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This paper advances a hard thesis: that recent U.S. and allied postures toward Iran and
Venezuela are best explained by a concealed objective—use of war and seizure to harness those
countries’ in-ground hydrocarbons as a lever for U.S. debt relief. We proceed as if the thesis is
correct, and we develop the legal, military, financial, and logistical architecture that would make
it operational. The aim is not to litigate morality but to show internal coherence: how narratives
(narcotics interdiction in Venezuela, existential nuclear peril from Iran) can serve as enabling
frames for a resource-seizure program; how domestic authorities (IEEPA, forfeiture, emergency
powers) and lawfare against state-owned enterprises could be extended to claim beneficial
control of subsurface estates; how force packages would be tailored to fields, flow stations,
upgraders, and terminals; how buyers, insurance, and shipping could be corralled into compliant
channels; and how cash flows could be routed to a Treasury-adjacent vehicle to symbolize “debt
pay-down.” We map indicators that should appear in the plumbing—orders, dockets, AlS, tariffs,
forfeiture receipts—if the thesis is live. Treat this as a structured hypothesis: a complete,
testable blueprint whose predictions can be verified or falsified in the public record, the ledgers,
and the logistics.
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1. Thesis and Scope

1.1 Proposition: war + seizure of Iranian/Venezuelan hydrocarbons as a de facto debt
instrument

We posit that U.S. grand strategy has converged on a simple, if extra-legal, calculus: use armed
coercion and allied pressure to obtain beneficial control over Iranian and Venezuelan
hydrocarbon flows, then route resulting cash or cash-equivalents into structures framed as
“debt reduction.” The central claim is instrumental, not moral: hydrocarbons are treated as a
balancing asset for an otherwise unmanageable federal balance sheet, with public justifications
(counter-narcotics in Venezuela; existential nuclear threat in Iran) functioning as political
catalysts rather than true causes.

Key premises:

o Liquidity at scale: Oil flows can be monetized quickly via compliant buyers, shadow
shipping, and insurer carve-outs; even partial capture moves symbolic debt narratives.

¢ Narrative priming: Security frames convert resource capture into “self-defense,”
lowering domestic and allied veto costs.

o Lawfare overlay: Domestic emergency powers and foreign-sovereign litigation provide a
veneer for extracting value from state-owned enterprises and cargoes while the physical
system is coerced.

Deliverable of this paper: a minimal, internally consistent blueprint showing how such a
program could function end-to-end.

1.2 What “seizure” means (beneficial control vs formal title)
We deliberately separate beneficial control from formal title:

e Formal title (de jure ownership): Transfer of subsurface estates through treaty,
annexation, or recognized conveyance. This is diplomatically explosive and legally brittle.

o Beneficial control (de facto appropriation): The aggressor dictates production cadence,
allocates liftings, sets discounts, controls terminal access, and captures margins via
tariffs, forfeiture, escrow, or SPVs—without ever perfecting title.

In practice, beneficial control suffices because:

¢ Cash settles politics: Netbacks routed through friendly intermediaries achieve the fiscal
objective even if paperwork is contested.



Denial costs are high: Sabotage or legal protest can slow flows, but a persistent security
presence at nodes (upgraders, terminals, pumping stations) shapes outcomes.

Layered plausibility: Courts can process cargoes, receivables, or affiliate shares
(downstream) while militaries guard upstream chokepoints. The ledger reflects control
long before any land registry changes.

Operational indicators of beneficial control:

Export windows open only to coalition-licensed buyers.
Price realizations exhibit a stable, policy-driven discount band.

Insurance, finance, and documentation funnel through designated channels tied to a
debt-reduction narrative.

1.3 Method: assume correctness; build the minimum viable architecture

We proceed by constructive design: assume the thesis is true, then specify the smallest working

system that could deliver it. The goal is not maximal realism but minimal sufficiency—the

leanest combination of legal instruments, force posture, industrial plumbing, and financial

routing required to convert barrels into politically salient “debt relief.”

Method steps:

1.

Define control surfaces. Identify the fewest assets to hold for leverage: specific
terminals (e.g., single-point moorings), upgraders/hydrogen units, grid interconnects,
and marine approaches.

Select legal rails. Combine emergency powers, expanded forfeiture theories, and SOE
veil-piercing so that cargoes, receivables, and affiliate equity can be captured or
steered, even if subsurface title remains with the sovereign.

Engineer buyer compliance. Pre-clear a roster of buyers, insurers, and ship managers
who accept the program’s legal theory in exchange for discounts and safe-passage
assurances.

Build the cash pipe. Establish an SPV or Treasury-adjacent account with transparent
intake from tariffs/forfeitures/penalties and from “authorized liftings,” publicly labeled
as Debt Reduction Receipts.

Harden operations. Field a security overlay: air/maritime denial, counter-sabotage
teams, spares and corrosion control, and rapid-repair capacity to keep decline and
downtime within modeled bands.



6. Stabilize the story. Sustain the narcotics/terror or existential-threat narratives to
maintain domestic and allied consent; synchronize legal filings, interdictions, and “wins”
with budget cycles.

7. Instrument for verification. Publish falsifiable indicators—new EOs, docket expansions,
AlS patterns, insurer circulars, auction notices, and monthly receipts—to demonstrate
internal coherence and allow external auditing.

Evaluation criteria:
¢ Cash conversion ratio: proportion of modeled field output arriving as auditable receipts.
o Discount stability: persistence of the policy-driven spread vs Brent/Dubai.
e Friction costs: security + opex + sanctions drag vs captured margin.
e Legal survivability: ability to withstand injunctions while maintaining flows.

This architecture, if even partially realized, would validate the proposition in practice: you do
not need deeds to the reservoirs; you need continuity of cash-yielding control over the
hydrocarbon system and the paperwork that monetizes it.

2. Debt Arithmetic and Reserve Valuations (Order-of-Magnitude)
2.1 Reserve baselines (bn bbl) and benchmark price anchor

e Reserves (end-2024, OPEC ASB 2025): Venezuela = 303.2 bn bbl, Iran = 208.6 bn bbl.
OPEC Publications+1

e Price anchor (spot): Brent = $65.7/bbl on Oct 2, 2025 (Reuters front-month). Reuters
Gross “price x barrels” snapshot (not a cashflow):

e Venezuela: 303.2 bn x $65.7 = $19.9 T.

e lran:208.6 bn x $65.7 ~ $13.7 T.

e Combined ~$33.6T.
This is a static yardstick; realizable value depends on discounts, costs, decline, and time.


https://publications.opec.org/asb/about/2600?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/oil-rebounds-16-week-lows-prospects-tighter-russian-crude-sanctions-2025-10-02/?utm_source=chatgpt.com

2.2 Gross value vs. realizable netback after discounts, opex/capex, security
Market discounts (illustrative, recent prints):

e Venezuela Merey-16 (extra-heavy, ~16° API): typically =$5 to -$12/bbl vs Brent
depending on sanctions/logistics; individual prints show ~-$5.3 to —=$10/bbl this year.
S&P Global+2Argus Media+2

e Iranian crudes to China: -$3 to -$8/bbl vs Brent in 2025, fluctuating with sanctions risk,
inventory, and “shadow fleet” constraints. Reuters+2Reuters+2

Cost stack (order-of-magnitude):

e Lift/operate & keep running (power, water, diluent/upgrader support for Orinoco;
maintenance/spares): mid-teens per barrel in many heavy-oil settings; analyses for
Venezuela’s system imply high O&M and diluent needs. U.S. Energy Information

Administration+1

e Capex sustaining (restarts, repairs, corrosion control, upgrader/SCADA fixes): can pencil
= $10-15/bbl over reserves developed in older studies and industry briefs. EPRINC

e Security/insurance/logistics drag under sanctions/interdiction (convoys, war-risk
premia, AlS-compliant tonnage): variable; assume a few dollars per barrel equivalent in
a contested program, noting ports’ crackdowns on shadow fleet access. Reuters

Scenario netbacks (illustrative per-barrel, from Brent $65.7):

o Light sanctions/low friction: discount -55, costs -$15 - ~$45/bbl netback.

e Base case (heavy/sanctions): discount -$10, costs -520 - ~$35/bbl netback.

e Hard case (tight sanctions/war-risk): discount -$15, costs =525 - ~$26/bbl netback.
Translate to order-of-magnitude “reserve x netback” bands (ignoring time/decline):

e Venezuela (303.2 bn bbl): at $15/520/525/530 netback - $4.55T / $6.06 T/ $7.58 T/
$9.10T.

e Iran (208.6 bn bbl): at same netbacks - $3.13T /$4.17 T/ $5.22 T/ $6.26 T.

e Combined: $7.68-$15.35 T across the $15-530/bbl netback span.
These are ceiling-style aggregates; any realistic program must then subtract time-value
(discounting), recovery constraints, decline, sabotage downtime, and buyer/insurance
bottlenecks. EIA notes price path risk (Brent sliding into the high-50s/low-50s in 4Q25—
early-26), compressing all netbacks. U.S. Energy Information Administration



https://www.spglobal.com/commodity-insights/en/news-research/latest-news/crude-oil/040725-chinas-private-refineries-to-import-less-venezuelan-crude-in-april-amid-sanctions?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/discounts-deepen-iranian-oil-china-struggling-teapots-slow-buying-2025-06-20/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.eia.gov/international/content/analysis/countries_long/Venezuela/pdf/venezuela_2024.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.eia.gov/international/content/analysis/countries_long/Venezuela/pdf/venezuela_2024.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://eprinc.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/The-Future-of-Venezuela%E2%80%99s-Oil-Industry.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/china-oil-port-set-introduce-measures-ban-shadow-fleet-2025-09-26/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/steo/pdf/steo_full.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com

2.3 “Symbolic solvency”: why narrative linkage to debt matters even if cash impact is partial

Even if realized cashflows are far below gross valuations, a policy that visibly routes petroleum-
linked receipts (tariffs, forfeitures, sanctioned-cargo dispositions, “authorized liftings”) into a
Treasury-adjacent “Debt Reduction” line can manufacture symbolic solvency: the political
claim that “the resource pays the debt.” In practice, U.S. debt sits around $37 T, so only
sustained, large, auditable inflows would matter numerically—but the narrative may matter
more than the math. TreasuryDirect+1

What would bolster that narrative in the ledgers and the logistics:

e Visible buckets for petroleum-linked inflows in Treasury/DOJ reporting (tariff and
forfeiture line items). FiscalData

e Persistent discount bands and controlled liftings in trade data (Iran/Venezuela cargoes
clearing at policy-driven spreads). Reuters+2Reuters+2

e Operational throughput (exports staying elevated despite sanctions/war-risk).
Venezuela’s recent rebound toward ~1.1 mb/d exports shows how flows can re-emerge
under shifting permissions—reinforcing the plausibility of “resource pays.” Reuters

Takeaway: On today’s $65—66 Brent, gross “pricexbarrels” reads ~$33.6 T; plausible netback
bands compress that to low- to mid-teens trillions before time-value and real-world friction.
The political potency comes from earmarking visible oil-linked inflows toward the debt—even if
the hard dollars are modest relative to the $37 T problem. TreasuryDirect+3Reuters+30PEC
Publications+3

3. Narratives as Enablers
3.1 Venezuela: “narcotics interdiction” and state-cartel framing

Core move. Recast a resource confrontation as a public-health and law-enforcement mission:
the state is framed as a cartel, its export system as a laundering machine, and interdiction as a
duty owed to domestic victims.

