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What’s happening at 
the nuclear power plant is, 
it’s dying little by little.

Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant staff 
member interviewed by Truth Hounds



3

Authors: Denys Sultanhaliiev, Truth Hounds 
Senior Researcher; Yuriy Uhryn, Truth Hounds 
Legal Counsel; Alice Mee, Truth Hounds Senior 
Researcher; Vitalii Poberezhnyi, Truth Hounds 
Researcher; Viktoriia Mamoilyk, Truth Hounds 
Researcher; Shaun Burnie, Greenpeace Ukraine 
Senior Nuclear Specialist; and Roman Koval, PhD 
Student in History, Truth Hounds Head of Re-
search.

Oleksandr Romanenko, Truth Hounds Investigator, 
conducted open-source identification of Russian 
military units present in Enerhodar.

The authors wish to acknowledge the valuable 
advice and comments of Anhelina Hrytsei, Truth 
Hounds Researcher, and Kenza Rharmaoui, Truth 
Hounds Senior Researcher, during the preparation 
of this report.

Interviews: Yaroslav Susoiev, Viktor Barabanov, 
Vladyslav Chyryk, Yaroslav Shyman, Mykola Yur-
lov, and Dido, Truth Hounds documenters.

Monitors: Olha Vovk.

​​We acknowledge the contribution of the Truth 
Hounds’ analytical team in registering, examin-
ing, and structuring survivors’ statements in the 
database, and thank the department manager 
for ensuring general oversight and compliance.

Final editing and publication support were carried 
out under the coordination of Olena Pashkovska, 
Truth Hounds Head of Communications.

English-language proofreading: Matt Smith

Translation into Ukrainian: Natalia Slipenko

Ukrainian-language proofreading: Illia Rudiiko and 
Nychka Lishchynska

Footnote editing and source archiving: Vasylyna 
Polianska

Overall visual concept and design: Lera Riezano-
va, Truth Hounds designer.

Internal Review: Dmytro Koval, PhD in International 
Law, Truth Hounds Co-Executive Director.

External Review: Project Expedite Justice (PEJ) 
and Olena Lapenko, General Manager for Security 
and Resilience Advisory Services at DiXi Group.

We extend our gratitude to PEJ for their valuable 
contribution to the review of this report. We also 
thank Olena Lapenko for her insightful comments 
and careful review of Section 4 of this report.

We are deeply grateful to Greenpeace Ukraine for 
their substantial contribution to the analysis of nu-
clear safety and security risks at the Zaporizhzhia 
Nuclear Power Plant and for their co-authorship 
of Section 3 of this report.

We sincerely thank the Association of Relatives 
of Political Prisoners of the Kremlin for sharing 
with us a number of witness statements collected 
from residents of Enerhodar.

We are grateful to Yevheniia Hryhoryan and Kat-
eryna Shavanova for kindly allowing us to include 
photographs of their installations in this report.

Acknowledgements



4

We wish to acknowledge the generous support of the Howard G. 
Buffett Foundation. Its commitment to this work and PEJ’s and 
Truth Hounds’ project «Restraining a Doubt Machine: Truth-Telling 
about Atrocity Crimes in Ukraine through Strategic Litigation and 
Advocacy Campaigns» ensures that the world will learn of the full 
scope and scale of Russia’s acts and that the Ukrainian people will 
ultimately obtain justice. We are grateful for their belief in our work 
and dedication to the cause of justice for Ukraine.

This publication was produced with the financial support of the 
European Union. Its contents are the sole responsibility of Truth 
Hounds and do not necessarily reflect the views of the European 
Union.

This report draws on the technological resources of the I-DOC 
database developed by Case Matrix Network, and made available 
with the support of our partner, the Norwegian Helsinki Committee, a 
Norway-based international human rights organization committed 
to the promotion and protection of human rights, democratic 
values, and the rule of law.

Truth Hounds 
compiled this 
report with 
the support 
of donors

11



5

Truth Hounds began investigating the situation in 
Enerhodar and at the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power 
Plant in March 2023. These efforts resulted in the 
publication of the report “In a Nuclear Prison: 
How Rosatom Turned Europe’s Largest Nucle-
ar Power Plant іnto а Torture Chamber аnd 
How Can the World Stop It” in September 2023. 
The report, based on interviews with survivors 
and witnesses from the initial period of occupa-
tion, documented instances of torture, detention, 
and coercion against power plant personnel and 
Enerhodar residents, while examining Rosatom’s 
complicity in these violations.

Following the publication of our first report, the 
work of collecting and analyzing information from 
the occupied city continued. We conducted fur-
ther interviews with power plant employees and 
Enerhodar residents who had reached Ukrainian 
government-controlled territory. The new data 
obtained, the expanded methodology, the appli-
cation of additional analytical frameworks, and our 
assessment of the initial report’s limitations were 
among the factors that have led us to produce a 
second publication on this topic.

This report is the result of dedicated collective 
work, but it would not have been possible without 
the courage of those who agreed to speak to us. 
Sharing their statements required extraordinary 
determination and effort. We are sincerely grateful 
to everyone who entrusted us with their stories.

In preparing this report, we faced a difficult 
choice—which of the numerous crimes to focus 
on and which to leave outside the scope of this 
study. Ultimately, we decided that this report 
should primarily be a study of the occupation 

itself, of both the city and the Plant, of cases of 
torture of civilians, and of the threats posed to 
nuclear safety and security. At the same time, we 
considered it important to focus on an enabler of 
the reported crimes and breaches. 

In choosing the focus of this study, we proceeded 
from the understanding that the occupation of a 
functioning nuclear facility creates threats that 
transcend borders and the interests of the parties 
to the armed conflict alone. This is why we consid-
er it critically important that this issue continues 
to receive international attention and that the 
international community respond effectively to 
new challenges while standing in solidarity with 
all those in Enerhodar who have suffered from 
Russia’s torture and pressure.

At the same time, we made a conscious choice 
not to disclose some information publicly. We did 
this to protect the people who spoke to us and to 
preserve the integrity of official investigations. For 
this reason, the report does not name witnesses 
or possible perpetrators, unless those names 
had already been made public by investigative 
authorities. In accordance with Truth Hounds’ 
ethical principles, our priority has been to com-
bine thorough research with responsibility toward 
those who entrusted us with their stories and to 
make sure their statements can also serve for 
accountability purposes.

Foreword
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Russia’s seizure of the city of Enerhodar and 
the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant (ZNPP) in 
March 2022 marked an unprecedented event in 
modern history: the first military occupation of a 
functioning commercial nuclear power plant. This 
occupation, now into its fourth year, has seen a 
convergence of human rights abuses, breaches 
of international law, and acute nuclear safety and 
security risks, with profound national and global 
consequences.

This report examines the occupying forces’ physi-
cal and administrative takeover of Enerhodar and 
the ZNPP, the systematic torture and persecution 
of civilians, including plant personnel, and the 
deep integration of Russia’s state nuclear corpo-
ration, the Rosatom State Atomic Energy Corpora-
tion (hereafter, Rosatom), into the governance of 
occupied Enerhodar and the crimes themselves.1 
Based on months of investigative research, the 
report reveals how Rosatom’s corporate, adminis-
trative, and financial structures have been weap-
onized in the service of military control and led to 
the suppression of resistance, the commission of 
serious crimes, and the compromising of nuclear 
safety and security. The findings underscore the 
urgent need for coordinated international action 
to halt ongoing violations, protect nuclear safety 
and security, and hold perpetrators accountable.

When Russian forces captured Enerhodar on 
March 4, 2022, less than two weeks after the full-
scale invasion of Ukraine began, they took control 
of the ZNPP, the largest nuclear power plant in 
Europe. Russian troops held critical infrastructure 
in Enerhodar, but Ukrainian municipal authorities 
continued to try to function, organizing evacua-
tions, maintaining public services, and sustaining 
citizen morale. Civilian resistance led to thousands 
demonstrating against the occupation. This fragile 
arrangement collapsed in late March and early 
April, when Russian forces dismantled Ukrainian 
governance systems, replacing them by force with 
parallel administrative bodies. Repression and 
violence quickly became systematic, targeting 
territorial defense volunteers, pro-Ukrainian ac-
tivists, and ZNPP staff who refused to collaborate, 
among others.

Russian forces established at least seven de-
tention sites in Enerhodar and the surrounding 
area, including two smaller-scale facilities. Truth 

Hounds has documented how the Russian occu-
pation unlawfully detained at least 226 Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees, most of them in 
severely overcrowded facilities where detainees 
were subjected to physical and psychological 
torture to extract information, force confessions, 
punish dissent, intimidate, and coerce collabora-
tion. Russian forces deprived detainees of food, 
water, and medical care, contrary to the provisions 
of international law. Torture, including beatings, 
electrocution, sexual violence, mock executions, 
and threats to family members of detainees, be-
came routine.

Interrogations often sought intelligence on resis-
tance activities, weapons, and Ukrainian military 
ties. Some detainees were compelled to sign co-
operation agreements or contracts with Rosatom 
and many were filmed making false statements 
praising Russian forces or discrediting Ukraine for 
propaganda purposes.

Truth Hounds research indicates that such abuses 
were widespread and systematic acts directed 
against civilians that constitute war crimes and 
crimes against humanity under international law. 
Furthermore, licensed plant personnel and special-
ists with unique technical skills critical to reactor 
safety were deliberately targeted, compromising 
the safe operation of the facility and heightening 
the risk of a nuclear accident.

By fall 2022, Russia had consolidated its control 
through a staged referendum, decrees transfer-
ring the ZNPP to Russian jurisdiction, and the 
disconnection of the Plant from Ukraine’s energy 
grid. Enerhodar’s population fell from 50,000 be-
fore the occupation to roughly 10,000 by March 
2025. Rosatom played a central role in this con-
solidation. Municipal budgets became dependent 
on subsidies and grants channelled through the 
corporation, with key positions in the occupying 
administration filled by individuals with Rosatom 
or nuclear-sector backgrounds, replicating gov-
ernance models from Russia’s “atomic cities”. 
Rosatom representatives or those acting on their 
behalf coerced ZNPP staff into signing contracts 
and pledging compliance with the occupation. 
The corporation’s status as a “state corporation” 
under Russian law, which combines commercial 
activity with state functions, enables it to serve 
both as an economic actor and an implementer 
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of occupational policy. Its continued presence in 
global nuclear markets provides resources and 
expertise to sustain the occupation itself.

The conduct of Russian forces and occupying 
authorities in Enerhodar and at the ZNPP amounts 
to serious breaches of international humanitari-
an law (IHL) as war crimes and to crimes against 
humanity. The unlawful confinement, torture, and 
inhumane treatment of civilians violate the Rome 
Statute and the Geneva Conventions, while the 
targeting of civilian nuclear facilities contravenes 
Additional Protocol I (AP(I)). Rosatom’s active role 
in coercive practices may give rise to state respon-
sibility and corporate liability under international 
law. Furthermore, the integration of a state-owned 
corporation into the machinery of occupation and 
repression is a troubling and dangerous reality 
that warrants greater international action to hold 
corporate actors to account for their role in the 
commission of these crimes.

The risks of nuclear disaster at the ZNPP remain 
real and demonstrate Russia’s fundamental dis-
regard for well-established international norms 
on nuclear safety and security. The occupation’s 
coercive recruitment of plant personnel and the 
broader climate of fear in and around the ZNPP 
violate the International Atomic Energy Agency’s 
(IAEA) “Seven Indispensable Pillars of Nuclear 
Safety and Security”, especially the principle that 
staff must operate free from undue pressure. 
Intimidation, loss of qualified staff, and severed 
ties to Ukraine’s regulatory systems have eroded 
the Plant’s safety culture, creating nuclear risks 
with international implications. As of September 
2025, the ZNPP remains under de facto Russian 
control. The six reactors at the Plant have been 
in shutdown since September 2022, but, in May 
2025, Rosatom chief Alexey Likhachev announced 
approval of a plan to restore the Plant’s full gen-
erating capacity, including the replacement of 
the power grid. There is evidence of new power 
lines connecting the Plant to the Russian grid. 
The major nuclear hazards that currently exist at 
the ZNPP would become severe in the event of 
Rosatom restarting one or more reactors, with the 
potential for very large releases of radioactivity 
into the environment of Ukraine and Europe.

These crimes and nuclear safety and security risks 
are taking place against a backdrop of renewed 

diplomatic discussions about ending hostilities. 
The ZNPP’s fate was among the issues raised in 
these talks,2 with Russia declaring it will never 
transfer control and the Ukrainian government 
insisting that full Ukrainian control is the only 
way to restore safety. International actors have 
proposed international oversight of the Plant, but 
lack any meaningful agreement.3

This report is based on 39 in-depth interviews with 
survivors and witnesses—including 20 ZNPP staff 
members—conducted in Ukrainian and Russian, 
anonymized for security, and gathered in line 
with ethical field research standards, as well as 
an additional testimony from 17 former Enerhodar 
residents provided by the Association of Rela-
tives of Political Prisoners of the Kremlin. Truth 
Hounds also monitored and analyzed open-source 
information from media outlets, local Telegram 
channels, official social media channels, leaked 
databases, and other open-source material to 
document administrative changes, civilian restric-
tions, social dynamics, and military presence in 
and around Enerhodar. The research incorporated 
an analysis of Rosatom’s governance, operations, 
and global activities, drawing on official Russian 
sources, corporate reports, and other specialized 
sources. To assess nuclear safety and security 
risks, the team consulted a Greenpeace Ukraine 
nuclear expert and interviewed former ZNPP nucle-
ar professionals. Legal experts reviewed evidence 
to evaluate potential violations of IHL and interna-
tional criminal law (ICL), with cross-verified findings 
through both witness testimony and open-source 
data to generate a comprehensive analysis of the 
occupation’s impact.

The implications of recent events in Enerhodar 
and at the ZNPP are not confined to Ukraine. The 
operational degradation of the ZNPP, its proximity 
to active hostilities, and the erosion of safety 
culture threaten nuclear security across Europe 
and potentially beyond. A severe incident could 
disperse radioactive materials over vast areas, 
with grave humanitarian, environmental, and 
economic consequences.

Truth Hounds and Greenpeace Ukraine call for 
immediate and decisive international action. 
Criminal justice actors in relevant jurisdictions 
should initiate investigations and legal proceed-
ings against individuals and entities responsible 
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for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and nu-
clear safety violations in Enerhodar and at the 
ZNPP. Key stakeholders should urgently impose 
expanded sanctions on Rosatom and its subsid-
iaries, targeting the financial flows that sustain the 
occupation. The IAEA’s on-site inspection team 
must be granted full and unimpeded access to the 
Plant’s staff and all relevant areas of the ZNPP. 
Independent monitoring of human rights condi-
tions in Enerhodar and any detention facilities is 
essential, with priority given to protecting plant 
personnel. The United Nations (UN) bodies should 
also do more to publicly condemn the situation 
at the ZNPP and ensure systematic monitoring 
and reporting of human rights abuses, violations 
of international law, and risks to nuclear safety. 
In any ongoing negotiations, priority should be 
given to restoring the ZNPP to Ukrainian control.

The occupation of Enerhodar and the ZNPP is a 
uniquely dangerous convergence of systematic 
repression, breaches of international law, and risk 
of nuclear catastrophe. With Russia signaling its 
intent to restart the Plant under unsafe conditions, 
the dangers are accelerating. Inaction will not only 
abandon the survivors of abuses in Enerhodar, 
but also expose the world to the possibility of a 
nuclear disaster. The international community 
must treat the ZNPP crisis as a global security 
priority, acting to restore safety, uphold the rule of 
law, and prevent the establishment of a precedent 
of the militarization of civilian nuclear facilities, 
such as the ZNPP.

Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant, Enerhodar, Ukraine 
Source: Wikimedia Commons
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	• Restrictions on equipment, services, and 
technology exports;

	• Financial sanctions—asset freezes and 
transaction bans;

	• Export/import controls on nuclear mate-
rials, especially enriched uranium; and

	• Sanctions on Rosatom subsidiaries tied 
to military procurement and nuclear 
weapons development; and

	→ Call on Russia to release all unlawfully de-
tained Ukrainian civilians, including Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees.

To the bodies of the UN: 
The UN Secretary General:

	→ Appoint a Special Envoy for the Protection of 
Civilian Infrastructure and Nuclear Safety in 
Armed Conflict who is mandated to:

	• Coordinate international efforts to ensure 
the demilitarization of the ZNPP and the 
protection of nuclear facilities in Ukraine;

	• Engage directly with all relevant parties, 
including the Russian Federation, to se-
cure the immediate withdrawal of military 
personnel and equipment from the Plant;

	• Serve as a dedicated focal point for moni-
toring threats to nuclear facilities in conflict 
zones or areas at risk of political instability, 
including nuclear power plants in regions 
with rising tensions and report regularly 
to the UN Security Council and General 

To foreign governments 
and criminal justice 
authorities:

	→ Investigate crimes under universal jurisdiction, 
including:

	• Investigations into torture and other serious 
violations of IHL in Enerhodar, including 
Rosatom’s potential complicity; and

	• Investigate these abuses as crimes against 
humanity, given their widespread and sys-
tematic nature and hold both individual 
perpetrators and corporate enablers, in-
cluding Rosatom, accountable.

	→ End cooperation with Rosatom, including by:

	• Suspending or terminating existing 
contracts with Rosatom and its subsidiaries 
due to their involvement in serious IHL 
violations; 

	• Not entering into new partnerships with 
Rosatom, given its legal, ethical, and 
reputational risks; and

	• Banning Rosatom-linked entities from 
public procurement and energy sector 
partnerships.

	→ Impose expanded targeted sanctions by:

	• Broadening and imposing punitive sanc-
tions against Rosatom, especially in the 
EU and other states yet to act, including:

	• Bans on new contracts and existing nu-
clear cooperation;

Recommendations

16
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Assembly on the status of the ZNPP and 
other critical civilian infrastructure;

	• Facilitate cooperation with the IAEA and 
the Office of the High Commissioner for 
Human Rights (OHCHR) to ensure inde-
pendent monitoring, risk assessment, and 
accountability for IHL violations; and

	• Reinforce international norms under IHL 
and human rights law regarding the pro-
tection of nuclear infrastructure, advocate 
adherence to the IAEA’s Seven Indispens-
able Pillars of Nuclear Safety and Security 
and to the Five Concrete Principles in all 
conflict-affected areas, and push for the 
inclusion of nuclear safety protections in UN 
Security Council resolutions, peacekeeping 
mandates, and ceasefire agreements.

OHCHR:

	→ Increasing monitoring and public condem-
nation by:

	• Incorporating findings on systematic deten-
tion and torture in Enerhodar into OHCHR 
reports and deploying investigative teams; 
and

	• Publicly calling for the immediate release 
of unlawfully detained civilians, including 
Enerhodar residents and ZNPP staff; and

UN Global Compact:

	→ Assess Rosatom’s compliance with UN Glob-
al Compact principles. If violations are con-
firmed, immediately suspend its membership 
to uphold the Compact’s integrity.

To the IAEA:

	→ Publicly document and attribute safety vio-
lations by:

	• Moving beyond generic safety updates to 
specifically document instances where oc-
cupational practices violate both the IAEA’s 
Seven Indispensable Pillars and the Five 

Concrete Principles, naming the responsible 
party when evidence is clear;

	• Publishing frequent and detailed public 
reports, with annexes containing factual 
incident logs, timelines, and photographic 
or sensor evidence; and

	• Briefing the UN Security Council and Gen-
eral Assembly with clear language on vio-
lations, highlighting both immediate risks 
and structural threats caused by military 
control and staff coercion; and

	→ Demand Rosatom’s full compliance with both 
the Seven Pillars of Nuclear Safety and Se-
curity and the Five Concrete Principles at the 
ZNPP and work to prevent any restarting of 
the Plant under military occupation without 
independent oversight.

To the Council of Europe 
Commissioner for Human 
Rights:

	→ Conduct a thematic investigation and public 
reporting, including by:

	• Launching a special thematic report on hu-
man rights violations against ZNPP person-
nel and Enerhodar residents, document-
ing arbitrary detention, torture, coercion, 
and restrictions on freedom of movement, 
highlighting the direct connection between 
these abuses and compromised nuclear 
safety culture;

	• Including ZNPP-related findings in annual 
or ad hoc reports to the Committee of Min-
isters and Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe;

	• Issuing formal public statements naming 
Russia’s treatment of ZNPP staff and Ener-
hodar civilians as violations of the European 
Convention on Human Rights and IHL; and

	• Organizing public hearings or expert panels 
focused on “Human Rights in Occupied 
Nuclear Facilities”, using the ZNPP as the 
primary case study to highlight the con-
nections between the nuclear safety threat 
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and the grave human rights emergency in 
and around the ZNPP.

To Ukrainian State 
institutions:

	→ The Ministry of Foreign Affairs:

	• Integrate report findings into diplomatic 
efforts, international statements, and sub-
missions to global bodies.

	→ Enerhoatom (Ukraine’s state-owned nu-
clear power generation company):

	• Use these report findings in public commu-
nications and international engagement 
with nuclear institutions.

	→ The Office of the Prosecutor General:

	• Include evidence from this report in ongoing 
investigations of IHL violations in Enerho-
dar, addressing both individual and insti-
tutional accountability, including Rosatom.

	→ Law enforcement:

	• Ensure legal assessments of ZNPP person-
nel and civilians under occupation reflect 
the coercive environment, including torture 
and threats, limiting voluntary agency.

To nuclear sector 
businesses:

	→ Cease all direct and indirect ties with Rosatom 
due to its role in grave human rights violations 
and nuclear safety breaches.

To international trade 
unions:

	→ Publicly condemn Rosatom’s involvement in 
human rights abuses, war crimes and crimes 
against humanity; and

	→ Mobilize members to demand governments 
cut ties with Rosatom and support persecuted 
Ukrainian energy workers.

To civil society 
organizations, 
environmental activists, 
and the academic and 
scientific communities:

	→ Publicly recognize the ZNPP as a high-risk 
environmental and public health issue;

	→ Raise awareness of the situation at the ZNPP 
and demand justice by engaging govern-
ments, supporting justice and accountability 
for torture survivors and detainees, and con-
ducting further research to further elucidate 
the issues detailed in this report;

	→ Advocate for full compliance with interna-
tional safety standards, oppose any plant 
restart under occupation and push for the 
site’s demilitarization; 

	→ Further engage with ways in which survivors 
of repression and their families can be as-
sisted in terms of psychological, legal, and 
humanitarian support; and

	→ Call on Russia to release all unlawfully de-
tained Ukrainian civilians, including Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees. 

This list of recommendations and addressees is 
not exhaustive. Institutions, organizations, and 
individuals with the capacity and mandate to 
advance the objectives outlined above are also 
encouraged to take appropriate action to prevent 
further safety, security, and human rights breach-
es and to ensure accountability for the violations 
examined in this report.

18
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tional conduits in occupied territories, where they 
serve dual functions: facilitating communication 
among residents, while simultaneously providing 
platforms for occupying administration announce-
ments and messaging. This dual role makes these 
channels valuable research sources, as they cap-
ture both grassroots community responses and 
official administrative practices in areas with re-
stricted media access. This information collection 
focused not only on incidents that may indicate 
violations of IHL, but also on a broader range of 
developments occurring in the occupied city, such 
as administrative changes, civilian restrictions, 
and social dynamics under occupation. 

Information about Rosatom’s governance and 
business activities, international operations, and 
related issues was gathered from Russian official 
sources, the corporation’s annual reports, state-
ments by its representatives, and thematic analyt-
ical reports and articles. This report incorporates 
research and analysis from specialized organiza-
tions, including the Bellona Foundation’s nuclear 
safety assessments, World Nuclear Association 
industry data, Royal United Services Institute 
(RUSI) security analysis, and Columbia Universi-
ty’s Center on Global Energy Policy research on 
nuclear markets and geopolitical implications.

To assess the threats posed to the ZNPP under 
Russian occupation, the Truth Hounds team col-
laborated with Greenpeace Ukraine Senior Nuclear 
Specialist Shaun Burnie and conducted interviews 
with nuclear professionals who had worked at the 
Plant and later fled the occupied territories.

Truth Hounds’ legal expert conducted targeted 
analyzes of collected data, including interview 

This report examines developments in Enerhodar 
and at the ZNPP from the onset of the Russian 
occupation from March 2022 to June 2025. A 
significant part of this research relies on in-depth 
interviews with survivors and witnesses, which 
Truth Hounds conducted between March 2023 and 
June 2025, interviewing 39 individuals, including 
20 ZNPP employees. Truth Hounds informed all 
participants about the purpose and voluntary 
nature of the interviews and the ways and for-
mats in which their information could be used. 
The interviews were conducted in Ukrainian and 
Russian, analyzed, and uploaded to a secure 
database. All interviews were conducted in ac-
cordance with the documentation methodology 
employed by Truth Hounds and adhered to the 
Code of Ethical Conduct for Field Researchers. For 
security reasons, the identities of all interview-
ees have been anonymized and any potentially 
identifying details have been excluded from the 
interview excerpts included in this report.

In addition, Ukrainian NGO the Association of Rel-
atives of Political Prisoners of the Kremlin, which 
documents war crimes in Zaporizhzhia Oblast, 
shared statements from 17 residents of Enerhodar 
who have since left the occupied territory with 
the Truth Hounds research team. These accounts 
contained additional contextual information about 
the occupation of the city and the ZNPP.

Both the monitoring and research teams at Truth 
Hounds tracked open-source information, includ-
ing Russian and Ukrainian media outlets, local 
Telegram channels, and the social media pages 
of Ukrainian officials and representatives of the 
occupying administration. During the conflict, 
Telegram channels emerged as crucial informa-

Methodology
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toll of torture and detention experiences. Beyond 
these trauma-specific factors, the accounts reflect 
the interviewee’s subjective perception, personal 
background, ideological orientation, and inter-
pretive framework. There is additionally a risk of 
recall bias, where events may be unintentional-
ly misremembered, and social desirability bias, 
whereby respondents may frame their answers 
in ways they believe to be more acceptable or 
expected rather than strictly accurate.

Third, as with any qualitative research, there ex-
ists a potential for researcher bias. Efforts were 
made to stay closely grounded in source material: 
information was cross-checked across multiple 
sources, discussed within the research team, 
and external reviewers were engaged to identify 
potential gaps or inconsistencies. Nevertheless, 
researchers’ backgrounds, assumptions, or in-
terpretive tendencies may have influenced how 
certain statements were understood, categorized, 
or prioritized. 

Finally, due to serious security concerns, all in-
terviewees were granted anonymity, which limit-
ed cross-referencing and external verification of 
certain personal accounts. While this measure 
was essential to ensure the safety and wellbe-
ing of participants, it may affect the perceived 
transparency and verifiability of some findings 
for external audiences.

These risks were actively considered and steps 
were taken to mitigate them throughout the report 
preparation process, but they cannot be entirely 
excluded.

transcripts, open-source information, and ex-
pert assessments, to evaluate the consistency of 
findings with potential violations of IHL and ICL.

Information obtained from witness testimonies and 
open sources was analyzed independently and, 
where possible, used in a complementary manner 
to build a more comprehensive understanding of 
local realities.

Limitations

This report is based on diverse sources and meth-
ods. However, several limitations should be ac-
knowledged.

First, the different thematic areas covered in the 
report are not addressed in equal depth across 
the whole reporting period. This variation primarily 
reflects the availability and nature of the source 
base relevant to each topic. For example, infor-
mation concerning torture and other forms of 
ill-treatment mainly relates to 2022 and 2023, as 
it became increasingly difficult to access reliable 
accounts afterwards. This was due to a sharp 
decline in the number of people leaving the city 
and growing challenges in identifying and safely 
communicating with individuals possessing rel-
evant knowledge. By contrast, the analysis of 
violations and risks related to nuclear safety and 
security spans the entire reporting period, up to 
June 2025, supported by a broader and more 
sustained source base. This includes eyewitness 
accounts and public statements by Russian offi-
cials, expert assessments, and other open-source 
materials.

Second, the nature of the primary source ma-
terial used to document torture, ill-treatment, 
and broader experiences of life under occupation 
presents specific methodological challenges. Most 
relevant information comes from retrospective 
personal statements. While these statements 
provide valuable insight into the lived experience 
of occupation, capturing its atmosphere, everyday 
impacts, detention experiences, and other dimen-
sions often absent from other available sources, 
they are also shaped by the psychological effects 
of trauma, memory distortions, and the emotional 
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SECTION 1. 

From Invasion
to Control: Russian 
Occupation of 
Enerhodar and 
the Zaporizhzhnia 
Nuclear Power Plant

21



22

Russia’s seizure of the ZNPP on March 4, 2022, 
created an unprecedented situation: the first mil-
itary occupation of an operational nuclear facility 
in history. This action transformed both the Plant 
and Enerhodar into a testing ground for a new 
occupation model—one where Rosatom, Russia’s 
state nuclear energy corporation, would emerge 
as the primary instrument of territorial control.

This section traces the evolution of the occupation 
of Enerhodar from a period of civilian resistance 
through to systematic repression and corporate 
administration, revealing how a state corporation 
can function as an occupying authority, managing 
everything from reactor operations to schools and 
municipal services. While this section focuses on 
the situation into which the city was thrust after 
the onset of Russia’s full-scale invasion, Annex 
I provides a concise contextual overview of the 
wider region and of Enerhodar itself, outlining its 
development and pre-war history. This additional 
context helps to situate the dynamics of the oc-
cupation within a deeper local history.

1.1. Introduction

22
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On the morning of February 24, 2022, columns 
of Russian military equipment advanced from 
annexed Crimea towards Ukraine’s Kherson and 
Zaporzhzhia Oblasts. Occupying forces moved 
swiftly through southern Ukraine, unlike in other 
operational areas, where they faced large-scale 
organised resistance from the Ukrainian military. 
On the first day of the full-scale invasion, Rus-
sian units established control over several major 
settlements in Kherson Oblast: Kakhovka, Nova 
Kakhovka, Oleshky, and Henichesk. A rapid of-
fensive deep into Zaporizhzhia Oblast led to the 
capture of Melitopol on February 26, 2022, cre-
ating a direct threat to Enerhodar, located 85 km 
northwest of the city.

Like the rest of Ukraine, Enerhodar implemented a 
series of security measures: martial law, a curfew, 
blackout protocols, and suspension of the work 
of educational establishments.4 The city prepared 
defenses, reinforcing patrols, civil defense shel-
ters, and a checkpoint built at the main road on 
February 27. The city’s strategic facilities, the ZNPP 
and the Zaporizhzhia Thermal Power Plant (ZTPP), 
continued operating under normal conditions.5

The night before February 27, advancing Russian 
units entered the village of Velyka Bilozerka, 20 km 
from Enerhodar, and stationed personnel on the 
premises of the local police department.6 However, 
further attempts to advance in this direction were 
met with non-violent resistance from the local 
community and municipal authorities. On Feb-
ruary 28, at least 1,000 local residents gathered 
at the checkpoint to block the main entrance to 
the city. Defenses were reinforced with barricades 
made from cars and trucks, sandbags, and Czech 
hedgehogs (static anti-tank obstacles made from 

metal angle beams).7 After negotiations with May-
or Dmytro Orlov and his deputy Ivan Samoidiuk, 
Russian forces refrained from entering the city.8 
The determination of the local community to re-
sist the offensive delayed the arrival of Russian 
troops by two further days. 

One episode in particular, shared with Truth 
Hounds, illustrates the spontaneous self-organi-
zation of residents in producing anti-tank barriers:

“[...] I had a welding machine, an angle 
grinder—tools to make these hedgehogs. 
[...] I gathered everything and contacted the 
guys who volunteered in Enerhodar at the 
time... When the process was set up, people 
started coming one after another, bring-
ing rebar, iron, rails—already cut up with 
a gas torch! They were bringing more and 
more and coming in with their own welding 
machines. Literally within half a day, we al-
ready had seven or eight machines, 20–30 
people working, and that’s just our site. Our 
power grid couldn’t handle this load, so 
we were getting additional trusses from 
other directions to reinforce the power grid. 
I remember this guy came, an elderly man, 
very old, and said: ‘Guys, I have a welding 
machine. How can I help?’; and he stood 
there with us and welded these hedgehogs. 
Still gives me the chills to remember it.”9 

On March 3, around 4:20 pm, the situation esca-
lated. Russian troops launched a new assault on 
the city, shooting at the checkpoint from a tank10 
and later attacking the newly formed local territo-
rial defense forces11 from Vasylivskyi Raion.12 The 
unequal battle and further retreat of the garrison 

1.2. The Establishment of 
the Occupying Regime: From 
Capture to Administrative 
Control
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of Military Unit No. 3042 of the National Guard of 
Ukraine, as well as the territorial defense forces, 
led to the breaching of the checkpoint and en-
abled the advance of Russian columns toward the 
city’s main strategic facility, the ZNPP.13 

An armed clash between Russian and Ukrainian 
units took place directly on the territory of the 
ZNPP at about midnight14 and lasted until morn-
ing, resulting in casualties on both sides. Russian 
shelling of the ZNPP’s training center reportedly 
caused a fire that jeopardized the safety of the 
facility according to the State Emergency Service 
of Ukraine.15 Following negotiations, Ukrainian Na-
tional Guard servicemen were taken prisoner by 
Russian forces, and local emergency responders 
were only allowed to extinguish the fire on the 
morning of March 4.16

1.2.1. Disordered Control and 
Active Resistance

The establishment of Russian military control over 
the city and the ZNPP marked the beginning of a 
short but important period characterised by the 
absence of clear procedures for interaction be-
tween the occupying administration and residents. 
This manifested itself in uncertainty about the 
mechanisms for control of civilian infrastructure 
and in the disorganized actions of Russian military 
units. In particular, Truth Hounds recorded instanc-
es where, without making proper maps, Russian 
forces would haphazardly mine and de-mine the 
ZNPP17 and repeated “captures” of administrative 
buildings when newly arrived units attempted to 
storm facilities that were already under Russian 
control.18

These inconsistencies led to the emergence of a 
kind of “gray zone” within governance arrange-

ments, exacerbated by the city’s isolation. The 
city faced severe shortages of food and medicine, 
with residents enduring hours-long bread queues. 
By September 2022, informal supply networks 
emerged to provide basic necessities.19 

In addition, Ukrainian municipal authorities refus-
ing to cooperate with the occupying regime were 
able to continue to operate within Ukraine’s legal 
framework.20 The city administration focused on 
resolving critical humanitarian issues: restoring 
infrastructure damaged by hostilities, providing 
for necessities, and organising the evacuation 
of civilians through humanitarian corridors to 
Ukrainian-controlled territory. Humanitarian cor-
ridors through Vasylivka operated intermittently 
in March and April 2022. Despite several failed 
attempts due to shelling, thousands escaped—
the March 9 convoy alone included 12 buses and 
approximately 100 private vehicles which reached 
Zaporizhzhia.21

Resistance to occupation in Enerhodar was 
strengthened, in part, by the consistent actions 
of municipal institutions. Most city council mem-
bers resigned at the mayor’s initiative, the local 
TV channel, ENTS, ceased broadcasting, and 
the Department of Education’s decision to place 
its staff on leave disrupted Russian attempts to 
assert control over the school system. In addi-
tion, there were public demonstrations against 
the occupation, centered on a square featuring 
a bust of Taras Shevchenko22 in front of the Su-
chasnyk Palace of Culture.23 Protests drew up to 
1,500 participants, including notably on March 
20, demanding the release of abducted Deputy 
Mayor Ivan Samoidiuk, demonstrating significant 
community resistance.24

A peaceful protest in Enerhodar on March 20, 2022, demanding 
the release of abducted Deputy Mayor Ivan Samoidiuk. 
Source: the Telegram channel of Dmytro Orlov.

11 The formation of territorial defense forces took place directly during active 
hostilities, when local civilian volunteers self-organized to protect their local-
ities. On Jan. 1, 2022, these units were integrated into the Territorial Defense 
Forces of the Armed Forces of Ukraine, i.e., the reserve military component 
of the Armed Forces of Ukraine formed to protect territorial integrity at the 
local level. 

12 Vasylivskyi raion is one of the 5 administrative units of Zaporizhzhia Oblast 
centered in the city of Vasylivka. Enerhodar is part of this raion.

22 Taras Hryhorovych Shevchenko was a Ukrainian poet, writer, artist, public 
and political figure, and folklorist, whose writings are regarded as the foun-
dation of modern Ukrainian literature and, to an extend, modern Ukrainian 
language itself.
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1.2.2. Three Levers of 
the Occupying Regime’s 
Transformation

Between late March and early April 2022, through 
a combination of administrative measures, co-
ercion, and propaganda, the occupation shifted 
from chaotic to structured. A rapid shift in policy 
can be most clearly traced in the systematic dis-
mantling of legitimate local government struc-
tures. March 26 marked the starting point of this 
transformation, when an occupying “militia” be-
gan operating under Oleksii Selivanov, a former 
Ukrainian military officer who defected to Russia 
in 2014.25 The establishment of this body was 
accompanied by the formation of so-called “Cos-
sack squads”26 subordinated to Selivanov, which 
patrolled the city alongside the police. Selivanov 
publicly called on residents to join the ranks of 
the “militia” and to surrender unregistered weap-
ons, marking the beginning of systematic Russian 
control over the civilian population.27

The next step in establishing an occupying system 
of control was the formation of the City Self-Orga-
nization Council on March 27, 2022, led by Andrii 
Shevchyk, a local council member and leading 
ZNPP engineer.28 The emergence of this body 
marked a shift from ad hoc military governance to 
a formal occupying administration. This transition 
was accompanied by now-systematic persecu-
tion of legitimate Ukrainian authorities, reaching 
a critical point at the end of April, when Mayor 
Dmytro Orlov, facing direct threats of physical 
violence and arrest, was forced to flee the city. 
Local administrative institutions that collaborated 
with the occupying authorities cleared the path 
towards gradual, methodical reorganization of 
municipal services and companies.29 

The initial phase of occupation was characterized 
by active civil resistance, including demonstra-
tions and public refusals to cooperate. On April 2, 
2022, however, Russian forces violently dispersed 
a protest, marking the first recorded instance in 
the city of stun grenades and riot control weapons 
being used against peaceful demonstrators. This 
marked the start of Russian military, security, and 

special forces targeting repressive actions against 
specific categories of the population. 

From April to September 2022, the repressive 
component of the occupation policy manifested 
primarily in the systematic persecution of clearly 
identifiable categories of the population: members 
of the territorial defense forces, veterans of the 
war in eastern Ukraine, officials who refused to 
cooperate, and pro-Ukrainian activists.30 Cases 
documented by Truth Hounds attest to the sys-
tematic nature of this approach, which followed 
a consistent pattern of abduction, detention, and 
coerced confession. For example, the head of the 
local State Emergency Service, Vitalii Troian, was 
abducted on May 19—an event sparking protest by 
emergency responders—and after a month-long 
detention, was forced to publicly “confess” to 
supporting Ukraine.31

An armed attack on Serhii Shvets, an employee 
of the ZNPP and a participant in the events at 
the checkpoint on March 3, also evidences the 
consistent persecution of civilians. According 
to the media outlet Vikna, “rumours spread in 
Enerhodar that somebody had ‘leaked’ the lists 
and addresses of ATO veterans [veterans of the 
war in eastern Ukraine] and territorial defense 
members to the occupiers. There was no longer 
any way to flee the city after the so-called purges 
had begun, so Serhii had no choice but to wait for 
them to come for him”.32 This targeting of specific 
groups and individuals indicated a shift from the 
previously chaotic application of violence to its 
systematic use as a tool of control over the city.

To establish total control over the city’s civilian 
population, occupying forces undertook large-
scale data collection.33 One eyewitness recounted 
the following:

“Thanks to local collaborators, [the Rus-
sians] gained access to video surveillance 
in Enerhodar, which no one had disabled. 
Moreover, a local boy there, a long-haired 
one—I don’t know his first or last name—
granted them access to a video archive of 
the Enerhodar surveillance system... Where, 
like, you see roads, main crossroads, even 
some house yards. And the ‘orcs’ started 
taking screenshots of cars, of people—that 
is, purging everyone, doing the so-called 

26 The Russian Kazak (“Cossack”) movement is a modern paramilitary structure 
ideologically supporting the Kremlin, which is used to establish control over 
the occupied territories.
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‘filtration’, slowly purging activists involved 
in the resistance. Those who were among 
the first to be taken suffered most: beat-
ings, mutilation, they would be shot from 
rubber-bullet handguns, beaten with batons 
or sticks...”34

Simultaneously, the city’s information space was 
undergoing a brutal transformation. Broadcasts 
of the local TV channel ENTS and other Ukrainian 
media outlets were replaced with Russian radio, 
digital television, and newly created regional 
newspapers, such as Melitopolskiye Vedomosti.35 
These Russian broadcasts focused on changing 
cultural narratives. In early May, the central library 
removed literature about the Ukrainian national 
movement, the Revolution of Dignity, and the war 
in eastern Ukraine. Instead, exhibitions dedicated 
to the so-called “Great Patriotic War”36 were orga-
nized in city libraries, including school libraries.37 

A symbolic demonstration of the new ideological 
order was the “Immortal Regiment” organized 
by the occupying authorities on May 9, 2022, 
which gathered roughly 1,000 participants carrying 
Soviet flags and portraits of Red Army soldiers. 
This event holds a special place in the occupa-
tion strategy: the cult of the “Great Victory” is 
a cornerstone of Russia’s state ideology.38 The 
attempt to recreate the traditional Russian for-
mat of celebrating May 9 in Enerhodar aimed 
to demonstrate the “normalization” of life and 
the city’s integration into the Russian ideologi-
cal sphere. The head of the “occupation police”, 
Oleksii Selivanov, characterized this event as a 
moment when “the ice melted” in Enerhodar—a 
rhetorical formula reflecting the typical portrayal 
of the military occupation as a “reunion” and 
“return to normal” in official Russian narratives. 

1.2.3. The Cyclical Logic of 
Violence

The structure of the occupying authorities’ cam-
paign of terror is also revealed through its tem-
poral patterns: “I understood this abduction was 
imminent because they took everyone for intro-
duction first, then they took them to questioning, 
intimidation, then gave people two weeks to think, 

and then they circled back to those they had pro-
cessed and took them to the basement.”39

Alongside its temporal organization, this system 
of terror involved an element of bureaucratiza-
tion. Violence became not only routine but also 
quasi-institutional, including detentions, inter-
rogations, torture, and breaks between different 
phases, which all point to the presence of an in-
ternal, almost procedural logic. One interviewee 
described the experience to Truth Hounds: 

“People started being actively persecuted 
for their pro-Ukrainian stance. Among them 
were representatives of the nuclear pow-
er plant, of course. [...] Most of them, of 
course, are men, but there are also cases 
where women end up in torture chambers. 
Some were there for a week, some for a few 
months, and those who get out under cer-
tain conditions—like promising not to leave 
Enerhodar—then have to report regularly to 
the local police department organized by 
the occupying authorities.”40

The cyclical logic of repression, from the initial 
“introduction” through a series of interviews to the 
deprivation of freedom, indicates a coordinated, 
intentional terror mechanism accompanied by an 
inherent, predictable “rhythm”. Cycles of violence 
create a special temporal regime of occupation, 
where the constant threat of a new cycle becomes 
a tool in itself for controlling the city’s daily life.

Studies of the institutionalization of violence in 
conflict zones show how systematic repression 
transforms terror from situational violence into 
an element of the “new normal”.41 In the case of 
Enerhodar, this manifested as the formation of 
a parallel control system alongside the civilian 
administration, where violence took on the form of 
a highly formalized process with its own protocols, 
cycles, and bureaucratic routines.

36 The “Great Patriotic War” is a term introduced through Soviet historiography 
to refer to the period of the Second World War between the Soviet Union and 
Nazi Germany (1941–1945). In today’s Russia, the cult of the “Great Victory” 
is one of the cornerstones of state ideology. Different post-Soviet countries 
have their own interpretations of this historical period according to their 
individual national historical narratives and contemporary political contexts.

39 “To the basement” (in Ukrainian: “на підвал”) is a colloquial expression 
commonly used to denote (mostly unlawful) detention by security services 
or military personnel. The term originates from the frequent use of basement 
facilities as informal detention centers; Survivor ID: En-025.
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These are the conditions under which the “new 
normal” was constructed: a system where nar-
ratives carrying ideology gradually displaced the 
community’s collective experience and the public 
space was filled with rituals that normalized and 
legitimized the occupation. Terror became inte-
grated into the very fabric of the administrative 
system and the procedures associated with police 
“check-ins” and other bureaucratic formalities 
were inseparable from the experience of torture 
that preceded it. The physicality of repression, 
the concrete pain, fear, or agony of the detainees 
at this stage became not simply a consequence 
of uncontrolled violence, but also part of a well 
thought-out system of managing the population 
of the occupied territory.

This resulted in a change in residents’ behavior-
al patterns. The nature of such self-censorship 
practices and their use are well illustrated by the 
instructions that one of the eyewitnesses inter-
viewed by Truth Hounds shared with their child: 
“We explain [to the child]: ‘You understand the 
whole situation, don’t talk to anyone too much.’ 
The child should already understand that you 
have to live as if in two worlds: don’t stand out, 
don’t say too much, don’t answer various stupid 
questions, you just listen and nod, don’t blab.”42 

The systematization that has been characteristic 
of the occupying regime in Enerhodar since April 
2022 covered three main spheres: (1) administra-
tive, through the formation of new administrative 
bodies and forced reorganization of municipal ser-
vices; (2) information and propaganda, by trans-
forming the media environment and implementing 
Russian historical narratives; and (3) repressive, 
through the institutionalization of terror as a tool 
of control. It is fundamental to understand the 
interconnection of these spheres: administrative 
procedures relied on the repressive apparatus, the 
propaganda campaigns produced a new “normal” 
of occupation, and terror coerced compliance with 
the new system of governance.

1.2.4. A “Dual-Control” 
Regime: The Specifics of 
Nuclear City Occupation

Unlike the rest of the occupied territories in the 
Zaporizhzhia and Kherson Oblasts, the status 
of a nuclear city, assigned to Enerhodar since 
Soviet times, took on an unexpected structural 
significance. The presence of the facility which 
defined the city led to a unique administrative 
configuration, differing from the unified work prin-
ciples of military-civil administrations in other 
occupied cities.

Despite Russian forces’ de facto control over the 
ZNPP, the Plant lacked formal status within Rus-
sia’s nuclear system, resulting in double subor-
dination: de jure to Ukrainian Enerhoatom and 
de facto to Russian structures. This ambiguity 
posed unique challenges—unlike other occupied 
cities where military administrations operated 
autonomously, Enerhodar’s governance required 
managing complex nuclear infrastructure that 
remained technically integrated with Ukraine’s 
energy grid.43 

Thus, during the spring of 2022, the situation at 
the ZNPP still had characteristics of a “dual-con-
trol” system. Despite the physical presence of 
occupying forces at the Plant, power was still 
supplied to the Ukrainian grid, albeit in very limited 
quantities, with only a minimal number of power 
units functioning, the rest having been switched to 
a cold shutdown mode. In addition, the personnel 
rotation system was preserved and Enerhoatom 
retained some leverage over personnel policy.44 
For example, Enerhoatom fired three employees 
on May 17 for collaborating with the occupying 
administration.45

1.2.5. The ZNPP Undergoing 
an Occupying Regime 
Transformation

Both the occupation itself and Russian forces’ 
intention to expand and strengthen their control 
over every aspect of Enerhodar during the spring 

44 The cold shutdown of nuclear power plan power units is a technical mode 
when the reactor stops completely and the coolant temperature goes below 
70°C. In this mode, the power unit does not generate electricity but remains 
under security system control to evacuate residual heat from nuclear fuel 
with minimum energy consumption of the plant itself.
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and summer of 2022 placed ZNPP personnel and 
the Plant’s functioning under novel conditions.

First, the technological nature of the ZNPP led to 
a conflict between the nature of contemporary 
nuclear operations and the logic of military occu-
pation. Over the decades, the Plant developed a 
complex sociotechnical system, whereby the safe 
functioning of individual power units is inextricably 
linked to the experience of specific operators and 
engineers. A statement by one plant specialist 
corroborates this dependence:

“I worked at the NPP for [many years], but 
if you transfer me from my power unit to a 
similar position, say, in [a different] power 
unit, I’d be lost and may possibly make a 
mess, especially if you put me in charge 
of a reactor. On paper, it would seem like 
everything is the same in every unit, but 
there are actually many differences and, at 
each unit, the equipment acts differently in 
different situations.”46

The system’s “individuality” makes personnel 
irreplaceable and embeds the professional com-
munity of nuclear engineers into the Plant’s in-
frastructure. Under occupation, this creates a 
paradox: those targeted by the regime’s repressive 
apparatus are essential to operating the facility. 
Documented detentions of ZNPP employees with 
pro-Ukrainian views introduced serious operational 
risks, as each removal of a specialist disrupted the 
Plant’s technological continuity with no adequate 
replacement. Statements suggest these deten-
tions were widespread, with entire departments 
seeing employees successively “disappear”, fos-
tering an atmosphere of expected repression.47

In early June 2022, the head of the Russian mil-
itary administration and the occupying mayor 
of Enerhodar informed ZNPP department heads 
that the Plant would be transferred to Rosatom’s 
jurisdiction in the fall, signaling a shift from military 
oversight to institutionalized corporate control.48

The Russian forces’ commitment to systematizing 
the occupation and achieving complete control 
led to an increase in their military presence at the 
ZNPP. In the summer of 2022, the Plant underwent 
continuous militarization, becoming a permanent 
base for military personnel and equipment. For 

example, an official IAEA report documented the 
presence of military equipment in the turbine 
halls of ZNPP power units, which are critical infra-
structure areas directly related to the functioning 
of reactor cooling systems.49 Recently released 
video evidence from the Permanent Mission of 
Ukraine in Vienna showed the extent of this mil-
itarization, documenting a Russian soldier firing 
from a plant window (footage verified by Reuters 
in June 2025).50 Changes in the use of the nuclear 
facility’s grounds are indicated by satellite images 
from July 19, in which BBC journalists discovered 
around 40 military vehicles and elements of for-
tifications on the of the Plant grounds.51 

By the end of August 2022, monitoring data from 
the European Space Agency had noted the pres-
ence of S-300 anti-aircraft missile systems directly 
next to the reactor units.52 At that time, the IAEA 
and other technical observers recorded multiple 
incidents in the area of the ZNPP and regular 
disruptions of the external energy supply, which 
complicated the maintenance of standard nuclear 
safety and security modes at the Plant.53 

In August 2022, safety and security at the ZNPP 
deteriorated. A series of shellings on August 5, 
6, 13, and 20 led to the destruction of objects on 
the Plant grounds. On August 25, the Plant was 
briefly disconnected from the electricity grid due 
to damage caused to the Zaporizhzhia Hydro-
electric Power Plant.54 This situation garnered a 
significant international response: on August 11, 
UN Secretary-General António Guterres called for 
the cessation of hostilities near to the ZNPP and 
the withdrawal of troops from the Plant.55 In early 
September, the IAEA sent an inspection mission 
to the ZNPP, led by agency Director Rafael Grossi, 
which resulted in the deployment of permanent 
observers in Enerhodar.56 

However, this international presence was unable 
to prevent further destabilization. On Septem-
ber 11, 2022, the power plant lost its connection 
to the Ukrainian power system due to damage 
caused to communication lines, which created 
additional risks to its safe operation.57 As a result, 
all six power units of the Plant were put into cold 
shutdown mode.

