CATMOCK DAILY CAPSULE

April 26 , 2026
KAKURO

Kakuro puzzles are similar with
crosswords, but instead of letters
board filled with digits

(from 1 to 9).

The board's squares need to be filled
in with these digits in order to sum
up to the specified numbers.

You are not allowed to use the
same digit more than once to
obtain a given sum.

Each Kakuro puzzle has a

unique solution. Good luck!

SUDOKU

Every sudoku grid always contains some partially

completed grids with digits. The objective of the game is to the
fill the missing digits into the grid. With 4x4 grids you need

to use and fill digits from 1 to 4; with 6x6 -grids digits 1 to 6
and 9%9-grids contain digits from 1 to 9 respectively.
In each column, row and block you can use each digit only
once.
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Coal Gasification and Fertiliser Security: Promise
Constrained by Execution Realities

Amid mounting pressure on fertiliser availability, particularly urea, driven by geopolitical tensions
and supply disruptions in West Asia, coal gasification has been advanced as a potential
domestic alternative to secure inputs. However, despite its conceptual appeal and policy
backing, the translation of coal gasification into scalable industrial output remains limited. The
gap between ambition and execution underscores deeper structural and operational constraints
within the sector.
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Coal gasification refers to the conversion of coal into synthesis gas, which can subsequently be
processed into downstream products such as methanol, ammonium nitrate, synthetic natural
gas, and fertilisers. From a resource perspective, the proposition is compelling. India possesses
substantial coal reserves, and leveraging these for chemical production could reduce
dependence on imported natural gas and fertiliser inputs. In principle, such a transition would
enhance supply security and insulate the domestic market from external volatility.

Yet, the empirical record suggests that progress has been incremental at best. While policy
targets envision substantial expansion in gasification capacity over the coming decade, only a
limited number of projects have advanced beyond the planning stage. Industry estimates
indicate that current and near term output is likely to remain significantly below projected
targets, reflecting both technological and financial bottlenecks.

One of the central challenges lies in the capital intensive nature of gasification projects.
Establishing integrated facilities that convert coal into usable chemical feedstocks requires
substantial upfront investment, long gestation periods, and complex engineering capabilities.



These factors elevate project risk, particularly in an environment characterised by uncertainty in
input pricing and output demand. Private sector participation, which is critical for scaling
capacity, has therefore remained cautious.

Closely related to this is the issue of project bankability. Investors and lenders require
predictable revenue streams and policy stability to commit capital to large scale infrastructure. In
the absence of assured offtake agreements or price support mechanisms, the economic viability
of gasification projects becomes difficult to establish. Fluctuations in global energy prices further
complicate this assessment, as they influence the relative competitiveness of coal derived
products compared to alternatives.

Technological considerations also impose constraints. Coal gasification processes must be
adapted to the specific characteristics of domestic coal, which often contains higher ash
content. This necessitates customised solutions and continuous technological refinement,
increasing both cost and complexity. While technological capability can evolve over time, the
initial barriers to entry remain substantial.

Institutional coordination represents another dimension of the challenge. Multiple stakeholders,
including public sector enterprises, private firms, and regulatory bodies, must align their
objectives and timelines. Delays in approvals, land acquisition, and infrastructure development
can significantly extend project timelines, eroding economic feasibility. Even where projects
have been announced or initiated, the pace of execution has often lagged behind expectations.

The temporal dimension is particularly critical. With limited time available to meet stated
capacity targets, the current trajectory suggests that achieving them would require a marked
acceleration in project implementation. Without such acceleration, the contribution of
gasification to fertiliser supply is likely to remain marginal in the near term.

Despite these constraints, the strategic rationale for pursuing coal gasification remains intact.
Diversifying feedstock sources for fertiliser production is essential in a context where global
supply chains are increasingly subject to disruption. However, realising this potential requires
more than policy intent. It necessitates a coherent framework that addresses financial viability,
technological adaptation, and institutional efficiency.

Policy interventions could play a pivotal role in this regard. Mechanisms that provide long term
visibility on pricing and demand, such as guaranteed offtake arrangements or targeted
subsidies, may enhance investor confidence. Simultaneously, investments in research and
development can facilitate the adaptation of gasification technologies to local conditions,
reducing operational uncertainties.

Ultimately, the effectiveness of coal gasification as a solution to fertiliser constraints will depend
on the ability to bridge the gap between conceptual promise and operational reality. The current
state of the sector suggests that while the pathway exists, its realisation will require sustained
effort, coordinated action, and a recalibration of expectations regarding timelines and outcomes.