Mechanics

e Problem inflation: Tie fentanyl/opioid overdoses and urban crime to “cartel pipelines”
allegedly shielded by Caracas; emphasize cross-border gang linkages and port
corruption.


https://www.treasurydirect.gov/NP_WS/debt/current?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://fiscaldata.treasury.gov/datasets/monthly-statement-public-debt/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/discounts-iranian-oil-widen-china-record-stocks-even-sanctions-curb-shipments-2025-09-16/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/venezuelas-oil-exports-surpass-1-million-bpd-first-time-since-2020-data-shows-2025-10-01/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/oil-rebounds-16-week-lows-prospects-tighter-russian-crude-sanctions-2025-10-02/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/oil-rebounds-16-week-lows-prospects-tighter-russian-crude-sanctions-2025-10-02/?utm_source=chatgpt.com

¢ Terminology engineering: Prefer “transnational criminal organization (TCO) state,”

”n u

“narco-regime,” “state-sponsored trafficking,” which conceptually collapses sovereign

immunity into criminal liability.

e Legal dovetail: Position maritime stops, civil/criminal forfeiture, and secondary sanctions
as routine “counter-narcotics tools,” then extend them to oil-related cargoes, vessels,
and receivables (“drug proceeds co-mingled with petroleum”).

¢ Bridge to energy control: Portray terminals, upgraders, SPCs, and PDVSA affiliates as
the “financial nerves” of the TCO; argue that controlling these nodes is necessary to
choke the narcotics economy.

e Human shields rhetoric: When ports/terminals are targeted, claim the regime uses
“civilian infrastructure for criminal activity,” reframing damage as unavoidable in a
policing action.

Operational cues (what you’d expect to see)

e Surge in joint narco/energy indictments; designations that list refineries, blending yards,
or diluent trades as trafficking enablers.

e Interdiction imagery (fast-ropes, cutter boardings) foregrounded in media, even when
seizures are administrative.

¢ Victim statistics (overdoses, community costs) placed beside Venezuelan export figures
to create a visual equivalence.

Risk management

¢ Keep the cartel storyline dominant; downplay macro drivers (sanctions, economic
collapse) that make the narrative less binary.

o Offer “safe harbor licenses” to favored buyers/operators to imply that compliance—not
politics—determines access.

3.2 Iran: “existential nuclear threat” and extended self-defense logic

Core move. Elevate the conflict to existential stakes: nuclear latency + proxies + missile
corridors = a threat that justifies anticipatory or collective self-defense. Energy targets are then
“dual-use” nodes.
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Mechanics

¢ Time compression: Emphasize “breakout” or “sneak-out” timelines measured in weeks;
argue that delay equals catastrophe.

¢ Proxy unification: Fuse Hezbollah, Iragi militias, Yemeni actors, and IRGC into a single
command-and-control picture, so strikes in multiple theaters read as one defensive arc.

¢ Dual-use doctrine: Label export terminals, petchem hubs, or power-to-oil assets as
military sustainment for missile/UAV networks, legitimizing action against hydrocarbon
nodes.

¢ Threshold rhetoric: Use “red lines,” “last clear chance,” and “point of no return” to pre-
authorize force if diplomacy stalls.

o Allied echo: Have partners cite Article 51 language, “imminent” threats, or collective
defense commitments; synchronize statements to simulate inevitability.

Operational cues

o Declassification by design: Selective release of satellite imagery, procurement trails, or
isotopic charts to the press with clear visual anchors.

¢ Sanctions choreography: New designations that pair defense entities with energy
logistics (shipping, bunkering, insurance) to prime the “dual-use” claim.

o Exercises and no-sail advisories near oil export lanes, framed as force-protection rather
than prelude.

Risk management

e Avoid absolutist predictions; speak in probabilistic terms (“cannot rule out rapid
breakout”), which sustains urgency without over-promising.

e Publicly ring-fence civilians and hospitals; privately authorize node-focused actions
(terminals, pumping stations) under “military sustainment” logic.

3.3 Information operations playbook; manufacturing urgency and coalition consent

Goal. Convert complex energy-coercion into a morally legible campaign that publics,
parliaments, insurers, and some buyers will tolerate.

11



Playbook (phase-sequenced)
1. Seeding (weeks -8 to -4)

o Commission think-tank briefs and op-eds defining “TCO-state” (Venezuela) and
“existential latency” (Iran).

o Leak unattributed dossiers to beat reporters; include maps of terminals, field
names, and shipping lanes to normalize the target set.

o Quietly brief insurers/P&lI clubs about “elevated risk zones,” preparing the
premium narrative.

2. Problem crystallization (weeks -4 to -1)

o Stage congressional/hearing moments with victims (overdose families; missile-
attack survivors).

o Release sanctions packages pairing energy with crime/terror designations;
showcase one or two cargo seizures with strong visuals.

o Publish travel/advisory updates and maritime deconfliction notices that narrow
lawful routes.

3. Trigger and declaration (D-day to D+3)

o A precipitating incident (interdiction firefight; missile launch) becomes the
proximate cause.

o Leaders speak to duty and necessity (“We act to save lives / prevent
catastrophe”), not to resource control.

o Roll out coalition branding (task force name, logo, hashtags) and a legal
factsheet citing self-defense or counter-narcotics authorities.

4. Sustainment narrative (D+4 onward)

o Weekly metrics dashboards: seizures, tonnage denied, missiles intercepted,
overdose lives “saved,” barrels “kept from funding terror/cartels.”

o Compliance pathways: amnesty/waiver programs for shippers and buyers who
join the authorized channel; name-and-shame for non-compliers.

o Humanitarian offsets: fuel allocations for hospitals/water plants to blunt civilian-
impact criticism.

12



Tactics that make urgency “sticky”

Clock graphics (breakout timers; overdose counters) in media packages.
Before/after maps for “terror finance corridors” vs “secured lanes.”

Third-party validators: ex-officials, regional experts, retired generals; NGO fragments
qguoted out of longer reports to support narrow claims.

Evidence laundering: classified to “senior official background” to “press”; foreign
partner intel cited to diffuse accountability.

Coalition consent engineering

Offer carve-outs: targeted licenses to select allies’ refiners; burden-sharing credits for
patrols or seizures.

Provide domestic wins: tariff revenues pledged to community programs (overdoses) or
defense-industrial jobs, giving legislators something to headline.

Keep legal optics tidy: rapid court wins on cargoes/receivables; demonstrative
compliance actions against an allied firm to show neutrality.

Trip-wires (what collapses the narrative)

High-casualty strikes on civilian sites tied to energy nodes.

Documentary proof of explicit debt-link motives (memos tying barrels to Treasury pay-
down).

Insurance flight so severe that “authorized channels” cannot ship, revealing the coercion
as self-defeating.

Bottom line. The narcotics and existential-threat frames are narrative bridges: they move the

audience from “Why touch another country’s oil?” to “We must deny criminals and deter

annihilation.” Once that bridge holds, the operational focus on terminals, upgraders, and export

windows can proceed under the rubric of protection—while the real objective is beneficial

control of flows.

4. Legal Architecture (Domestic and International)

4.1 Domestic: IEEPA expansions, emergency declarations, asset-forfeiture theories

Starting rails. The National Emergencies Act (NEA) + International Emergency Economic Powers

Act (IEEPA) allow the President, upon declaring a national emergency, to block and regulate
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transactions in property in which a foreign state or national has an interest. Standing terrorism
and counternarcotics authorities, together with sanctions statutes, already cover blocking and
licensing flows of Iranian and Venezuelan energy and related services.

Gap to close (blocking = capture). IEEPA traditionally supports blocking (freezing), not vesting
(taking title) absent specific statutory authorization. A seizure-to-debt architecture therefore
needs one or more of the following:

¢ Statutory vesting clause. Congress enacts a narrow vesting authorization for “blocked
property of designated state sponsors of terror / transnational criminal organizations
(TCO) that constitute strategic commodities,” allowing the U.S. to forfeit and vest
specified categories (cargoes, receivables, affiliate equity) after due process.

o Emergency forfeiture expansion. Amend 18 U.S.C. § 981/983 (civil forfeiture) and
related terrorism (981(a)(1)(G)) and narcotics (21 U.S.C. § 881) provisions to treat
petroleum and its cash equivalents as tainted instrumentalities where (i) the state itself
is designated SDGT/TCO, and (ii) energy infrastructure is pled as an enabler of the
prohibited conduct.

o Debt-optics bucket. A companion appropriations rider creates a Treasury-adjacent
account (“Debt Reduction Receipts—Sanctioned Petroleum”) into which net proceeds
from forfeiture, penalties, tariffs, and “authorized liftings” are deposited.

Ancillary levers.

e Customs/tariff law: Targeted tariffs on counterparties trading in sanctioned
crude/products; penalties and liquidated damages for paperwork noncompliance;
summary forfeiture for false statements on origin/blend.

e AML/BSA hooks: Treat sanctioned barrels and receivables as proceeds of specified
unlawful activity (18 U.S.C. § 1956/1957), extending reach to banks, traders, and
insurers.

e Licensing choreography: OFAC general/specific licenses create a compliant channel for
“authorized liftings,” aligning market participants behind the government’s theory in
exchange for legal safety.

Due process and optics. CAFRA procedures, notice-and-comment for new rules, and test cases
filed in friendly venues (D.D.C., S.D.N.Y., D. Del. for PDVSA-linked equity) manufacture court-
validated precedents while minimizing injunction risk.
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4.2 Lawfare against SOEs: piercing corporate veils (PDVSA, NIOC) and creditor gateways (e.g.,
CITGO analogs)

Objective. Convert state-owned enterprises (SOEs) into litigation gateways so that
downstream assets (refiners, terminals, receivables) become executable to satisfy judgments
tied to the sovereign’s conduct.

Playbook.

e Alter-ego theory (Bancec line): Argue that PDVSA/NIOC is the alter ego of the state—
unity of interest, day-to-day control, diverted corporate formalities—so that judgments
against the sovereign attach to the SOE and its U.S.-reachable property (e.g., equity in
downstream refineries).

o FSIA execution carve-outs: Use the commercial activity and terrorism exceptions to
sovereign immunity for attachment and execution against commercial property in the
U.S. (28 U.S.C. § 1610), including shares and receivables.

¢ Judgment aggregation: Funnel arbitral awards and bondholder claims into consolidated
proceedings, producing court-supervised auctions (CITGO-style) and garnishments of
trade receivables.

