean
Peninsula, rather than Taiwan. Making sure that the Chinese understand this would be very
important. To make a point about this, if a South Korean submarine, which has sea-to-land
missile capability, were to fire two missiles from the East Sea to a North Korean nuclear
missile submarine, that would certainly send a message. We could always have plausible
deniability by the United States. The Koreans will have some blood, and the Chinese will likely
see a potential of an escalatory situation happening. So, maybe a strong and “irrational”
response by the Koreans might actually help in this situation.

Participant #9: Would you see that as part of a unilateral action, just in case we're not seeing
anything from the United States or Japan helping to send said message, or in conjunction with
them? I was wondering how you were thinking about that.

Participant #1: It will not be in conjunction, but I think the United States might actually look
the other way, because you can always say, “Hey, we can't control these South Koreans,” and
tangible deniability to the Chinese might actually benefit the situation. Close cooperation is
good, but in some cases, I think looking the other way might be an option for the United States.

Participant #9: Thanks.

Participant #2: If that isn't coordinated, couldn't the result essentially be to put distance into the
alliance at the worst possible time?

Participant #1: I think if the U.S. Four-Star and the South Korean Four-Star were having
breakfast, there might be a situation where the U.S. Four-Star might actually say, “Gee, I'm
glad you didn't tell me that two hours ago.” That is my sense. Plausible deniability is crucial.

Participant #2: I've never been at a breakfast like that, but I know we're still arguing over who
allowed who to do what at Gwangju,

Participant #1: I get your point. However, I think this is totally different from Gwangju.
Gwangju is something that was internal. You and I can talk about the root causes of Gwangju,
but in this case, it's quite clear that it was North Korean supported. North Korea is not trying to
hide this situation. In this situation, we South Koreans need to do something, and I think in a
nuclear submarine, which is a military target, getting rid of a couple of military people is a
proportional response.

Participant #2: Personally, I agree with you. However, in a scenario where this is a real world
and who knows what kind of administration we have in Washington, I would think the right
way to do plausible deniability is to have that breakfast and then not to tell the Chinese about
that. The wrong way to do would be to have the Americans find out later.

Participant #1: Oh, definitely.

Facilitator: As far as the first prong of this question, which is asking about the U.S. side of this,
i.e., how the crisis would impact the U.S.’s ability to respond to the crisis in Taiwan—I know
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we're not the U.S. team, but do we have any general thoughts on how the US would be
impacted in that sense?

Participant #1: The goal of the North Koreans and the Chinese is to divert focus from their
bigger goal of Taiwan, so us not falling into that trap, I think, is very important. I'm just saying
that we should turn this situation around and show to the Chinese that this has the potential
actually not to divert our attention, but the attention and efforts of China,

Facilitator: Great. Shall we move to the third question?

Participant #1: Yes.

How should the irradiation of a third party—in this case, Japan—be viewed? Is it an act of

war? A nuclear accident? A humanitarian crisis? Please explain?

Participant #2: I remember some doctrine on releasing destructive forces. I think the question
of whether it is an act of war would be a yes, but let me take a second to verify.

Participant #1: So, you consider this an act of war?
Participant #2: Yes.

Participant #6: I concur. It would definitely be an act of war. Of course, it's also going to be a
humanitarian crisis. The two go hand in glove.

Participant #9: I concur as well.

Participant #3: This may be a simple question, but could it be considered an act of war as well
as a nuclear accident, or is the issue the intent behind it?

Participant #1: I think the intent is clear.

Participant #2: If it is a nuclear accident, what does that add to the direction of our response for
purposes of the exercise? Isn't the question what we are going to do about it, militarily?

Participant #1: Yeah. So, I think the general consensus is that it is an act of war, intentional,
and perpetrated by North Korea.

Participant #2: It is a war crime, as well.
Participant #1: Yeah.
Participant #2: Frankly speaking, it is also an act of international terrorism.

Participant #1: Yep.
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Participant #3: I was thinking of the impact to South Korea as an act of war, and potentially the
impact to Japan as a nuclear accident. However, I understand the explanation of the intent
behind, and the potential ramifications as well.

Participant #1: Whoever instigated this terrorist act must have known that it was not just going
to be Korea that would be hit, and that it would have impacted Japan. Maybe they didn't know
the scale of the impact to Japan, but they certainly did know there would be an impact, and
because of the intentional perpetration of this criminal act, I think it is an act of war against not
only South Korea also to the Japanese. However, it is up to them to say that.

Participant #3: I concur with that. Thank you.

Participant #1: I think what we have is good. That is all the questions, right? Let’s go through
each of the questions again and see if there is anything we want to do.

Facilitator: Sounds good.

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Specifically, what do they prioritize (please rank the following)? Why and how? A)
Dealing with the request of Taiwan? B) Dealing with the request of the Philippines? C)
Dealing with the request of Korea? D) Dealing with the request of Japan?

Participant #1: What we have looks good to me. I have nothing to add.

Participant #6: Should we add, on the attribution point, a note saying that we have attributed
this to North Korea, just to clarify our stance. Because we have attributed this to North Korea,
we feel we have moral and legal ground for action.

Participant #1: Yes.

Participant #2: Can we say something more like, “We are assuming based on North Korea's
own statements and its attempt to leverage the attack to achieve its political objectives that it
inspired or directed the attack. Our investigation continues.” How about that?

Participant #1: Looks good to me.

How does the crisis in Korea specifically impact America’s ability to respond to the crisis in
Taiwan? How do each of the key actors—U.S., Japan, China, Taiwan, and the Koreas—view

this?

Facilitator: How do we feel about this? Is there anything we’d like to add in addition to what
we discussed earlier. I think it's pretty thorough.
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Participant #1: Yeah, I agree.

Participant #2: We should add some sort of comment about holding China accountable.
Something along the lines of, “To build solidarity for the position that China is responsible for
Pyongyang’s terrorism, the U.S. must begin by holding Beijing legally accountable for
violating UN sanctions against Pyongyang. But under the circumstances, our allied response
cannot end there.”

Participant #7: We have a point saying the response by the Koreans should be “strong and
irrational.” Is that correct?

Participant #2: Yeah. That does not sound right.

Facilitator: I believe the idea was that the ROK should take strong action to make China
perceive it as irrational, as this could potentially be a deterrent.

Participant #9: I would put quotations around irrational in that case.

Facilitator: Sounds good. Let’s take a look at question three again really quickly before we
rejoin the plenary session.

How should the irradiation of a third party—in this case, Japan—be viewed? Is it an act of
war? A nuclear accident? A humanitarian crisis? Please explain?

Facilitator: Do our responses look good to you all?

Participant #1: Looks good to me.

Facilitator: If nobody has any last comments, we can disperse to reconvene in the plenary
session.

Participant #1: Great. [ will see all of you in the plenary meeting.
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Japan Team

Participant #1: In the last session, Participant #7 was a National Security Council Advisor,
Participant #4 was Minister of Defense, a participant who is not here today was Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Participant #2 was the chairperson of the Nuclear Regulation Authority,
Participant #3 was the Minister of Environment, and Participant #5 was the Minister of Justice.
Is everyone happy with these positions? Can we continue to do this? No problem? Okay. I’d
like to appoint two more persons—one is Minister of METI, who is a promoter of nuclear
power, who may have a voice in decision making process. He is responsible for energy policy
too, and the governor of Local Government Association who are concerned about the local
citizens. This person is not in the within the government but is called upon by the Prime
Minister to consult with them about the evacuation process, particularly the governors of
Fukuoka and Yamaguchi, which are likely to be affected by the radiation. We would like to ask
their opinions about the evacuation plan. Does this make sense? Who wants to be the Minister
of METI? Do we have an extra person today?

Participant #2: If there's not enough people for those positions, I can keep those standpoints in
mind when doing analysis.

Participant #1: Great.

Participant #2: But if anyone else has any ideas about what any of these bodies may think,
please feel free to chime in.

Participant #1: Those two bodies are critical for decision making today. I just want to explain
the basic legal system for evacuation in Japan for the nuclear accident. After the declaration of
emergency by the Prime Minister, the central government will set up nuclear accident
management and disaster management at headquarter, and they are responsible for when and
how to evacuate local residents. Still, though, the implementation of evacuation is done by the
local governments, so they are responsible for arranging transportation, where to go, and they
have to consult with other local governments who will be accepting evacuees. After the
Fukushima accident, those communications were not smooth at all, and before the central
government informed the local government to evacuate, the local government decided to
evacuate because they are afraid of the radiation release, so they decided to evacuate, even
before the central government informed them to evacuate. That was a very complicated
situation at that time. Evacuation planning evacuation is a very complicated and difficult task to
implement and can cause mistrust between the central government and local government.
That's what happened after the Fukushima accident. Also, the United States has a right to
monitor the radiation, even without consulting with the Japanese government. They did actually
try to use airplane to get the monitoring results, and they release that information to the public.
Their data is much faster than the government release of the radiation monitoring result. The
NRC asked U.S. residents in Japan to evacuate much faster than the Japanese government did;
that was also a concern for the government, because the U.S. evacuation plan covered a much
wider area, 80 kilometers, and the Japanese government order was only 20 kilometers. So,
American residents in Japan actually evacuated much faster than Japanese residents. That's
what happened. In this crisis situation, this could happen again, but the Japanese government
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now knows what happened after Fukushima, so maybe the government is much smarter now,
but I don't know what will happen. This is a very complicated situation. But also, the U.S.
military actually did come to help with the earthquake, I can say evacuation and clean up the
debris and so on, which was a very helpful—it was called Tomodachi Operation. Okay, that is
just some background.

Participant #3: Quick question, sir, do we know in which direction people are being evacuated
to?

Participant #1: That's a good question. Actually, evacuation plan only show the radius map. As
you said, depending on the wind direction, you do not know where the radiation goes.
However, although the government did have simulation results of where this cloud will go, they
did not release it for the first three or four days to the public. So, the most difficult, most
affected village was Itate village, which is northwest of Fukushima. They were farther than a
30 kilometers radius, so they stayed in the in the village, but the cloud in that direction, and it
snowed, so their residents received much higher radiation than other areas. So, I think you're
right that the wind direction is very important. We also have to inform the local residents where
this cloud will go.

Participant #2: You are, of course, the expert, but I heard from some tour at JAEA that in the
end, did not use the atmospheric transport simulation results to inform the evacuation because
they couldn't feel confident enough in the source term estimation from the power plant itself.

Participant #1: That is correct.

Participant #2: I guess they did release the simulation results three or four days later, with some
source term estimation, but they didn't use it to determine the evacuation. In the end, they just,
as you know, for everyone's knowledge, just measured several points around the area, and they
constructed a zone based on the measurement stations, and did not use the simulation. That is
my understanding.

Participant #1: That is correct, but that they could have used it, because even though the
radiation level was not quite well-known at that time, we know what is important is not the
radius evacuation plan, it is informing the public that if the wind direction is moving, you have
to inform the local region, and you have to evacuate immediately. However, they did not do
that. Unfortunately, that was the problem.

Participant #2: Right, okay. Then it's better to do it this time, and maybe their methods and
research on it have improved in the last four years.

Participant #1: Much better, yeah.

Participant #3: When evacuations occurred, were people relocated to other parts of Japan? Or
did they, for instance, did some of them go to Australia or a temporary shelter?

Participant #1: most of them within Japan.
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Participant #3: Okay.

Participant #1: Yeah, and after the Fukushima accident, current evacuation planning requires
local governments to find a way where another local government can accept their evacuees.
They are negotiating even now. Of course, it is difficult, and particularly during the Fukushima
accident, the earthquake affected all the transportation. Some of the roads were not working,
and so you cannot plan ahead for that. In this case, there is no earthquake, so I think
transportation may be better. It was also not caused by the Japanese nuclear accident, so we
probably have to consult with the Korean government about where this cloud is coming from.

Participant #4: Is the picture they gave us in the briefing where the fallout has actually
occurred? It is a one-day event. Does that mean that, since we're in the first 24 hours, the
majority of the fallout has already made its way to the ground, and the next amount of time is
going to be very slight, or are we expecting more of the sam, or even more?

Participant #1: We are expecting more. Participant #2, what do you think?

Participant #2: I believe the map is a projection of what we expect the situation to look like in
four days’ time.

Participant #4: Okay, that's what I was looking for. Thank you.

Participant #1: I think we could confirm the South Korean Nuclear Regulatory Authority what
the status of the NPP is.

Participant #2: But most of the particles should settle within 24 hours. It's mostly pretty much
decided.

Participant #1: There is the spent fuel too, right?

Participant #2: This one so far for now, is just a loss of coolant accident, they said.
Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #2: Due to some drones, maybe they exploded near the cooling apparatus or
something. In my opinion, this is a very high for a loss of coolant accident, and it's a little
unrealistic,

Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #2: But as a political decision makers, we can overestimate the possible damage.
Participant #5: Do we have a sense of the extent of the damage and the release? It still seems

like we have very little information about that, which I would assume can impact not just the
weather and the time, but the amount of radiological release, right?
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Participant #2: One thing I we don't know is if the release has been contained. They have to
stop the release. It's a continuous release going on, and they have somehow stop the release and
respond. We don't know what the status of the core is either. I guess it's a core meltdown
because it's a very severe release. In the game, we technically don't really know yet if the extent
in the map is true or not. And I think even in Fukushima accident, it was releasing over several
days or a week or something, before they could fully contain the release. There's still release
going out. In that case, it will keep spreading. I think it took several days to stop the release,
actually.

Participant #5: Right. And [ have no idea, so I'm asking the experts. Once you have a quote,
unquote release, I would imagine that there can be, more of a catastrophic failure. The degree
of release is also an issue, isn't it? Not all releases are the same.

Participant #2: Right. This simulation is assuming a 75% release of all the cesium-137 in the
reactor core of Corey three reactor. It's a lot. It's not really realistic for a loss of coolant
accident, maybe a military strike. It's assuming a constant release over a certain period of time,
and I'm trying to check that time period that the simulation is for. The map we see wouldn't be
within 24 hours. It's projected. Did I answer your question, or should I keep going? I think I'm
not sure how much information we officially have during the war game. I think we just have to
make a best political decision without worrying too much about the specifics, because it will be
uncertain anyway.

Participant #1: Right.

Participant #5: Yeah. We can't fight the scenario. I get it. I am asking because one of the
questions we have to answer is will Japan interpret this as quote-unquote an act of war or not,
and a lot of that to do with the severity of the consequences. I think a lot of the political
decisions about how Japan is going to respond to this as well, beyond mitigating the impacts on
Japan has to do with the level of consequence that it's causing to Japan. Those are all relevant
facts to understand exactly what's happening.

Participant #1: Right. I think what Japan can do is consult with the South Korean government
about the status of the reactor and also continue to monitor the radiation in the air. That is very,
very critical to understand the situation, and that's the only thing we can do. The problem is, of
course, another Fukushima case. If the public is not informed well, they will receive the
radiation. Now that people know about the Fukushima accident, it's possible that people may
start evacuating before the coordinated efforts by the government.

Participant #2: Oh, that's true.

Participant #1: So that is why I ask somebody to be in charge of the local government, to take
care of such confusion and talking with the central government.

Participant #4: I was wondering what degree of threat associated with the expected radiation
will be for Japan. How serious is the threat from what they're expecting to land in Japan?
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Participant #2: I have some detailed information about the simulation that estimates according
to this map, how many people could be impacted.

Participant #4: Are we talking like acute radiation sickness or long-term stuft?

Participant #2: No, this is just risk of cancer due to living there long term. In my personal
opinion, there shouldn't be a rush to evacuate, because the level of radiation is so low that you
would have no impact until you've been exposed for some time. It should be slow. There was a
lot more stress due to the evacuation and the panic that was really unnecessary, in my opinion,
during the Fukushima accident, instead of just clear communication, making clear that it’s not
an immediate risk. If there's a pregnant mother, I still think the risk is extremely low, but
maybe, pregnant women should be advised to evacuate earlier, or very young babies. Besides
that, there's no huge risk. There shouldn't be any evacuation within 24 hours, there should be
clarity of information and telling people to be calm beforehand.

Participant #1: Very good. That is very important.

Participant #2: There should be a communication to the people by the local government that
we're communicating with Korea, we'll get the proper information, and there is no immediate
health risk in the short term. So, we should evacuate safely to avoid further risk to any people
due to the evacuation mismanagement. We should communicate that to the people.