The situation during the early months of the occu-
pation illustrates that controlling the ZNPP by force 
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was not effective enough, considering the setup 
of the ZNPP itself.58 Its complexity, as well as the 
personnel’s integrity and technical knowledge, led 
to a situation where a military presence was insuf-
ficient to regulate the ZNPP. In addition, in the late 
summer and fall of 2022, the Plant’s connections 
with the Ukrainian power system were gradually 
severed, which significantly impacted the Plant’s 
operation.59 One plant employees shared:

“My colleagues and I analyzed all this shell-
ing of the ZNPP at the end of the summer 
and throughout the fall of 2022, when the 
power plant and the power lines connecting 
it to Ukrainian energy systems were con-
stantly shelled. This was all done because, 
for as long as we could, we provided ener-
gy from two power units to the Ukrainian 
system, supplied electricity to the grid, 
though it was quite difficult, not easy at 
all. We held on like this until October 2022 
and when the Russians realized that we 
were not disconnecting from the Ukrainian 
energy systems, they began shelling. And 
we saw the results of these attacks, that 
in order to hit where they wanted to hit, I 
could advise the military where to hit so 
that the Plant would be disconnected from 
the lines. Regular military personnel don’t 
have the competency to know where they 
can and cannot shoot. The nuclear plant 
itself did not suffer critical damage during 
this shelling, but its work for the Ukrainian 
energy system stopped completely.”60

During the same period, Ukrainian special ser-
vices attempted to regain control over the ZNPP. 
According to the head of the Main Directorate of 
Intelligence of the Ministry of Defense of Ukraine, 
Kyrylo Budanov, operations in August 2022 signifi-
cantly slowed down the occupying administration’s 
plans to connect the ZNPP with the Russian ener-
gy system. This allowed the Plant to maintain links 
to the Ukrainian power grid longer than intended 
by the occupying authorities, although they were 
ultimately unable to prevent the severance of 
these links.61 

The occupying authorities sought to subordinate 
the power plant to Rosatom, employing a combi-
nation of coercion and administrative changes. 
Statements gathered by Truth Hounds mention 

the systematic abduction of ZNPP employees to 
ensure loyalty to Rosatom. The following remark 
by Enerhoatom President Petro Kotin on July 25 
explains the idea of this process: “Only some 
people go back to work afterward, but with their 
mental health broken, having made statements 
that they love the ‘Russian World’.”62 These prac-
tices of individual terror created a firm foundation 
for the future transformation of the Plant. Through 
psychological pressure and intimidation, Russian 
forces groomed a group of employees ready to 
collaborate with the occupying administration, 
with the former eventually having to facilitate 
the full integration of the facility into Russia’s 
energy system.

September 2022 marked the transition to the final 
stage of the institutionalization of the occupying 
regime, when the Russian authorities began an 
unprecedented escalation of their policy towards 
the occupied territories. 
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1.3.1. Accelerating 
Institutionalization: Transition 
to Political Coercion and 
Reorganization at the ZNPP

The institutionalization of the occupying regime 
reached its final stage in the fall of 2022, marked 
by the formal consolidation of Zaporizhzhia’s an-
nexation. Referendum processes became a key 
mechanism in transitioning from military occu-
pation to attempts to legalize the occupation of 
the territory.

The occupying authorities, with the support of the 
Russian Federation’s Central Election Commis-
sion, began laying the foundation for the pseu-
do-electoral mechanism on July 23, 2022. The 
self-proclaimed “head of Zaporizhzhia Oblast”, 
Yevhen Balytskyi, appointed Halyna Katiushchen-
ko, a former Melitopol City Council member, as 
the head of the regional electoral commission.63 
The regional electoral commission later reported 
that 93.11% of voters voted to make Zaporizhzhia 
Oblast part of Russia during the referendum held 
on September 23–27.64 This figure cannot be inter-
preted as a genuine expression of will, but rather 
serves as an attempt to legitimize the takeover 
of the region. 

Miroslav Jenča, Assistant UN Secretary-General 
for Europe, summed up the position of the in-
ternational community, stating: “The so-called 
elections in the occupied areas of Ukraine have no 
legal grounds.”65 Similarly, UN General Assembly 
Resolution ES-11/4 of October 12, 2022, resolutely 

condemned the elections and recognized that 
they could not serve as a basis to change the 
status of Ukrainian territories.66 

The rejection of the referendum by the UN, Orga-
nization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and the 
EU not only reflected the international commu-
nity’s political position but also underscored the 
legal impossibility of recognizing such processes 
within the framework of IHL. Nonetheless, this 
referendum became the formal pretext for the 
announcement on September 30, 2022, of the 
annexation of 4 Ukrainian oblasts, including parts 
not controlled by occupying forces. After the sei-
zure of Crimea in 2014, it became the first act of 
annexation through direct military seizure, opening 
the way for occupying authorities to implement 
Russian legislation in occupied territories and 
creating the legal basis for the complete institu-
tionalization of the occupying regime. 

The consequences of Russia’s escalation also 
involved the ZNPP, through a combination of ad-
ministrative and coercive measures implemented 
during the very first week following the official 
proclamation of the annexation. First, on Octo-
ber 3, 2022, ZNPP director, Ihor Murashov, was 
detained and deported to Ukrainian-controlled 
territory.67 On October 5, 2022, Putin signed a 
Decree on “the Peculiarities of the Legal Regu-
lation of Nuclear Power Use on the Territory of 
Zaporizhzhia Oblast”. Through this document, he 
declared the ZNPP to be Russian state property 
and transferred the right to operate it to a newly 
created Rosatom subsidiary, the “Zaporizhzhnia 

1.3. The Third Stage of 
Occupation: Formalizing the 
Annexation and Systemic 
Reorganization of the ZNPP
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Nuclear Power Plant Operating Organization”. 
In this way, the separation of the Plant from the 
Ukrainian energy system and its integration into 
Russian structures were fully and irrevocably for-
malized.

In late November 2022, the ZNPP’s former chief 
engineer, Yurii Cherniychuk, was appointed as 
its director.68 Previously, pressure was exerted on 
ZNPP personnel to ensure the loyalty of individ-
ual employees; under Cherniychuk, a systemic 
reorganization of the ZNPP’s entire personnel 
structure was implemented. Rosatom started 
openly encouraging ZNPP personnel to sign new 
agreements with the newly created organization. 
Even so, according to Cherniychuk himself, about 
half of the personnel had left as of late 2022. 
To overcome the personnel crisis, Rosatom also 
began filling vacant positions with specialists 
from Russia, despite the obvious security risks. 
This meant not only personnel turnover, but also 
a major transformation of the professional com-
munity that had formed over decades and whose 
experience had been a crucial factor to ensure 
the Plant’s nuclear safety and security.69 

The intensity of changes implemented by the 
occupying regime in the fall of 2022—from the 
pseudo-referendum to a radical reorganization in 
the management of the ZNPP—reflected a strate-
gic attempt to reinforce the new situation in the 
occupied territories by formalizing control. This 
period laid the institutional foundations of the 
new status quo that remains as of June 2025 in 
the occupied territories of Zaporizhzhia Oblast.

In late November 2022, ZNPP’s former chief engi-
neer, Yurii Cherniychuk, was appointed to be the 
ZNPP Director. Previously, pressure was exerted 
on ZNPP personnel to ensure the loyalty of indi-
vidual employees; under Cherniychuk, a systemic 
reorganization of the ZNPP’s entire personnel 
structure was implemented. Rosatom started 
openly encouraging ZNPP personnel to sign new 
agreements with the newly created organiza-
tion. Even so, according to Cherniychuk himself, 
about half the personnel had left as of late 2022. 
To overcome the personnel crisis, Rosatom also 
began filling vacant positions with specialists 
from Russia, despite the obvious security risks. 
This meant not only personnel turnover, but also 

a major transformation of the professional com-
munity that had formed over decades and whose 
experience had been a crucial factor to ensure 
the Plant’s nuclear safety and security. 

The intensity of changes implemented by the 
occupation regime in the fall of 2022 — from the 
pseudo-referendum to a radical reorganization 
in the ZNPP management — reflected a strategic 
attempt to reinforce the new situation in the occu-
pied territories by formalizing the occupation con-
trol. This period laid the institutional cornerstones 
of the status quo that remains as of June 2025 in 
the occupied territories of the Zaporizhzhia Oblast.

1.3.2. Expanding Rosatom’s 
Influence on Management 
Processes 

Against the backdrop of the institutionalization 
of the occupying regime in Enerhodar, particu-
lar attention should be paid to the evolution of 
Rosatom’s role in the city’s governance system. 
Statements collected by Truth Hounds demon-
strate a path of transformation from Russia’s initial 
presence at the ZNPP to the systemic adminis-
trative influence on the life of Enerhodar. Broadly 
speaking, there are two parallel processes that 
can be singled out as the basis for this expansion. 

The occupation of a strategic nuclear power facil-
ity required occupying forces to engage with the 
relevant technical expertise, creating a special 
environment in terms of the interactions between 
the occupiers and the Ukrainian personnel, as 
evidenced by eyewitness statements: 

“There were about ten of them at first, and 
they were not engaged in maintenance as 
such, they were monitoring the processes 
and actions of the Ukrainian personnel of 
Enerhoatom. They were in direct contact 
with the general director, the chief engineer, 
and held several joint meetings, at some of 
which I was also present, all this physical 
presence of Rosatom representatives, also 
representatives of the Russian Guard, and 
representatives of the occupying Russian 
Armed Forces, who were engaged, as they 
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say, in ‘guarding the nuclear power plant’—
it was like that.”70

The system of supervision and pressure at the 
ZNPP involved Rosatom technical specialists, units 
of the Russian National Guard, and military troops. 
This explains the approach to establishing control 
over the occupied nuclear infrastructure, since 
the so-called “guard of the Plant” essentially both 
protected it and pressured the personnel. Those 
that were interviewed confirmed that control over 
the facility was planned from the very beginning 
as a combination of supervision by Rosatom rep-
resentatives with coercion of plant employees who 
had the knowledge and skills needed to operate 
the Plant.

The second process took place at the city admin-
istration level through engaging ZNPP employees 
in transforming Enerhodar into a Russian nuclear 
city. Even in peacetime, ZNPP administrative staff 
played a noticeable role in local self-government. 
For example, Mayor Dmytro Orlov was part of 
the local trade union of energy specialists.71 This 
special feature of the city’s social structure was 
reflected in the actions of the occupying author-
ities: the March 27 appointment of ZNPP leading 
engineer Andrii Shevchyk as the head of the local 
city council indicated an intention to preserve the 
peculiarities of municipal governance by ensuring 
an ostensible continuity of this administrative tra-
dition and to delegate power to a loyal individual 
familiar with the nature of the city and the Plant.72

Rosatom’s presence in Enerhodar gradually trans-
formed from technical supervision of the ZNPP 
into full control of the city. This approach recreated 
a management model typical of Russian nuclear 
cities, where the functioning of the Plant and 
urban infrastructure are closely interconnected, 
as decisions regarding the Plant directly affect 
energy supply, transport systems, and public util-
ities. The corporation’s representatives acted in 
coordination with other elements of the occupying 
administration, systematically implementing this 
integrated governance model and positioning 
Enerhodar within Rosatom’s broader network of 
nuclear cities. Rosatom, which functioned as a 
state corporation in the system of Russian author-
ities, gradually expanded its sphere of influence 
in Enerhodar, encompassing various aspects of 

life in the city, from municipal services to edu-
cational and cultural policies. At the same time, 
statements record manifestations of this inter-
agency coordination. A striking example was the 
system of control over the movement of ZNPP 
personnel,73 which required well-established in-
teractions between the management structure 
of the ZNPP and the military contingent of the 
occupying forces in the city: “By the way, one of 
my acquaintances—I will not mention his name—
who obtained a Russian passport, tried to leave 
Enerhodar and go to Russia and he was simply 
not allowed out of the city at the checkpoint; he 
was told to turn around and continue working at 
the ZNPP.”74 

In a situation of a sharp decline in the standard of 
living in the region due to active military hostilities, 
occupation by military forces, and the constant 
threat of escalation, the occupying regime views 
qualified ZNPP employees as a critical, scarce 
resource that requires special control mecha-
nisms. These employees thus find themselves in 
a hybrid situation, becoming both hostages of the 
occupation and personnel employed by Rosatom. 
As such, the system of terror and the expansion 
of Rosatom’s powers far beyond purely technical 
or commercial functions act as interdependent 
elements: each of them enables the existence of 
the other within a single structure of control over 
the strategic facility and the region. 

1.3.3. Rosatom as a Key Actor 
in Personnel Policy in the 
City

The occupying authorities ranked ZNPP employees 
based on how essential they were to the Plant’s 
operation. Statements from the nuclear engineers 
themselves confirm this: 

“We have about 150 such licensed people at 
the ZNPP. To obtain this license, you must 
meet many criteria—education, work permit, 
qualifications, length of service, experience, 
health status... That is, in peacetime, there 
are 11,000 people employed by the Plant 
and the list of those who were not allowed 
to leave was 200 people—150 employees 
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with a license to operate a nuclear reactor 
plus 20–30 more people who had a license 
from the State Nuclear Regulation Office to 
perform organizational and administrative 
jobs.”75 

ZNPP employees described in their interviews 
with Truth Hounds that such systemic control 
was executed through the use of databases. One 
survivor noted:

But they no longer allowed licensed per-
sonnel to leave through Vasylivka since the 
end of September. So, they started trying to 
go to Georgia through Crimea. Some of our 
people somehow ‘skipped’ this filtration in 
Chonhar, but on the border with Georgia, the 
Russian database immediately ‘blacklists’ 
our nuclear engineers. The Russian security 
forces at the border there couldn’t really 
explain the reasons for such a travel ban, 
but they said, like, you had access to state 
secrets and they couldn’t let you through. 
What often happened in such cases was 
that FSB [Russian Federal Security Service] 
representatives arrived and said: ‘You have 
to go back to the ZNPP. Work there and 
ensure nuclear safety.’”76

Other statements demonstrate that crossing the 
demarcation line was at the discretion of Rosatom: 

“ [...] He was also a nuclear engineer, he 
was leaving, the first time he wasn’t let out, 
they wrote some papers and said: ‘We need 
a permit that the nuclear [plant] allows you 
to leave.’, ‘But they did give me a paper.’, 
‘Who the hell cares about Ukrop [a deroga-
tory term for ‘Ukrainian’] stamps, we need 
one from Rosatom that they don’t need you.’ 
This was in Vasylivka during filtration.”77

The status of licensed personnel, which creates 
professional benefits and socioeconomic oppor-
tunities in the free market, underwent a paradox-
ical transformation in the context of occupation, 
becoming a factor restricting freedom of move-
ment and other basic rights. Amid worsening living 
conditions due to hostilities and the occupying 
regime, residents of Enerhodar, including ZNPP 
workers, sought to leave the city, but were faced 
with a movement control system. 

Evidence shows that the occupying authorities 
prioritized retaining qualified specialists. According 
to some reports, they monitored the movement of 
technical personnel using both local checkpoints 
and centralized tracking databases.78 This signals 
the strategic significance that the occupying re-
gime attached to retaining qualified ZNPP person-
nel. The complexity of operating a nuclear facility 
required multiple oversight mechanisms and co-
ordination across the occupying administration.

These episodes expose an essential characteristic 
of the Russian occupation, namely the integration 
of the corporation into the system of repressive 
control, where Rosatom was given the authority—
on a par with military and intelligence services—to 
decide the fate of Ukrainian nuclear engineers.

The system of control over the movement of per-
sonnel and their forcible detention in the occupied 
territories was only one of the key mechanisms 
introduced by the occupying regime to establish 
control over the strategic facility. No less signifi-
cant was the attempt to institutionally legitimize 
Rosatom’s presence through a system of con-
tracts with employees. Staff statements reveal 
the inherent dynamics of this process: 

“When the occupiers analyzed that, in the 
first month [October 2022], out of 2,000 
ZNPP employees who signed contracts, 
90% were kitchen porters, drivers, those 
who were already retired, and those who 
held small positions, they realized that 
something had to be done about it and con-
tinued the tactics of terror and intimidation 
in November 2022.”79 

This situation created a two-fold paradox for the 
personnel: the biggest resistance to coopera-
tion with Rosatom was largely demonstrated by 
workers, including critical specialists, who were 
essential to the safe operation of the Plant. The 
reluctance of technical specialists to sign con-
tracts with Rosatom, as noted by an eyewitness to 
the events,80 contradicts the narratives of Russia 
and Rosatom about the alleged integration of the 
ZNPP into the Russian energy system and the sta-
tus of Enerhodar as a Russian city.81 The chronic 
shortage of qualified personnel and the need to 
increase coercive pressure on specialists suggest 
that the proclaimed successes in integration were, 
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in fact, superficial and did not accurately reflect 
the real attitudes of the city’s residents, including 
ZNPP employees.

The situation with respect to control over ZNPP 
personnel highlights not only the tactical steps 
taken by the occupying regime, but also certain 
differences in approaches to the management of 
nuclear facilities. In particular, Ukrainian nuclear 
engineers, who have encountered Rosatom’s man-
agement approaches and heard the perspective 
of representatives of Russian law enforcement 
structures about the interaction between the nu-
clear and law enforcement sectors, highlight the 
contrast between the two systems: 

“Before the occupation, I spoke with our 
Ukrainian SBU [Security Service of Ukraine] 
officers about the nature of work at a nucle-
ar power plant and they are different from 
the Russians. We have a nuclear power 
plant of a European country, which was a 
civilian facility to the highest possible de-
gree: if you never had problems with work, 
you would never see or talk to those SBU 
officers in the first place. And the Rus-
sians perceived our system the same way 
they view theirs. From what I understand, 
if you’re a shift manager of a power unit, 
you have to be like an FSB major at the very 
least. In a conversation with FSB officers, 
they said that we should have supervisors 
in the SBU, to whom we should constantly 
report—but we don’t have such a thing and 
never did.”82

In particular, technical specialists from the ZNPP 
express deep concerns about the transformation 
of the operating mode of the nuclear facility, which 
they believe is generating unprecedented risks for 
its technological safety: 

“I believe the biggest threat to the nuclear 
plant and the world is that the Russians 
have turned the entire nuclear plant into a 
full-fledged military base. The Plant was 
never designed for such use and the military 
sees it as sort of a large structure with thick 
concrete walls and the fact that it carries 
a nuclear, radiation, technological threat, 
they are not interested in that. And every-

thing at the nuclear power plant is run by 
the military.”83 

Everyday practices provide an insight into the 
militarization of this critical infrastructure facility:

“In the mornings, these military people 
did their group runs. It was like ten peo-
ple jogging there—it felt like you were at 
a military base, not a protected facility, a 
nuclear one.”84 

This transformation of a civilian nuclear facili-
ty into a militarized one demonstrates a certain 
model of control over strategic infrastructure un-
der occupation. The militarization of the ZNPP 
began from the moment it was captured by Rus-
sian troops and continued after the facility was 
transferred to Rosatom’s administrative manage-
ment in the fall of 2022. Despite the change in the 
ZNPP’s formal status and management structure, 
the military presence remained a constant of the 
occupying regime, which created additional risks 
for the safe operation of this technologically com-
plex facility.

Evidence highlights differences in how nuclear 
enterprises are organized, as reflected in the 
professional experiences of nuclear engineers. 
ZNPP employees who witnessed changes during 
the occupation point to major contrasts between 
Ukrainian and Russian management models. 
Ukraine’s nuclear industry operates primarily under 
a civilian model, with security forces limited to 
external oversight. Under occupation, this model 
shifted significantly: the Plant was militarized 
and management was restructured to fit the new 
realities of strategic control.

Another example of the fusion between corporate 
and coercive methods of the occupying regime 
is their approach to forcing workers to sign con-
tracts with Rosatom, appealing to the professional 
duty and honor of nuclear engineers, offering 
financial benefits, or resorting to direct threats. 
Documented statements indicate the systematic 
engagement of former ZNPP employees by the 
occupying regime: after joining Rosatom struc-
tures, they came back to advocate vis-à-vis their 
former colleagues through the use of personal 
professional ties.85 An interesting example of such 
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a synthesis of corporate and coercive practices is 
the documented case of a former official who held 
a management position at the Volgodonsk Nuclear 
Power Plant (also known as the Rostov Nuclear 
Power Plant, located in Rostov Oblast, Russia) 
who was involved in pressuring ZNPP personnel:

“They came to see me at work at the end of 
November 2022. [...] I was at work and two 
individuals came to talk to me. One of them 
said he was a Rosatom representative, like 
a tech and admin person and the other one 
said he was Yuriy, nothing else. I would rec-
ognize both of them—I have a good memory 
for faces. Unfortunately, I didn’t remember 
the name of the Rosatom employee, he was 
dressed in a civilian sweater and pants, not 
in uniform. He said that he also worked at 
the nuclear power plant for many years, 
as a head of some kind from Rostov, or as 
it is called correctly, Volgodonsk Nuclear 
Power Plant. Then he was supposedly the 
plant shift supervisor, then some kind of 
personnel manager—that’s what he said 
about himself. [...] At first, it was mostly 
that old Rosatom man talking to me, but 
when I said I still refused to sign the Russian 
contract, Yuriy got involved and said it may 
not end well for me, like: ‘Where will you go? 
You must understand nobody will let you 
out, your entry pass will be blocked. And 
since January, the National Atomic Energy 
Company of Ukraine will no longer pay you 
and your colleagues who refused to sign 
have already been taken to the basement 
and so will you.’ This Yuriy was starting 
to pressure me. That is, the two of them 
together were like the good cop and the 
bad cop. They kept saying it was all poli-
tics between Zelenskyy and Putin and we 
had to work for nuclear safety, that it was 
important for them to preserve the team of 
the nuclear power plant. Like, that I should 
sign a contract with Rosatom and I would 
be getting two paychecks and they won’t 
tell anyone that I signed a contract with 
Rosatom.”86

This episode demonstrates both the specif-
ic mechanism of pressure on ZNPP personnel 
and the symbolic significance of the figure of a 
high-ranking manager from the Rostov Nucle-

ar Power Plant, himself an experienced industry 
expert, whose professional authority was used 
to reinforce the pretence of “normality” by con-
trasting a “political” conflict with “professional” 
responsibility for nuclear safety and security. Offi-
cial Russian rhetoric asserts that the militarization 
of the management of Europe’s largest nuclear 
power plant is justified due to the exceptional 
security requirements of wartime.

The Permanent Representative of the Russian 
Federation to International Organizations in Vi-
enna, Mikhail Ulyanov, articulated Russia’s official 
explanation of the need for a military presence 
at the ZNPP:

“There was no heavy military equipment 
there, there are no army units there, except 
for Russian NBC Protection Troops, which 
are not combat troops, they are engaged 
in measuring radiation levels and, in the 
event of an accident, they will take energetic 
measures to neutralize the consequences 
as much as possible if such an accident 
occurs. Rosatom employees are not part 
of the Ministry of Defense either, it seems. 
What is there to demilitarize? Security? The 
Russian National Guard? But the nuclear 
power plant cannot remain unguarded—
that doesn’t happen. Such security exists 
all over the world and we are naturally not 
going to withdraw security units.”87

At first glance, this explanation appears reason-
able. However, documented evidence demon-
strates the opposite: the synthesis of corporate 
governance with a repressive apparatus and 
military presence did not enhance the level of 
security. Instead, it created significant risks for 
the power plant’s operation, as demonstrated 
in instances when essential technical personnel 
became the target of repressions:

“A colleague whose license was about to 
expire, [...] after his night shift ( [...] at the 
shift, you constantly control every process 
and that’s for three nights straight), the Rus-
sians took him from the front desk. They 
took him home, searched the house, beat 
him, physically abused him, took him to the 
garage, then to the police station, and told 
him they were giving him until the end of 
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the week to sign the contract because his 
license was expiring. After all that, [in the 
evening], they let him go and said: ‘Don’t 
forget, it’s time to leave for your shift in two 
hours.’ What kind of nuclear safety can we 
talk about? Under normal circumstances, I 
should undergo a pre-shift check to make 
sure that I am not tired, that I am ready 
and prepared to work—these are serious 
things. And in the case of my colleague, he 
didn’t sleep all night and, during the day, 
the person was pressured and abused. We 
understand the mental and physical state 
of this person, who is responsible for all 
nuclear safety at this unit for eight hours, 
but the Russians were obviously not both-
ered by it.”88

This demonstrates the essence of the reality of 
occupation: behind declarations about the pro-
tection of a nuclear facility lies the systematic 
replacement of professional technical manage-
ment with the trauma of coercive methods, which 
ultimately creates new, unprecedented risks for 
nuclear safety and security. Under such circum-
stances, a nuclear power plant employee is forced 
to exist simultaneously in two incompatible modes: 
as a target of systematic violence and as a bearer 
of critically important technical competencies. 

This system not only uproots individuals from 
their normal lives but also forces them to remain 
responsible for the safety and security of a critical 
nuclear facility under extreme pressure. This vio-
lates basic psychological requirements for opera-
tors and creates an internal threat to the Plant’s 
safety and security. While external risks stem from 
wartime conditions—such as hostilities and the 
presence of Russian troops—the internal threat 
is rooted in the occupying regime itself, which 
inflicts systemic violence on essential personnel 
while expecting them to perform critical techni-
cal duties. Justifying the militarization of ZNPP 
management on security grounds only obscures 
the fact that the occupation’s control system in-
troduces new dangers to the facility’s operation.

1.3.4. Filling the Management 
Gap: Rosatom Reaching the 
Municipal Administration 
Level 

The expansion of Rosatom’s informal influence 
on the governance of Enerhodar, namely its evo-
lution from a technical operator of the ZNPP to a 
systemic actor in the region’s political processes, 
can be traced through the logic of appointments 
to the leadership of the occupying municipal ad-
ministration. As noted, the appointment of Andrii 
Shevchyk as the head of the local city council re-
flected how the occupying authorities strategically 
used the established practice of engaging loyal 
personnel, particularly technical personnel from 
the ZNPP, into municipal governance structures.

The instability of the personnel composition is 
particularly pronounced in the specific trajectories 
of the appointed management. Ruslan Kirpichov, 
with his experience in the administrative struc-
tures of the so-called “Donetsk People’s Republic” 
(DNR) was part of Shevchyk’s team, responsible 
for establishing control over local enterprises and 
their assets.89 He was replaced within a few weeks 
by Aleksandr Volga-Molokov, a representative of 
those Russian managers who built their careers 
in the occupied territories.90 This career began 
with the position of Head of the Department of 
Capital Construction and Housing in the captured 
Alushta in Crimea in 2014. With the beginning of 
the full-scale invasion, he took the position of 
military commandant of the Kamiansk-Dnipro 
raion of Zaporizhzhia Oblast.91 In November 2022, 
the administration was headed for several weeks 
by Natalya Labyak, the director of the City Dairy 
Kitchen enterprise.92

The appointment in December 2022 of Eduard Sy-
enovoz, the former CEO of the Smolensk Nuclear 
Power Plant Service, reflected a qualitative shift in 
the occupying regime.93 Unlike previous leaders, 
who were replaced within a few weeks or months, 
Syenovoz headed the city administration for over 
two years.94 This stabilization of management 

97 Military commandant offices were typically established by occupying forces 
in captured populated areas, sometimes with the involvement of local collab-
orators from law enforcement, and generally served a regulatory function in 
maintaining order and control over the civilian population.
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coincided with the process of institutionalizing 
Russian control over the region and the ZNPP 
following the declaration of annexation in the fall 
of 2022. Notably, Syenovoz himself emphasized 
the unexpectedness of his appointment, while 
simultaneously highlighting his managerial expe-
rience in Rosatom structures: “I have experience 
in administrative work. The appointment is rather 
unexpected. My last workplace was the service 
company of the Smolensk Nuclear Power Plant, 
as the general director.”95

Corporation leadership explicitly acknowledged 
Rosatom’s direct role in municipal appointments. 
Dzhumberi Tkebuchava, First Deputy Director 
General of Rosenergoatom Concern, stated: “They 
reproach us: ‘You sent a person to be mayor of 
the city.’ Of course we sent him. This is certainly 
a person who has some experience: he was the 
general director of one of our organizations... 
We directed him here and will help him in every 
way.”96 This statement clearly demonstrates the 
corporation’s deliberate personnel strategy in 
occupied territories.

The appointment of a manager from the Rosatom 
system to the position of head of the occupying 
administration reflected the end of a period of 
experiments with different models of city gov-
ernance. Previously, the occupying authorities 
tried to rely on local personnel or managers with 
experience in other occupying administrations. 
Now, the chosen appointee was a manager from 
the Russian nuclear corporation. This change 
coincided with the transition from ad hoc military 
control over the city and the ZNPP to the systemic 
integration of captured facilities into the Russian 
management and technological system. Rosa-
tom’s broader role as a Russian state corporation 
with dual civilian and strategic functions (as an-
alyzed in Section 4.2) enabled seamless transi-
tions between commercial and governance roles. 
Syenovoz also created the Office of the Military 
Commandant of Enerhodar to coordinate between 
various intelligence and military structures in the 
city.97 Syenovoz himself acknowledges the role of 
Sergey Kiriyenko from the Presidential Adminis-
tration of Russia in facilitating the creation of the 
Office of the Military Commandant in Enerhodar.98

In addition to personnel dependence on Rosatom, 
the establishment of financial dependence is even 

more critical. In an interview with corporate media, 
Syenovoz spoke about this with his characteristic 
directness: “There is practically no profitable part 
in the city. The budget is formed from everything 
that is given to it. These are subsidies, alloca-
tions. [...] Enerhodar lives thanks to the people 
who work at Rosatom enterprises, execute plans, 
and ensure profits. It is very important that city 
residents should remember this.”99

In an interview with Strana Rosatom, Syenovoz 
outlined the corporation’s defining role even more 
frankly: “Positive changes are taking place. And 
they happen, of course, primarily thanks to Rosa-
tom. I would like to note that, in terms of changes, 
Enerhodar is very different from other areas of the 
new territories. We are moving forward in our own 
way and this is only thanks to the corporation.”100 
Notably, when asked about the city’s economic 
situation, he recognized full dependence on the 
corporation: “The corporation pours major funds 
into it. And that’s great. Otherwise, the city would 
not be able to live at all.”101

Beyond budget formation, Rosatom’s financial 
influence expanded through large-scale infra-
structure reconstruction. Major renovation projects 
for social and municipal infrastructure began in 
the summer of 2023, funded by Rosenergoatom. 
By February 2024, Alexander Shutikov, General 
Director of Rosenergoatom Concern, reported 
that approximately 3 billion RUB (approximately 
36.4 million USD) had been invested in repairs 
to schools, hospitals, kindergartens, and other 
facilities during a single season, demonstrating 
the scale of corporate investment in the occupied 
territory.102

Public presentations and statements by occupy-
ing administration officials in Enerhodar demon-
strate a clear structure of subordination, where 
city governance appears to be a direct assignment 
from Rosatom. In his farewell address, Syenovoz 
phrased this in a rather straightforward way: 

“This decision was not easy, but it was dic-
tated by the new tasks that Rosenergoatom 
concern gives me. The tasks assigned to me 
by the concern while appointing me to En-
erhodar, related to anti-crisis management 
and developing the processes of municipal 
management, have now been completed.”103 
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References to “service” and “assigned tasks” 
reflect the integration of civilian management 
into the general militarized system of occupa-
tional control. After Syenovoz’s resignation, the 
appointment of Maksim Pukhov as the head of 
Enerhodar’s occupying administration in January 
2025 became the logical next step in Rosatom’s 
personnel policy in the city.104 Unlike Syenovoz, 
who did not have significant political or manage-
rial experience, Pukhov had been the mayor of 
the city of Polyarnye Zori in Russia’s Murmansk 
Oblast for 11 years. This latter is a typical Russian 
nuclear city built around the Kolsk Nuclear Power 
Plant, where Pukhov worked for 12 years in various 
engineering and managerial positions, receiving a 
corporate medal for “Merit in the Development of 
Rosenergoatom Concern”.105 Before his appoint-
ment in Enerhodar, he resigned as the mayor of 
Polyarnye Zori, where he emphasized his experi-
ence developing the most comfortable city in the 
region and his transition to “handling important 
government tasks in one of the new regions”, 
after which he worked as the first deputy mayor 
of the occupying administration of Enerhodar for 
a time.106 The sequence of appointments—first 
of the Smolensk Nuclear Power Plant Service’s 
top manager, Syenovoz, at the end of 2022, 
and then of the experienced mayor of a nuclear 
city, Pukhov, at the beginning of 2025—reflects 
Rosatom’s systematic approach to leadership 
appointments in the occupying administration, 
making use of its own managerial personnel. 

1.3.5. Rosatom’s Educational 
and Corporate Aspects

Rosatom Chair Alexei Likhachev has repeatedly 
announced the company’s plans for Enerhodar. 
In 2022, the “Rosatom Together with Enerhodar” 
program was launched, involving more than 100 
industry enterprises.107 In March 2024, Likhachev 
announced a three-year development plan for the 
city, which was submitted to the Russian govern-
ment for consideration.108 Even the city’s educa-
tional policy is being shaped by involving experts 
from the Corporate Academy and the Rosatom 
School, structures that traditionally provide train-
ing for the nuclear industry.109 These renovations 
included the establishment of specialized “atomic 

classrooms” in each school, designed to prepare 
students for careers in the nuclear industry. 

Career guidance events, supported by Rosenergo-
atom, actively promote enrollment at Sevastopol 
University, with guaranteed employment at the 
ZNPP.110 As part of this initiative, in 2024, more 
than 100 high school students from Enerhodar and 
nearby localities visited the Sevastopol Institute of 
Nuclear Energy and Industry, where they learned 
about the opportunities granted by the educa-
tional institution and the range of professions in 
the nuclear industry.111 Following the “Path of the 
Nuclear Worker” preparatory program, these 100 
students from Enerhodar signed targeted con-
tracts with the ZNPP.112 The agreements provide 
for free tuition, accommodation, an additional 
scholarship for students, and guaranteed em-
ployment at the ZNPP upon completion of their 
education. In this way, the integration of the youth 
of the occupied city into the Russian educational 
space is combined with the corporate interests of 

A screenshot of the ENTV broadcast from February 23, 2023. 
Image source: EnTeVeShki Energodar.120

Oleg Murashev holding a workshop for the youth of Enerhodar on 
April 27, 2023. Image source: Enerhodar Svyzanoy.121
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Rosatom, which, through a system of preferential 
training contracts, consolidates a long-term per-
sonnel presence in the occupied territory.

This demonstrates Rosatom’s plans to integrate 
Ukrainian youth into the Russian nuclear industry, 
encompassing both civilian energy and the military 
component, creating a system for reproducing 
loyal personnel in the context of long-term oc-
cupation. Integration into the corporate structure 
occurs not only through direct funding of social 
infrastructure, but also through the specific orga-
nization of urban life around a strategic enterprise.

One symbolic manifestation of Rosatom’s penetra-
tion into the daily life of the city was the Rosatom 
School project, which introduced a single school 
uniform for all students of Enerhodar.113

Notably, this local issue was handled with the 
participation of the Strategic Communications 
Unit of the Zaporizhzhnia Nuclear Power Plant 
Operating Organization, which coordinated the 
process with school principals. Thus, the unifica-
tion of school uniforms is not merely a symbol, 
but also the introduction of certain elements of 
corporate discipline and group identity.

In addition, occupying media in Enerhodar engage 
Ukrainian children in their work to disseminate 
militarized propaganda. This is regularly done, 
particularly by the ENTV channel, which creates 
stories glorifying Russian military personnel who 
carry out acts of violence against locals. An em-
blematic story from February 23, 2023, on the 
occasion of “Fatherland Defender Day”, shows 
a girl from Enerhodar reciting poems glorifying 
Russian soldiers.114 Such practices demonstrate 
a systematic violation of children’s rights and the 
use of minors for propaganda purposes in the 
occupied territories.115

The engagement of Enerhodar youth in local me-
dia work is carried out in a systematic and orga-
nized manner. On April 27, 2023, the youth center 
“Boiling Point: Resident” (formerly the Ukrainian 
“hub FreeDom”) hosted ENTV workshops “for 
young journalists and camera operators”.116 One 
example of the occupying administration training 
the new generation to support its information 
influence in the occupied territories is a class for 

youth taught by Oleg Murashev, a correspondent 
for Russian federal channels Pervyy and Zvezda.

The “Alphabet of Regions” project, implement-
ed as part of the literary festival “Stars over the 
Donbas”, became yet another tool for the Rus-
sification of the youngest Enerhodar residents117 
through the “creation of patriotically oriented 
learning alphabets for all regions of the Russian 
Federation, including ones liberated in the spe-
cial military operation”.118 Coordinator Aleksandr 
Kofman openly explains the tasks of this initiative 
targeting primary school students: “The Alphabet 
gave a big impetus for them to realize that they 
live in Russia.” This statement directly indicates 
an attempt to change the national identity of 
Ukrainian children through educational mate-
rials. Work with the youth includes not only an 
educational and professional component, but 
also a political one. Rosatom sponsored youth 
organizations, including a “youth chamber” that 
Balytskyi explicitly described as creating “per-
sonnel reserves for local government bodies”.119 

This openly demonstrative behavior and the lack 
of any attempt to conceal Rosatom’s leading role 
in the governance of the occupied city create 
a situation of a commonly known “secret”. The 
articulation of this role can hardly be seen as a 
sensational revelation. However, the very frank-
ness of this position is paradoxical because the 
issue of corporate responsibility becomes par-
ticularly acute in the context where a recognized 
world leader in nuclear energy functions as a key 
actor in a system of occupational control during 
the largest armed conflict in Europe since 1945.

39



40

Documentation of Enerhodar’s occupation re-
veals the links between the military capture of 
the territory, the establishment of administrative 
control, and the nature of managing a strategic 
infrastructural facility.

The initial period highlighted a significant gap 
between physical control over the city and the 
inability to ensure the full functioning of the ZNPP 
in the face of resistance from the professional 
community of nuclear engineers. The next phase, 
the systematization of the occupying regime, 
demonstrated an attempt to create a system 
of control through a combination of ideological 
“work” on the population, systematic terror, and 
the formation of quasi-civilian administrative 
structures. However, this system contained inter-
nal contradictions: increased repressive pressure 
on the ZNPP’s personnel created additional risks 
for its safe operation and attempts to replace 
qualified employees were quickly impeded by the 
complexity of technological processes.

The announcement of the annexation of Ener-
hodar and the ZNPP in the fall of 2022 marked a 
turning point, enabling the full integration of the 
captured plant into the Russian administrative 
and technological system. In this context, the 
transformation of Rosatom’s role has become par-
ticularly important: from the technical operator of 
the captured ZNPP to the main stakeholder in the 
system of occupational management of the city. 
Documented facts of personnel appointments, 
financing, and administrative reorganization in 
occupied Enerhodar demonstrate the methodical 
integration of Rosatom’s corporate structures into 
the system of Russian-backed coercion in the 
occupied territories. Rosatom actively contribut-
ed to establishing occupational control over the 
city, utilizing its management expertise, provid-
ing reliable personnel, and introducing financial 
leverage. In this way, the corporation underwent 
a transformation, from a technical operator of 
nuclear facilities to a key player in the adminis-
trative management of the occupied Enerhodar.

1.4. Conclusion
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SECTION 2 

Torture and
Detention under the 
Russian Occupation
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The Russian occupation of Enerhodar transformed 
governance structures, as outlined in the previ-
ous section, but also brought widespread and 
systematic abuses against the civilian popula-
tion. From the earliest days of military control, 
occupying forces relied on detention, torture, 
and intimidation, implemented both directly and 
through Russian administrative institutions. These 
practices formed a continuous thread across all 
three phases of the occupation’s development, 
though the methods and intensity evolved.

This section documents a sustained pattern of 
international crimes against Enerhodar’s civilian 
residents through three analytical lenses. First, it 
examines how occupying forces targeted and de-
tained civilians, identifying and abducting specific 
population groups. Second, it maps the network of 
detention facilities in Enerhodar and its surround-
ings, detailing the conditions to which detainees 
were subjected. Finally, it analyzes Rosatom’s 
role in enabling and participating in these crimes, 
particularly against ZNPP employees, showing how 
corporate structures became integrated into the 
occupation’s repressive apparatus.

2.1. Introduction
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2.2. Overview of 
the Targeting of Different 
Categories of Civilians

Russian occupying authorities targeted civilians 
across a broad spectrum of the population, en-
compassing individuals who were:122

	→ Participating in the resistance to the Russian 
occupation of Enerhodar123 or had relatives 
taking part in the resistance;124

	→ ZNPP staff;125

	→ Former members of the Armed Forces of 
Ukraine (AFU)126 or had relatives with links to 
the AFU;127

	→ In possession of registered or unregistered 
firearms;128

	→ State or municipal representatives;129 and

	→ Ordinary civilian residents of the city (e.g., 
business owners).130

Detention operations began in March 2022.131 Oc-
cupying police and security services coordinated 
to apply targeting criteria, using methods such 
as weapon registry checks and surveillance.132 
These early operations established patterns that 
would characterize subsequent phases of civilian 
targeting throughout the period of occupation.133

Between March 10 and 15, 2022, the Russian oc-
cupying administration and military forces began 
approaching Ukrainian ZNPP staff, singling out the 
licensed personnel for “interviews” (a euphemism 
for interrogations conducted by the FSB).134 As a 
ZNPP worker stated to Truth Hounds: 

“The occupiers started to search for pro-
Ukrainian people at the station itself. They 
found ​​out about pro-Ukrainian people 
through pressure. Then they started to look 
for those who ​​had weapons, who even in-
directly took part in the defense of the city, 
in territorial defense. ​​They came to detain 

people directly at the station, if they were 
nuclear workers, and ​​detained them at 
work.”135

Truth Hounds has documented at least two in-
stances of ZNPP staff being “interviewed” in late 
March 2022136 and at least 11 such incidents dating 
to no later than mid-September 2022.137 

In late May 2022, Russian occupying authorities 
intensified abductions and detentions of Enerho-
dar civilians138 following the attempted assassina-
tion of the occupying mayor of Enerhodar, Andrii 
Shevchyk.139. In late September 2022, following 
the Russian-organised referendum in Enerhodar,140 
abductions, detentions, and the infliction of in-
human treatment and torture against Enerhodar 
civilians, including ZNPP personnel, drastically 
escalated. These actions increasingly exhibited 
a clear, systematic pattern (see Subsection 5.3 
for a more detailed analysis regarding the pattern 
of crimes in the case of the Russian occupation 
of Enerhodar).141

Rosatom faced operational constraints to its con-
trol over the ZNPP, particularly the critical shortage 
of licensed Ukrainian personnel and a technical 
inability to replace them with Russian staff (see 
Section 1). These constraints led Rosatom to em-
ploy alternative coercive strategies during this 
period. Information gathered by Truth Hounds 
reveals the systematic targeting of ZNPP employ-
ees through workplace interrogations, abductions, 
and detentions, primarily aimed at compelling 
workers to sign Rosatom contracts, effectively 
transforming technical dependency into formal 
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122 Some targeted civilians belonged to multiple categories simultaneously, 
such as a ZNPP staff member who participated in the anti-occupation resis-
tance from late February to early April 2022.

140 The so-called “referendum” on the illegal annexation of Zaporizhzhia Oblast 
to the Russian Federation took place on September 23–27, 2022.
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142 The most recent documented case of abduction and detention of a Ukrainian 
staff member is from July 2024. Survivor ID: En-031.

145 In order to reflect the complexity of each person’s experiences and to 
avoid too narrowly categorizing their status, each status was counted in-
dividually, meaning a single person may be represented in more than one 
category. As a result, the number of status entries may exceed the number 
of unique individuals.

collaboration. This pattern of coercive recruitment, 
designed to resolve the fundamental disjuncture 
between administrative control and operational 
necessity, persisted throughout the occupation.

As will be further detailed in Subsection 2.5, 
Ukrainian ZNPP personnel in the city continue to 
face the risk of abduction, detention, and expo-
sure to inhuman treatment and torture through to 
the present day.142 On May 13, 2025, Enerhoatom, 
the Ukrainian entity responsible for operating all 
of Ukraine’s nuclear power plants, reported that 
at least 13 Ukrainian staff members remain in 
Russian captivity.143 On June 19, 2025 Enerho-
dar’s mayor, Dmytro Orlov, reported that at least 
27 Enerhodar civilians were being held captive, 
including 13 ZNPP employees (for a more detailed 
analysis related to the targeting of Ukrainian ZNPP 
employees and Rosatom’s role in the related of-
fenses, see Subsection 2.3).144

In total, during the period of the Russian occupa-
tion of Enerhodar, Truth Hounds has documented 
the detention—followed frequently by inhuman 
treatment and torture—of at least 226 civilian 
residents of Enerhodar. This includes: 

	→ 66 participants of the resistance to the Rus-
sian occupation of Enerhodar;

	→ Six former AFU servicepeople;

	→ Three relatives of AFU servicepeople;

	→ 78 Ukrainian ZNPP staff members;

	→ 11 owners of weaponry; and

	→ 102 ordinary Enerhodar civilian residents, such 
as business owners. 

Some individuals in the dataset held multiple, 
overlapping statuses (e.g., civilian, ZNPP employ-
ee, and anti-occupation resistance participant).145 

Additionally, Truth Hounds documented that at 
least nine Ukrainian prisoners of war were sub-
jected to inhuman treatment and torture.
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The systematic use of torture and detention in oc-
cupied Enerhodar relied on a network of detention 
sites. Survivor accounts and open-source analysis 
reveal that these facilities, scattered across the 
city and the surrounding area, were adapted to 
serve specific roles within the broader system of 
territorial control.

Truth Hounds identified a network of at least five 
detention facilities that the occupying Russian 
regime has employed in Enerhodar and its vicinity: 
(1) the administrative building, first and second 

gates, and underground facilities of the ZNPP; 
(2) National Guard Unit No. 3024 (“the Pit”); (3) 
Enerhodar Police Station; (4) the SBU building; 
and (5) Kamianka-Dniprovska Custody Isolator 
No. 2. Alongside these detention facilities, Truth 
Hounds identified two smaller-scale detention 
sites in Enerhodar and its vicinity, namely Velyka 
Bilozerka Police Station and the Enerhodar Yacht 
Club.

2.3. The Network of Torture 
Chambers in Enerhodar and 
its Vicinity

The network of Russian detention sites in Enerhodar and its 
vicinity. Image source: Prepared in-house by Truth Hounds.
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2.3.1. ZNPP Administrative 
Building, First and Second 
Gates, and Underground 
Facilities 

Location

The first gate (47°30’24.9” N, 34°35’06.9” E) is ad-
jacent to the ZNPP administrative building.146 The 
second gate (47°30’49” N, 34°35’36” E) is situated 
far from the administrative building, near Blocks 
5 and 6 of the ZNPP.147 ZNPP staff members were 
also detained in basements of the Plant, including 
in the basements of the nuclear reactor blocks.148 

Operating Period

Documented evidence confirms the systematic 
operation of the facilities from March 2022 through 
April-May 2023.149

Purpose

Russian security and military forces used the ZNPP 
administrative building and the first and second 
gates to detain and interrogate Ukrainian ZNPP 
staff. These interrogations frequently preceded the 
transfer of workers to specific detention facilities 
in Enerhodar, including at the ZNPP itself. The 
interrogators were reportedly FSB officers and 
Russian military personnel,150 sometimes accom-
panied by Rosatom representatives.151 

Occupying forces sought out pro-Ukrainian indi-
viduals and anyone who had contributed, even 
indirectly, to the city’s defense against Russian 
forces. If they happened to be ZNPP employees, 
they would be detained at work.152

The ZNPP’s first and second gates and administrative 
building. Image source: Google Earth.
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The ZNPP’s first gate. 
Image source: Google 
Earth.

The ZNPP’s second 
gate. Image source: 
Google Earth.

Indicators of Scale and 
Significance

ZNPP administrative building

Interviews conducted by Truth Hounds indicate 
that this facility was used to detain and interro-
gate several Ukrainian ZNPP employees. These 
include at least one employee interrogated in an 
office room on the first floor,153 another in a long 
office room on the second floor,154 and another 
in the office of the advisor to the director general 
on the fourth floor.155

First gate

Truth Hounds documented at least three incidents 
between the spring and fall of 2022 when guards 
stopped ZNPP staff at the first gate and brought 
them to a separate office room where they were 
interrogated by members of Russian military and 
security forces.156 In two of the cases, the indi-
viduals were subsequently detained in Enerhodar 
and were there subjected to inhuman treatment 
and torture.157

Second gate

Truth Hounds documented the detention of at 
least three Ukrainian ZNPP employees at the 
second gate between Summer 2022 and Spring 
2023. In two cases, the individuals were taken 
to an office room at the second gate and, in all 
of the cases, the individuals were subsequently 
transferred to detention facilities in Enerhodar.158

Additionally, Truth Hounds documented at least 
one case of the abduction and further detention 
of a Ukrainian ZNPP staff member from one of the 
ZNPP gates but has been unable to establish the 
exact place of the person’s abduction.159

Underground facilities of the ZNPP

Truth Hounds documented an incident of a 
Ukrainian ZNPP employee being held in a base-
ment cell under the ZNPP for several days, but has 
not been able to establish its precise location.160
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Facility Description

Individuals were detained and interrogated at the 
first and second gates, as well as in office rooms 
of the ZNPP administrative building. In the latter, 
an office room on the first floor was used, as well 
as a long office room at the end of a hallway on 
the second floor. The sign had been removed from 
the office, making it difficult to ascertain the exact 
room. Interrogations and torture also allegedly 
took place in the former office of the advisor to 
the ZNPP director general in the administrative 
building.161

Torture

Survivors report intense psychological intimidation 
resulting from the interrogations, with one survi-
vor noting that “they stand in front and behind 
you, they sit you down, they start to interrogate 
you from all sides”.162 Further statements indicate 
that interrogators threatened survivors with being 
“taken to the forest”,163 boasting that they could 
do anything to them.164

2.3.2. National Guard Unit No. 
3042 (“The Pit”)

Location

“Yama”, which translates as “the Pit,” is the 
codename for a basement detention site on the 
grounds of the former Ukrainian National Guard 
Unit No. 3042 at 56 Promyslova Street, Enerhodar 
(47°30’12” N, 34°36’3” E).165 Russian forces were 
first stationed at “the Pit” immediately after the 
seizure of the ZNPP.166 Russian occupying forces 
kept the location of “the Pit” secret and detainees 
were brought there with bags over their heads or 
duct tape over their eyes.167 Members of Russian 
security forces told detainees that, if they found 
out that there were people who knew about “the 
Pit”, they would be kidnapped and detained.168

Operating Period

Documented evidence confirms the systematic 
operation of the facility from the earliest days of 

March 2022 through to at least the end of July 
2022, encompassing the occupation’s critical 
transition from initial military seizure to the es-
tablishment of an institutionalized detention in-
frastructure.169

Purpose

“The Pit” was primarily used as a site for deten-
tion, torture, and coercion. When the FSB arrived 
in Enerhodar, they searched for residents who had 
been involved in defense or Ukrainian checkpoints 
before the Russian occupation and brought them 
to “the Pit”.170 According to former ZNPP director 
Ihor Murashov, the torture inflicted there was in-
tended to “change the minds of these people”.171 
Some detainees were subsequently transferred 
from “the Pit” to other detention centers, including 
Enerhodar Police Station.172

National Guard Unit No. 3042 (“the Pit”). Image source: Google 
Maps.

163 “Being taken to the forest” in this context is a euphemism used by Russian 
forces for taking a detainee to be executed.
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189 The term “Kadyrovtsi” refers to members of forces that directly answer 
to Ramzan Kadyrov, head of the Chechen Republic in the Russian Federa-
tion. While they technically fall within the chain of command of the Russian 
National Guard, they are not subject to the same conditions as their federal 
counterparts.