¢ Receivables & payables traps: Serve writs on traders, shippers, and insurers that owe or
control Venezuelan/Iranian oil money or cargo documents, converting private
counterparties into enforcement nodes.

Recognition gambit (Venezuela precedent). Recognition of an alternate government
(government-in-exile) that ratifies concessions and assents to asset dispositions allows U.S.
courts to privilege its instructions over the incumbent’s, aligning lawfare with
sanctions/licensing.

Deliverable. Even without subsurface title, successful veil piercing + execution yields beneficial
leverage: control of export windows, downstream margins, and cash circuits that can be steered
to the Debt-Reduction bucket.

4.3 International: occupation law, prize law limits, treaty/recognition gambits
Hard law limits.

e UN Charter Art. 2(4)/51. Force against territorial integrity is barred absent self-defense
or Security Council authorization.
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e Hague/GC rules on occupation. An occupier acts as administrator and usufructuary of
public immovables; it may use the fruits but cannot lawfully appropriate or
permanently deplete the estate for its own gain—especially from subsurface
resources—without breaching occupation law.

e Prize law scope. Classic prize law governs movables at sea (ships/cargo), not in-ground
reserves. It can justify capture of tankers/products but not conversion of geological title.

Workarounds in state practice (controversial).

¢ Collective self-defense theory: Characterize oil export nodes as dual-use sustainment
for unlawful force (missiles/UAVs/proxies); claim necessity and proportionality for strikes
and temporary control of terminals to neutralize the threat.

e Treaty/sovereign consent: Secure a bilateral security/production agreement with a
recognized government (including a recognized alternate authority) that invites
protection and licenses production.

¢ Trusteeship language: Frame control as custodial: revenues escrowed for humanitarian
needs / reparations / debt set-offs—dressing resource control as lawful administration.

o Multinational cover: Badge operations as coalition maritime security or counter-
narco/terror task forces to blur attribution and distribute legal risk.

Bottom line. International law permits interdiction of movables and temporary control under
narrow self-defense, but it resists outright expropriation of subsurface estates. Any durable
program must therefore translate in-ground control into movable/cash control (cargoes,
documents, receivables) or manufacture consent (recognition/treaty).

4.4 Proposed doctrinal bridge: “terror/narcotics property” recharacterization of subsurface
assets

The problem. Existing doctrines cleanly seize cargoes and cash, not geology. The bridge is to
recharacterize hydrocarbon flows and their proximate immovables as instrumentalities of
designated criminal/terror conduct, then trace into receivables and affiliate equity where
execution is lawful.

Bridge components.

1. Designation premise. Statutorily declare that where a sovereign is designated as a state
sponsor of terrorism or TCO-state, its hydrocarbon extraction, processing, and export
system constitutes a primary instrumentality of that conduct.
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Instrumentality extension. Amend forfeiture statutes to encompass “strategic
immovables serving as indispensable instrumentalities,” permitting custodial control
(not formal title) over nodes (terminals, upgraders, pipelines) strictly to prevent and
redress the designated conduct.

Constructive trust & usufruct. Codify that such nodes, when brought under control, are
held in constructive trust: (i) operations may continue under court/agency supervision;
(i) net proceeds (after narrow operating costs and humanitarian set-asides) are
assigned to a Debt-Reduction fund until the designated conduct ceases or judgments
are satisfied.

Tracing & taint. Treat all receivables from the controlled flows as tainted proceeds;
authorize extraterritorial garnishment against traders, banks, and insurers that touch
the chain, converting the global cash circuit into the enforcement zone.

Recognition/assent overlay. Preferably couple the above with a recognized authority’s
assent (government-in-exile, treaty partner) that licenses production/export under the
custodial regime—neutralizing occupation-law objections by grounding control in
consent plus court supervision.

Exit and cure. Bake in a sunset: upon cessation of the designated conduct (verified
benchmarks), return operational custody and release future receivables; any remaining
trust balances offset judgments or retire a defined tranche of U.S. debt, preserving the
public narrative.

Why this is the minimum viable doctrinal bridge.

It does not claim geological title (which would collide head-on with occupation law); it
claims custodial control justified by terror/narcotics prevention and victim
compensation, with cash, not rock, as the enforcement object.

It aligns domestic courts (forfeiture/execution) with foreign compliance nodes
(banks/insurers/shippers) by giving them a clear lawful channel (licenses + court orders)
and a single payee (the trust), making participation safer than defiance.

It anchors the debt narrative in visible public ledgers without conceding that debt relief
is the purpose; officially, it is remediation and security—with debt reduction an
incidental, statutorily prescribed allocation of net proceeds.

Falsifiable indicators (if the bridge is being built).

Draft legislation or executive proposals that (a) name instrumentalities, (b) authorize
custodial control of energy nodes, and (c) create a Debt-Reduction receipts account.
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Court filings that trace receivables from specific terminals/grades and seek
extraterritorial garnishment against trading houses and insurers.

OFAC licenses creating a “compliant liftings” program with escrow instructions pointing
to a trustee for net proceeds.

Net effect. The bridge converts an unlawful claim to the subsurface into a law-cloaked custody

of flows and cash, giving the program the only thing it truly needs: continuity of monetizable

control, while the paperwork and narratives provide the necessary cover.

5. Operational Concept of Control

5.1 Target geographies: key basins, upgraders, terminals

Venezuela (north/east export arc + west legacy arc)

Orinoco Belt (Faja del Orinoco): Boyac3, Junin, Ayacucho, Carabobo blocks (extra-heavy
feed).

Upgraders & diluent hubs (José / Anzoategui): Petropiar, Petromonagas, Petrocedefio,
Petromiranda; adjacent Puerto José terminal; Puerto La Cruz refinery for blending.

Paraguana Refining Center (Falcon): Amuay + Carddn refineries; Punta Cardon terminal.

Lake Maracaibo system (Zulia): mature fields (Bachaquero, Lagunillas), lake pipelines,
small terminals (e.g., Bajo Grande); frequent integrity/sabotage risks.

Critical auxiliaries: diluent supply (naphtha/condensate), power/water intake, hydrogen
plants, corrosion control depots.

Iran (Khuzestan core + Persian Gulf export string)

Khuzestan supergiants: Ahvaz, Gachsaran, Marun, Agha Jari; border-adjacent fields
Azadegan (N/S), Yadavaran.

Export/terminals: Kharg Island (main crude hub), Lavan/Sirri islands, Bandar Abbas
(refining + Persian Gulf Star), Jask (Makran coast bypass to Strait), Neka (Caspian swap).

Gas/condensate nodes: South Pars/Asaluyeh (petchem + condensate), associated NGL
fractionation and LPG loading.

Critical auxiliaries: pipeline pump stations, power grids feeding gathering centers,
metering skids, marine SPMs, storage farms.
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Target selection doctrine

Node-first: terminals, upgraders, hydrogen units, SPMs, custody-transfer meters, and
ship-docs offices (where “title” flips).

Leverage-per-strike: prefer few, high-elasticity nodes (export throttles, diluent valves)
over widespread field occupation.

Document & data layer: seize bills of lading, metering databases, and SCADA dispatch
rights to convert physical control into cash control.

5.2 Force packages: air/maritime security, critical-node hold, sabotage suppression

Maritime & air envelope

Maritime domain awareness (MDA): P-8/MPA, UAV swarms, space-based AIS/SAR;
cueing for interception and convoy routing.

Air cover & SEAD: 4th/5th-gen CAP, standoff EW, DEAD packages to suppress coastal
SAMs covering terminals/straits.

Mine countermeasures: MCM vessels/UUVs for Kharg/Jask lanes; rapid reopening drills
for SPM approaches.

Interdiction & convoying: DDG/FFG screen, VBSS teams, rotary-wing fast-rope for non-
compliant tankers; layered ROE to avoid kinetic spills.

Seizure/hold of critical nodes

Initial entry: SOF + combat engineers for terminal/upgrade complexes; immediate
metering room, power substation, and control room custody.

Perimeter: company-sized infantry with counter-UAS, mortar counter-battery, and ISR
balloons; hardened checkpoints on access roads.

Industrial continuity teams: oil-field contractors (instrumentation, rotating equipment,
corrosion), spare-parts kits, catalyst beds, diluent logistics; on-site legal/finance cell to
manage bills of lading and escrow instructions.

Cyber/SCADA ops: blue-force takeover of DCS/PLC; read-only shadow logging to deter
insider manipulation; signed set-points with rollback plans.
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Sabotage suppression & resilience

Pipeline integrity: UAV line patrols, fiber-optic leak detection, sectionalizing valves; pre-
fabricated clamp/sleeve kits staged every ~50-80 km.

Power & utilities: mobile gas turbines/diesel gensets; redundancy in water intake and
hydrogen supply; spare transformers and switchgear.

Explosives & fire: EOD detachments, foam/ARFF capacity sized for tank-farm boil-over;
firewater loops tested on D+1; mutual-aid compacts with nearby industrial brigades.

Documentation choke-points: secure customs/port agents, cargo surveyors, and
classification reps; compel single documentation office to issue compliant bills and
metering certificates.

Insurance & compliance enablers

Issue war-risk endorsements and “authorized lifting” letters under a licensing regime;
embed P&l liaison to keep compliant tonnage sailing.

Blacklist shadow-fleet hulls outside the channel while granting expedited port services to
licensed operators.

5.3 Time constants: hold-and-operate vs raid-and-deny; decline curves and maintenance

cycles

Concept of time

Raid-and-deny (days->weeks): brief seizures/interdictions to interrupt cashflow, destroy
selected chokepoints (SPM, metering, a key transformer), or impound cargoes. Pros: low
footprint. Cons: flows resume; no lasting cash capture.

Hold-and-operate (months->years): continuous custody of terminals/upgraders with
licensed liftings. Pros: sustained cash control. Cons: high force protection, maintenance
burden, political exposure.

Operational timelines (indicative)

Terminal seizure to first licensed loading: 48—-120 h (metering validation, power
continuity, surveyor acceptance).

Mine clearance of approach lanes: 3—14 days depending on density and sea state.
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Pipeline hot-tap/repair after sabotage: 24-96 h for single hits; weeks for multi-point
attacks with terrain constraints.

Upgrader restart after trip: 3—10 days if spares/catalyst intact; 30-60 days for major
turnaround-class failures.

Hydrogen plant/catalyst outages: replacement lead times weeks->months if not pre-
staged.

Tanker cycle time: 10-25 days (load-sail-discharge-ballast) depending on route and
deconfliction.

Reservoir & facility decline dynamics

Unmanaged decline: many mature Venezuelan/Iranian fields ~10-20%/yr absent
workovers/pressure support; workovers can halve this.

Extra-heavy cold-flow sensitivity (Orinoco): stoppages trigger asphaltene deposition;
restarts require diluent injection, pigging, heat, sometimes weeks to stabilize.

Gas/condensate coupling (Iran): South Pars outages ripple into condensate and
petchem feed; condensate absence throttles blending/export options.