Participant #4: One more question. Can we make a caveat to that if someone has identified a
health vulnerability or something, evacuation for is an option, but it doesn't need to be done
with panic. Getting to a safe place can be done methodically and cleanly. I'm just wondering if
somebody still wants to go, if we can provide them some kind of very generalized guidance.

Participant #2: It seems like a good idea to say, if you have concerns, we have a highly staffed
hotline that is operating to for the public to ask, within the Kyushu area where the radiation
looks like it's coming, maybe the local government will set up an inquiry line to the public. So,
if you have any specific health concerns, maybe we can advise you. That could be useful.

Facilitator: The U.S. team seemed impatient to get a reply to their draft statement from
yesterday, so I was wondering if you all wanted to look at that real quick.

Draft statement inserted for reference: “We are deeply concerned about the deteriorating
security environment in Asia, particularly regarding Taiwan and the Korean Peninsula. Both
China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions. The United States
remains firmly committed to defense and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a
decisive response at a time and place of our choosing, including actions addressing strategic
(nuclear) responses. In response to the provocative actions of Pyongyang and Beijing, we are
repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional resources—into the region to
safeguard stability and security.”

Participant #1: Before that, can I talk to Participant #6? Are you here?
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Participant #6: Hi, I am here.

Participant #1: Do you want to be Minister of METI, who is a promoter of nuclear energy and
responsible energy policy, or the representative of local governance? Which one do you want to
represent?

Participant #6: I will take the first one.

Participant #1: Okay, and Participant #2, you are also pretending that you consider the local
governors’ opinions also, and you will be the primary spokesperson of the government to
inform the public about the danger of the nuclear accident. Make sense?

Participant #2: Okay.

Participant #1: All right.

Participant #2: So, what's the top priority at this moment for the Japanese Government?
Participant #7: Think we need to discuss the joint statement.

Participant #1: Okay.

Facilitator: Speaking of the declaration, the U.S. just sent us an email saying they released a
statement and they want us to publicly endorse it. So let me share that with you all.

Participant #1: Okay.
Participant #7: Great.

Participant #1: Can I clarify, is this the public statement from before this radiation release? Do
we know it is ongoing?

Facilitator: I believe we know it is ongoing.

Participant #6: Is this the first statement we have received from the U.S.?

Facilitator: It looks like this is a new one. I think they updated the one from yesterday.
Participant #6: Okay.

Message received from U.S.: “We acknowledge your request for assistance. That said, we are
releasing this declaratory statement. We expect you to endorse this publicly and immediately.
Here is the statement: We are gravely alarmed by the attack on the Kori reactor and

deteriorating security environment in Asia. Both China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for
escalating regional tensions. Chinese actions in overflights over Taiwan and the deployment of
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naval vessels in the Taiwan straits have brought our nations to the brink of armed conflict.
China must immediately cease sorties and bring naval vessels back into port. We urgently call
for immediate and decisive measures to ensure the protection of civilian populations across the
region. The United States remains firmly committed to the defense of our allies and partners
and underscores that any strategic attack will prompt a decisive response at a time and place of
our choosing, including strategic responses. In response to the provocative actions of Beijing
and Pyongyang, we are repositioning assets—air power, naval forces, and additional
resources—into the region to safeguard stability and security.”

Participant #1: Which one should we work on, the previous one or this one?
Participant #7: Let’s do the new one.

Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #7: I like this one way better than the one yesterday.

Participant #6: Same.

Participant #7: I think the tone matches the crisis better. Yesterday, I felt like it was a bit
aggressive, given that China hadn't done anything yet, as far as we officially know.

Participant #6: There's no mention of Japan. I'm wondering if they should say something,
because Japan is going through a catastrophe of sorts. I am wondering if they should say
something about supporting Japan during this time or something like that. My two cents is that
there should be some kind of express declaration of support. I'll compare it to when there's a
hurricane, for example. There should be some kind of expression of at least sympathy for
Japan's current state, because Japan is being impacted, even though they're not necessarily
involved in the skirmish directly.

Participant #5: I think the task is asking for us to publicly endorse this statement that they've
already put out. The question is whether we endorse it or not, or should we put out our own
statement, given that they've gone ahead and made the statement, not as a joint communique.
Participant #6: I thought this one wasn't published.

Participant #1: Is it a joint statement, or a U.S. statement?

Participant #3: It is a U.S. statement.

Facilitator: They published this statement.

Participant #1: Then they just want us to support it.
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Participant #7: Do we need anything from the U.S. right now? Do we need to modify the
statement to include a request? Maybe we should just request something separate and agree to
the statement.

Participant #4: I would lean towards the latter because this is to me the statement is very um
defense focused, and I think the stuff happening in Japan is still in the in the realm of disaster.
Until we get to the point of where we determine whether or not this is attack or not, I think
we're still justified staying within the bubble of this being a nuclear incident, if you want to call
it that, rather than an attack.

Participant #3: I agree. Also, we don’t know what U.S. resources are available now—especially
in the region—but it's going to be finite, and if we don't speak up and ask for some of those
resources, they will be deployed elsewhere. So, it might be good to get in on it.

Participant #4: From the defense minister perspective, I have some idea of military capabilities
that would like could help us deal with what we're dealing with now, but also how to prepare us
if more came our way, or if something like this happened on our own soil. I could think about
that and get back to you all for people to chew on that.

Participant #3: Sounds good.

Participant #2: I also want any information, because there are U.S. military bases in that area
where the radiation will possibly spread to within 24 hours. If they get any measurements of
radiation in the area, the Japan Nuclear Regulatory Authority wants to know immediately.

Participant #4: I’ll add that to my list in terms of requesting capability or information.

Participant #6: For the statement, I just want to confirm that we agree with what’s being
provided here.

Participant #1: Basically, we endorse the U.S. statement, but we would like to add some
requests to the U.S. government that we're discussing right now.

Participant #7: I think we should keep that separate, but we're thinking about where that
separation point is. I think we should agree to some form of the statement, and then we'll issue
them a request directly.

Participant #1: We should inform the U.S. team that we endorse the public U.S. statement first.

Participant #7: I did want to just ping that first bullet. Do we all agree with the second
sentence? “Both China and Pyongyang bear responsibility for escalating regional tensions.”

Participant #5: I think we have to discuss what endorsement looks like. We could endorse the
entire statement, and I think your points are well taken now. We don't want to prejudice our
relationship with the U.S. right now, although I don't think that's in grave jeopardy. The
question is, do we endorse by putting out our own statement and framing that statement in a
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way that is less focused on the defense and intentional armed conflict aspects. We can say we
have grave concerns about stability in the region, and the risks to Japan and others in the region
from the irresponsible actions against nuclear facilities, and stand ready to support as needed. |
think we can endorse in a way that is more our own.

Participant #7: I second this.

Participant #1: Do you think we should issue our own public statement after endorsing this U.S.
statement?

Participant #5: I would suggest that our own statement is the way that we would endorse the
U.S. statement. Wouldn't specifically adopt or endorse in in whole the U.S. statement. We
would craft our own that is aligned but is different.

Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #3: I also agree with that. However, we should get it out the door with alacrity,
because there's probably going to be some response from China, North Korea, and South Korea
soon.

Participant #1: Good. Minister of Foreign Affairs, can you draft a statement for us?

Participant #7: He is not here.

Participant #1: Okay, then you should do it. Can you just briefly prepare our own public
statement, including endorsing the U.S. position?

Participant #7: I can do that. I think Participant #5 kind of hit on it.

Participant #3: What should we be doing in the meantime?

Participant #2: Maybe we could start looking at the questions that we have to answer.
Participant #3: The first question is asking what the top national security objectives of each of
the key players are, what actions they will take first, second and third, and what they prioritize.
Answers should be ranked. We have four choices, all within the form of dealing with the
request of X country: Taiwan, Philippines, Korea, and Japan. Do we want to deal with that

first? We have said our overall objective, right?

Participant #1: The public statement we are going to make will have to show what the priorities
of Japan are.

Participant #3: The safety of our public?

Participant #1: I think so. Protection of the public and de-escalation of the conflict. Those are
the two key things that we have to emphasize.
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Participant #3: And then following that, the support of our allies.

Participant #1: How much we know about the Chinese intentions to invade Taiwan?
Participant #3: They're doing very deep overflights. It is pretty serious.

Participant #6: I thought they had started all of this as a plan to invade Taiwan.

Participant #7: This is true, but we technically don't have the intel that confirms that. Control
said that we only know that Xi’s Minister Wang visited North Korea. That's it.

Participant #7: I'm going to change the topic back to the declaration. I was writing something,
and I think I don't know that I want to even write anything. I think just deleting the second
sentence of their statement and then agreeing sounds fine, but I don't want to speak for the

group.

Participant #1: Do we agree that we need to issue a public statement, in addition to the U.S.’s
statement? Japan has to issue a public statement regarding the current situation. I think that's
what we agree, right?

Participant #7: I was thinking we could just say the U.S.’s statement with the second sentence
removed.

Participant #1: But do we need a separate statement in addition to endorsing this U.S.
statement?

Participant #7: I'm interested what the team thinks regarding whether we need to make a public
statement to our people. We need to give them guidance not to evacuate. I do think this
statement can serve as our public statement, though. We can combine it?

Participant #3: Just to be clear, in response to the U.S. releasing their statement and asking us to
endorse their statement, we are going to release basically the same statement? We could just
say we endorse it in that case, or are we changing it?

Participant #7: The initial reason for the edit is that I was questioning the need to endorse the
second sentence, and we were thinking about what to highlight instead. However, I like the
high-level nature of the statement, and I think we can just take out that sentence, but if someone

has an idea, I am open to it.

Participant #6: I agree with taking out the sentence about both China and North Korea bearing
responsibility.

Participant #7: I do believe that, but I don't know that we want to explicitly agree with that.

Participant #6: Yeah.
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Participant #3: Right, but the U.S. put it out, and they're asking us to endorse it. If we say we're
endorsing everything except your opinion on this topic, that is a repudiation.

Participant #1: I think we don't have to argue with their statement. We just say our own
priorities. For instance, the third sentence, “we urgently call for immediate and decisive the
measures to ensure the protection of civilian populations across the region.” We can put in that
first, instead of underscoring that Chinese and Pyongyang bear responsibilities. That is what we
have to emphasize, and that Japan is ready to help to protect the public, both in Japan and the
South Korea and other areas of affected people, or something like that. I think we should
emphasize the civilian population protection first, and then we need something speaking to the
importance of de-escalating tensions. I think the first sentence of the U.S. statement is okay, but
we have to put more emphasis on de-escalating regional tensions. Does that make sense?

Participant #5: Yes, it does. I think we say that we share our allies’ concerns and are equally
gravely alarmed by the attack, etc. We urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to
ensure the protection of civilian populations across the region, including Japan. We can say that
Chinese and North Korean actions are not helpful to the current situation and risk escalation.
We call for all parties to take responsible measures and de-escalate any tensions in the face of
this catastrophic potential humanitarian crisis based on the radiological fallout.

Participant #1: I like that.

Participant #6: Can we add one sentence saying that Japan is currently focused on ensuring the
safety of its citizens amidst? Is that appropriate?

Participant #1: Yeah.

Participant #7: That's good. That handles the public-facing side of things.

Participant #4: Does this exclude us from committing? Is that a statement of non-commitment
at the moment? I'm curious if adding that means that we're not buddying up with the Allies just
yet.

Participant #1: Ah, okay.

Participant #5: I think we have addressed the concerns about the civilian population if we say
we also urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to ensure the protection of civilian
populations across the region, to include Japan. I don't know that we need to send that further
poke in the eye that is the phrase “our focus is on our own citizens right now.” We don't need to

be so emphatic that we are not aligned on the war side of things.

Participant #4: I could see an adversary seeing a statement as a single that we are not in the
game, and they better move quick.

Participant #1: I see.
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Participant #7: Well, they're already moving quick.

Participant #3: But we do have that we urgently call for immediate and decisive measures,
right? We don't say who's should do that, so we could still be in there.

Facilitator: I was told we need to send this within the next two minutes.

Participant #1: Minister of Defense, do you think we should say something about being ready
to commit to help allies?

Participant #4: I think we've already said it in our statement, I just think we need to remove the
last sentence. I think that kind of communication will happen in back channels that that's our
focus if that that's our focus, but publicly, I think we should have a strong front with the other
Pacific allies.

Participant #7: Are we saying North Korean Chinese actions are escalatory?

Participant #1: What do you think?

Participant #7: I would prefer just saying that we share allies’ concerns.

Participant #1: Okay. Should we say anything about de-escalation? Is this okay?

Participant #3: I think we should get this out the door. We can release another statement about
de-escalation later, I am worried about the time.

Participant #4: I would argue it is implied, as well. If we share our allies’ concerns, de-
escalation is one of those concerns.

Participant #6: I completely agree with that. Saying we share our allies’ concerns signals that
we want de-escalation.

Participant #1: Okay, so this is good enough.

Reply sent to all: “Japan would like to make its own statement. We share our allies’ concerns
and are equally alarmed by the attack. We urgently call for immediate and decisive measures to
protect civilian populations across the region. Additionally, Japan has requests. Japan's request
to US: - Notify Japanese government of radiation detection/amounts/types that may indicate
impending threats to Japanese civil and military resources. - Request public health and civil
engineering capabilities to aide Japan with radiological detection & warning, public health
tasks, logistics support that is prepared to aide a potential evacuation, and recovery efforts.”

Facilitator: There is a game inject.
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Message received from Control (to all): “Later that day—1June 14th, 2026. Kim Jong-Un
releases a statement reacting to America’s strategic nuclear threats against the Korean
peninsula and their unwillingness to accept the peaceful confederation of the Korean homeland.
Kim says that the joint declaration is unacceptable and calls on South Korean patriots to affirm
their loyalty to the military command of the new inter-Korean confederation at Kaesong, North
Korea, and the withdrawal of U.S. military forces on the peninsula. Shortly after this statement,
locally-lofted armed drones hit one of the spent fuel storage ponds at the Kori nuclear plant. At
the time of the attack, the wind was blowing lightly to the south. Experts hoped the radiation
release would miss most of Japan. Instead, the wind shifted to the east, releasing massive
radiation that blew directly into western Japan.”

Participant #2: Totally not predictable at all.
Participant #1: My goodness.

Participant #4: As a side note, I put some stuff about American military capabilities in the chat,
but we can table that, or maybe now's the time to discuss it. I do not know.

Participant #3: One thing I'm concerned about, of the many things is whether we have any
place to evacuate people to on Japan homeland, because it looks very small.

Participant #1: This is very difficult.
Participant #4: Can someone explain the graphic to us?

Participant #2: I'm familiar with this study by Dr. Kang. The red and orange areas mean a level
of contamination that is equivalent to, in the Fukushima disaster accident, the area of
mandatory evacuation. The yellow corresponds to areas that were voluntary evacuation. In
areas where those levels of radiation happened, many residents voluntarily just decided to
evacuate. [ don't believe that we need to say to the whole Japan that the yellow areas should be
evacuated. It would be unwise to send to the public any kind of map with the yellow area,
because it's really not even a risk. Evacuation happened just because people chose to. It's not
practical to evacuate the whole yellow area, especially Tokyo. Even the orange area is not
practical to evacuate. You need to have a tiered evacuation system. Maybe at that point we
need more contours for the map, maybe to prioritize the evacuation level. Also, this level of
fallout will take at least one week to reach. I confirmed this. Or, several days, at least, because
this simulation is for one week. It does take some time. Evacuating that many people in one
week is really impossible, but we have to do our best.

Participant #1: This is the current status, is that right? It is not a projection. It is the current
status.

Participant #2: I mean, it, it cannot happen within 24 hours. And they said, we're making weird
decision making within 24 hours. I would say it is projected for within a week

Participant #1: But in the scenario, this the current measurement of the radiation?
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Participant #2: Does the control team have any information about it? It can't be the real
measurements too soon, if it's within, like, 24 hours. But maybe Control has guidance?

Facilitator: Do want me to ask them? I can send them an inquiry.

Participant #1: Yes. Please clarify. In any case, this is much worse than Fukushima already, and
has probably created a huge panic within Japanese population. There's no place for evacuating
all these millions of people. It’s no longer just protection of civilian population in the Kyushu
area. It is. It is a much wider area that will be affected. What is the recommendation for the
government? First of all, the Nuclear Regulation Authority should probably inform the public
not to panic and stay inside, and that they will be given next steps. The worst case is that the
Tokyo would be affected by the radiation released. It is difficult for Japan if radiation comes
like that way. Participant #2, do you do you know, if the public stays inside for a couple of
days, will it be safer to move after that?