Indicators of Scale and Significance

While it is difficult to estimate the number of in-
dividuals detained at “the Pit”, it consistently 
features as a detention site in survivors’ inter-
views. Two former detainees reported seeing 6 or 
7 other prisoners when they arrived, and another 
estimated there were 20 prisoners during his con-
finement.173 Another detainee stated that all of his 
fellow detainees at a different detention site had 
previously been held at “the Pit,”174 indicating the 
systematic nature of its use by Russian occupying 
forces. Detainees included ZNPP employees.175

Facility Description

“The Pit” is located under a three- to four-sto-
ry military building. Detainees were kept in win-
dowless basement rooms to which they were 
brought through a single guarded entrance and 
iron staircases, while the Russian military were 
living above on the first and upper floors.176 In 
the basement, there were between four177 and six 
rooms:178 prisoners were kept between two and four 
of these rooms, one room functioned as a toilet, 
and guards occupied a further room.179 Former 
detainees noted that the rooms in which they 
were held measured approximately 5 meters x 5 
meters x 3 meters.180 The basement rooms had 
rudimentary electrical wiring and exposed pipes, 
with a bare earth floor.181

Detention Conditions

Detainees suffered from cold in the basement 
and were made to stand and sleep directly on the 
earthen floor, with discarded jackets serving as 
improvised bedding materials.182 The basement 
cells were windowless and there was only one 
small lamp in one of the cells.183 Prisoners suffered 
serious breathing problems while held captive in 
“the Pit”, since there was no ventilation in the 
basement cells and it was extremely hot.184 The 
basement space lacked basic toilet infrastructure 
and, as such, prisoners were required to use an 
adjacent room to relieve themselves.185 For ex-
ample, one survivor reported: “You take a shovel 
somewhere in your hands, with an LED flashlight 
on the lighter, you know, like those lighters with 
a flashlight. The guys [detainees] begged the 
guards for it so they wouldn’t step on it [excre-

ment] and get dirty. You dig a hole, carefully re-
lieve yourself in it, and then bury it. These are the 
conditions of detention in this Pit.”186 Detainees 
at “the Pit” were systematically denied all food 
provisions during their confinement and were 
denied water for days at a time.187

Treatment of Detainees 

Former detainees interviewed by Truth Hounds 
reported that Russian soldiers, with Dagestanis 
featuring prominently, and FSB officers were re-
sponsible for carrying out torture at “the Pit”.188 
In addition, “Kadyrovtsi”189 (Chechen military per-
sonnel) came to “the Pit” to torture detainees in 
June 2022.190 Former military personnel of the 
so-called “DNR” were guards at “the Pit.”191 One 
detainee reported the involvement of a represen-
tative of the military commandant of Enerhodar 
in his torture at “the Pit”.192

Torture inflicted upon detainees at “the Pit” in-
cluded the following:

	→ Beatings with a police baton;193

	→ Detainees reported being threatened with 
rape194 or the rape of their relatives.195 A sur-
vivor who Truth Hounds interviewed recalled 
that someone from the FSB threatened to 
use a police baton, covered with a condom, 
against the detainees and mentioned that 
he had already used it on other detainees;196 

	→ Detainees were forced to learn the Russian 
national anthem by heart. If they failed to do 
so, they would be severely beaten with a police 
baton and threatened with further beatings.197 
Detainees were also made to learn the anthem 
of Dagestan198 by heart and were beaten if 
they failed to reproduce it upon request, at 
any time of the day or night, loudly and with 
feeling;199

	→ Truth Hounds documented at least one in-
cident of a detainee being taken to a forest, 
where the person was threatened with exe-
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cution. Upon seeing graves in the forest, the 
survivor was told that “the Nazis were shot” 
there;200

	→ Truth Hounds documented at least 2 inci-
dents when detainees at “the Pit” were shot 
with traumatic guns in different parts of their 
bodies. One survivor reported that when a fel-
low detainee was shot in the legs, the rubber 
bullets penetrated his trousers and became 
lodged in his flesh.201

	→ “Kadyrovtsi” covered detainees’ heads with 
bags, beat them, and pointed machine guns 
at them. They also threatened to kill the rel-
atives of some prisoners.202

2.3.3. Enerhodar Police 
Station 

Location 

Enerhodar Police Station is located in the city 
center, at 17 Enerhetykiv Avenue (47°30’08” N, 
34°39’11” E). The building has two entrances: the 

Enerhodar Police Station. The second photo shows its main 
entrance. Image source: Google Maps.

main (first) entrance providing access to detention 
cells and a second entrance where the occupy-
ing military commandant’s office was located.203

Operating Period

The police station was used continuously from 
the beginning of the city’s occupation through 
September 2023, when the last documented de-
tention incident occurred.204

Purpose

Enerhodar Police Station served as the main cen-
ter for detention, filtration, interrogation, and 
torture of civilians from Enerhodar and the sur-
rounding area. The facility’s structure was sys-
tematically adapted to implement the occupying 
regime’s repressive policies.

Indicators of Scale and Significance

The central importance of Enerhodar Police Sta-
tion is confirmed by the presence of a differenti-
ated system of cells, each adapted for a specific 
category of detainee. The scale of operations 
is evidenced by the systematic overcrowding of 
cells.205 Additional evidence of this scale is the 
expansion of the detention infrastructure to the 
second floor from September 2022 in response 
to the increasing number of detainees.206

Russian security services personnel constantly 
occupied the facility, supervising interrogations 
and torture. They directed operations at other de-
tention sites from this location, while FSB officers 
regularly traveled to other centers, particularly 
Kamianka-Dniprovska, to conduct interrogations 
and record detainees’ biometric data.207

Facility Description

The site was the two-story building of a former 
Ukrainian police station.208

The first floor comprised:209

	→ Three detention cells with differentiated func-
tions;

	→ A metal cage (“obezyannik”)210 to detain pris-
oners near the duty officer’s area;211 and
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One of the rooms on the first floor of Enerhodar Police Station 
used by Russian occupying forces to interrogate detainees. This 
photo is from 2021. Image source: Enerhodar Police Station.274

One of the rooms on the first floor of Enerhodar Police Station 
used by Russian occupying forces to interrogate detainees. This 
photo is from 2020. Image Source: Enerhodar Police Station.275

A visualization of a hand-drawn plan of the first floor of 
Enerhodar Police Station, as per Survivor IDs: En-020 and En-
032. Image source: Prepared in-house by Truth Hounds.

	→ Two adjacent interrogation rooms;

	• Interrogation room no. 1: 

One detainee reported: “In the opposite 
direction from the cells there was a very 
narrow corridor. Along the corridor, there 
was a big iron door and, behind it, there was 
an office room and there was an adjacent 
interrogation room.”212

Another detainee reported: “Yes, on the 
first floor of the commandant’s office, there 
was a long room with tables and, in the 
same room, there was this “Tapik”, to which 
people were taken and electrocuted.”213

	• Interrogation room no. 2: 

One detainees reported: “In the interroga-
tion room, there was a table, a bunch of 
incomprehensible objects, a sofa spread 
out like a bed, and chairs. I realized what 
would happen to me in this place. It was 
hard to be there, especially when I had al-
ready managed to understand from my 
cellmates what people were doing here.”214
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This interrogation room was described by 
some survivors as an “investigators’ of-
fice”,215 allegedly due to the presence of 
key members of Russian security forces. 

Both interrogation rooms were used for the 
interrogation and torture of detainees.216

The second floor comprised:

	→ Four courtrooms where, starting from Sep-
tember 2022, detainees were held in glass 
cages;217 and

	→ Judges’ offices adapted for additional deten-
tion of prisoners.218

The second floor was used for interrogations of 
imprisoned Enerhodar civilians, accompanied 
by physical and psychological pain and suffer-
ing.219 Several prisoners indicated the use of the 
building’s third floor for “criminal investigation”, 
although detailed information is limited.220

One of the survivors reported to Truth Hounds: 
“They took me to the second floor, threw me in. 
There was a glass cage in the courtroom and 
[redacted] told the police officers in front of me: 
‘No problem, nothing, he’s sitting there until he 
tells his story.’ I was there alone.”221 Truth Hounds 
obtained photographs published in pro-Russian 
Telegram channels that visually confirm these 
“glass cages”, directly corroborating the survivor’s 
interview.222

Detention Conditions

Detention conditions at Enerhodar Police Station 
were as follows:

	→ Cell No. 1 (3 meters x 3 meters to 3.5 meters 
×3.5 meters):223 A “filtration” cell used to hold 
people the occupying forces would try to “fil-
ter”,224 through questioning, based on their 
willingness to cooperate.225 The cell had two 
bunks, holding up to 22 people simultaneously. 
It had no windows and poor ventilation. The 
toilet was a hole in the floor with a bottle and 
the cell was poorly lit.226 One survivor stated: 

This first photo shows a hallway on the second floor of Enerhodar 
Police Station. The second picture shows the entry door to the 
courtroom on the second floor of Enerhodar Police Station. 
Image source: Court.gov.ua.

A recent 2025 photo of the courtroom. 
Image source: Novosti Enerhodara.276

A courtroom on the second floor of Enerhodar Police Station. 
Image source: Court.gov.ua.
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“There was a sink, a toilet that is built into the 
floor, but if you look there, you could see the 
basement mice running, that is, there was 
no sewage system there, the water was not 
connected, no matter how you turn the taps, 
there was no water”;227

	→ Cell No. 2 (3 meters x 3 meters to 4 meters 
x 4 meters):228 A “patriotic” cell, designed for 
the most pro-Ukrainian civilians (e.g., former 
resistance participants, former AFU members, 
and owners of weapons), with similar condi-
tions to the first cell but slightly better lit.229 
It accommodated 16 to 21 people;230

	→ Cell No. 3 (3 meters x 4 meters):231 A “press 
cell,” the most severe cell, where detainees 
were systematically subjected to physical vi-
olence.232 One detainee referred to this par-
ticular cell as a “terrorist cell”, indicating that 
it was used to hold former anti-occupation 
resistance participants and those possess-
ing weapons.233 Another detainee reported 
that there were many Enerhodar residents 
who refused to cooperate with Russia in the 
cell, especially Ukrainian ZNPP staff members 
who refused to sign contracts with Rosatom, 
adding that: “They were beating people to 
sign contracts with Rosatom.”234 There was a 
washbasin, water bottles, and a hole for a toi-
let in the corner of the cell.235 There were only 
two bunks in the cell,236 yet it accommodated 
at least 15 people.237 Some civilians were held 
in both Cells No. 2 and No. 3;238 and

	→ A metal cage (“obezyannik”): A short-term 
detention space with limited room to sit or lie 
down.239 One survivor reported: “There were 
two benches in the cage and the floor was 
made of rebar.240 It was impossible to walk 
there. The cage was 1.5 meters by 3 meters, 
the height was 2–2.30 meters. There were 
two of us there.”241 Similarly, another survi-
vor stated: “In that room [cage], there was 
a welded grate, about 2–2.10 meters high, 
about 1.3–1.5 meters deep, and about 2 meters 
long. There is a grate like this somewhere. The 
floor is welded and all the walls and ceiling are 
welded with rebar. There was a bench inside, 
a bench, and that was it—there was nothing 
else inside.”242 Another survivor recalled that 
he had to request cardboard to sit on.243

Additional detention facilities were established 
on the second floor:

	→ Glass cages in courtrooms: Isolated detention 
spaces within court facilities where detainees 
were held alone for extended periods;244 and

	→ Additional detention rooms: Separate holding 
areas created to accommodate the growing 
detainee population, with some detainees held 
for up to a month in these spaces.245

General conditions were characterized by:

	→ A lack of proper ventilation, which, combined 
with overcrowding,246 caused breathing prob-
lems, including asthmatic attacks;247

	→ Unsanitary conditions:248 To wash themselves, 
detainees had to stand over the toilet and 
pour water from bottles over their bodies;249 

	→ A lack of adequate nutrition: Detainees sur-
vived mainly on parcels from relatives, which 
were often partially confiscated by guards;250 
and

	→ Gas was sprayed into cells to intensify de-
tainees’ suffering, especially in the summer of 
2022. This was particularly detrimental during 
the summer months, when high temperatures 
already created suffocating conditions, direct-
ly triggering acute respiratory distress among 
multiple detainees.251

Many detainees were prohibited from seeing their 
relatives either initially or after some time during 
their detention.252 Those initially banned from 
seeing relatives reported that their families re-
mained unaware of their location, intensifying 
psychological pressure on both the detainees 
and their families.253 On the second floor, detain-
ees were held in “glass cages” in courtrooms,254 

as is documented by photographic evidence on 
pro-Russian Telegram channels.255

224 “Filtration” has been defined by the Kharkiv Human Rights Protection 
Group as “a violent, unregulated screening of the personal data of detained 
people, their social contacts, views, and attitudes towards the occupying 
state, their safety for the authorities or services of the occupying state, as 
well as their willingness and consent to cooperate with the authorities or 
services of the occupying state”.

240 “Rebar”, short for “reinforcement bar”, refers to steel rods or mesh that 
are used to reinforce concrete structures.
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Treatment of Detainees

Enerhodar Police Station became notorious for 
systematic torture practices: 

	→ Beating with a police baton;256

	→ Beating with a kettle cord and TV cable;257

	→ Electrocution of the detainees.258 Electrocution 
of male detainees’ genitals in at least three 
documented cases;259

	→ Forcing detainees to rape a woman temporarily 
placed in a cell. This incident was organized 
by the occupation-appointed deputy head of 
Enerhodar Police Station;260

	→ Rape of a detainee with a police baton;261

	→ Forced nudity and threatening detainees with 
rape by being placed “on a bottle”262 with a 
police baton or stick;263 

	→ Threatening detainees with rape by other de-
tainees in at least five incidents.264 Survivors 
of rape and threats of rape included an adult 
female, as well as adult and teenage males;

	→ Shooting detainees with traumatic weap-
ons, with survivors reporting: “In the first 
and second cells, there were almost no peo-
ple who were not shot... Some had up to six 
wounds”;265

	→ Forcing detainees to clean walls stained with 
blood and other evidence of torture inflicted 
on fellow detainees,266 while some were forced 
to carry the bodies of deceased detainees;267

	→ Asphyxiation (spraying gas or pepper spray268 
inside the detention cells, forcing detainees 
to put on a gas mask,269 and strangling de-
tainees);270

	→ Spraying pepper spray into the eyes of the 
detainees;271 and

	→ All six documented cases of detainees tor-
tured to death occurred at this facility.272

The institutional nature of the torture is evidenced 
by the appointment of “supervisors” among the 
prisoners, creating a hierarchical system of control 
and coercion within the detention environment.273

2.3.4. SBU Building 
in Enerhodar

Location

The SBU Building277 in Enerhodar is located on 
Kurchatova Street (47°29’31.4” N, 34°40’08.2”E). 
This facility had been the local SBU headquarters 
before the Russian occupation.278

Operating Period

The facility was used during the initial phase of the 
occupation in Spring 2022. Documented evidence 
indicates active operations from late March 2022, 
with the first detainees abducted in Enerhodar 
held at this former SBU building, at least until 
October 2022.279

Purpose

Based on available information, the facility served 
as an early detention center during the beginning 
of the occupation.280

Indicators of Scale and Significance

Similarly to police buildings, former security ser-
vice buildings provide occupying forces with ready-
made advantages, featuring reinforced structures, 
detention cells, and communications systems well 
suited for intelligence work. According to two for-
mer detainees, FSB officers and Russian military 
personnel from Dagestan used the Enerhodar 
SBU building.281 Its role in early civilian detentions 
shows how pre-existing security infrastructure 
can be rapidly repurposed to support detention 
operations without requiring extensive structural 
modifications. 

Facility Description

The multi-story structure included basement de-
tention areas and operational floors. Documented 
evidence describes large rooms on the first floor 
containing scattered mattresses (15–20 per room), 
with at least two such rooms confirmed.282 The 
second floor maintained interrogation capabilities, 
while the basement areas served as detention 
spaces.283
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2.3.5. Kamianka-Dniprovska 
Temporary Custody Isolator 
No. 2 

Location

Kamianka-Dniprovska Temporary Custody Iso-
lator No. 2286 was located at 2 Deviate Travnya 
Avenue (47°29’52” N, 34°24’32” E), adjacent to 
the Kamianka-Dniprovska District Department of 
Internal Affairs building.287 This proximity to local 
law enforcement infrastructure facilitated close 
coordination between detention operations and 
the occupying administration.

Operating Period

The facility functioned as a detention center from 
at least July 2022 until approximately September 
2022.288 Documented evidence indicates that 
operations likely ceased or significantly reduced 
following Ukrainian drone strikes on the adjacent 
District Department of Internal Affairs building in 
August-September 2022, which reportedly housed 
occupying administration personnel and a multi-
ple-launch rocket system (MLRS).289

Indicators of Scale and Significance

The scale of operations is evidenced by the doc-
umented transfer of at least 21 detainees from 
Enerhodar Police Station to the facility on July 
11, 2022,290 with additional reports indicating the 
total number of detainees reached at least 31.291

Local Ukrainians were in charge of Kamianka-Dni-
provska under the command of Russian occupying 
forces. These included the head of the facility, a 
former Ukrainian policeman from Kamianka-Dni-
provska.292

Documented visits of Russian security service rep-
resentatives between detention facilities indicate 
centralized operational control. In late July 2022, 
FSB operatives arrived at Kamianka-Dniprovska 
to conduct interrogations and register detainees’ 
biometric data in their agency database.293 The 
first wave of releases occurred on August 1, 2022: 
at least 10 detainees were freed after being forced 
to sign documents pledging cooperation with the 

Detention Conditions

Russian military personnel from Dagestan held 
detainees in basement facilities under guard and 
mattresses were distributed across large rooms 
for sleeping.284 This information reflects the avail-
able data and may not represent the complete 
conditions of the facility.

Treatment of Detainees

Truth Hounds documented at least one incident 
of conflict-related sexual violence, when a civilian 
prisoner was raped with the use of a police baton 
at the SBU building.285

The available evidence provides limited informa-
tion about this detention facility. The information 
presented in this report reflects only what has 
been confirmed through documented evidence.

The SBU building in Enerhodar. Image source: Google Maps.
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Kamianka-Dniprovska Temporary Custody Isolator No. 2, 
including the adjacent Kamianka-Dniprovska District Department 
of Internal Affairs building. Image source: Google Earth and Misto.
ua.304 

occupying administration.294 The remaining pris-
oners were released from captivity in late August 
and early September 2022.295

Facility Description

The temporary custody isolator contained ap-
proximately seven cells,296 with more detailed 
information available for two of them:

	→ First cell: Documented evidence indicates 
this was a detention cell holding multiple de-
tainees. According to one survivor, the cell 
contained four bunks and 21 detainees were 
initially placed there. The сell configuration 
allowed only seven people to use the bunks, 
forcing most people to lie on the floor;297 and

	→ Medical cell: A separate cell was designated 
for detainees with serious injuries, includ-
ing those suffering from traumatic weapon 
wounds and other deteriorating physical con-
ditions.298 As one survivor described it, those 
with wounds “started to rot there” due to the 
combination of untreated injuries, heat, and 
humidity.299 

There was at least one interrogation room on the 
first floor of the Kamianka-Dniprovska detention 
center.300 The facility also included office rooms 
on the second floor used for interrogations and 
processing detainees for release. These interro-
gation rooms were specifically used by visiting 
FSB representatives to question detainees before 
their release.301 FSB representatives from Melitopol 
similarly visited the center and interrogated de-
tainees at the adjacent police building, to which 
the detainees were escorted in handcuffs.302

Survivors reported that a Russian MLRS was po-
sitioned adjacent to the detention center, with 
detainees regularly hearing rocket launches and 
observing dust on the windows from the launches, 
indicating the deliberate co-location of military 
assets with civilian detainees.303
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Detention Conditions

Detention conditions were characterized as fol-
lows:

	→ Extreme overcrowding: A 3 meter x 3 meter 
cell held up to 31 detainees.305 As one detainee 
reported: “We couldn’t sleep, we couldn’t even 
sit there at the same time. Half of us had to 
stand, half of us had to sit, and at night we 
took turns sleeping”;306

	→ Inadequate sleeping arrangements: According 
to one detainee: “They put 21 of us in a cell 
with four bunks, one was two-tiered... Only 
7 people could fit on the bunks and under 
the bunk, the rest lay between the bunks, 
we were “assembling Tetris” [detainees lying 
down with their legs towards the heads of 
other detainees to save space] on the floor.” 
Another detainee stated of their experience: 
“There were six to seven people there, not 20 
people, you could breathe, you could sleep 
on a bed, not on the floor”;307

	→ Poor ventilation and extreme heat: Detainees 
reported suffocating conditions, especially 

during summer. One civilian detainee report-
ed: “Everything was leaking, you were dying 
from the heat. On the second day, they at 
least opened the door a little bit so that we 
could at least get some air.”308 Another civil-
ian detainee mentioned: “And we had such 
an unsanitary situation there—the walls were 
sweaty, wet, there was nothing to breathe”;309

	→ Lack of medical care: While at least one per-
son with wounds from previous captivity in 
Enerhodar received medical help,310 detainees 
with traumatic weapon wounds received no 
medical attention. According to one detainee: 
“Those who were shot with traumatic guns 
and were not taken to the hospital, we were 
kind of squeezing out these [their] bullets. Be-
cause of the constant moisture, the heat, you 
sweat, everyone started to slowly rot there...
Those who did not rot much, they smeared 
themselves with iodine and sat in place.”311

A visualized hand-drawn plan of the first floor of the Temporary 
Custody Isolator, as per Survivor IDs: En-013 and En-019. 
Image source: Prepared in-house by Truth Hounds.
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According to survivors, conditions at Kamian-
ka-Dniprovska differed from those at Enerhodar 
Police Station. Some detainees reported being 
able to receive visits and parcels from relatives,312 
although some were deprived of such rights.313 
Documented evidence indicates that certain de-
tainees, specifically those held for “administrative 
offenses”, could reduce their detention period by 
five days through participation in “community 
service”.314

Treatment of Detainees

Former detainees reported fewer beatings at 
Kamianka-Dniprovska than at Enerhodar Police 
Station, although evidence confirms at least one 
severe beating incident in the summer of 2022.315 
The detainees used water bottles to wash them-
selves in the courtyard of the detention site.316

Detainees reported being summoned for inter-
rogations by the security forces arriving at the 
site and the local guards who were in charge of 
the site.317 When security forces representatives 
were arriving at the site to interrogate detainees, 
the cameras at the facility, which operated near 
the interrogation room on the first floor, would 
be repositioned to face the walls. One detainee 
reported: “When we were taken out or the FSB 
came, the camera was turned off, but everything 
on the camera was recorded, both video and 
sound. If the rotating video camera was turned 
down, if it was pushed into the wall, it was a sign 
to us that the FSB had arrived, it was a sign that 
they were coming, there would be some ‘fun’.”318

The security forces and local guards in charge of 
the site threatened detainees as a form of psycho-
logical pressure.319 For example, guards told detain-
ees they would be sent to Mariupol “to clear mines 
and corpses”.320 During interrogations, detainees 
were forced to sign cooperation documents and 
pressured to accept Russian passports or partic-
ipate in the referendum organised by the occu-
pying administration.321 Specific threat patterns 
included forcing detainees to learn the Russian na-
tional anthem in between interrogation sessions.322

Documented evidence provides grounds to believe 
that Russian security forces instructed detention 
center staff to deliberately worsen detention con-
ditions for prisoners.323

2.3.6. Other Detention Sites

Truth Hounds documentation reveals the existence 
of other, smaller-scale detention sites operating 
alongside the primary network of detention sites, 
indicating broader detention capabilities across 
Enerhodar and the surrounding area during the 
occupation. In particular, occupying forces used 
the Enerhodar Yacht Club basement (47°31’22.2” 
N, 34°39’39.2” E) during the initial weeks following 
the Russian seizure of the ZNPP on March 4, 2022, 
when Russian military forces established positions 
at this riverside location.324 Detainees were kept 
in basement spaces in a damaged building, ac-
cessed through a metal door.325

The Yacht Club basement served as an improvised 
detention center before more structured facilities 
became operational.326 Documented evidence 
confirms the detention and torture of at least one 
ZNPP employee accused of sabotage, although 
evidence suggests further use of the space for 
detention during this early period. Documented 
conditions included severe cold in the basement 
and detainees being restrained by industrial wire 
used to tie their hands and feet.327 Torture meth-
ods included shots being fired above detainees’ 
heads and psychological manipulation through 
deliberate entrapment: captors would leave doors 
unlocked while maintaining hidden surveillance, 
using any subsequent escape attempts to justify 
intensified punishment.328

The yacht club basement facility. Image source: Google Maps.
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Another improvised detention site, Velyka Biloz-
erka Police Station (47°16’38” N, 34°42’26” E), ap-
pears to have begun operating in September 2022, 
when detainees from Kamianka-Dniprovska were 
transferred there.329 Limited documentation pos-
sibilities prevent a comprehensive assessment of 
detention practices. However, the site’s sustained 
operational status suggests that it is integrated 
into long-term territorial control mechanisms.

The geographical scope of detention opera-
tions extended well beyond local boundaries. 
Truth Hounds documentation shows that En-
erhodar civilians were detained or transferred 
to multiple facilities across occupied territo-
ries and inside the Russian Federation itself:

	→ Gas station on the P37 highway between No-
vodniprovka and Balky (47°24’37” N, 34°49’19” 
E), Zaporizhzhia Oblast, occupied Ukraine;330

	→ SBU building in Melitopol, Zaporizhzhia Oblast, 
occupied Ukraine;331

	→ Police station in Melitopol at 35 Chernyshevs-
koho Street and surrounding garages, Zapor-
izhzhia Oblast, occupied Ukraine;332

	→ Special Investigative Isolator (“SIZO”) in Mel-
itopol at 37 Chernyshevsky Street, Zapor-
izhzhia Oblast, occupied Ukraine;

	→ Unidentified detention site in Yakymovka, 
Melitopol District, Zaporizhzhia Oblast, oc-
cupied Ukraine;

	→ Unidentified detention site in Vesele, Zapor-
izhzhia Oblast, occupied Ukraine;333

	→ Hospital facility in Berdyansk, Zaporizhzhia 
Oblast, occupied Ukraine;334

	→ Mariupol SIZO No. 2 at 52 Kamenska Street, 
Donetsk Oblast, occupied Ukraine;

	→ Simferopol SIZO No. 2, Crimea, occupied 
Ukraine;335

	→ Donetsk SIZO No. 1, Donetsk Oblast, occupied 
Ukraine;

	→ SIZO in Donetsk, Donetsk Oblast, occupied 
Ukraine;

	→ Moscow SIZO No. 1 (“Sailor’s Silence”), Mos-
cow, Russian Federation;

	→ Kamensky Correctional Colony No. 23, Sara-
tov Oblast, Russian Federation;

	→ Pugachev Strict Regime Colony No. 4, Saratov 
Oblast, Russian Federation;336 

	→ Saratov Correctional Colony No. 10, Saratov 
Oblast, Russian Federation;

	→ Pugachev Correctional Colony No. 4, Saratov 
Oblast, Russian Federation;

	→ Rostov SIZO No. 2, Rostov Oblast, Russian 
Federation;337

	→ Police station in Taganrog, Rostov Oblast, 
Russian Federation;338 

	→ Spetspriiomnyk (Special reception center) in 
Taganrog at 2 Dobrolyubovsky Lane, Rostov 
Oblast, Russian Federation;339 

	→ Taganrog SIZO No. 2 at 175 Leninska Street, 
Rostov Oblast, Russian Federation;340

	→ Police station in Anapa, Krasnodar Krai, Rus-
sian Federation;341 and

	→ Unidentified detention site in Sochi, Krasnodar 
Krai, Russian Federation.342 

This extensive network reveals the systematic 
integration of local detention infrastructure within 
broader territorial control mechanisms, demon-
strating coordinated detention policies that tran-
scended administrative boundaries and extended 
operations from immediate occupation zones to 
facilities deep within Russian territory. Many of the 
interviewed Enerhodar civilians were placed in one 
detention facility and subsequently transferred to 
another. During their transfer, occupying forces 
covered detainees’ heads with bags or injected 
them with something to render them unconscious 
so that they would not be able to identify facilities 
or perpetrators.343

As mentioned above, some Enerhodar civilians 
were detained, subjected to inhuman treatment, 
and tortured at detention centers in other Rus-
sian-occupied territories of Ukraine and in the Rus-
sian Federation itself. In light of this, the number 
of detainees, and thelimited access to the city, 
it is likely that there are more detention facilities 
than those described in this report. 



61

Based on interviews with multiple survivors who 
attributed their abduction, detention, and further 
mistreatment to different occupying structures in 
Enerhodar and its vicinity, the overall picture that 
emerges suggests that the system of repression 
in Enerhodar functioned in a coordinated manner:

	→ Russian regular and irregular military units: 
Unit members directly participated in the ab-
ductions and detentions, as well as further 
mistreatment of Enerhodar civilians; 

	→ Russian security forces, including the FSB 
and its Special Intelligence Unit: Their rep-
resentatives have played a leading role in 
orchestrating, supervising, and directly par-
ticipating in the widespread and systematic 
abuses of Enerhodar civilians, notably their 
arbitrary imprisonment, inhuman treatment, 
and torture; and

	→ Russian occupying police: This group primarily 
comprises Ukrainian nationals from Enerhodar 
and other occupied territories who chose to 
collaborate with Russian forces. The leaders 
of the occupying police played a vital role in 
organizing the imprisonment, inhuman treat-
ment, and torture of Enerhodar civilians.344 
Lower-ranked personnel guarded the detention 
facilities and performed other related func-
tions in Enerhodar and its vicinity. 

	→ Russian occupying authorities, which included:

	• The occupation-appointed city council, 
headed by an occupation-appointed may-
or and a regional (oblast) governor;

	• The commandant’s office, set up after an 
interim period, responsible for coordination 
between security and military forces in 
Enerhodar;345 and

	• Rosatom representatives, including 
Ukrainian nationals who have opted to 

cooperate with the Russian state nuclear 
agency.346

Organized groups comprising Russian military 
personnel, security forces, and occupying police 
representatives abducted and detained Enerhodar 
civilians. While the composition of these groups 
has often changed, particularly through the ro-
tation of key security force leadership, they have 
consistently operated in the same coordinated 
manner since the start of the Russian occupation 
of Enerhodar. Some of these groups focused on 
the broader targeting of Enerhodar’s civilian pop-
ulation, while others concentrated specifically on 
targeting Ukrainian ZNPP employees.347

The detention centers have operated under vary-
ing structures, with many led by occupying po-
lice leaders but ultimately overseen by Russian 
security forces. The actual acts of torture have 
primarily been carried out by members of the Rus-
sian military and security forces, often assisted by 
occupying police representatives. In the majority 
of cases, Rosatom representatives, acting as part 
of the occupying authorities, have facilitated the 
imprisonment, torture, and inhuman treatment of 
Enerhodar civilians by identifying and summoning 
Ukrainian ZNPP employees for interrogation, after 
which the employees were abducted. In some 
instances, the representatives have themselves 
conducted the interrogations and coerced the em-
ployees, often alongside members of the Russian 
security forces (see Subsection 2.5).

2.4.1. Means and Methods of 
Committing Crimes 

Most civilians reported that masked Russian mili-
tary men alongside Russian security forces, oper-
ating in groups of three to six, abducted them from 
their workplaces or apartments.348 At least two FSB 

2.4. Orchestration 
of the Crimes
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men were typically present, typically unmasked 
and wearing tactical boots, trousers, and a civilian 
t-shirt.349 Separate eyewitnesses reported having 
observed FSB members in multicam camouflage 
during the abduction process, including some in 
balaclavas.350 The abductions typically involved 
military forces beating civilians at their workplace 
or apartment with a rubber or wooden baton,351 
bat,352 firearm or its handle,353 or otherwise by 
applying a chokehold,354 and handcuffing them.355 
At times, abductees had their heads covered with 
a plastic bag to obscure visual identification of 
transport routes to detention facilities.356 In some 
circumstances, the bag had been doused with 
diesel fuel so that the abducted person would 
struggle to breathe.357 In some instances, abduct-
ees were shot in their legs.358

Some survivors reported being threatened with 
abduction and detention, after which most of them 
were subsequently taken to detention facilities, 
either immediately or after a specific period.359 
In none of the documented incidents were the 
abductees informed of the reasons for their ab-
duction and detention.

Russian occupying forces sometimes used planted 
evidence as a false basis for abducting Enerhodar 
civilians. Such spurious evidence often included 
rifle magazines and other weaponry at the civil-
ians’ homes.360 For example, one survivor reported 
that a group of Russian occupying military and 
security forces abducted him from his apartment 
in Enerhodar because of a bullet from an AK-47 
rifle that they had planted there earlier. The plant-
ed bullet was used as grounds for the survivor’s 
prolonged detention in Enerhodar.361 Similarly, 
another survivor related that masked men visit-
ed his place of work and planted rifle magazines 
there and afterwards videotaped everything. The 
planted evidence was used as the basis for the 
survivor’s arrest and further detention.362

Documented evidence reveals the systematic 
appropriation of civilian, state, and communal ve-
hicles to bring detainees to detention facilities.363 
Russian security services, military personnel, and 
occupying police units operating in Enerhodar and 
its vicinity coordinated these operations.

Truth Hounds documented occupying forces 
using various means of transportation in these 

operations. Interviewed survivors frequently men-
tioned a custom Ukrainian National Police white 
Mitsubishi Outlander car,364 a custom National 
Guard of Ukraine white Ford transit bus,365 a civil-
ian brown Volkswagen Amarok pickup truck,366 a 
civilian metallic Toyota Camry sedan,367 a civilian 
blue Ford Kuga car,368 and a civilian white Renault 
Duster SUV.369 Occupying forces would often re-
move the license plates after seizing cars.370 En-
erhoatom posted a photo featuring some of the 
vehicles mentioned by survivors interviewed by 
Truth Hounds, namely a black UAZ Patriot371 and 
a white Kia Sportage.372

During transportation to detention facilities, ab-
ducted civilians were further beaten across their 
entire body (with the use of hands, legs, and 
weapons).373

Some of the civilians from Enerhodar were abduct-
ed and detained while on their way to evacuate 
from the city, either in other occupied territories, 

363 Under the Rome Statute (RS), Article 8(2)(b)(xvi), pillage constitutes a war 
crime. However, the pillage of property does not concern the appropriation 
of property necessitated by military necessity, as reflected in fn. 47 to the 
Elements of Crime (EoC) RS, which is a core legal text for the International 
Criminal Court. International Criminal Court, Katanga and Ngudjolo, ICC-
01/04-01/07-717, Confirmation Decision, Pre-Trial Chamber, Sep. 30, 2008, 
para. 329: The Pre-Trial Chamber held that “the pillaged property, whether 
moveable or immoveable, private or public – must belong to individuals or 
entities who are aligned with or whose allegiance is to a party to the conflict 
who is adverse or hostile to the perpetrator”. See also: Sandoz Y., Swinarski 
C., Zimmermann B. (eds.), Commentary on the Additional Protocols of 8 June 
1977 to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, at 1376, para. 4542 (1987): 
The prohibition of pillage extends to all types of property, whether they belong 
to private persons or to communities or the state. 

The black UAZ Patriot (right) and the white Kia Sportage (furthest 
right). Image source: Enerhoatom.531
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such as Crimea, or in Russian state territory. All 
of these documented cases specifically involved 
Ukrainian ZNPP personnel, which, as noted in the 
previous section, underscores the importance for 
the Russian occupying forces to keep the Plant’s 
staff in the city and force them to work under 
Rosatom’s supervision.374

Civilian detainees were systematically subject-
ed to inhuman conditions, accompanied by in-
terrogation and various forms of physical and 
psychological abuse, both within and outside 
the detention cells. Confinement took place in 
basement rooms, windowless spaces, or rooms 
with only minimal natural light. Ventilation was 
inadequate and detainees were compelled to use 
improvised sanitation facilities, such as holes in 
the floor or bottles, inside their cells.375 None of 
the detention facilities were equipped with func-
tioning showers; instead, detainees attempted 
to wash themselves using water from bottles.376 

Detainees consistently reported severe deprivation 
of food and water within detention facilities.377 
Available provisions were minimal, with portions 
shared among prisoners,378 and water was at times 
withheld entirely with no justification.379 One sur-
vivor related going without water for 24 hours.380 
Another survivor recalled being given crackers 
infested with ants and cockroaches and food that 
had gone moldy.381

The majority of detainees depended on food and 
water deliveries from relatives or friends; those 
without such external support experienced acute 
deprivation.382 These deliveries also served as a 
limited means of communication through con-
cealed written notes. Multiple detainees reported 
that facility personnel systematically confiscated 
approximately half of the delivered items, further 
worsening the detention conditions.383 Survivors 
also related that occupying forces gradually im-
posed stricter rules on parcels sent to detainees, 
progressively banning numerous types of food 
and drink.384 

Systematic deprivation in detention facilities cre-
ated conditions that enabled more direct abuse. 
Evidence shows escalating violence, progressing 
from environmental deprivation to targeted physi-
cal and psychological assaults aimed at extracting 
information and enforcing compliance.

2.4.2. Systematic Torture 
Methods

The systematic patterns of torture of Ukrainian 
detainees include: 

Beating different parts of the 
body with hands and legs385

Some detainees were beaten in a way that left 
no visible external injuries386 and some prisoners 
were handcuffed while being beaten.387 Some had 
their heads covered with bags while being beaten, 
causing detainees to choke.388 Many prisoners 
were beaten several times during a single day, 
especially after guards rotated.389 The detainees 
were also verbally abused during the beatings 
with, for instance, occupying forces swearing at 
them.390

Electrocution using a TA-57 
(“Tapik”) military field phone 

In all documented instances of electrocution, 
Russian occupying forces used a “Tapik” mili-
tary field phone (a box with a telephone handset 
with a wheel on the side and clips connected to 
an electricity cable).391 Occupying forces would 
connect electrical clips from the “Tapik” to the 
detainees’ ears, toes, head, or fingers to shock 
them.392 Such procedures were often referred to 
as a “Call to Lenin” or a “Call to Ilyich”.393 They 
were also referred to as a “Call to Putin”.394 One 
survivor reported: 

“‘Now you’re going to call Lenin’, I think it 
was the Asian guy who told me that. They 
had a Tapik in the cell there, a military field 
phone. The senior one started asking ques-
tions again. The one who was short, kind of 
a ‘good cop’, attached a big black paperclip 
on my right pinkie, like a clothespin wrapped 
in wire, and the other clothespin with a wire 
on my left earlobe. I was sitting on a chair 
and they started twisting the Tapik. It was 
either the tall one, a ‘jacked-up’ one doing 
it, or the short one. That short one still held 
my head when I was already losing con-
sciousness from electric discharges, when 

393 “Ilyich” was Vladimir Lenin’s patronymic.
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everything went black, white lightning was 
visible, a glow in my eyes appeared, and 
electricity went through me. It was difficult 
to keep my self control. I was drooling and 
crying, my body tensed at one moment. 
You barely have time to recover. It felt like 
they were running electricity through me for 
about five minutes, stopping, then asking 
questions again. Then they switched to my 
pinkies, attached the wire clip to the oth-
er hand and turned it on again. They even 
said it worked even better that way. They 
put some kind of military cap on my head: 
‘What, you like that cap?’ The conversations 
went along those lines.”395

Truth Hounds documented at least three inci-
dents involving a “Tapik” being connected to 
male detainees’ genitals.396 Water or wet towels 
were sometimes used to amplify the effect of the 
electrocution.397 One survivor reported: “I was 
no longer beaten, but it was even worse—they 
connected a device to my ear and poured water 
on top and it gave me such a terrible electric 
shock.”398

In addition, some detainees were tied to a chair, 
beaten, and handcuffed during their electrocu-
tion.399

Threats to execute or kill detainees

Russian occupying forces would often tell a de-
tainee that, the next time he returned to the in-
terrogation room, he would not survive400 or that 
the detainee would be killed if he did not perform 
the requested task401 or share the requested in-
formation.402 They also made general threats to 
kill detainees.403

Sexual violence against detainees

Truth Hounds documented at least two instances 
when Russian occupying forces coerced male 
Ukrainian prisoners to rape female detainees who 
were thrown into their cells. If detainees refused, 
they were threatened to be killed.404

Other forms of documented sexual violence in-
clude the rape of detainees with a police baton405 
and threatening to rape detainees (through coerc-

ing other detainees,406 using a bottle,407 or using 
a police baton or stick), accompanied by forced 
nudity. The latter may have occurred alongside 
beatings of the detainee, intimidation by display-
ing a rubber baton, sometimes covered with a 
condom, or by pointing a firearm at them.408 Male 
detainees were also threatened with the rape of 
their wives.409

Use of a polygraph410

While polygraphs are common in standard inves-
tigative procedures, in the circumstances of the 
Russian occupation of Enerhodar, polygraphs 
functioned as an additional mechanism for psy-
chological coercion. In particular, polygraphs 
were used to increase pressure on prisoners to 
answer questions about their background, their 
pro-Ukrainian position, and related issues (e.g., 
information relating to the AFU), and/or to extract 
a confession from detainees about working with 
Ukrainian military and security forces, adding 
another source of psychological suffering.

The polygraph sessions were accompanied by 
beatings.411 Some prisoners were threatened with 
being beaten even more “if they were lying”. In 
particular, one survivor reported that during the 
interrogation session, the perpetrators told him: 
“Look at the walls: there is blood. If you lie to us, 
you’ll get it in the head.”412

Direct eyewitnesses reported other types of se-
vere physical and mental pain or suffering being 
inflicted:

	→ Beating with a rubber police baton or wooden 
bat;413

	→ Beating with a rifle or pistol (handle or butt);414

	→ Beating in the head with a shovel;415

	→ Beating with a kettle cord or TV cable;416

	→ Scrubbing skin with sandpaper;417

	→ Placing a chokehold on detainees’ necks;418

	→ Handcuffing to a hot heating pipe;419

	→ Using a tourniquet to stop blood flow to a 
body part;420Extinguishing a cigarette against 
the body;421

	→ Placing a hot iron on a detainee’s chest;422



65

	→ Shooting with a traumatic gun;423

	→ Spraying pepper spray into detainees’ eyes;424

	→ Cutting an ear with a knife;425

	→ Cutting hair with a knife;426

	→ Asphyxiation (spraying gas or pepper spray427 
inside the detention cells, forcing detainees 
to put on a gas mask,428 and strangling de-
tainees);429

	→ Shaving detainees’ heads to depict a cross 
and beating their backs to form a cross sign 
from the wounds;430

	→ Threats of cutting off a hand;431 and

	→ Threats to detain and torture relatives.432

These torture methods occurred within broader 
patterns of detention facility management that 
structured the daily interactions between guards 
and detainees. This physical and mental pain 
and suffering occurred during the interrogations 
of detainees433 in separate rooms, to which the 
guards led them, often handcuffed and with bags 
over their heads.434 Most often, there would be 
three to four people in the room, including: (i) a 
direct perpetrator or co-perpetrators committing 
the physical and mental acts of torture; (ii) an as-
sistant (aider) who would assist in the perpetration 
of torture; and (iii) a person witnessing the torture, 
as an assistant (aider) or without direct involve-
ment.435 The perpetrator and co-perpetrators were 
usually Russian security service members, while 
the assistants (aiders) would typically be either 
Russian military personnel and/or occupying po-
lice (for a more detailed analysis relating to the 
individual responsibility of members of occupying 
Russian forces for the perpetration of crimes in 
Enerhodar, see Subsection 5.4).436

The detainees interviewed reported that when 
guards or their principals entered their cells, all 
detainees had to stand and face the wall with 
their hands behind their backs. They could not 
move until the guard exited the cell and relocked 
it. One survivor reported: 

“When they entered our cell, they hit the 
iron door of the cell with an iron key, then 
everyone had to jump up, people had to 
stand along the wall, hands up, and not 
look into the eyes of the person who en-

tered. And you wait for what will happen 
with such a detour.”437

Consequently, detainees were often unable to 
identify who entered the cell and who conducted 
beatings, particularly at night.438

2.4.3. Strategic Functions 
of Torture

Documented evidence reveals that the systematic 
infliction of physical and psychological pain and 
suffering served multiple strategic functions: 

Obtaining information or confessions

Given that Russian occupying forces predom-
inantly targeted civilians who participated in 
anti-occupation resistance and those with pro-
Ukrainian views, they frequently inflicted physical 
and mental torture to extract information about 
others involved in resistance activities,439any other 
civilians identified as disloyal to the occupying 
regime (e.g., Ukrainian ZNPP staff unwilling to 
cooperate with Rosatom),440 owners of weaponry 
in the city,441 former AFU members,442 those with 
relatives currently enlisted in the AFU,443 and any 
other information linked to the Ukrainian military, 
security services, or authorities.444 For example, 
if an individual was a former AFU member, the 
interrogation would be aimed at obtaining infor-
mation about their past military involvement and 
other related information.445

Some prisoners were forced to confess to having 
an anti-Russian position,446 about weapons that 
occupying forces alleged detainees possessed,447 
and about their cooperation with Ukrainian military 
and security forces, under threats of beatings 
and being killed.448

Punishment

Systematic abuse functioned as a punitive mech-
anism targeting civilians based on perceived dis-
loyalty, serving both retributive and deterrent 
objectives.449 These acts were often coupled with 
attempts to extract information about other resis-
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tance members and to intimidate the detainees 
into ceasing any anti-occupation activities.

Intimidation

Various forms of intimidation accompanied the 
interrogations. In addition to threats of sexual 
violence against detainees or their family mem-
bers, intimidation tactics deployed by Russian 
occupying forces include prohibiting evacuation 
from the city (for example, due to being added to 
Russian security databases);450 allusions to the 
poisoning of Sergei and Yulia Skrypal (poisoning 
with the Novichok nerve agent);451 threats to kill 
relatives;452 threats of execution (e.g., by shoot-
ing);453 threats of being shot in various parts of 
the body;454 threats of being “taken to the forest”, 
implying the person’s execution;455 being “taken 
to the forest” and shot at near the head or ear;456 
being “taken to the forest” and shot in different 
parts of the body;457 threats to gouge out eyes and 
cut off ears;458 forcing detainees to dig their own 
graves and threatening them with execution;459 
threats of being taken to Mariupol to work to sup-
ply the Russian army;460 threats of deportation to 
the so-called “Donetsk People’s Republic” (DNR) or 
“Luhansk People’s Republic” (LNR);461and threats 
of deportation if detainees refused Russian cit-
izenship.462 Many torture survivors were warned 
not to speak to anyone about the detention and 
torture to which they were subjected.463

Ukrainian ZNPP workers reported having been 
severely intimidated either directly during inter-
rogations at the ZNPP, and/or by the general 
working atmosphere, and/or by the impossibility 
of evacuating from the city.464

Coercion

The deliberate infliction of physical and mental 
suffering served as a mechanism to force de-
tainees to collaborate with occupying authori-
ties. Truth Hounds documented several incidents 
where, as a condition of release, civilians were 
forced to promise their cooperation with the oc-
cupying authorities and forces (often verbally465 or 
in writing)466 and/or their unwillingness to interfere 
with Russian armed forces.467 As is detailed in 
Subsection 2.5, several Ukrainian ZNPP workers 
were subjected to physical and psychological pain 

and suffering as a means of coercion to force 
them to sign contracts with Rosatom.468

Russian occupying forces filmed some survivors of 
inhuman treatment and torture for Russian propa-
ganda purposes, forcing them to make recorded 
confessions denying that occupying forces had 
committed crimes, reassuring viewers about the 
stable security situation in Enerhodar,469 accusing 
themselves of activities against the occupying 
regime,470 inciting others to give up weapons and 
cooperate with the occupiers,471 praising the Rus-
sian Army,472 or claiming that Russian-speaking 
civilians in Enerhodar had been harassed or ac-
cusing themselves of such acts.473 Subsequently, 
pro-Russian Telegram channels and other plat-
forms circulated these videos in an effort to per-
suade their audiences that Russian aggression 
was justified, or to legitimize large-scale actions 
targeting the civilian population.474

After allegedly being tortured on Russian territory 
in Sochi, ZNPP spokesman and Enerhodar city 
council representative Andrii Tuz reported hav-
ing been forced to make statements on camera 
claiming to be on vacation in Russia and denying 
all his previous critical comments about the Rus-
sian occupation, including statements addressing 
Russian attacks on the ZNPP. A video featuring 
Tuz making these claims was released on June 
23, 2022.475

2.4.4. Consequences 
of Detention

Detention accompanied by inhuman treatment 
and torture would last from a few weeks to sev-
eral months.476 Some civilians were abducted 
and placed in the detention site more than once, 
triggering another cycle of torture against them.477 
Some abductees were subjected to repeated epi-
sodes of physical and psychological abuse without 
ever being formally placed in detention.478

After their detention, civilians were either released 
or brought to trial before the occupation-appoint-
ed city courts, where they could be sentenced 
to further imprisonment. One notorious example 
is the sentencing of 56-year-old Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee Natalia Shulha​​. On March 5, 2025, at 
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tion loss,512 and psychological traumas.513 One 
survivor reported:

​​“After being in captivity, half of him [an-
other survivor] was simply gone. I asked 
him: ‘Did they not feed you there or ​​what?’ 
He said: ‘It’s not about food. It’s a kind of 
psychological state, stress.’ Well, he ​​was 
also closed off—everyone was very, very 
afraid.”514

At least six individuals are confirmed to have been 
tortured to death. The first, Andriy Honcharuk, 
nicknamed “Diver”, who worked as a diver at the 
ZNPP and was held in Cell No. 3 of Enerhodar Po-
lice Station, died in an ambulance on the way to 
the hospital.515 The mayor of Enerhodar reported 
his death on July 3, 2022.516 Another detainee, an 
unidentified 50-year-old man, died at a detention 
site immediately after having been tortured in May 
or early June 2022.517 Similarly, a detainee aged 
between 50 and 60 who was held in Cell No. 1 of 
Enerhodar Police Station was tortured to death 
(his ribs were broken as a result of beating) in 
August 2022.518 A further documented incident 
involved a former Ukrainian policeman, likely with 
the surname “Doroshenko”,519 being tortured to 
death in Enerhodar in July or August 2022. He 
was held in Cell No. 1 of Enerhodar Police Station 
and his body was not returned to his relatives for 
almost a month after his death.520 The final two 
documented incidents involve the torturing to 
death of prisoners from Cells No. 1 and No. 3 of 
Enerhodar Police Station between late June and 
August 2023.521

Many of the prisoners, including those mentioned 
above, were buried in plastic bags in the city and 
its vicinity, as reported by several eyewitnesses 
of “fresh” burial sites.522 Several prisoners were 
forced to bury the bodies; they were transported 
to a burial site with bags over their heads, forced 
to dig graves with shovels, and then returned to 
the detention facility.523

In other cases, the poor detention conditions 
led to detainees being hospitalized.524 In certain 
situations, the first form of treatment at the hos-
pital would be insufficient or inadequate.525 Sur-
vivors reported that the occupying forces would 
often force the detainees to carry beaten pris-

Donetsk Special Reception Center No. 1, she was 
sentenced to 15 years of imprisonment for alleged 
cooperation with the SBU and was fined 500,000 
RUB (approximately 5,500 USD).479 Shulha had 
initially been abducted and detained on July 12, 
2024, according to Enerhodar Mayor Orlov, who 
reported that previously recorded staged videos 
transmitted publicly by Russian channels were 
used as evidence against Shulha.480 Similarly, on 
March 26, 2025, a Russian court sentenced Serhii 
Potynh, a Ukrainian safety engineer at the ZNPP, 
to 18 years in prison and fined him 700,000 RUB 
(approximately 8,300 USD) for alleged terrorism.481

Occupying authorities coerced numerous survi-
vors of detention and torture into assisting them 
in illicit activities, including the appropriation of 
civilian vehicles.482 In many instances, detainees 
were compelled to pay a financial ransom to se-
cure their release, a practice often referred to as 
a “bribe for freedom”.483Abductions of civilians 
in Enerhodar were most frequently carried out 
alongside the theft of their property, including 
vehicles; private belongings, such as electronics; 
and documents.484 Many detainees later discov-
ered that their bank accounts had been emptied 
during their detention,485 highlighting the material 
exploitation involved in these detentions.