Law at Sea: Transit, Power, and Contestation in Strategic
Straits

The contemporary crisis in the Strait of Hormuz has revived foundational questions in maritime
law concerning the governance of international waters, the scope of state authority, and the
limits of coercive enforcement at sea. The immediate context involves a sequence of escalatory
actions in which Iran detained foreign vessels within its claimed territorial waters, while the
United States undertook interdictions of ships linked to Iranian commerce on the high seas.
These developments have unfolded within a dense legal architecture that seeks to reconcile
sovereign prerogatives with the principle that oceans constitute shared global commons.
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At the core of this architecture lies the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, which
codifies the doctrine that freedom of navigation must be preserved, particularly for merchant
shipping. The high seas, by definition, remain beyond the jurisdiction of any single state, and
interference with navigation is circumscribed by narrowly defined exceptions. These include
cases involving piracy, stateless vessels, explicit authorisation by the United Nations Security
Council, or consent from the flag state. Absent such conditions, interdiction risks contravening
established norms of international law.

The Strait of Hormuz, however, complicates this framework. It is not merely a segment of the
high seas but a narrow passage where the territorial waters of Iran and Oman converge. In such



straits used for international navigation, the legal regime shifts from the broader doctrine of
freedom of navigation to the more specific principle of transit passage. Transit passage
guarantees continuous and expeditious movement of vessels without undue hindrance, even as
it permits coastal states to prescribe certain navigational rules. These may include designated
sea lanes, requirements for continuous movement, and restrictions on activities unrelated to
transit. Crucially, however, coastal states are not entitled to suspend transit passage or impose
discretionary barriers grounded in geopolitical considerations.

The recent actions attributed to Iran suggest an attempt to reinterpret or extend regulatory
authority over transit in ways that depart from this legal baseline. Reports indicate that vessel
movement has been subject to conditional permissions and, in some cases, the imposition of
toll like charges. Such measures, if substantiated, would represent a departure from the
established understanding that transit passage cannot be made contingent upon political
alignment or economic concession. The legal contention thus centres not merely on
enforcement but on the underlying conception of sovereignty in maritime corridors that are
indispensable to global trade.

The United States response introduces a parallel, yet distinct, legal controversy. Rather than
asserting territorial control, U.S. actions have taken the form of targeted interdictions and
economic sanctions aimed at constraining Iran’s maritime commerce. These measures operate
within the domain of unilateral sanctions, which, while permissible under domestic legal
systems, occupy an ambiguous position in international law. They are not authorised by
multilateral institutions such as the United Nations, and their extraterritorial application raises
questions about the legitimacy of enforcing national statutes against third party actors engaged
in otherwise lawful navigation.

Interceptions of vessels on the high seas, particularly those carrying oil or dual use cargo, are
justified by the United States on grounds of enforcing sanctions compliance. Yet, from a strictly
legal standpoint, such actions risk infringing upon the principle of unimpeded navigation unless
they can be anchored in recognised exceptions. The tension here is not merely doctrinal but
structural, reflecting the asymmetry between a rules based order and the strategic imperatives
of powerful states seeking to operationalise economic pressure.

The cumulative effect of these actions is a fragmentation of maritime order in a region that is
already characterised by high strategic sensitivity. Approximately one fifth of global oil flows
through the Strait of Hormuz, rendering any disruption disproportionately consequential. Even
temporary impediments to transit can generate cascading effects across energy markets,
insurance costs, and supply chain stability. The legal uncertainty surrounding permissible
conduct further compounds this volatility, as commercial actors must navigate not only physical
risks but also the risk of inadvertent legal entanglement.

Institutionally, the International Maritime Organization has emerged as a potential mediator,
seeking to preserve navigational safety while facilitating dialogue between the concerned
parties. However, its mandate is primarily technical rather than enforcement oriented, limiting its
capacity to adjudicate disputes of this nature. The absence of a binding, universally accepted



mechanism for resolving such conflicts underscores a structural limitation within the existing
maritime governance framework.

What the present crisis reveals is not a failure of law per se, but the fragility of its application
under conditions of geopolitical contestation. The normative clarity of transit passage and
freedom of navigation coexists with the practical reality that enforcement is contingent upon
power, compliance, and strategic calculation. As states increasingly test the boundaries of
permissible conduct, the distinction between lawful regulation and coercive obstruction becomes
progressively blurred.

In this sense, the Strait of Hormuz functions not only as a conduit for energy flows but also as a
site where competing interpretations of international law are enacted in real time. The outcome
of this contestation will have implications that extend beyond the region, shaping expectations
about the resilience of global commons in an era marked by intensifying strategic rivalry.