Participant #2: This map is showing the cesium release, so the real risk is long term exposure.
Short term exposure doesn't really make a difference because the cesium half-life is 30 years,
so it's just a constant, slow decay over time. There's no immediate rush. We are not going to get
cancer in one week by that irradiation.

Participant #1: However, they cannot live there anymore for a while.

Participant #2: Yeah, they should move. If they are residents there long-term, there is a definite
health risk.

Participant #1: Right.

Participant #3: Even within this week, food still has to be delivered. There are some essential
activities that will have to be done. Some of the public is going to have to be out on this.

Facilitator: Just to interject, in five minutes, we have the red phone call. If you all want to send
one person to the U.S. team and one person to the South Korea team, now is the time, or if you
want to send somebody to the Control team to ask about the radiation specifics, we could do
that too.

Participant #1: I think the Minister of Defense should do we you should go to the United States
again, like yesterday. Participant #2, do you want to go to the RoK or stay in Japan?

Participant #2: I think I should stay here. I am the NRA and local governments.

Participant #1: Yeah. You should stay here, but we do not have a Minister of Foreign Affairs
and somebody has to go to South Korea to talk about the radiation situation.

Participant #7: Maybe the Minister of the Environment?
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Participant #3: I'll do it. What would you like me to say, briefly?
Participant #1: We should say we need help.

Participant #2: There could be another spent pool attack. We don't know at this point. We don't
know. Let's say we did this simulation with the current weather, because we can do that within
a matter of hours. So, we have the simulation. What is it?

Participant #3: Sorry, I just had an idea. Minister of Defense, could we send protective forces
over to South Korea? I mean, that's where the problem is originating.

Participant #4: If we have the capacity. My with the U.S. was going to be requesting public
health, civil engineering, and logistics capability for evacuation and recovery.

Participant #1: Good.

Participant #4: I have reservations. We can offer it up and ask if they help defending targets
like this, and pose the question, I don't know if we want to commit outright based on what I
saw on the map.

Participant #2: I think it's not within the Japanese constitution to do that. I think the Japanese
Self Defense Force doesn't go to South Korea, because this is not an act of war on Japan.

Participant #1: Yes. They cannot do that.

Participant #2: The Japan perspective is to rely on the US security umbrella. If this is an attack
on Japan, it has to be seen as an attack on the U.S., because the U.S. has military bases all over
Japan, so now they're being affected by the radiation too. So the Japanese military will just
defer to the U.S. military action and response. We cannot see this as an act of war on Japan
itself. We just have to defer.

Participant #4: One question I will ask the U.S. is whether they are leaning towards defining
this as an attack on the U.S. in some way.

Participant #5: A couple of points of clarification. For one, the Japanese have been leaning a
little bit further forward in under in interpreting their constitutional limitations on being a
defense force. Having said that, I would agree that they are probably not willing to deploy
forces to the Korean peninsula at this point in time. Japan is not dependent on the U.S.’s
determination as to whether or not this amounts to an armed attack on Japan, although we have
a lot of facts right now that are unclear, so Japan's not in a position to make that determination
itself, nor is the U.S. with respect to Japan. Separately, and it's a practical matter. the U.S. has
more forces on the Korean peninsula. The U.S. is going to respond to this as a matter of self-
defense, based on its presence in Korea, separate and distinct from the impacts on its forces in
Japan. I think the bottom line is, right now, we do not know the extent of the consequence on
Japan, nor has there still been attribution of these independent actors to North Korea, such that
you could say North Korea has engaged in an armed attack on Japan, triggering Japan's
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independent sovereign right of self-defense, which it would hope would be, if that happens,
consistent with and coordinated with the U.S. response.

Participant #1: Thank you for your clarification. So, we are not ready to send troops to South
Korea, but we need to consult with the United States about the current situation. I think mutual
defense is right. From our perspective, we need the U.S.’s help to recover the environment in in
Japan. We need logistical support as well. The Minister of the Environment should go to South
Korea to talk about the current situation and the status of the reactor. I think they may also need
help, so we should ask them what they need.

Facilitator: It is red phone call time, so if somebody wants to go to a different team room, now
is the time for that. Also, we have a guest from the South Korea team.

Participant #1: Welcome.
Participant #8: Thank you.
Participant #1: We are concerned about the status of the reactor,

Participant #8: As are we. [ wanted to convey, first, our concern and deepest condolences for
the Japanese people affected by the latest incident. South Korea stands in solidarity with Japan
and believes that any anything that's affecting you is also impacting us. We have been very
focused on three areas so far. The first is containing this crisis and responding to the situation
with treatment and aid. The second is working on gaining more concrete evidence of who is
behind the attack. We believe the attacks are coming from North Korea, but any more concrete
evidence is useful to us. We are also focused on collaborating with our allies, including Japan,
for relief, and providing an integrated response to this current situation. We wanted to convey
again our condolences, but also ask for your thoughts on the current situation, and any feedback
you might want to share with South Korea?

Participant #1: Thank you very much. We are also share your concern for the safety of the
Korean public, but at this moment we are currently focusing on how to protect the Japanese
civilian population in the region. In fact, this is much worse than we expected, but so far, there
probably no immediate public health impact on the public at this moment, so are we trying to
keep the public informed and calm, and we are ready to provide steps for the potential
evacuation plan. The problem is the population is so large that we still have no clear idea how
to evacuate those people, and the possible radiation impact on the area requires the people to
evacuate in the next week or so, and that's what we are currently focusing on. At the same time,
as | just said, we are also trying to get intelligence information from both the United States and
South Korea as to who is responsible, and we are issuing a public statement that Beijing and
Pyongyang should stop any actions to escalate. We are trying to raise voices to de-escalate in
the region. Is there anything else that we should add? Participant #2, do you want to say
anything about the status?

Participant #2: I just want to add that, should the weather have been different, then even North
Korea and China could have been affected in such a way by such an attack. Please, in your

144



Strategic Distraction: Pyongyang’s Proxies Target South Korea’s Reactors

negotiations, emphasize that next time it might be them who might be affected by such an
attack. We should think about innocent civilian lives when proceeding with these negotiations.

Participant #9: Hello. | am a representative from the American team. I just logged in.
Obviously, the incident is very concerning for us. We don't have any other information that you
don't have, so there's no additional intelligence. Part of it is, is we're deeply concerned about
what this means, not just for South Korea and for Japan, for the region broadly. We believe that
North Korea is working in concert with China to destabilize the region. With that, our priority
is assisting our allies—Japan and South Korea—on their humanitarian crisis. We need to know
what assistance you need, and then we're considering what steps we should be taking to restore
deterrence in the region.

Participant #1: Okay.

Participant #7: Participant #8, if you want to stay a moment, I do not mind the discussion being
trilateral.

Participant #9: I think that is fine.

Participant #7: First, to South Korea, just an additional request, please let us know if there's
anything we can do to help secure the nuclear power plants you have, if there are more attacks.
We're willing to help with that, and we're very interested in relief. For the Americans, I think
we agree with everything you said. We were hoping to hear from you as to what your thinking
was about how to re-establish deterrence. We're particularly worried about the flyovers over
Taiwan. I guess I'd leave it at that. As far as things you could help with—you were very helpful
during the Fukushima incident. There's any intelligence you can provide to just provide extra
data on where the radiation is moving, and any medical supplies you can spare would be
helpful. We'll also need some logistical assistance in the coming weeks. We know that tensions
are high, so though military resources you have on our islands might be strapped for other
needs, we may need them eventually for evacuations. Participant #2, is there anything we might
specifically need to request from the Americans terms of aid?

Participant #2: I think you already covered it. Just, please notify us immediately if you detect
any radiation around your military bases anywhere in Japan. Prepare to help us even more than
during the Fukushima accident, because this time will be a similar effort required. We're
expecting your assistance with this effort this time as well.

Participant #1: Thank you. Any questions or comments?

Participant #9: I took that all down for action. I would also highlight that you guys have the
most experience of dealing with nuclear disaster such as this. We ask that you pass along—I'm
going to speak for the South Koreans—that you pass along your lessons learned and techniques
and additional procedures of how to deal with such a humanitarian crisis to the South Koreans,
because they have not dealt with this. You guys recently dealt with this. There are a lot of lives
that could probably get saved just by going off of what you guys already know.
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Participant #1: Sure, yeah, we are ready to help.

Participant #9: As we're as we're talking about the restoring deterrence, what actions was Japan
thinking of taking or being able to support, to send a message to North Korea and China to get
them to stop doing what they're doing? Have you discussed that?

Participant #1: Yes, the Minister of Defense is with the US team right now discussing this very
issue.

Participant #7: The Minister of Defense just got back.
Participant #1: The Minister of Defense can speak to this matter, then.
Participant #4: Was this discussion about Japanese contributions to deterrence?

Participant #9: Pretty much. I was just addressing that our priorities are assisting South Korea
and Japan with their humanitarian disaster, and then secondly restoring deterrence to the
region. We just got done talking about the humanitarian crisis, and then I was just moving on to
discuss how Japan viewed restoring deterrence.

Participant #4: Off the cuff, [ would say that we're probably going to align our defense
readiness condition with whatever PAYCOM or the United States is doing at large. If the
United States is increasing combative readiness, [ would assume that Japanese combative
forces are doing the same thing. Our request to the U.S. was specifically for Fukushima-like
support in the event we have to do an evac, reconstitution, and recovery. They gave me the
answer | expected, which that as their resources allow, they are preparing to do so, meaning
that if they're pulled other ways in combat, we could expect lesser help, but that's fine. I
expected that answer. They were surprised that we do not view the current fallout in Japan as
some kind of attack. I described in less eloquent terms that the picture is scarier than the reality,
and so maybe we do not share the same sense of urgency. The U.S. reiterated that China is the
key player, so even if you bracket what's happening in Korea, the focus is on China as the first
cause for this whole thing. They asked that the Japanese government consider that being a
combative focus in the future.

Participant #1: Thank you.

Participant #2: We haven't discussed this yet, but please make sure you are having open
communication with the IAEA as much as possible about all the information you have on the
power plant statuses. We would like to consider jointly requesting physical presence from the
IAEA as soon as possible at possibly affected reactor sites, because this might serve as some
deterrence for future attacks if there's other nations’ people present on the site. We have not
discussed it yet, so it may be premature, but I think I'd like to consider that.

Participant #1: Thank you. Is there anything else we should inform U.S. and our Korean
colleagues about?
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Participant #7: I believe Participant #8 had one last question.

Participant #8: Thank you. I missed the one point you had made about if Japan was also
looking into determining who is responsible for the attacks.

Participant #1: At this moment, we don't think this is a military attack over Japan. So, we don't
have any evidence to mobilize Self Defense Forces to South Korea or any other places, and we
are focused on the protection of public in Japan right now, but at the same time, we are
concerned about what is happening in Korean Peninsula and Taiwan. We need to get more
information about what's happening to determine who is responsible. As the Minister of
Defense has already said, we are upgrading readiness status just in case. We are preparing for
the escalated conditions, but we are focused on the protection of the public in Japan right now.
That makes sense. Is it clear?

Participant #8: Yes, thank you.
Participant #1: Okay.
Participant #9: If there is nothing else, I will be going.

Participant #1: Yes. Thank you. Shall we get back to the questions? By the way, Participant #2,
that was a good point, that we can ask the IAEA to come to the site, and that that will hopefully
reduce the tensions in the region.

Participant #2: If it's terrorists, who knows, but if it is somehow motivated by the foreign
governments, maybe this will deter them.

Participant #1: Exactly. Yeah.

Participant #7: Before the questions, should we get briefs from our two ministers that just
returned?

Participant #3: My brief about the South Korea visit is brief. Our first question was, what are
they doing to secure their nuclear power plants? They didn't have the great answer, they're all
on heightened alert. All of the facilities are on heightened alert. However, there’s already been
a second attack, and there might be a third, not that they know anything, but they're just
concerned about that. They're cordoning off all critical facilities. There is a curfew in effect,
and they have requested drone defense from the U.S. What they really want is a coordinated
response, especially with the U.S., to North Korea. One interesting thing after coming back and
listening to what was said is that it looks like the U.S. is China-focused, whereas South Korea
was entirely talking about North Korea.

Participant #1: I see.

Participant #3: They would like the other response from the U.S. to be directed at North Korea
to prevent another attack. They think that there should be a very strong response, eventually
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making China understand that it would be a headache to continue attack through their North
Korean cat’s paw. I did ask for help at the end, and they did not ask for help from us for
defense. The last thing is, I asked if they had any updates on if they knew if the attackers were
indeed South Koreans that were just disaffected. They said absolutely not—they were North
Koreans. If there were any South Koreans, they were no longer South Koreans, and they were
considered enemies.

Participant #1: Thank you. That is interesting.

Participant #6: Is South Korea doing anything to either apprehend or restrain folks that have
internally turned?

Participant #3: They didn't talk about that at all. It's all about keeping the public in lockdown,
curfew, and then cordoning off all critical facilities, but they didn't say anything about having
apprehended anybody or chasing anybody or anything ongoing along that pane.

Facilitator: Just a quick note, we have 10 more minutes of gameplay, so if we like to send any
more messages or requests for information or assistance, now is the time, because we will be
unable to shortly.

Participant #3: Do we have a plan for what we're doing with our public? Is everybody
sheltering in place?

Participant #2: Yeah.

Participant #1: We have nuclear emergency status, and legally speaking, the central
government and local governments should work together to coordinate the efforts. Although
the responsibility goes to the central government, the implementation goes to the local
government. We should coordinate the evacuate plan with the local governments.

Participant #2: Right. The NRA has currently called a joint meeting with all of the prefectural
governors and their relevant staff who are projected to be affected, and as we get more
measurements of the radiation over the next week, a controlled and organized evacuation is
really important to ensure there's no further food crisis, housing crisis, etc. All of that could be
worse than the radiation crisis, so we need to do this in a safe way. That's the first thing. We are
also monitoring the situation at many monitoring stations regarding radiation spread. As we get
more information, we will, over the next couple of weeks, update a more tiered system for
prioritizing evacuation, because the orange zone is too big to handle all at once, so we have to
consult with experts and think about a more tiered approach based on our measurements, and of
course consulting with the IAEA and U.S. bases in the area about evacuation assistance.

Participant #1: Given the wide area of the contamination, do you think we should explore
options to evacuate people overseas?

Participant #2: Yeah, I considered it. It is considered an option by the NRA, but I think it is too
short term. Maybe it is something we should have requested directly. Perhaps we can directly
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request to South Korea and Japan before we lose our chance. Well, not South Korea, because
we do not know if they are going to have another spent fuel attack. Maybe the Japanese people
who living in that area with ties in the U.S., if they have any family in the US or any other ties,
maybe they can get a special visa status for temporary relocation if they would like. That is
very difficult situation for those people to move overseas, but if they're interested in that,
maybe we can send that request to the U.S.

Participant #1: Good point. I think we should ask the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Participant #3: I was also going to mention requesting expedited visa status and also requesting
if they have passenger planes they can send, as we will need outside help to get planes in since
our planes will all be leaving.

Participant #6: Just quick question for my clarification, is this a refugee situation right now?
Participant #1: In a way, yes.

Participant #2: It is not as urgent.

Participant #1: You can't define it as a refugee crisis, because there's no political problem, but
it's a kind of disaster. People evacuate from the region temporarily, and they can come back to

Japan after a certain period of time. Okay.

Participant #3: Do we want to send a request for help to Asian countries nearby? Like
Australia.

Participant #2: Yeah, maybe.

Participant #1: Southeast Asia is maybe a possibility. ASEAN countries.

Participant #2: Yeah. We have good relations with ASEAN countries.

Participant #7: We could ask China.

Participant #3: That is an interesting idea.

Participant #2: Yeah. Let’s tell the Control team.

Participant #7: This could put the whole fire out. If we say we need massive evacuations right
now. They can't go to South Korea. The closest place is China. I don't know if we should

seriously consider that. The U.S. might laugh at us, but that's the closest landmass.

Participant #2: Well, there are Japanese people with ties and family in China as well. So, they
need the expedited visa as well. Okay, let's ask the U.S. team and the Control team.
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Participant #1: We should also ask ASEAN countries. Is there anything else we should be
concerned about?

Participant #7: When we are talking about evacuations, how many people?

Participant #2: Millions, I guess.

Participant #1: Five million, probably.