Even after their initial release, Russian occupy-
ing forces frequently revisited Ukrainian civilians 
and threatened them with renewed detention 
if they failed to provide requested information. 
This cyclical intimidation pattern established an 
enduring system of control through persistent 
fear.486 Most of the survivors interviewed were 
forced to obtain a Russian passport after their 
release from detention487 and some were coerced 
to do so before being released.488

After their detention, Enerhodar civilians suffered 
grave mental and physical consequences, includ-
ing weight loss,489 hematomas,490 scars,491 broken 
bones492 and bone-related issues,493 traumatic 
brain injuries,494 high blood pressure,495 palpita-
tions,496 convulsions,497 mutilation,498 kidney prob-
lems,499 tooth loss,500 loss of eyesight,501memory 
loss,502 insomnia,503 skin problems,504 fainting,505 
headaches,506 back pain,507 speech problems,508 
digestive problems,509 loss of the ability to walk,510 
breathing problems (e.g., asthma),511 concentra-
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oners to the ambulance, but always prohibited 
detainees who had been tortured the most from 
being seen by doctors.526 Most detainees were 
systematically denied medical assistance, with 
some torture survivors refused care due to their 
lack of Russian passports.527 Instead, some were 
given a special pill to swallow, intended to stop 
the bleeding resulting from the injuries caused by 
the beatings528 or were told they would be injected 
with adrenaline.529 The occupying forces injected 
some detainees with medicine and forced them 
to take pills that left them unconscious or dizzy 
for some time.530

Truth Hounds has documented that the wide-
spread and systematic acts of detention, inhu-
man treatment, and torture of Enerhodar civil-
ians were not isolated incidents but a deliberate 
system of control within the occupation. These 
abuses served linked strategic goals: gathering 
intelligence on resistance networks, punishing 
suspected pro-Ukrainian residents, and pressuring 
civilians to collaborate with the occupying authori-
ties. The targeted abuse of Ukrainian nuclear plant 
staff to force them into Rosatom contracts shows 
how torture was used to advance the integration 
of the Plant into Russian control. Repeated cycles 
of surveillance, abduction, and abuse against 
civilians reveal a consistent, organized pattern, 
demonstrating that terror was deliberately built 
into the occupation’s administrative structure.
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Rosatom’s role expanded from technical oversight 
to broader administrative control, creating the 
framework for its representatives to participate 
directly in detention and coercion practices. Evi-
dence indicates that Rosatom’s growing presence 
at the ZNPP aligned with systematic pressure on 
Ukrainian specialists, making nuclear expertise 
both a strategic asset and a target for Russian 
occupying authorities.

Truth Hounds interviewed licensed ZNPP employ-
ees across various departments, as well as doz-
ens of individuals linked to the ZNPP, including 
relatives of employees and local municipal rep-
resentatives familiar with the situation. 

Documented evidence indicates that the kidnap-
ping, detention, and infliction of physical and/
or psychological pain and suffering on Ukrainian 
ZNPP personnel has served the following pur-
poses:

	→ To obtain more information about pro-Ukrainian 
ZNPP workers,532 pro-Ukrainian civilians in En-
erhodar,533 and/or any information linked to 
the AFU;534

	→ To force Ukrainian ZNPP staff to sign contracts 
with Rosatom535 and/or to collaborate with 
the Russian occupying administration and 
forces;536

	→ To punish personnel for their pro-Ukrainian 
position and related actions;537 and

	→ To intimidate personnel, allegedly with the 
purpose of compelling staff to demonstrate 
formal loyalty.538

In total, Truth Hounds has documented the tar-
geting of at least 78 Ukrainian ZNPP employees 
by Russian occupying forces and authorities, in-

cluding Rosatom representatives. This number 
includes 20 staff members interviewed by Truth 
Hounds and an additional 58 people mentioned 
in those interviews.

Nonetheless, the available information indicates 
that the number of targeted Ukrainian ZNPP per-
sonnel is significantly higher. As one of the inter-
viewed survivors stated: “These cases of signing 
contracts through physical coercion, blackmail 
through family, we will have to find out later. But 
the fact that all three cells in the [redacted] de-
tention center were not empty, all were packed 
with people—nuclear power plant personnel were 
also constantly passing through these cells.”539

2.5.1. Initial Rosatom 
Presence at the ZNPP

Direct eyewitness testimony confirms Rosatom’s 
presence at the ZNPP within 10–15 days of the 
Russian seizure of the facility on March 4, 2022.540 
Rosatom representatives were initially observed in 
the ZNPP’s Crisis Center,541 which is located in the 
underground part of the administrative building 
(47°30’24.9” N, 34°35’06.9” E). Subsequently, 
increasing numbers of Rosatom personnel estab-
lished a presence at further locations across the 
facility complex, including a designated two-story 
building (47°30’43” N, 34°35’21’ E)542 and the en-
gineering department (47°30’43.5” N, 34°35’19.1” 
E), which is adjacent to the fourth reactor block.543

Following the arrival of Rosatom staff, Ukrainian 
ZNPP personnel were targeted by Russian oc-
cupying forces in collaboration with Rosatom, 
who pressured them to collaborate and obtain 
Russian passports. The targeting was hierarchi-
cal in character, starting with senior Ukrainian 

2.5. Rosatom’s Role in the 
Crimes Committed against 
ZNPP Employees
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staff and progressing to lower-ranked employees. 
Senior management members who had agreed 
to cooperate then approached the lower-ranked 
Ukrainian personnel. This approach limited direct 
interaction between lower-ranked staff and Rosa-
tom representatives.544 Other methods employed 
at the ZNPP to encourage Ukrainian personnel to 
sign contracts with Rosatom included the distri-
bution of brochures that promised better working 
conditions and wages.545

Shortly after the armed seizure of the ZNPP by 
Russian occupying forces, the regime at the Plant 
became stricter, with Ukrainian staff being pro-
hibited, for instance, from bringing phones to 
work.546 Following the illegal takeover, Russian 
security forces established an immediate presence 
at the facility and Ukrainian personnel began to be 
targeted.547 Due to the specifics of the operation 
of Russian nuclear power plants, where Russian 
security forces are allegedly closely in touch with 
operational personnel, Russian security forces 
often questioned Ukrainian ZNPP operational per-
sonnel about cooperation with the SBU.548

In late March 2022, at least 2 Ukrainian ZNPP 
employees were summoned by Russian securi-
ty services representatives for interrogation at 
the Plant’s administrative building.549 One was 
summoned to a meeting with an FSB represen-
tative and questioned about their willingness to 
cooperate with the occupying forces.550 The other 
ZNPP employee was summoned for a meeting 
with two FSB representatives, who questioned 
him on his views on dual citizenship and his role 
at the ZNPP.551

Truth Hounds documented an incident from ear-
ly May 2022 when Russian occupying security 
forces abducted a Ukrainian ZNPP staff member 
from his workplace and brought him to a deten-
tion site in Enerhodar. During his abduction, the 
person was forced to promise in writing that he 
would not create conflicts at the ZNPP, which al-
legedly implied his cooperation with the Russian 
occupying forces and administration. After being 
released from captivity, he was suspended from 
work. Moreover, shortly after his release, the same 
occupying security forces personnel forced him 
to sign a contract with Rosatom.552 Truth Hounds 
documented one incident, from no later than mid-
May 2022, where a Ukrainian ZNPP employee who 

was walking through the first gate was brought 
to an office room for interrogation by Russian 
occupying forces.553

In addition, in early May 2022, Yurii Cherniychuk, 
the then director general, allegedly summoned 
his subordinate to an office on the second floor 
of the ZNPP Administrative Building, where the 
subordinate was interrogated in the presence of 
Russian occupying military and security forces. 
These individuals questioned the subordinate 
and coerced him into pledging in writing his co-
operation with the occupying administration. 
The interrogation was accompanied by multiple 
threats, hinting at his execution or deportation 
to dangerous military zones.554

2.5.2. Attempted 
Assassination of Shevchyk 
as a Turning Point

Following the attempted assassination of the 
occupation-appointed Mayor Shevchyk in late 
May 2022,555 the Russian occupying authorities 
intensified abductions and detentions of civilians 
in Enerhodar, including Ukrainian ZNPP workers.556 
For instance, Truth Hounds documented an inci-
dent from late May 2022 when Russian occupying 
forces abducted and detained a pro-Ukrainian 
ZNPP staff member from Enerhodar. During the 
detention, the person was subjected to physical 
and psychological pain and suffering, sustain-
ing severe injuries.557 Another incident relates to 
Spring 2022, when a Ukrainian ZNPP employee 
was detained in the Plant’s basements and was 
there subjected to physical and psychological 
pain and suffering.558 

In two documented incidents from early June 
2022, Ukrainian ZNPP staff members were ab-
ducted from the second gate. They were placed 
in detention centers, where they were subjected 
to inhuman treatment and torture.559 Another inci-
dent from late June 2022 involved the abduction 
of a Ukrainian ZNPP employee from his workplace 
by occupying forces, who detained and tortured 
him at Enerhodar Police Station.560
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2.5.3. Consolidation of 
Rosatom’s Control

In the fall of 2022, with the arrival of new per-
sonnel from Russian nuclear power plants, Rosa-
tom established a more defined structure at the 
ZNPP.561 This new structure allowed Rosatom to 
more effectively identify Ukrainian personnel for 
targeting and facilitating the crimes that followed. 
This development coincided with the adminis-
trative consolidation documented in Section 1, 
where Rosatom’s expanding role in occupation 
governance created conditions for more system-
atic targeting of ZNPP personnel. 

Rosatom’s presence at the Plant encompass-
es both supervisory and operational personnel. 
Russian staff at the ZNPP are paid significantly 
higher salaries than typical workers at Russian 
nuclear power plants.562 This underscores Ro-
satom’s strategy of addressing the shortage of 
qualified personnel by replacing them with their 
own workers, most of whom were ill-equipped to 
operate the ZNPP due to the differences in its 
operations and technology from Russian plants.563 

For instance, one Ukrainian ZNPP staff mem-
ber commented on these technical differences, 
explaining Rosatom’s critical need for qualified 
Ukrainian personnel: “In terms of hardware, the 
equipment itself, ours and the Russians’ are some-
what similar and of the same type: a pump, a 
gate valve, fittings, and so on. But the software is 
completely different from that of the Russians.”564

Similarly, another Ukrainian ZNPP employee re-
ported: “The design seems to be the same at 
each unit, but there are a lot of differences, and 
the equipment behaves differently in different 
situations at each unit. And the Russians also 
bring their specialists from RBMK power units,565 
a type of reactor similar to the one we have at 
Chornobyl. We have completely different reactors 
and it’s a purely formal approach to send spe-
cialists to replace them because there are huge 
differences, just to report to the Russians that 
everything is fine and under control.”566

Staff arriving at the ZNPP from Russian NPPs to 
take operational roles, along with certain Ukrainian 
ZNPP workers who decided to cooperate with Rus-
sia, have played a significant role, being respon-
sible for overseeing the work of Ukrainian ZNPP 
staff members.567 After being under surveillance 
at work, many Ukrainian staff members were 
brought in for interrogations and/or had their 
passes blocked.568

According to one survivor, Russian national and 
Rosatom representative Oleg Romanenko has 
been a key individual among the supervisory per-
sonnel analysing the surveillance of Ukrainian 
personnel and was first seen at the ZNPP in the 
spring of 2022.569 He personally threatened to 
“fuck them all”, get their passes blocked, or even 
“send them to the basements”.570 

One survivor highlighted the central role played 
by Rosatom employees: “These civilian specialists 
played a very significant role in this, including 
torturing our staff—if you disagreed, they, includ-
ing Romanenko, point their fingers at you.”571 In 
addition, direct eyewitnesses report that Russian 
national Eduard Atakishchev, another supervisory 
board representative, personally pushed Ukrainian 
ZNPP staff to sign contracts with Rosatom.572

Additionally, Truth Hounds obtained firsthand 
information from a direct witness about verbal di-
rectives, given from the end of Spring to the start 
of Summer 2022 by Rosatom leadership at the 
ZNPP to the Plant’s supervisory board (comprising 
Ukrainian personnel who had agreed to cooperate 
and Rosatom representatives), instructing them to 
pressure Ukrainian ZNPP workers to sign contracts 
with Rosatom.573

After July 22, 2022, when Ukraine neutralized the 
Russian tent camp and an MLRS stationed near 
the ZNPP with a drone strike,574 Ukrainian staff at 
the station faced increased pressure and scruti-
ny. Ukrainian employees who managed to bring 
phones to the station began having them confis-
cated and their personal lockers were subjected 
to searches.575 Truth Hounds documented at least 
one incident from early August 2022 involving the 
abduction of a Ukrainian ZNPP employee from 
the first gate and his subsequent detention in 
Enerhodar, where he was subjected to inhuman 
treatment and torture.576

565 RBMK stands for “reaktor bolshoy moshchnosty kanalny” in Russian, which 
translates as “high-power channel reactor.”
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Despite the documented instances of Ukrainian 
ZNPP personnel being targeted throughout the 
spring and summer of 2022, under pressure to 
sign contracts with Rosatom577 and to obtain Rus-
sian citizenship,578 this period was characterized 
by less overtly coercive methods than those em-
ployed in the months that followed.

2.5.4. Fall 2022: Intensified 
Pressure to Sign Rosatom 
Contracts 

Truth Hounds obtained a list of Rosatom workers 
who arrived from Russian nuclear power plants 
to substitute the ZNPP’s Ukrainian personnel, as 
well as certain Ukrainian staff members who de-
cided to cooperate with Rosatom.579 These staff 
members signed contracts with Rosatom in Oc-
tober–November 2022, the exact period when 
Russian occupying security forces intensified 
abductions and detentions of Enerhodar civilians, 
including ZNPP workers, and increased pressure 
on the latter to sign contracts with Rosatom.580 
This development directly followed the so-called 
“referendum” on the annexation of Zaporizhzhia 
Oblast to the Russian Federation,581 the October 
3, 2022, establishment of the “Zaporizhzhnia 
Nuclear Power Plant Operating Organization” 
subsidiary, wholly owned by Rosenergoatom,582 
and Russia’s illegal appropriation of the ZNPP.583

Survivors reported to Truth Hounds that pres-
sure on Ukrainian ZNPP employees from Russian 
forces and Rosatom to cooperate with the latter 
in October-November 2022 focused particularly 
on the remaining operational personnel that were 
critical for the Plant’s functioning.584 Most ZNPP 
staff had Ukrainian 1-H employment status with 
Ukrainian state enterprise Enerhoatom, which 
allowed them to remain on paid administrative 
leave. This status maintained their formal employ-
ment with Ukrainian authorities rather than the 
occupying administration, providing legal grounds 
for non-cooperation that Rosatom and occupying 
forces actively sought to circumvent.585

Documented evidence further reveals a shift in 
recruitment strategies at this point, with Rosatom 
transitioning from primarily economic and admin-

istrative pressure to intensified coercive measures 
targeting Ukrainian operational personnel at the 
ZNPP.586 Indeed, one survivor stated: “In Octo-
ber-November of 2022, they started to ‘terrorize’ 
people about signing contracts with Rosatom. All 
this was happening on a massive scale.”587

To conduct the “hiring” process, Russian occupy-
ing forces and Rosatom used the office room at 
the first gate, which also functioned as an inter-
rogation room for Ukrainian personnel.588 Similarly, 
the room at the end of a hallway on the second 
floor of the ZNPP administrative building was used 
for “hiring”589 and it is likely the site of some inter-
rogations of Ukrainian workers.590 Ukrainian ZNPP 
staff were promised that if they cooperated with 
Rosatom they would receive higher pay, receiv-
ing an additional Russian salary on top of their 
Ukrainian one.591

With the involvement of Rosatom and Russian 
forces, the Russian occupying administration an-
ticipated that most of the licensed Ukrainian per-
sonnel would sign contracts more or less “volun-
tarily” (after light pressure). However, by November 
2022, they realized that not many contracts had 
been signed and most of those that had been were 
with low-ranking workers instead of the valuable 
operational personnel they critically needed.592 
One survivor stated: 

“In the first month, out of 2,000 ZNPP em-
ployees who signed contracts, 90% were 
kitchen porters, drivers, those who were 
already retired, and those who held small 
positions, they realized that something had 
to be done about it, and continued the tac-
tics of terror and intimidation in November 
2022.”593

Truth Hounds documented at least 13 incidents 
from September to December 2022 of Ukrainian 
ZNPP operational personnel being coerced to sign 
contracts with Rosatom, often accompanied by 
inhuman treatment and torture:

	→ In mid-September 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee was interrogated on the first floor 
of the administrative building. He was then 
abducted and detained in Enerhodar, where 
he was subjected to inhuman treatment and 
torture;594
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	→ In September-October 2022, two Rosatom 
representatives coerced Ukrainian ZNPP em-
ployees into signing Rosatom contracts;595

	→ In early October 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP em-
ployee was abducted from the First Gate of 
the ZNPP, after which he was brought to his 
apartment. He was then detained and sub-
jected to inhuman treatment and torture in 
Enerhodar. Following his release from captivity, 
the individual was visited by Russian security 
service personnel, who forced him to sign a 
contract with Rosatom;596

	→ In early October 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee was abducted from his home and 
placed in a detention center in Enerhodar, 
where he was subjected to inhuman treatment 
and torture. Following his release, he was vis-
ited by Russian security forces representatives 
and forced to sign a contract with Rosatom;597

	→ In October-November 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee was detained in basement facilities 
at the Plant for more than two weeks and sub-
jected to physical and psychological abuse 
while being coerced to sign a Rosatom con-
tract;598 

	→ In October-November 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee was abducted from his car and taken 
to an unidentified basement detention center. 
There, he was beaten in a way that deliberately 
left no visible external injuries and forced to 
sign a contract with Rosatom;599 

	→ In the fall of 2022 (month unspecified), two 
Ukrainian ZNPP employees were abducted from 
their workplace, imprisoned, and subjected to 
inhuman treatment and torture, with at least 
one undergoing electrocution;600 

	→ In early November 2022, a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee was summoned for a “conversation” 
with a Rosatom and an FSB representative 
at an unidentified location on the grounds 
of the ZNPP. There, he was threatened that 
his refusal to sign the contract with Rosatom 
would block his work pass. He was also threat-
ened with his evacuation being barred and 
with being “brought to a basement” like other 
colleagues;601

	→ At the end of December 2022, FSB represen-
tatives brought a Ukrainian ZNPP employee 
who already had his work pass blocked from 
his home to the office of Yurii Cherniychuk, 
where Cherniychuk and Russian occupying 
forces allegedly forced the person to sign a 
contract with Rosatom;602 

	→ An almost identical incident occurred again at 
the end of December 2022, when a Ukrainian 
ZNPP employee present at the ZNPP was called 
to Cherniychuk’s office. On that occasion, only 
Cherniychuk and other representatives from 
Rosatom were present. The ZNPP employee 
was forced to sign a contract with Rosatom;603 
and

	→ In late 2022 (month unspecified), a Ukrainian 
ZNPP employee was abducted at an uniden-
tified location and subsequently detained in 
occupied Crimea. The detention resulted in 
significant weight loss, consistent with reports 
of the inhuman treatment and torture to which 
the person was subjected.604

Truth Hounds documentation also indicates that in 
October–November 2022, a Rosatom representa-
tive, accompanied by Russian security personnel, 
visited the ZNPP control room to pressure ZNPP 
operational staff to sign contracts with Rosa-
tom.605 Through open-source investigations and 
eyewitness statements, Truth Hounds has fur-
ther identified a Ukrainian who cooperated with 
Rosatom and allegedly took part in the coercion 
of Ukrainian ZNPP staff to sign contracts with 
Rosatom in late 2022.606 

Moreover, in the fall of 2022, access control sys-
tems were modified at the ZNPP, intended to pre-
vent the entry of Ukrainian ZNPP staff holding 
Ukrainian passports and who had refused to sign 
Rosatom contracts.607 One worker reported: 

“In the fall of 2022, [...] they [Russian forc-
es] started to remodel the control post […] 
They started to change the booths, not all 
at once, but bit by bit [...] through them, 
those of us with Ukrainian passports and 
Ukrainian passes were not allowed to pass 
through these booths and those who signed 
up, they already had other passes, and their 
food vouchers were different. It all started 
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to be revealed, who had signed, who had 
not. But we still went through one booth 
with our Ukrainian ones [passes], it was 
obvious who was who.”608

In December 2022, many of the remaining 
Ukrainian staff who refused to sign Rosatom con-
tracts had their passes blocked.609 

Other workers were subjected to home visits in-
volving physical violence inflicted by the FSB to 
force them to return to work and sign contracts 
with Rosatom. The documented incidents occurred 
principally in 2022 and 2023,610 but Truth Hounds 
has been unable to identify the exact number. 
Even Ukrainian ZNPP personnel who had gone 
through detention were visited by representatives 
of the Russian security forces, who monitored 
their presence in Enerhodar. These individuals 
were interrogated about why they were no longer 
working at the ZNPP, why they had not signed a 
Rosatom contract, and why they had not yet ob-
tained Russian citizenship. They were additionally 
threatened with their whole family being barred 
from evacuating.611 

2.5.5. Increased Evacuation 
Restrictions

As an additional obstacle, Russian forces and 
the occupying administration prevented licensed 
Ukrainian ZNPP personnel from evacuating. As the 
number of qualified ZNPP personnel decreased 
due to staff fleeing Enerhodar out of concern 
for their safety, Russian forces divided key ZNPP 
personnel between a “red list”, which prohibited 
their departure, and a “yellow list”, which restricted 
their departure.612 The starting points for block-
ing evacuation from Enerhodar were the Russian 
“referendum” and the establishment of Russian 
“legal ownership” of the Plant. One interviewed 
worker reported: “A lot of people were not allowed 
to leave from the very beginning, when the OO 
was already being set up, because there were very 
few licensed personnel left and they still had not 
brought anyone from Russia—maybe they had, 
but they had not yet completed any training, that 
is, they were completely ‘green’613.”614

From September 2022, Ukrainian ZNPP staff 
were prohibited from evacuating from Enerhodar 
through Vasylivka, the only remaining evacuation 
checkpoint to Ukrainian-controlled territory at 
that time.615 Just two months later, in November 
2022, the Vasylivka checkpoint was closed as an 
evacuation route for all categories of civilians.616 

Those licensed Ukrainian ZNPP personnel who 
managed to leave Enerhodar were very frequently 
stopped during their escape from occupation at 
security checkpoints in occupied territories of 
Ukraine and/or in the Russian Federation itself. 
At the checkpoints, Russian security forces would 
forcefully interrogate them617 and/or force them 
to return to Enerhodar,618 despite having been 
forced to obtain Russian passports,619 telling them 
that they had to “ensure nuclear safety”.620 In 
some instances, the evacuating employees were 
detained either in occupied Ukrainian territories 
or in the Russian Federation itself and, while in 
captivity, these employees were subjected to in-
human treatment and torture.621

Ukrainian ZNPP staff evacuating from occupation 
noted that Russian security forces representatives 
would know about their background before starting 
their interrogation.622 Many workers had to make 
several attempts to escape occupation,623 with 
some finally escaping only after paying a bribe 
to Russian security forces.624 

After unsuccessful attempts to evacuate, on re-
turn to Enerhodar, Ukrainian ZNPP employees 
were questioned by occupying security force rep-
resentatives, who initially summoned them to the 
Plant and confiscated their phones.625 

Certain Ukrainian workers were permitted to 
evacuate from Enerhodar only after speaking to 
Cherniychuk and Russian security forces at the 
ZNPP,626 indicating that Rosatom has been working 
closely with Russian security forces to monitor 
ZNPP personnel, coercing them to sign contracts 
with the Russian corporation and tracking their 
movements, particularly if they refused to sign 
the contracts.
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2.5.6. Continued Coercion of 
ZNPP Employees 2023-2024 
and Intensified Targeting of 
High-Ranking Personnel

Coercion tactics targeting remaining high-ranking 
Ukrainian ZNPP staff to sign Rosatom contracts 
intensified significantly from January 2023.627 In 
the spring of 2023, Ukrainian ZNPP staff were 
unable to maintain their professional licenses 
issued by the State Nuclear Regulatory Inspec-
torate of Ukraine under Ukrainian law. At that 
time, Rosatom representatives offered to extend 
licenses under their own regulations if the staff 
signed contracts with Rosatom, threatening to 
revoke workplace access for Ukrainian staff whose 
licenses expired without renewal under Russian 
regulations.628

Truth Hounds documented at least one incident 
involving the abduction of a Ukrainian ZNPP em-
ployee from one of the ZNPP gates in early 2023. 
He was brought to his apartment, where he was 
physically abused through beatings. Afterwards, 
he was brought to a detention center in Enerhodar 
for a few hours, where he was forced to sign a 
contract with Rosatom with a deadline, which was 
justified by citing the expiration of his license.629

Another incident took place in the summer of 
2023, when representatives of Russian security 
forces targeted a ZNPP employee and questioned 
him about Russian citizenship and signing a Ro-
satom contract. This was followed by detention, 
inhuman treatment, and torture of the worker, 
accompanied by further threats in case of his 
refusal to cooperate with the occupying authori-
ties.630 Truth Hounds has additionally identified an 
individual who allegedly took part in the coercion 
of ZNPP employees to sign contracts with Rosatom 
in the summer of 2023.631

According to one Ukrainian ZNPP employee, de-
scribing the situation at the ZNPP in the sum-
mer–fall of 2023: “There is a lack of staff, equip-
ment is degrading. All operations, all requests 
are performed with a time delay. Everything is 
done slowly. There is a lack of staff, the staff is 
losing [its form]—no one is taking exams, no one 
is undergoing any checks; the equipment, staff, 

watchman’s reports, staff on duty is deteriorating. 
There are all signs that the station is... well, it’s 
good that it’s in a cold state, safe, but it’s very 
sad.”632 

In July–August 2023, Russian occupying forces 
and Rosatom were preparing new passes for ZNPP 
workers based on a list of people who agreed to 
cooperate, preventing access to the Plant for 
those who had refused to cooperate.633 In the 
same period, the Russian occupying authori-
ties were preparing to block all Ukrainian work-
ers holding Ukrainian passports who refused to 
cooperate with them.634 It is not clear when this 
policy was to be implemented, but this seems to 
have happened by February 2024.635 For example, 
one interviewed worker reported: “On February 1, 
2024, we, Ukrainian personnel, were taken out. 
They [Russian forces] installed their cabins, a 
checkpoint, there. Russian passes were issued 
to people who went to cooperate with them and 
we, the Ukrainian staff, simply had our passes 
not valid for these cabins, so we could not enter 
the station.”636

Available information suggests that the remaining 
Ukrainian ZNPP personnel faced escalating pres-
sure to obtain Russian citizenship in late 2023 
and early 2024. There are documented incidents 
where individuals who refused to comply were 
targeted for intensified coercion.637 For example, 
Russian occupying forces visited a Ukrainian ZNPP 
employee in May 2024, beat him, and questioned 
his unwillingness to cooperate with Rosatom.638 In 
July 2024, Russian forces abducted and detained 
a Ukrainian ZNPP employee, where he was forced 
to make a verbal promise to collaborate with the 
Russian occupying administration and forces and 
to sign a contract with Rosatom.639

Aside from these incidents, Truth Hounds has doc-
umented six other incidents involving the alleged 
abduction, detention, and further subjection to 
inhuman treatment and torture of ZNPP personnel 
in Enerhodar, but with no time specification.640 
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The pressure on Ukrainian ZNPP personnel to 
sign contracts with Rosatom lasted at least until 
July–August 2024.641 Those who continue to re-
side in the city remain under the strict control of 
Russian occupying authorities, including Rosatom 
representatives and military personnel. 

More than a year later, on May 13, 2025, En-
erhoatom reported that at least 13 Ukrainian 
ZNPP employees remained in Russian cap-
tivity. Enerhodar’s mayor reported the same 
number the next day.642
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Due to the ongoing Russian occupation of En-
erhodar and the surrounding area, information 
about the current situation, including the identi-
ties of targeted individuals, remains limited. At-
tempts to gather information in person can be 
fatal, as was tragically illustrated by Ukrainian 
journalist Viktoriia Roshchyna. She first went 
missing in March 2022 while reporting from the 
occupied territories and was released shortly 
thereafter. In August 2023, Roshchyna was ab-
ducted for a second time in the vicinity of Ener-
hodar and died in detention in Russia in Septem-
ber 2024 after more than a year in captivity.643

Despite constraints on access to information, 
however, analysis conducted by Truth Hounds 
indicates that detention and torture in occupied 
Enerhodar form part of a broad system of repres-
sion targeting former military personnel, activists, 
and ordinary residents alike. The systematic use 
of torture appears to have had multiple purposes: 
to extract information, punish pro-Ukrainian views, 
to intimidate the public, and to coerce individuals 
to collaborate with the occupying administration. 

What began as sporadic incidents in March 2022 
quickly evolved into an institutionalized repressive 
apparatus, in which physical and psychological 
violence became routine tools of civilian control. 
Within this system of repression, Ukrainian ZNPP 
staff have faced targeted persecution, with tor-
ture and coercion used to advance Rosatom’s 
corporate aims. Among the targeting of at least 
78 Ukrainian ZNPP employees, most involved 
efforts to force survivors to sign Rosatom con-
tracts. Corporate representatives not only ben-
efited from the systematic torture but also took 
part in it, attending interrogations and working 
with Russian security services to identify targets. 

In Enerhodar, systematic torture and detention 
practices have thus served both Russian occu-
pation goals and Rosatom’s specific corporate 
interests, blurring the line between the two. It is 
particularly notable that the consolidation of this 
repressive apparatus took place in parallel with the 
institutionalization of the occupation of Enerhodar 
and, specifically, of Rosatom’s role in the occupa-
tion. In this way, the corporation’s integration into 
the system of repressive control has been instru-
mental both in cementing Rosatom’s influence in 
the occupying administration and in consolidating 
the use of repressive practices at the ZNPP itself.

2.6. Conclusion
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SECTION 3 

Nuclear Safety and 
Security Challenges 
at the ZNPP During 
War and Occupation
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The occupation of the ZNPP presents a risk of a 
potential radiological incident which would not 
only affect Ukraine and neighboring states, but 
could also become the most destructive trans-
boundary consequence of this war, transforming 
what began as a bilateral military confrontation 
into an international nuclear catastrophe. 

This situation highlights a troubling characteristic 
common to both nuclear operations and military 
conflict: the disproportionate relationship between 
individual actions and collective consequenc-
es. In nuclear facilities, such as Chornobyl and 
Fukushima, seemingly isolated human errors or 
technical failures cascaded into disasters affecting 
millions. In conflict zones, decisions by a single 
commander or individual member of personnel 
can unleash massive, destructive effects far be-
yond their immediate context. The convergence 
of these two high-risk domains at the ZNPP rep-
resents an unprecedented intersection of dangers 
that demand close and urgent scrutiny. 

This section explains nuclear safety standards 
and demonstrates how the occupation and grave 
human rights violations have systematically un-
dermined safety culture among technical teams, 
introduced military imperatives into civilian tech-
nical environments, and placed unprecedented 
pressures on the professionals responsible for 
maintaining safety systems.

3.1. Introduction
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3.2.1. International Oversight 
of Nuclear Power Plants

3.2.1.1. Oversight and 
Standard-Setting Bodies

The IAEA is the world’s principal intergovernmental 
body that promotes “safe, secure, and peaceful 
nuclear technologies”.644 Created in 1957 as “the 
world’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ organization within the 
United Nations family”,645 the IAEA’s membership 
totals 180 states at time of writing. Members in-
clude both Ukraine and the Russian Federation 
since 1957 (at that time as the Ukrainian Soviet 
Socialist Republic and the Russian Soviet Feder-
ative Socialist Republic).646

With a stated dual mission to “promote and con-
trol the Atom”,647 the IAEA’s mandate includes 
authorisation to work with member states and 
partners across the world to establish and ad-
minister safeguards, adopt safety standards for 
the protection of health and labor conditions, and 
to minimize danger to life.648 The organization 
publishes safety standards, including those for 
operating nuclear facilities and using radioactive 
material. These standards are not legally binding 
for member states but may be adopted at the 
national level at member states’ discretion.649 
Since 1982, the IAEA has also offered operating 
safety reviews at nuclear plants through Opera-
tional Safety Review Team visits, introduced in 
response to the accident at the Three Mile Island 
plant in the United States.650 While the IAEA is an 
autonomous organization, its statute requires it 
to report to the UN Economic and Social Council, 
the UN General Assembly, and, on occasion, the 
UN Security Council.651

The primary nuclear regulatory body in Ukraine 
is the State Nuclear Regulatory Inspectorate of 
Ukraine (SNRIU), whose activities are coordinated 
by the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine. Aside from 
representing Ukraine at the IAEA, the SNRIU’s 
responsibilities include formulating and imple-
menting state policy in the field of nuclear safety 
and serving as the competent authority for the 
physical protection of nuclear material and nu-
clear facilities.652

3.2.1.2. Safety Standards

The IAEA’s Safety Standards establish the foun-
dational principles, requirements, and recom-
mendations for nuclear safety. The fundamental 
safety objective put forward by the IAEA is the 
protection of people, individually and collective-
ly, as well as the environment, from the harmful 
effects of ionising radiation.653 With this goal in 
mind, the IAEA proposes that measures must be 
taken to: control the radiation exposure of peo-
ple and the environment; minimise the likelihood 
of loss of control over a nuclear reactor core, 
a nuclear chain reaction, or another source of 
radiation; and mitigate the negative impact of 
such occurrences.654

Central to the realization of this fundamental 
safety objective is the concept of “defense in 
depth.” According to the IAEA, defense in depth is 
the “primary means of preventing and mitigating 
the consequences of accidents”, requiring the 
implementation of multiple independent levels 
of protection that would each have to fail before 
a hazardous release of radiation could occur.655 
This hierarchical approach encompasses quality 
design, operational controls, engineered safety 
systems, and severe accident management and 

3.2. Safety of Civilian 
Nuclear Infrastructure: 
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emergency response plans, ensuring that no sin-
gle technical or human failure can compromise 
overall safety and that the likelihood of combina-
tions of failures of protection levels is minimized.

3.2.2. Accidents in Complex 
Technological Systems

Since the first nuclear power plant was connected 
to the grid in 1954 in Obninsk, Russia, the nuclear 
industry has expanded significantly. As of 2025, 
there are more than 400 nuclear power plants 
worldwide,656 with approximately a further 70 under 
construction and a further 100 in the planning 
stages.657 However, several high-profile accidents 
at commercial nuclear power plants have occurred 
worldwide. Among the most serious accidents are 
Windscale in the UK, in 1957; Three Mile Island in 
the United States, in 1979; Chornobyl in Ukraine, 
in 1986; and Fukushima in Japan, in 2011. In each 
of these cases, there was partial to complete 
reactor core fuel melt.

In 1990, following the Chornobyl accident, the 
IAEA and the Organization for Economic Co-oper-
ation and Development’s (OECD) Nuclear Energy 
Agency (NEA) jointly developed the International 
Nuclear and Radiological Event Scale to commu-
nicate the severity of incidents or accidents. The 
scale encompasses seven levels of severity and 
the IAEA encourages member states to share 
information on incidents of Level 2 and above 
through its online database.658 However, as histo-
rian Serhii Plokhy points out, the risks associated 
with nuclear power remain “so sensitive for ad-
vocates of the industry that the word ‘accident’ 
does not appear even once in the ‘Outline History 
of Nuclear Energy’ prepared by the World Nuclear 
Association”.659

When considering the risks associated with nu-
clear power plants, it is useful to recall Charles 
Perrow’s “normal accidents” theory. Originally 
developed in the 1980s, this theory continues to 
influence nuclear safety analysis. Perrow argues 
that high-risk technologies, including nuclear 
plants, have characteristics that make accidents 
“inevitable, even ‘normal’”.660 Namely, designers 
will have likely foreseen and taken steps to mit-
igate the risk of the failure of one component 

of a facility. However, the inherent complexity 
of components in high-risk facilities, in terms of 
parts, operating personnel, and procedures, gen-
erates unpredictable risks through the interaction 
of components.661 Moreover, as Perrow argues, 
technologies such as nuclear plants are “tightly 
coupled”, meaning that processes happen very 
quickly, components cannot be easily switched 
off, and failed parts cannot be easily isolated.662 
As such, Perrow’s crucial insight into how tightly 
coupled systems resist risk elimination and actu-
ally generate increasingly unanticipated issues 
remains highly relevant for understanding the 
limitations of purely technical approaches to nu-
clear safety, even as engineering solutions have 
evolved significantly in recent decades.

Perrow’s framework offers insights into how nuclear 
accidents such as Fukushima in 2011 were pro-
voked by cascading and unexpected interactions 
of risk factors.663 Among the failures in this case 
was a lack of preparation for the interaction of two 
risk factors—a tsunami and an earthquake.664 The 
continued occurrence of such accidents may raise 
the question of whether a demonstrated learn-
ing effect mitigates risk. Nonetheless, statistical 
analysis conducted by Thomas Rose and Trevor 
Sweeting in 2018 suggests that, beyond the first 
few years of nuclear power’s existence, there is no 
discernible learning effect that lowers the proba-
bility of accidents. On the contrary, they find the 
estimated probability of an accident at a reactor 
in 1963 and 2010 to be identical.665 As such, the 
inherent risk of an accident at a nuclear power 
plant remains significant, with Rose and Sweeting 
calculating that at least one accident should be 
expected in the next 25 years. Their analysis indi-
cates that there will be 2.99 core melt incidents in 
the next 25 years, with a 95% confidence interval 
of 0.82 accidents and 7.7 accidents.666 

3.2.3. Role of Professional 
Communities and Safety and 
Security Culture

Nuclear plant operators play a critical role in nu-
clear safety and security. In the decades following 
Perrow’s theorization on “normal accidents”, nu-
clear experts have also begun to attribute more 
importance to human factors, notably to safety 
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and security culture. Key similarities between the 
incidents at Chornobyl and Three Mile Island can 
be found in industry and operator complacency 
and disregard for safety systems.667

The IAEA makes a distinction between “safety” 
and “security” in the nuclear context, defining the 
former as being “aimed at preventing accidents” 
and the latter as “aimed at preventing intentional 
acts that might harm the facility or result in the 
theft of nuclear materials”.668 With this in mind, 
“safety culture” is defined as the “assembly of 
characteristics, attitudes and behaviors in individ-
uals, organizations, and institutions which estab-
lishes that, as an overriding priority, protection and 
safety issues receive the attention warranted by 
their significance”.669 Similarly, “security culture” 
is defined as the “assembly of characteristics, 
attitudes and behavior of individuals, organiza-
tions, and institutions which serves as a means 
to support and enhance nuclear security”.670

Safety and security culture is therefore institu-
tionalised in everyday practices, creating systems 
of shared knowledge and professional autonomy 
to respond to unpredictable situations effectively. 
This operator autonomy, rather than mere pro-
cedural adherence, can provide an additional 
layer of protection against “normal accidents” in 
high-risk technological systems. The importance 
of safety and security culture among regulators, 
operators, and the workforce of a plant cannot 
be overstated: according to Declan Butler, it con-
stitutes “the largest single internal factor deter-
mining the safety of a plant”.671

IAEA publications and guidelines repeatedly em-
phasize the crucial importance of nuclear plant 
personnel and their ability to perform tasks in 
a culture of safety and security. The organiza-
tion’s safety standards, for example, specifically 
highlight the importance of leadership and man-
agement in the implementation of a safety and 
security culture.672 

The International Nuclear Safety Group, convened 
by the IAEA, also provides recommendations on 
nuclear safety issues.673 Other international or-
ganizations that contribute to efforts to uphold 
safety and security standards include the World 
Association of Nuclear Operators, which has the 
sole stated goal of safety and offers technical 

support to the nuclear industry worldwide.674 There 
is therefore no shortage of organizations and 
guidelines relating to safety and security culture 
in nuclear plants. However, the impact of each 
of these standards and groups depends entirely 
on the willingness of a plant’s management to 
engage. Standards of safety and security are, 
after all, only effective if continuously upheld 
and reviewed, and if a plant’s management is 
accountable for their implementation.

3.2.4. Nuclear Power Plants in 
Armed Conflict 

Nuclear facilities in conflict zones face unprec-
edented safety challenges beyond their design 
parameters or “normal accidents”. Multiple vul-
nerability vectors threaten operational integrity: 
direct military strikes; critical infrastructure dis-
ruption; operational control interference; and the 
coercion of personnel. The possible consequences 
encompass transboundary radiological releases, 
with harmful effects on humans and the natural 
environment, and injury to and/or the evacuation 
or death of staff. While a conventional missile 
strike alone would risk significant harm, scientists 
estimate that should a nuclear weapon be used to 
strike a nuclear power plant, a magnifying effect 
would significantly increase the area of contam-
inated territory.675 IHL establishes protections for 
civilian nuclear installations, but implementation 
mechanisms remain insufficiently developed for 
contemporary conflict scenarios, creating a gov-
ernance gap in nuclear safety assurance during 
armed hostilities.

The legal protection of nuclear facilities during 
armed conflicts is codified explicitly in the Gene-
va Conventions’ Additional Protocols (AP(I) and 
AP(II)), which establish distinct safeguards for 
installations containing dangerous forces:

	→ Works or installations containing dangerous 
forces, namely dams, dykes and nuclear elec-
trical generating stations, shall not be made 
the object of attack, even where these objects 
are military objectives, if such attack may 
cause the release of dangerous forces and 
consequent severe losses among the civilian 
population (Article 15 AP(II)); and 
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	→ Works or installations containing dangerous 
forces, namely dams, dykes and nuclear 
electrical generating stations, shall not be 
made the object of attack, even where these 
objects are military objectives, if such attack 
may cause the release of dangerous forces 
and consequent severe losses among the 
civilian population. The special protection 
against attack provided by Paragraph 1 shall 
cease only if they are used in regular, signifi-
cant and direct support of military operations 
and if such attack is the only feasible way to 
terminate such support. These works or in-
stallations may be marked with a special sign 
consisting of a group of three bright orange 
circles placed on the same axis (Article 56 
and Annex I, Article 16 AP(I)).

More recent attempts to further clarify internation-
al legal provisions on attacks on nuclear facilities 
have largely failed to reach international agree-
ment.676 The issue was considered, for example, at 
the 1985 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review 
Conference, after which the Conference issued 
the following statement: 

The “Conference recognizes that an armed 
attack on a safeguarded nuclear facility [...] 
would create a situation in which the Secu-
rity Council would have to act immediately 
in accordance with provisions of the United 
Nations Charter”.677

What remains unclear, however, is what provi-
sions are in place to deal with a threat posed by 
a permanent member of the UN Security Council 
to nuclear facilities. It must also be noted that 
general IAEA provisions and safeguards are, as 
Burrow Carnahan highlights, “at their weakest 
during wartime”,678 when inspections of nuclear 
facilities become potentially dangerous or un-
feasible. 

Despite the difficulties in further clarifying inter-
national legal provisions on the subject, the 2009 
IAEA General Conference unanimously adopt-
ed a decision stating that “any armed attack on 
and threat against nuclear facilities devoted to 
peaceful purposes constitutes a violation of the 
principles of the UN Charter, international law and 
the Statute of the Agency”.679 The states offering 

their consent included, significantly, the Russian 
Federation.680

Armed attacks on nuclear facilities are not without 
precedent. Iraq’s Tuwaitha research reactors were 
attacked by Iran in 1980, Israel in 1981, and the 
US between 1991 and 1993. Iraq also launched 
strikes on Iran’s Bushehr reactors between 1984 
and 1987, while Israel attacked Syria’s al-Kibar re-
actor in 2007 and Hamas launched unsuccessful 
rocket attacks on Israel’s Dimona reactor in 2014. 
However, it is important to note that, in the attacks 
that damaged or destroyed nuclear facilities in 
these cases, the facilities in question were not 
yet operational, reducing the risk of radiation re-
lease.681 This has also been the case in US and 
Israeli attacks on Iranian nuclear facilities in 2025, 
which have focused on uranium enrichment and 
nuclear fuel fabrication facilities,682 rather than 
power plants. Strikes on the ZNPP, functional since 
1985 and possessing six large commercial reac-
tors, therefore represent an unprecedented case, 
with a level of risk of radiological release into the 
environment never before witnessed. The IAEA 
recognized the extraordinary nature of the case 
in its statement on September 6, 2022, underlin-
ing that it is “the first time a military conflict has 
occurred amid the facilities of a large, established 
nuclear power programme”.683
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3.3.1. General Overview of the 
Ukrainian Case 

This subsection examines the unprecedented 
nuclear safety challenges emerging from the mil-
itary occupation of nuclear facilities during active 
conflict. It analyzes how established regulatory 
frameworks and operational protocols encounter 
fundamental limitations when confronted with 
the novel risk configurations presented by the 
situation at the ZNPP in Enerhodar.

While Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine was 
not the beginning of the threat posed by the 
Russian Federation to Ukraine’s nuclear instal-
lations,684 it marked the first time that Ukraine’s 
nuclear power plants were subject to hostilities. 
At 06:41 am CET on February 24, 2022, the SN-
RIU informed the IAEA’s Incident and Emergency 
Centre of its loss of control over the facilities at 
the Chornobyl Nuclear Power Plant.685 In response, 
the IAEA Board of Governors adopted a resolution 
calling on Russia to “immediately cease all actions 
against and at the Chornobyl Nuclear Power Plant 
and any other nuclear facility in Ukraine”.686 

Russian forces occupied the Chornobyl Nucle-
ar Power Plant until March 31, 2022.687 During 
the occupation, Russian military activities in the 
vicinity of the Chornobyl Nuclear Power Plant, 
including digging trenches in the highly contam-
inated Red Forest and disturbing the ground with 
heavy military vehicles, caused an uptick in radia-
tion levels,688 while over 100 radioactive elements 
from the site remain missing.689 A further three 
Ukrainian nuclear power plants—the Khmelnytskyi 
Nuclear Power Plant, Rivne Nuclear Power Plant, 
and the South Ukraine Nuclear Power Plant—have 
remained under Ukrainian control at all times.

Since Russia’s capture of the Plant, the SNRIU 
has had no access to the site and significant con-
cerns have been raised on numerous occasions 
owing to safety issues and the Plant’s proximity 
to hostilities. 

In response to the unprecedented situation in 
Ukraine, on March 2, 2022, IAEA Director Gener-
al Grossi introduced “Seven Pillars” for nuclear 
safety and security in Ukraine. The Seven Pillars 
are as follows:

1.	 The physical integrity of the facilities—whether 
it is the reactors, fuel ponds, or radioactive 
waste stores—must be maintained;

2.	 All safety and security systems and equipment 
must be fully functional at all times;

3.	 The operating staff must be able to fulfill their 
safety and security duties and have the ca-
pacity to make decisions free of undue pres-
sure;

4.	 There must be secure off-site power supply 
from the grid for all nuclear sites;

5.	 There must be uninterrupted logistical supply 
chains and transportation to and from the 
sites;

6.	 There must be effective on-site and off-site 
radiation monitoring systems and emergency 
preparedness and response measures; and

7.	 There must be reliable communications with 
the regulator and others.690

Aside from the Seven Pillars, the IAEA has also 
adopted several resolutions and calls for action 
regarding Ukraine’s nuclear power plants. For in-
stance, the IAEA’s report of September 6, 2022 on 

3.3. Nuclear Safety and 
Security in the Context of 
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the ZNPP called for the establishment of a safe 
zone around the Plant and expressed willingness 
to begin consultations for such a zone.691 The 
IAEA Board of Governors also adopted a reso-
lution on September 15, 2022, calling on Russia 
to end its occupation of the ZNPP.692 A similar 
position has been taken by the UN General As-
sembly, which adopted a resolution on July 11, 
2024, condemning the Russian seizure of the 
ZNPP and the stationing of Russian military and 
unauthorized personnel at the site and expressing 
“grave concern” that all of the IAEA’s aforemen-
tioned Seven Pillars had been compromised.693

At the May 30, 2023, meeting of the UN Security 
Council, the IAEA’s director general introduced the 
“Five Concrete Principles” for the safety and secu-
rity of the ZNPP. These five principles are as follows:

1.	 There should be no attack of any kind from 
or against the Plant, in particular targeting 
the reactors, spent fuel storage, other critical 
infrastructure, or personnel;

2.	 The ZNPP should not be used as storage or a 
base for heavy weapons (i.e., multiple rocket 
launchers, artillery systems and munitions, 
and tanks) or military personnel that could be 
used for an attack from the Plant;

3.	 Off-site power to the Plant should not be put 
at risk. To that effect, all efforts should be 
made to ensure that off-site power remains 
available and secure at all times;

4.	 All structures, systems, and components es-
sential to the safe and secure operation of 
the ZNPP should be protected from attacks 
or acts of sabotage; and

5.	 No action should be taken that undermines 
these principles.694

Beyond these principles, the IAEA has provided 
various forms of assistance to Ukraine’s nucle-
ar power plants since the start of the full-scale 
invasion. Since 2023, the IAEA’s comprehensive 
program of assistance for Ukraine has included:

86
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1.	 In-person assistance comprising the deploy-
ment of a continued Agency staff presence 
at all five Ukrainian nuclear sites and other 
expert missions in Ukraine;

2.	 Delivery of equipment needed to maintain 
continued nuclear safety and security in 
Ukraine;

3.	 Medical assistance for operating staff at the 
nuclear power plants in Ukraine;

4.	 Assistance for the recovery of Kherson Oblast 
following flooding caused by the destruction 
of the Kakhovka Dam;

5.	 Assistance on the safety and security of ra-
dioactive sources;

6.	 Provision of remote assistance; and

7.	 Provision of rapid deployment assistance.695

One of the most crucial elements of assistance 
has been the IAEA’s constant monitoring of 
Ukraine’s nuclear power plants. IAEA Director 
General Grossi has led several delegations to 
Ukrainian-controlled nuclear facilities and he led 
the first delegation to the ZNPP in Fall 2022. The 
deployment of IAEA Support and Assistance Mis-
sions established a continuous IAEA staff pres-
ence at the ZNPP in September 2022, which was 
expanded to Ukraine’s four other nuclear power 
plants in January 2023.696 According to the IAEA, 
the purpose of the uninterrupted presence of their 
staff is to “help decrease the risk of a nuclear ac-
cident”.697 Teams of IAEA personnel rotate every 
few weeks at all of Ukraine’s nuclear power plants. 
During these deployments, IAEA staff hold techni-
cal meetings with plant management and conduct 
observations and walkdowns of various aspects 
of the sites.698 The IAEA has also conducted visits 
to several of Ukraine’s electrical substations that 
are crucial for the safety of the country’s nuclear 
facilities.699 

However, the IAEA’s efforts to monitor the ZNPP 
continuously face significant obstacles. IAEA 
personnel are frequently not permitted to conduct 
visits to various parts of the site. In one example 
from the director general’s most recent report, 
IAEA staff at the ZNPP were reportedly “prevented 
[by Russian occupying forces] from visiting the 
western part of the turbine halls on all levels of 
all units [...] without justification being provided 

on a sound nuclear safety and security basis”.700 
Such obstructions have a direct impact on the 
IAEA’s ability to wholly and independently assess 
the safety and security of all parts of the Plant, 
its materials, and equipment.701 IAEA activities 
additionally continue to be hampered by ongoing 
hostilities. On December 10, 2024, for instance, 
a drone hit and caused serious damage to an 
official IAEA vehicle on its way to the ZNPP while 
in Ukrainian government-controlled territory.702 
While the attack did not result in direct harm to 
IAEA staff, the subsequent rotation of teams was 
significantly delayed due to the ongoing danger 
posed to personnel.703 As a result, the IAEA has 
repeatedly noted the compromised status of its 
Seven Pillars, stating in its most recent report 
that six of the seven were compromised “either 
fully or partially”.704

Moreover, despite the IAEA playing a significant 
role in securing Ukraine’s nuclear installations 
during the full-scale invasion, questions have 
been raised regarding potential conflicts of in-
terest within the IAEA itself. In particular, Darya 
Dolzikova and Jack Watling have raised concerns 
about Russian citizen Mikhail Chudakov, who has 
been deputy director general of the IAEA and 
head of the IAEA Department of Nuclear Energy 
since 2015. Chudakov previously served as deputy 
director general of Rosenergoatom, the Rosatom 
subsidiary that oversees the operation of Russia’s 
nuclear power plants. As Dolzikova and Watling 
highlight, given that Chudakov’s department is 
responsible for supporting nuclear energy expan-
sion globally and the Russian Federation places 
great strategic importance on the expansion of 
Rosatom’s presence around the world, his previous 
role may constitute a conflict of interest in IAEA 
dealings with Rosatom.705

While the IAEA has been instrumental in providing 
technical assistance, monitoring, and sharing 
information with the international community and 
Ukrainian authorities, the unprecedented safety 
and security challenges posed by Russia’s full-
scale invasion have nonetheless clearly demon-
strated the limitations of existing international 
oversight. In particular, the conflict has drawn 
attention to the lack of international enforcement 
mechanisms for nuclear security and safety, as 
numerous IAEA and UN pronouncements have 
failed to change the behavior of the Russian au-
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thorities. The war has also laid bare conceptu-
al challenges—the IAEA Glossary’s definition of 
“threat” remains a “person or group of persons 
with motivation, intention, and capability to com-
mit a malicious act” rather than encompassing the 
possibility of hostile actions from a state.706 This 
definition also does not directly address attacks 
on nuclear facilities during extraordinary events, 
such as armed conflicts.707 As such, while the 
full-scale invasion of Ukraine has highlighted the 
conceptual and physical challenges surrounding 
international oversight, these limitations have 
implications reaching far beyond Ukraine.