Sanctions, Shadow Fleets, and Strategic Interdependence
in the Iran Oil Trade

The recent imposition of sanctions by the United States on a China based refinery and an
extended network of shipping firms marks an intensification of economic coercion aimed at
constraining Iran’s oil exports. The action, directed at entities alleged to be embedded within



what is often termed a shadow fleet, reflects a strategic attempt to disrupt the logistical and
financial architecture that sustains Iran’s continued participation in global energy markets
despite longstanding restrictions. At the centre of this episode lies a complex triangular dynamic
involving Washington’s sanctioning authority, Tehran’s adaptive export mechanisms, and
Beijing’s persistent demand for discounted crude

The refinery targeted in this round of measures is characterised as a so called teapot facility, a
term used to describe smaller independent refiners in China that operate outside the dominant
state owned enterprises. These entities, while limited in scale relative to national champions,
possess a degree of operational flexibility that allows them to process crude sourced through
opaque channels. Their role in absorbing Iranian oil has expanded in recent years, particularly
as formal trade routes have narrowed under successive waves of sanctions. By targeting such
refiners, the United States seeks to close residual avenues through which Iranian crude
continues to reach international markets under alternative labelling or routing arrangements.

The sanctions extend beyond refining capacity to encompass a network of maritime actors,
including shipping companies and vessels implicated in transporting Iranian oil. This network is
often described as a shadow fleet not merely because of its size, but because of its operational
practices. These include disabling transponders, engaging in ship to ship transfers, and
reflagging vessels to obscure origin and ownership. Such techniques complicate monitoring and
enforcement, enabling oil to be moved across jurisdictions with limited traceability. The current
measures attempt to counter these practices by designating specific vessels and operators,
thereby restricting their access to global financial systems and insurance markets.

China’s position within this framework is structurally significant. It accounts for a substantial
proportion of Iran’s seaborne oil exports, with estimates suggesting that a large majority of such
shipments are directed toward Chinese buyers. This demand is driven not only by scale but also
by pricing dynamics. Iranian crude, sold at a discount due to sanctions risk, provides an
economically attractive input for refiners operating under tight margins. However, this
interdependence also introduces asymmetry. While Iran relies heavily on access to Chinese
markets, Chinese refiners remain partially insulated from sanctions exposure due to limited
integration with the United States financial system, particularly in the case of smaller
independent facilities.

The effectiveness of the sanctions, therefore, hinges on their ability to penetrate beyond
peripheral actors and affect core financial intermediaries. Analysts have consistently argued that
measures targeting banking channels would exert greater leverage than those focused solely on
physical trade. Financial institutions facilitate transactions, provide credit, and enable settlement
across currencies. Without access to these mechanisms, even well established trade routes
become difficult to sustain. The present approach, which emphasises asset freezes and
prohibitions on dealings with designated entities, represents a continuation of a broader strategy
aimed at constricting these enabling infrastructures.

At the same time, the sanctions illustrate the limits of unilateral economic measures in a globally
interconnected system. China has formally opposed such actions, characterising them as



lacking legitimacy under international law. This divergence underscores a broader tension
between national regulatory authority and the absence of universally accepted enforcement
mechanisms. In practice, compliance becomes a function of exposure to the sanctioning state’s
financial and legal jurisdiction rather than adherence to a shared normative framework.

Operationally, the sanctions have introduced frictions into the supply chain. Refiners face
increased difficulty in securing shipments, managing payments, and maintaining stable
throughput. Shipping firms encounter elevated insurance costs and legal risks, while
intermediaries must navigate an increasingly constrained transactional environment. Yet, the
persistence of demand and the adaptability of supply networks suggest that complete disruption
remains unlikely. Instead, trade patterns may evolve toward greater opacity, with more
sophisticated methods employed to evade detection.

The broader implication of this episode lies in its illustration of how energy trade has become a
site of strategic contestation. Oil flows are no longer governed solely by market fundamentals
but are increasingly shaped by geopolitical calculations, regulatory interventions, and
technological adaptation. The interaction between sanctions and evasion generates a dynamic
equilibrium in which neither side achieves absolute control, but both continuously adjust their
strategies.

In this evolving landscape, the question is not simply whether sanctions can reduce export
volumes, but how they reconfigure the structure of trade itself. By pushing transactions into less
transparent channels, they may alter the balance between formal and informal systems, with
implications for market stability, regulatory oversight, and global energy security.

SOLUTIONS:
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