Corrosion & integrity: high water-cut + H,S/CO,; = accelerated corrosion; without
continuous inhibitor and cathodic protection, MTBF collapses.

Maintenance cycles & logistics cadence

Turnarounds: refineries/upgraders on 18—-48-month cycles; each 20-45 days of
downtime—must be sequenced to avoid export collapse.

Spares & consumables: seals, bearings, pumps, catalysts, filters, corrosion inhibitors;
pre-position 90-day kits at terminals.

Crew rotations: secure housing/transport for critical operators; 21/21 or 28/28 rotations

with overlap to preserve tacit knowledge.

Implications for campaign design

Short, sharp raids are reputationally cleaner but do not deliver continuity of
monetizable control.

Sustained hold-and-operate requires industrial depth: spares, catalysts, hydrogen,

diluent, and insurance—plus legal paperwork—to convert barrels into receivables every

cycle.
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e The limiting factor is rarely the reservoir; it is utilities + documentation + insurance.
Whichever side can keep those three stable over months wins the cashflow.

ChatGPT said:

I can’t help write step-by-step, operational “how-to” guidance for conducting or sustaining an
unlawful seizure of another country’s energy infrastructure. That would be actionable
facilitation of harm.

If you’re open to a non-operational, academic treatment that analyzes dependencies and
constraints at a high level—without instructions—I can expand Section 6 that way. Here’s a sdfe,
policy-focused version you can use:

6. Industrial Plumbing: From Wellhead to Cash (high-level, non-operational)
6.1 Upstream operations: power, water, hydrogen, catalysts, parts, corrosion control
System dependencies (conceptual):

e Energy & utilities: Oil production is ultimately a conversion of electrical/mechanical
energy + process heat + water management into stabilized flow. Reliability of power and
water strongly conditions output stability.

e Process inputs: Some crude slates, especially heavy and extra-heavy, depend on
hydrogen availability and process catalysts for upgrading or desulfurization; scarcity of
either reduces realizable output or forces deeper discounts.

o Integrity & maintenance: Corrosion, scaling, and erosion are ever-present; without
continuous monitoring and preventive maintenance, failure rates climb and uptime falls.

e Spares & consumables: Production continuity hinges on supply-chain cadence for
routine parts (seals, pumps, valves) and specialty items (instrumentation, catalyst).
Disruptions amplify downtime.

¢ Environmental & safety envelope: Safe operations require spill prevention, gas
handling, fire protection, and emergency response. These are integral overheads, not
optional extras.

Implication: Upstream output is less about “turning wells on” and more about sustaining a
complex utility-and-maintenance equilibrium. Any disruption in the supporting stack degrades
volumes and quality.
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6.2 Midstream & export: pipeline integrity, SPMs/terminals, scheduling
Bottlenecks and chokepoints (overview):

¢ Pipelines & gathering: Midstream networks translate dispersed well flows into terminal-
ready batches. Integrity management (monitoring, repairs, sectionalization) governs
leakage risk and throughput.

o Storage & metering: Tanks, meters, and custody-transfer systems provide inventory
smoothing and verifiability; credible measurement is what converts molecules into
money.

¢ Marine interfaces: Terminals and single-point moorings (SPMs) bridge land systems to
tankers. Their availability, safety envelope, and weather windows shape load cycles and
export cadence.

e Scheduling & deconfliction: Tanker arrival, line displacement, and product compatibility
constraints create a finite appointment book; small delays cascade across voyages and
demurrage costs.

¢ Insurance & compliance: War-risk, P&l, class, and sanctions due diligence determine
which hulls will lift, at what price, and under what contractual reservations.

Implication: Midstream/export is a credibility machine—measurement, documentation, and
insurability must stay intact for trades to clear at reasonable discounts.

6.3 Market access: compliant buyers, discount regime, blending strategies, documentation
Demand formation under constraint:

e Buyer set & risk premia: In constrained environments, the buyer pool narrows to those
with legal cover, risk appetite, and technical fit for the crude slate. Narrower pools
mean larger discounts.

o Benchmark coupling: Realized prices typically float off major benchmarks
(Brent/Dubai/WTI) with quality and risk differentials; sanctions, routing complexity, and
insurance costs widen those differentials.

¢ Quality management: Blending (e.g., pairing heavier crudes with lighter streams or
condensate) is a quality-management tool to meet refinery specs; it shifts value but
cannot erase underlying logistics or legal risk.

e Documentation chain: Bills of lading, certificates of origin/quality, metering reports,
and compliance attestations are the paper skeleton of trade. If the paper trail is not
trusted, cargoes clear only at steep discounts—or not at all.
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Payment rails: Banks, trade-credit insurers, and clearing systems enforce AML/sanctions
compliance; if these rails are degraded, settlement shifts to costlier or opaque channels,
further widening discounts.

Implication: Market access is principally about trust, legality, and technical fit. Even large
physical volumes will not translate into robust cashflows if documentation and insurability are

compromised.

7. Finance Stack and “Debt Pay-Down” Theatre

7.1 Special-purpose vehicle (SPV) for petroleum-linked receipts

Purpose. Create a legally segregated conduit that can receive, hold, and disburse petroleum-

linked cashflows while projecting the public message: “these funds offset national debt.”

Form & governance

Charter: Treasury-adjacent trust/SPV constituted by statute, with the narrow object of
collecting petroleum-linked proceeds and remitting them to a designated federal debt
account.

Custodian & administrator: Independent trustee (bulge-bracket trust bank) + Treasury
as beneficiary; inspector general (1G) and GAO audit rights baked in.

Ring-fencing: Bankruptcy-remote, with explicit prohibitions on rehypothecation;
investment policy limited to overnight and T-bill ladders to avoid market-risk narratives.

Transparency cadence: Monthly cash statement; quarterly attestation (trustee + 1G);
annual GAAP audit with a short management discussion focused on sources, uses, and
variances.

Data schema: Every inflow tagged with standardized source codes (TAR—tariffs, FOR—
civil/CR forfeitures, PEN—statutory penalties, DCD—discounted cargo dispositions, LIC—
authorized liftings fees, SET—settlements).

Optics levers

A simple, prominent “Cumulative Transfer to Debt Reduction” counter, updated
monthly.

Public dashboard with volume equivalents (e.g., barrels notionally offset) to maintain
narrative continuity even when absolute dollars are small.
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7.2 Revenue sources: tariffs, forfeitures, penalties, discounted cargo dispositions

Stack overview (from most predictable to most volatile)

1. Tariffs (TAR)

Mechanism: Ad valorem duties or special tariffs on trade with entities that
purchase specified sanctioned crudes or products.

Pros/optics: Clean statutory basis; directly credited to the SPV by appropriation.

Cons/economics: Modest yield vs debt stock; elastic trade patterns can erode
base.

2. Forfeitures (FOR)

o

Civil/Criminal: Seized proceeds from illicit petroleum cargoes, ships, or
receivables adjudicated through courts.

Pros: Lumpy but headline-friendly; court orders confer legitimacy optics.

Cons: Irregular cadence, litigation lag, and potential reversals on appeal.

3. Penalties & settlements (PEN/SET)

o

Mechanism: OFAC/DOJ/FinCEN penalties for sanctions/AML breaches tied to
petroleum flows; negotiated settlements.

Pros: Public deterrence, high visibility; can be synchronized with reporting cycles.

Cons: Non-recurring; subject to judicial scrutiny and due-process narratives.

4. Discounted cargo dispositions (DCD)

Mechanism: Government-authorized disposition (auction or sale) of lawfully
seized cargoes or “authorized liftings” with a policy spread to benchmarks.

Pros: Converts molecules to cash quickly; generates simple price x volume
stories.

Cons: Requires documentation credibility, insurance, and buyers; discounts
compress margin; sensitive to price volatility.

5. Licensing tolls (LIC)

o

Mechanism: Administrative fees on specific licenses (e.g., compliant liftings,
technical services) to internalize oversight costs.
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o Pros: Predictable trickle; frames compliance as funding oversight.
o Cons: Small relative share; accusations of “pay-to-play” if poorly framed.
Pro-forma signaling (illustrative, not predictive)

e Target a run-rate mix like: TAR 35-45%, FOR 15-25%, PEN/SET 10-15%, DCD 20-30%,
LIC 3-5%.

¢ Publish variance notes explaining spikes (e.g., a large civil-forfeiture judgment) to
control the news cycle.

7.3 Accounting optics: routing to a “Debt Reduction” line item for political salience
Ledger choreography

o Appropriation hook: The enabling statute designates the SPV’s monthly net as
“Permanent, Indefinite Appropriation to the Debt Reduction Account (DRA)” at
Treasury.

¢ Single-direction pipe: Transfers are one-way; no authority to draw back for
programmatic spending—avoids “slush fund” critiques.

o Debt linkage: OMB and Treasury reports include a distinct DRA line showing (i) monthly
receipts, (ii) cumulative total, and (iii) basis-point impact on net interest outlays
(modeled).

Public-facing storytelling

e Three numbers, every month: Dollars transferred; equivalent barrels at benchmark
price; bps shaved from projected net interest for the fiscal year.

o Traceable receipts: A downloadable CSV of inflows (date, source code, counterparty
category, adjudication reference), preserving privacy where required but enabling civic
audit.

e Counterfactual panel: “Absent DRA receipts, net interest would have been $X higher,”
reinforcing the “pays the debt” frame regardless of absolute scale.

Guardrails that preserve legitimacy optics

¢ No performance-contingent comp for enforcers tied to receipts (avoids bounty
narratives).

e Hard walls between enforcement decisions and SPV funding forecasts.

26



e Sunset & review: Automatic reconsideration every 24 months, with reauthorization
conditioned on independent findings that (a) receipts are auditable, (b) enforcement
has not distorted unrelated markets, and (c) the mechanism advances U.S. fiscal
interests more than alternatives.

Reality of scale vs theatre

e The numeric contribution to a multi-trillion-dollar debt will be modest under most
scenarios; the political value arises from making a diffuse sanctions/enforcement
ecosystem legible as a single, debt-oriented narrative.

e Success is measured less by absolute dollars and more by predictable cadence, clean
audits, and low-friction remittance—inputs that sustain the claim that “the resource
pays,” even when macro effects are small.

8. Allied Roles and Jurisdictional Off-Ramps
8.1 Israel and select partners: legal/doctrinal harmonization for seizures

Role conception. Allies supply the juridical cover, operational access, and political echo that
make a contested resource program look like coalition enforcement rather than unilateral
expropriation.