3.3.2. Russia’s Militarization 
of the ZNPP

To understand the nuclear safety risks and se-
curity situation at the ZNPP, it is necessary to 
examine the nature of Russia’s militarization of 
the Plant and its environs. For the purposes of 
this section, the term “militarization” is used to 
refer to the deployment of armed forces and/or 
military operations in the area.

Russia’s militarization of the ZNPP is clear, given 
evidence of the site being used to station military 
vehicles and personnel. While it has not been 
possible to conduct a consolidated vehicle count 
due to Russian forces’ apparent concealment 
of vehicles at the Plant, open-source footage 
indicates that vehicles have been parked inside 
the turbine halls. In particular, footage has been 
analyzed of vehicles entering the turbine hall of 
Reactor 1. In addition, satellite imagery collect-
ed at a lower off-nadir angle suggests parked 
vehicles directly beneath raised platforms, most 
likely as a means of concealment. The images 
indicate that the Russian armed forces present 
at the ZNPP are equipped with BTR-80 wheeled 
armored personnel carriers and both Ural and 
Kamaz utility trucks.708 Open-source information 
from as early as August 2022 also suggests that 
a force of approximately 500 Russian National 
Guard personnel (indicating a battalion level of 
command) has occupied the Plant.709 

In a December 2024 analysis for Greenpeace, 
McKenzie Intelligence Services identified that the 
Russian military had extended its militarization 
of the ZNPP. Namely, more than 1 km of military 

The ZNPP, including the cooling pond, as of December 2024. 
Image source: McKenzie Intelligence Services.
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trenches for troops and fortifications such as 
revetments, likely for heavier weapons and/or 
armoured vehicles, had been constructed at the 
ZNPP cooling pond. This construction began in 
2022 but accelerated in 2023 and 2024, and is 
concentrated along the northern and western 
banks of the cooling pond.710

This analysis also reveals that the Russian military 
has concentrated its trench and fortification con-
struction along the northern bank of the cooling 
pond. Greenpeace concluded that the militariza-
tion of the cooling pond is linked to Russia’s plans 
to restart the ZNPP’s reactors, since this is the 
location where Russia likely planned to build a 
new pumping station (see Subsection 3.3.3).

Another important element of Russia’s militariza-
tion of the ZNPP is its use for the deployment of 
weapons. In McKenzie’s September 2023 analysis, 
tracks for MLRS firing locations—BM-21 Grad and 
BM-30 Smerch in particular—were identified in 
close proximity to the ZNPP (between 1 km and 18 
km from the Plant).711 McKenzie also identified what 
is highly likely to be the firing point for a Russian 
MLRS artillery unit, which appears to have been 
used on multiple occasions between late July 2024 
and late September 2024. The position consists of 
three adjacent fields immediately south of the vil-
lage of Dniprovka and approximately 11 km south 
of the ZNPP. According to McKenzie’s analysis, 
the track dimensions and dispersal pattern of the 
circles are indicative of a large artillery system, 
such as a BM-27 Uragan or BM-30 Smerch MLRS. 
Russian artillery units equipped with these systems 
are generally structured as a battalion of either 
two batteries of six launchers or three batteries of 

four launchers. Stationing near the ZNPP would 
indicate the deployment of two batteries of four 
launchers (or two thirds of a battalion).712

The MLRS tracks identified by McKenzie in the 
summer of 2024 suggest that two batteries were 
deployed into the field from the eastern side, driv-
ing through the field in a generally northwest-
ern direction to firing positions. It is likely the 
launchers then fired a coordinated salvo before 
withdrawing to lay-up positions for resupply. The 
turning circles indicate that the vehicles turned 
both left and right, which strongly suggests that 
they were facing in a generally northwestern di-
rection when firing. Both Uragan and Smerch 
launcher barrels can traverse 30° to the left and 
right of the centre line and have an elevation of 
+55°. This gives the Uragan an effective range 
of 35 km and a maximum range of 70 km, while 
the Smerch has a maximum range of 120 km. As 
such, the range of an Uragan firing from this loca-
tion includes the city of Nikopol and communities 
such as Pokrovske within Dnipropetrovsk Oblast, 
as well as northeastern parts of Kherson Oblast. 
A Smerch, meanwhile, could reach as far as the 
city of Kryvyi Rih.713

The BM-30 Smerch has the ability to fire up to 120 
km. Given the assessed positioning of the systems 
in the field, the likely arc of fire and range of the 
salvo fired from this location are shown below.

By basing and firing their MLRS in proximity to the 
ZNPP, Russian armed forces significantly reduce 
their vulnerability to Ukrainian military attacks. 
McKenzie assesses that the Russian military is 
“using the presence of the nuclear power plant 

The range of fire of a Russian BM-27 Uragan MLRS. The range of fire of a Russian BM-30 Smerch.
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as a shield to deter counter battery fire on to their 
firing positions”.714 The number of MLRS tracks 
in one of the field locations McKenzie identified 
indicates the location may have been used exten-
sively, either for conducting fire missions and/or 
for other purposes such as practicing deployment 
or resupply drills. The repeated use of the same 
position for firing would usually risk detection 
and exploitation by an adversary. However, its 
proximity to the ZNPP significantly reduces the 
risk of receiving counterbattery fire. 

At the same time, the location of these firing po-
sitions significantly raises the level of threat to the 
Plant itself, such as in the case of rocket launch 
failures. Such uses of the ZNPP site for military 
purposes leave little doubt that Russia has consis-
tently violated the second of the IAEA’s Concrete 
Principles for the ZNPP, which states that nuclear 
sites should not be used to store or base heavy 
weapons or military personnel.

As early as April 3, 2022, the Ukrainian Govern-
ment called for a 30 km demilitarized zone around 
the ZNPP and the withdrawal of all Russian forces 
from the Plant.715 Similarly, the IAEA unsuccess-
fully pushed for a Nuclear Safety and Security 
Protection Zone around the ZNPP.716 Calls by the 
UN Secretary General in 2022 for demilitarization 
were, however, rejected by Russia as being “un-
acceptable” because Russian armed personnel 
were stationed at the Plant “to ensure its smooth 
running and security.”717 Russia has also repeated-
ly denied that any militarization of the ZNPP has 
occurred. Indeed, at the IAEA General Conference 
in September 2022, Russia’s Ambassador to the 
IAEA, Mikhail Ulyanov, stated in response to calls 
to demilitarize the ZNPP that “one cannot demil-
itarize something that has never been militarized 
in the first place”,718 despite clear evidence to the 
contrary.
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3.3.3. Cooling System Issues: 
Critical Water Requirements

The ZNPP’s safety, like that of all nuclear power 
plants, fundamentally depends on access to wa-
ter for cooling its reactors and spent fuel. Water 
constitutes one of the most crucial components 
of nuclear facilities globally. The cooling system 
at the ZNPP relies on spray cooling ponds and 
the main cooling pond, previously replenished by 
the Kakhovka Reservoir. Before the destruction of 
the Kakhovka Dam in June 2023, the Kakhovka 
Reservoir both replenished the cooling pond to 
compensate for natural evaporation and partially 
purified its waters.719 Indeed, the license to operate 
the ZNPP was premised on the availability of the 
Kakhovka Reservoir to supply water to the ZNPP 
and, in the event of an emergency, to function 
as a vital heat sink.720 

Even in the present context of all six reactors at 
the ZNPP being in cold shutdown mode,721 water 
remains crucial to the Plant’s safety. This is be-
cause the fuel remaining inside the reactors and 
in the spent fuel pools continues to release heat, 
due to the decay of radionuclides.722 During loss 
of off-site power (LOOP) incidents, of which there 
have been nine since the start of the Russian 
occupation,723 the ZNPP is dependent on emer-
gency diesel generators that operate the safety 
systems of the reactors and spent fuel pools, 
including the cooling water pumps. Water is also 
required to cool the emergency diesel generators 
when in operation.724

Following the rapid depletion of Kakhovka Reser-
voir after the destruction of the Kakhovka Dam,725 
the ZNPP was effectively cut off from its princi-
pal water source. Given this loss of water supply 
and the inevitable further loss of water through 
evaporation, ground seepage, and ongoing cool-
ing operations, with no external replenishment 
mechanisms, Rosatom began constructing un-
derground wells at the ZNPP site in the summer 
of 2023. There are currently 11 such wells,726 which 
can provide enough water for the shutdown re-
actors’ spray ponds, but not enough to maintain 
the water inventory in the ZNPP cooling pond. It 
is estimated that the water source would have to 
supply more than ten times the volume of water 
per hour than the existing 11 wells produce to 

replenish the cooling pond and to compensate 
for its draining and filtration.727 Moreover, there 
are inherent risks in using groundwater wells, giv-
en that their use is not routine in nuclear power 
plants. As a result, there is insufficient planning 
and research to guarantee the Plant’s safety and 
the potential for the use of wells to lead to the 
tilting or partial collapse of the reactor units or 
other plant facilities. It is also possible that the 
wells may negatively impact the soils beneath 
the Plant.728 

The issue of water supply is particularly relevant to 
Russian officials’ discussions of Rosatom’s plans 
to restart one or more of the ZNPP reactors. In 
addition to problems relating to the degradation 
of the Plant’s equipment729 and qualified staff 
shortages,730 the structural integrity of the cool-
ing pond, which is necessary for restarting the 
reactors, cannot be taken for granted. The cooling 
pond was built based on engineering assessments 
that there would be external hydrological pres-
sure from the larger Kakhovka Reservoir, raising 
questions of its stability following the reservoir’s 
depletion.731 All design-basis events (incident sce-
narios anticipated and mitigated during the design 
process) were also examined in the context of the 
Kakhovka Reservoir’s availability. However, poten-
tially the most pressing issue is that operational 
reactors require active cooling and, therefore, 
far larger volumes of water than are currently 
available. 

For over a year, Russian officials have repeated-
ly stated their intention to install new pumping 
stations on the ZNPP site to increase water sup-
ply.732 Such proposals are deeply concerning in 
the current context of Russian occupation. The 
Russian military has placed mines between the 
inner and outer perimeters of the Plant and has 
established an extensive system of trenches and 
firing positions at the ZNPP cooling pond, close 
to the proposed pump station locations.733 The 
IAEA has additionally reported landmine deto-
nations close to the ZNPP, which have already 
caused damage to the Plant’s safety systems.734 
As a result, constructing pumping stations close 
to the frontline and during ongoing hostilities 
would further endanger ZNPP staff. Furthermore, 
it carries unprecedented risks for the Plant’s 
structural integrity. The IAEA would also likely be 
unable to carry out effective monitoring of the 
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construction and operation of the pump stations, 
given the Russian military’s use of the site and 
military secrecy stipulations. Moreover, pumping 
stations would not entirely solve the problem of 
water supply; it is estimated that the volume of 
water supplied by the proposed pumping station 
would only allow for the operation of one reactor 
at full capacity.735

Given that cold shutdown mode is the safest 
available in the context of ongoing hostilities, a 
return to operationality of one or more of the ZNPP 
reactors poses a significant risk increase. In its 
current mode, it would take weeks, and possibly 
even months, before uncooled reactors and spent 
fuel ponds could cause an explosion without in-
tentional sabotage.736 Returning even one reactor 
to operationality in the current context would 
dramatically reduce this timeframe and increase 
both the likelihood and potential damage of a 
radiological release.

3.3.4. Operational 
Challenges: the ZNPP’s 
Disconnection from Ukraine’s 
Nuclear System

The ZNPP’s forced disconnection from Ukraine’s 
integrated nuclear management system creates 
another operational vulnerability affecting both 
immediate safety and long-term reliability. One 
of the earliest examples of this is the damage 
inflicted by Russian strikes on the ZNPP telecom-
munications network on March 1, 2022. As the 
SNRIU reported, “the possibility of transmitting 
radiation monitoring data to the International 
Radiation Monitoring Information System (IRMIS) 
was lost”.737 This system allows for monitoring of 
radiation and data sharing during a radiological 
incident or emergency to facilitate decisionmak-
ing.738 Since early 2022, shelling has repeatedly 
disabled several radiation monitoring stations near 
the ZNPP for extended periods. By mid-2024, only 
four of the total 14 stations were operational.739 
These incidents demonstrate Russia’s continued 
willingness to damage nuclear emergency sys-
tems, potentially delaying any timely international 
response to a nuclear crisis (see Annex III).

Electricity supply is another crucial aspect of op-
erational challenges the ZNPP is currently facing. 
All nuclear power plants require a continuous elec-
tricity supply to power pumps and safety systems, 
as well as to supply water for cooling the nuclear 
fuel inside the reactor pressure vessel and the 
adjacent spent nuclear fuel pool. This electricity 
is delivered to the nuclear power plant via sub-
stations,740 transmission lines, and switchyards.741 
Before the Russian occupation, there were ten 
external transmission lines connecting the ZNPP 
to the Ukrainian electricity grid, comprising four 
750kV lines and six 330kV lines. 

Damage inflicted by Russia to one of the ZNPP’s 
750kV transmission lines was first reported on 
March 7, 2022. The SNRIU reported that one of 
the lines had sustained damage the previous 
day and had been “disconnected in the area of 
Vasylivka, Zaporizhia [sic] region, during fierce 
fighting”.742 By March 10, 2022, two of the 750kV 
lines were disconnected due to damage,743 while a 
third 750kV line was damaged on March 16, 2022. 
With only one 750kV transmission line operational 
until a second was restored on March 18, 2022,744 
the SNRIU issued its first public warning of the risk 
of a station blackout (SBO), in which both on-site 
and off-site power fails.745 For an operational nu-
clear power plant, an SBO can lead to the boiling 
of cooling water in the reactor vessel within hours, 
resulting in core damage and radiological releases 
both within the reactor containment building and 
into the environment due to overpressure within 
the containment.

On the night of September 9, 2022, the switchyard 
of the ZTPP was damaged by artillery fire.746 The 
ZTPP played a vital role in the safety systems 
of the ZNPP, as it was responsible for supplying 
emergency electrical power to the reactors in the 
event of a LOOP incident. Although the ZTPP 
switchyard was repaired within 24 hours, the out-
age highlighted the nuclear safety risks posed by 
Russia’s invasion, particularly since one ZNPP 
reactor was still operational at the time. 

At time of writing, the ZNPP has experienced nine 
LOOP events during Russia’s full-scale war. Par-
ticularly alarmingly, during a period of ten days in 
October 10–18, 2022, the ZNPP experienced two 
LOOPs as well as losses of connection via the 
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750kV line.747 Since the beginning of May 2025, 
only one of the ZNPP’s external transmission lines 
remains operational.748 As was mentioned in Sec-
tion 1, information from ZNPP employees further 
indicates that the damage to these power lines 
was most likely not accidental. One interviewee 
directly connected Russian shelling to attempts 
to disconnect the ZNPP from Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure, relating that “when the Russians 
realized that we were not disconnecting from the 
Ukrainian energy systems, they began shelling”.749 

Importantly, some interviewees emphasised Ro-
satom’s potential involvement in planning the 
damage to the power lines. One interviewee with 
in-depth knowledge of ZNPP operations during 
the occupation stated that “Rosatom is directly 
responsible for this [shelling of the ZNPP], as it 
advised the military on where to shoot in order to 
disconnect the Plant from the Ukrainian grid”.750 
The same interviewee further explained:

“Near the power units, there is an open 
switchgear. Roughly speaking, it is a place 
where five to six lines ​​converge, through 
which the nuclear power plant supplies 
electricity to the Ukrainian system. The ​​tar-
get was fired precisely at this device, which 
is a rather large and technically complex 
facility, with ​​many transformers and switch-
es, power lines, electrical equipment, and 
it takes a lot of expertise to ​​know where to 
hit. [...] If our collaborators were involved, 
they may have​​ found vulnerabilities at the 
suggestion of these people, but Rosatom 
had to coordinate further ​​actions with the 
occupying military.”751

While damage to the lines powering the ZNPP 
and its safety systems is a serious concern in 
itself, the deliberate targeting of these systems is 
more alarming still. Such actions display Russia’s 
disregard for upholding nuclear safety norms and 
even the specific principles laid down by the IAEA 
regarding the ZNPP under occupation.

Currently, while a serious nuclear accident stem-
ming from a loss of power remains a significant 
threat, the potential for radiological release is 
limited by the fact that all ZNPP reactors are in a 
state of cold shutdown. It is therefore particularly 
alarming that Russia appears to be preparing to 

restart one or more of the reactors and is con-
structing electricity lines to facilitate this. In May 
and June 2025, Greenpeace released an analysis 
of satellite imagery demonstrating that Russia 
has already constructed over 90 km of electricity 
lines and pylons in occupied Ukrainian territory 
between Mariupol and Berdiansk.752 The direction 
of construction suggests that the new line will ul-
timately be used to connect the ZNPP to Russia’s 
own electricity grid, despite the well-document-
ed dangers of restarting the Plant. Moreover, as 
of June 2025, Russia has reportedly started to 
build a floating modular pumping station at the 
ZNPP, further confirming their plans to restart the 
Plant.753 If Russia proceeds unchallenged with 
these plans to restart the ZNPP, the gravity of 
any potential incident will be severely worsened. 

A further issue stemming from the ZNPP’s dis-
connection from Ukraine’s nuclear system is the 
progressive degradation of the Plant’s equipment 
under Russian occupation. It is not possible to 
fully assess the extent of the degradation of the 
ZNPP’s nuclear technologies while the Plant re-
mains under occupation. However, the lack of 
appropriate maintenance has been flagged on 
several occasions through the IAEA’s repeated 
reports that maintenance at the ZNPP has “not 
yet reached the comprehensiveness that would 
typically be expected under normal operating 
conditions”.754 In October 2024, a potentially ra-
dioactive water leakage was detected from an 
impulse line to the primary circuit of one of the 
ZNPP’s reactors. In response, IAEA Director Gen-
eral Grossi stated: “We have identified regular 
equipment maintenance, which is vital to en-
sure sustainable nuclear safety and security, as 
a challenging area for the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear 
Power Plant during the conflict.”755 The IAEA has 
also noted that non-critical maintenance has 
been postponed at the Plant due to a lack of 
personnel and replacement parts, as their delivery 
is only possible on a case-by-case basis due to 
the Russian occupation.756 Although non-critical 
maintenance issues may not pose an immediate 
threat of significant radiological release, their 
implications can compound over time. For this 
reason, Rosatom’s negligence with respect to 
non-urgent maintenance is creating grave long-
term risks for nuclear safety and security.
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While IAEA Director General Grossi has noted 
that “what was once virtually unimaginable, that 
a major nuclear power plant would repeatedly 
lose all of its external power connections, has 
unfortunately become a common occurrence”.757 
it is essential that the elevated risk of radiological 
release at the ZNPP does not become accepted or 
normalized. As the above demonstrates, Russian 
activities at the ZNPP regarding off-site power 
and maintenance, in which Rosatom is complicit, 
have repeatedly violated the first and fourth of 
the IAEA’s Five Concrete Principles for the Plant. 
Those principles stipulate, respectively, that there 
should be no attack from or against the ZNPP 
(including critical infrastructure) and that off-site 
power should not be compromised.

3.3.5. Nuclear Safety and 
Security Implications of ZNPP 
Working Conditions

The ability of qualified and highly trained person-
nel to perform their duties without intimidation and 
psychological or physical stress is undoubtedly 
a fundamental requirement for the safe opera-
tion of any nuclear power plant. The violations 
of nuclear safety and security at the ZNPP under 
Russian occupation therefore also stem from the 
conditions under which its employees have been 
made to work.

The third of the IAEA’s Seven Pillars specifically 
stipulates that “operating staff must be able to 
fulfill their safety and security duties and have 
the capacity to make decisions free of undue 
pressure”. Information collected by Truth Hounds, 
however, shows that this principle has been un-
dermined consistently and on a large scale under 
Russian occupation. According to Truth Hounds’ 
data alone, dozens of ZNPP employees have been 
subjected to detention, torture, and intimidation 
before being forced to return to work and carry 
out critical functions at the Plant. For instance, 
interviewees have related being forced to return 
to work shifts directly after being subjected to 
torture and inhuman treatment, as well as being 
deprived of sleep. In one illustrative example, an 
interviewee described a colleague being made to 
complete an eight-hour night shift during which 
he was responsible for nuclear safety at the ZNPP 

immediately after returning from being beaten by 
the Russians and being deprived of sleep (see 
Section 1).758

In many cases, this widespread, systematic treat-
ment has had severe psychological and physi-
cal consequences, further impeding employees’ 
ability to perform their professional duties safely. 
Moreover, other staff members are aware of these 
practices and understand that they or their rel-
atives could receive similar treatment if they are 
perceived as disloyal, reinforcing an atmosphere 
of intimidation. These conditions at the ZNPP 
cannot be separated from—and exist in symbiosis 
with—the broader climate of fear and pressure 
created by the occupation of the city itself, since 
conditions in the city remain an integral part of 
the lives of the Plant’s employees.

The documented atmosphere of fear and intim-
idation at the ZNPP is particularly relevant when 
considering emergency scenario management. 
In any accident or serious incident scenario, nu-
clear power plant operators play a crucial role 
in mitigating the impact of the incident and in 
the early notification of an emergency. Under 
normal operating conditions, the intervention 
of ZNPP personnel in an emergency would be 
critical to determining the sequence of events 
and, to some extent, their severity. The Russian 
military and Rosatom’s systemic abuse of ZNPP 
staff therefore poses a risk not only to the lives 
and wellbeing of ZNPP personnel, but also to the 
Plant’s safety systems.

3.3.6. Serious Incident Risks

In light of the pervasive nuclear safety and se-
curity issues highlighted in this section, it is im-
portant to consider their implications for the risk 
of serious radiological incidents. While the full 
range of potential incident scenarios is beyond 
the scope of this report, an important scenario to 
consider is the loss of all cooling function to the 
reactor core nuclear fuel, particularly in light of 
the numerous LOOP events at the ZNPP.

Even when a nuclear power plant is not operating, 
a substantial amount of residual heat remains in 
the fuel core, requiring continuous cooling by the 
ultimate heat sink (UHS). The UHS comprises the 
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complex of water sources necessary to shut down 
a reactor safely and remove residual heat from 
it.759 A UHS for a nuclear power plant in generation 
mode is dependent on an electricity supply, so 
loss of the UHS is an inevitable consequence of 
a LOOP followed by an SBO. In this scenario, the 
nuclear fuel would heat up over several weeks 
before reaching a temperature at which it would 
undergo a meltdown. 

In the case of the ZNPP, spent fuel in the cooling 
pond would heat up and evaporate its cooling wa-
ter. If the water level were to drop to a level where 
the fuel was exposed to air, a highly exothermic 
reaction between the nuclear fuel, assembly clad-
ding, and reactor core would occur, potentially 
leading to fuel melt. This runaway zirconium ox-
idation reaction, also known as a zirconium fire, 
would release even larger amounts of radiation 
than the reactor core itself.

If the ZNPP reactors were to become operational 
again, the loss of cooling function would lead 
to fuel meltdown in hours, not weeks. The time 
available to recover from the loss of the UHS be-
fore fuel damage in the worst-case scenario at 
ZNPP-type reactors is only two and a half hours. 
The time until the water in the spent fuel pools 
starts boiling is two hours, while the time available 
until the fuel is uncovered is 20 to 30 hours.760

This is a possible sequence of events leading to 
core damage in generation mode:

Phase 1: Grid collapse

	→ Damage to one or several main substations.

	→ Critical disruption to the grid, pushing frequen-
cy or voltage beyond acceptable limits with 
no additional generation capacity available.

	→ LOOP for one or several nuclear power plants.

	→ Reactor scram: Electricity at the Plant required 
for safety systems is provided by on-site diesel 
generators, batteries, and/or trip to house 
load by one reactor at minimal power.

	→ Due to the loss of generation capacity of one 
or multiple nuclear power plants, the limit-
ed remaining generation capacity in the grid 
cannot compensate. This causes a general 
blackout.

Phase 2: Not possible to 
restart the grid (black start)

	→ As most hydroelectric and coal-fired plants 
are damaged and nuclear power plants do not 
have a black start capability, it is impossible 
to restart the grid. This leads to a prolonged 
blackout.

	→ Diesel generators run out of fuel or malfunc-
tion, while house-load production at the nu-
clear power plant fails.

	→ Nuclear power plant SBO: All safety functions 
at the nuclear power plant cease.

	→ Reactor core damage and large-scale release 
of radiation.

When considering these serious incident scenarios 
in the context of Russia’s war in Ukraine, there 
is also the possibility of deliberate sabotage by 
Russian forces. This is a new element, since the 
risk factors of deliberate intent and opportunity to 
damage a nuclear power plant have never been 
included in formal regulatory reviews of nuclear 
power plant safety assessments.

As the ZNPP is landlocked, in the event of a seri-
ous radiological release, most of the radioactive 
contamination would be deposited on land and 
into river systems, such as the Dnipro. By con-
trast, at Fukushima Daiichi, approximately 80% 
of the radioactive contamination was released 
into or deposited onto the Pacific Ocean.761 Any 
incident at the ZNPP therefore risks a massive 
concentration of radioactive contamination stay-
ing in water systems and land primarily used for 
agriculture, with far-reaching consequences for 
the environment and wildlife.

In the case of a nuclear reactor event, atmospher-
ic modelling simulations indicate that the highest 
risk of contamination would be within a radius of 
a few hundred kilometers, primarily in Ukraine, 
but also in neighboring countries. At a lower level 
of contamination, still requiring protective mea-
sures, it would affect much of Central, Eastern, 
and Southern Europe, including western Russia.762 
These are, however, models for only single reactor 
events. Multiple reactor failures at the ZNPP are 
also credible scenarios.
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In light of the collected evidence, it is difficult 
to suggest that Russia is upholding any of the 
IAEA Seven Pillars, or, indeed, its Five Concrete 
Principles for the ZNPP. While it is not possible 
to provide a comprehensive assessment of the 
true extent of the Russian occupation’s impact 
on nuclear safety and security at present, the 
actions of Rosatom and the Russian military have 
consistently placed both ZNPP employees and 
the safety of the ZNPP site at risk. As such, the 
nuclear safety and security violations detailed 
in this chapter must be viewed together, given 
that their capacity to compound one another 
increases both the likelihood and severity of a 
potential emergency.

The conduct of Rosatom in this regard is particu-
larly alarming. The corporation has demonstrated 
not only an inability to protect personnel and 
safely manage the Plant, but also blatant disre-
gard for nuclear safety and security standards in 
pursuit of Russia’s broader political and military 
objectives. However, as the next section details, 
both Rosatom’s conduct at the ZNPP and its in-
tegration into the repressive system of occupa-
tion in Enerhodar are not entirely unanticipated, 
given the corporation’s role in Russia’s strategic 
statecraft more broadly.

3.4. Conclusion
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89 SECONDS 
Installation made of fermented kombucha, 2025.

YEVHENIIA HRYHORYAN AND KATERYNA SHAVANOVA

This installation was first exhibited as part of the ‘Serendipitous Events’ 
initiative within the framework of the ‘EU for Gender Equality: Together 
against Gender Stereotypes and Gender-Based Violence’ (phase 2), 
funded by the European Union and implemented in cooperation with 
UN Women Ukraine and UNFPA Ukraine. The exhibition was organised in 
cooperation with the Ukrainian House, under the curatorial supervision 
of the agency and the NGO Port of Culture.

Photos by Danylo Antoniuk
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SECTION 4

Rosatom: Strategic 
Dimensions of 
Nuclear Power
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Rosatom is one of Russia’s largest state-owned 
corporations. Established in 2007, it encompasses 
more than 360 enterprises operating in the nuclear 
energy and related technologies sector. In recent 
years, the corporation has pursued significant 
business diversification beyond nuclear activities, 
expanding into engineering, digital technologies, 
and other sectors, with strategic plans to derive 
at least 40% of revenues from these new business 
areas by 2030.763 Rosatom holds a privileged po-
sition even among Russian state corporations due 
to its direct legal subordination to the President 
of the Russian Federation, who is responsible for 
defining the strategic objectives of the corpora-
tion’s activities.764

The corporation operates with notable flexibility 
across the seemingly distinct spheres of global 
energy markets, Russia’s domestic governance 
structures, and administrative functions in oc-
cupied territories, particularly around the ZNPP, 
as illustrated in the previous section. This pat-
tern becomes even clearer when viewed within 
the broader context of Rosatom’s international 
expansion and integration into Russia’s strategic 
statecraft. This section analyzes the corporation’s 
role within Russia’s state system, focusing on 
how its technical expertise aligns with and serves 
broader strategic political objectives. It also ex-
plores Rosatom’s international presence, namely 
its position in global nuclear markets, control over 
uranium resources, and development of nuclear 
infrastructure across multiple continents. These 

activities reveal distinct patterns of how nuclear 
infrastructure shapes interstate relations.

This analysis draws on various sources, including 
an examination of financing agreements, technical 
partnerships, and governance structures, reveal-
ing consistent patterns in Rosatom’s operations 
across different contexts.

While the preceding sections documented Ro-
satom’s direct role in occupying the ZNPP, this 
section examines the broader institutional archi-
tecture that enabled such actions. Understanding 
Rosatom’s dual function—as both a global com-
mercial enterprise and an instrument of state 
policy—is essential to comprehending how the 
same corporation that builds reactors worldwide 
could seamlessly transition to administering an 
occupied territory. The analysis reveals how insti-
tutional characteristics that facilitate international 
nuclear expansion also enable rapid deployment 
for strategic political objectives.

The aim of this section is to demonstrate that, 
despite Rosatom’s direct involvement in adminis-
tering the occupying regime and exerting pressure 
on ZNPP personnel, the corporation has simulta-
neously continued to expand its global influence. 
By examining its activities, the section highlights 
how Rosatom leverages its dual role—as an instru-
ment of coercion in occupied territories and as a 
key player in global nuclear markets—to advance 
Russia’s broader strategic objectives.

4.1. Introduction
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4.2.1. The State Corporation 
Model

Rosatom operates as a “state corporation”,765 a 
specific legal category under Russian law. The 
relevant legislation defines a state corporation 
as a non-commercial organization established 
through individual federal laws to perform “social, 
administrative, or other socially beneficial func-
tions”.766 While its legal basis was formed in 1999, 
the state corporation model emerged during the 
mid-2000s as part of a broader recentralization 
of key economic sectors under Putin’s adminis-
tration.767 

Russian state corporations enjoy a distinct legal 
status, with accountability primarily to high-lev-
el state bodies and are subject to government 
reporting requirements, as well as audits by the 
Accounts Chamber, rather than regular minis-
terial supervision. This centralized oversight is 
exemplified by Rosatom’s governance structure. 
Supervisory board members maintain direct ties 
with the presidential administration, including a 
deputy director of the FSB. This underscores the 
corporation’s integration within Russia’s security 
apparatus. For strategic corporations like Rostec 
and Rosatom, their operational mandate spans 
civil and military domains. Russian state corpora-
tions also possess statutory authority to manage 
allocated state assets independently, while being 
required to publish annual reports on asset utili-
zation.768 Unlike publicly traded companies, state 

corporations cannot declare bankruptcy and follow 
fewer disclosure requirements.769 Property trans-
ferred from the Russian Federation becomes the 
corporation’s own, enabling Rosatom to manage 
these assets without government approval for 
each transaction.770 The corporation can establish 
its own procurement rules and has authority over 
state reserves of fissile materials while participat-
ing in government defense contracts, creating 
overlap between civilian nuclear operations and 
military-strategic functions.771

The very structure of Russian state corporations 
integrates civilian and military functions within 
single corporate entities. This integration is ex-
plicit in the founding documents of state corpo-
rations like Rostec,772 which specify functions for 
“demonstrating civilian, military, and dual-purpose 
products” and “facilitating foreign trade activities 
related to military products”.773 Rostec has created 
specialized structures with Vnesheconombank, 
including NPO Conversion, designed to trans-
fer technology between the defense and civilian 
sectors.774 As Rostec CEO Sergei Chemezov has 
noted, their priorities include “achieving parity 
between military and civilian products” and en-
abling technology transfers between sectors.775

Rosatom operates through a vertically integrated 
organizational structure with specialized subsid-
iaries managing distinct segments of the nuclear 
value chain. Rosenergoatom oversees domestic 
power generation, TVEL controls fuel cycle opera-
tions from uranium enrichment to waste manage-
ment, and Atomstroyexport handles international 
reactor construction projects. Additional divisions 
manage uranium mining, research activities, and 
fleet operations, including specialized vessels.776 
This comprehensive corporate architecture posi-
tions the corporation as a critical component of 

765 In Russian: “государственная корпорация.”

772 Rostec is a Russian state corporation established in 2007 to promote the 
development, production, and export of high-tech industrial products. It 
operates across numerous sectors including aviation, the automotive sec-
tor, electronics, medical equipment, and arms manufacturing, serving as a 
government partner in technology and industrial development.

4.2. State Corporation Logic: 
Rosatom within Russia’s 
Governance System



104

Russia’s technological infrastructure, enabling 
coordinated implementation of state priorities 
across multiple sectors and international markets.

The state corporation model holds strategic sig-
nificance in the context of Russia’s war on Ukraine 
and the resulting economic restructuring. Russia’s 
Technological Development Concept through 
2030, adopted by the government in May 2023, 
puts “technological sovereignty” at its centre.777 
Technological sovereignty is described as “the 
presence in the country (under national control) 
of critical and crosscutting technologies, propri-
etary development pathways, and production 
conditions” that ensure Russia can independently 
achieve its national goals.778 The Concept explicitly 
designates state corporations for the implemen-
tation of technological sovereignty, requiring the 
establishment of “chief designers and chief tech-
nologists for critical technologies in each state 
corporation” and mandating a “reassembly and 
relaunch of innovation development programs for 
state corporations”.779 

These provisions position state corporations 
alongside other institutional actors—including 
state-owned enterprises, politically aligned private 
companies, and research institutes—in Russia’s 
broader efforts to reduce technological depen-
dence on foreign sources. State corporations 
represent one particularly distinctive mechanism 
within this complex system, combining specialized 
technical mandates with governance advantages 
not enjoyed by conventional enterprises. Crucially, 
this same institutional structure also proved ad-
vantageous for Russia’s occupation of the ZNPP 
and the surrounding area, enabling Rosatom to 
extend its functions beyond the energy sector 
into the direct administration of occupied territory.

4.2.2. Personnel and Media 
Networks

Rosatom leverages its status as a state corpo-
ration to develop mechanisms of international 
influence through the energy sector worldwide. 
Rosatom leverages its status as a state corpo-
ration to develop mechanisms of international 
influence through the energy sector worldwide. 
With Russian Government support, the corpo-

ration offers various operational models, most 
commonly “Engineering, Procurement, Construc-
tion” or “Build-Operate-Transfer” arrangements. 
However, the full «Build-Own-Operate» model—as 
implemented at Türkiye’s Akkuyu Nuclear Power 
Plant—represents a more comprehensive approach 
that ensures complete Russian control over con-
struction, financing, and long-term operations. 
This arrangement creates an unprecedented 
situation of Russian operational control over nu-
clear infrastructure within a North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization member state, particularly signifi-
cant given the alliance’s 2022 Strategic Concept 
designation of Russia as «the most significant 
and direct threat to Allies’ security”.780 

This approach is strengthened by substantial state 
credits covering over 80% of project costs—10 
billion EUR (approximately 11.5 billion USD) for 
nuclear plants in Belarus and Hungary and 25 
billion USD for Egypt—which create relationships 
of financial dependency with partner countries.781 
Through its subsidiary TVEL, Rosatom maintains 
a monopoly on fuel supply for many reactors, 
controlling approximately 30% of EU nuclear 
fuel deliveries as of 2023.782 The corporation’s 
coordination with governmental and diplomatic 
structures is also systematic: as the International 
Centre for Defence and Security notes of Rosa-
tom’s international projects, “all saw the direct 
involvement of the Russian government during the 
negotiations”, with state engagement continuing 
through project implementation via government 
loans, operational support, and long-term tech-
nical assistance programs.783 

The structure of Russian state corporations fa-
cilitates the direct implementation of strategic 
initiatives while maintaining close alignment with 
executive priorities. Since Russia’s full-scale inva-
sion of Ukraine, the concept of “sovereignty” has 
gained particular prominence in official discourse. 
In a December 2023 address, Putin articulated 
this priority explicitly, stating that “for Russia, 
the main thing is sovereignty”.784 Putin clarified 
this concept as encompassing three pillars: high 
consolidation of Russian society, stability of the 
financial and economic system, and increasing 
the capabilities of the security forces, including 
the army and security agencies.785 With its con-
centrated expertise and distinctive governance 
arrangements, Rosatom naturally embodies this 
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intersection, with technological capabilities that 
official discourse consistently frames as essential 
foundations to national independence.

Among the seven conditions for economic sover-
eignty outlined by then First Deputy Prime Minister 
Andrei Belousov in his 2023 lecture “Sovereign 
Economy: Steps that made Russia strong”, at 
least two directly involve Rosatom.786 Belousov 
presented these conditions as necessary for Rus-
sia’s economic sovereignty. The conditions include 
having “effective production and self-sufficiency 
in essential resources”, including energy, and 
developing “modern infrastructure across several 
domains”, including energy systems. This frame-
work shows why Rosatom’s activities go beyond 
ordinary business operations. By positioning en-
ergy infrastructure as foundational to national 
independence, this doctrine extends logically to 
international operations. The corporation’s inter-
national energy projects create dependencies that 
extend beyond commercial relationships, putting 
Russia’s sovereignty doctrine into practice through 
technical infrastructure.

Rosatom’s integration into Russia’s governance 
system, as a state corporation balancing econom-
ic flexibility and direct subordination to presidential 
authority, has created favourable conditions for 
developing extensive communications capabilities. 
This institutional status allows the corporation to 
establish media structures that further industry 
developments and strategic narratives through 
specialized channels. Indeed, Rosatom’s extensive 
media infrastructure extends well beyond typical 
corporate communications, demonstrating its 
strategic approach to public relations and po-
sitioning. The corporation’s flagship publication 
“Strana Rosatom” (Country Rosatom) functions 
as its primary news resource, systematically docu-
menting corporate developments while contextu-
alizing them within broader strategic narratives.787 
Several specialized publications supplement this 
central platform, each targeting different audienc-
es, including the analytical journal “Noviy Atomniy 
Ekspert” (New Nuclear Expert), which focuses on 
technical developments, “Vestnik Atomproma” 
(Atomic Industry Herald), which highlights Rosa-
tom’s achievements, and “Luch” (Ray) magazine, 
which specifically targets residents of nuclear 
cities.788 This coordinated media ecosystem allows 
Rosatom to shape public perceptions of nucle-

ar energy while securing its strategic position in 
Russia’s information space.

Russia’s state corporation model functions within a 
strategically designed institutional ecosystem that 
systematically integrates specialized expertise 
with governance authority. Operating alongside 
state-controlled joint-stock companies like Rosneft 
and Gazprom, state corporations participate in 
coordinated networks where technical knowledge 
and political decisionmaking converge through 
deliberate personnel circulation and institutional 
alignment, creating amplified capacity to pursue 
complex strategic objectives across multiple crit-
ical sectors.

The strategic circulation of key figures between 
corporate and government positions underscores 
these integration patterns. Igor Sechin’s move-
ment between government positions (deputy chief 
of the presidential administration from 2000 to 
2008 and deputy prime minister from 2008 to 
2012) and Rosneft leadership roles (chairman of 
the board from 2004 to 2011 and CEO since 2012) 
is emblematic of this pattern. Similarly, Sergei 
Chemezov, who served alongside Vladimir Putin 
in Dresden in the 1980s, has led state corporation 
Rostec since its formation in 2007, while main-
taining significant informal influence within gov-
ernment circles. Igor Shuvalov’s transition from 
first deputy prime minister (2008-2018) directly to 
chair of the state development corporation VEB.
RF further exemplifies how high-ranking officials 
move seamlessly between strategic corporate 
positions.789 This circulation of personnel creates 
governance mechanisms that maintain strategic 
continuity across formally distinct institutional 
frameworks.

Rosatom’s development under Sergei Kiriyenko 
offers a clear example of how corporate gover-
nance connects with state priorities. Although 
less internationally visible than other figures in 
Putin’s system, Kiriyenko led the Federal Atomic 
Energy Agency from 2005 until it was reorganized 
as Rosatom in 2007, a position he held until 2016. 
During this period, he established a vertically 
integrated structure with a global reach. After 
becoming first deputy chief of the presidential 
administration in 2016—one of the most powerful 
positions in the Russian Government—Kiriyenko 
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maintained his connection to Rosatom by staying 
on as chair of its supervisory board. 

This dual role is typical of the system within which 
Rosatom operates, since power in Russia derives 
from both official positions and personal access 
to the leadership. Kiriyenko’s influence extends 
through his ability to position various sectors as 
requiring political oversight, thereby expanding 
his administrative reach.790 Strong evidence exists 
that Kiriyenko’s activities reach far beyond the 
nuclear sector; in September 2024, the US Depart-
ment of Justice alleged he directed Russian firms 
in the “Doppelganger Operation” to covertly dis-
seminate Kremlin propaganda aimed at reducing 
support for Ukraine and influencing foreign elec-
tions.791 In addition, according to former Ukrainian 
National Security and Defence Council Secretary 
Oleksiy Danilov: “The main ideologue and lobbyist 
for the destruction of Ukraine’s energy infrastruc-
ture is Russian Presidential Administration Deputy 
Head Sergei Kiriyenko, who through his work at 
Rosatom has developed strong expertise in the 
energy sector.”792 While this assessment requires 
critical examination and additional verification, 
it indicates the former Rosatom leader’s role in 
coordinating strategic aspects of Russia’s war 
on Ukraine.

Rosatom exemplifies how one of the world’s key 
energy companies was deliberately structured 
to serve dual functions within Russia’s strategic 
architecture. Its ambiguous legal status enables 
it to operate simultaneously as a commercial en-
terprise in global markets and as an instrument 
advancing broader state objectives. When stra-
tegic priorities shift, the corporation’s institutional 
frameworks adapt to new functions beyond con-
ventional commercial operations. This governance 
pattern, where specialized industrial knowledge 
serves broader state purposes, defines Russia’s 
state corporation model and distinguishes it from 
standard corporate arrangements in market econ-
omies.
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Many states increasingly view nuclear power as a 
practical option for supporting energy transition 
goals, offering low-carbon baseload capacity de-
spite high up-front costs, regulatory complexity, 
and waste management challenges. However, in 
the case of Rosatom, its extensive international 
economic activities and international presence 
lend it a particular strategic importance. This 
section analyzes Rosatom’s international com-
mercial activities, revealing how the intertwining 
of economic and strategic interests serves as 
a geopolitical instrument for the Russian state. 
This analysis must navigate between two analyt-

ical traps: neither dismissing Rosatom’s activities 
as mere commercial ventures nor treating every 
contract as evidence of malevolent geopolitical 
design.

Over the past decade, power plants have provid-
ed around 10% of global electricity generation, 
remaining on a consistent level with an additional 
69.8 GW(e) nuclear capacity connected to the grid 
since the beginning of 2013.793 In other words, 
nuclear capacity expanded in proportion to overall 
electricity demand growth. As of 2024, 413 reac-
tors were operating in 31 countries, contributing 

4.3. Global Nuclear 
Presence: Rosatom’s 
International Operations
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to a global capacity of 371.5 GW(e). Another 25 
licensed for operation remained suspended.794 
Annual nuclear operations require approximately 
80,000 tons of uranium, sourced primarily through 
mining, spent fuel recycling, and downblending 
weapons-grade material.795 

According to the most recent data from the IAEA, 
as of 2024, 59 reactors with a total capacity of 61.1 
GW(e) were under construction in 17 countries.796 
Additionally, as previously noted, as of 2025, ap-
proximately 65 plants are under construction,797 
with plans for a further 90.798 Most operational 
nuclear facilities are concentrated in industrial-
ized regions, such as North America and Europe, 
as well as in China and Japan, where financial 
resources, technical expertise, and governance 
structures have historically supported complex 
nuclear development. Meanwhile, South Ameri-
ca, Africa, and much of Asia have limited nucle-
ar generation capacity despite growing energy 
demands.799 This geographic disparity presents 
strategic opportunities for established nuclear 
actors to expand their influence. The expansion 
of nuclear energy has the potential to reshape 
regional energy governance relationships and 
alter regional power dynamics, influencing the 
geopolitical landscape of global power generation. 

The Russian Federation, uniquely positioned 
through the concentration of Soviet-era nuclear 
expertise and the establishment of a centralized 
state corporation, used this as a foundation to 
secure a leading role in emerging nuclear markets 
and in established and strategically important 
regions. The first factor—the nuclear complex in-
herited from the former Soviet Union—enabled 
Russia to maintain continuity in its nuclear strate-
gy throughout the 1990s, despite severe economic 
challenges. During this period, Russia secured new 
reactor export agreements with Iran, China, and 
India, laying the groundwork for future market ex-
pansion. Later, Russia formalized its nuclear sector 
development through the Federal Target Program, 
adopted in 2006, which outlined ambitious goals 
to expand nuclear capacity by 2–3 GWe annually 
through 2030.800 The second factor—Rosatom’s 
establishment as a state corporation in 2007, amid 
a broader consolidation of “sovereignty-forming” 
industries—created an institutional architecture 
capable of pursuing both commercial objectives 

and strategic state interests across increasingly 
diverse global markets.

Rosatom’s activities and their connection to Rus-
sia’s broader geopolitical interests have been the 
subject of extensive scholarly analysis.801 Pami 
Aalto et al. find that the Russian state furthered its 
foreign policy interests by reinforcing and extend-
ing diplomatic relationships in the nuclear energy 
sector through Rosatom’s ventures in Hungary and 
Finland.802 In particular, they highlight how Russia 
pursues nuclear energy diplomacy when sanctions 
make gains harder to achieve elsewhere—specifi-
cally, commercial profits, economic modernization 
benefits, and foreign policy influence (pathways 
that have become increasingly crucial since Rus-
sia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine intensified Russia’s 
international isolation).

Kasper Szulecki and Indra Overland of the Norwe-
gian Institute of International Affairs argue that 
Rosatom develops strategic influence through 
the integration of infrastructure. Their framework 
proposes “a continuum of energy statecraft tools” 
that operate through incremental dependencies 
rather than fitting into the binary framework of 
“energy weapon” versus “soft power”.803 Nonethe-
less, they find that even Rosatom’s activities that 
can be considered soft-power diplomacy create 
“dependencies that can be further expanded and 
exploited and thus should not be overlooked”.804

Szulecki and Overland’s framework isolates three 
critical dimensions of Rosatom’s approach: 

	→ The strategic cultivation of technical inte-
gration that creates enduring operational 
relationships; 

	→ The development of institutional frameworks 
that extend influence beyond direct energy 
supply; and

	→ The systematization of “second-order” de-
pendencies through personal and informal 
ties that facilitate lobbying and information 
access. 

Their analysis reveals that countries where Rosa-
tom-built reactors generate significant proportions 
of electricity (>10%) are predominantly former So-
viet republics and Eastern Bloc states with estab-
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lished technical relationships with Russia’s nuclear 
sector.805 These enduring institutional connec-
tions have created infrastructure dependencies 
that persist despite shifting geopolitical align-
ments, demonstrating how technical integration 
transcends conventional political boundaries.806 
Rosatom’s activities in Türkiye provide further 
evidence: the Akkuyu Nuclear Power Plant, of 
which the first unit is expected to come online 
in 2025,807 will remain owned and operated by 
Rosatom throughout its operational lifecycle. A 
Russian state corporation’s ownership of strategic 
nuclear infrastructure in a North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization member state, lending the Plant 
what Szulecki and Overland term a “peculiar extra-
territorial status”,808 is unprecedented and raises 
important questions regarding long-term security.

Examining Rosatom’s global activities reveals an 
approach to international influence that operates 
through multiple, complementary channels simul-
taneously. Rather than relying solely on direct 
control over energy resources, the corporation 
establishes technical relationships that create 
structural dependencies through specialised train-
ing programs, distinctive financing arrangements, 
and comprehensive infrastructure partnerships.809 
These mechanisms reflect a calibrated approach 
to energy statecraft that demonstrates remark-
able resilience even during periods of heightened 
geopolitical tension.

Rosatom’s business model, centred on construct-
ing and exporting reactors, and selling uranium 
supplies and services,810 ensures a sustained flow 
of revenue. According to its 2023 annual report, 
Rosatom has 459 subsidiaries and 343,000 em-
ployees.811 Its global revenue in 2023 was report-
ed to be 2.572 trillion RUB (approximately 28.3 
billion USD), with 443 billion RUB (approximately 
4.9 billion USD) contributed as taxes to Russian 
government budgets at all levels, with around 16 
billion USD generated from foreign markets.812 As 
a vast diversified entity, Rosatom relies heavily on 
numerous subsidiaries to manage its operations 
both within and beyond the Russian Federation. 
These subsidiaries enable Rosatom to expand its 
influence in targeted countries and strengthen its 
grip on their economies, thereby gaining power 
on the regional and global scale.813 Rosatom’s key 
subsidiaries play a crucial role in Russia’s nuclear 
industry, including the TVEL Fuel Company (in-

volved in nuclear fuel production and uranium 
enrichment), Techsnabexport/TENEX (involved in 
the export of uranium products), Rosenergoatom 
(involved in nuclear power plant operations), At-
omstroyexport (involved in the export of nuclear 
power equipment and services), Atomenergo-
prom (a holding company unifying civil nuclear 
assets), Atomredmetzoloto (involved in uranium 
mining), and specialized design and engineering 
organizations. Together, these subsidiaries form a 
vertically integrated structure spanning the entire 
nuclear fuel cycle from uranium mining to power 
generation and waste management.814

Rosatom’s competitive advantage stems from 
its distinctive business model, which contrasts 
sharply with Western nuclear vendors. The corpo-
ration offers a comprehensive «turnkey, full-cycle» 
approach, which encompasses design, construc-
tion, fuel supply, and waste management under 
single-point responsibility, supported by Russian 
government-backed concessional financing at 
2–4% annual interest rates and compressed 5–7 
year build timelines.815 This streamlined package 
appeals to countries seeking rapid, affordable 
nuclear power development, especially when com-
pared to Western projects that typically require 
stringent independent regulatory oversight, rely 
on commercial debt at 5–7% interest rates, involve 
multiple contractors with divided responsibilities, 
and extend over 8–12 years with higher overall 
capital costs.

As of 2024, Russia’s dominance in the nuclear 
power industry has not only persisted but inten-
sified, with Rosatom’s average annual revenue 
growing by 24% from 2023.816 This growth has 
occurred despite countries including the UK, US, 
and Canada imposing limited sanctions on parts 
of the Rosatom leadership and on certain Ro-
satom subsidiaries following Russia’s full-scale 
invasion of Ukraine.817 In particular, this expansion 
occurred despite its defensive strategic character, 
evidenced by a twofold increase in European im-
ports of Russian nuclear fuel between 2022 and 
2023—a surge driven by EU operators’ systematic 
stockpiling to ensure supply security during their 
anticipated transition away from Russian depen-
dence.818

Rosatom’s systematic engagement in three core 
domains has facilitated its growing international 
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presence, including dominance in key fuel-pro-
cessing technologies, the development of nuclear 
construction projects with innovative financing 
models, and the establishment of long-term op-
erational relationships. These strategies enable 
Rosatom to utilize its technical capabilities to 
establish enduring relationships with partner 
countries. 

