
Daily Escalation Risk Assessment 
Escalation Risk Assessment under Framework v7.0 

Abu Dhabi | 9 April 2026 | 11:40 GST 
Day 41 of the conflict 
Reference point: Two-week ceasefire announced approximately 34 hours earlier. 
Assessment classification: Confidential | Personal decision tool 

A ceasefire that keeps changing shape does not remove risk. It relocates it. 

Executive Summary 

Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary. Confidence: Medium. 

The core judgment at 11:40 GST on Thursday 9 April is that the household remains in Level 
B at the upper boundary. The ceasefire has survived longer than the pre-deadline crisis 
logic allowed for on 7 April, and that matters. The United States has not resumed the full 
offensive campaign it had threatened before the deadline. The diplomatic track to 
Islamabad remains alive. But the agreement is still too ambiguous, too partial, and too 
weakly enforced to count as a reliable protective fact for Abu Dhabi. 

The most important change since last night is not a clean de-escalation. It is clearer 
evidence of split stability. 

On the US-Iran bilateral axis, the truce still appears to be holding. On the Hormuz axis, 
passage remains conditional, controlled, and coercive rather than normalised. On the 
Israel-Lebanon axis, the ceasefire remains visibly disputed and destabilising. On the 
institutional axis in Washington, there is political friction but still no durable institutional 
control. 

That means the risk has not returned to a pre-war or even stable post-ceasefire condition. 
It has moved into a more ambiguous phase in which the probability of immediate vertical 
escalation is lower than on 7 April at 22:00, but the probability of renewed deterioration 
remains materially high because the agreement has too many unresolved fault lines. 

What changed since the 22:00 GST assessment 

Three developments matter most. 

First, the dispute over Lebanon has become more explicit. Public reporting now converges 
on a direct contradiction. Washington says Lebanon was not part of the ceasefire. France 
says it must be. Iran appears to treat it as part of the broader bargain. Israeli strikes there 
continue to function as a live re-escalation channel. The ceasefire is therefore not merely 
fragile. It is structurally incomplete. 



Second, the picture around Hormuz is clearer, and not in a reassuring way. Some ship 
movement has occurred, but shipping companies are still seeking clarity before treating 
the Strait as operationally normal. Passage is being described as dependent on Iranian 
coordination and subject to warnings or restrictions. In strategic terms, the Strait has not 
reopened as a neutral artery. It has reopened, where it has reopened at all, as a managed 
control point. 

Third, the Congressional brake has shown more visible activity but still not enough to be 
treated as recovered. Senate Democrats are pushing a resolution to curb Trump’s Iran war 
powers. That matters politically. It does not yet amount to a binding institutional limit. The 
25th Amendment discussion remains a symptom of stress, not a brake in motion. The 
same logic applies now as last night: action outranks narrative. 

Ceasefire status by axis 

1. US-Iran bilateral axis 

Status: Holding, but explicitly fragile 

The bilateral truce still appears intact. Vance publicly described it as a fragile truce, which 
is analytically useful because it strips away the victory language and leaves the right 
category: a temporary arrangement whose continuation depends on immediate behaviour, 
not on trust. At this hour there is still no public evidence that the United States has 
restarted the broad offensive air campaign threatened before the deadline. 

This axis is the main reason the level remains B rather than moving back toward C. 

2. Hormuz axis 

Status: Partially functional, strategically coercive 

Ship movement and renewed commercial interest are positive signals. They matter 
because they show the ceasefire has some operational content. But the bigger fact is 
unchanged: maritime actors still lack confidence, traffic remains limited, and Iran retains 
the political ability to tighten or selectively permit transit. This is not restored normality. It 
is controlled passage under coercive conditions. 

For the framework, this matters in two ways. It prevents a move toward Level A, because 
the Strait is not genuinely normalised. It also prevents a return to pre-deadline panic, 
because at least some practical de-escalation has occurred. 

3. Iran-Gulf axis 

Status: Still not fully verified as safe for Abu Dhabi 

This remains the hardest axis to score with confidence because the available public 
reporting is still uneven. What matters for the household is not the existence of a press 
release, but whether a sustained stop in attacks affecting the UAE has now been 



demonstrated. At 11:40 GST, that still has not been verified for long enough to justify relief. 
The household cannot yet score the 48-hour quiet test as passed. 

This axis remains the main reason the level does not move down toward A. 

4. Israel-Lebanon axis 

Status: Live fracture line 

Lebanon is now one of the clearest indicators that the ceasefire’s scope is structurally 
contested. Israeli attacks there have continued. Washington says Lebanon is outside the 
agreement. European actors argue the opposite. Iran treats it as linked to the broader 
bargain. This means a major escalation pathway remains active without either Washington 
or Tehran needing to formally renounce the truce. 

That is strategically dangerous because it allows the agreement to unravel through the side 
door. 

