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The ceasefire exists politically. The escalation architecture remains in place. 

Executive Summary 

Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary. Momentum: Rising. Confidence: Medium-
High. 

The core judgment at 08:00 GST is that the household remains in Level B at the upper 
boundary, but with a clearer upward bias than in the prior assessment. The reason is not a 
single new trigger event. It is the convergence of three developments that materially 
worsen the structure beneath the ceasefire. 

First, the bilateral truce has not unwound the forward military posture that created the 
trap. Senior American commentary and reporting continue to point to a ceasefire without 
visible geographic rollback of the strike architecture. That matters because a pause 
without force separation is not a stable off-ramp. It is a temporary halt inside an 
unchanged coercive structure. 

Second, Iran’s new Supreme Leader has now publicly set a harder line before talks begin. 
Mojtaba Khamenei’s statement matters not because rhetoric alone changes the level, but 
because the speaker does. He is now the system’s highest religious and political authority. 
His language on revenge, compensation, and a “new phase” for Hormuz narrows the room 
for genuine settlement and confirms that Tehran is treating the ceasefire as an instrument 
of leverage, not as an end-state. 

Third, the Strait of Hormuz remains restricted, conditional, and politically controlled. A 
partial reopening under Iranian terms is not normalization. It is managed passage inside a 
coercive framework. This leaves the core control point of the war intact. 

What changed since the prior assessment 

Four developments matter most. 

1. The talks are alive, but the deal space appears narrower, not wider. Reliable 
reporting indicates that US-Iran talks remain scheduled in Pakistan, but the 
underlying positions remain materially incompatible. Iran continues to seek 
compensation, protection from renewed attack, and continued leverage around 
Hormuz and its nuclear posture. The United States continues to frame the ceasefire 
as a victory and continues to speak as though re-compliance can still be 
compelled. The structure of disagreement has not softened. 



2. Mojtaba Khamenei has moved from silent successor to public line-setter. This is 
analytically significant. The first public statement after the 40-day mourning period 
for his father was not conciliatory consolidation language. It was regime-hardening 
language. That does not trigger Level C by itself. But it does reduce confidence in a 
rapid move toward Level A. 

3. Hormuz remains a live coercive mechanism. Reporting indicates only limited vessel 
passage, discussion of caps on traffic, and continued Iranian claims to regulate 
movement. Even where passage resumes, it is not free passage in the pre-war 
sense. The strategic fact is unchanged: Iran still holds the choke point as leverage. 

4. Lebanon continues to strain the ceasefire from outside and inside. Israel’s 
continued operations there, and the unresolved dispute over whether Lebanon is 
within the ceasefire logic, preserve an active path for rapid deterioration. The talks 
may proceed, but they do so under fire, not after fire. 

Ceasefire status by axis 

1. US-Iran bilateral axis Status: Holding, but structurally fragile The pause still exists at 
the bilateral level. But there is no strong evidence yet that the military architecture 
behind the deadline crisis has been dismantled. A ceasefire without visible rollback 
remains reversible by design. 

2. Hormuz axis Status: Partially open, politically controlled This axis remains the most 
important control point in the system. Limited passage has resumed, but under 
Iranian conditions and with continuing uncertainty. This is not a return to normal 
maritime order. 

3. Iran-Gulf axis Status: No longer in active strike phase, but not yet a protective fact 
The immediate operational picture is improved relative to the 16:00 GST 
assessment on 8 April because the large same-day UAE attack pattern has not 
repeated. But the verified quiet period is still too short, and the coercive structure 
around the Gulf remains intact. The ceasefire has not yet matured into a reliable 
protective condition for Abu Dhabi. 

4. Israel-Lebanon axis Status: Active destabiliser This remains the principal fracture 
line through which the ceasefire can fail without a formal US-Iran collapse. 
Continued Israeli action in Lebanon and open disagreement over whether Lebanon 
is covered by the ceasefire preserve a live escalation channel. 

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 framework therefore continues to 
require stronger evidence for voluntary departure below Level C. 

Layer 1: Structural preconditions 



1. Conventional impasse confirmed: YES, medium confidence The ceasefire pauses 
active exchange but does not resolve the strategic problem underneath it. No side 
has converted military action into a durable political outcome. 

2. Political exit closed: WATCH, medium confidence The diplomatic pathway exists, 
so this cannot be scored hard positive. But the pathway remains narrow, contested, 
and vulnerable. 

3. Deal structure destroyed: WATCH, medium confidence A channel still exists, and 
talks are scheduled. But Mojtaba Khamenei’s public line, US demands on enriched 
uranium, and unresolved disagreement over Lebanon and Hormuz all indicate that 
the structure is weak rather than functional. 

4. Continuation produces no different result: YES, medium confidence The underlying 
strategic pattern still points to stalemate beneath the pause. The ceasefire 
interrupts activity. It does not yet alter the conflict logic. 

5. Iran’s conventional capacity intact: YES, high confidence This remains positive. 
Even after sustained bombardment, Iran retains enough military and strategic 
capacity to preserve coercive leverage through Hormuz, missile and drone 
production, and regional pressure pathways. 