4.3.1. Dominance in Key Fuel-
Processing Technologies

Global reliance on Russian nuclear services re-
mains substantial, particularly in uranium conver-
sion and enrichment. Russia accounts for nearly 
40% of global conversion services819 and approx-
imately 44% of global enrichment capacity, while 
also possessing the ability to meet up to 50% of 
worldwide nuclear fuel demand.820 

Trade data from 2023 reveals a sharp rise in Rus-
sian nuclear fuel exports to Europe, with total 
nuclear fuel imports to the EU reaching 707 tons, 
of which 573 tons came from Russia—up from 314 
tons in 2022. This surge represents a strategic 
stockpiling effort by European utility companies, 
who now maintain an average of two to three 
years of fuel reserves to mitigate potential supply 
disruptions during their transition to alternative 
suppliers.821 The uptick in trade and increased 
reliance on Rosatom’s fuel and technological ex-
pertise, which also involves countries like Egypt, 
Iran, China, and India, signals an economic boost 
for Russia and highlights an expansion of Russian 
geopolitical influence.822 For example, Rosatom 
supplied over 375 million USD worth of fuel for 
a Chinese reactor at the Xiapu Nuclear Power 
Plant,823 raising concerns within the then US De-
partment of Defense about its potential contri-
bution to Beijing’s nuclear weapons stockpile.824

The global nuclear fuel cycle depends upon en-
riching approximately 80,000 tons of mined ura-
nium annually for use in reactors.825 A handful of 
companies across the globe dominate the enrich-
ment process, with almost all commercial enrich-
ment being conducted by Rosatom, the China 
National Nuclear Corporation, Orano (in France), 
and Urenco (jointly owned by the British and Dutch 
Governments, as well as the German energy com-

panies RWE and E.ON).826 Among these, Rosatom 
remains dominant, accounting for approximately 
44% of global enrichment capacity and 17% of fuel 
fabrication.827 This dominance translates into a 
substantial market presence across continents, 
with Russian suppliers providing 27% of American 
and 38% of European utilities’ enrichment ser-
vices.828 Yet, this dominance masks significant 
vulnerabilities: Rosatom’s enrichment facilities 
rely heavily on Western-manufactured centrifuge 
components and control systems, creating po-
tential chokepoints that sanctions regimes have 
yet to fully exploit.829

Importantly, Rosatom’s network of 31 special-
ized facilities spans the complete fuel cycle, from 
conversion and enrichment to fabrication and 
waste management. Additionally, established 
partnerships with Kazakhstan, the world’s lead-
ing uranium producer, have created enduring 
supply chain arrangements throughout Russian 
territory.830 This integrated infrastructure enables 
Russia to maintain dominant market positions 
despite accounting for only 5% of global uranium 
production. As highlighted by Rosatom’s position 
in global markets, processing capabilities, rather 
than resource ownership, are the main determi-
nants of power dynamics in nuclear markets.831

The uranium market continues to evolve through 
new extraction projects and processing arrange-
ments in various regions, including countries like 
Namibia and Niger.832 While operating through for-
mal commercial frameworks, these developments 
carry profound implications for regional stability 
and geopolitical positioning. Niger’s political trans-
formation, for example, offers a striking illustration 
of resource geopolitics in action. Following a 2023 
coup, military leaders promptly revoked the ura-
nium mining permit held by the French company 
Orano, citing contractual violations and allega-
tions of disproportionate resource extraction. 
While not resulting in confirmed agreements, this 
development generated speculation about poten-
tial openings for alternative international partner-
ships, including reported early-stage contacts 
between Russian entities and Niger’s transitional 

835 Pressurized heavy-water reactors utilize heavy water as a moderator and 
natural uranium fuel without enrichment, providing nuclear technology path-
ways that reduce reliance on the concentrated global uranium enrichment 
market, which is dominated by a small number of international suppliers. 
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authorities. This disruption casts a shadow over 
previously approved Western ventures, including 
Canadian firm Global Atomic’s promising uranium 
project that received government authorization 
in 2020 and was expected to yield approximately 
50,000 tons of uranium ore from 2026.833 Despite 
reassurances from Niger’s transitional authorities, 
such projects now face deep uncertainties as re-
source governance becomes increasingly aligned 
with shifting geopolitical affiliations rather than 
established commercial relationships.

Efforts to challenge Rosatom’s processing dom-
inance face substantial technical barriers and 
capability gaps. Despite significant investment, 
the recent flagship US Piketon facility in Ohio 
produced only 900 kg of enriched uranium in 
2024.834 This insignificant fraction of global re-
quirements further underlines the advantage of 
established Russian infrastructure. While alterna-
tive approaches exist—from Australia’s untapped 
reserves, to Kazakhstan’s potential transportation 
diversification, to PHWR835 technologies that by-
pass enrichment entirely—each faces formidable 
implementation challenges.836 Rosatom’s integrat-
ed dominance across the complete nuclear fuel 
cycle continues to resist fragmentation precisely 
because meaningful alternatives require synchro-
nized interventions across technical, regulatory, 
and infrastructure domains that few competitors 
can coordinate effectively.

4.3.2. Construction Projects 
with Dependency-Creating 
Financing Models

To date, Rosatom is responsible for the construc-
tion of 33 nuclear power units across 10 countries 
spanning Africa, Asia, Europe, and South America, 
with a further 22 units actively under construction 
in seven countries.837 Alongside this, Rosatom 
dominates global uranium enrichment services 
and has a significant share in uranium production, 
conversion, fuel fabrication, and recycling.838 

At time of writing, Rosatom has built, is building, 
or operates nuclear power plants in Armenia, Ban-
gladesh, Belarus, China, Egypt, Hungary, India, 
Iran, and Türkiye. In particular, the construction 

of the Belarus Nuclear Power Plant represents a 
significant recent expansion with VVER-1200839 
reactors.840 There are further plans and ongoing 
discussions regarding the construction of Rosatom 
plants in Azerbaijan, Burkina Faso, Guinea, Myan-
mar, and Zimbabwe, among others. In June 2025, 
Kazakhstan’s Atomic Energy Agency selected 
Rosatom to lead an international consortium for 
construction of the country’s first nuclear power 
plant, determining that the Russian corporation 
provided “the most optimal and effective pro-
posals”, despite competing bids from the China 
National Nuclear Corporation, France’s EDF, and 
South Korea’s Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power.841 
Yet more countries, including Finland and Cze-
chia, previously had projects with Rosatom. This 
strategic distribution across continents reflects 
deliberate positioning across markets with varying 
levels of nuclear infrastructure development.842 

Rosatom’s international project portfolio illus-
trates its strategic approach to establishing in-
fluence through varied financial and contractual 
arrangements. The Rooppur Plant in Bangladesh, 
for example, operates through an 11.38 billion 
USD Russian loan covering 90% of construction 
costs, with repayment structures designed to 
create long-term financial obligations.843 Egypt’s 
El-Dabaa employs a 25 billion USD state loan with 
extended 22-year repayment terms beginning in 
2029.844 Different again is Türkiye’s Akkuyu facility, 
which represents Rosatom’s first “Build-Own-Op-
erate” model, whereby Russia retains ownership 
while securing guaranteed electricity purchase 
agreements.845 Comprehensive workforce man-
agement strategies complement these financial 
frameworks. At Türkiye’s Akkuyu plant, Rosatom 
funded the education of more than 120 Turkish 
specialists at Russian universities. Simultaneously, 
the corporation maintains direct operational con-
trol with Russian personnel in key positions during 
the entire 60-year operational cycle.846

The case of Hungary illustrates how Rosatom 
utilizes nuclear partnerships to establish a last-
ing influence and presence in other countries. In 
2014, the Hungarian government invited Rosatom 
to construct two new reactors without any public 
tender.847 Under the terms of the contract, Russia 
is financing 80% of the construction costs through 
a 10 billion EUR (approximately 11.5 billion USD) 
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loan, with Hungary starting repayments only after 
the reactors are connected to the grid.848 By the 
time construction is completed in the next decade, 
the project will rank among the most significant 
foreign investments in Eastern Europe. 

Rosatom’s operations in the context of sanctions 
demonstrate practical adaptation through “dis-
placement strategies” in the uranium market. 
Trade data shows clear shifts, with measurable 
increases in Russian uranium exports to countries 
maintaining open trade relations. This is partic-
ularly true of China, which likely serves as an 
intermediary in global supply networks.849 The 
approach taken by Rosatom mirrors patterns dis-
played by Russian companies in other sectors, 
where products are routed through third countries 
to maintain market presence despite restrictions. 
Beyond market repositioning, Rosatom has pur-
sued strategic diversification through targeted 
acquisitions in adjacent sectors, from battery 
manufacturing to titanium production. Despite 
sectoral restrictions, this has afforded Rosatom 
multiple pathways to maintain technological ac-
cess and revenue streams.

Despite European efforts to diversify away from 
Russian nuclear fuel supplies, Rosatom has 
deployed adaptive strategies to maintain mar-
ket presence. While 19 VVER units across the 
EU have awarded new fuel-supply contracts to 
Westinghouse or Framatome, Rosatom is pursu-
ing a hybrid approach through Lingen, Germany, 
where Framatome’s subsidiary seeks to fabricate 
VVER-type fuel under TVEL/Rosatom’s technol-
ogy license.850 This arrangement would localize 
production of Russian-designed fuel within the 
EU while maintaining dependence on Rosatom’s 
intellectual property. The project has attracted 
over 11,000 public objections and extensive en-
vironmental hearings, exemplifying Rosatom’s 
strategic adaptation to preserve long-term market 
access amid geopolitical tensions. 

Rosatom also continues functioning through a 
specific institutional structure; while most board 
members, including Sergey Kiriyenko, face person-
al sanctions, the corporation itself remains largely 
unrestricted in European markets.851 The EU and 
UK first sanctioned Sergei Kiriyenko on October 
15, 2020, for reasons unrelated to Ukraine, while 
the US imposed sanctions on March 2, 2021, fol-

lowed by additional restrictions in February 2022 
during Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine.852 
Alexey Likhachev, Rosatom’s director general, 
avoided US sanctions for much longer, although 
the UK, Australia, New Zealand, and Ukraine had 
previously imposed restrictions against him.853 It 
was only on January 10, 2025, that the US finally 
sanctioned him and other Rosatom executives 
for their involvement in Russia’s nuclear weapons 
complex and occupation of the ZNPP.854

Despite these personal sanctions and sanctions 
on select Rosatom subsidiaries, Rosatom itself 
remains unsanctioned. This selective sanctions 
approach does not reflect Western oversight, 
but is a deliberate policy calculation: European 
utilities’ continued reliance on Russian nuclear 
services demonstrates how energy dependencies 
constrain even well-intentioned sanctions regimes. 
Concrete evidence of this resilience appears in 
market data: nuclear fuel shipments to European 
clients have reportedly doubled between 2021 
and 2023, while negotiations with approximately 
ten countries for new reactor projects continue, 
according to Director General Alexey Likhachev.855 

Political volatility in sanctions enforcement is 
illustrated by the Trump administration’s June 
2025 decision to lift restrictions on Hungary’s Paks 
nuclear expansion project. Despite the project’s 
reliance on a 10 billion USD Russian state loan 
and VVER-1200 reactor technology, American 
sanctions targeting Rosatom’s construction role 
were rescinded within months of their implemen-
tation under the Biden administration, enabling 
the corporation to resume lucrative international 
nuclear construction activities.856

The Finnish Hanhikivi-1 project, on the other hand, 
offers a notable counterpoint to the resilience of 
Rosatom’s global portfolio. In May 2022, following 
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, Fennovoi-
ma terminated its contract with Rosatom, despite 
having made approximately 600 million EUR (ap-
proximately 693 million USD) in prior investments 
and after nearly a decade of development. This 
decision demonstrates that countries can dis-
entangle themselves from established nuclear 
partnerships when political determination aligns 
with immediate security concerns, as Finland 
did in response to imminent risks. Technological 
dependencies, despite their complexity, remain 
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subject to national recalibration when geopolitical 
circumstances fundamentally change.857

At the same time, many countries continue to rely 
on Rosatom’s exports and are actively discussing 
future cooperation. According to Rosatom CEO 
Alexey Likhachev, the company is in negotiations 
with about ten countries for new projects, with 
three or four close to signing intergovernmental 
deals.858 Russia remains a dominant player in 
the global nuclear market, having exported more 
reactors and provided a wider range of services 
in the nuclear fuel cycle in recent decades than 
any other country.859 Such projects secure Rus-
sia’s economic interests and ensure its strate-
gic presence in countries where it builds nuclear 
power plants, raising questions about long-term 
implications for regional autonomy and security.

4.3.3. Creating Lasting 
Operational Relationships

Rosatom systematically develops operational 
partnerships—the third dimension of its influence 
architecture—beyond established energy mar-
kets through the integration of diversified infra-
structure. In African states, including Burkina 
Faso, Guinea, and Zimbabwe, the corporation has 
signed memoranda of understanding for deploying 
technologies ranging from small modular reactors 
to floating nuclear plants, tailored to regional 
constraints. Rosatom engages in a similar way in 
Latin America, exemplified by Bolivia’s 300 million 
USD radioisotope facility, where technology trans-
fers and specialized training establish enduring 
technical dependencies beyond conventional 
market relationships.860

The resilience of Rosatom’s global position is 
further reinforced by its strategic diversification 
beyond the nuclear sector. The value of the cor-
poration’s assets increased by 60% from 2021 
to 2023 through the systematic acquisition of 
strategic industrial capabilities, while maintaining 
access to international technologies despite broad 
sanctions against Russia’s technical sector.861 
Through its subsidiary RENERA, Rosatom secured 
98.32% ownership of the South Korean battery 
manufacturer Enertech, planning battery produc-
tion in Kaliningrad, while also investing 6.2 billion 

RUB (approximately 68 million USD) in JSC Kama 
for electric vehicle development.862 Additionally, 
the corporation strengthened its industrial base 
by acquiring the Tugansk Ore Mining and Process-
ing Plant “Ilmenite” for titanium and zirconium 
production, the JSC Plant “Kirov-Energomash” 
for power engineering equipment, and stakes in 
Kraftway for electronics manufacturing.863 This 
systematic expansion into critical technological 
domains illustrates how Rosatom leverages its 
unique international position to advance broader 
strategic industrial objectives.

Rosatom implements multitiered training programs 
through specialized subsidiaries like DZHET, which 
has developed full-scale control room simulators 
and technical training facilities for specific VVER 
reactor types.864 At Bangladesh’s Rooppur Plant, 
this approach is manifested through a compre-
hensive training regimen: Bangladeshi special-
ists undergo certification at the Novovoronezh 
Nuclear Power Plant training center in Russia, 
establishing direct professional linkages that may 
persist throughout the facility’s 60-year opera-
tional lifecycle. These personnel development 
programs extend beyond technical training to 
include management protocols, regulatory com-
pliance methodologies, and safety culture prac-
tices specifically calibrated to Russian technical 
standards, creating institutional dependencies at 
operational and administrative levels.865

In Bolivia, Rosatom’s 300 million USD Center for 
Nuclear Technology Research and Development 
demonstrates the company’s strategic focus on 
building comprehensive nuclear ecosystems rath-
er than isolated facilities. This center integrates 
medical radioisotope production, agricultural irra-
diation technologies, and neutron science facilities 
with specialized maintenance systems that require 
ongoing technical support from Russian experts. 
Similarly, Rosatom’s agreements with Ghana, 
Nigeria, and Egypt establish phased nuclear de-
velopment roadmaps beginning with research 
reactors and regulatory framework development 
before advancing to commercial power generation.

The diversification of Rosatom’s operations world-
wide enables the creation of long-term, incre-
mental dependencies on Russian technologies, 
financing, and personnel that extend far beyond 
civil nuclear power generation. Despite Russia’s 
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war in Ukraine and limited sanctions on Rosatom 
affiliates, this pattern is only becoming more ev-
ident, as Rosatom’s initial technical collabora-
tions establish precedents for larger subsequent 
engagements, each requiring continued Russian 
operational expertise.866

Rosatom possesses a distinctive institutional 
architecture where technical capacity converg-
es with strategic state priorities. Russia’s state 
corporation model institutionally combines com-
mercial nuclear operations with military-industrial 
functions within a single entity. This dual mandate 
enables seamless transitions between market-ori-
ented activities and state strategic objectives. 
Externally, its global footprint—controlling 44% 
of uranium enrichment worldwide and construct-
ing reactors across four continents—establish-
es dependencies through technical integration, 
specialized long-term financing, and operational 
partnerships that extend far beyond conventional 
energy relationships.

This dual capacity affords Rosatom remarkable 
resilience. Despite targeted sanctions against 
select Rosatom executives and subsidiaries fol-
lowing Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, 
Rosatom’s international portfolio continues to 
expand, particularly in developing regions. Fin-
land’s decision to terminate the Hanhikivi-1 
project in 2022 represents a notable exception, 
demonstrating that a comprehensive reassess-
ment of nuclear partnerships remains possible 
when political determination and security risks 
overcome considerable financial and contractual 
commitments. The corporation’s ongoing activities 
demonstrate how nuclear partnerships create 
multi-generational relationships that integrate into 
governance systems, establishing, as per Szulec-
ki’s and Overland’s framework, “a continuum of 
energy statecraft tools”867 rather than simply an 
energy weapon or economic soft power. 

Rosatom thus represents a sophisticated model of 
technological influence that operates effectively 
across shifting geopolitical contexts, creating an 
enduring institutional presence without relying 
solely on direct political control or market dom-
inance. This strategic integration of technical 
expertise and governance reveals an often over-
looked dimension of Russia’s global influence 
that extends well beyond the more visible oil and 
gas sectors.
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4.4. Conclusion
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SECTION 5

The Realm of
International Law: 
Examining the
Pattern of Crimes
in Enerhodar and
its Vicinity
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This section provides an overview of the special 
status of the ZNPP under IHL and outlines the 
relevant provisions of IHL and ICL.

Next, the section moves into a detailed legal anal-
ysis of the offenses identified in Section 2 of this 
report, namely arbitrary detention, inhuman treat-
ment, and torture. These offenses are examined 
as war crimes and crimes against humanity under 
ICL. Particular attention is devoted to the pattern 
of such crimes, emphasizing their widespread 
and systematic commission in Enerhodar and its 
vicinity. It then considers modes of liability appli-
cable to the alleged perpetrators of the offenses, 
including Rosatom’s representatives, as well as 
corporate liability, before exploring potential av-
enues for accountability.

Through a thorough examination of the relevant 
provisions of IHL, ICL, and other applicable inter-
national instruments, this section demonstrates 
conclusively that Russian occupying forces, in 
collaboration with Russian state corporation Ro-
satom, are responsible for numerous violations 
committed in Enerhodar and its vicinity.

5.1. Introduction
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5.2.1. Special Status of 
the ZNPP under IHL and 
Respective Violations

International humanitarian norms concerning the 
protection of nuclear facilities during armed con-
flicts are particularly relevant to the initial seizure 
of the ZNPP by Russian armed forces and the 
accompanying attacks on the Plant. The norms 
continue to be of critical relevance in light of the 
ongoing Russian occupation of Enerhodar and 
the continued military use of the Plant.

The principle of distinction, considered to be the 
“cardinal principle”869 of IHL, requires the parties 
to an armed conflict at all times to distinguish be-
tween civilians and combatants, between civilian 
objects and military objectives.870 The principle 
of distinction is codified in Article 48 of AP(1) and 
other provisions of the Protocol that protect civil-
ians and civilian objects.871 Articles 52(1) and 52(2) 
of AP(I) provide definitions of civilian objects and 
a military objective, respectively.872 

Like Article 48, Article 52(2) of AP(I) provides that 
attacks should be limited to military objectives. Al-
though Article 52(2) refers only to military objects, 
military objectives certainly include combatants. 
Hence, the term “military objective” encompasses 
both military objects and combatants.873 

Article 56(1) of AP(I) further extends the protec-
tion of civilian objects from attack by prohibiting 
dams, dykes, and nuclear electrical generating 
stations from becoming “the object of attack”.874 

Even if such objects are military objectives, they 
cannot be attacked “if such an attack may cause 
the release of dangerous forces and consequent 
severe losses among the civilian population”. 
While “severe” must be interpreted in good faith, 
considering objective elements, like the proximity 
and density of inhabited areas, it can be defined 
as “important” or “heavy”.875

Article 56(1) of AP(I) also mentions that other mili-
tary objectives that are located at or in the vicinity 
of these works or installations “shall not be made 
the object of attack if such attack may cause 
the release of dangerous forces from the works 
or installations and consequent severe losses 
among the civilian population”.876 Consequently, 
such military objectives do not encompass mil-
itary forces guarding or defending the works or 
installations, which are addressed under Article 
56(5) of AP(I). They refer only to objects that are 
incorporated in the installation, such as a hydro-
power plant station, or located in its immediate 
vicinity, such as civil engineering works (e.g., a 
bridge or a railway line), an attack on which may 
result in the release of dangerous forces.877

Article 49 of AP(I), which defines attacks, specifies 
that AP(I) “applies to all attacks in whatever ter-
ritory conducted, including the national territory 
belonging to a Party to the conflict but under 
the control of an adverse Party”. While the com-
mentary to this article leaves out attacks within a 
belligerent’s own territory,878 the latter should not 
be automatically excluded from the definition of 
“attack” as long as they are directed “against the 
adversary”.879 This is particularly relevant given 
that even after Russian armed forces seized the 
ZNPP, they allegedly targeted it, claiming that the 
Ukrainian Armed Forces committed those attacks 
(see Subsection 1.2.5). 

5.2. International 
Humanitarian Law and 
International Criminal Law 
Perspectives

870 AP(I), Art. 48. See also, AP()1), Art. 51(2) provides protection to civilians, 
and AP(I), Art. 52(1) provides protection to civilian objects. 
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Under Article 85(3)(c) of AP(I), launching an in-
discriminate attack against works or installations 
containing dangerous forces, such as a nuclear 
power plant, in the knowledge “that such attack 
will cause excessive loss of life, injury to civilians 
or damage to civilian objects” constitutes a grave 
breach of AP(I).880 This concept is reflected in the 
Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court 
(ICC), which prohibits both intentionally directing 
attacks against civilian objects under Article 8(2)
(b)(ii) and intentionally launching an attack with 
the knowledge that it will cause widespread, long-
term, and severe damage to the natural environ-
ment disproportionate to the expected military 
advantage under Article 8(2)(b)(iv).881 

At the same time, Article 56(2)(b) of AP(I) provides 
that the special protection from attacks granted 
to works and installations containing dangerous 
forces, particularly nuclear electrical generat-
ing stations, ceases “only if it provides electric 
power in regular, significant and direct support 
of military operations and if such attack is the 
only feasible way to terminate such support”.882 
The term “significant” connotes support that is 
neither negligible nor incidental, but is sizable 
enough to have a real and effective impact on 
respective military operations. “Direct” indicates 
there should be a close and immediate relation 
between the act and its effect.883 

Electricity is generally supplied to different desti-
nations, including civilian and military, which are 
closely interconnected due to the integrated na-
ture of electricity grids. A simple supply of electric-
ity does not constitute direct support for military 
operations, as defined in Article 56(2)(b) of AP(I). 
Given the nature of electricity, it is unlikely that 
“direct support” would include factories producing 
armaments, ammunition, and military equipment 
or factories producing civilian products that hap-
pen to be used by the military. The commentary 
to Article 56(2)(b) of AP(I) emphasizes that “in the 

case of nuclear electrical generating stations, it 
is relatively easy to stop electricity reaching its 
destination by attacking the electricity lines. In 
this way the desired result is achieved without 
the risk of releasing dangerous forces”.884 

Moreover, Article 56(3) of AP(I) highlights that, in 
all cases, the civilian population and individual 
civilians are protected under international law, 
including their protection under the party’s obliga-
tion to take precautionary measures under Article 
57 of AP(I) both before and during an attack.885 

Article 56(3) of AP(I) specifies that even if the 
protection of an installation containing dangerous 
forces, such as a nuclear electrical generating sta-
tion, ceases and it is attacked, the precautionary 
measures should be followed to avoid the release 
of the dangerous forces.886

Article 56 of AP(I) embodies a high threshold 
through principles of military necessity and pro-
portionality for a lawful attack on nuclear facili-
ties887 such as the ZNPP. It is difficult to imagine 
any military advantage that could outweigh the 
potential severe nuclear consequences resulting 
from an attack on a nuclear power plant’s key 
structures, such as the reactors and other facili-
ties that, by definition, contain dangerous forces.

Article 56(5) of AP(I) additionally highlights that 
the parties to the conflict must avoid locating any 
military objectives in the vicinity of the works or 
installations containing dangerous forces. Never-
theless, installations erected for the sole purpose 
of defending the protected works or installations 
from attack are permissible. They may not be 
made the object of attack, provided that they 
are not used in hostilities except for defensive 
actions necessary to respond to attacks against 
the protected works or installations and their 
armament is limited to weapons capable only 
of repelling hostile action against the protected 
works or installations. The commentary explains 
that it is certain that any works or installations of 
any importance would be assigned a picket guard 
and probably the protection of an anti-aircraft 
battery, which may be employed solely against 
aircraft attacking the protected work or installa-
tion, but not against another military objective. 
The commentary notes that if the protecting work 
or installation is located in a combat area, it would 

880 Rome Statute, Article 8(2)(b)(iv): “Intentionally launching an attack in the 
knowledge that such attack will cause incidental loss of life or injury to civilians 
or damage to civilian objects or widespread, long-term and severe damage 
to the natural environment which would be clearly excessive in relation to the 
concrete and direct overall military advantage anticipated.”

884 Before an attack: AP(I), Art. 57(2)(а)(і) [verification of targets]; AP(I), Art. 
57(2)(а)(іі) [minimization of harm]; AP(I), Art. 57 (2)(а)(ііі) [proportionality]; AP(I), 
Art. 57(3) [choosing the least harmful option]; AP(I), Art. 57(2)(с) [issuing of 
warnings]. During an attack: AP(I), Art. 57(2)(b) [re-evaluating targets and 
re-evaluating proportionality]. 
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be challenging to distinguish between military 
deployments guarding the work or installation 
and other fighting in the area. The commentary 
suggests that a party to the conflict may con-
sider the option of not defending such works or 
installations, allowing them to be occupied by the 
adversary without destructive attacks that could 
release dangerous forces.888

By initially conducting a combination of attacks 
against the ZNPP during its seizure, followed by 
alleged attacks on the Plant during the occupation 
phase aimed at intensifying nuclear blackmail, 
Russian armed forces violated Article 85(3)(c) of 
AP(I), read in conjunction with Articles 52 and 56 
of AP(I), thereby committing a war crime under 
Article 8(2)(b)(iv) of the Rome Statute concerning 
disproportionate attacks. Although such a crime 
has a high threshold, leading to challenges in 
proving the elements, it is clear that the Russian 
attack on the ZNPP constitutes at least the war 
crime of attacking civilian objects under Article 
8(2)(b)(ii) of the Rome Statute. Russian armed 
forces have also allegedly stationed a significant 
number of military equipment and their forces at 
the ZNPP and its premises, both inside and outside 
the ZNPP’s structures. The alleged continued use 
of the ZNPP as a military base to conduct strikes 
on Ukrainian armed forces (see Subsections 1.2.5 
and 3.3.2), rather than as a protected nuclear fa-
cility, further constitutes a violation of IHL norms 
set out in Article 56(5) of AP(I).

5.2.2. Arbitrary Detention as 
a Crime against Humanity 
and a War Сrime 

Under the Rome Statute, arbitrary detention can 
constitute both a crime against humanity and a 
war crime. In particular, the Rome Statute prohibits 
arbitrary detention as the war crime of unlawful 
confinement in Article 8(2)(a)(vii) and as the crime 
against humanity of imprisonment and other se-
vere deprivation of liberty in Article 7(1)(e). 

International jurisprudence establishes that the 
elements of these two crimes are identical, except 
for the contextual element of the crimes against 
humanity (see Subsection 5.3).889 At the same 
time, the crime against humanity of imprisonment 
and other severe deprivation of liberty may exist 
independently of unlawful confinement as a war 
crime, since it is not limited to the grave breaches 
of the Geneva Conventions.890 The Rome Statute 
reflects this by prohibiting both imprisonment and 
“other severe deprivation of liberty”, extending the 
narrow definition of imprisonment. Since the Rus-
sian occupation of Enerhodar involves standard 
practices of imprisonment through the detention 
of civilians, this analysis focuses on the scope of 
grave breaches.891

While imprisonment and unlawful confinement can 
be defined as a physical deprivation of liberty of 
the individual without due process of law (i.e., as 
an arbitrary detention),892 the formulation “other 
severe deprivation of liberty” has a wide meaning 
of imprisonment under customary international 
law. This wide meaning covers different forms of 
deprivation of liberty that would not usually fall 
under the narrow definition of imprisonment—for 
example,893 the house arrest of civilians, or their 
restriction to a closed city.894 

In addition to the correlation between elements of 
the crime of unlawful deprivation of liberty in the 
form of imprisonment as a crime against human-
ity and unlawful confinement as a war crime, it 
should be mentioned that the term “confinement” 
encompasses not only acts of imprisonment or 
detentions in prisons or detention camps, but also 
acts of assigned residence.895 Even if the acts of 
“the other severe deprivation of liberty” in this 
case do not fall under the definition of “confine-
ment” under Article 8(2)(a)(vii) of the Rome Stat-
ute, the number of acts of imprisonment certainly 
do and constitute the respective war crime.

The addition of the term “severe” before “depriva-
tion of liberty” in Article 7(1)(e) of the Rome Stat-
ute, however, does entail a distinction between 
“imprisonment” and “other deprivation of physical 
liberty” and only highlights that imprisonment is 
severe by definition.896 The preparatory works to 
Article 7(1)(e) of the Rome Statute do not reveal 
the meaning of “severe”. However, factors like 
subjecting people to torture or other inhuman 

890 In line with this approach, since unlawful confinement is a grave breach 
under GC(IV) and not under GC(III), the analysis in this subsection is limited to 
the detention of Enerhodar civilians, excluding any isolated acts of the deten-
tion of prisoners of war at the detention centers in Enerhodar and its vicinity.
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treatment and whether an individual instance 
of detention was part of a series of detentions, 
would likely help the court establish severity. In 
any event, there is no requirement to prove the 
severity of the crime under Article 7(1)(e) of the 
Rome Statute per se, just that the gravity of the 
conduct violated fundamental rules of internation-
al law.897 The assessment of the legality of an in-
dividual’s initial detention should consider factors 
such as whether there is a valid arrest warrant, if 
detainees were informed about the reasons for 
their detention and any procedural rights, and 
whether there are any formal charges.898 

Since this report concerns the situation of occu-
pation, Article 78 of Geneva Convention (GC) IV 
is relevant to determine whether the detention 
of the civilian (protected person) was lawful or 
if it violated IHL.899 Article 78 of GC(IV) provides 
that the confinement and assigned measures are 
lawful if considered “necessary, for imperative 
reasons of security”.900 While this allows a margin 
of discretion, the Detaining Power has to establish 
that the actions of the protected person are such 
that there are “reasonable grounds to believe that 
the security of the State is at risk”.901 

In practice, the actions of the protected person 
should involve material, direct harm to the ad-
versary, rather than merely providing support to 
the forces of the party with which the civilian is 
aligned.902 For example, sabotage, espionage, 
direct participation of a civilian in hostilities, and 
other actions that meet the same threshold would 
be considered to be hostile to the security of the 
detaining power.903 However, the mere fact that a 
person holds the nationality of or is aligned with an 
enemy party or has a particular political attitude 
towards the detaining party cannot be considered 
a threat to the security of the detaining power. A 
protected person can only be interned or placed 
in an assigned residence by such a party if their 
activities, knowledge, or qualifications represent a 
real threat to its present security.904 For example, 
in Krnojelac, the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) found that the only 
characteristic which featured in the decision to 
detain males was their non-Serb ethnicity,905 an 
important factor in the ICTY’s conclusion that the 
deprivation of liberty constituted imprisonment.906 
Similarly, a man of drafting military age should 
not necessarily be regarded as threatening the 

security of such a party.907 The Detaining Power 
holds the burden of proof of the risk arising from 
the actions of a particular protected person to 
its security.908 

Hence, measures of internment and assigned res-
idence are exceptional and can be taken towards 
protected persons only “after careful consideration 
of each individual case”, excluding any decision-
making on a collective basis.909 As an illustration, 
in the Delalić case, the ICTY held that, even in 
light of the Detaining Power’s measure of discre-
tion in assessing what may be detrimental to its 
own security, “several of the detained civilians 
could not reasonably have been considered to 
pose any sufficiently serious danger as to warrant 
their detention”, highlighting that several civilians 
had not participated in any military activity or 
even been politically active.910 

Nevertheless, the initial legal basis for detention 
must apply throughout the whole period of de-
tention—if at any moment it ceases to apply, the 
detention becomes unlawful.911 The unlawfulness 
of the detention may also arise from violations of 
the detainee’s procedural rights.912 Paragraph 2 of 
Article 78 of GC(IV) provides that decisions on in-
ternment and assigned residence measures “shall 
be made according to a regular procedure to be 
prescribed by the Occupying Power in accordance 
with the provisions of the present Convention”. 
This procedure has to include the right of appeal 
for the parties concerned, which shall be decided 
with the least possible delay. If the decision on 
measures is upheld, “it shall be subject to peri-
odical review, if possible every six months, by a 
competent body set up by the said Power”. As a 
result, no civilian can be interned or subjected 
to assigned residence for a longer time than the 
security of the detaining party requires.913 The 
final paragraph of Article 78 of GC(IV) adds that 
“the protected persons made subject to assigned 
residence and thus required to leave their homes 
shall enjoy the full benefit of Article 39 of GC(IV)” 
(on means of existence).

Article 75(1) of AP(I) complements GC(IV), providing 
fundamental guarantees to protected persons, by 
requiring that any person arrested, detained, or 
interned for actions related to an armed conflict 
must be informed promptly, in a language they 
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understand, of the reasons why these measures 
have been taken.914 

Therefore, the detention of a civilian would be 
unlawful if:

	→ The civilian was initially detained in contra-
vention of Article 78 of GC(IV); and

	→ Even if the civilian was lawfully detained, the 
procedural safeguards under Article 78 of 
GC(IV) and Article 75 of AP(I) were violated. 

In the case of the Russian occupation of Ener-
hodar, even if some civilian prisoners had been 
conducting activities prejudicial or hostile to the 
security of the occupying power, the majority 
of documented incidents involve the detention 
of former participants of the anti-occupation 
resistance,915 other pro-Ukrainian civilians, and 
Ukrainian ZNPP employees. The detention of these 
specific categories of civilians, whether or not 
they constituted a threat to Russian security in 
the given moment, signals that their detention 
was conducted on a collective basis.

During the documented incidents, none of the 
detained individuals were informed of the reasons 
for their detention or the location to which they 
would be taken. In most cases, they were abduct-
ed from their workplaces or homes, accompanied 
by beatings, and/or handcuffing, and/or blind-
folding, and transported to a detention site. Some 
of the civilians were allegedly detained based on 
“planted evidence”, such as rifle bullets, in their 
homes or workplaces, to create a “legal” basis 
for their detention. The relatives of the detain-
ees were not informed of their detention and the 
reasons for confinement were not adequately 

communicated to them. Hence, in all documented 
incidents, the detention of civilians was already 
initially unlawful, either due to a lack of reasons 
for their detention and/or a failure to provide in-
formation about such reasons.

When assessing the “other severe deprivation 
of physical liberty” in terms of the crime against 
humanity, the fact that the occupying Russian 
authorities prohibited civilians from leaving En-
erhodar should also be taken into account.916 The 
right of civilians holding the nationality of the 
occupied territory to leave the occupied territo-
ry voluntarily is not explicitly recognized under 
GC(IV).917 Nevertheless, Article 49(5) of GC(IV) 
implies the existence of such a right, which can 
be only limited “by the security of the population” 
or “imperative military reasons” of the occupying 
power.918 Thus, if there is a higher risk of injury to 
civilians during their departure or their departure 
impedes the ability of the Occupying Power to 
maintain military operations, they may be pre-
vented from leaving the occupied territory.919 This 
suggests that only a significant adverse effect on 
the Occupying Power, arising from the voluntary 
departure of certain civilians from occupied terri-
tories, could justify prohibiting their departure.920 
Hence, such preventive measures must stem 
from a real necessity and not constitute arbitrary 
infliction or merely serve the Occupying Power’s 
interests.921 

The mass departure of operational nuclear physi-
cists from Enerhodar could arguably have signifi-
cantly jeopardized Russia’s ability as an Occu-
pying Power to support its occupation force and 
fulfill its governmental functions under GC(IV), 
in addition to the significant benefit it may have 
provided the opposing party, Ukraine, in its war 
effort. In particular, at least during the early stages 
of occupation, the ZNPP’s operational person-
nel were crucial for maintaining the Plant’s safe-
ty, given the specifics of its operations and the 
scarcity of Russian workers that could substitute 
Ukrainian operational personnel (see Subsections 
1.2.5 and 2.5.3). The departure of Ukrainian opera-
tional staff to Ukrainian-controlled territory might 
have allowed them to work on other Ukrainian 
nuclear power plants, providing electricity for 
both Ukrainian civilian and military needs. In this 
light, prohibiting the departure of certain civil-
ians correlates with Article 51 of GC(IV), which 

914 Although some detainees may have been part of the armed resistance to 
the Russian occupation of Enerhodar as a levée en masse, these civilians were 
no longer combatants under IHL after the occupation of the city—they were 
civilians. Under IHL, a levée en masse are inhabitants of a non-occupied 
territory who, on the approach of the enemy, spontaneously take up arms to 
resist the invading forces, without having had time to form themselves into 
regular armed units, provided they carry arms openly and respect the laws 
and customs of war: GC(III), Art. 4(A)(6).

915 Although the notions of “imprisonment” and “other severe deprivation 
of liberty” are disjunctive, proving both notions helps to establish the crime 
under Rome Statute, Article 7(1)(e).

916 GC(IV), Article 48 recognizes the right of protected persons who are not 
nationals of the power whose territory is occupied to leave the occupied 
territory, referring to GC(IV), Article 35 on the right of protected persons to 
leave the territory of one of the state parties to the conflict, unless their 
departure is contrary to the national interests of the state.
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does not forbid the compulsory labor of certain 
civilians over the age of 18 in occupied territories, 
(i.e., those whose work is necessary to satisfy the 
needs of the population).922 At the same time, 
International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
commentary to Article 51 of GC(IV) stipulates that 
these civilians will normally continue to carry out 
their work and that the “Occupying Power may 
not in any circumstances or in any manner em-
ploy protected persons to serve its own national 
economy”.923 

As such, prohibiting ZNPP staff, at least those 
responsible for maintaining the Plant’s opera-
tions, from departing from occupied territories 
might initially have been justified. However, hav-
ing been prevented from leaving Enerhodar and, 
at the same time, prevented from entering their 
workplaces at the ZNPP, the Ukrainian licensed 
employees were trapped and restricted to the city’s 
boundaries. This conduct violated fundamental 
rules of international law, (i.e., IHL rules protect-
ing civilians in occupied territories). As such, the 
acts of the alleged perpetrators against ZNPP 
staff constituted “other severe deprivation of 
[their] physical liberty”, which is a crime against 
humanity under Article 7(1)(e) of the Rome Stat-
ute.924 Moreover, as Subsections 3.3.4 and 4.2 
illustrate, occupying Russian authorities have 
sought to exploit Ukrainian licensed personnel to 
the benefit of Russia’s national economy, notably 
by contracting such personnel under Rosatom, a 
Russian company, and, simultaneously, working 
on connecting the ZNPP to Russia’s energy grid.

5.2.3. The War Crime and 
Crime against Humanity of 
Torture and the War Crime of 
Inhuman Treatment

At the forefront of this report is the crime of tor-
ture, which is subject to absolute prohibition under 
international law, regardless of the status of the 
victim. The Rome Statute prohibits torture both as 
a war crime under Article 8(2)(a)(ii) and as a crime 
against humanity under Article 7(1)(f). Unlike the 
definition of torture in the 1984 UN Convention 
against Torture (CAT),925 neither the crime against 
humanity, nor the war crime of torture under the 

Rome Statute require the perpetrator to be a pub-
lic official, a person acting in an official capacity, 
or a person acting at the instigation of a public 
official or person acting in an official capacity.926 
This Rome Statute definition of torture aligns with 
the position that the defining characteristic of 
torture lies in the nature of the act itself, rather 
than in the status of the person committing it.927

However, there are certain minor distinguishing 
features (elements) of torture as a crime against 
humanity as opposed to a war crime under the 
Rome Statute. While torture as a crime against 
humanity presupposes the contextual element 
of a widespread or systematic attack against a 
civilian population and the commission of the 
crime “over a person or persons in the custody 
or under the control of the perpetrator”, the war 
crime of torture has the additional element of 
specific purpose, which is clarified in the elements 
of the crimes.928

Both war crimes and crimes against humanity of 
torture require the infliction of severe physical 
or psychological pain or suffering upon one or 
more persons as a material element (actus re-
us).929 There is no specific threshold for “severity”, 
which has to be assessed individually in each 
case. However, there has to be a certain degree 
of pain and suffering for the act to qualify as 
an act of torture.930 In practice, the international 
jurisprudence,931 supported by UN findings,932 
indicates different types of practices that rise to 
the required level of severity and could amount 
to the crime of torture. The following list is not 
exhaustive, but comprises the most common 
types of torture practices:933 

	• Beatings (including systematic and to spe-
cific body parts, such as genitals);

	• Electric shocks (including genital electro-
cution);

	• Burns;

	• Extraction of nails and teeth;

	• Suspension or extended hanging by hand 
or leg chains;

	• Suffocation;

	• Exposure to excessive light or noise;

	• Administration of drugs in detention or psy-
chiatric institutions;
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	• Prolonged denial of rest or sleep;

	• Prolonged deprivation of food and water;

	• Prolonged denial of sufficient hygiene;

	• Prolonged denial of medical assistance;

	• Total isolation and sensory deprivation;

	• Being kept in constant uncertainty in terms 
of space and time;

	• Forced witnessing of executions;

	• Forced burial of the bodies of friends and 
neighbors;

	• Threats to torture or kill relatives;

	• Total abandonment;

	• Mock (simulated) executions and amputa-
tions;

	• The “thumb press” method;934

	• Repeated immersion in blood, urine, vomit, 
and excrement (“submarino”);

	• Standing for prolonged periods; and

	• Sexual violence (including rape, sexual ag-
gression, and sexual humiliation);

Several ad hoc judgments have found that rape as 
such gives rise to severe pain or suffering, whether 
physical or psychological and, in this way, can be 
characterized as the crime of torture, provided the 
other elements of the crime of torture are met.935 
For example, in Furundzija, the ICTY highlighted 
the use of rape in the course of detention and 
interrogation as a means of torture.936

Torture is not limited to the infliction of physical 
pain or suffering.937 For example, the interrogation 
of a person under threat to his life constitutes 
torture.938In addition, the psychological suffering 
or pain caused to an individual who is forced to 
watch severe mistreatment inflicted on a rela-
tive would rise to the level of gravity required to 
establish the crime of torture.939 For example, in 
Furundzija, the ICTY found that being forced to 
watch severe sexual attacks inflicted on a fe-
male acquaintance was torture for the forced 
observer.940

Some factors may assist in determining wheth-
er an act amounted to torture, both objective, 
such as the nature, purpose, and consistency 
of the acts committed and subjective, such as 
the physical or mental condition of the victim, 
the effect of the treatment, and, where relevent, 

the victim’s age, sex, health state, and position 
of inferiority.941 Any prolonged nature of the act 
serves as a factor in favor of its qualification as 
torture. For example, while solitary confinement, or 
deprivation of food, is not an act of torture per se, 
it can amount to torture by reaching the gravity 
threshold depending on its strictness, duration, 
and the purpose for which the act is inflicted.942

The acts described above indicate that, in most 
cases, torture is committed through positive acts. 
However, omission can also constitute a mate-
rial element of the crime of torture, as long as 
it meets the required level of severity and was 
intentional.943 For example, the intentional denial 
of nutrition and medical assistance to prisoners, 
when perpetrated for a specific purpose such as 
coercing confessions from detainees, can con-
stitute torture.944 

The distinguishing features of the crime against 
humanity of torture are the requirement of the 
contextual element (“widespread or systematic 
attack against a civilian population”; see Sub-
section 5.3.3), no requirement to prove special 
intent (see below on specific intent), and the ne-
cessity to establish that the crime was commit-
ted against a person or persons in the custody 
or under the control of the perpetrator. The lat-
ter is an ICC-specific requirement, which is not 
affirmed in customary international law, and it 
reflects the control-based torture approach. The 
term “custody” refers to any form of detention or 
imprisonment, such as an arrest, while the term 
“under control of the perpetrator” is broader and 
covers any form of restraint over a victim with no 
possibility to escape.945

As mentioned, to constitute a war crime, the acts 
of torture should be inflicted with a specific intent. 
In particular, the ICC Elements of Crimes (i.e., the 
official “interpretative guide” of the crimes codified 
in the Rome Statute that the Court shall apply “in 
the first place”)946 specify that such purposes may 
include: obtaining information or a confession, 
punishment, intimidation or coercion, or for any 
reason based on discrimination of any kind.947 This 
list mirrors the CAT, which prescribes the same 
list of prohibited purposes.948 Nonetheless, this 
list of prohibited purposes is non-exhaustive, as 
reflected in the phrase “for such purposes”.949 Al-
though there is no explanation about which other 
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purposes could also be regarded as “prohibited”, 
it is clear that they have to be along the lines of 
those contained in the Elements of Crimes.950 At 
the same time, in the absence of a “prohibited” 
purpose, even a very severe infliction of physical 
or mental pain would not qualify as the war crime 
of torture,951 although they may qualify as the war 
crime of inhuman treatment. It is sufficient that 
the prohibited purpose forms part of the motiva-
tion behind the conduct and does not need to be 
the predominant or sole purpose.952 

In the case of the Russian occupation of Ener-
hodar, detainees were, in all of the documented 
cases, subjected to physical and/or psychologi-
cal pain and suffering for different purposes. As 
indicated in Subsection 2.4.3, the most prevalent 
purposes for which suffering was inflicted were 
to obtain information, for example, about partic-
ipants in anti-occupation resistance or to force 
confessions, such as admitting cooperation with 
Ukrainian military and security forces. These were 
often accompanied by punishment, intimidation, 
and coercion, including forcing individuals to sign 
contracts with Rosatom.

At the ICC, the actus reus of the war crime of 
inhuman treatment requires the same level of 
physical or psychological pain and injury as the 
crime of torture (“severe”).953 By contrast, the ad 
hoc tribunals before and after the Rome Stat-
ute’s adoption954 have consistently held a lower 
threshold (i.e., acts causing serious mental or 
physical suffering or injury or constituting a seri-
ous attack on human dignity).955 Just as torture, 
inhuman treatment can be committed through an 
act or omission.956 The ad hoc tribunals’ case law 
provides guidance through examples of inhuman 
treatment: forcing individuals to dig trenches un-
der dangerous conditions or using prisoners of war 
as human shields;957 beatings; imposing inhuman 
living conditions in detention centers; attempted 
murder; and other similar acts.958 Similarly, the 
objective and subjective factors described in the 
context of torture should assist in the assessment 
of the severity of acts that may constitute inhu-
man treatment.959

In the case of the Russian occupation of Ener-
hodar, all of the documented incidents appear to 
amount to acts of torture. As was highlighted in 
Subsection 2.4.2, detained Enerhodar civilian res-
idents were subjected to various forms of physical 
pain and suffering, including beatings to different 
parts of the body with hands and feet, electro-
cution, beating with the use of a rubber police 
baton or wooden bat, beating with the handle or 
butt of a rifle or pistol, beating with the use of a 
kettle cord or TV cable, extinguishing a cigarette 
against the body, scrubbing skin with sandpaper, 
handcuffing to a heating pipe, and shooting with 
a traumatic gun. They were also subjected to 
psychological pain and suffering, such as mock 
executions, threats of execution, threats of the 
detention of relatives, and threats of deportation. 
On many occasions, detainees were also sub-
jected to conflict-related sexual violence, such 
as electrocution of the genitals, rape, or threats 
of rape of themselves and their relatives.

Even where imprisoned Enerhodar civilians were 
not directly subjected to physical or psychological 
torture, the conditions of detention themselves 
were inhuman. These included prolonged denial 
of food; lack of proper ventilation, which caused 
breathing difficulties and asthmatic attacks, espe-
cially when combined with overcrowding; unsani-
tary conditions; and the spraying of gas into cells 
to aggravate the suffering of detainees, among 
other forms of inhuman treatment. The confine-
ment of civilians under such conditions, combined 
with various forms of physical and psychological 
torture, was often prolonged, with some individu-
als subjected to repeated cycles of captivity due 
to being detained more than once.

Following their captivity and exposure to torture, 
Enerhodar civilians have suffered a wide range of 
both physical and psychological repercussions, 
which are detailed in Subsection 2.4.4. According-
ly, imprisoned Enerhodar civilians were subjected 
to multiple forms of torture and inhuman treat-
ment, causing severe physical pain and suffering, 
much of which has resulted in long-term or even 
chronic physical and psychological harm.
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Under the Rome Statute, both unlawful deprivation 
of liberty and torture constitute crimes against 
humanity if, besides the objective and subjective 
elements, it is proven that the acts were part of 
a widespread or systematic attack against any 
civilian population.960 This contextual element is 
key in distinguishing crimes against humanity as 
crimes of a collective nature from other interna-
tional and “ordinary” crimes.961 

5.3.1. “Attack” Against Any 
Civilian Population 

The Elements of Crimes962 provides that an “attack 
directed against a civilian population” means “a 
course of conduct involving the multiple commis-
sion of acts referred to in Article 7, Paragraph 1, of 
the [Rome] Statute, pursuant to or in furtherance 
of a State or organizational policy to commit such 
attack”.963

The definition of attack through “a course of 
conduct involving multiple commission of acts” 
foresees that the attack comprises multiple acts, 
meaning more than a single act. An attack can 
be composed either of different crimes against 
humanity964 (e.g., multiple incidents of torture and 
unlawful deprivation of liberty) or acts comprising 
the same crime against humanity (e.g., multiple 
incidents of the crime of murder).965 Consequently, 
a certain pattern of acts should be established to 
prove the contextual element of crimes against 

humanity.966 While there is a requirement of the 
multiplicity of acts, there is no corresponding 
requirement for multiple perpetrators.967

Since crimes against humanity do not need to be 
committed during an armed conflict or have any 
connection to it,968 the attack can happen be-
fore, during, or after the armed conflict and does 
not have to be a part of it.969 In this respect, the 
concept of “attack” for crimes against humanity 
differs from that of IHL, as it can include non-vi-
olent acts970 and those unrelated to the armed 
conflict.971 For example, an attack can consist of 
several acts of mistreatment of persons taking no 
active part in the hostilities, such as detainees.972 

Although the definition of an attack by multiple 
acts may suggest a certain scale, there is no min-
imum threshold, such as a specific geographical 
area or number of individual targets (see Subsec-
tion 5.3.3). For example, in Tadić (an ICTY case), 
the geographical area under consideration of 
an attack was a 20-km zone,973 whereas in Sarić 
(a Bosnian domestic case), the attacked pop-
ulation under assessment comprised only 300 
individuals.974 Similarly, in Katanga, the ICC Trial 
Chamber found that multiple offenses committed 
over a single day against the strategically located 
village of Bogoro on February 24, 2003, which 
was home to over 800 civilians, resulted in 200 
deaths, thereby constituting an attack.975

Additionally, the course of conduct should be 
committed pursuant to or in furtherance of a 

5.3. Pattern of Crimes: The 
Crimes Were Committed as 
Part of a Widespread and 
Systematic Attack against 
Any Civilian Population
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State or organizational policy. While this is not 
an element under customary international law, 
it inevitably follows from the “systematic” nature 
of the attack, which presupposes the organized 
nature of the crimes and the improbability of their 
random occurrence (see Subsection 5.3.3.).976 
The existence of a policy for widespread, yet not 
necessarily systematic, crimes could be estab-
lished by omission rather than positive acts, for 
example, through the deliberate withholding of 
protection from victims, which effectively tolerates 
such crimes.977

The ICC examined this policy requirement, empha-
sizing that the “organization” is distinct from the 
“state” as a concept.978 For example, an “organi-
zation” might include non-state actors or private 
individuals.979 Given that the Russian occupation 
of Enerhodar involves the Russian state acting 
through occupying authorities and forces to com-
mit the crimes, the following analysis is confined 
to state policy.