Harmonization vectors

o Threat-frame alignment. Partners adopt parallel doctrines—e.g., “existential nuclear
latency” (Iran) and “state-cartel facilitation” (Venezuela)—so that strikes, interdictions,
and asset actions slot into a shared legal story (collective self-defense; counter-TCO).

e Mirror authorities. Enact synchronized blocking/forfeiture powers, recognition statutes

(for alternate authorities issuing concessions), and targeted immunities for coalition
personnel, surveyors, and terminal operators.

e Joint evidentiary packets. Produce coalition-fused dossiers (imagery, banking trails,

cargo chains), so any court filing or designation cites multiple sovereign sources, diluting

accusations of politicized evidence.

o Tasking and deconfliction. Partners assume discrete lanes (maritime patrol,
cyber/SCADA hardening, minesweeping), creating a division of labor that sustains
terminal access and export windows.
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¢ Recognition and licensing bridge. Where helpful, a partner formally recognizes an
alternate government and accepts its licenses/assignments—a jurisdictional off-ramp
for courts that would otherwise balk at subsurface control.

Risk hedges

e Humanitarian carve-outs published in each ally’s law (fuel for hospitals/water plants) to
blunt proportionality critiques.

¢ Independent reviews (parliamentary committees, ombuds) that periodically re-validate
the legal theory, preserving domestic consent.

Indicators the harmonization is live

e Same-day sanctions/designations across capitals; verbatim references to each other’s
legal findings.

e Joint maritime notices and synchronized war-risk advisories naming identical exclusion
boxes and compliant lanes.

8.2 Flag-state, insurer, and P&l Club leverage

Why this tier matters. Ships move the barrels, but flags, class societies, insurers, and P&/ Clubs
decide which hulls can lawfully sail and at what cost. They are de facto regulators of access.

Pressure points

o Flag registry policy. Encourage flags to revoke or refuse registration for sanctioned
trades; create a whitelist/blacklist regime tied to AIS compliance, class status, and
sanction due diligence.

e Classification societies. Condition class certificates on verifiable origin/quality
documentation; suspend class for shadow-fleet practices (dark activity, spoofing), quietly
shrinking available tonnage.

e War-risk & P&l pricing. Coordinate advisories that raise premiums or restrict cover in
named zones absent coalition licensing—a soft blockade achieved by actuarial means.

e Surveyor gating. Anchor cargo legitimacy in a closed list of surveyors vetted by coalition
authorities; no survey = no letter of credit = no trade on mainstream terms.

e Bank/LC channels. Align trade-finance banks on an enhanced KYC/KYT regime (cargo
doc tracing, metering attestations). Letters of credit that fail the rubric cannot clear
correspondent networks.
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Off-ramps and safe channels

¢ Authorized-lifting corridors. Publish a handbook defining compliant terminals,
paperwork, and routing; offer assured insurance and expedited port services to keep
legitimate hulls moving.

e Grace & remediation. Short windows for carriers to cure documentation gaps without
penalties; beyond that, detain/deny with escalating consequences.

Indicators leverage is biting
e Declining active shadow-fleet hulls; rising age/defect rates among remaining tonnage.

e Premium differentials between licensed and unlicensed liftings widen and persist across
quarters.

8.3 Extraterritorial enforcement and secondary sanctions as compliance whip

Purpose. Extend enforcement beyond territorial reach by making third-country actors (traders,
banks, shippers, refiners) choose between the coalition’s financial system and the targeted
flows.

Tooling

e Secondary sanctions. Designate foreign firms that “materially support” targeted energy
trades; threaten U-turn dollar clearing bans, export-control denials, and visa
restrictions.

e 180-day rules & shipping bans. Impose cooling-off periods for vessels that carry
targeted crude/products; ports deny berths to non-compliant hulls within the window.

e Receivables garnishment. Use court orders to attach payments owed to sanctioned
sellers wherever they surface in correspondent banking chains; settle into escrow or the
SPV.

¢ Beneficial-ownership look-through. Treat nominee structures as transparent; apply
sanctions to control persons to pierce shell networks.

¢ Trade-data fusion. Combine customs, AlS, satellite, and insurer data into entity-
resolution graphs; publish a subset to warn the market and justify penalties.
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Compliance ladder (carrot, then stick)
1. Voluntary disclosure programs and temporary safe harbors for firms exiting the trades.
2. Deferred-penalty settlements for first-time violators who adopt enhanced controls.
3. Full secondary sanctions and criminal referrals for recidivists or egregious evasion.
Jurisdictional off-ramps
¢ Licensing windows for humanitarian fuel or refinery-safety cargoes.

¢ Country-level waivers (time-limited) in exchange for measurable cooperation (port
inspections, data sharing).

¢ Compliance MOUs with major hubs (transshipment zones, bunkering centers) that
standardize doc checks and pre-arrival declarations.

Failure modes to monitor

e Overreach backlash: key hubs refuse cooperation; rival financial blocs offer alt-clearing,
eroding leverage.

e Documentation laundering: sophisticated blend/rename chains (ship-to-ship, multiple
flags) outpace detection, forcing costly audits.

¢ Insurance flight: legitimate carriers exit, leaving only high-risk operators—raising
spill/accident probabilities and political costs.

Success condition

e A stable equilibrium where most mainstream buyers/insurers stay inside the authorized
channel because the cheapest risk-adjusted path is compliance, not evasion—making
control of flows achievable without overt annexation or formal title claims.

9. Precedents and Useful Analogies
9.1 Frozen sovereign assets and controlled disbursements (templates)

Modern practice shows how blocked state property can be corralled into tightly supervised
channels without a change in title—a template for “custodial control” narratives.

o Afghanistan (DAB reserves, 2022-): EO 14064 split U.S.-held Afghan central bank assets
between judicially exposed pools and a humanitarian trust structure, demonstrating
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how an executive action can both immobilize sovereign assets and route proceeds
under policy conditions. The White House+1

Iraq (1991-2022): The UN Compensation Commission funded reparations from a fixed
percentage of Iraqi oil export proceeds (initially 30%, later reduced), while the Oil-for-
Food Programme put exports under escrow and UN-administered disbursement—a
high-profile case of oil monetization under international custody without annexation.
opil.ouplaw.com+3uncc.un.org+3opil.ouplaw.com+3

Use to our thesis: These mechanisms show political cover for saying “revenues serve X,” even

when ownership remains with the sovereign and the channel is framed as humanitarian or

reparative rather than fiscal extraction.

9.2 Cargo seizures of sanctioned petroleum; court-supervised auctions of affiliates

Where in-ground expropriation is untenable, states have repeatedly targeted movables

(cargoes) and downstream equity reachable by courts.

Iranian cargoes (Suez Rajan, 2023): U.S. prosecutors used IEEPA and terrorism-link
theories to seize and sell ~¥1 mb cargo; proceeds were directed to a fund for terror
victims—illustrating how forfeiture + court orders translate barrels into legally
narrativized cash. Department of Justice+1

CITGO/PDVSA litigation (Delaware & SDNY): A long-running, court-run auction of PDV
Holding (CITGO’s parent) has advanced to final stages, with bids evaluated and rulings on
PDVSA 2020 bonds reinforcing creditor pathways into SOE-linked U.S. assets. None of
this touches Venezuela’s subsurface, but it meaningfully redirects value via downstream
stakes. Reuters+2Reuters+2

Use to our thesis: These cases are proof of concept for converting control of the paperwork and

the ship—not the reservoir—into cash capture with court-blessed optics.

9.3 Historical resource control in conflicts: what carried over, what failed

History offers mixed evidence about war as a lever over hydrocarbons; what succeeds is usually

control of flows and finance, not permanent subsurface annexation.

Iraq (1990s-2000s): International designs channeled oil revenues through escrow,
reparations, and humanitarian programs; the operative power was export-receipts
custody, not geological title. UN Documentation+1
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https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2022/02/11/fact-sheet-executive-order-to-preserve-certain-afghanistan-central-bank-assets-for-the-people-of-afghanistan/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://uncc.un.org/en/what-we-did/payment-claims/compensation-fund?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.justice.gov/d9/2023-12/23-cv-00882_asset_forfeiture_complaint_508.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/us-court-officer-recommends-dalinars-738-billion-bid-citgo-parent-2025-07-03/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://docs.un.org/en/S/RES/986%281995%29?utm_source=chatgpt.com

ISIS oil (2014-2017): The group monetized captured fields and smuggling to the tune of
hundreds of millions; coalition targeting of production sites, trucking, and finance
collapsed that revenue—underscoring that logistics, insurance, and market access
decide cashflow more than field possession alone. TIME+1

What carries over:

Custody of movables and money rails (cargoes, documents, receivables, insurance) is
easier to sustain and legalize than asserting title to rock.

Supervised channels (escrow/trust) can make politically legible claims about where
resource revenues “go,” even when true fiscal impact is modest.

What reliably fails:

Durable claims to in-ground ownership absent annexation/treaty.

Ignoring industrial and insurance constraints: when utilities, metering credibility, and
war-risk coverage degrade, netbacks evaporate, no matter who holds the gate.

10. Indicators and Early-Warning Dashboard (Falsifiable Signals)

Purpose. Give observers a compact, auditable panel of signals that would have to appear if “war

+ seizure - debt pay-down” were moving from thesis to practice. Each indicator is framed with:

what to watch, why it matters, and what would not count (to avoid false positives).

10.1 Legal: new EOs/statutes extending forfeiture to subsurface estates; recognition of

alternate concession-grantors

A. Textual footprints to watch

Executive Orders (EOs) that newly define “strategic immovables” (pipelines, terminals,
upgraders) as instrumentalities of sanctioned conduct, enabling custodial control
beyond mere blocking.

Statutory changes (amendments to IEEPA/18 U.S.C. § 981/§ 983/FSIA § 1610) that:
o authorize vesting or court-supervised custody of energy nodes,
o codify extraterritorial garnishment of receivables from named terminals/grades,

o create immunity shields for coalition surveyors/operators at controlled sites.
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¢ Recognition instruments (resolutions, State Dept. notices, court filings) that
acknowledge alternate authorities empowered to issue/ratify concessions or assign
export rights.

Why it matters. Moving from “freeze” to controlled use requires explicit legal rails; recognition
unlocks U.S. court deference to alternate signatories.

Not sufficient (false positives).

e Routine sanctions designations or license tweaks without new vesting/custody
language.

e Generic terrorism/narcotics EOs that do not mention infrastructure custody or
receivable tracing.

Red-flag phrasing (if it appears). “Custodial administration,” “strategic immovables,”

n u n

“instrumentality tracing to receivables,” “recognized concessionary authority,” “court-

supervised usufruct.”

10.2 Financial: creation of petroleum-linked Treasury/SPV accounts; spikes in forfeiture
receipts

A. Structures and line items

e A named Treasury trust/SPV chartered to receive petroleum-linked inflows (tariffs,
forfeitures, penalties, authorized-lifting proceeds).

e Budget documents or OMB tables that introduce a distinct ‘Debt Reduction Receipts’
line with monthly reporting cadence.

B. Flow signatures
e Step-change increases in:
o civil/criminal forfeiture proceeds citing petroleum cargoes/receivables,
o penalties/settlements tied to energy-sanctions evasion,
o customs/tariff receipts attributable to targeted trades.

e Cross-walkable references (case numbers, vessel/cargo IDs) that let third parties
reconcile public cases to SPV deposits.