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

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

Layer 2: Institutional brakes 

Congress: Failed There is still visible concern and procedural dissent, but no binding or 
credible institutional brake is advancing. Political discomfort is not yet constraint. 

Pentagon: Degraded No evidence of a durable institutional move toward structural 
restraint. The strike posture may be paused, but not clearly unwound. 

Facilitators: Degraded Talks remain scheduled and mediation still exists. But the effective 
room for compromise appears narrower after Mojtaba Khamenei’s statement and the 
unresolved Lebanon/Hormuz disputes. 

Coalition partners: Degraded European and regional voices are pressing for restraint and 
wider ceasefire scope, especially on Lebanon and maritime passage. But none are yet 
imposing a meaningful operational constraint. 

Layer 2 summary: 1 Failed, 3 Degraded, 0 OK. The brakes remain weak. None have 
recovered to functioning institutional control. 



Layer 3: Threshold events and direct precursors 

3a. Nuclear-adjacent rhetoric: ACTIVE, medium confidence This is not driven only by 
Trump’s earlier language anymore. It is reinforced by the post-succession Iranian line. 
Mojtaba Khamenei’s public hardening on revenge, compensation, and Hormuz does not 
constitute explicit nuclear rhetoric, but it does strengthen the sense that the conflict is 
now operating closer to the edge where conventional and nuclear incentives begin to mix. 

3b. Explicit nuclear rhetoric: NO, medium confidence No direct operational nuclear threat 
by a head of state or credible public confirmation of strike-option discussion meeting the 
strict test. 

Fresh insider warning signals: MIXED / MONITORING No clearly new or widened warning 
signal sufficient to trigger Level C through the override path. 

Nuclear facility indicator: AMBER No public confirmation of reactor or fuel-storage 
damage. Previous proximity-based concern remains relevant background. 

Pattern break in Iran’s attacks: NEGATIVE to MIXED The ceasefire did interrupt the large 
immediate attack pattern. But because the political structure remains contested and 
Hormuz remains controlled, the break still cannot be read as durable normalization. 

Institutional-actor exits (8a): MONITORING Still relevant, but no new nuclear-domain 
institutional exit signal dominates this morning’s assessment. 

Layer 4: Kahn placement 

Current rung: 15–16 Previous rung: 15–16 Next rung: 17–18 if talks narrow further and a 
fresh operational deterioration follows 

The system remains below the acute pre-deadline pressure of 7 April, but it has not 
stepped down in a meaningful strategic sense. The best description at 08:00 GST is a 
fragile pause inside an unresolved escalation structure. The current rung remains inside 
the zone where the crisis is under a clear nuclear shadow, even without direct nuclear use. 

Resulting level and action 

Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary Momentum: Rising Confidence: Medium-High 

The level does not move to C because no hard Level C trigger has fired. There is no explicit 
nuclear rhetoric meeting the framework’s strict definition, no widened insider warning 
combination, and no nuclear-facility event sufficient to trigger the override rules. 

The level also does not move down, because the ceasefire has not yet become a protective 
fact. Talks remain live but weak. Hormuz remains restricted. Lebanon remains an active 
destabilizer. The new Supreme Leader has publicly tightened Iran’s negotiating posture 
before the talks even begin. Those conditions do not justify demobilisation. 

What would change the level 



A move toward A would require more than the talks merely taking place. It would require 
three things together: sustained verified quiet on the Gulf axis, visible continued passage 
through Hormuz toward something closer to normalization, and evidence that at least one 
institutional brake has improved from Degraded to OK. 

A move toward C would require one of four developments. First, explicit nuclear rhetoric. 
Second, a collapse of talks or ceasefire discipline followed by renewed large-scale 
regional attacks, especially on the Gulf axis. Third, new or materially widened insider 
warning signals combined with further deterioration in brakes or rhetoric. Fourth, fresh 
deterioration around nuclear facilities that combines Amber status with stronger Layer 3 
escalation. 

Action note for the household 

Maintain full Level B posture. 

Do not demobilise. Do not cancel flight optionality. Keep Muscat routing live. Keep 
employer communication prepared but measured. 

The current danger is no longer concentrated in a single deadline window. It lies in a 
weaker but more persistent condition: a ceasefire that reduces immediate fire but leaves 
the strategic architecture of escalation intact. 

Assessment Record 

Date / time: 10 April 2026 / 08:00 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 Active (Med); 3b N (Med); Fresh insider Mixed/Monitoring; Nuclear facility Amber; 
Pattern break Negative/Mixed; 8a Monitoring Kahn: Current 15–16; next 17–18 if talks 
narrow and operational deterioration follows Resulting level: B (Prepare), upper boundary 
Momentum: Rising Action taken: Maintain all Level B preparations and Muscat optionality 
Notes: The level is carried less by immediate attacks than by structural convergence. The 
ceasefire has reduced fire, but it has not yet dismantled the incentives, control points, or 
rhetoric that could produce renewed escalation. 

Source note 

This assessment is based on Framework v7.0, the prior assessments, current reporting 
from Reuters and AP on Hormuz traffic, Lebanon’s continued destabilizing role, and the 
surviving diplomatic track, as well as official US framing of the ceasefire and Iranian public 
messaging as of 10 April 2026 08:00 GST. 