While the term “state” is self-explanatory, the 
policy does not need to originate from the highest 
levels of state authority, but may, for example, be 
adopted by regional or local state organs.980 Both 
the ad hoc tribunals and the ICC have highlighted 
that the policy does not need to have been ad-
opted as the policy of the state,981 nor declared 
expressly or stated clearly and precisely, meaning 
it can be implied or be a de facto policy.982 The 
ICC went further by reiterating that a “planned, 
directed, and organized” attack, opposed to one 
which is “spontaneous or composed of isolated 
acts”, fulfills the policy requirement.983 Notably, 
the Elements of Crimes provides that a policy 
may be implemented through deliberate inaction, 
where the conscious failure to intervene is intend-
ed to encourage the attack, as illustrated in the 
above-mentioned example of intentionally denying 
help to multiple civilians. However, the Elements 
of Crimes highlights that the existence of such 
a policy cannot be concluded solely based on a 
lack of governmental or organizational action.984

In the case of the Russian occupation of Enerho-
dar, the analysis in Section 2 demonstrates that 
a Russian state policy of targeting the civilian 
population through imprisonment or other severe 
deprivation of liberty and torture is not merely 
implicit or a de facto policy. A broader and deeper 

assessment of the situation in Russian-occupied 
territories of Ukraine, especially since Russia’s 
2022 full-scale invasion of Ukraine, reveals a clear 
Russian state policy to target the Ukrainian civilian 
population through an array of different crimes 
against humanity. The first comprehensive UN re-
port published after the Russian full-scale invasion 
of Ukraine was based on an analysis of 687 record-
ed incidents of arbitrary detentions of civilians in 
the Donetsk, Kharkiv, Kherson, Luhansk, Mykolaiv, 
and Zaporizhzhia Oblasts between February 24, 
2022, and December 31, 2023. This report, which 
included incidents of the arbitrary detention of 
ZNPP workers, concluded that all incidents were 
“orchestrated as part of a policy by the Russian 
Federation to intimidate, instill fear, punish, or 
extract information and confessions”.985 The lat-
est report of the UN Independent International 
Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine of March 2025 
emphasizes that enforced disappearances, which 
fall under the scope of imprisonment or other se-
vere deprivation of liberty,986 and acts of torture by 
Russian authorities against the civilian population 
in occupied territories of Ukraine “were perpetrat-
ed … pursuant to a coordinated state policy”.987 

Hence, the multiple acts of imprisonment or other 
severe deprivation of liberty, followed by torture, 
in Enerhodar were conducted pursuant to and in 
furtherance of the “coordinated [Russian] state 
policy” of targeting the Ukrainian civilian popula-
tion through numerous crimes against humanity, 
employed all over the Russian-occupied territories 
of Ukraine. 

5.3.2. Attack “against Any 
Civilian Population” 

The formulation “directed against” indicates that 
the civilian population should be the primary tar-
get of the attack, not an incidental victim of the 
attack.988 This contextual subelement highlights 
the collective nature of crimes against human-
ity.989 The focus must be on demonstrating that 
the attack as a whole, rather than each of the 
perpetrator’s acts, was directed against the ci-
vilian population.990 This implies that the entire 
attack, not individual acts, is relevant to whether 
the civilian population was the primary object of 
the attack.991 
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While “population” refers to a multiplicity of per-
sons sharing common attributes, it is not neces-
sary to demonstrate that the perpetrator targeted 
the entire population within a given geographical 
area.992 Unlike with war crimes,993 the civilian pop-
ulation for Article 7 of the Rome Statute connotes 
“any civilian population”,994 regardless of the na-
tionality, ethnicity, or other distinguishing charac-
teristics of its members.995 Respectively, there is 
no need to prove a link between the civilian popu-
lation and any side of the conflict,996 just as there 
is no requirement to prove it is targeted based on 
any distinguishing characteristics (discriminatory 
intent), such as ethnicity or nationality.997

In certain circumstances, the targeting of a spe-
cific group of individuals within the civilian popu-
lation based on its distinguishing characteristics, 
such as ethnicity or nationality, can be used as a 
determining factor in proving that the civilian pop-
ulation was the primary target of an attack.998 For 
example, in Ðorđević, the ICTY found that Serbian 
forces specifically directed attacks against Koso-
vo Albanians because of their ethnicity and no 
distinction was made, or attempted to be made, 
between civilians and combatants. The tribunal 
subsequently stated that the civilian population 
was the primary, not the incidental, object of an 
attack.999

While the term “civilian” is undefined by the Rome 
Statute, according to IHL,1000 as refined by inter-
national jurisprudence,1001 a civilian population 
comprises all persons who are not combatants.1002 
It is also widely accepted that the presence with-
in the civilian population of individuals who do 
not fall within the definition of civilians does not 
deprive the population of its civilian character if 
such population was “predominantly civilian in 
nature”.1003 The Šainović case is illustrative. The 
ICTY found that, even if some of those who were 
killed may have been combatants, that fact did 
not deprive the Kosovo Albanian population of its 
“civilian” status. Thus, the “directed against any 
civilian population” element was met.1004

However, despite numerous judgments by the ad 
hoc tribunals, the definition of the term “civilians” 
as per crimes against humanity remains unclear, 
at least concerning some aspects. Initially, the 
ICTY highlighted the need for a broader definition 
of “civilian” in the context of crimes against hu-

manity a year before the Rome Statute’s adoption. 
While acknowledging the absence of a universally 
accepted definition, the tribunal stated that the 
broader definition reflected “elementary consid-
erations of humanity” as foreseen by Common 
Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions and Article 51 
of AP(I), along with its commentary.1005 ICTY judg-
ments issued after the Rome Statute’s adoption 
followed the Tadić approach.1006 In these cases, 
especially in Blaškić, the ICTY reiterated the broad 
humanitarian scope and purpose of the prohibi-
tion of crimes against humanity, stressing that 
crimes against humanity do not solely concern 
crimes committed against civilians in the strict 
sense of this term, but also crimes against two 
categories of people: (i) those who were members 
of a resistance movement (levée en masse); and 
(ii) former combatants, regardless of whether they 
wore or wear a uniform (i.e., those who were no 
longer taking part in hostilities when crimes were 
perpetrated, either due to having left the army 
or no longer bearing arms or because they were 
hors de combat).1007 

However, the ICTY swiftly began to shift from a 
broad definition of “civilian” to a narrower one. 
The Appeals Chamber in Blaškić partially over-
turned the trial judgment by making reference 
to the laws of war for interpreting crimes against 
humanity,1008 mirroring the approach taken in its 
earlier Kunarać appeal decision.1009 The Appeals 
Chamber highlighted that taking into account 
the specific situation of the victim at the precise 
time of the commission of crimes when assessing 
the civilian status of the victim “may be mislead-
ing”.1010 The determining factor is not what the 
individual is doing at the time, but their status 
under IHL. By reference to the ICRC commentary 
to AP(I), a civilian who has become a member 
of an armed force is a combatant until they are 
discharged, whether or not they are bearing arms 
or engaged in combat at the time of the alleged 
commission of the crime.1011 

Subsequent ICTY judgments closely reflect the 
Blaškić appeal judgment, although with crucial 
corrections.1012 The ICTY emphasized that while 
persons who are hors de combat cannot be con-
sidered civilians, they still fall under the scope 
of crimes against humanity as victims.1013 In the 
Martić and Mrkšić et al. cases, the ICTY Appeals 
Chamber explicitly held that, while a combatant 
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who is hors de combat does not become a civilian, 
there is nothing to suggest that a “civilian popu-
lation” means that only civilians can be victims 
of crimes against humanity. For example, in the 
Mrkšić et al. case, although 181 of 194 men re-
moved from the Vukovar Hospital in Croatia were 
members of the Croatian Armed Forces, they 
were hors de combat because Serb forces had 
detained them and were therefore considered to 
be victims of crimes against humanity. Hence, 
both civilians per se and combatants who are 
hors de combat can be victims of crimes against 
humanity if the respective conditions are met.1014  
 
The practice of the International Criminal Tribunal 
for Rwanda (ICTR) serves as guidance, especially 
since its statute does not link the commission of 
crimes with an armed conflict, unlike the ICTY 
Statute.1015 In Akayesu, issued only a year after 
Tadić, the ICTR stated that “members of the civil-
ian population are people who are not taking any 
active part in the hostilities, including members 
of the armed forces who laid down their arms and 
those persons placed hors de combat by sickness, 
wounds, detention or any other cause”.1016 Sub-
sequent ICTR judgments strongly resembled the 
Akayesu approach,1017 with some even mentioning 
the Blaškić Trial Chamber’s stance on the specific 
situation of the victim, rather than their status, 
to be determinative.1018

Hence, the civilian population should constitute 
the primary object of the attack and the presence 
of isolated non-civilians among such a population 
does not change its character.1019 With this, the for-
mer members of a levée en masse and those who 
are hors de combat can be victims of the crime 
against humanity. For example, a person who is 
hors de combat, who was rendered unconscious 
in a combat action, can be a victim of the crime 
against humanity if the criminal act against that 
person was part of a widespread or systematic 
attack against the civilian population.1020 

In the case of the Russian occupation of Enerho-
dar, despite the potential status of a few of the 
detainees as prisoners of war, the majority of the 
incidents of imprisonment or other severe depri-
vation of liberty and torture specifically involved 
the civilian population of Enerhodar, such as 
Ukrainian ZNPP employees and former members 

of the levée en masse who were not participating 
in the hostilities any more at the time of their 
abduction. In addition, all of the prisoners of war 
who were imprisoned or subject to severe depri-
vation of liberty held hors de combat status, due 
to having been in the power of an adverse party, 
having abstained from any hostile act, and having 
not attempted to escape. Therefore, the Russian 
occupying authorities and forces attacked the 
civilian population of Enerhodar and its environs. 

5.3.3. A “Widespread” or 
“Systematic” Attack against 
the Civilian Population 

The requirement of a “widespread” or “systematic” 
attack is disjunctive.1021 That is, the attack could 
be widespread or it could be systematic, but it 
does not have to be both, even if that is often 
the case in practice.

A widespread element highlights the large-scale 
nature of the attack and the number of target-
ed victims.1022 While the number of victims and 
geographical and temporal indicators are vital 
in establishing the widespread element,1023 they 
should not be assessed strictly in quantitative 
or geographical terms, but instead based on the 
specific circumstances of the case.1024 Hence, the 
widespread element can be satisfied by an attack 
carried out over a large geographical area or one 
conducted within a limited area but targeting a 
large number of civilians.1025 Several authoritative 
commentaries to the Rome Statute mentioned 
that a widespread attack is an attack that is con-
ducted on a large scale or involves a multiplicity of 
victims.1026 This disjunctive method of defining the 
widespread element stems from the jurisprudence 
of the ad hoc tribunals and the ICC, which often 
referred either to the large number of victims,1027 
the multiplicity of victims,1028 the large-scale com-
mission of the acts, or, in some cases, to both the 
large-scale nature of the attack and the number 
of victims involved.1029

As stated in Subsection 5.3.1, there is no exact 
numerical or geographical threshold for multiple 
acts to be considered an attack. This is especially 
relevant to the widespread element. In the Sarić 
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case, the Bosnian court found that the attack of 
Serbian forces on the entire Bosniak population 
in the Nahorevo and Nahorevska Brda areas in 
the municipality of Sarajevo, around 300 in total, 
formed a widespread attack.1030 In Bemba, the 
ICC Pre-Trial Chamber deduced the widespread 
nature of the attack in light of the multiplicity of 
victims, locations where crimes were committed, 
and the overall duration of the attack.1031 Similarly, 
in Gbagbo, the ICC Pre-Trial Chamber inferred the 
widespread element based on: (i) the large number 
of acts committed; (ii) the significant number of 
individuals targeted and victimized; (iii) the du-
ration of the attack, which extended over more 
than four months; and (iv) its impact on the entire 
city of Abidjan.1032

The “systematic” element refers to the “organized 
nature of the acts of violence and the improba-
bility of their random occurrence”, signifying a 
pattern of crimes characterized by the “nonacci-
dental repetition of similar criminal conduct on a 
regular basis”.1033 A mere repetition of coincidental 
and non-connected crimes would not satisfy the 
systematic element.1034 Additionally, as mentioned 
in Subsection 5.3.1, international jurisprudence 
has often equated the systematic element with 
the state or organizational policy requirement.1035

Only the attack itself and not the individual acts of 
the accused should be widespread or systematic, 
meaning that a single or limited number of acts 
of a specific accused would qualify as a crime 
against humanity if all other conditions are met, 
unless they are isolated or random.1036 

The attack on the civilian population of Enerhodar 
and its vicinity has been both widespread and 
systematic. 

Satisfying the widespread element, the acts of 
imprisonment and other severe deprivation of 
liberty, accompanied by acts of torture, have been 
committed on a large scale and against several 
civilian residents of Enerhodar.

Although the widespread element cannot be 
equated with any specific numbers, it is still use-
ful to estimate the approximate number of the 
civilian residents of Enerhodar targeted in order 
to assess the widespread nature of the attack on 
its civilian population:

	→ According to Enerhodar’s mayor, Dmytro Orlov, 
in August 2022, over 1,000 civilians in Ener-
hodar had been imprisoned and tortured.1037 

	→ In November 2023, the mayor reported a 
slightly higher number of over 1,500 civil-
ians.1038 

	→ In April 2025, Truth Hounds’ partner, Ukrainian 
NGO the Association of Relatives of Political 
Prisoners of the Kremlin reported that over 
2,000 Enerhodar civilians had survived Rus-
sian acts of imprisonment and torture.1039 

	→ Truth Hounds itself has documented at least 
226 civilian residents of Enerhodar who have 
been subjected to imprisonment and other se-
vere deprivation of liberty, mostly followed by 
inhuman treatment and torture. This figure in-
cludes the individuals interviewed directly and 
third persons mentioned by the interviewees. It 
also constitutes only a picture of the broader 
scope (number) of imprisonment and torture 
offenses that have been committed against 
Enerhodar’s civilian population (for precise 
calculations, please refer to Subsection 2.2).

Estimated total number of Enerhodar civilians:

	→ January 2022: Approximately 52,2371040

	→ June 2023: Approximately 15,0001041

	→ January 2024: Between 10,447 and 13,0591042

	→ March 2025: Between 8,000 and 9,0001043

The numbers in the table above are approximate, 
given Russian armed forces’ ongoing occupation 
of Enerhodar and the resulting complexity of cal-
culating a precise number of those targeted by 
Russian occupying authorities and forces. 

For the same reason, it is impossible to determine 
the exact proportion of targeted civilians vis-à-
vis the whole of Enerhodar’s civilian population. 
Nevertheless, even without precise calculations, 
the widespread nature of the attack on Enerho-
dar’s civilian population can still be identified from 
the following:

	→ At least 2,000 Enerhodar civilian residents 
have been targeted through acts of imprison-
ment and other severe deprivation of liberty, 
followed by torture.



131

	→ These offenses have been ongoing since the 
Russian occupation of Enerhodar on March 
3, 2022, spanning over 40 months, or more 
than three and a half years.

	→ Several Enerhodar civilian residents were sub-
jected to repeated imprisonment and torture, 
having been victims of detention and other 
severe deprivation of liberty, accompanied by 
torture, on more than one occasion. 

	→ Given that many documented instances in-
volved the targeting of ZNPP personnel,1044 
these offenses have significantly affected the 
city of Enerhodar, which has functioned as a 
satellite city of the ZNPP (see Section 3.3.5. 
and Annex I).

The systematic nature of the attack is satisfied 
by the organized nature of imprisonment and 
other severe deprivation of liberty, followed by 
acts of torture against the civilian population of 
Enerhodar. These acts did not occur by accident 
and happened on a regular basis. Subsection 2.2 
demonstrates that, in Russian-occupied Enerho-
dar, the occupying authorities and forces primarily 
targeted pro-Ukrainian civilians, former AFU mem-
bers, their relatives, and ZNPP workers. Members 
of Russian occupying forces, involving the military, 
occupying police, and Russian security services 
personnel, abducted these targeted individuals 
from their homes or workplaces and took them 
to a network of detention facilities, comprising 
improvised or established structures. The meth-
ods of physical torture were consistent, including 
brutal beatings with various objects, electrocution 
(notably with a “Tapik” device), and instances of 
conflict-related sexual violence. Psychological 
pain and suffering were also prevalent, involving 
mock executions, threats against relatives or loved 
ones, and coerced participation in filming Russian 
propaganda. 

Within these facilities, specific rooms were des-
ignated for interrogation and torture sessions, 
predominantly conducted by Russian security 
services. The primary aim was to extract infor-
mation (e.g., about anti-occupation resistance, 
pro-Ukrainian civilians, owners of weaponry, or 
present or former members of the Armed Forces 
of Ukraine) and coerce confessions (e.g., admit-
ting cooperation with Ukrainian military and se-
curity forces). These sessions were consistently 

accompanied by punishment, intimidation, and 
coercion. In many documented instances, coer-
cion took the form of forcing ZNPP personnel to 
sign contracts with Rosatom. Throughout their 
detention, prisoners endured inhuman conditions, 
marked by overcrowding, lack of sanitation, and 
severe denial of food, water, and proper hygiene. 
These practices inflicted enduring physical and 
psychological trauma, with some victims suffering 
chronic injuries, while others died as a result of 
their mistreatment.

Truth Hounds’ conclusions are consistent with 
the findings of several international agencies and 
institutions, including UN entities. Already in March 
2023, the UN Independent International Commis-
sion of Inquiry on Ukraine found that the Russian 
authorities used torture and inhuman treatment 
in a widespread and systematic manner across 
the occupied territories, including in Zaporizhzhia 
Oblast. In particular, the Commission stated that 
“torture was particularly severe against current 
or former members of Ukrainian armed forces 
and associated persons and their relatives. Local 
officials, law enforcement personnel, employees 
of Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant, and civilians 
with pro-Ukrainian views have also been victims of 
torture”.1045 In their later October 2023 report, the 
Commission confirmed its previous findings.1046 

In its 2024 report, the Commission emphasized 
the widespread and systematic torture commit-
ted in Russian-occupied territories, including in 
Zaporizhzhia Oblast,1047 referring to its previous 
findings in 2024 and preceding years.1048 Nota-
bly, the Commission emphasized that the torture 
practices had been enforced by regular person-
nel, as well as Russian special-purpose units. 
Notably, the Commission highlighted the use of 
Enerhodar Police Station by Russian occupying 
authorities and forces as part of a network of 
detention facilities, enabling them to carry out 
widespread and systematic offenses. In its 2025 
report, the Commission reiterated that in all of 
the Russian-occupied regions that were under 
its assessment, including Zaporizhzhia Oblast, 
“the Russian authorities have committed crimes 
against humanity of torture and enforced dis-
appearances, both perpetrated pursuant to a 
coordinated state policy, in a widespread and 
systematic manner […] with the aim of furthering 
the Russian Federations’ military objectives”. The 
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Commission once again highlighted the use of 
Enerhodar Police Station as a site for carrying out 
widespread and systematic offenses.1049

Therefore, the factual findings in this report, con-
firmed by UN reports, prove both the widespread 
and systematic nature of the attack on the civilian 
population of Enerhodar.

5.3.4. A Sufficient Link 
between the Acts of the 
Accused and the Attack

Under the Rome Statute, there must be a suffi-
cient link between the acts of the accused and 
the attack.1050 While there is no specific guidance 
on what would be “sufficient”, some factors that 
could establish it might be: common features be-
tween the individual’s acts and acts taking place 
within the attack’s scope; the character of the 
events and surrounding circumstances in which 
the individual’s conduct took place; the timing and 
location of the accused’s acts in relation to the 
attack; the scope of the accused’s awareness of 
the attack at the time of committing the acts;1051 
and how the accused’s acts are connected to, 
or contribute to advancing, the policy underlying 
the attack.1052 In any event, the individual’s acts 
themselves need not be widespread or system-
atic provided they form part of a widespread or 
systematic attack.1053 

In the case of the Russian occupation of Enerho-
dar, first, Truth Hounds identified specific groups 
operating in Enerhodar, at specific time periods 
and with specific responsibilities, based on the 
recollections of interviewed survivors about the 
callsigns, physical appearances, and means used 
by the perpetrators of abduction, detention, and 
torture. These groups consisted of Russian military 
and security forces, as well as members of the 
occupying police force. As stated in Subsection 
2.4, some groups were responsible for matters 
related to the ZNPP, while others dealt with the 
civilians of Enerhodar more generally.

Second, in all of the documented instances, the 
civilians were abducted and placed in detention 
centers in the same manner: they were taken 
from their workplaces or homes, handcuffed and/

or blindfolded, and transported in stolen civilian 
vehicles, often enduring physical abuse during 
the journey to the detention facility. Irrespective 
of the status of the targeted civilian, whether a 
ZNPP worker or a former resistance participant, 
they were placed at the same detention facilities 
as other targeted Enerhodar civilians (see Sub-
sections 2.3 and 2.4.1). 

Third, in all of the documented instances, the 
same individuals, from the same groups, commit-
ted acts of torture against the imprisoned civilian 
residents of Enerhodar in an identical manner. The 
perpetrators subjected prisoners to different sorts 
of physical and psychological pain and suffering, 
such as beatings, threats of execution, and elec-
trocution, for one of four purposes: (i) to obtain 
information about participants of the anti-occu-
pation resistance, pro-Ukrainian civilians, and 
other civilians “disloyal” to the occupying regime, 
the owners of weaponry, former members of the 
Armed Forces of Ukraine, and other information 
linked to the Ukrainian military or security forces; 
(ii) to punish people for their pro-Ukrainian stance 
or former participation in the anti-occupation re-
sistance; (iii) to intimidate people, for example, by 
threatening them or their relatives with execution 
or deportation; and (iv) to force people to coop-
erate with the occupying authorities and forces, 
such as ZNPP employees, who were often forced 
to sign a contract with Rosatom.

Russian security forces subjected many Ukrainian 
ZNPP workers to various forms of physical and 
psychological suffering on their evacuation route 
outside of Enerhodar, with alleged awareness of 
their status as workers. The subsequent targeting 
of these civilians upon their return by other se-
curity forces operating within Enerhodar further 
underscores that these offenses against ZNPP 
personnel are part of the broader pattern of crimes 
committed against the civilian population of En-
erhodar.

As was emphasized in Subsection 5.3.1, all of 
these offenses were carried out under Russian 
state policy allowing for the imprisonment and 
further torture of the Ukrainian civilian population 
of Enerhodar.

The facts described above signal that each of the 
documented instances of imprisonment and other 
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severe deprivation of liberty, followed by torture, 
constituted a part of a widespread and systematic 
attack on the civilian population of Enerhodar. 

5.3.5. Mens Rea of the Alleged 
Perpetrators 

The Rome Statute requires that the perpetrator 
“knew that the conduct was part of or intended 
the conduct to be part of a widespread or sys-
tematic attack directed against a civilian popula-
tion,”1054 which reflects the practice of the ad hoc 
tribunals.1055 This constitutes an additional mens 
rea element to Article 30 of the Rome Statute1056 
and helps to exclude isolated acts from the scope 
of crimes against humanity.1057 As mentioned ear-
lier, there is no requirement for the perpetrator to 
have committed the acts with a discriminatory 
intent.1058

As such, the perpetrator should be aware of the 
existence of a broader attack and that their in-
dividual acts form part of it. In determining the 
additional mens rea requirement, international 
and domestic jurisprudence on crimes against hu-
manity seems to hold a “risk-based” approach.1059 
Concerning the perpetrator’s knowledge of the 
attack, the perpetrator need not possess detailed 
knowledge of the attack’s characteristics or the 
precise details of the plan or policy of the state or 
organization.1060 The perpetrator’s general aware-
ness of the existence of the attack is sufficient,1061 
meaning that they only need to be aware of the 
facts related to the attack that increase the dan-
gerousness of their conduct for the victims or that 
transform their conduct into a contribution to the 
crimes committed by others.1062 

Concerning the knowledge that individual acts 
form part of the attack, the perpetrator must, at 
a minimum, have known of the risk that their acts 
can form part of a broader attack.1063 For example, 
if the perpetrator committed a certain act with 
the acceptance of the risk that the particular act 
could constitute an integral part of the attack 
on the civilian population, the act can consti-
tute a crime against humanity, provided other 
elements are met.1064 The perpetrator’s motive is 
irrelevant in proving their conduct constituted a 
crime against humanity; it is sufficient that the 

perpetrator knowingly participated in the attack 
directed against a civilian population.1065 In the 
case of an emerging attack, which is imminent 
or has just begun, the second contextual mental 
subelement is satisfied if the perpetrator intended 
to further such an attack.1066

In the case of the Russian occupation of Ener-
hodar, the contextual mens rea of each alleged 
perpetrator will require individual assessment. 
Nevertheless, the documented incidents of impris-
onment and other forms of severe deprivation of 
liberty, accompanied by acts of torture, demon-
strate that the alleged perpetrators carried out 
acts of detention and torture concurrently with 
their own and their colleagues’ past and future 
criminal offenses against the civilian population 
of Enerhodar. This pattern indicates their aware-
ness of both the broader attack on the civilian 
population and the fact that their specific conduct 
formed part of that attack.
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Since this report primarily focuses on the meth-
ods and means employed by Russian occupying 
authorities and forces in Enerhodar and its vicin-
ity to enable the commission of arbitrary deten-
tions, inhuman treatment, and torture, rather than 
identifying the individuals responsible for these 
offenses, it provides only a brief overview of the 
potential modes of liability for the perpetrators.

5.4.1. Direct Сommission

“Commission” constitutes a well-recognized mode 
of liability in ICL which comprises different forms of 
principal participation,1067 including direct commis-
sion, indirect commission, and co-perpetration.1068 
In particular, Article 25(3)(a) of the Rome Statute 
specifies that a person can be responsible for 
committing a crime “whether as an individual, 
jointly with another or through another person, 
regardless of whether that other person is crimi-
nally responsible”.1069

Direct commission, often referred to as direct or 
individual perpetration, was one of the first modes 
of liability recognized in ICL.1070 The ad hoc and 
hybrid tribunals held that commission primarily 
covers the physical perpetration of a crime by the 
perpetrator themself.1071 Hence, direct commission 
refers to the physical perpetration of the crime. 
This means that only an individual who physically 
fulfills all the elements of the crime bears liability 
as a direct perpetrator.1072 International jurispru-
dence suggests that direct commission can take 
place not only through an act but also through a 
culpable omission, when a perpetrator violates 
their duty to act.1073 

The direct perpetrator should have committed 
the material elements of the crime with intent 
and knowledge.1074 Article 30 of the Rome Stat-
ute specifies that, in relation to the conduct, the 
person has to mean to engage in the conduct, 

while in relation to the consequence, the person 
has to intend the consequences or be aware that 
they will occur in the ordinary course of events.1075

5.4.2. Co-Perpetration

Co-perpetration, as a form of committing a crime, 
is highly relevant in the case of the Russian occu-
pation of Enerhodar. It refers to the commission 
of a crime by two or more persons acting in a 
concerted manner, through individual contribu-
tions that result in the realisation of the objective 
elements of a crime.1076 The ICC has embraced 
co-perpetration based on a “joint control over 
crime” theory, which helps to distinguish between 
principals and accessories.1077 The theory foresees 
that “none of the participants has overall control 
over the offense because they all depend on one 
another for its commission, they all share control 
because each of them could frustrate the com-
mission of the crime by not carrying out his or her 
task”.1078 This presupposes that the co-perpetrator 
exercises negative control over the crime, since 
co-perpetrators cannot secure the commission 
of the crime on their own, but are mutually de-
pendent on their co-perpetrators performing their 
essential contributions.1079 Co-perpetration based 
on joint control over the crime has been criticized 
in academia, alleging that such a legal framework 
of co-perpetration requires speculative and coun-
terfactual analysis from judges on whether the 
principal’s contribution was essential or not.1080

With respect to the objective elements of co-per-
petration, the ICC held that there are two require-
ments: 

	→ The existence of a common plan or an agree-
ment with one or more persons; and

	→ The coordinated essential contribution, which 
results in the fulfillment of the material ele-
ments of the crime.

5.4. Individual Criminal 
Responsibility
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The terms “plan” and “agreement” are syn-
onyms, having the same legal meaning.1081 The 
plan or agreement does not need to be explicit, 
but may be inferred from the concerted action 
of the co-perpetrators.1082 The common plan or 
agreement does not need to be prearranged and 
may arise extemporaneously (see the second 
constitutive mens rea element under co-perpe-
tration below).1083 

International jurisprudence has consistently held 
that the perpetrator’s contribution to co-perpe-
tration should be essential, meaning that each 
individual’s contribution is crucial for the realiza-
tion of the common plan and that, without such 
participation, the crime would not occur.1084 This is 
a higher threshold than the “substantial contribu-
tion to or effect on” required for accessory liability 
(aiding or abetting).1085 The essential contribution 
can occur during the “planning or preparation 
stage, including when the common plan is con-
ceived”,1086 and when the crime is perpetrated. 
That said, there is no need for the co-perpetra-
tor to be physically present at the crime scene, 
as long as they exercised joint control over the 
crime.1087 Nevertheless, the essential contributions 
of all co-perpetrators need to result in the com-
mission of material elements of a crime.1088 This 
implies that at least one of the co-perpetrators 
should physically carry out the material elements 
of a crime.1089

The general mens rea standard in Article 30 of the 
Rome Statute, requiring that the material elements 
of the offense were committed with intent and 
knowledge, also applies.1090 Co-perpetration also 
requires that: (i) the co-perpetrators are all mutu-
ally aware and mutually accept that implementing 
their common plan will result in the realisation of 
the objective elements of the crime;1091 and (ii) they 
are aware of the factual circumstances enabling 
them to jointly control the crime.1092

The “will result” formulation in the first constitutive 
subjective element of co-perpetration means that 
the co-perpetrator knows that their actions will 
necessarily cause the consequence in question, 
unless interrupted by an unforeseen or unex-
pected event.1093 There is no requirement that a 
co-perpetrator foresees the crime with absolute 
certainty.1094 This aligns with the fact that the plan 
or agreement does not have to be specifically 

directed by all co-perpetrators at the time it is 
committed. It is sufficient that the plan or agree-
ment entails “‘an element of criminality”, such that 
a crime is a foreseeable and highly likely conse-
quence of the plan or agreement’s execution.1095

The second subjective element of co-perpetration 
highlights that the co-perpetrator was aware of 
their essential role in the execution of the common 
plan or agreement, and their ability to frustrate its 
commission by not carrying out their tasks.1096 This 
second subjective element of co-perpetration has 
been criticized as placing too much of a burden 
on the prosecution, since many co-perpetrators in 
the context of crimes within the ICC’s jurisdiction 
typically lack full control and therefore cannot be 
expected to have complete awareness of the fac-
tual circumstances underpinning that control.1097

5.4.3. Aiding or Abetting

Another relevant mode of liability to the case of 
the Russian occupation of Enerhodar is aiding, 
abetting, or otherwise assisting in the commis-
sion of the crime, i.e., an accomplice/accessory 
liability,1098 provided for in Article 25(3)(c) of the 
Rome Statute. The ICC has clarified that “aiding”, 
“abetting”, and “otherwise assisting” constitute a 
single mode of liability. It has further noted that 
the terms “aid” and “otherwise assist” overlap, 
meaning that “otherwise assist” does not expand 
the scope of the mode of liability beyond what 
is already covered under aiding and abetting.1099 

“Aiding” connotes assistance in the commission 
of the crime and “abetting” refers to encourage-
ment or moral support to the crime’s commis-
sion.1100 It is not necessary to prove both aiding 
and abetting—either one is sufficient to establish 
this mode of liability.1101 Aiding or abetting may 
involve either an act or an omission. It can oc-
cur before, during, or after the principal crime 
and it can be geographically distanced from the 
crime.1102 While assistance, encouragement, and 
moral support provided before or during the com-
mission of a crime are relatively straightforward 
(see examples below), questions arise regarding 
how aiding or abetting can occur after the crime 
has been committed. International jurisprudence 
indicates that aiding or abetting after the crime 
might be established through a prior agreement 
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or promise to perform certain acts after the crime 
was committed.1103 International jurisprudence 
further suggests that aiding and abetting can 
take place by omission, where a person violates a 
duty to act.1104 For example, in Furundzija, the ICTY 
Trial Chamber found the accused responsible for 
aiding or abetting outrages upon personal dignity, 
including rape, due to his presence and continued 
interrogation of the witness, which encouraged 
and substantially contributed to criminal acts 
committed by the other accused.1105 The Rome 
Statute provides that the principal’s crime does 
not need to happen for aiding or abetting liability 
to arise, since assistance in both the commission 
of the crime and the attempted commission of 
the crime is prohibited.1106

To constitute aiding or abetting, there should be a 
causal link between the perpetrator’s act or omis-
sion and the principal’s crime. The perpetrator’s 
act or omission does not need to be necessary for 
the commission of the principal offense; it needs 
only to have furthered, advanced, or facilitated 
the commission of such offense.1107 For example, 
interrogating a victim while another person is rap-
ing the victim amounts to the aiding or abetting 
actus reus.1108 

The ad hoc and hybrid tribunals have employed 
the “substantial1109 contribution to or effect” and/
or “specific direction” notions in interpreting such 
a causal link.1110 While they commonly agree that 
the act or omission should have substantially 
contributed to or had a substantial effect on the 
commission of the principal’s crime as part of the 
aiding or abetting actus reus, their recent practice 
seems to suggest that “specific direction” is not 
part of the actus reus.1111 The practice of the ICC 
concerning “substantial contribution to or effect” 
has not been consistent. While initially, the ICC 
held that accessories should have had a “sub-
stantial contribution to or effect on” the commis-
sion of the principal’s crime,1112 recent judgments 
have rejected a minimum contribution threshold 
to the commission of the principal’s offense1113 or 
remained silent on this issue.1114

Nevertheless, especially in light of the statute’s 
limitation to the gravest crimes, it would be erro-
neous to conclude that any level of contribution 
suffices for the actus reus of aiding or abetting. 
That is why the ad hoc and hybrid tribunals opt-

ed for a threshold of “significant contribution or 
effect”, which is also strongly supported in ac-
ademia.1115 Unfortunately, there is limited inter-
national jurisprudence that clearly defines what 
constitutes a “substantial contribution to or sub-
stantial effect on”, leaving room for interpretation 
on a case-by-case basis.1116 The most instructive 
decision is the Taylor case at the Special Court 
for Sierra Leone (SCSL). On appeal, the SCSL 
held that “substantial contribution to or effect 
on” may be inferred from conduct that: (i) sup-
ported and sustained the organized commission 
of crimes; (ii) made civilians more vulnerable and 
less able to defend themselves, provided a pretext 
for attacks, and sustained the functioning of the 
organized commission of crimes; (iii) supported 
and enhanced the capacity of the principals to 
commit crimes; (iv) supported and sustained the 
system of arrests and detention; (v) contributed 
to and made possible the victims’ deportation; 
and (vi) permitted the continued existence and 
further development of the inhuman situation. 
At the same time, the SCSL clarified that some 
acts do not amount to the actus reus of aiding or 
abetting, namely where: (i) the accused was not 
in a position where their lack of objection in any 
way contributed to the success of any executive 
operation; (ii) their position and responsibilities did 
not render substantial assistance to the crimes; 
(iii) their acts were too insignificant or inadequate 
vis-à-vis the crimes to attract liability or they had 
little to no influence; and (iv) the distribution of 
orders connected to the crimes, the proposal of 
discriminatory laws, and the signing of decrees 
imposing citizenship did not sufficiently connect 
the accused to the crimes.1117

While the perpetrator’s presence at the scene of 
the crime is not determinative, in certain circum-
stances, where the perpetrator is in a position of 
authority, it can demonstrate that the perpetra-
tor significantly legitimized or encouraged the 
effect on the principal.1118 In the Aleksovski case, 
which concerned the individual responsibility of 
the commander of the Kaonik prison in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina where non-Bosnian prisoners 
were detained, the ICTY found that Aleksovski’s 
presence during the systematic mistreatment 
of detainees implied he was aware that his tacit 
approval would be considered as a sign of his 
support and encouragement. In particular, the 
tribunal found that since the accused previously 
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ordered or instigated and abetted the mistreat-
ment of detainees, even in an incident involving 
the mistreatment of two detainees in his absence, 
he was still an aider or abettor: 

“It is also similarly satisfied that the re-
curring brutality the two detainees were 
subsequently subjected to in the absence 
of the accused was aided and abetted by 
him. Abuse of this kind was frequent and 
was committed day and night near the ac-
cused’s office so that the accused could 
hardly not have not been aware of it. Yet he 
did not oppose or repress it, as his position 
required. On the contrary, his silence could 
only be taken as a sign of his approval, giv-
en that he participated actively in the initial 
abuse of these two detainees; the accused 
could hardly have been unaware that his 
silence would amount to encouragement 
to the perpetrators.”1119

The threshold of “substantial contribution to or 
effect on” for aiding or abetting does not require 
a single specific act or omission to qualify—it may 
be established through a series of cumulative 
acts or omissions.1120

The mere role of an accomplice within a system, 
who has no influence on the commission of of-
fenses, does not constitute the actus reus of 
aiding and abetting. Cases heard under Control 
Council Law No. 10 (the so-called “Subsequent 
Nuremberg Trials and Post-War War Crimes Trials 
by the Allies”)1121 emphasize that to be considered 
an aider or abettor, the accomplice should make 
a significant difference to the commission of the 
principal’s crimes, rather than simply holding a 
non-influential position in the whole system. For 
example, in the Zyklon B case, a British military 
court found that because a first gassing techni-
cian held no influence over the supply of gas, his 
actions did not amount to aiding and abetting, 
even if they “were an integral part of the supply 
and use of poison gas” and the technician was 
aware that his functions played such an important 
role in the transfer of gas. In that case, the British 
court convicted the owner and second-in-com-
mand of the gas firm. In another case (“Hechin-
gen Deportation”), a German court held that the 
actions of an accused, as a local administrative 
authority, following decrees of higher-ranked 

perpetrators concerning unlawful deportations, 
did amount to aiding and abetting, even if such 
assistance could have been easily obtained from 
another person.1122 

In Delalić, the ICTY famously stated that it “would 
not accept that the circumstance alone of holding 
a position as a guard somewhere within a camp in 
which civilians are unlawfully detained suffices to 
render that guard responsible for the crime of un-
lawful confinement of civilians”. Hence, the tribu-
nal did not establish what degree of participation 
of an accused involved in the release of prisoners 
would affect the crime of unlawful confinement.1123 
By contrast, in Jokič, the ICTY rejected the ac-
cused’s reliance on the Delalić decision, finding 
that his role in three execution sites, whether as 
a duty officer or chief of engineering,1124 extend-
ed beyond the mere transmission of orders up 
and down the chain of command. In particular, 
although the accused did not directly issue or-
ders in his capacity as chief of engineering of the 
Zvornik Brigades of the Drina Corps (Army of the 
Republika Srpska), he contributed to their exe-
cution by assisting in the implementation of the 
brigade commander’s orders, which were based 
on his own advice and proposals. The ICTY held 
that while aiding or abetting generally involves 
a lesser degree of directness of participation in 
the commission of a crime, compared to primary 
liability for an offense, Jokić’s acts of assistance 
including coordinating, sending, and monitoring 
the deployment of Zvornik Brigade resources and 
equipment to the mass execution sites between 
July 14 and 17, 1995, were sufficient to establish 
his responsibility.1125

Under the general mens rea standard in Article 30 
of the Rome Statute, it must be established that 
the accessory’s act or omission was committed 
with intent and knowledge. However, the accesso-
ry is not required to share the same mental state 
as the principal perpetrator. It is sufficient that 
the accessory intentionally engaged in conduct 
that they knew would assist in the commission 
of the crime. This stems from Article 30 of the 
Rome Statute requiring intent: (i) in relation to 
the aider or abettor’s own conduct, an aider or 
abettor meaning such conduct; and (ii) intent in 
relation to that conduct’s consequences (crime of 
the principal)—either meaning to cause that con-
sequence or being aware that the consequence 
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“will occur in the ordinary course of events”.1126 
The accessory, however, need not know all the 
details of the principal’s crime and the factual 
circumstances in which it is committed—knowledge 
of the essential elements of the principal’s crime 
is sufficient.1127

In addition to the general Article 30 mens rea 
requirement, the Rome Statute foresees that the 
accessory aids or abets the commission of the 
crime for the purpose of facilitating its commis-
sion.1128 This presents a stricter aiding or abetting 
mens rea threshold than that employed by the ad 
hoc and hybrid tribunals, which only required the 
knowledge that an act or omission would assist in 
the commission of the respective crime.1129 Such 
an additional subjective element refers to the 
aider or abettor’s conduct and not to the conse-
quences of such conduct, which is the crime of 
the principal.1130

Hence, the mens rea for an aider and abettor 
would be satisfied if they: 

(i) Not only meant to engage in their con-
duct, but also to facilitate the commission 
of the principal’s conduct; or

(ii) Meant to cause the consequence of their 
conduct (the conduct of the principal) or are 
aware that such consequences will occur 
in the ordinary course of events. 

5.4.4. Modes of Liability 
Applied to Crimes Committed 
in Enerhodar

Given that the Russian occupation of Enerho-
dar involves widespread and systematic acts of 
torture, it is necessary to determine when an in-
dividual qualifies as a co-perpetrator or as an 
aider or abettor. The decisive factor is whether the 
individual shares the purpose behind the torture. 
If the person shares the purpose, they would likely 
be a co-perpetrator. If the person merely provides 
assistance or support with knowledge that torture 
is being carried out, they would be considered an 
aider or abettor. For example, driving the torture 
perpetrators to the place of torture with full knowl-
edge of what they will do or supplying food and 

drink to the perpetrators at the place of torture 
while knowingly supporting their actions would 
amount to aiding or abetting.1131 

In the case of the Russian occupation of Ener-
hodar, as indicated in Subsection 2.4, there were 
three levels of perpetrators of the crimes. First, at 
the top of the chain of command were the FSB, 
its Special Counter-Intelligence Unit, and leaders 
of the occupying police. This group both oversaw 
operations and directly participated in abductions, 
unlawful detention, and the infliction of physi-
cal and psychological suffering. Second are the 
personnel of the Russian military and occupying 
police who, acting in coordination with senior-level 
perpetrators, took part in the execution of these 
crimes. Finally, the third group consists of the 
lower-ranking Russian occupying police and mil-
itary representatives, excluding leadership, who 
primarily served in support roles, such as guarding 
the detention centers. 

After carefully examining the collected interviews 
of survivors, supported by open-source findings, 
it appears that the highest and mid-level perpe-
trators could be liable as co-perpetrators. It may 
be unusual for mid-level perpetrators, such as 
middle-ranking members of the Russian military 
and occupying police, to fall under the same scope 
of co-perpetration as high-level perpetrators, 
namely the leaders of the Russian security forces 
and occupying police. However, the Enerhodar 
case is unique due to the overlapping participa-
tion in the commission of crimes by perpetrators 
at different levels. Сo-perpetration does not re-
quire each of the co-perpetrators to be present 
at the crime scene. Typically, the highest level of 
command only plans and organizes the criminal 
events without personally conducting the material 
elements of the offenses.1132 In the case of the 
Russian occupation of Enerhodar, the leaders of 
the Russian security forces and occupying police, 
as the highest level of perpetrators, along with 
mid-level perpetrators and sometimes even with 
low-level perpetrators, not only planned and or-
ganised the offenses of imprisonment, inhuman 
treatment, and torture against the Enerhodar 
civilian population but personally participated in 
their commission.

Truth Hounds is not aware of any written plan or 
agreement among the co-perpetrators on the 



139

imprisonment of Enerhodar civilian residents. 
However, a plan or agreement can be deduced 
from the widespread and systematic pattern of 
offenses documented to date since the Russian 
occupation of Enerhodar, in particular, the sys-
tematic nature of inhuman treatment and torture. 
Such a plan or agreement certainly included an 
element of criminality due to the nature of of-
fenses foreseen by its commission. 

The excerpts below clearly demonstrate that the 
high- and mid-ranking perpetrators in the case of 
the Russian occupation of Enerhodar depended 
on one another for the commission of crimes, 
thereby having joint control over the crimes. In 
particular, each of the co-perpetrators’ contri-
butions was essential, as failing to carry out a 
task by any of them could have frustrated the 
commission of the crimes. 

“And this [redacted] was the head of the 
FSB at the nuclear power plant because 
there was also a head of the city [head of 
the FSB in Enerhodar], what was his call-
sign, [redacted], I think, something like that. 
And at the nuclear power plant, this [redact-
ed] was the head, I don’t know if he was 
their head or if he was simply responsible 
for the nuclear power plant—I don’t know 
these details. And in the city, maybe there 
was someone more important.”1133

“Twenty people were running behind me in 
uniform, wearing bandages, these ‘muja-
hideen’. They were in three cars… [There 
were] maybe 15 people, I did not have time 
to count exactly. Two of them had uncov-
ered faces, one was an FSB officer and 
the other was a counterintelligence offi-
cer—they had uncovered faces and the rest 
were wearing masks… They were dressed 
in jeans, t-shirts, civilian clothes, faces un-
covered. The rest of them [had their] faces 
covered, [wearing] military uniforms, un-
loading vests, no chevrons.”1134

“And there was also the deputy chief of 
police... And he came to us one night and 
he said: ‘So, are you going to tell me some-
thing? Anything you remember? If you tell us 
everything now, we’ll let you go.’  Nobody 
said anything. And he was drunk, he had 

a lot of booze on him. He just left and he 
comes in and he starts firing his gun into 
the walls, up, just next us. I think it was a 
trauma gun because I didn’t see any shell 
casings. He shot and just walked away.”1135

The general mens rea under Article 30 of the 
Rome Statute, coupled with additional elements 
under the co-perpetration mode, is met due to 
the following: 

	→ In each documented incident, the co-perpe-
trator intended to commit the offense and 
either directly intended its consequences or 
accepted them by being aware that they would 
occur in the ordinary course of events. While 
unexpected hindrances might have taken 
place, such as the absence of a specific tar-
geted civilian at their workspace or apartment, 
the groups operating in Enerhodar pursuant 
to a common plan or agreement would have 
foreseen that their direct participation in the 
abduction of Enerhodar civilians and their 
further transportation to a detention facility 
would inevitably lead to the commission of im-
prisonment, inhuman treatment, and torture.

	→ Simultaneously, the documented incidents 
signal that the co-perpetrators were mutu-
ally aware and accepted that implementing 
the common plan or agreement would result 
in the realization of the objective elements 
of the crimes. The incidents also signal that 
these co-perpetrators were aware of their es-
sential role in executing the common plan or 
agreement and of their ability to frustrate its 
execution by failing to carry out their tasks. 

Regarding the low-level perpetrators, such as 
guards at the detention facilities in Enerhodar 
and its vicinity, these individuals would likely fall 
under accomplice/accessory liability (aiding or 
abetting). Despite holding a lower place in the 
Russian occupation system, these individuals still 
played a role in substantially influencing the com-
mission of the crimes against Enerhodar’s civilian 
residents. Some guards may have believed they 
were merely guarding lawfully detained individuals, 
such as those suspected of participating in an-
ti-occupation resistance. However, the continuous 
influx of new detainees and the visible physical 
injuries they sustained after interrogation sessions 
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should have signaled otherwise. Moreover, Truth 
Hounds documented cases in which guards beat 
detainees while escorting them to and from the 
interrogation room, often accompanied by acts of 
intimidation.1136 As stated earlier, the cumulative 
effect of a series of facilitative acts of an individ-
ual may amount to their substantial contribution 
to or effect on the commission of crimes.

In certain circumstances, low-ranked individuals 
can also be individual perpetrators or even co-per-
petrators. In particular, in certain instances, the 
low-ranked perpetrators have often either them-
selves physically and psychologically humiliated 
the prisoners at the detention centers, summoned 
the prisoners to the interrogation sessions and 
detention cells, respectively, and overseen the 
prisoners in the cells: 

“They took me out of the cell again, to 
the [interrogation] office. The officer on 
duty took me out—he was probably from 
Luhansk, dressed in civilian clothes. This 
guy from Luhansk was fired in a couple of 
days, he was about 170 cm tall, full-figured, 
‘a disgusting animal’, shaved, with a 5 cm 
haircut, dark blond hair… [In the interro-
gation room I was told:] ‘Write down the 
access to your [bank account] and who 
you sent money to in the Ukrainian army.’ 
The Luhansk guard was beating me with 
a rubber baton… When they took me out 
[for interrogation] the second time, they 
put handcuffs on me in front, took me out 
of the cell, and put them on in the corridor. 
There was a soldier with him [the officer on 
duty from Luhansk], but he didn’t go into 
the office. As the ‘Luhansk’ soldier led me 
down the corridor, he started beating me 
with a baton there.”1137

This excerpt highlights that this person likely act-
ed as a co-perpetrator, since he was not acting 
in his individual capacity, nor only assisting in 
the commission of the crime. To the contrary, 
that person likely shared joint control over the 
crime(s) through his essential contribution to a 
common plan or agreement that comprised the 
imprisonment, inhuman treatment, and torture 
of many other civilian detainees. The decisive 
factor is that the person appears to have shared 

the intent behind the torture of the anonymized 
victim, to obtain information.

Depending on whether there has been a common 
plan or an agreement between such low-ranked 
perpetrators and the higher-ranked perpetrators 
and whether such lower-ranked perpetrators have 
essentially contributed to the plan or agreement, 
they might be considered co-perpetrators, even if 
this is unlikely due to the higher threshold under 
that mode of liability. These people can otherwise 
be considered individual perpetrators if they tor-
tured prisoners in their personal capacity, not to 
facilitate the commission of the principals’ crimes 
and not pursuant to a common plan or agreement. 
Given the pattern of systematic crimes in this 
situation, however, that is less likely.

It is challenging to determine the precise modes of 
liability for the key leadership of Rosatom, includ-
ing the so-called “Zaporizhzhnia Nuclear Power 
Plant Operating Organization” which is owned 
by Rosenergoatom. As mentioned in Subsection 
2.5, in most documented cases, Rosatom rep-
resentatives merely summoned Ukrainian ZNPP 
personnel to appear before Russian occupying 
forces, who would then abduct these employees, 
place them in detention facilities, and subject 
them to inhuman treatment and torture. Howev-
er, in certain documented instances, Rosatom 
representatives were present alongside Russian 
security forces during the interrogation sessions 
of Ukrainian ZNPP employees at the Plant and 
participated in the sessions by questioning the 
person being interrogated. In the first scenario, it 
is likely that the Rosatom representative signifi-
cantly assisted the commission of the physical 
or psychological pain or suffering against a ZNPP 
worker by a security forces representative, which 
amounts to aiding, unless the specific intent of 
facilitation is not proven.

In the second scenario, the presence of a Rosa-
tom representative along with the security forces 
representative likely constituted a tacit encour-
agement of the psychological pain or suffering 
inflicted on the worker, which amounts to aiding 
or abetting, unless specific intent is not proven. 
If a Rosatom representative also participated in 
the inflicting of physical or psychological pain or 
suffering, that would likely fall under the scope 
of co-perpetration. Whether the Rosatom repre-
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sentative solely intended to facilitate the com-
mission of torture or they also had the specific 
intent of torture, namely obtaining information 
or a confession, of punishing, intimidating, hu-
miliating or coercing the victim or a third person, 
or of discriminating, on any ground, against the 
worker, will be decisive in distinguishing aiding or 
abetting from co-perpetration.1138

1138 As stated earlier, the perpetrator’s co-perpetration is established if there 
is a common plan or agreement and the perpetrator’s essential contribution 
to that plan or agreement is proven.

A diagram illustrating the modes of liability relating to the 
highest, middle, and lowest levels of perpetrators in the case, 
excluding Rosatom representatives.

Image source: Prepared in-house by Truth Hounds experts.

A diagram illustrating the modes of liability relating to Rosatom 
representatives, vis-à-vis the co-perpetrators in the case of the 
Russian occupation of Enerhodar.