Participant #2: Also, there is still lots of space in Japan. There’s a lot of unpopulated areas in
the northern area, actually, so there's still a lot of space, and it's also not an immediate health
crisis. We have time to figure this out. It's just, if any citizens have the desire to go overseas,
then we're asking for expedited visas as a show of support.

Participant #1: This can take place within maybe a month or so. At least within Japan, people
heavily affected by the radiation should move within a week or so, and local governments
should take care of it. But eventually, if the wider area, including the large cities like Kyoto and
Osaka affected, millions and millions of people should evacuate. If they cannot come back for a
while, then we will need the evacuation overseas. All right. Shall we go back to the briefing
questions?

Facilitator: I sent the request for assistance.

Message sent to United States: “Could Japanese citizens be granted a special emergency
visa/expedited visa status during this crisis? Can the U.S. provide additional passenger planes
for evacuations?”

Participant #1: Shall we move to the questions?

Facilitator; Yeah.

Question Discussion

What are the top national security objectives of each of the key players (Japan, the U.S., China,
and the Koreas)? What actions will they take first, second, and third to achieve those
objectives? Specifically, what do they prioritize (please rank the following)? Why and how? A)
Dealing with the request of Taiwan? B) Dealing with the request of the Philippines? C)
Dealing with the request of Korea? D) Dealing with the request of Japan?

Participant #1: Our first priority, of course, is protecting Japanese citizens affected by radiation.
Participant #7, what is your advice on how we should order the items included in the question?

Participant #7: I think, in line with your protecting civilians comment, D is currently our

number one priority. I'm not actually sure what Korea has requested of us, and so I'm tempted
to put A followed by C, and then significant gap, maybe more letters, and B.
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Participant #3: That tracks. They didn't ask for any help. I basically laid the question in front of
them, and I got no response on it. Point two is that the Philippines may be a major place where
folks are going to go to.

Participant #7: That's interesting.

Participant #1: That's interesting. So, is our second priority Taiwan or Korea?
Participant #7: I vote Taiwan.

Participant #1: Why?

Participant #7: I think the prospect of a war breaking out there that our bases that we're hosting
and perhaps even our forces are going to have to fight in, feels more proximate. The South
Koreans were asking us if we had any intel about who was flying these drones, and we agreed
to not signal that that was an act of war. I'm not even sure who would be the instigator of that
act of war at this time, even though I'm very distrustful of Kim.

Participant #3: I think that order could fly as long as the general public of Japan doesn't learn
about it, because everyone's going to see that the problem is coming from South Korea and that
that should be a priority. I'm not saying I disagree with you. I agree with you. We just shouldn't
make a public statement about our priorities.

Participant #1: In terms of Korea, if there is a request for assistance on the nuclear safety
issues, then we could have a higher priority. It's not clear what the question means by Korea’s
requests. As you said, if it's Korea's requesting military assistance, then our priority will be
lower. Is that what you are saying? Maybe we should say our second priority is A and C,
depending on the nature of the request from each region. If it is a request regarding the power
plant crisis, we place priority on C, but in terms of de-escalating tensions we put priority on A.
Does that make sense? Is that what you are saying? Okay. Does all this answer the question?

Participant #7: I do not know that we know what China’s objective is. I don't know that we
have the intel yet. I suspect that this could be a play to try to coerce Taiwan, but they may just
be escalating to force our hand to then force their hand. In other words, I don't know that
they've fully committed yet, or if they're still willing to ratchet down, if that makes sense.

Participant #3: I once again agree with your read on the situation, but I am just all going to
sprinkle in there that I'm not sure how that the U.S. and South Korea are behaving as though
that is the case. I think your read on the facts are true from our point of view, but South Korea
is ready to go, and the U.S. is being pretty aggressive as well.

Participant #7: I thought the South Koreans were focused more on North Korea, and were not
that is focused on the cross-strait issue, right?

Participant #3: That is true.
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Participant #7: I see what you are saying though. I was sort of surprised, because the statement
the U.S. put out that we basically endorsed was, I would say, more confident in its posture over
the cross-strait situation, than what the U.S. representative’s tone was when he met with us. I
thought that was a bit muted and they seemed uncertain about what to do to re-establish
deterrence. Think that was the quote. I think we know, basically, what our allies think, though.

Participant #1: Great. Next question.

How does the crisis in Korea specifically impact America’s ability to respond to the crisis in
Taiwan? How do each of the key actors—U.S., Japan, China, Taiwan, and the Koreas—view
this?

Participant #1: Let’s see. Minister of Defense, do you have any answers to this question?

Participant #4: The military is going to divide military efforts. Bottom line, if South Korea is
calling this an attack, or America is calling what happened in South Korea an attack from a
declared adversary, rather than a terrorist group, I think it has committed itself to support South
Korea in a way that is going to use military offensive resources, which means it is pulling
combat capacity away from a Taiwan problem down the road. If I'm in Japan, looking out over
the horizon, that's what I'm seeing. I hope the U.S. is smart enough to see that maybe there
won't be a full-on military attack declared and attributable to North Korea, that this is a
diversion. I would hope that the U.S. would be smart in maintaining combat capacity for
Taiwan that's either deterrent or likely to bring success.

Participant #7: The U.S. has so much in the region. They have got significant presence and
basing in South Korea and in Japan. Do you do we think that they are being stretched already? I
would think they can flex a lot more in the region fairly quickly, if need be.

Participant #4: I think you are right. Just to use gross terms, the U.S. has so much stuff out
there. The problem, to me, is that the distance for China to cover is so small compared to the
distance the U.S. has to cover. I'm not sure the U.S. has positioned itself to match the distance
or speed with which China could act. That is my fear. Looking at Japan in a real-world
discussion, you know, there's Sawa and Okinawa and other places. Your fastest airplane goes
500 miles an hour—how long does it take to get to the Strait of Taiwan and bring a fighter with
it? It is going to be 10s of hours.

Participant #5: That is already true, though. The question is, is whether or not the U.S. is going
to have to pull resources from outside of the peninsula to deal with the problem on the
peninsula. The most immediate resource there are the USFJ forces and so on. Ultimately,
tactics win battles and logistics win wars. You are going to have span of control issue for
INDOPACOM, and you're also going to have logistics issues and problems. That is something
where Japan might be able to help fill that gap for the U.S., so what's getting pulled off
logistically from one fight is not degraded for the other.
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Participant #4: If we are requesting logistics help with something like an evacuation from the
United States, but this is a logistics part for the United States, | would want them to make that
decision as early as possible. I guess you're right. Can we cover the issues? Maybe. But,
because I think that decision would have to be made really early in a fight, I'd want to see the
U.S. having the conversation with us right now about that. If they're pulling logistics capacity
away for a combative fight, I want to know.

Participant #6: If we're talking about the U.S. solely, does the U.S. need to go at this alone?
Meaning, are there others in the region that would also be able to contribute something to this,
or even outside the region for that matter?

Participant #4: I think the U.S. has alliances positioned to support itself for a Taiwan fight. To
your point, Participant #5, I think there is enough out there, I just worry that it's what is out
there isn't going to get in place soon enough. Is the implication in that question whether Japan
is going to have to help the U.S. with a Taiwan fight?

Participant #6: My question was meant to be broader than just Japan.

Participant #5: Yes. Australia is one. We have left them out of this in a lot. There are also other
ASEAN countries, but we do not know exactly the commitment that any one of them would
have right off the bat. You could even potentially see Vietnam. It just depends.

Participant #1: For the second part of the question, at this moment, as we explained already, we
still don't have any evidence that the current situation is a military attack against Japan. Japan’s
military will focus on emergency assistance for the protection of the public, but we are ready to
upgrade the readiness status. Once the U.S. or South Korea find any evidence that this is a
military attack against South Korea and Japan, we are ready to join the Alliance. Is that a fair
statement?

Participant #4: I think I think that is fair.

Participant #1: Okay. I like that we are aligning readiness with them. It is probably the U.S.
setting the readiness tone, so that, to me, makes sense.

Participant #5: Are we ready to join the Alliance because we would view this as an attack on
South Korea, or because we would, if it's attributable, consider it an attack on Japan?

Participant #1: According to Japanese law, unless this is an imminent risk to Japanese security,
Japan will not send troops overseas.

Participant #4: Does that go for Taiwan as well?
Participant #1: That does not say anything about Taiwan. Taiwan is still part of China. But, if
military action happened around the Taiwan Strait, and if Japan consider that is a threat to

Japan itself, then Japan will definitely send troops. Before the three security laws that Abe
introduced, Japan would never send any troops outside Japan territory. But now, because of the
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U.S. Japan Security Alliance, if U.S. requests Japan Strategic Forces to join operation, Japan
can send troops overseas under the condition that the threat to Japanese security is imminent. It
does not mention that threats have to be direct. That's a very legal interpretation is very vague.

Participant #3: Can I hear your arguments as to why this is not an imminent threat?

Participant #1: It is very difficult to define what is an imminent threat. Japan also now has the
capability to attack military bases in enemy territory, which is new, because Japan didn't have
such capability before. Now, Japan can send missiles to North Korea and China if Japan
considers that North Korea and China will attack Japan, then Japan can have a preemptive
strike. That was not the case before Abe’s government. The point is, at this moment, we don't
think there is an imminent threat to Japan, so we are not ready to send any troops outside Japan.

Facilitator: We have about five minutes to get the last slide done.
Participant #1: Okay, please go ahead.

How should the irradiation of a third party—in this case, Japan—be viewed? Is it an act of
war? A nuclear accident? A humanitarian crisis? Please explain?

Participant #1: Participant #2, what are your thoughts?

Participant #2: We have discussed this. It is not viewed as an act of war because it is not
intentionally targeting Japan, and besides, we don't even officially know who did it. Maybe it is
just considered a humanitarian crisis; “nuclear accident” means safety-related, and it was also
not an accident—it was intentional. So, I guess this is considered a humanitarian crisis.

Participant #1: That’s clear. Does everybody agree with this statement?

Participant #2: We also discussed that in this matter, the Japanese government will highly defer
to and rely on the United States military bases that are present in Japan and the U.S.
government to decide the appropriate response from a national security perspective. Lastly, this
is as much of a crisis for the U.S. military stationed in Japan as for Japan itself.

Participant #7: From a technical point of view, let's say we get intel tomorrow that Kim and the
North Koreans were behind drone attacks, and they were intending to create these radiation
plumes to aggravate either South Korea or Japan. Would we then have to change our logic here
and consider this an act of war?

Participant #5: If you have evidence that North Korea intended for this fallout to hit Japan,
Japan would likely view this as an armed attack triggering its right of self-defense. As a
practical matter, if the evidence shows that they had every reason to know it was going to hit
Japan, Japan would likely also consider it an armed attack.

Participant #7: Should we add a clause that if we get more evidence, we reserve the right to
reinterpret this?
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Participant #1: Yes.
Participant #2: That is good.

Participant #1: The question is, it's not clear under the U.S. Japan Security Cooperation Treaty,
what the obligations of Japanese Civil Defense Forces are to join in U.S. military operations. If
U.S. requests, does Japan have to join that under any circumstances, or does Japan have a right
to say we do not want to join?

Facilitator: We are out of time, so let’s try to wrap up as fast as we can.

Participant #4: What are the issues with the U.S. launching offensive military operations from
Japanese soil? Does that bring us into the fight as well?

Participant #5: It would, practically and legally. As to the question about the U.S.-Japan Mutual
Defense Construct, I am pretty certain it does not speak just of threats to the Japanese, it speaks
to threats against both parties emanating from the region. So, there would be a pretty intense
discussion about whether an attack on the United States in South Korea would potentially
trigger obligations for Japan.

Participant #1: Okay. That is an important factor for Japan to consider. We also need to

consider the Japanese constitution, that is also a very intense discussion. I think we can wrap it
up. Thank you everybody for the very interesting discussion.
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Move Three

US Team

Facilitator: How would we like to respond to what is currently happening now?

Participant #1: Thinking about the questions, I’ve got one idea. I don't think we reacted quickly
enough and appropriately enough to the first provocation of the Kori spent fuel pond event,
even though the intelligence that we were given ahead of time suggested we knew for sure that
the North Koreans and the Chinese had concocted together this scenario. We had firm
intelligence that this had taken place, and I think that by delaying the response the way we did,
we made the situation worse. Any other thoughts?

Participant #2: I don't think we should be too hard on ourselves, only because typically, there's
a response, counter-response system. What happened here was—there was the initial attack,
and then we were delaying, we were talking too long, and then there was a second action.
That's kind of unusual. Usually they don't attack, and then attack again immediately, without
some kind of response.

Participant #1: So, you're thinking that we did as best as we could on the timeline?

Participant #2: Essentially, yes. In hindsight, we should have acted more quickly, but it's a little
unusual the other side to act and then immediately act again. Usually they respond, you know,
to an action.

Facilitator: I have some thoughts on that that I can share as well, but just because we only have
about 20 more minutes of gameplay, I was hoping we could wait to discuss what has happened
before in the last two moves until the end of gameplay.

Participant #1: Okay, so you're asking us to react to the overall update, correct?
Facilitator: Yes.

Participant #1: I think the entire chain of events has gotten out of control. Our intended purpose
was to deter the Chinese from doing what they've done now with on island provocations and
provocations around the island and the position of the of the Japanese of the Chinese naval
forces to deter us from approaching Taiwan. We have lost control of the situation, and it has
really devolved to a Taiwan-specific military scenario. The takeaway from that is, in part, our
goal now is to stabilize the situation in Korea so we can do the big fight to the south. I would
invite others to chime in here.

Participant #3: I wouldn't say that we lost control of the situation. This is the situation that both

China and North Korea were committed to doing well before we made any actions. Therefore, I
wouldn't criticize our actions too terribly much, just because this is what they were going for. I
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think no matter what we would have done, this blockade of Taiwan would have occurred,
regardless of inaction or more kinetic action on our part. China was going to execute this
course of action anyway.

Participant #4: China and the U.S.’s differing views regarding whether or not we control
escalation have already been brought up, and then we're also bound by a different set of rules
than China is. There are certain norms that we have to stick to. It matters whether we're the
aggressor or whether we're responding to an aggressive China and North Korea. It’s tough—
it’d be great if we could just nuke everyone right away, and then we can tell China, well, you
can't attack Taiwan now because you're like a hole in the ground. However, I do not think those
kinds of options are available to us.

Participant #3: I also think that our choice to conduct the conventional strikes on North Korea's
submarine base was probably beneficial for us, because that took a piece off the board, which is
one less thing that we have to worry about. If we had been less forceful, we'd be in this exact
same situation, but we would not have destroyed part of their submarine fleet. If anything, we
probably should have been more aggressive.

Participant #1: I appreciate that comment. This is a really good point. China was determined to
follow their course of action irrespective of what else transpired, and the North Koreans were
basically playing a subsidiary role or a complementary role by doing what they did as a
distraction mechanism. So, I don't think that our actions on the conventional strike in North
Korea made the situation any worse because the Chinese were determined to do what they were
determined to do. I do think it did signal that we were prepared to strike North Korea and
hopefully hold the Koreans, irrespective of mobilization, in place while we now fight the war to
the south. So, I do agree that we probably could have responded more robustly.

Facilitator: We have received a communication from South Korea.

Message received from South Korea: “Given the current situation, we request an elevation to at
minimum DEFCON 3, preferably DEFCON 2. We would also like to resend our request for
U.S. assistance to maintain public order, and request that a CBRN unit be deployed to Korea to
assist and advise regarding the current situation. We also request any other humanitarian aid
that is possible.”

Facilitator: Would you like to respond?
Participant #1: We agree to elevate the outcome to the highest possible level, and to consider
active preemptive strikes on the North Korean ballistic missile forces that our intel tells us are

being activated

Facilitator: As per the requests for assistance to maintain public order in South Korea and the
CBRN unit?

Participant #1: I don't think the. United States is capable of using U.S. forces to maintain public
order with 43,000 South Koreans running down the middle of street. It's just a practical issue.
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Facilitator: Okay.

Participant #1: We can say that we will do our best to assist, but we believe that public order in
the Republic of Korea is their responsibility. Does anybody disagree?

Participant #3: No. Americans are not going to do a better job in 30 days once they get there to
maintain order on the streets. They have their own internal plans for this.

Participant #1: Yes.
Facilitator: I will send that reply.

Reply sent to South Korea: “We agree to elevate to the highest possible level and consider
actively preemptive strikes on the North Korean ballistic missile forces that our intel forces say
are coming online. We will do what we can to assist the Koreans but we believe public order is
the Korean's responsibility.”

Participant #1: Are there any other questions we should be thinking about during this time?