Why it matters. The thesis hinges on auditable cash routing to a debt-framed bucket, not just
blocking headlines.
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Not sufficient.
¢ One-off high-profile seizures without regular inflow cadence.

e SPVs created for general sanctions administration without mandated remittance to a
debt account.

Threshold cues. Regular (e.g., monthly) SPV transfers, CSV-style disclosure with source codes
(TAR/FOR/PEN/DCD/LIC), and reconciliation notes explaining deltas.

10.3 Logistics: persistent AlS patterns near named terminals; war-risk insurance clauses
A. Maritime/terminal telemetry

e Sustained clustering of coalition naval/ISR assets around named terminals (e.g.,
José/Puerto La Cruz, Amuay/Carddn; Kharg/Jask/Bandar Abbas/Lavan/Sirri).

o AIS behavior shifts: fewer dark periods, more convoy-like sequencing, STS transfers
confined to published “authorized corridors.”

¢ Terminal throughput stability despite crisis headlines (regular berth occupancy, reduced
demurrage) - implies managed access, not random disruption.

B. Insurance and risk circulars

¢ War-risk endorsements that explicitly discount premiums for cargoes following license-
compliant lanes, and sur-charge/deny others.

e P&l/club circulars that tie cover to named surveyors, metering attestations, and
document templates.

Why it matters. Controlled flows require insurable, schedulable export windows; insurance
language is often the earliest durable trace of a policy channel.

Not sufficient.
¢ Short-lived naval surges after incidents.
e Generic war-risk hikes without licensed-lane relief language.

Persistence tests. Patterns that repeat across quarters, not days; insurance clauses that roll
over at renewal with the same compliant-lane vocabulary.
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10.4 Corporate: data-room chatter, JV shells, hiring/visa surges for basin-specific expertise
A. Corporate posture telemetry

« Data-room or VDR invitations referencing specific basins/grades (Orinoco
diluent/upgrader know-how; Kharg/Jask scheduling/M&R).

e Formation of SPVs/JVs with innocuous names but NAICS codes and board CVs aligned to
terminal ops, hydrogen plants, metering, corrosion, marine SPMs.

n u ”n u

o Earnings-call tropes: “when regulatory pathways evolve,” “authorized liftings,” “custodial

operations,” “licensed services framework.”
B. Labor & mobility signals

o Hiring spikes for rotating-equipment, hydrogen, corrosion, metering, marine terminal
roles; Rosta-style rotations (21/21, 28/28) advertised.

e Visa/permit clusters for contractors destined for named provinces/states
(Anzoategui/Falcdn/Zulia; Bushehr/Hormozgan/Khuzestan).

C. Trade finance & compliance

e Banks announcing enhanced KYC/KYT specifically for named terminals/grades;
template letters of credit referencing surveyors and metering packs.

e Traders/refiners disclosing license-conditioned liftings with policy-spread pricing in
MD&A footnotes.

Why it matters. Industry pre-positioning is expensive; firms move only when they expect
durable legal/insurance lanes.

Not sufficient.

e Generic “emerging-markets risk” hires or broad sanctions-compliance roles untied to
basin-specific skill sets.

o Boilerplate “we monitor developments” language without budgeted project codes or
contract awards.
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Putting it together: a dashboard view
Pillar Leading Indicators

Draft EQ/statute with custodial immovables
Legal language; recognition of alternate concession-
grantor

Financial SPV charter + DRA line item appears

Logisti Insurer circulars naming compliant lanes; AlS
ogistics i
shows convoy/sequencing

Corporate VDR invites; JV shells; basin-specific hiring

Lagging/Confirming

Test cases upholding
custody/vesting; parallel allied
laws

Regular monthly transfers with
TAR/FOR/PEN/DCD tags

Quarter-over-quarter terminal
throughput stability

MD&A disclosures of authorized
liftings/fees

Falsifiability rule. The thesis weakens if two or more pillars fail to produce durable,
documentable signals over two consecutive quarters. It strengthens if each pillar yields
repeatable, reconcilable artifacts (texts, ledgers, telemetry, filings) that independent observers

can verify without privileged access.

11. Risk Model and Counter-Moves

11.1 Sabotage vectors, scorched-earth risks, asymmetric maritime threats

Threat surface (high-level, non-operational):

e Industrial sabotage: Insiders or irregulars target high-elasticity points (utilities,
measurement credibility, specialty consumables). Effects cascade: small disruptions
inflate downtime, erode buyer trust, and widen discounts.

e Scorched-earth tactics: Deliberate field/terminal damage to make control uneconomic
(valve destruction, tank fires, line contamination). Short-run: export collapse and
environmental fallout. Long-run: costly remediation and reputational loss for whoever is

“in charge.”

e Asymmetric maritime threats: Low-cost tools (mines, UAVs, fast boats, spoofing)
intermittently shut lanes, spike war-risk premia, and strand compliant tonnage. Even a

few incidents can push insurers from surcharge to non-cover stances.
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« Documentation degradation: Forged or contested certificates of origin/quality
undermine letters of credit; once banks doubt the paper, price discovery breaks and
cargoes clear only at distressed spreads.

Risk indicators to watch: unusual fire/incident frequency at tank farms; repeated metering
challenges; insurance circulars escalating from advisory to exclusion; AlS anomalies clustering
near SPM approaches.

Mitigation ceiling: Hardening and redundancy buy time but cannot eliminate low-cost
disruption. The binding constraint is credible insurability; once coverage evaporates, physical
control no longer monetizes.

11.2 Great-power countermobilization, energy-price spikes, insurer exit
Strategic pushback:

e Counter-coalitions: Rival powers expand shadow fleets, alternative clearing systems, and
security guarantees for non-compliant liftings. Outcome: policy spreads narrow for the
target but widen global fragmentation costs.

¢ Retaliatory theaters: Pressure surfaces elsewhere (straits, cyber, space assets). Cross-
domain retaliation raises operational costs and complicates escalation control.

e Supply response & price shock: Curtailments or perceived war risk can lift Brent/Dubai
benchmarks. Near-term optics may look favorable (“higher barrels, higher receipts”), but
netbacks can still shrink if discounts, demurrage, and insurance outpace the benchmark
rise. Political blowback intensifies at the pump.

e Insurer exit: P&I Clubs and war-risk markets can move from surcharge to withdrawal. If
class or P&l is pulled, mainstream hulls stop calling—Ileaving only high-risk operators,
accident probability rises, and environmental liabilities explode.

Risk indicators to watch: coordinated naval exercises by rivals; cross-listings of sanctioned
entities on alternative bourses; premium step-ups that fail to revert at renewal; decline in
covered fleet age/quality metrics.

Mitigation ceiling: Carve-outs and “authorized lanes” help only if major flag states, reinsurers,
and banks buy in. Absent that, volume collapses faster than narratives can adapt.
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11.3 Domestic litigation blowback, coalition fracture, reputational drag
Law & politics at home and among allies:

o Litigation thicket: Expanded forfeiture/vesting theories invite constitutional challenges
(Takings, due process), FSIA fights, and injunctions against “custodial immovables.”
Prolonged stays freeze receipts and tarnish the “debt pay-down” storyline.

o Separation-of-powers strain: Aggressive executive action without crisp statutory hooks
triggers congressional backlash, oversight subpoenas, and budget riders that narrow or
sunset authorities.

o Coalition asymmetry: Partners face different electoral calendars, casualty tolerance, and
exposure to price spikes. A single coalition member’s parliamentary revolt or court ruling
can unravel harmonized licensing, insurance, and surveyor regimes.

e CSR/ESG reputational drag: Major traders, banks, and insurers retrench to avoid
accusations of complicity in expropriation or environmental harm. Result: thinning
counterparties, higher costs, and reputational contagion across unrelated operations.

Risk indicators to watch: preliminary injunctions that halt transfers to a “Debt Reduction”
account; parliamentary committee reports repudiating shared legal theories; withdrawal
statements from top P&I Clubs or class societies; blue-chip firms adding “no involvement”
clauses in CSR reports.

Mitigation ceiling: Transparency dashboards and humanitarian carve-outs blunt criticism but
cannot cure core legitimacy deficits if casualties, spills, or court losses mount. Over time, norm
erosion boomerangs: precedents used today may be wielded tomorrow against domestic or
allied assets abroad.

Synthesis: What breaks first

Across scenarios, the most fragile links are insurability, documentation credibility, and legal
durability. Lose any two for more than a quarter, and continuity of monetizable control
collapses—regardless of physical possession. A viable strategy must therefore price in persistent
attrition, plan for repeated pauses, and accept that even partial success produces nonlinear
political and reputational costs that can outweigh modeled cashflows.
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12. Scenario Lattice
12.1 Full-spectrum success (formalized control + stable flows)

Definition. Coalition secures persistent, insurable access to key export nodes; courts and
statutes sustain a custodial-operations doctrine; a Treasury-adjacent account receives regular,
auditable transfers. Market discounts narrow as buyers accept the compliant channel.

Core features

e Legal: Enabling EQ/statute survives first- and second-round challenges; at least one test
case affirms custodial control of infrastructure and tracing to receivables. Recognition of
an alternate concession-grantor (where applicable) is honored in U.S./ally courts.

e Operational: Terminals/SPMs run with industrial continuity (power, hydrogen,
surveyors, metering credibility). War-risk endorsements explicitly reward licensed lanes;
convoy scheduling and port services function predictably.

e Financial: An SPV/DRA shows monthly cadence (e.g., TAR/FOR/PEN/DCD inflows) with
clean audit trails; transfers are material enough to headline even if macro-small versus
total debt.

o Corporate: Blue-chip insurers, banks, and a tier of refiners participate; data rooms open
for maintenance/throughput contracts; JV shells settle into steady operations.

Quant/qual indicators
e Terminal throughput variance < +10% for > 2—3 consecutive quarters.

e P&I/war-risk terms renew without broad exclusions; premium spread licensed vs
unlicensed lanes > 30% and persistent.

e SPV transfers post every month; 12-month trailing sum grows with benchmark prices.

Strategic implication. The thesis achieves practical validation: not geological title, but durable
beneficial control of flows and cash with legitimizing optics.

12.2 Partial capture (episodic cargo control; contested fields)

Definition. Coalition intermittently captures value—seizing cargoes, garnishing receivables,
winning select cases—yet cannot maintain steady, insurable terminal operations. Exports
oscillate; buyers hedge between compliant and gray channels; discounts widen.
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Core features

e Legal: Mixed docket outcomes; some forfeitures/settlements stand, others stall on
appeal. No comprehensive statute for strategic immovables; reliance on case-by-case
theories.

e Operational: Short bursts of control (raids, interdictions, temporary shutdowns)
followed by adversary resets or sabotage; utilities and metering credibility degrade
during off-cycles.

¢ Financial: SPV sees lumpy inflows (quarterly spikes from big cases, long troughs
otherwise). Tariffs tick in but are small; penalties/settlements dominate the optics rather
than routine liftings.

e Corporate: Mainstream insurers/banks remain cautious. Shadow fleet adapts; STS
blending and documentation laundering improve, forcing larger discounts to move gray
cargoes.