Framework assessment 

Layer 0: Personal context 

Exit-cost profile: High 

Unchanged. One partner holds a senior, trust-based role in Abu Dhabi’s financial sector. 
The absence of deep housing or asset commitments lowers logistical friction, but not 
professional cost. The framework’s relevant test is not ease of movement. It is the cost to 
career trajectory, trust, income continuity, and future optionality. That remains high. 

Layer 1: Structural preconditions 

1. Conventional impasse: YES, medium confidence 
The ceasefire freezes the impasse. It does not resolve it. No side has converted military 
action into a durable political result. 

2. Political exit closed: WATCH, medium confidence 
This remains improved from 7 April. A political pathway exists. But it is narrow, fragile, and 
dependent on disputed terms. 

3. Deal structure destroyed: WATCH, medium confidence 
The deal structure is no longer destroyed in the way it appeared during the 7 April deadline 
crisis. There is a venue, a negotiation date, and active interlocutors. But the structure 
remains incomplete and unstable because public interpretations still conflict on scope, 
conditions, and sequencing. 

4. Continuation produces no different result: YES, medium confidence 
The ceasefire was produced by political intervention, not by military breakthrough. The 
underlying strategic stalemate remains intact beneath the pause. 



5. Iran’s conventional capacity intact: YES, high confidence 
This remains positive. Nothing in the latest reporting suggests that Iran’s missile, drone, or 
maritime coercion capacity has been structurally disabled. 

6. Material US combat fatalities: NO, high confidence 
No evidence that the threshold has been crossed. 

Layer 1 summary: indicators 1, 4, and 5 remain clearly positive. Indicators 2 and 3 remain 
in watch-status. Indicator 6 remains negative. The structural trap has softened from the 7 
April deadline peak, but it has not been broken. 

Layer 2: Institutional brakes 

Congress: Failed 
Congress is producing more noise and more procedural activity than earlier in the week. 
But concern is not the same as a brake. Senate Democrats are moving again on war 
powers. No binding institutional constraint has yet passed, no durable bipartisan coalition 
has formed, and the executive still retains wide practical room for action. Under the 
framework’s evidence discipline, this remains failed restraint. 

Pentagon: Degraded 
The Pentagon remains degraded rather than failed because the feared full post-deadline 
infrastructure campaign was not launched and the ceasefire order was transmitted. But 
there is still no visible durable senior-level restraining behaviour strong enough to count as 
a true institutional brake. 

Facilitators: Degraded 
Pakistan and other mediators still sustain a process, and talks remain on track. This 
remains the only brake with genuine forward motion. But the process still produces too 
little clarity and too little enforcement to count as control. 

Coalition partners: Degraded 
External actors continue to support de-escalation rhetorically and pressure for broader 
regional inclusion, especially around Lebanon. But they do not yet provide a meaningful 
enforcement architecture or a credible outer boundary on escalation. 

Layer 2 summary: 1 Failed, 3 Degraded, 0 OK. The brakes have not recovered 
institutionally. They are producing friction, not control. 

Layer 3: Threshold events and direct precursors 

3a. Nuclear-adjacent rhetoric: LATENT / CONDITIONALLY REACTIVATABLE 
The 7 April infrastructure-destruction threat has not been repeated, but neither has it been 
credibly withdrawn, institutionally constrained, or operationally disarmed. In that sense, 
the rhetoric itself has decayed, but the escalation option it declared has not. If the 
ceasefire fragments or the diplomatic track collapses, the previously stated threat can 
reactivate without needing to be restated. 



3b. Explicit nuclear rhetoric: NO 
No explicit nuclear threat has fired. 

Fresh insider warnings: MIXED 
The picture is no longer one of a single fresh warning. It is one of insufficient calm. Some 
signals have improved. Others remain too ambiguous to let the system downshift. 

Nuclear facility indicator: AMBER 
No evidence of reactor or fuel-storage damage. Bushehr remains a background amber risk, 
not an active trigger. 

Pattern break: MIXED 
The ceasefire produced a real positive pattern break on the bilateral axis. But because 3a 
remains latent rather than fully decayed, and because the wider regional picture remains 
inconsistent, that break cannot yet be treated as durable stabilisation. 

Institutional-actor exits (8a): MONITORING 
Still relevant, but no clearly new nuclear-domain exit signal dominates the current picture. 

Layer 4: Kahn placement 

Current rung: 15–16 
Previous rung: 15–16 
Next rung: 17–19 if talks fragment or Lebanon/Hormuz destabilises further 

The crisis remains below the extreme pre-deadline pressure of 7 April, but it has not 
stepped off the ladder. The best description now is a barely controlled ceasefire with live 
regional fracture lines. The system has moved down the ladder on the bilateral axis and 
remained unstable on the regional axis. 

Institutional brakes: current status in plain language 

This is the clearest political answer at 11:40 GST. 

The 25th Amendment discussion still matters as a stress signal, not as a working 
constitutional brake. There is no visible sign that Vance and a majority of the cabinet are 
moving toward removal. In framework terms, it is not a brake. It is a symptom. 