Facilitator: That correspondence was related to my next question, which was about how you
wanted to help the people who are suffering from the radiological releases in South Korea and
Japan. Does the United States want to take any further action to help those folks?

Participant #1: I think we're doing all we can right now. We're dispatching just like we did at
Fukushima; we’re following plan Fukushima, which was to dispatch our radiological team. I
think it's a Navy team that responds to radiological DOE events. Basically, we cannot take lead
responsibility for something that's Japan's problem.

Facilitator: All right, sounds good. Then the next question is, how would you like to respond to
what's happening on Taiwan at this point?

Participant #5: To me, that's the big question. Do we start a war with China, or do we say, sorry
Taiwan, we're just backing away on that world stage and focusing our efforts and the war that is
now broken out between South Korea, who we have an alliance with, North Korea. We're not
going to be able to fight two floors. Our conflict with North Korea, if we're putting all of our
weight into that one, might have China move their pieces around, because North Korea is on
the border of China. If they start seeing issues there, maybe they do something. Those are my
thoughts.

Participant #3: I think at this point, you just start executing your operation plans.
Participant #1: Both in Korea and the contingency plan in Taiwan?

Participant #3: Roger, with your priority being to Taiwan.
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Participant #1: Yes, and I think we begin executing our existing contingency plan related to
Taiwan, and at the same time we need to notify the Japanese government, who we are
expecting to be in the fight with us again Taiwan, that we are executing the contingency plan
for Taiwan, and that we expect them to fall into place with us and give full military support to
our efforts to stabilize the Taiwan situation.

Facilitator: Would you like me to send that in an email?

Participant #1: Yes.

Facilitator: Okay, sounds good.

Participant #1: I am not sure if we will get a good answer, but we need to force the question.

Message sent to Japan: “The US government notifies the Japanese government that we are
executing the plan for Taiwan and that we expect Japan to fully align with this plan and lend
their full military support to stabilize the Taiwan situation.”

Participant #1: Regarding the comment on activating the contingency plan, it really means that
we are going to test the Chinese blockade. We are basically going to send our surface forces
into or toward Taiwan and re-establish a protected channel of access to Taiwan. We're going
head-to-head with those surface action groups off the east coast. That is a huge decision. It
means that we're prepared to go to war against China directly. We're basically making a
decision at this level to authorize INDOPACOM to do its contingency plan and its war plan in
a Taiwan contingency, which means we're going to challenge the Chinese directly. Any
comments?

Participant #2: Before we take actions that result in a full-scale war between the U.S. and
China, is there a warning that we should provide before we start that? In other words, an
opportunity for them to remove their forces that are on Taiwan, or reduce or eliminate the
blockade in some way? Maybe not.

Participant #1: Well, they've had the initiative, and they've done exactly what they have to do to
undermine Taiwan's independence and sovereignty. I think we do have to inform the Chinese
that we do intend to breach their de facto blockade and suggest a high-level consultation for
stabilizing the situation on Taiwan. That's probably not going to result in them picking up the
phone, because, as someone has said, they're committed, but we should make an attempt to do
SO.

Facilitator: We received a reply from the South Korea team.
Reply received from South Korea: “We recommend elevation to DEFCON 2, and appreciate
the cooperation. However, there are also concerns that a unilateral strike by the United States

against North Korea should have been coordinated with South Korea.”

Participant #1: We appreciate their concern. We take note of their hurt feelings.
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Facilitator: Okay.
Participant #1: Anything from Japan?

Facilitator: We have not heard anything from Japan yet. We'll see if they get back to us, though
they have read the message.

Participant #1: Does any of the team think we should be doing anything differently at this
point?

Participant #3: I think we should be expanding our scope to include the Philippines, Australia,
and some of our other allies in the area.

Participant #1: I agree with you, particularly regarding Australia as a first priority. We're going
to Australia to inform them that we are prepared, that we have notified China of our intention to
breach the de facto blockade and expect full military support from Australia based on the
alliance relationship we have. We're basically putting our individual alliance partners on notice
that we expect them to support us. In reference to the Philippines, we're going to be operating
from the Philippines extensively in this conflict, so we have to notify the government of the
Philippines that we will be operating from the Philippines in the Taiwan contingency and
mounting military operations from our bases in the northern Philippines.

Participant #2: We may want to also consider putting Alaska and other U.S. assets that are in
the strike range of North Korea on alert. I guess that is a part of DEFCON, but also as part of a
“protecting civilians” strategy.

Participant #1: Yes. Basically, we're issuing a warning order that throughout the United States,
we are in a near war contingency, and therefore we are preparing the civilian population for the
advent of a general war.

Facilitator: I will send that out.

Message sent to all: “We're going to Australia to inform them that we have notified China of
our intention to breach the de facto blockade and expect full military support from Australia
based on the alliance relationship we have with them. We also notify the Philippines that we
will be operating from the Philippines in the Taiwan contingency and mounting operations
from the northern Philippines. We're issuing a warning order throughout the United States that
we are in a near war contingency and therefore we are preparing the civilian population.”

Participant #6: My comment would be that, for both of these theaters to get to this point, we've
blown through a lot of national decision points, where, if you back chain to those decision

points, it applies that we really didn't do anything for to try to prevent this fait accompli.

Facilitator: Could you expand on that just a little bit?
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Participant #6: I noticed that one of the questions here is about what we could have done
differently prior to the crisis, but I guess I'm not clear as to what exactly the beginning of the
crisis was.

Facilitator: I would define the beginning of the crisis as when South Korea originally had the
1ssues with the reactor, so when there was demonstration shot.

Participant #6: Okay. I agree with that. Now, we're dealing with multiple crises all at the same
time, and there’s this horizontal escalation happening right now. I don't know if it's necessarily
that we should do something differently, but maybe we think about it differently earlier on—I
think we were self-imposing on ourselves this false choice where you have to prioritize one
thing over the other. I would think that the discussion with allies and partners would be very
different. You are on the eve of a major conventional war on a peninsula, on death ground, and
it's going to go to the map. It's going to be, in many ways, like a bloodier affair than Taiwan,
technically with a nuclear armed adversary, so the conversations would be very different with
respect to Korea. [ understand the constraints of the game, and that we were supposed to be
focused on Taiwan. I’m going in a million different directions, because I'm trying to reconcile
two major theater wars going on at the same time.

Facilitator: I think trying to deal with two major theater wars at the same time is part of the
stress that we wanted to put you under.

Participant #6: One of them is kind of like a guarantee at this point. If we were in this situation,
you know, it's more about fighting the war you have, not the one you want to fight. We're
considering Third Fleet and Seventh Fleet over towards Taiwan to test the blockade, which, by
international convention, is an act of war. I think that that one's going to be debated hotly in the
UN anyway, if the PRC decides to blockade Taiwan. However, with North Korea training its
guns on Seoul, which has a population 25 million plus, and in a heightened DEFCON state, the
CFC is basically already stood up. They're already launching, they're already blowing stuff up.
It's escalating fast, right? You're having a lot of fighting and force training going on with
respect to force flows for the Korea problem set versus the PRC problem set. Also, a lot of that
flows through Japan, so when we ask Japan to support everything we're doing with respect to
Taiwan, they go for it. However, I’ve got a hot war in Korea for with UNC rear bases in Japan
dedicated to resourcing that fight on the peninsula. That means you're already going to be faced
with a conflict over prioritization of resources. In theory, you could start sending stuff over to
Taiwan to start testing the PRCs will, but a lot of those things that we would use are already
now being tied up for the Korea fight. I know that is getting in the weeds and fighting the
scenario a little bit, but I think it is something to keep in mind.

Facilitator: It is time for us to move towards the briefing slides. I will give you an opportunity
to take one more action, if you would like to, but you don't have to. We can just launch into the
slides if you'd like, unless someone would like to do something.

Participant #1: I think we have to do something proactive to give notice to both North Korea

and China. That would probably take the form of an open demarche, rather than some sort of a
communique that they may or may not read at this point. I think what we have to do is convey
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that we are prepared to use all of our capabilities, including honoring our strategic commitment
to the Republic of Korea, should North Korea take additional military action against South
Korea. Parenthetically, I think that probably the Chinese have lost control of what's happening
in North Korea or with the North Koreans, but I think it's important to notice the North Koreans
and the Chinese that we are preparing for general war in Korea, and that we will not tolerate
any further military action South Korea. To me, that's an action. We should say we are prepared
for a general war to comply with all our treaty obligations.

Facilitator: I will send that out.

Message sent to all: “The United States announces an open demarche saying that we are
prepared to use all of our capabilities, including honoring our strategic commitment to South
Korea, should North Korea take further actions related to South Korea. We are prepared for a

general war to comply with all of our treaty obligations to the ROK.”

Facilitator: We should move to discussing the briefing questions now.

Question Discussion

Is there anything that could have been done prior to the crisis to deter China’s and North
Korea’s various actions? Could China have been deterred from persuading the North to take
military action (including striking the Kori reactors)? Is there anything that could ’ve been
done to deter or better defend against North Korea’s various actions?

Facilitator: I have typed up some comments based on what we were discussing earlier—is there
anything we would like to add in addition to that?

Participant #1: I think we can also make a note that we may not have acted quickly enough,
okay, or we may have not responded quickly enough for the first provocation.

Participant #4: Yeah, that is great.
Participant #1: That, to me, resonates.

Facilitator: I'm wondering if there was anything that you think you could have done that could
have been done before to deter or defend against North Korea.

Participant #1: I think so. We had intel in advance that the North were going to take a
provocative action based on their discussions with the Chinese, so we probably should have
signaled in some way that we were preparing for a range of new North Korean provocative
actions, and we assume, for our planning purposes, that those actions enjoy the approval of
China and we are preparing to respond appropriately if a provocation is created, with regard to
the ROK. We need to signal that we're getting our game up in anticipation of a North Korean
provocation that's been instigated in part by the Chinese.
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Participant #2: What about a statement that's made well before this scenario occurs, either from
a U.S. policy position or an ROK policy position, that an attack on a nuclear reactor that leads
to radioactive release constitutes an act of war.?

Participant #1: Yes. We would actually include in that statement that, in this regard, we believe
that any attack on a nuclear facility would be considered by ourselves and the Republic of
Korea as an act of war. I think that is a good point.

Facilitator: Okay. Was there anything that could have been done ahead of time to dissuade
China from talking to North Korea, or to deter China from taking those actions?

Participant #1: No, I think that was our game plan.

Facilitator: We can move to the next question.

How did your team respond to the radiological releases? Is there anything Japan, South Korea,
or the U.S. should have done prior to the crisis to reduce either the probability of a
radiological release and/or the consequences of such a release?

Participant #1: I read this as a nuclear facility or spent fuel pond-specific question, and apart
from distributing the spent nuclear fuel from its existing locations to other permanent storage
facilities that reduce the potential for release of radioactivity. That would be the single most
important, to me, game changer in this equation, given the inherent vulnerability of the spent
fuel ponds themselves. Parenthetically, I think the core of Control’s entire game plan is to
underline the inherent vulnerabilities of these packed spent fuel ponds.

Participant #7: I might also add that the nuclear reactor security procedures ought to include an
attack of a swarm of drones as part of the design basis that has to be defended against. There
are today some defenses that are using directed energy tech weapons that can terminate swarms
of drones in certain instances.

Participant #1: I like this. I think what we say is, the Republic of Korea government, given the
vulnerability of these nuclear facilities should have taken measures to include counter drone
planning and counter drone capabilities to better defend these highly vulnerable nuclear
facilities, because that is certainly within the realm of their capability, and it is probably a
problem that they have ignored, and would continue to otherwise ignore.

Facilitator: Just for the record of the game, can we summarize briefly what you did in response
to help South Korea and Japan with the radiological releases?

Participant #1: I really can't recall that we thought we could contribute that much.

Facilitator: Okay.
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Participant #1: We really regarded the dealing of this particular problem as something that was
beyond our ability, beyond helping them deal with a problem that is fundamentally theirs to
solve.

Participant #7: I think we did offer iodine and various things like that. There was some effort,
but we certainly cannot help enough to cover the populations of both Korea and Japan.

Facilitator: Okay. We can move to the next question, then.

How, if at all, could having a formal multilateral Asian alliance or adjusting the terms of
existing alliances have helped deal with this crisis? What, if anything, should have been done
militarily and in the way of passive and active defenses of nuclear facilities prior to the crisis to
fortify South Korea and Japan against attack?

Participant #6: From a very broad perspective, more partners is better because it complicates
decision making calculus as a general rule, My personal thought is that a trilateral alliance
between South Korea, Japan, and the U.S. definitely would have complicated things from the
very beginning for the PRC. Right now, there is a sort of an informal trilateralism, so there is a
military partnership. It is not an alliance, but we do strive to increase that interoperability. That
is really it. A formal alliance would have complicated the PRC decision from the get-go.
However, the reality is, right now we still have the hub and spoke alliance model in the Pacific,
so it's not a NATO-like structure. We are kind of working towards that right now anyway, to
more habitual working between the three—South Korea, Japan and the U.S.

Participant #3: I would say that Taiwan is the largest aircraft carrier in the world, and if we're
not doing everything that we can to arm them with an untold a number of missiles to defend
themselves, we are doing something wrong. The problem is it takes us a while to get there. If
they can hold out for a long time for us to be able to get there, then that is the deterrent that will
prevent China from invading in the first place.

Participant #1: Agreeing with what was just said, the precipitous cause of this entire chain of
events was the perception that China could do this with regard to Taiwan, and that either the
United States could be held at bay or would not respond. The failure to the Taiwanese to make
themselves increase their defensive posture on their own, and the failure of the United States to
discard its current policy of strategic ambiguity and make a firm commitment to the defense of
Taiwan probably did the most to encourage the Chinese to make this move. Again, the
precipitant event here was the failure of the United States and Taiwan to deter China.

Participant #2: There are two prongs here. You have Operation Porcupine, which is building up
arms on Taiwan, and then Operation REFORPAC, which is basically Japan, Korea, and the
U.S. working together on large scale exercises on a regular basis so everybody's practiced and
prepared and ready to go, so that even though the Japanese are very reticent to act quickly or
participate on things that are security related, particularly offensively, the communications
channels and in the systems used for deployment are practiced.
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Participant #4: I have a comment too. The hard thing about discarding strategic ambiguity—
and this is always the problem with deterrence—is that the message needs to be credible. That's
the problem with mutually shared destruction—back in the day, we’d tell Russia, if you do
even the slightest thing, we're going to nuke the heck out of you. That's not credible, because if
you do a little thing, you're not going to nuke them. The hard thing with the U.S. is, we're
willing to go to war over Taiwan, but we do play by different roles. China is an authoritarian
state, and the United States is a democracy. We are beholden to the electorate, and most people,
if you ask them, I don't know if they'd be able to point out Taiwan on a map. So, are we willing
to go to war? We talked about notifying Alaska and Hawaii that they might be within the
impact area, but really, we need to be notifying the entire United States if we're going to war
with China. It's easy to say we should just discard strategic ambiguity and say we’re going to
go 100% in on Taiwan, but in reality, I don't know if we would. That's the hard thing, and that's
why I think we haven't discarded strategic ambiguity yet.

Facilitator: I think if there’s no other responses, we can move to the next question.

Besides the responses in the game, what other “proportionate” responses would be
appropriate to deter or respond to attacks on reactors? When and how would you announce it?

Participant #1: Is this asking about move one, after the demonstration shot?

Facilitator: I think there's a couple different places you could respond and discuss what's
proportionate. There was the original demonstration drone strike over the reactors. There was
when the strike actually hit the reactor, and then there was the second strike on the spent fuel
pond. You could discuss what's proportionate to any of those three, because they had different
effects, but you could also discuss how to deter the initial strike at all.

Participant #1: I think we are limited here in what we can say on behalf of the Republic of
Korea.

Facilitator: The way I interpret this question is, if the United States were in South Korea's
position, what would they deem proportionate?

Participant #1: I think the United States would say to the Republic of Korea, we expect you to
make it clear that the drone provocations, if continued and there is hit or damage, would be
considered an act of war. We're requesting the Republic of Korea, or suggesting to them, that
they make that right up front. I don't know that they would do that—they would probably not,
but at least we're telling them what we think they should do.

Facilitator: Okay. I just want to say that Japan also did a final hour message a couple minutes
ago.

Message received from Japan: “Under the U.S./Japan treaty we can reject the request because
we do not consider this a direct military attack against Japan, however, we will cooperate with
the US to the extent it doesn't impact our humanitarian crisis. Japanese military defense forces
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cannot be engaged in operations in foreign countries in our constitution. The U.S. is invoking
this with respect to Taiwan not North Korea.”