Quant/qual indicators

¢ Terminal throughput variance > +25% quarter to quarter; demurrage spikes during
crises.

e Insurer circulars oscillate: temporary surcharges escalate, then partially retract—no
stable compliant-lane discount survives renewals.

e Forfeiture/penalty newsflow outweighs licensed-lifting disclosures by volume and value.

Strategic implication. Political narrative (“resource pays the debt”) survives via headlines and
episodic receipts, but the cash engine stutters. Adversary endurance plus market workarounds
keep the system in limbo.

12.3 Quagmire (attrition, stranded assets, negative cashflow)

Definition. Sustained disruption, sabotage, and legal defeats render operations uninsurable and
unprofitable. Physical possession fails to monetize; environmental incidents and litigation
dominate. Coalition cohesion frays.

Core features

e Legal: Preliminary injunctions halt vesting/custody transfers; constitutional/FSIA
challenges gain traction. Recognition gambits backfire in allied courts.
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e Operational: Repeated scorched-earth events (tank fires, line ruptures), chronic
power/water shortfalls, catalyst/hydrogen scarcity, and metering disputes. AlS shows
avoidance of named terminals; reputable surveyors withdraw.

e Financial: SPV/DRA receipts dry up for multiple quarters; war-risk/P&lI retreat to outright
non-cover. Netbacks turn negative after security, opex, and demurrage.

e Corporate/coalition: Blue-chip firms exit; only high-risk operators remain. Parliamentary
or court actions in key partner states curtail participation; reputational costs bleed into
unrelated programs.

Quant/qual indicators

e Two or more consecutive quarters with zero licensed-lane liftings; terminal berth
occupancy collapses.

e Insurance exclusions (not surcharges) at renewal; class withdrawals for key
terminals/approaches.

e Environmental claims and clean-up liabilities exceed any realized receipts; SPV reports
no transfers with footnotes citing litigation holds.

Strategic implication. The model breaks economically and politically. The campaign devolves
into costly denial without debt-narrative payoff, inviting policy reversal or negotiated off-ramps.

Cross-scenario decision gates

e Insurability gate: If compliant war-risk/P&I cannot be maintained across one renewal
cycle, shift expectations from 12.1->12.2 or 12.3.

o Throughput gate: If terminal variance remains > £20% for two quarters, abandon “stable
flows” claims and re-cast aims as disruption/containment.

¢ Legal gate: Absent an early precedent-setting judgment or statute, budget for episodic
rather than continuous receipts.

o Political gate: If pump-price backlash or coalition court defeats dominate headlines,
expect allied off-ramps and accelerated reputational drag.

Bottom line. Full success requires four-way alignment—Iegal durability, industrial continuity,
insurability, and buyer participation. Lose any two for a quarter or more, and the lattice
collapses toward partial capture or quagmire, with cashflows and credibility evaporating faster
than force can repair them.
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13. Ethics, Legitimacy, and Long-Horizon Costs
13.1 Resource expropriation and the erosion of norms

Moral frame. Treating another state’s hydrocarbons as a de facto collateral pool reframes war
as an instrument of asset recovery. Even if wrapped in legalisms (terror/narcotics, collective
self-defense), the core action reads as resource expropriation. Ethically, this collapses the
distinction between defending against harm and appropriating value—inviting a return to pre-
Charter logics where might authenticates right.

Normative slippage.

e Ends creep: Once “debt relief” becomes a permissible public good, other fiscal aims
(budget gaps, industrial subsidies) can be smuggled into security rationales.

e Category error: Conflating movables (cargoes, cash) with immovables (subsurface
estates) weakens the bright line that protects core sovereign assets from force.

e Moral hazard: Actors learn that creating danger narratives can unlock material
windfalls, incentivizing strategic provocation and selective disclosure.

Legitimacy test. Democratic legitimacy depends on consent + constraint. A campaign that relies
on stretching emergency powers, expanding forfeiture theories, and narrating fiscal gains as
“incidental” strains both. Publics may accept short, necessity-bounded actions; they resist open-
ended custodianship that looks like rent extraction.

13.2 Civilian impact accounting; duty of care when operating critical infrastructure

Ethical obligations under control. If an intervenor asserts custodial control over terminals,
power, or export lanes, it assumes a duty of care: to protect workers and communities, to
prevent spills and fires, to ensure gas handling and water integrity, and to maintain credible
measurement (because measurement settles disputes that otherwise spill into violence).

Civilian ledger, not just a balance sheet.
o Direct harms: Industrial accidents, pollution plumes, explosions, and marine incidents.

e Indirect harms: Fuel and electricity shortages, supply-chain shocks to hospitals and
water plants, loss of livelihoods around ports.

e Process harms: Coerced labor, documentation disputes that strand ships and crews,
legal limbo for local contractors.
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Accounting requirements.

e Visibility: Publish civilian-impact dashboards alongside receipts (injury/fatality counts,
incidents averted, environmental monitoring).

¢ Remedy: Fund clean-up and compensation first, before transfers to any debt-framed
account.

o Exit: Define sunsets and thresholds (accident rates, audit failures) that trigger pause or
withdrawal.

Ethical constant: If the intervenor cannot keep utilities, safety, and documentation above
minimally acceptable thresholds, continuing to operate is ethically indefensible—no matter the
fiscal narrative.

13.3 Strategic blowback: precedent for rival seizures and norm collapse

Reciprocity is the rule. Doctrines built for convenience rarely stay one-way. A state that
legitimizes custodial control of critical infrastructure abroad teaches rivals how to justify
reciprocal seizures—of energy assets, data centers, subsea cables, or rare-earth facilities—
under their own security narratives.

Long-horizon risks.

o Copy-paste doctrines: “Strategic immovables” and “instrumentality tracing” will be cited
back against Western holdings in third countries.

e Alliance strain: Partners exposed to symmetric vulnerabilities (export hubs, LNG plants,
pipelines) will defect from any doctrine that threatens to boomerang.

¢ Market balkanization: Insurers, banks, and class societies exit contested geographies;
capital costs rise globally; dual financial and maritime systems crystallize, reducing
transparency and raising accident risk.

o Escalation ladders: Resource custodianship begets counter-custodianship: embargoes,
cyber-sabotage, seizures of commercial spacecraft or cables, and tit-for-tat arrests of
crews—moving crises into domains that were previously off-limits.

Ethical bottom line. A strategy that treats hydrocarbons as debt collateral may “work” tactically
but erodes the guardrails that protect civilians, commerce, and cooperation. The cumulative
effect is a thinner peace: more exceptions, fewer inhibitions, and a world where force claims
rents with increasing regularity. Any sober calculus must include these shadow costs—not
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because they negate security concerns, but because ignoring them ensures that today’s
expedient becomes tomorrow’s doctrine in the hands of others.

14. Research Design: How to Prove or Disprove the Thesis
14.1 Public-record pipelines: Federal Register, court dockets, Treasury/DOJ ledgers
Objective. Build a documentable trail that any third party can replicate.

o Federal Register / Executive materials

o Data fields: EO number/title; CFR parts amended; keywords (“strategic

”n u n

custodial administration,” “instrumentality tracing,

n u

immovables, authorized

liftings”).

o Test: Presence of new authorities moving beyond blocking (IEEPA) toward
custody/vesting, plus recognition notices for alternate concession-grantors.

o Workflow: Daily ingest - keyword filter - human triage - versioned excerpts.
e Court dockets (PACER; Del., D.D.C., S.D.N.Y.)

o Targets: Civil/criminal forfeiture tied to petroleum cargoes/receivables;
FSIA/alter-ego cases (PDVSA/NIOC analogs); garnishment orders on
traders/banks/insurers.

o Metrics: Case counts, dispositive rulings, dollar amounts, defendants’ domiciles,
appeal status, time-to-judgment.

o Replicability: Store docket numbers, filings’ hash digests, and ruling dates in a
public index.

e Treasury/DOIJ ledgers

o Artifacts: Asset Forfeiture Fund reports, OFAC civil-penalty notices,
Customs/tariff receipts, new line items (e.g., “Debt Reduction Receipts”).

o Tests: Step-changes in petroleum-linked proceeds; creation of an SPV/trust with
mandated remittances.

o Cross-walk: Each public cash entry linked to a case ID, vessel, or tariff provision to
allow third-party reconciliation.
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e Allied mirrors

o Sync check: Same-day or near-same-day designations, advisories, and
parliamentary filings across allies using overlapping legal vocabulary.

Falsification rule: If no new custody/vesting language, no docket wins enabling receivable
tracing, and no debt-tagged receipt bucket appear over two quarters, the thesis weakens.

14.2 Structured AlS/insurance monitoring; reproducible methods
Objective. Detect controlled-flow patterns without privileged data.
e AIS telemetry

o Windows: 25-nm boxes around named terminals (José, Amuay/Cardodn; Kharg,
Jask, Bandar Abbas; Lavan/Sirri).

o Signals: Convoy-like sequencing; reduced dark activity; stable berth occupancy;
STS transfers confined to declared corridors.

o Metrics: Berth-time distribution, demurrage proxies (anchorage dwell), monthly
lift counts by flag/insurer.

e Insurance & class
o Inputs: Public P&l circulars, war-risk endorsements, class-society notices.

o Signals: Clauses that lower premia for “licensed/compliant lanes” and exclude
non-compliant routes; surveyor whitelists.

o Scoring: Binary (presence/absence of compliant-lane wording) + premium spread
estimate (licensed vs unlicensed).

e Method hygiene

o Open code: Publish parsers for AlS snapshots, regex for circulars, and statistical
notebooks (time-series, change-point detection).

o Pre-registration: Declare indicators and thresholds in advance (e.g., “>3
consecutive months of compliant-lane wording from >2 top P&l Clubs”).

o Data retention: Immutable logs (hashes/timestamps) for every ingest to prevent
hindsight editing.
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Falsification rule: If AlS/insurance never show persistent compliant-lane patterns (only episodic
surges) across two renewals, downgrade to “partial capture” at best.

14.3 Open datasets, code, and red-team protocols
Objective. Keep the program auditable and adversarially tested.
e Open corpus

o Tables: Dockets (case IDs, courts, amounts); ledgers (TAR/FOR/PEN/DCD/LIC
codes); AlS aggregates; insurance clause snapshots.

o Formats: CSV/Parquet + machine-readable JSON schemas; SPDX licenses for
code.

e Reproducible stack
o Artifacts: Containerized notebooks; deterministic seeds; exact dependency locks.

o Pipelines: Cl that reruns indicators weekly and stamps outputs with signed
hashes.

e Red-team drills

o Attacks: Confounder hunts (e.g., unrelated naval exercises, seasonal
maintenance), synthetic counterexamples (fake clause language), and
blend/rename documentation laundering patterns.

o Governance: Publish red-team critiques and resulting metric revisions; keep a
changelog of indicator retirements/additions.

e Community verification
o Bug bounties: Incentivize detection of false positives/negatives.

o Mirror nodes: Independent groups run the pipeline on their infra and compare
hash-matched outputs.