In Congress and the Senate, the same discipline applies. Expressions of concern, 
renewed war-powers activity, and visible discomfort with Trump’s conduct matter 
politically. But action outranks narrative. Until those signals become a binding vote, a 
durable coalition, or a credible institutional limit on executive freedom of action, they 
should not be overweighted. 

That means the US political system is producing friction and some delay pressure, but not 
yet reliable control. 



Resulting level and action 

Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary 
Confidence: Medium 

The level remains B because the household’s actual risk environment has not yet earned a 
move down to A. 

It is important to compare today correctly with the 7 April deadline crisis. The situation is 
less binary than it was then, because the immediate six-hour escalation trap has passed. 
But it is not meaningfully safer in a durable sense. The current danger is no longer 
concentrated in a hard deadline. It is distributed across unresolved scope, weak brakes, a 
coercive Hormuz regime, a live Lebanon fracture line, and a previously declared 
infrastructure-escalation option that remains latent even without being restated. 

So the level does not move back toward C because the specific pre-deadline vertical 
escalation window has passed and no hard Layer 3 trigger has fired. But neither does it 
relax toward A, because the current instability is political, operational, and only weakly 
constrained. 

What would change the level this afternoon or tonight 

A move toward A would require four things, not one: a sustained stop in attacks affecting 
the UAE, visibly continued vessel movement through Hormuz, confirmation that the 
Islamabad talks remain on track with no public rupture, and evidence that at least one 
institutional brake is not merely speaking but constraining. 

A move back toward C would require renewed deterioration in one of four forms: explicit 
nuclear rhetoric, confirmed Bushehr reactor or fuel-storage damage, a visible collapse of 
the diplomatic track combined with renewed large-scale regional attacks, or a renewed 
breakdown of the institutional brakes in Washington. The threshold for that deterioration is 
lower than it would otherwise be, because 3a is not fully gone. It remains latent and can 
reactivate by implication if the ceasefire breaks. 

Action note for the household 

Maintain the current Level B posture. 

Do not demobilise. 
Do not release bookings. 
Do not treat AUH or DXB as the primary fallback if the city’s risk picture worsens suddenly. 
Keep Muscat planning live. 

The reason is simple. The current problem is no longer only escalation. It is ambiguity 
without reliable control. A ceasefire with disputed scope can fail more quietly than a 
deadline crisis, but for the household on the receiving end, the operational difference may 
be small. 



Action outranks narrative. A ceasefire claim matters less than whether missiles stop. 
Institutional concern matters less than whether institutions constrain. And a previously 
declared escalation option matters even if it is not repeated, so long as nothing credible 
has removed it from the table. Until that gap closes, readiness remains justified. 

Assessment Record 

Date / time: 9 April 2026 / 11:40 GST 
Layer 0: High 
Layer 1: 1 Y (Med); 2 Watch (Med); 3 Watch (Med); 4 Y (Med); 5 Y (High); 6 N (High) 
Layer 2: Congress Failed; Pentagon Degraded; Facilitators Degraded; Coalition Degraded; 
OK count 0; Failed count 1 
Layer 3: 3a Latent / Conditionally Reactivatable; 3b N; Fresh insider warnings Mixed; 
Nuclear facility Amber; Pattern break Mixed; 8a Monitoring 
Kahn: Current 15–16; next 17–19 if fragmentation worsens 
Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary 
Action taken: Maintain all Level B preparations and Muscat optionality 
Notes: The ceasefire remains politically real, operationally partial, and geographically 
uneven. The brakes have not recovered institutionally. That is enough to prevent relief. It is 
not enough to justify departure. 

Sources consulted 
• Escalation Risk Assessment Framework v7.0 
• T+18 Post-Ceasefire Assessment, 8 April 2026, 22:00 GST 
• Reuters reporting on 8 to 9 April 2026 concerning: 

o the fragile US-Iran truce 
o Vance’s public description of the ceasefire 
o the Islamabad talks track 
o Schumer’s Senate war-powers effort 
o Lebanon’s exclusion from the ceasefire according to Washington and Israel 
o commercial and political conditions around Strait of Hormuz transit 

• AP reporting on 8 to 9 April 2026 concerning: 
o the disputed scope and unclear terms of the ceasefire 
o Lebanon and Hormuz as live fault lines 
o the reversibility of Strait of Hormuz access 

• Prior assessment snapshots shared in this thread: 
o 7 April 2026, 16:30 GST 
o 7 April 2026, 22:00 GST 
o 8 April 2026, 10:00 GST 
o 8 April 2026, 16:00 GST 
o 8 April 2026, 22:00 GST 



Source note 

This assessment builds on the 8 April 22:00 report and incorporates the latest public 
reporting on 9 April concerning Lebanon’s disputed place in the ceasefire, the current 
status of the Strait of Hormuz, Senate war-powers activity, and the ongoing fragility of the 
truce. 
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