Facilitator: Gameplay is over, but I wanted to let you know that they did respond eventually.
Participant #1: As expected. Okay.

Facilitator: Okay, so back to the questions. Anything else that we want to add insofar as
deterring the attacks?

Participant #1: The only other thing I would say is, once the attack occurs on the reactor, we
would expect the ROK to take this to the United Nations for a request to condemn the attack,
state that the ROK regards this as an act of war, and hold any and all parties responsible,
including North Korea, accountable for this act of war. We are basically saying that they should
take it to the United Nations and we'll support you there with a declaratory statement.

Participant #5: I think we could have had a discussion with the ROK on protective measures. I
know they have different rules, but if they're willing to do martial law based off of what's going
on, I'm pretty sure they're going to be willing to shoot any type of flying object over their
reactors. Maybe we should be stressing to them that they should shoot those down and then
communicate that anything that flies over the reactors will be shot down within a five-mile
radius.

Facilitator: Anything else?
Participant #1: I do not think so.

Facilitator: We can head back to the plenary session, then.
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South Korea Team

NOTE: The first 2-3 minutes of game playing transcription were lost due to technical
difficulties.

Participant #1: If we had American soldiers who are not prepared to do public order stuff
anyway trying to help—especially if they do not speak Korean—it would be a disaster, due
both to cultural differences and the language barrier.

Participant #2: Do we really think that South Korea really needs any help from any foreign
power, given the power, the experience, and the numbers of its riot police force, of the Korean
National Police, and the Korean Service Corps? What, frankly, would we do that contributes,
other than securing the installations where those civil affairs functions aren't all that important
anyway?

Participant #1: Yeah. That's what I'm saying. Number one, the temperament of the Korean
people would not be good. I don't think we would be rioting, but then again, we have 2.5
million expats living in Korea. Their hair would be on fire in this situation. That might be a
different matter. Let's just say that there was a lot of rioting with firebombs and things like that,
which in this situation, I don't see happening, but let's just say that. In that case, we declare
martial law. That would reduce a lot of civil liberties for the Korean population and give the
give the authorities a lot of necessary authorities to quell these kinds of situations. I really don't
think we would be needing American forces for public order, but chemical, biological, nuclear
units would be something that we would appreciate. This should just put us Koreans on a
higher awareness of the lack of preparations that we have for a situation like this accident. I
think CBRN units could be helpful because when Koreans see Americans, they feel reassured,
meaning that having some Americans here in an appropriate capacity might have a positive
psychological effect.

Participant #1: Participant #3, do you agree with my initial assessment and request?

Participant #3: Yes, I do.

Facilitator: Great. In that case, I will send to the U.S. the message that we have been discussing.
Message sent to U.S.: “Given the current situation, we request an elevation to at minimum
DEFCON 3, preferably DEFCON 2. We would also like to resend our request for U.S.
assistance to maintain public order, and request that a CBRN unit be deployed to Korea to
assist and advise regarding the current situation. We also request any other humanitarian aid
that is possible.”

Participant #1: Participant #4, any comments?

Participant #4: This is a pretty overwhelming scenario in regards to everything that's going on.

The fact that the US did a unilateral strike without conferring with Japan or Korea means we’re
past the point of deterrence, and more on the flexible response options. When we talk about
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NEO or people evacuating South Korea, my understanding is, there are millions of Chinese
folks that are in South Korea that I know would probably want to be evacuated as well. It's
going to be a competition on those ports. China is coming in from the west and developing their
own port on the west side to evacuate their citizens. It's just mass chaos. It’s interesting to see
from the South Korean perspective how you guys perceive this.

Participant #1: There’s about a million Chinese in South Korea. Most of them, 80-85% are
Chinese Koreans, and they are here because, mainly, they earn four or five times what they
would earn in China, and we employ them because they speak Korean. What's interesting is, I
have been told that when an American citizen comes to a Korean emergency room, the U.S.
Embassy in Korea answers the phone 24 hours a day, and immediately they come and they
check up on their citizens. Southeast Asian countries answer their phone during working hours
and come to the emergency room, and in many cases, are incapable of paying the medical bills,
but the hospital policy is to treat them as you would any other patient, but get them out as soon
as you can, with no charge. What I mean by “get them out” is, don't charge them, because the
longer the more cost the hospital accrues. However, when a person with a Chinese passport
comes to the emergency room, the Chinese Embassy doesn't even answer the phone, and when
they do, they just hang up or will not respond. This is just one example I have heard, but it
illuminates the attitude of the Chinese government towards its own people. It could be a bias to
the Chinese Korean minority that the Chinese government might have already wanted to get rid
of anyway. That's something that we need to think about. However, you're right. We must
assume that the Chinese will demand that their citizens get out, that we provide a port, and use
that as an excuse to make demands and cause problems. So, yeah, I agree. Participant #5, what
do you think of my emergency room impression?

Participant #5: Yeah, that sounds about right. In that case, I think it might be better to treat
them just like national citizens, instead of giving them any preference. From China’s point of
view, they want to take advantage of social welfare. That's why they are in Korea. So, they
should be treated just like locals.

Participant #1: What Participant #5 is saying is that any expat who stays in Korea for more than
three months is afforded public health insurance, which is pretty good in Korea. You know,
though, one of the things that the Taiwan government might think to do is send ships to
evacuate the Chinese to Taiwan, just as an offer of goodwill. That would really upset the
Chinese government in the information/cognitive warfare realm. That's something that, if
were Taiwanese, I would think about.

Participant #5: I think by that time, the Taiwanese government will be too occupied to come
out this idea and will not have the resources.

Facilitator: We received a response to the request we sent the U.S.
Reply received from U.S.: “We agree to elevate to the highest possible level and consider
actively preemptive strikes on the North Korean ballistic missile forces that our intel forces say

are coming online. We will do what we can to assist the Koreans but we believe public order is
the Korean's responsibility.”
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Participant #1: We should say we recommend going to DEFCON 2. Oh, and by the way, thank
you for not telling us that you are going bomb the North Koreans. Never do that again. Now,
we need to say that in a diplomatic way, though. We should say that we appreciate the
cooperation, but that there are concerns that a unilateral strike by the U.S. against the DPRK
should have been coordinated with the ROK.

Facilitator: I will send a reply to that effect.

Reply sent to U.S.: “We recommend elevation to DEFCON 2, and appreciate the cooperation.
However, there are also concerns that a unilateral strike by the United States against North
Korea should have been coordinated with South Korea.”

Participant #6: I have a quick clarifying question. In the opening remarks, they noted that Japan
had suggested expedited visas. I don't think that was something that we had suggested for mass
evacuations. In reality, if that were to actually happen, how would that process actually carry
out? Like, how expedited could we get everything?

Participant #1: So, we have a no visa program between Korea and the U.S. In fact, the Korean
passport has more country access than any other country except Japan. Unless these countries
revoke that policy, as long as Koreans have a means of transport, we'd be flying to Australia
and Malaysia and all these countries.

Participant #7: If the U.S. took unilateral action to strike North Korea, at that point, if [ was
South Korea, given all the Nuclear Consultative Group discussions, I'd be really, really upset,
especially considering the additional threat to South Korea, in my opinion. From the South
Korean perspective, I would think we would want to be considering our own unilateral military
responses, potentially. I was wondering what you think of that point of view.

Participant #1: Yeah. My initial thought was the same as what you just said, but then I
remembered that the North Koreans had just about admitted that they had attacked this nuclear
facility and have caused death and destruction to us. So, though it is alarming that the United
States did not consult with us, I would say 70-80% of Koreans would have agreed with this
strike. Now, would it have been the smart and wise thing to do, to not consult with South
Korea? I'd be interested in knowing why the Americans did not consult. Maybe they did not
because they thought that the South Koreans would not agree. I don't know. There's a good
chance we would agree, because we have deaths in Korea, and the Koreans don't take that
lightly. The North Koreans were also stupid enough to admit that they did it. If they left it
ambiguous, that's a different story. In this scenario, though, I think the Koreans would be
surprised and alarmed, but in the end, they would say, “Yeah, the North Koreans deserved it.”

Participant #2: One of the U.S. team members said recently that part of the reason why they did
this unilaterally was because they assumed the progressive government was in power under the
scenario, and by the way, that point was ambiguous, but they said that they did not trust the
progressive government, That’s a very, very serious problem. Whatever my personal policy
disagreements with the South Korean progressives are, you either have an alliance in which
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you talk to each other and collaborate, or you do not. I think Participant #7’s point is absolutely
correct. | would actually heighten it. If I were South Korean, I'd be furious, and it's almost a
degree of fury that would break the will to maintain an alliance.

Participant #1: Yeah, so, [ agree with you, but a part of me is really concerned and can
understand this unilateral action, because things are coming out about the Moon administration.
For instance, just the other day, they intentionally delayed the THAAD deployment process.
More concerning, they shared information regarding THAAD base improvement plans to
demonstrators, and as a courtesy, also shared this information with the Chinese. If we're facing
people with this kind of attitude at the center of South Korean government, I can see why the
U.S, would not notify. Having said that, once the missiles were in flight, that's when I would
give the government a heads up.

Facilitator: We just received another message from the U.S., sent to everyone.

Message received from U.S. (to all): “We're going to Australia to inform them that we have
notified China of our intention to breach the de facto blockade and expect full military support
from Australia based on the alliance relationship we have with them. We also notify the
Philippines that we will be operating from the Philippines in the Taiwan contingency and
mounting operations from the northern Philippines. We're issuing a warning order throughout
the United States that we are in a near war contingency and therefore we are preparing the
civilian population.”

Facilitator: I don't know if there's anything we want to say in response to that, but I wanted to
update you all.

Participant #1: I think the Koreans will now need to brace ourselves. The worst has come to
come to pass. A critical question for us is, is the U.S. invoking the mutual defense treaty? This
would all tie in with the Japanese as well, because if the United States invokes the regional
defense treaty to us, they probably will be doing the same with the Japanese.

Facilitator: I also want to let you all know there are about five minutes of gameplay left. We do
have some time left to communicate with the other teams, but not that much.

Participant #1: Yeah. If there is nothing else, I recommend that we go to the briefing questions.

Facilitator: Sounds good. I will pull those up.

Question Discussion

Is there anything that could have been done prior to the crisis to deter China’s and North
Korea’s various actions? Could China have been deterred from persuading the North to take
military action (including striking the Kori reactors)? Is there anything that could’ve been
done to deter or better defend against North Korea’s various actions?
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Participant #1: I believe something could have been done prior to the crisis to deter China and
North Korea—a stern and very clear message, a warning not to escalate, would have been
useful, in my view. A public warning could have been good, but a private warning would have
been better.

Participant #8: Do you mean from the ROK government, or as an alliance?

Participant #1: I meant as an alliance, including the ROK, the U.S., and Japan. In the initial
phases, I think we should have been very clear on the fact that this act has the potential of going
to war.

Participant #2: One way to deter kinetic aggression is non-kinetically. Before you get kinetic,
use non kinetic deterrence. China voted for seven different UN Security Council Chapter Seven
sanctions regulations and proceeded to turn around and flagrantly violate every one of them,
usually by using our banking system or doing other things that are within our jurisdiction, and
we did nothing about it, and sometimes, as in the case of Treasury Secretary Mnuchin, publicly
said we would be backing down. That was only one of several things that signaled U.S. lack of
seriousness to the governments in both Pyongyang and Beijing. This sends a signal that they
can continue to build up North Korea's weapons programs, and that South Korea's defense was
a sideshow that was less important to us than our economic entanglements with Beijing, I have
sometimes heard people say that sanctions against one of China or North Korea would collapse
the whole financial system like dominoes. The truth of it all, though, if you understand the legal
authorities, is that there are many tailored and nuanced approaches that can be taken that would
have been sufficient to deter the Chinese from violations without harming our own economy
significantly. So, way before this got kinetic, legal deterrence was something we failed to do.

Participant #1: That is a good point. I think we can move to the second question for now.

How did your team respond to the radiological releases? Is there anything Japan, South Korea,
or the U.S. should have done prior to the crisis to reduce either the probability of a
radiological release and/or the consequences of such a release?

Participant #1: My recollection is that we focused on damage control/crisis control, treatment
of the public, and attribution. We also added that close coordination with Japan and the U.S.
was something we wanted to do. As for what we could have done better, we could have better
stored our nuclear spent fuel. That is what I am thinking.

Participant #9: I have one quick thing to add to that. On the first day, we talked about South
Korea not having a lot of stockpiles of medical countermeasures. Because of that, I we asked
for aid from the U.S. for that. I wanted to raise whether that could be something we could add
in terms of prior actions to mitigate consequences.

Participant #1: Yeah, I would add that. That’s clearly something that the government is not
doing. Let’s move to the third question.
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How, if at all, could having a formal multilateral Asian alliance or adjusting the terms of
existing alliances have helped deal with this crisis? What, if anything, should have been done
militarily and in the way of passive and active defenses of nuclear facilities prior to the crisis to
fortify South Korea and Japan against attack?

Facilitator: Sorry to interrupt the answering of questions, but we received a new message from
the U.S. just a few minutes ago. [ will read it out to you all, so we have a better idea where the
U.S. is at while we are answering these questions.

Message received from U.S. (to all): “The United States announces an open demarche saying
that we are prepared to use all of our capabilities, including honoring our strategic commitment
to South Korea, should North Korea take further actions related to South Korea. We are
prepared for a general war to comply with all of our treaty obligations to the ROK.”

Participant #1: That’s very reassuring. Okay, so could we have a multilateral Asian Alliance?
Yeah, I wonder what the IAEA position would have been if it was revealed that the North
Koreans or anybody else were going after nuclear reactors in this fashion. I wonder what the
IAEA would have done, because the IAEA is the premier organization dealing with this on
multinational level. For Korea, though, the U.S., Japan, and Australia are friends that could
help us. New Zealand is in our neighborhood as well. That might tie into AUKUS—mnot tier
one, but maybe some other tier. Anybody else?

Participant #5: How about ASEAN? How about the 10 countries of ASEAN? This will affect
them as well. What would be their attitudes be?

Participant #1: We should make a note that we should engage Asian nations to prepare for
situations like this.

Participant #2: You might also consider the Proliferation Security Initiative.
Participant #1: I do not even know what that is, but the more the merrier, in my view.

Participant #8: The PSI is essentially our means to intervene in proliferation of nuclear related
materials and things of that nature. I will say, I'm curious, having done a little bit of studies on
the ASEAN countries, or even our allies and partners in the broader region, when it comes to
them vis a vis the PRC, or working together against the PRC, there's a lot of talk, but when it
comes to action, sometimes it can be like pushing a wet noodle uphill. It takes a lot of effort,
and there is not a lot of return on it. From my experience when it comes to alliances in Europe,
when it came to the Balkans, and we were working those issues with Serbia and Kosovo, it is
extremely difficult. The more people you have into it, depending on the mechanism itself, if
you have to have consensus, rather than helping, it could actually hurt your efforts. That is just
something for consideration.

Participant #7: I'd offer that a multilateral Asian Alliance may have some impact on North

Korean decision making. Perhaps it would adjust their cost benefit analysis of attacking South
Korea if they felt there would be more of a response from additional allies.
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Participant #1: What additional allies are you talking about?
Participant #7: I don't have specific ones.

Participant #1: You are right, though. We have the United Nations Command, and right now
we have 17 nations who are a part of that. We've given up on the UN, but still, we have the
United Nations Command. I think you bring up a good point that we should utilize the UNC to
show North Korea that it's not just the Indo-Pacific that’s involved, but Europe is also behind
stability, and if things go wrong, is not beyond getting involved in this region. That’s a good
point.

Participant #8: I'll back that up. That's a very good point, considering that the initial actions by
the DPRK would most likely be considered an armistice violation. You could start building out
support through the UNC member states up front.

Participant #1: Yeah. This is good.

Participant #6: I understand the benefit of a formal Asian Alliance, but I'm curious what the
benefit would have been, since I feel like there are already a lot of relations in place. Again, I
don't have a ton of prior knowledge on the region, but I'm curious what the cost benefit analysis
of going through the process of creating a formal Asian Alliance versus whatever relations
currently exist is, and how that potentially could have impacted North Korea's decision making
in this process.