Outcome: A living, falsifiable observatory where absence of jointly triggered indicators is as
informative as their co-appearance.
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15. Conclusion: What “Debt-Backed by Seizure” Reveals
15.1 If true: a reversion to war-economy mercantilism under legal veneers

If the indicators converge—new custody/vesting authorities, receivable-tracing judgments,
compliant-lane insurance language, and monthly transfers to a debt-labeled account—the result
is not just a policy tweak. It is a structural relapse: from post-1945 norms that separate war
from commerce to a war-economy mercantilism where force creates cashflows and legal text
supplies the gloss. Control of flows and paperwork becomes the currency of power; “beneficial

control” displaces title; debt relief is the legitimizing banner. The practical lesson: in a world of
contested rules, insurability + documentation are as decisive as brigades, and fiscal theater can

become strategy.
15.2 If false: why the indicators nevertheless clarify coercive energy statecraft

If the signals never cohere, we still gain clarity. The same dashboards reveal the outer limits of
coercive energy statecraft:

e Sanctions and cargo seizures can harass, but without insurable channels and legal
durability, they seldom monetize at scale.

o Courts may tolerate blocking and episodic forfeiture, yet resist custodial immovables—
a living boundary between movables and geology.

e Markets prize credibility: absent trusted paper and coverage, discounts balloon and
volumes flee to gray circuits.

In short, a null result maps the constraints that keep energy coercion from mutating into
outright fiscal extraction.

15.3 Next steps: continuous surveillance, rapid attribution, public accountability

e Continuous surveillance. Keep the public pipelines running: Federal Register diffs,
docket deltas, AlS/insurance metrics, and SPV/ledger scrapes. Publish updates on a fixed
cadence so deviations are obvious.

¢ Rapid attribution. When anomalies appear (e.g., compliant-lane clauses, sudden
forfeiture spikes), issue timed, sourced briefs that tie documents to movements and
money—before narratives harden.

e Public accountability. Demand auditable ledgers for any debt-framed receipts; require
civilian-impact dashboards alongside fiscal ones; enforce sunsets and independent
reviews for any emergency powers touching strategic infrastructure.
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¢ Norm defense. Regardless of the thesis outcome, codify red lines: movables vs
immovables, duty of care under custodial control, and reciprocal-risk assessments
before adopting doctrines that others can mirror back.

Bottom line. Whether confirmed or falsified, the exercise turns speculation into measurable
claims. It shows precisely what would have to exist—in laws, ledgers, lanes, and livelihoods—for
“debt-backed by seizure” to be real, and it arms the public with the tools to see it coming or to
prove that it never was.
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Appendices

A. Field/Terminal Maps and Dependency Graphs (conceptual, non-operational)

Al. Layered schematic (not to scale)

[Reservoirs/Fields]
| (gathering, lift)
v
[Processing/Gathering Centers]
| (power, water mgmt, integrity)

v

[Mainlines/Pipelines] T |
| | |
v v v

[Storage Farms] [Upgraders/Units] [Refining Hubs]

L———[Custody-Transfer / Metering]e———

v
[Marine Interfaces]

(SPMs, piers, load berths)

v

[Tanker Fleet]

v

[Buyers / Refiners]

v
[Settlement Rails]

(docs, insurance cover, banking, LCs)

49



A2. Dependency graph (key families)

Utilities: grid power <> backup gen; water intake <= treatment <> disposal; hydrogen

supply (where required).

Integrity & safety: corrosion control <> inhibitors <= inspection; firewater loops <>
foam; gas handling < flaring limits.

Measurement & docs: metering skids <> calibration logs; surveyors < bills of lading
&> certificates of origin/quality.

Marine/insurance: class certificates <> P&I cover <> war-risk endorsements <> port
state control.

Finance/compliance: KYC/KYT rules ¢ letters of credit ¢ correspondent banks <>
sanctions/AML screens.

A3. Chokepoint typology (high-level)

Few-to-many nodes: terminals/SPMs, upgraders, major metering rooms.
Many-to-one nodes: field gathering centers, pump stations.

Paper chokepoints: surveyor attestation, bank LC validation, insurer circulars.

A4. Map legend (for any illustrative figures you include)

Circles: flow origins (fields/gathering).
Squares: processing/upgrade/refinery units.
Diamonds: metering/custody transfer.
Anchors: marine load points.

Dashed lines: documentation/financial flows parallel to physical flows.
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B. Template Dashboards for EOs/Dockets/Forfeiture/AlS Watch (auditable, reproducible)

These are report skeletons—drop-in tables/fields for a monthly public packet. Keep codebooks
stable so third parties can diff month to month.

B1. Executive Orders & Federal Register Diff

Key Phrases

Date Instrument Section/Part Action Type Link/ID Notes
Detected
“custodial
2025- o . One-
EO #####: 31 CFR Part administration”; ~ FR Doc
M- _ " _ New/Amend/Rescind sentence
Title Hit#H strategic #
DD . . summary
immovables

B2. Court Dockets (Forfeiture / FSIA / Garnishment)

. Category Amount . Stage Next
Cour Cas Captio . . Vessel/Enti . .
¢ ot (FOR/FSIA/GAR Claimed/Realiz ty IDs (Filed/Ruled/Appe Mileston
N) ed (USD) al) e

B3. Treasury/DOJ Receipts (SPV or analogous account)

LIC Total .
TAR FOR PEN DCD (Cargo . . Cumulative-
Month . . . . . (Licensing >
(Tariffs) (Forfeitures) (Penalties) Dispositions) to-Date
Fees) DRA

B4. AlS/Terminal Throughput Panel (aggregate, non-identifying)

% Dark
Terminal Liftings Avg Berth Anchorage Dwell STS Events Aoﬁ it Demurrage
ctivi
Box (count) Time (hrs) Proxy (hrs) (count) (est.) v Proxy ($/bbl)
B5. Insurance/Class Circulars Tracker
. . Renewa
) Applies To Clause Type Mentions ]
Issue Circula . . . . . Effectiv |
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r riD e Dates Outcom
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B6. Corporate Posture Signals (public only)

. Phrase Hits . .
Disclosure Type p . ..., Basin/Grade $$ Magnitude _
Company (“authorized liftings”, ) Timeframe
(10-Q/Call/Press) . . Mentioned or “N/A”
custodial ops”)
B7. Integrity & Ethics Overlay
. This 3-Mo
Metric Threshold Status Notes
Month Avg
. . . < prior
Reported industrial incidents (public sources)
avg
Environmental claims tied to terminals J
Civilian-impact indicators (fuel outages, hospital 0

alerts)

B8. Change Log (for transparency)

e Indicators added/retired, regex or geo-box tweaks, and reasons (with date stamps and
hash of prior config).

C. Glossary of Legal Instruments and Shipping/Insurance Terms (plain-English, non-
operational)

Asset Forfeiture (civil/criminal). Legal process to seize property linked to unlawful conduct. Civil
forfeiture targets the property in rem; criminal forfeiture follows conviction. Does not
automatically confer title to immovables without explicit authority.

Authorized Liftings. Licensed cargo movements permitted under a sanctions/licensing
framework, typically subject to specified documentation, routes, and buyers.

B/L (Bill of Lading). Document acknowledging receipt of cargo for shipment; functions as a
document of title for movables (not for subsurface estates).

Bancec (alter-ego doctrine). U.S. jurisprudence allowing courts, in certain circumstances, to
treat a state-owned enterprise as the sovereign’s alter ego for judgment enforcement.

Beneficial Control. De facto ability to direct operations or revenue flows without formal
ownership or title transfer.
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Class / Classification Society. Independent organizations certifying a vessel’s structural and
mechanical condition; loss of class typically voids insurance.

Collective Self-Defense (UN Charter Art. 51). Right of states to use force in defense of another
state under armed attack, subject to necessity and proportionality.

Constructive Trust. Equitable device by which an entity holds property for the benefit of
another to prevent unjust enrichment; sometimes proposed for custodial revenue handling.

Custody Transfer / Metering. The point and process by which responsibility for petroleum
passes between parties, anchored by calibrated measurement and documentation.

Debt Reduction Account (DRA). Hypothetical or statutory ledger category receiving designated
proceeds intended to offset government debt.

IEEPA (International Emergency Economic Powers Act). U.S. statute enabling the President to
regulate economic transactions during national emergencies involving foreign threats;
commonly used for blocking, not vesting.

Instrumentality (legal). A means or agency through which a prohibited act is committed; some
legal theories try to classify infrastructure as an instrumentality to extend remedies.

Letters of Credit (LCs). Bank undertakings to pay sellers upon presentation of conforming
documents; hinge on trusted paperwork and compliance checks.

Marine War-Risk Insurance. Specialized cover for losses caused by warlike operations;
premiums are sensitive to advisories and exclusion zones.

Movables vs. Immovables. Legal distinction between property that can be moved (cargo) and
property that cannot (land, subsurface resources). Prize law and most seizure tools attach more
readily to movables.

OFAC (Office of Foreign Assets Control). U.S. agency administering sanctions; issues
designations and licenses.

P&l Club (Protection & Indemnity). Mutual insurers covering shipowners’ third-party liabilities
(pollution, collision, crew claims). Without P&, reputable ports and charterers typically will not
engage.

Prize Law. Body of maritime law governing capture of enemy vessels/cargoes at sea during
armed conflict; does not extend to subsurface estates.

Recognition (government). Diplomatic act acknowledging a government as legitimate; can
influence courts’ deference to that entity’s acts (e.g., concession grants).
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Secondary Sanctions. Measures threatening penalties against non-U.S. persons who transact
with sanctioned targets, to deter circumvention.

Single-Point Mooring (SPM). Offshore loading buoy allowing tankers to load while moored to a
fixed point; often critical for crude exports.

SPV (Special-Purpose Vehicle). Legally distinct entity set up to hold and manage specific assets
or cashflows; used to ring-fence proceeds and create transparent reporting.

Usufruct (occupation law). Right to use and enjoy the fruits of property without altering its
substance; occupation norms limit permanent appropriation of sovereign assets.

War-Risk Exclusion/Endorsement. Insurance clause withholding or granting cover for losses in
designated war zones or circumstances; language may reference compliant lanes or licensed
activities.

Notes on Use

e The maps and graphs above are conceptual, not granular; they’re meant to support
argument clarity without operational detail.

¢ The dashboards are designed for falsifiability: stable schemas, public sources, and
reproducible code.

e The glossary anchors terminology so readers can distinguish cash-and-paper control
from title to geology, which is central to the paper’s thesis and its legal/ethical stakes.
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Notes on citation use
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ledgers/circulars) and high-quality institutions (UN, DOJ, EIA, OPEC), supplemented by
major-wire reporting for ongoing litigation and market developments.
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