Participant #1: I think the more the merrier. When we say “Asian,” we also include Vietnam,
who has a relationship with the North Koreans. If we get countries like Vietnam on our side
rather than them supporting North Korea, that in itself would be a benefit to our cause. But
again, the relationship between Northeast Asia and ASEAN is growing, but not as influential as
our more traditional established relationships.

Participant #6: That is helpful. Thank you.

Participant #1: Let’s go to the next question.

Besides the responses in the game, what other “proportionate” responses would be
appropriate to deter or respond to attacks on reactors? When and how would you announce it?

Participant #1: I think if the drones hit the storage facilities, we're done for, so our window of
opportunity is before they do that. In the real world, we need to think about a secure storage
method. In this situation, if the North Koreans were foolish enough, like in the scenario, to
show their hand as to what they might be doing, a very strong message that includes some kind
of action would have been the best deterrent. With that, I believe we have an answer to all of
the questions. Should we go back to the first question and review our answers?
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Facilitator: That works for me. I will go back to the first question.

Is there anything that could have been done prior to the crisis to deter China’s and North
Korea’s various actions? Could China have been deterred from persuading the North to take
military action (including striking the Kori reactors)? Is there anything that could’ve been
done to deter or better defend against North Korea’s various actions?

Facilitator: How does everyone feel about what we have for the first question? Does anyone
have anything they'd like to add or anything they'd like to change?

Participant #7: I have one quick comment. I agree as a group, but my only concern here is that
the warning message may potentially still not be enough to deter.

Facilitator: I will make note of that internal disagreement.

Participant #1: Let's go back to question number two.

How did your team respond to the radiological releases? Is there anything Japan, South Korea,
or the U.S. should have done prior to the crisis to reduce either the probability of a
radiological release and/or the consequences of such a release?

Facilitator: Would anyone like to add anything here beyond what we have already discussed?

Participant #9: I have a quick question on this one. In terms of evacuation routes, I'm
wondering if those types of preparedness measures on the civilian side exist for other disasters.
If that doesn't exist, it could be a potential mitigation, but I know that would be strange in terms
of creating mitigation plans for a disaster that isn't a common yearly such as an earthquake or
tsunami.

Participant #1: Our subways and parking lots are used to protect us against a missile or artillery
attack, but in terms of radiation and chemicals, there are some gas masks out there, but
probably 99% of the females in this country don't know how to use a gas mask, so even if they
were given one, they'd be dead. This really highlights the unpreparedness of the Koreans in this
kind of situation. It really is a serious situation. We have five more minutes. Next question?

Facilitator: Yeah.

How, if at all, could having a formal multilateral Asian alliance or adjusting the terms of
existing alliances have helped deal with this crisis? What, if anything, should have been done
militarily and in the way of passive and active defenses of nuclear facilities prior to the crisis to

fortify South Korea and Japan against attack?

Participant #1: Everything we have looks great. Shall we just move to the next question?
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Facilitator: Sounds good.
Besides the responses in the game, what other “proportionate” responses would be
appropriate to deter or respond to attacks on reactors? When and how would you announce it?

Facilitator: Do we want to add a note, maybe, about what actions we could have taken that
would have strengthened the deterrent message?

Participant #1: Yeah. I was just thinking that we should probably not only deploy a B-1 bomber
or submarine but actually shoot something into international waters. That sends a message that

it could have been a North Korean city that was hit. That kind of thing might have been needed.

Participant #5: How about bombing the Kumsusan palace where they store Kim Il Sung and
Kim Jong II’s bodies?

Participant #1: I don't think that is appropriate at this junction. That would be a little bit too far.
Next question?

Facilitator: That was the last question.

Participant #1: Great. Then, I’d like to thank you all, but I think we are ready to head back to
the plenary session.
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Japan Team

Participant #1: I have two questions maybe to get us started. The first question is whether any
of those medium range missiles from North Korea are pointed at Japan. Is that something we
have to worry about? Two, what do we think of China's offer to accept our refugees? We tried
to communicate to them that it wasn't an immediate radiological threat, but that doesn't seem to
be working.

Participant #2: They said once that the U.S., South Korea and Japan, formally accept a unified
China, then the Chinese government will open its borders to displace Japanese and South
Korean citizens. That is a pretty strong statement.

Participant #1: Yeah. It is asking for a lot of things to happen.
Participant #3: Does Japan have native evacuation capabilities, like airlift or ships?

Participant #4: Yes, we do, but we haven't done much with them. I don't think we have any
experience that we can draw on to get our Japanese citizens to the outside.

Participant #3: I guess my question is, too, has the United States provided any evacuation or
logistics help?

Participant #4: So far, [ have no idea. I don't think so. There's no experience during which
Japanese citizens evacuated outside Japan.

Participant #3: Okay.

Participant #5: United States helped Japan, with respect to the Fukushima reactor disaster. Why
don’t we say, if that’s what Japan was able to do then, then we should be able to do that as
well?

Participant #4: Yes. That's correct.

Participant #5: It's not limited to that, but let's right away list those things that we're willing to
do. The problem with evacuation is that it has to be either plane- or ship-based, and the airports
in Japan—to my understanding—are a disaster. I'm not sure what ships we have available that
could come into Japanese ports to help, but ships would be the way to take most people off the
island. However, I don't know how many you could take off per ship. You would be
overwhelmed.

Participant #3: Maybe, then, in the request to the United States or whoever else can help us, is,
for humanitarian, public aid or recovery request, rather than logistics feedback?

Participant #5: I think you're right. I just don't see how you can take people off the island, given
the number of people we're talking about that are going to seek that.
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Participant #1: I agree. There is no way to get that many people off, it seems. I just wonder if
there's any possibility to convince people to go back to their homes.

Participant #6: I think, with respect to China's effort to coerce a policy position out of the U.S.,
South Korea, and Japan by conditioning receiving evacuees onto the mainland, there is a
question buried there that we've been talking about: are they are offering sea lift capabilities?

Participant #5: That’s a good question. The question is, how are we going to get folks to the
Chinese mainland?

Participant #6: Yeah. I'll merge my Japanese hat a little bit with my personal hat—I think that
our response should invoke General McAuliffe at the stone and simply say, “Nuts! We're not
going to do that.”

Participant #5: I would agree. The easiest way to do it would be to cross the strait to the Yellow
Sea from South Korea—but again, on what? What airplanes, what boats, is China willing to
provide us? So, I think “none” is the right response. They are not going to like it, but that is the
correct response.

Participant #1: I agree with that, and in that light, is anyone we send them is a potential
hostage?

Participant #5: Oh, yes. Yes.

Participant #3: This is a question coming from ignorance, but can the Russians offer help? Are
they close by as a place to evacuate to, or is that a terrible question?

Participant #5: There are places close enough you can go there, but again, there is the same
problem. On what boats and what ships?

Participant #3: Capacity, right?

Participant #5: There's an airport there, but, first of all, you've got to get a ship or plane into
Japan, and you have to find an orderly way to put a very limited number of people on each
ship, and then tell people to get in line, which is not what they're up to right now. I think what
has been suggested is that probably the safest place for people to be is their house. I don't know
the details about what area has been contaminated in Japan by the release. Is it most of the
country, half the country, a quarter of the country?

Participant #4: It is covering the most populous areas. That is the problem.

Participant #2: Not Tokyo. We're not evacuating Tokyo.

Participant #4: But we have to evacuate the Kansai area, which is very populous. Tens of
millions.
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Participant #2: It’s a lot. It is tens of millions, and the west of Japan.

Participant #5: What did the public health people say about the extent of the radiological
release? Is it something that is going to cause immediate death or sickness or long term health
care? Because if you can't escape the radiological release, then really the best thing to do is go
home.

Participant #4: They have to leave there. It is contaminated. You will not face death questions,
but it's so contaminated you cannot live daily life. That's what happened in Fukushima. The
radiation levels are too high.

Participant #5: You're saying there's no place for people to go? Whether they're out on the
street or whether they're at home, it's the same thing. If they're wandering the streets trying to
get out of the city, the impact on their health is the same.

Participant #4: Yes, you have evacuate from the city.

Participant #6: Don't we have to look at an internally displaced persons plan? Are there not
places on the islands themselves where we're going to have to start setting up camps for
people? That's step one is to move out of the contaminated zones to less contaminated senses.

Participant #4: In any sense, I think people have to live somewhere else. They have to evacuate
10s of millions of people. It is not a public health issue, it is a problem of living life. You lose
your land for a long time.

Participant #6: I understand, but we're dealing with the law of physics and the law of logistics,
and so we have to have some sort of phased plan here, so that you're moving the most people
you can from immediate contamination areas, and they have to have some place to go. So, what
logistics are there to receive those people, house those people, and to prioritize moving the
most vulnerable further through whatever limited sea lift or air lift capabilities are available.
What's the steam time from the Philippines, from Australia, etc. Are we trying to marshal
support through those countries to start sending lift capacity? The answer cannot just be that we
cannot do anything.

Participant #4: The basic procedure is that you have to find the local governments which can
accept citizens from contaminated areas. After Fukushima, we have ongoing negotiations
between the nuclear power plant sites and the non-nuclear power plant sites as to how to accept
citizens if something happened. However, it is difficult for the non-siting areas to accept
millions of people. That's why some of the reactors cannot start up. How can you move the
millions of people out to somewhere else?

Participant #6: That is with respect to a domestic nuclear accident. We're in a different situation
here. This fallout is coming from overseas, in a conflict situation, which we may or may not be
on the border of having to enter. My question is, does that change anything? Are there any
emergency powers that the federal government can declare in the face of this type of crisis, so
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that it's not something they have to depend on the local governments to agree to, but they can
actually place internally displaced Japanese people in these other areas?

Participant #4: There are no existing laws at this moment in Japan that state the central
government can ask for any help right outside Japan.

Participant #5: If 10 million Japanese are contaminated, that implies that 110 million Japanese
are not. So, the question is, how difficult would it be to move the 10 million people in
contaminated areas, to go equidistantly to every place else that's not contaminated? And there
you have hotels. You can have shelters set up. You can have tents. It's not going to be good. I
mean, how do you take care of 10 million people? It's a huge number. But I don't see the
logistic capability of getting them off the island, either by plane or boat, unless people grab
their own fishing boats and decide to do that, but then you're talking about a relatively small
number of people. As Minister of Foreign Affairs, I could call the Philippines, I could call
Taiwan, or any number of other people for help. But I need to know where to send people, and
it will take an enormous amount of time to get anything to Japan, much less loaded up and
dispersed. I think it'd be much easier to move them to those areas in the country that are not
contaminated. I don't know how to move them, though.

Participant #4: You are absolutely right, but in a logistical sense, even just for fishing accidents,
it was very difficult to move up people around.

Participant #5: True.

Participant #4: I think you're right that people are trying to move farther away from
contaminated areas. The problem is also that some people voluntarily evacuated without having
any local government arrangements. That means airports will be hugely crowded, probably,
because people—especially foreign people—will want to evacuate from Japan. It will be a
panic. Basically, there's no order. It's very difficult to think about ordering evacuation at this
moment. In any case, eventually, we have to move out these people outside of Japan, because
people cannot live there for a long time.

Participant #5: You're talking about with 300 people per plane and three planes a minute, for a
million people, you're talking about 3000 airplanes. 10 times that for 10 million. You're talking
about 30,000 airplane trips.

Participant #4: Yes, but that does not have to be in an hour.

Participant #5: Right, but where do those planes go?

Participant #4: That’s the problem. We have to ask all the foreign governments that accept
Japanese evacuee.

Participant #5: For your choices, you’ve the Philippines, Russia, and China. I doubt you want
to go to South Korea, because that's where the contamination started.
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Participant #6: I'll say something that I tell my children. Hard and impossible are not

synonyms, and we have millions of citizens that need attention, so we have to start figuring out
a plan that takes into account the laws of physics and logistics that we're confronting, but I feel
like we're just talking about all the obstacles as to why it will be hard, and not thinking through
what is the best way to achieve as many evacuations as possible on a timeline that makes sense.

Facilitator: The United States sent some information. I am going to share that really quickly.

Message received from U.S.: “The U.S. government notifies the Japanese government that we
are executing the plan for Taiwan and that we expect Japan to fully align with this plan and
lend their full military support to stabilize the Taiwan situation.

Participant #7: The plan?

Participant #4: How do we answer this question? They are already in a chaotic situation to help
current Japanese inside domestic situations.

Participant #3: I guess we have more questions to send to the U.S. What was our commitment?
On what timeline, what level of mobilization, and what capability we’re bringing to the U.S.
fight? Is this an INDOPAYCOM plan only, or is this now a STRATCOM plan as well?

Participant #5: Well, it says the plan for Taiwan, which appears to be something that was
previously agreed to in the case of a Chinese attack on Taiwan. This is what we expect Japan to
help us execute. And I think you're right. We should just go back to America and say, what,
what forces do we have here on the island that you expect us to put into the fight, and how?
Then the question is, should we respond in that way anyway?

Participant #3: I don't know if they want an immediate response or not. Do they want to use our
airfields and ports to launch offensive attacks? Is that where we're at, or are we launching
Japanese Defense Forces alongside U.S. forces for offensive maneuvers?

Participant #5: Well, what they're asking is for us to lend our full military support, which could
be access to the airfields where their military is already, but I don't know what the plan already
agreed to previously is, and whatever that is what they're expecting us to commit.

Participant #3: I would shoot back maybe and say that we should consider saying, we'll provide
capabilities to the extent that it doesn't detract from our human humanitarian problem. Is that

too limiting?

Participant #5: If you are sending Japanese air military-capable aircraft, I can't see that they
would have any role in humanitarian evacuation efforts.

Participant #4: The Air Force would probably have a role.

Participant #5: An Air Force tactical airplane seats two people. If you have airlift, and I'm not
sure how much airlift Japan has, that's a way to take a lot of people off all at once. You can put
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a lot of people in a C-5 or a C-17. The best way to get people off the island are ships. The
easiest are passenger liner type things, rather than cruisers or something like that. A ship is
going to need crew anyway, so where do you put extra people?

Participant #1: I agree with a balanced plan. We can send things like fighters there
immediately. It also works with the timeline—we know nobody is going to die in 48 hours. So,
we can afford to send that immediate military assistance now, while we organize things at
home, and I agree with our Minister of Defense that it should be proportional. We should send
some, and hold some back for us,

Participant #3: I think we're okay providing offensive capabilities. From what I know of the
actual plan, it would involve us offensive capabilities and detection and warning stuff, as well
as providing places for the U.S. to operate from. I think that would be my initial offer, and then
we can see what else the United States was asking for.

Participant #1: As far as places to operate from, is that already given because there are bases
there, or is that like concession that we can give?

Participant #3: It's already there, but there needs to be a plan to grow the capacity out fairly
quickly.

Participant #1: Understood. Thank you.

Participant #6: Also, the troops are there for a specific purpose. We can't just use that territory
to conduct offensive operations for a conflict that Japan isn't actually engaged in without the
consent of the sovereign government of Japan.

Participant #5: That's part of the plan that the message from the United States references. The
question is, they're asking us basically to implement what has already been agreed to as an
option. The Secretary of Defense seems to be saying, let's not give them everything that that
plan has, but give them a little.

Participant #3: Well, I'm saying I don't really know what our commitment was to the plan.

Participant #5: Exactly. The U.S.’s plan was not given to us upfront. They did not say what
they wanted, they just said “the plan.”

Participant #2: Well, the communication says, “full military support.”

Participant #5: Right. It basically says, whatever you have, we need.

Participant #3: I can still break that down further. It makes sense for fighters to defend Japan in
the air and provide protection for U.S. and Japanese assets on the islands of Japan. I don't know
if it makes sense for the Japanese to deploy that stuff forward into the something more

regionally focused on Taiwan. I'm saying there's a lot of unknowns here, and I think we all
agree on that.
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Participant #5: Currently, American forces on the island of Japan, they're expecting those
forces to be used to go to Taiwan. What are we going to do with American airplanes around
Japan? We're not going to bomb anybody in Japan?

Participant #4: The U.S. can use Japanese spaces anytime they want to under the U.S.-Japan
Security Treaty. So, the U.S. doesn't need any permission from the Japanese government to use
military bases in Japan. First of all, I think a statement that we are willing to help, as long as
helping does not disrupt the domestic operation, is probably the best answer we can give to the
United States. Participant #6 is right that under the Japanese Constitution, if Japan wants to be
very engaged in offensive operation outside Japanese territory, you need parliamentary
concession. The Japanese law which says that Japan has to cooperate the United States if the
United States engages in military operations has a condition that Japan must be under imminent
threat. If the parliament says the current condition is defined as imminent threat, then Japan can
be engaged in a military operation with the United States. The judgment at this moment is
probably very difficult, because Japan can be interpreted as being under attack, but at the same
time, this is a humanitarian crisis, and we have to help all Japanese people first. It is going to be
a big debate, probably, in Japan.

Participant #5: What you would want to do is have the parliament agree to a resolution from the
Prime Minister.

Participant #7: We got a message from the U.S. I think we should discuss it.

Facilitator: We can also send the U.S. a message asking them to clarify what they mean insofar
as what they expect from Japan.

Participant #2: I want to add two things before we send a response back. The Nuclear
Regulation Authority is requesting to reserve some Self-Defense Forces for defending physical
security at Japanese reactors, because we don't know if there's going to be drone attacks on
Japanese reactors at all. There is uncertainty right now, so the NRA is requesting that to the rest
of Japanese government. Maybe we could tell the U.S. we want to do that. At the beginning, it
was suggested that we explicitly tell China and North Korea that any attack on reactors or
nuclear entities will be considered a nuclear weapons attack and require a proportionate
response from the Western alliance. I don't know if that's something that the Japanese
government is going to agree to, but the NRA is thinking something along those lines,
requesting a statement to protect the Japanese reactors could be good.

Participant #5: Yes, we cannot solely wring our hands and some place for our people to live.
We need to state that an attack on one of our reactors in Japan will be considered a nuclear
attack.

Participant #2: Something along those lines could be part of the response.

Participant #5: Yes. What I was saying about the parliament is, I think the parliament should be
requested by the Prime Minister or the Minister of Defense, to please give us the authority to
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use those forces we deem necessary to cooperate with the United States, consistent with
Japanese security that also reserves those forces needed for Homeland Defense. That's a legal
thing that needs to be done, and we should put that in the mix, because our team leader is
correct that United States can use its forces in Japan without permission from the Japanese
government, but we can't ask the Japanese to work do actions outside of Japanese territory
without permission from the parliament.

Participant #3: I think that gives us some authority to retain important forces.

Participant #5: The question is, is the NRA asking for defense against a missile attack from
outside the country or saboteurs? That is a horse of a different color, which is where you have
to have soldiers sitting around. Again, how are they going to attack us with RPGs or missiles or
bazookas, or how are they going to go launch something at the power plant? Area Defense is
very difficult when you don't know what it is they're going to launch at you.

Facilitator: Do you all want to send something to the U.S.? We are running out of time, and
they sent a second message, if you all want to look at that.

Message received from U.S.: “We’re going to Australia to inform them that we have notified
China of our intention to breach the de facto blockade and expect full military support from
Australia based on the alliance relationship we have with them. We also notify the Philippines
that we will be operating from the Philippines in the Taiwan contingency and mounting
operations from the northern Philippines. We’re issuing a warning order throughout the United
States that we are in a near war contingency and therefore we are preparing the civilian
population.”

Participant #4: My goodness. What happened to the U.S.? It is a world war. Participant #6, any
action that we can ask for from the United Nations at this moment?

Participant #6: I do defer to the Ministry of Affairs, as I think this is more of a diplomatic effort
in the UN. The Security Council is going to be parallel by China and Russia, so I don't know
that we'll be putting forth some sort of request for a Security Council resolution, as that is not
going to be particularly fruitful.

Participant #4: I see.

Participant #1: Does that leave us going out to individual countries and asking for help? I think
that's where it puts us.

Participant #4: About the instead of the Security Council, the General Assembly can adopt a
resolution to ask for humanitarian help from other countries?

Participant #6: The General Assembly certainly can take up the issues, but the General
Assembly has no binding authority, so all they can do is resolutions giving senses of the
situation. They don't have any binding power over states, Still, it is probably better than
nothing, right?
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Participant #1: We reach a lot of countries at once that way.
Participant #4: Yeah. Is Canada also should be involved in this role?

Participant #7: Did we want to respond to the U.S. request to make our assets available for the
effort or no?

Participant #5: I think we mean like we should say yes, but tell us what it is you want.
Participant #4: Yeah.

Participant #5: If there is a plan, what does the plan incorporated in terms of what Japan is
meant to provide to the United States?

Facilitator: Sorry to interrupt, but we got another message from the U.S.

Message received from U.S.: “The United States announces an open demarche saying that we
are prepared to use all of our capabilities, including honoring our strategic commitment to
South Korea, should North Korea take further actions related to South Korea. We are prepared

for a general war to comply with all of our treaty obligations to the ROK.”

Participant #3: What is the likelihood that Japan will be on the receiving end of a kinetic attack
at some point in the near future?

Participant #7: I think it is extremely high. I think all those bases are getting hit.
Participant #1: I agree.
Participant #7: And depending on how it escalates, major cities, as well.

Participant #4: I think at least probably the American bases in Japan, will be probably likely
targets. At least.

Participant #7: If it is escalating, I think the question is, do we try to salvage not getting hit and
abandoning treaty obligations, or do we follow through with them?

Participant #3: I think homeland defense is the priority.
Participant #7: Right.

Participant #1: If we go forward with war, basically, we're betting on being able to back down
China and North Korea, right? And that's a thin bet.

Participant #5: Well, that's the bet of the United States. I mean, alternative is surrender.
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Participant #7: I would say it is our current bet.

Participant #5: Our alternative is saying in the United States, we don't think we have enough
stuff to beat that stare down China, so our recommendation is to surrender, and we'll take care
of our humanitarian problem, and you guys can all fight Taiwan all by yourself. That’s contrary
to our legal requirements, which we have signed into law as a treaty.

Participant #6: I'm looking at the treaty, and my understanding is that the legal obligation is
with respect to armed attacks on territories under the control of Japan. We have not made a
determination that there's been an armed attack against Japan, so the mutual defense treaty has
not been triggered at this point. The use of U.S. bases is then controlled by separate Status of
Forces agreements and basing agreements, which I'm pretty confident do not give the U.S. the
unilateral right to conduct offensive operations not related to the mutual defense treaty, because
that automatically brings Japan into an armed conflict as a cobelligerent without its consent.
There is a bit of a middle road here, which would be saying that we will support up to a certain
line, but we are not going to entangle ourselves at this stage in the armed conflict, unless and
until Japan is made the subject of attack.

Participant #4: Very good. Now it's clear. Then, can I ask a question—because of the current
crisis within Japan, if the Japanese government officially rejects the U.S. request to mobilize all
our forces, is that is that a breach of the U.S. Japan treaty?

Facilitator: The gameplay time is over, so now it's just time to work on the questions, if that's
okay with everyone.

Participant #4: Sounds good. Once my question is answered, we can move on.

Participant #6: My answer would be no. [ mean, I honestly, it's a very complex question, and I'd
want to look at it. I’d want to think about it more—and these are things that I'm sure have been
thought through—but as a general matter, again, the treaty is about attacks on Japan. That's
what the mutual defense treaty is about.

Participant #4: Good. Thank you.

Participant #5: The attack on South Korea was designed by the North Koreans to release
radiological material, not just on South Korea, but on Japan as a means to intimidate us.

Participant #6: That’s an assumption.

Participant #4: Hold on. If I have to make a judgment right now as the Prime Minister, I will
reject the request from United States, because Japan does not believe this constitutes an attack
on Japan. This is still within the treaty. We have to protect ourselves first, but we are happy to
cooperate with United States as long as it will not interfere with the Japanese domestic
operation. Does that makes sense?
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Participant #6: Yes, and I would simply add to that the Japanese Constitution has something to
say about this, because if it is not an attack, legally we cannot interfere.

Participant #4: Yeah. Great. Let’s go to the questions for the next 30 minutes.
Facilitator: Do you want me to send that as a message to the United States?

Participant #4: Yes please. This should be a public statement from the Japanese government to
the United States.

Participant #6: I would also note that the U.S. is invoking this with respect to Taiwan, not
North Korea.

Participant #1: That is a good point.

Reply sent to the U.S.: “Under the US/Japan treaty we can reject the request because we do not
consider this a direct military attack against Japan. However, we will cooperate with the U.S. to
the extent it does not impact our humanitarian crisis. Japanese military defense forces cannot be
engaged in offensive operations against foreign countries under our constitution. The U.S. is

invoking this with respect to Taiwan not North Korea.”

Participant #4: Okay. Thank you very much. We can move on to the briefing questions now.

Question Discussion

Is there anything that could have been done prior to the crisis to deter China’s and North
Korea’s various actions? Could China have been deterred from persuading the North to take
military action (including striking the Kori reactors)?

Participant #4: Any opinions?

Participant #5: If we told China that any attack from anywhere on a nuclear reactor will be
considered an attack with nuclear weapons, irrespective of how they attack the reactor, and we
have reserved the right to take proportionate response, I think that would deter them.
Participant #4: That's a strong statement.

Participant #6: Do we have nuclear capability?

Participant #4: No.

Participant #5: No, but we would ask America to do a proportionate response. We could use

our own conventional forces against North Korea, but if you consider it as a nuclear attack with
nuclear weapons, that does raise it to a very serious threshold in terms of our security.
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Participant #6: It certainly does, but I don't know that we can commit the United States to
vertical escalation.

Participant #5: It doesn't commit them. It says we reserve we have the right to do a
proportionate response, as if it had been a nuclear attack. If North Korea hits South Korea and
Japan with a nuclear weapon, we would call on the United States to help. The United States
could say, sorry, we're not in this game, we're not doing that. Understood. But the point is, this
is not just a reactor accident. It is not that some guy in North Korea accidentally launched a
missile and just happened to hit a reactor in South Korea that ended up with radiation all over
the place, let alone hitting a reactor in Japan.

Participant #4: However, in this case, we did not have any evidence of who did it. That's the
problem. We cannot respond to China and North Korea.

Participant #5: That is true, but we can say, if we can determine that that's the case, it would be
as if you hit us with a nuclear weapon. We're asking after the fact, could we have said anything
to deter them? I don't see anything else, except for to say that we would reserve the right to
have a retaliatory military action commensurate with what you did.

Participant #4: How about, without naming any country at this moment, we can propose an
international agreement not to attack any nuclear facility in operation, even during military
conflict. I think we have to protect any nuclear facilities under military attack. In addition to the
current additional protocol of international humanitarian law, we can propose an international
agreement not to attack any nuclear facilities under any circumstances.

Facilitator: Control just said that they want to send the plenary 10 minutes earlier, so we only
have 10 minutes to finish the rest of the question.

Participant #4: My goodness.
Participant #5: Okay.

Participant #4: I don't like to just name North Korea and China before this attack. I think should
we just propose that any country in the world should not attack any nuclear facilities under any
circumstances.

Participant #5: Right, but you have to say something more than just, “Please don’t attack a
power plant.” The question is, what could we have done to persuade them not to attack—that is
a question of deterrence. I was laying out that the deterrent thing is, if you attack a nuclear
power plant, it is as if you attacked us with nuclear weapons, because that power plant can
blow up, and it would be just as if the nuclear weapon had gone off and where the reactor is. If
you don't want to mention North Korea and China, I understand that, but I think we should say
that for any country that attacks one of our nuclear reactors, that attack will be viewed as if it
was an attack with a nuclear weapon. That was what [ was trying to get on the table.

Participant #4: I see. What does the team think?
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Participant #1: I can go with that, and we should move on.

Participant #4: So, any attack against nuclear facilities can be considered as an attack by
nuclear weapons.

Participant #2: Technically, from a technical perspective, it's a different impact, but politically,
it's considered similar because of the millions of evacuees that can happen, and the economic
damage. So, I think we should acknowledge that it is not a nuclear weapon itself, but I think
that can still be a good answer to the question.

Participant #4: I think current international humanitarian law says that any attack causing any
humanitarian consequence against general citizens has to be prohibited. Even under
international law, if this is a military attack, it's against international law.

Participant #6: Well, it's not quite that straightforward, but it's okay. I think it's fine to say that
we will consider any attack on a nuclear facility to be the equivalent of a nuclear strike.

Participant #4: Okay.

Participant #6: I don't know that it does a whole lot, because we don't have the capability to
respond in kind.

Participant #4: Yeah. Okay. Next question.

How did your team respond to the radiological releases? Is there anything Japan, South Korea,
or the U.S. should have done prior to the crisis to reduce either the probability of a
radiological release and/or the consequences of such a release?

Participant #1: We released public announcements ordering the public to shelter in place, and
we organized evacuation efforts.

Participant #4: You are right, yes. Within Japan, we are negotiating currently the local
governments to accept the refugees from the contaminant areas. Maybe we should start talking
about international cooperation to accept evacuees from the heavily contaminated areas,
something like that.

Participant #5: You could also have some kind of regional agreement among all states that are
not parties to any such attack insofar as the protocol we implement as soon as there's such an
attack. People can back out, but if there were a plan in place what would reassure the public in
case something like this happens. We do know what we can do.

Participant #1: I agree.
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Participant #5: Someone may attack a South Korean reactor, thinking that the air just going to
blow it over to Japan and South Korea. What if it blows back under North Korea or China?

Participant #2: Right. Having an international consensus on that impact could be good.
Participant #5: My point was regional. Being attacked in South Korea is not necessarily going
to be a problem for India, but a power plant in Pakistan that might be attacked by, domestic
rebels, that is a big problem for India as well as China.

Participant #4: Okay. Let’s look at the second half of the question.

Participant #3: Was there interest after Fukushima for directing or incentivizing citizens to
prepare to shelter in place for future events like that?

Participant #4: Right now, in Japan?
Participant #3: Yeah. After Fukushima, was there kind of more interest in being able to shelter
in place or have in place recovery—maybe FEMA or civil defense style—for nuclear power

plant problems?

Participant #4: Not really. Some people have proposed this, yes, but it has not gained a lot of
traction.

Participant #3: I guess I'm asking if people have turned into preppers after Fukushima.
Participant #5: Please find me Italian restaurants in Potomac, Maryland.

Participant #4: Some private citizens have a built shelters, but not the government. There is a
discussion going on, but shelters are a bit of a sensitive subject.

Facilitators: Just a heads up, we only have three minutes left.
Participant #4: My goodness. Okay, let’s look at the second half of this question.

Participant #2: Why doesn't South Korea have anti-drone capabilities? It's just a drone that did
the first one.

Participant #4: Yeah.

Participant #2: I won't fight the scenario, but it's a little, in my belief, unrealistic to have just
simple drones causing a huge spent fuel pool fire.

Participant #4: Yeah.

Participant #3: Most police departments have drone defense.
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Participant #2: I asked about that during touring a South Korean power plant once—why don't
you have military defense? And then someone said, like, oh, what makes you think they don't?
So, maybe they actually have better military defense and could be able to defend against such a
drone attack. But, we don't know, and in this scenario, they didn't, so it does not matter.

Participant #4: I think you're right that we have to enhance the security of the nuclear power
plants or nuclear facilities against drones, cyber attacks, and any other types of attacks. I think
we should be prepared more. Definitely, we should discuss how to enhance the physical
security of nuclear facilities against any potential attack from either terrorists or military forces.

Participant #2: Right.
Participant #8: Might I propose that intelligence services should also be involved?
Participant #4: Yes.

Participant #8: There was obviously some unrest, and premeditated planning for this, and
intelligence would have mitigated the problem.

Facilitator: We only have one minute left and a bunch of unanswered questions, so we should
try to get something down where we can.

How, if at all, could having a formal multilateral Asian alliance or adjusting the terms of
existing alliances have helped deal with this crisis? What, if anything, should have been done
militarily and in the way of passive and active defenses of nuclear facilities prior to the crisis to
fortify South Korea and Japan against attack?

Participant #1: An idea for U.S. policy from early on is that any use of nuclear weapons by any
country will receive a nuclear response on that country for the U.S.

Participant #2: we kind of answered the second half of this early on—it’s kind of related to the
previous question.

Participant #6: Other than hardening the facilities, what are you going to do? The facilities are
where they are. They're not movable. You have to really deal with a plan for mitigating strikes
on them.

Participant #5: You have to have air and missile defenses. The question is, someone could
launch a bazooka, could launch a series of RPGs. I know in this country, when President Nixon
was president, he asked the regulatory folks to do a sled test of taking an airplane and flying it
into the dome of a nuclear power plant, and the result was the plane blew up, not the power
plant. Unfortunately, that had the impact of people then saying, oh, they must be safe, don't
worry about it.
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Participant #4: Thank you very much for your help, everybody. I don't think I can answer the
unanswered questions in time, so anyone can jump in any time after my presentation with your
own opinions during the debrief.
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