Image source: Prepared in-house by Truth Hounds experts.
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The international legal framework for human rights 
has evolved to place a heightened emphasis on 
corporate responsibility. While states have tradi-
tionally borne sole responsibility for human rights, 
the rise of multinational enterprises has led to a 
growing consensus that businesses must also 
ensure their operations do not contribute to hu-
man rights abuses. 

	→ Key UN initiatives: Guidelines like the UN 
Guiding Principles on Business and Human 
Rights and the UN Global Compact provide 
a framework for companies to conduct due 
diligence and behave responsibly. Additionally, 
the UN Working Group on Business and Human 
Rights actively promotes these standards by 
communicating with states and corporations 
about alleged violations. The Group’s reports to 
the UN Human Rights Council can be used by 
advocates to strengthen their campaigns; and

	→ Regional and local reinforcement: This 
trend is supported by regional courts (e.g., the 
Inter-American and African Courts) and regu-
lations (e.g., the EU’s Corporate Sustainability 
Reporting Directive), which hold businesses 
accountable for their human rights impact.

While the ICC currently lacks jurisdiction over 
corporations as legal entities, it may prosecute 
individual corporate officers for their involvement 
in international crimes. This is an important dis-
tinction and is complemented by several other 
avenues to hold companies and their manage-
ment accountable, including:

	→ State-level mechanisms: Foreign govern-
ments can impose financial sanctions on 
Rosatom and its leadership, launch criminal 

investigations under universal jurisdiction, and 
bar Rosatom-linked companies from public 
procurement;

	→ Corporate mechanisms: Other global busi-
nesses that continue to cooperate with Ro-
satom face significant legal, economic, and 
reputational risks, given the company’s in-
volvement in war crimes and its role in funding 
the Russian state; and

	→ Civil society: Organizations and journalists 
play a vital role in documenting and publicizing 
Rosatom’s conduct at the ZNPP, raising aware-
ness, and applying pressure on international 
businesses and governments.

This multi-scale legal and non-legal landscape 
is highly relevant to the actions of Rosatom with 
respect to the case of the Russian occupation of 
Enerhodar. Documented evidence indicates that 
Rosatom’s senior management is complicit in the 
abduction, detention, and torture of Ukrainian 
employees at the ZNPP. These abuses served a 
direct corporate purpose: coercing staff to sign 
new contracts to facilitate Rosatom’s business 
operations in an occupied territory.

For a more detailed overview of these frameworks, 
legal precedents, and specific findings, see An-
nex IV.

5.5. Rosatom’s Liability 
for Human Rights Abuses 
in the Occupied Territories
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The cases analyzed in this section cover at least 
226 cases of the unlawful detention of civilian 
residents of Enerhodar, including ZNPP employ-
ees. Most cases involved inhuman treatment and 
torture. Documented torture methods included 
beatings, electrocution, sexual violence, and 
psychological pressure through threats, includ-
ing against family members. The analysis in this 
section reveals that these actions collectively form 
a pattern of unlawful incidents committed against 
significant numbers of the civilian population in 
Enerhodar and the surrounding area, clearly orga-
nized in a manner that precludes their accidental 
commission. Moreover, these violations form part 
of a systematic state policy of the Russian Fed-
eration in the occupied territories.

The scale and deliberate nature of document-
ed violations constitute two categories of ICL 
violations. First, they constitute crimes against 
humanity, given the widespread and systematic 
nature of the torture and unlawful detention of 
the civilian population in violation of fundamental 
international law norms. Second, they constitute 
war crimes, in particular, including torture.

While more investigation of individual perpetrators 
is needed, the available information is sufficient 
to indicate that individuals involved in these vi-
olations are responsible as direct perpetrators, 
co-perpetrators, and aiders and abettors of the 
crimes. Finally, Rosatom’s role in the occupying 
regime raises fundamental questions of corporate 
responsibility during armed conflicts, particularly 
given the corporation’s continued presence in the 
global nuclear sector.

5.6. Conclusion
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Conclusions

Russian forces’ forcible seizure of the ZNPP on 
March 4, 2022, marked the first military occu-
pation of an operational nuclear power plant in 
history. The ZNPP’s seizure in itself constituted a 
gross violation of IHL and ICL provisions protecting 
civilian objects during armed conflict, particularly 
concerning those containing dangerous forces. 
However, as our research has demonstrated, the 
Plant’s seizure was only the beginning of a series 
of systematic, willful breaches of both human 
rights and nuclear safety and security under Rus-
sian occupation.

Russia’s establishment of control over Enerhodar, 
the ZNPP’s satellite city, unfolded in a number of 
distinct phases. 

The initial stage, spanning March to April 2022, 
displayed significant disorder in Russian military 
control. This was manifested in the chaotic mining 
of the ZNPP without creating mine maps, repeated 
“captures” of facilities already controlled by dif-
ferent Russian units, and the absence of a clear 
administrative hierarchy. Local Ukrainian authori-
ties continued to function during this period, orga-
nizing civilian evacuations, maintaining municipal 
services, and ensuring food supply channels to 
the city. Active civil resistance to occupation con-
tinued simultaneously, expressed through mass 
demonstrations and local institutions’ refusal to 
cooperate with the occupying forces.

The militarization of the nuclear facility constitut-
ed another significant development. The Russian 
Federation deployed a significant military con-
tingent and heavy equipment there, gradually 
transforming the Plant into military infrastructure. 
Such actions violate IHL provisions for special pro-
tection of nuclear facilities during armed conflict.

The occupying regime underwent a structural 
transformation in late March through early April 

2022. Occupying administrative bodies formed 
and began displacing Ukrainian municipal author-
ities and pro-Russian and Russian-controlled me-
dia and law enforcement agencies also emerged. 
The occupying Russian forces’ violent suppression 
of peaceful protests on April 2, 2022, marked 
a turning point. Repressive measures became 
organized afterward, clearly targeting territorial 
defense participants, veterans of Ukraine’s military 
operations in eastern Ukraine, and pro-Ukrainian 
activists, particularly among ZNPP employees.

Occupying Russian forces created a network of 
at least five detention facilities in Enerhodar and 
the surrounding area, alongside two smaller sites 
in and around the city. The sites in question in-
clude both permanent facilities and temporary 
detention points. This network illustrates the es-
tablishment of an organized repressive appara-
tus that became integral to the governance of 
the occupation. Authorities placed detainees in 
overcrowded cells with limited access to food and 
water, with unhygienic conditions that caused 
longer-term health and psychological damage. 
Medical assistance was either denied entirely or 
provided only when life was directly threatened. 
This indicates methodical practices of unlawful 
detention, inhuman treatment, and torture.

Russia’s announcement of the annexation of 
Zaporizhzhia Oblast on September 30, 2022, 
marked the institutionalization of occupation con-
trol. This allowed the occupying administration to 
invoke the Russian legal framework to justify the 
city’s complete integration, including the captured 
ZNPP, into Russia’s administrative system. This 
cemented territorial control mechanisms that 
had effectively functioned since Spring 2022. In 
particular, the annexation led to personnel chang-
es in plant management and systematized the 
pre-existing campaign designed to force Ukrainian 
ZNPP personnel to sign contracts with Rosatom.
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Rosatom’s role simultaneously transformed from 
technical management of the captured plant to 
key participation in the occupational control sys-
tem of the entire city. This transformation occurred 
through two main mechanisms. First, through 
financial control, which was primarily manifested 
in Enerhodar’s budget formation through corporate 
subsidies and allocations. Second, through its per-
sonnel strategy, involving targeted appointments 
to key administrative positions of individuals with 
prior Rosatom experience, thereby ensuring an 
institutional connection between corporate in-
terests and local governance.

Beyond the continuous militarization of the nu-
clear plant from the first days of the full-scale 
invasion, this stage witnessed coordinated re-
pressive pressure by Russian forces on the ZNPP’s 
technical personnel. Documented cases include 
nuclear reactor management specialists being 
forced to work after experiencing physical and 
psychological violence. These systematic abuses 
create significant nuclear safety threats, given 
that operators’ psycho-physical condition con-
stitutes a critical factor for safe nuclear plant 
operation. ZNPP employees became a priority 
target group for the occupying regime’s repressive 
policy during this stage, differing from the peri-
od before the official integration of the city into 
Russia’s administrative system, when they faced 
repression at the same level as other categories 
of the civilian population.

Truth Hounds documented at least 226 cases 
of the unlawful detention of civilian residents 
of Enerhodar, including ZNPP employees. Most 
cases involved inhuman treatment and torture. 
Documented torture methods included beatings, 
electrocution, sexual violence, and psychological 
pressure through threats, including against family 
members. An ICL analysis shows these actions 
collectively form a pattern of unlawful incidents 
committed against a significant part of the civil-
ian population in Enerhodar and the surrounding 
area (indicating “widespread” crimes) that were 
clearly organized, making accidental commission 
impossible (indicating “systematic” crimes). The 
analysis in this report demonstrates that human 
rights violations in Enerhodar and the surround-
ing area—particularly abductions, torture, and 
inhuman treatment of civilians—form part of a 

systematic state policy of the Russian Federation 
in the occupied territories of Ukraine.

The scale and deliberate nature of document-
ed violations constitute two categories of ICL 
violations. First, they constitute crimes against 
humanity, given the widespread and systematic 
nature of the torture and unlawful detention of 
the civilian population in violation of fundamental 
international law norms. Second, they constitute 
war crimes, demonstrated by the targeted com-
mission of these violations, particularly torture, 
against civilians during an armed conflict.

Truth Hounds documented the participation of 
individuals identifying themselves as Rosatom 
employees in the detention of ZNPP personnel, 
with subsequent coercion to sign contracts with 
the corporation. This demonstrates how corpo-
rate interests became integrated into repressive 
mechanisms of occupational control.

Rosatom’s role in the occupying regime raises 
fundamental questions of corporate responsibil-
ity during armed conflicts, particularly given the 
corporation’s continued presence in the glob-
al nuclear sector. The corporation controls 44% 
of global uranium enrichment capacity and has 
nearly doubled its growth in nuclear fuel exports 
to Europe between 2021 and 2023. Rosatom’s 
management of nuclear projects in 33 countries 
provides the corporation with a critical techno-
logical partner status for many states.

Parallel to intensified international activities, even 
under sanctions imposed against the Russian 
Federation, the corporation continues using prof-
its from these contracts to support Enerhodar’s 
occupying regime—a regime with a distinctly re-
pressive character in deep conflict with basic hu-
man rights principles. This support encompasses 
not only financial resources but also managerial 
expertise and human capital developed through 
general corporate activities, particularly through 
active participation in international projects, which 
generates corresponding organizational compe-
tencies.

Rosatom’s participation in the UN Global Com-
pact, the world’s largest corporate sustainability 
initiative founded under the auspices of the UN, 
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appears paradoxical against this background. 
The UN Global Compact requires businesses to 
commit to adhering to the ten principles in the 
areas of human rights, labor, the environment, 
and anti-corruption. Since October 2020, Rosatom 
has participated in this initiative, committing to 
respect internationally recognized human rights 
and prevent complicity in their violation.

However, as this report demonstrates, the vio-
lations that have taken place at the ZNPP and 
in Enerhodar with the tacit consent of or active 
facilitation by the corporation question the sin-
cerity of that commitment. Participation in this 
initiative is fundamentally incompatible with how 
the corporation manages its operations. Moreover, 
Rosatom itself bears responsibility for violating the 
IAEA’s seven pillars of nuclear safety and security, 
particularly regarding ensuring personnel’s ability 
to fulfill duties and make decisions without undue 
external pressure. Several other principles, such 
as ensuring a reliable external power supply from 
the general grid, faced significant challenges due 
to the occupying forces’ actions.

This unprecedented convergence of nuclear risks 
and deliberate human rights violations demands 
an immediate international response. The com-
bination of risks and challenges requires urgent 
consideration and concrete decisions by inter-
national stakeholders. Based on Truth Hounds’ 
analysis and expertise, we have developed rec-
ommendations to guide further action.
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Recommendations
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	• Restrictions on equipment, services, and 
technology exports;

	• Financial sanctions—asset freezes and 
transaction bans;

	• Export/import controls on nuclear mate-
rials, especially enriched uranium; and

	• Sanctions on Rosatom subsidiaries tied 
to military procurement and nuclear 
weapons development; and

	→ Call on Russia to release all unlawfully de-
tained Ukrainian civilians, including Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees.

To the bodies of the UN: 
The UN Secretary General:

	→ Appoint a Special Envoy for the Protection of 
Civilian Infrastructure and Nuclear Safety in 
Armed Conflict who is mandated to:

	• Coordinate international efforts to ensure 
the demilitarization of the ZNPP and the 
protection of nuclear facilities in Ukraine;

	• Engage directly with all relevant parties, 
including the Russian Federation, to se-
cure the immediate withdrawal of military 
personnel and equipment from the Plant;

	• Serve as a dedicated focal point for moni-
toring threats to nuclear facilities in conflict 
zones or areas at risk of political instability, 
including nuclear power plants in regions 
with rising tensions and report regularly to 
the UN Security Council and General 

To foreign governments 
and criminal justice 
authorities:

	→ Investigate crimes under universal jurisdiction, 
including:

	• Investigations into torture and other serious 
violations of IHL in Enerhodar, including 
Rosatom’s potential complicity; and

	• Investigate these abuses as crimes against 
humanity, given their widespread and sys-
tematic nature and hold both individual 
perpetrators and corporate enablers, in-
cluding Rosatom, accountable.

	→ End cooperation with Rosatom, including by:

	• Suspending or terminating existing 
contracts with Rosatom and its subsidiaries 
due to their involvement in serious IHL 
violations; 

	• Not entering into new partnerships with 
Rosatom, given its legal, ethical, and 
reputational risks; and

	• Banning Rosatom-linked entities from 
public procurement and energy sector 
partnerships.

	→ Impose expanded targeted sanctions by:

	• Broadening and imposing punitive sanc-
tions against Rosatom, especially in the 
EU and other states yet to act, including:

	• Bans on new contracts and existing nu-
clear cooperation;
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	• Assembly on the status of the ZNPP and 
other critical civilian infrastructure;

	• Facilitate cooperation with the IAEA and 
the Office of the High Commissioner for 
Human Rights (OHCHR) to ensure inde-
pendent monitoring, risk assessment, and 
accountability for IHL violations; and

	• Reinforce international norms under IHL 
and human rights law regarding the pro-
tection of nuclear infrastructure, advocate 
adherence to the IAEA’s Seven Indispens-
able Pillars of Nuclear Safety and Security 
and to the Five Concrete Principles in all 
conflict-affected areas, and push for the 
inclusion of nuclear safety protections in UN 
Security Council resolutions, peacekeeping 
mandates, and ceasefire agreements.

OHCHR:

	→ Increasing monitoring and public condem-
nation by:

	• Incorporating findings on systematic deten-
tion and torture in Enerhodar into OHCHR 
reports and deploying investigative teams; 
and

	• Publicly calling for the immediate release 
of unlawfully detained civilians, including 
Enerhodar residents and ZNPP staff; and

UN Global Compact:

	→ Assess Rosatom’s compliance with UN Glob-
al Compact principles. If violations are con-
firmed, immediately suspend its membership 
to uphold the Compact’s integrity.

To the IAEA:

	→ Publicly document and attribute safety vio-
lations by:

	• Moving beyond generic safety updates to 
specifically document instances where oc-
cupational practices violate both the IAEA’s 
Seven Indispensable Pillars and the Five 

Concrete Principles, naming the responsible 
party when evidence is clear;

	• Publishing frequent and detailed public 
reports, with annexes containing factual 
incident logs, timelines, and photographic 
or sensor evidence; and

	• Briefing the UN Security Council and Gen-
eral Assembly with clear language on vio-
lations, highlighting both immediate risks 
and structural threats caused by military 
control and staff coercion; and

	→ Demand Rosatom’s full compliance with both 
the Seven Pillars of Nuclear Safety and Se-
curity and the Five Concrete Principles at the 
ZNPP and work to prevent any restarting of 
the Plant under military occupation without 
independent oversight.

To the Council of Europe 
Commissioner for Human 
Rights:

	→ Conduct a thematic investigation and public 
reporting, including by:

	• Launching a special thematic report on hu-
man rights violations against ZNPP person-
nel and Enerhodar residents, document-
ing arbitrary detention, torture, coercion, 
and restrictions on freedom of movement, 
highlighting the direct connection between 
these abuses and compromised nuclear 
safety culture;

	• Including ZNPP-related findings in annual 
or ad hoc reports to the Committee of Min-
isters and Parliamentary Assembly of the 
Council of Europe;

	• Issuing formal public statements naming 
Russia’s treatment of ZNPP staff and Ener-
hodar civilians as violations of the European 
Convention on Human Rights and IHL; and

	• Organizing public hearings or expert panels 
focused on “Human Rights in Occupied 
Nuclear Facilities”, using the ZNPP as the 
primary case study to highlight the con-
nections between the nuclear safety threat 
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	• and the grave human rights emergency in 
and around the ZNPP.

To Ukrainian State 
institutions:

	→ The Ministry of Foreign Affairs:

	• Integrate report findings into diplomatic 
efforts, international statements, and sub-
missions to global bodies.

	→ Enerhoatom (Ukraine’s state-owned nu-
clear power generation company):

	• Use these report findings in public commu-
nications and international engagement 
with nuclear institutions.

	→ The Office of the Prosecutor General:

	• Include evidence from this report in ongoing 
investigations of IHL violations in Enerho-
dar, addressing both individual and insti-
tutional accountability, including Rosatom; 
and

	→ Law enforcement:

	• Ensure legal assessments of ZNPP person-
nel and civilians under occupation reflect 
the coercive environment, including torture 
and threats, limiting voluntary agency.

To nuclear sector 
businesses:

	→ Cease all direct and indirect ties with Rosatom 
due to its role in grave human rights violations 
and nuclear safety breaches.

To international trade 
unions:

	→ Publicly condemn Rosatom’s involvement in 
human rights abuses, war crimes and crimes 
against humanity; and

	→ Mobilize members to demand governments 
cut ties with Rosatom and support persecuted 
Ukrainian energy workers.

To civil society 
organizations, 
environmental activists, 
and the academic and 
scientific communities:

	→ Publicly recognize the ZNPP as a high-risk 
environmental and public health issue;

	→ Raise awareness of the situation at the ZNPP 
and demand justice by engaging govern-
ments, supporting justice and accountability 
for torture survivors and detainees, and con-
ducting further research to further elucidate 
the issues detailed in this report;

	→ Advocate for full compliance with interna-
tional safety standards, oppose any plant 
restart under occupation and push for the 
site’s demilitarization; 

	→ Further engage with ways in which survivors 
of repression and their families can be as-
sisted in terms of psychological, legal, and 
humanitarian support; and

	→ Call on Russia to release all unlawfully de-
tained Ukrainian civilians, including Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees. 

This list of recommendations and addressees is 
not exhaustive. Institutions, organizations, and 
individuals with the capacity and mandate to 
advance the objectives outlined above are also 
encouraged to take appropriate action to prevent 
further safety, security, and human rights breach-
es and to ensure accountability for the violations 
examined in this report.
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Local Context and 
Demographic Background

Modern Enerhodar’s territory lies within the Low-
er Dnipro region, an area that for centuries has 
developed as a space of civilizational interaction 
and intense demographic shifts. This was the site 
of the Great Meadow,1139 an important military and 
economic complex of the Cossack era that left a 
lasting imprint on the region’s cultural landscape. 
Since the 1950s, part of these historic lands has 
been submerged beneath the waters of the Kak-
hovka Reservoir, which engulfed the inner delta 
of the River Dnipro, along with its floodplains, 
forests, swamps, and floodplain islands, forever 
changing the approaches to nature management 
within the region and beyond.1140 

The current ethnic map of this part of Ukraine’s 
south formed as a result of its gradual develop-
ment, from spontaneous Ukrainian colonization 
and the Cossacks movement to the expansion 
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Polish-Lith-
uanian Commonwealth, and later the Russian 
Empire.1141 Settlement processes intensified in the 
18th and 19th centuries, resulting in a demograph-
ic pattern wherein different ethnic communities 
often lived side by side. This occurred, among 
other factors, due to the empire’s stimulation of 
capital investment, encouragement of migration, 
and the prevalence of the “military settlement” 
model1142 during that period.

In the late 19th century, the region where the 
city of Enerhodar would eventually emerge was 
marked by ethnolinguistic and cultural diversity. 
Data from the first general census of the Russian 
Empire in 1897 indicates that, on the territory of 
the Melitopol povit1143 of Tavria Province, 54.9% of 

the population identified Ukrainian as their native 
language, 32.8% as Russian, 5.2% as German, and 
4.2% as Yiddish.1144 A slightly different linguistic 
profile was observed further north, in areas such 
as the Oleksandriia povit of Katerynoslav Province, 
where 82.5% reported Ukrainian as their native 
language, 5.7% as Russian, 5.1% as German, and 
5.2% as Yiddish.1145

This historical feature remained evident at the 
turn of the 21st century. According to the 2001 
Ukrainian census, Ukrainians made up 57.14% of 
Enerhodar’s population, Russians 39.83%, and 
other nationalities 3.03%.1146

At the same time, nearly 62% of the city’s resi-
dents considered Russian to be their native lan-
guage, while 37.8% identified Ukrainian as their 
native language.1147 Moreover, a so-called “ethnic 
divide” was recorded in neighbouring villages: 
in Vodiane, Ukrainians accounted for 92.6% of 
the population, whereas, in the nearby village 
of Dniprovka, Russians constituted the majority 
(78.6%).1148 

Such ethno-demographic dynamics spanning 
more than a century reveal two interconnected 
aspects. On the one hand, the region has histor-
ically developed from a complex ethnocultural 
mosaic characterised by multilingualism, which 
precludes its categorisation as “monocultural”. On 
the other hand, demographic data consistently 
demonstrates the numerical predominance of 
the Ukrainian population. Together, these de-
mographic features underscore the intricacy of 
the region’s ethnocultural structure and call into 
question official Russian claims that the Lower 
Dnipro region belongs to “historically Russian 
lands”—a narrative used in contemporary Russian 
political discourse to justify territorial claims.1149

Annex I. Recent and Distant 
History of Enerhodar as a 
Satellite City
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The Founding of Enerhodar

Enerhodar is one of Ukraine’s youngest cities—part 
of the Soviet Union’s “flagship construction proj-
ects”1150 in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic.1151 The city was established on June 12, 1970, 
when a granite stone was set among the dunes on 
the bank of the Kakhovka Reservoir on the River 
Dnipro to mark the start of the construction of 
the Zaporizhzhia Thermal Power Plant (ZTPP). The 
Plant was named after the regional center, the city 
of Zaporizhzhia, and the commemorative stone 
included a reference to a new, as yet unnamed, 
settlement.1152 The construction manager, engineer 
Rem Henoch, later recalled in his memoirs: “It 
was hard to imagine that there was such a wild 
corner of semidesert and sand in the center of 
Ukraine.”1153 It was Henoch himself who insisted 
that the ZTPP be constructed on the Ivanivski 
Hills on the banks of the Dnipro.1154

During the 1970s, the settlement, which still held 
small town status, gradually expanded. Its first 
residents were engineers, construction workers, 
and power industry specialists who arrived from 
different parts of Ukraine and other Soviet repub-
lics to build the ZTPP. The first residential high-rise 
building was commissioned in December 1970.1155 
In November 1972, the settlement was officially 
named Enerhodar. It was granted city status 15 
years after its establishment, in 1985, when its 
population had surpassed 40,000 people and 
the town had developed modern infrastructure.1156

The typical practice at the time of construct-
ing temporary housing for construction workers 
was abandoned in favour of building permanent 
residences and settling part of the workforce in 
surrounding villages.1157 The first and second mi-
crodistrict residential buildings were built using 
modular construction technology. Block rooms, 
manufactured at a factory in Dnipropetrovsk 
Oblast, were floated down the River Dnipro on 
barges and transported by rail to the city of Dni-
prorudne. From there, they were delivered by truck 
to Enerhodar, where they were assembled using 
cranes and then clad with exterior panels.1158

Interestingly, the sources of that time reflect 
a high level of industrial construction, signifi-
cantly superior in quality to the construction of 

residential buildings.1159 Most criticism targeted 
the standardized nature of the project, the mo-
notony of architectural forms, the low quality of 
materials, and builders’ negligence.1160 “Neither 
the architecture of the buildings, nor the level 
of apartment amenities, nor the urban planning 
itself come anywhere near similar foreign locali-
ties, even those in developing countries. This is 
not only about Enerhodar, this is an issue with all 
newbuilds”, Henoch wrote.1161

The Zaporizhzhia Nuclear 
Power Plant and the 
Establishment of the Satellite 
City

A turning point in Enerhodar’s history came in 
1978, when the decision was made to construct a 
nuclear power plant, a project that unfolded over 
the following decade. Given that nuclear energy 
was one of the Soviet Union’s key priorities during 
the 1970s and since Enerhodar already hosted a 
large population of skilled construction workers, 
Communist Party leadership had little hesitation 
in selecting the site for the future ZNPP.1162 The 
Plant was designed as a series of monoblocks, 
with sufficient spacing between them to allow for 
the deployment of assembly cranes, to ensure a 
separate engine room for each reactor unit.1163 

Power line supports were built on the shore, after which they were 
towed to the installation sites in the Kakhovka Reservoir. 
Image source: Provided from a private archive.
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The first power unit was commissioned in 1984, 
followed by four more over the next five years. 
Following the Chornobyl disaster in April 1986, 
the government of the Ukrainian Soviet Social-
ist Republic imposed a moratorium on the con-
struction of nuclear power plants. As a result, the 
completion of the sixth and final power unit at the 
ZNPP was delayed until 1995, after an independent 
Ukraine lifted the moratorium.1164

As might be expected, given the scale of the ZNPP 
and the ZTPP, Enerhodar soon became known as 
Ukraine’s energy capital. As of 2019, the number 
of employees at the nuclear power plant alone 
reached around 11,000 people, covering almost 
a quarter of the city’s population.1165 In January 
2021, the ZNPP reached its full design capacity 
of 6,000 MW for the first time.1166 

While the small, unnamed settlement was going 
through development phases, from acquiring 
city status to transforming into a satellite city (or 
“nuclear city”),1167 other enterprises were emerg-
ing. Most of them were founded in the 1970s and 
1980s, including a factory for non-standard equip-
ment and pipelines, a special structures facto-

ry, a concrete production facility, and others.1168 
Schools, kindergartens, utility companies, and 
prominent tourist and cultural establishments, 
such as the Enerhodar Hotel or the Suchasnyk 
Palace of Culture also provided jobs in Enerho-
dar.1169 Nevertheless, the nuclear energy giant 
remained the city’s primary employer.

Similar satellite cities began to appear across 
various parts of the Soviet Union in the mid-20th 
century. In Ukraine, there are six similar urban 
projects: Prypiat, Varash (Kuznetsovsk before 
2016), Netishyn, Enerhodar, Pivdennoukrainsk 
(Yuzhnoukrainsk before 2024), and Slavutych.1170 
For analytical convenience, these “nuclear cities” 
can be categorized into “military” and “civilian”. 
The former were “closed administrative-territorial 
entities” with limited access and strict regulations 
in line with defense industry standards. The latter, 
including Enerhodar, embodied the widely prop-
agated Soviet slogan of the “peaceful atom”.1171 

Thus, five of the six satellite cities were built with 
a standardized design, placing the nuclear power 
plant at some distance from the city, yet connect-
ing the two with a wide avenue. Classic “nuclear 
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Symbolic Space and the 
Public Life of the City

The toponymic landscape of Enerhodar changed 
with the implementation of Ukraine’s nationwide 
decommunization policy in 2015–2016. For ex-
ample, Komsomolska Street (named after a po-
litical youth organization in the Soviet Union) 
was renamed Molodizhna (“Youth”) Street, while 
Radianska (“Soviet”) Street became Ukrains-

The Enerhodar Hotel and Skif restaurant. Image source: «Fragile 
Heritage» («Крихка спадщина»), Instagram: @fragile_heritage.

cities” also incorporated relatively autonomous 
and accessible infrastructural solutions, which can 
be explained through the concept of a “microdis-
trict” (i.e., a residential area with high-rise build-
ings designed to meet the basic needs of workers 
and their families within walking distance, with 
proximity to educational and medical facilities).1172

While similar, Enerhodar differs from the other 
satellite cities whose construction was completed 
before the Chornobyl disaster. One distinctive 
feature was the presence of five-story buildings in 
its first and second microdistricts, which emerged 
due to unplanned changes in executive decisions 
at the urban design and approval stages of the 
city’s master plan. Since the Soviet authorities did 
not originally plan for the construction of the ZNPP 
in Enerhodar, the first urban planning project, 
among other things, did not include nine-story 
residential buildings and thus differed from the 
typical look of other Ukrainian “nuclear cities” of 
that period.1173 

ka (“Ukrainian”) Street. Despite preserving the 
original Soviet urban planning with characteristic 
features of a “nuclear city”, public spaces in En-
erhodar experienced a notable transformation of 
aesthetic ideas and approaches.

This became particularly noticeable over time, 
when the city gradually filled with advertising 
spaces and commercial facilities—their emergence 
clearly showed how the urban space of Enerho-
dar collects different, often competing narratives 
and conjunctions. In turn, this created a visual 
dissonance in Soviet-era architecture, typical of 
many post-Soviet cities, marked by layering the 
original aesthetic vision with the visual codes of 
a later era.

A similar process took place with memorial sites, 
which over time came to embody multiple—and 
not always consistent—meanings, thereby compli-
cating contemporary efforts to interpret the past. 
In 2001, a memorial sign was erected next to the 
Harmoniia Gymnasium (high school) in honour of 
Serhii Lohinov, a sailor from Enerhodar who served 
in the Northern Fleet of the Russian Navy and 
died in August 2000 alongside 119 other sailors 
on the Kursk submarine in the Barents Sea.1174 
Meanwhile, in 2015, the first monument in Zapor-
izhzhia Oblast to commemorate the participants 
of the Anti-Terrorist Operation in the Luhansk and 
Donetsk Oblasts of Ukraine was erected nearby.1175

The events of 2013–14, including the Revolution 
of Dignity and the beginning of Russia’s aggres-
sion against Ukraine, became a turning point in 
the civic life of Enerhodar. In October 2014, the 
city buried volunteer soldier Serhii Poluliakha, 
the first Enerhodar resident to be killed in the 
Russo-Ukrainian War.1176 

Following 2014, an increasing number of grass-
roots initiatives emerged in the city, including 
the FreeDom youth hub; the Nadiia charitable 
foundation, dedicated to animals; and the NGO 
Peredova (“Frontline”), which supported active 
participants and veterans of the Russo-Ukrainian 
War. The public (participatory) budget became an 
important tool for the development of local gov-
ernment: the annual funding of projects by the 
municipality of 10,000,000 UAH (approximately 
239,160 USD) each became one of the highest 
allocations per capita in Ukraine.1177 A symbol-
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ic rupture in this civic dynamic occurred after 
the Russian troops occupied Enerhodar, when 
the FreeDom youth hub was repurposed into the 
“Boiling Point: Resident” space.1178

The history of Enerhodar is the history of a city 
founded on the ideas of peaceful life and work and 
it eventually became an integral part of Ukraine’s 
independent energy system. For decades, thou-
sands of energy specialists, engineers, and work-
ers have supplied light and heat to millions of 
Ukrainian homes, hospitals, schools, and busi-
nesses every day. The Russian occupation of 
2022 did not simply disrupt the usual way of life 
of the urban community, it altered the very pur-
pose of the city, turning its “peaceful atom” into 
an instrument of coercion and threat.
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Ukraine has four operational nuclear power plants: 
Khmelnytskyi, Khmelnytskyi Oblast; Rivne, Rivne 
Oblast; South Ukraine, Mykolaiv Oblast; and 
Zaporizhzhia, Zaporizhzhia Oblast. There are 15 
operable reactor units distributed across these 
sites: two at Khmelnytskyi; four at Rivne; three 
at South Ukraine; and six at the ZNPP. All of the 
operable reactors are pressurised water reactors 
and were connected to the grid between 1980 and 
2004.1179 Enerhoatom, a national state enterprise, 
owns and operates all of the nuclear power plants 
in Ukraine, which are overseen by the SNRIU. As 
explored in the main body of this Report, the ZNPP 
has, however, not been under the control of Ener-
hoatom since Russia’s occupation in March 2022 
and is currently disconnected from the Ukrainian 
grid. Alongside these operational nuclear power 
plants, Ukraine has the Chornobyl Nuclear Power 
Plant, the site of the 1986 major nuclear disaster. 
The Plant comprised four RBMK-1000 reactors,1180 
none of which have been operational since 2000. 

The share of energy derived from nuclear sources 
has risen significantly since Ukraine’s first nu-
clear power plant, Chornobyl, was connected to 
the grid in 1977. In Ukraine, as in other countries, 
nuclear power is primarily used as a baseload 
energy source to meet the minimum stable level 
of electricity demand, rather than spikes in de-
mand. Following the beginning of Russia’s war in 
2014, nuclear power became the dominant ener-
gy source in Ukraine. Indeed, the percentage of 
electricity derived from nuclear sources rose from 
43.6% in 2013 to 56.5% at its peak in 2015.1181 This 
increase can be partly attributed to the war’s dis-
ruption of Ukraine’s coal industry—all of Ukraine’s 
anthracite (hard coal) mines are located in the 
coal-rich eastern Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts,1182 
both of which have been partially occupied since 

2014. Since the initial post-2014 increase in the 
share of electricity derived from nuclear sources 
in Ukraine, its share has remained stable, repre-
senting an average of 53.6% of all energy between 
2015 and 2023.1183 

Several measures have been taken to reduce any 
dependence on Russian energy infrastructure 
in Ukraine. In March 2022, for example, Ukraine 
and Moldova disconnected their grids from the 
Russian-operated IPS/UPS transmission grid 
and synchronized them to that of the European 
Union, a year ahead of schedule.1184 In addition, 
Enerhoatom signed an agreement with Westing-
house Nuclear in June 2022 for the American 
corporation to provide all of the fuel for Ukraine’s 
nuclear reactors.1185 

Notably, the percentage of electricity derived from 
nuclear power has not significantly changed since 
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, despite the 
disconnection of the ZNPP from the Ukrainian grid. 
In 2022 and 2023, more than half of Ukraine’s 
electricity continued to come from nuclear power, 
representing approximately 55% and 50.7% of the 
overall energy consumed, respectively.1186 This can 
largely be attributed to Ukraine’s reduced electric-
ity consumption during the full-scale invasion, 
stemming from the departure of refugees and 
initiatives to reduce electricity consumption.1187 
According to the International Energy Agency, 
industrial power consumption in Ukraine halved 
between 2022 and the end of 2024, while house-
hold consumption reduced by 20%.1188 Ukraine 
thus remains heavily dependent on nuclear power 
for electricity, with its reliance on nuclear power 
surpassed only by France and Slovakia, which, 
in 2023, derived 65% and 62% of their electricity 
from nuclear power, respectively.1189

Annex II. The ZNPP and 
Nuclear Infrastructure in 
Ukraine
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The largest of Ukraine’s—and Europe’s—nuclear 
power plants, the ZNPP, has six reactor units—
all VVER V-320 models that were connected to 
the grid between 1984 and 1995.1190 The power 
plant’s 6 GW energy production capacity was 
crucial to meeting Ukraine’s energy demands be-
fore the full-scale invasion. Indeed, in 2021, the 
ZNPP generated approximately one quarter of 
Ukraine’s electricity supply, constituting almost 
half of Ukraine’s nuclear power generation.1191 

Russia’s occupation of the ZNPP and the result-
ing loss of 6 GW of energy production capacity, 
enough to power all of Portugal,1192 has had signif-
icant consequences for Ukraine’s energy security. 
The remaining Ukrainian-controlled nuclear reac-
tors have, by comparison, a total generation ca-
pacity of just under 8 GW.1193 In addition, extensive 
Russian attacks have disrupted the functioning 
of transformer substations that deliver energy to 
Ukraine’s nuclear plants and distribute their power 
to the country. For example, the IAEA reported in 
November 2024 that the ability of substations to 
provide reliable off-site power to Ukrainian nuclear 
power plants was “significantly reduced” due to 
damage to equipment at all seven critical substa-
tions and loss of the grid’s internal capacity.1194 
Moreover, four substations and power lines were 
damaged in mid-November 2024, prompting all of 
Ukraine’s nuclear power plants to reduce output 
as a precaution.1195 As a result of this targeting of 
energy infrastructure, the transmission capacity 
of Ukraine’s energy system has now been reduced 
from 56 GW before the full-scale invasion to an 
estimated 9 GW by the end of 2024.1196 

This reduction in transmission capacity has direct 
nuclear safety implications. Damage to parts of 
the grid limits options for rerouting energy, com-
promising the safe functioning of nuclear plants. If 
a plant cannot offload its energy, it will typically go 
into automatic emergency shutdown. During the 
full-scale war, all of Ukraine’s nuclear power plants 
have, on several occasions, undergone emergency 
shutdowns owing to Russian damage to the grid. 
The first simultaneous emergency shutdown (or 
“scram”) of all four plants occurred in November 
2022, when missile attacks on high-voltage cables, 
transformers, and substations led to a complete 
loss of off-site power.1197 While all nuclear plants 
are designed to shut down immediately in emer-
gencies and diesel-powered generators begin 

to power water through the spent fuel cooling 
ponds, this process poses risks if used too fre-
quently. Repeated emergency shutdowns place 
significant strain on all components of nuclear 
power plants, through the resulting rapid contrac-
tion and subsequent expansion of parts when a 
plant is restarted, which can cause issues such 
as warping.1198

The loss of the ZNPP’s generation capacity since 
the full-scale invasion and the issues faced by 
Ukraine’s other nuclear plants are rendered even 
graver by Russia’s ongoing attacks on other en-
ergy infrastructure in the country. By September 
2024, it was estimated that Ukraine had lost 80% 
of its thermal power generation capacity due to 
Russian attacks.1199 More broadly, Russian forces 
had occupied, destroyed, or damaged two thirds 
of Ukraine’s power generation capacity by Spring 
2024.1200 Renewable sources of energy have also 
been impacted, as more than 40% of Ukraine’s 
solar and wind energy systems are in currently 
occupied territory.1201 This is especially true of 
wind power generation capabilities, which are 
concentrated in the partly-occupied Kherson and 
Zaporizhzhia Oblasts. Russia’s destruction of the 
Kakhovka Dam in 2023, which had a capacity of 
approximately 335 MW, also significantly reduced 
Ukraine’s hydroelectricity generation capacity.1202

In light of this, recent reports of Russia’s construc-
tion of power lines and a pumping station aiming 
to restart the ZNPP and divert its energy to the 
Russian grid take on further gravity. In particular, 
the notion of restarting one or more of the ZNPP’s 
reactors raises serious questions for international 
nuclear security, particularly given the site’s lack 
of cooling water (see Subsection 3.3.3). However, 
as this analysis has demonstrated, the possible 
connection of the ZNPP to the Russian grid also 
has far-reaching implications for Ukraine’s energy 
security going forward.
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The Russian Federation has repeatedly threat-
ened to deploy nuclear weapons in its war on 
Ukraine.1203 However, Russia’s nuclear blackmail 
is much greater in scope, with Ukraine’s nuclear 
power plants and their auxiliary infrastructure 
repeatedly coming under attack. This is an un-
precedented situation. While non-operational 
nuclear facilities under construction have been 
targeted in previous conflicts, this has been pri-
marily driven by counter-proliferation concerns in 
light of fears around the weaponization of nuclear 
programs.1204 Ukraine’s nuclear power plants are 
operational, meaning Russia’s occupation of and 
armed attacks against these fully operational 
civilian nuclear power plants represent a risk of 
radiological release never before encountered.

In Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, howev-
er, Russian threats of attacks on nuclear facili-
ties in Ukraine have, as Darya Dolzikova of RUSI 
contends, come to be viewed as a “half-step” 
between the use of conventional weapons and 
an attack with nuclear weapons.1205 As of late 
2024, more than 70 drones and 30 Russian cruise 
missiles had been recorded flying in the vicinity of 
Ukrainian nuclear power plants.1206 The deployment 
of these weapons takes place in the context of 
leaked Russian war planning documents revealing 
that Russia has long considered strikes on and 
threats against operational civilian nuclear power 
plants to be a tactic, despite its unprecedented 
nature. In particular, Russian planning documents 
for a potential conflict with Japan and South Ko-
rea, thought to date from 2013 or 2014, include 
plans to target civilian nuclear power plants, as 
well as other energy and critical national infra-
structure.1207 

Beyond the occupation of the ZNPP and threats 
to nuclear safety detailed in the body of this re-
port, Ukraine’s four other nuclear power plants 
have also come under serious threat during Rus-
sia’s full-scale war. The Chornobyl Nuclear Power 
Plant, fully decommissioned in 2000 following the 
1986 disaster, came under attack on the first day 
of the full-scale invasion, when Russian forces 
occupied the Plant. While Russia did not directly 
attack the Plant’s units during the 35-day occu-
pation, actions taken by Russian forces during 
that time compromised the safe functioning of 
the Plant. For example, Russian forces looted or 
damaged over 1,000 of the Plant’s computers,1208 
destroyed the Plant’s analytical laboratories for 
radiation monitoring, and stole, broke, and dis-
abled analytical instruments.1209 Radiation and 
other sensors were found to be inoperable when 
the occupation ended, due to a lack of required 
maintenance and specialized personnel. This 
hindered comprehensive monitoring of the site, 
in turn jeopardizing other safety systems and 
components.1210 Russian soldiers dug trenches in 
the notoriously highly radioactive Red Forest and 
dug up sand from the exclusion zone to use in 
sandbag fortifications.1211 Ukraine reported spikes 
in radiation levels at the beginning and end of 
Russia’s occupation of Chornobyl, which may be 
linked to Russian heavy military vehicles disturbing 
contaminated ground in the exclusion zone.1212

However, threats to the Chornobyl Nuclear Power 
Plant did subside with the withdrawal of Russian 
forces. The site continues to experience air raids1213 
and on February 14, 2025, for example, Russia 
attacked the Plant with a long-range Shahed 
136 drone (also known by its Russian designation 
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“Geran-2”).1214 The attack, which coincided with 
the gathering of Western leaders at the Munich 
Security Conference, caused tens of millions of 
dollars worth of damage to the Plant’s 1.5 billion 
EUR (approximately 1.7 billion USD) “New Safe 
Confinement” structure, which was completed in 
2019 and which confines the radioactive remains 
of the destroyed Reactor No. 4.1215 While the strike 
did not provoke an immediate radiological release 
risk, the 15 m2 hole in the structure’s outer roof 
caused a fire to break out in the inner cladding, 
which took three weeks to extinguish.1216 The attack 
also opened the structure to the elements, creat-
ing the potential for it to rust and for radioactive 
dust to escape.1217 Former UK military specialists 
at McKenzie Intelligence Services investigated the 
attack and concluded that the drone was almost 
certainly pre-programmed to strike the New Safe 
Confinement.1218 Ukraine’s Security Service has, 
in the meantime, opened criminal proceedings 
with respect to the attack.1219 

Ukraine’s three other nuclear power plants, all of 
which continue to operate, have also come under 
Russian attack. In September 2022, for example, 
Ukraine’s second-largest nuclear power plant, the 
South Ukraine plant, was struck by a Russian mis-
sile. While the reactors themselves did not sustain 
damage, the missile detonated approximately 
300 meters from the reactors and damaged the 
power plant buildings. The attack also damaged 
transmission lines and a nearby hydroelectric 
power plant.1220 Shahed drones have subsequently 
repeatedly been detected flying near the Plant.1221 
According to Enerhoatom, there was a notable in-
crease in drone sightings in proximity to Ukraine’s 
nuclear power plants in late 2024, likely related 
to Russian attempts to damage Ukraine’s energy 
infrastructure for the winter ahead.1222

The Khmelnytskyi Nuclear Power Plant has also 
been targeted on numerous occasions. In one ex-
ample, in October 2023, Shahed drones detonated 
in the vicinity of the Plant, injuring 20 individuals 
and causing damage to an administrative and 
laboratory building and a power line.1223 Similarly, 
on September 12, 2024, a Shahed drone was de-
tected flying near the Plant, but was subsequently 
downed by Ukraine’s air defenses. In response, 
Serhii Tiurin, head of the Khmelnytskyi Oblast 
Military Administration, stated that Russian drones 
repeatedly flying in close proximity to Ukrainian 

nuclear power plants were “part of the Russian 
tactic of terror”.1224 Again, on September 20 and 
22, 2024, Shahed drones were detected flying 
close to the Khmelnytskyi Nuclear Power Plant,1225 
while, on October 28, 2024, a Shahed drone flew 
critically close to one of the Plant’s units.1226 Al-
though the Rivne Nuclear Power Plant experienced 
fewer attacks, examples include an incident on 
the night of September 24, 2024, when a Russian 
unmanned aerial vehicle flew at a dangerously low 
height and almost struck the Plant.1227

Russia’s sustained targeting of Ukraine’s nuclear 
power plants demonstrates a clear disregard for 
international law, which, as is explored in the main 
body of this report, expressly prohibits attacks on 
nuclear facilities and nuclear safety more broadly. 
Indeed, the combination of attacks on critical 
nuclear infrastructure and on the Plants them-
selves, mainly through drone strikes, reveals a 
willingness to gamble with an international nuclear 
catastrophe to increase pressure on Ukraine’s 
energy supply and the psychological resolve of its 
population. The recklessness with which Russian 
forces continue to act with regard to nuclear power 
plants in Ukraine should be recognized for what 
it is: an attempt to leverage concerns regarding 
a nuclear disaster to push for concessions
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Rosatom’s liability for its role in the occupation 
of the ZNPP and Enerhodar is complicated by its 
status as a not purely private company, but rather 
as a state-owned enterprise. This is emphasized 
by Rosatom’s role as an instrument of Russian for-
eign policy (see Subsection 4.2). The Russian state 
and individuals within the Russian government 
may therefore be subject to additional liability 
for the actions of Rosatom. However, the com-
pany and its employees are still responsible for 
their complicity in war crimes and crimes against 
humanity committed in Zaporizhzhia. There are 
several ways that the international community 
can hold them accountable.

Rosatom and its management can hardly maintain 
a credible claim of being unaware of the events 
at the ZNPP and in Enerhodar. Russian occupy-
ing forces maintain a constant presence at the 
ZNPP and use its premises to abduct and detain 
employees (see Subsections 1.2.5, 2.3 and 2.5). 
Rosatom representatives have summoned ZNPP 
employees to meetings where there were military 
or security personnel present and these meetings 
directly preceded detention and/or beatings. Many 
of these cases occurred during regular working 
hours and on a scale that would likely have af-
fected the Plant units’ operation to such a degree 
that Rosatom’s management would have been 
alerted to these events. Moreover, the purpose 
of the interrogations, detentions, and beatings 
was directly related to Rosatom’s business. Many 
employees were interrogated and beaten to coerce 
them to sign new contracts with Rosatom and/
or become Russian citizens. Alternatively, these 
abuses were used to punish them for not signing 
those contracts and not cooperating with the 
occupying administration (see Subsection 2.5). 

While corporate liability rules vary across juris-
dictions, a company’s senior management may 
generally be liable for what lower-level employees 
or other company agents have done. This is par-
ticularly true when the crime committed is related 
to or in furtherance of the company’s business.

A.4.1. Business and Human 
Rights

Human rights law traditionally defined states’ 
obligations toward individuals, but the rise of 
powerful multinational enterprises has expanded 
international law’s focus to include responsibilities 
upon businesses. Growing attention to business-
es’ environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 
policies has led to numerous voluntary initiatives, 
with corporations joining to signal commitment 
to human rights and responsible conduct. At the 
same time, interest in holding companies crim-
inally accountable for war crimes, torture, and 
other abuses has increased, driven in part by civil 
society and activist efforts to expose corporate 
involvement in international crimes.

The UN has developed several initiatives on busi-
ness and human rights, including the creation 
of the UN Guiding Principles on Business and 
Human Rights.1228 The UN Global Compact ini-
tiative lays out 10 principles, which are derived 
from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 
the International Labor Organization’s Decla-
ration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at 
Work, the Rio Declaration on Environment and 
Development, and the UN Convention against 
Corruption.1229 UN recommendations include an 
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emphasis on all companies to carry out human 
rights due diligence, including to “understand 
the context in which you operate, understand the 
interaction between your business activities and 
the context, understand your impact on human 
rights, and use this understanding to avoid or 
mitigate negative impacts.”1230 These guidelines 
all place responsibilities on corporate actors to 
behave proactively in a responsible way in their 
business operations.

The UN actively promotes corporate initiatives 
and standards for businesses, including through 
the establishment of a special Working Group 
on Business and Human Rights.1231 The working 
group’s mandate is “to promote the effective and 
comprehensive dissemination and implementation 
of the Guiding Principles on Business and Human 
Rights”.1232 The working group is empowered to 
communicate with states and corporations about 
alleged human rights violations or deviations from 
the UN’s human rights principles. The communi-
cations procedure works by “sending a letter to 
the concerned States and business enterprises 
to draw their attention to the facts of the alle-
gations made and the applicable international 
human rights norms and standards, in particular 
the core concepts, obligations, responsibilities and 
expectations set out in the Guiding Principles”.1233 
These communications and any replies received 
are included in the working group’s reports to 
the UN Human Rights Council. They may also 
become part of advocacy efforts by human rights 
defenders and other stakeholders.

These ideas have also been reinforced at the 
regional and local levels. For example, the In-
ter-American Court of Human Rights (IACtHR) 
has emphasized that businesses “must ensure 
their activities do not cause or contribute to hu-
man rights violations”.1234 This includes adopting 
preventive measures to protect workers and the 
environment.1235 The African Court on Human 
and Peoples’ Rights (ACHPR) has held that busi-
nesses, particularly multinational corporations, 
are also responsible for respecting international 
law obligations, including “a responsibility […] to 
commit themselves to public policies in preven-
tion and reparation, due diligence in continuous 
identification of the consequences of their activ-
ities and lastly, setting up procedures aimed at 
solving problems caused by their action”.1236 The 

EU has introduced the Corporate Sustainability 
Reporting Directive (CSRD) to mandate medium 
and large businesses to report on sustainabili-
ty-related matters, including social and human 
rights, as part of their annual reporting.1237 As a 
complement to the CSRD, the European Union has 
introduced the European Sustainability Reporting 
Standards, which also cover the full range of ESG 
issues, including climate change, biodiversity, and 
human rights.1238

A.4.2. International Avenues 
for Corporate Accountability

A.4.2.1. ICC Prosecution 

The prosecution of companies for their involve-
ment in international war crimes has precedent 
dating back at least to the Nuremberg trials and 
the Holocaust.1239 However, the ICC currently does 
not have jurisdiction over corporate entities per 
se, although it may prosecute individual officers 
of companies.1240

For instance, following the Second World War, a 
case was brought against Hermann Roechling 
and four other leading officials of his family firm, 
Roechling Enterprises. The French military court 
at Rastatt1241 held Hermann Roechling responsible 
as a superior1242 for war crimes, including forced 
labor, due to his industrial role in the Nazi war 
economy, his tolerance of forced labor abuses, 
including the establishment of a punishment camp 
near the company premises in coordination with 
the Gestapo, and his failure to prevent inhuman 
treatment of foreign workers. The first-instance 
judgment was upheld on appeal concerning Ro-
echling’s responsibility for war crimes.1243

Public statements suggest that Rosatom’s senior 
management, rather than being ignorant of these 
developments, is well aware of the occupation 
of the ZNPP and actively participates in its mis-
appropriation. Director General Likhachev, who 
has repeatedly represented Rosatom in nego-
tiations about the ZNPP, has called the ZNPP a 
Russian nuclear power plant1244 and Rosatom has 
embraced the idea that Enerhodar is its newest 
“nuclear city”.1245 Moreover, Likhachev has said 
that, on his order, the ZNPP should begin the 
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process of preparing to restart generation.1246 Ro-
satom also continues to move Russian personnel 
from nuclear power plants on the territory of the 
Russian Federation itself to the ZNPP. 

A.4.2.2. State-Level Mechanisms

A.4.2.2.1. Universal Jurisdiction 

In recent years, many countries have increasing-
ly accepted the doctrine of “universal jurisdic-
tion” for certain categories of grave international 
crimes, such as crimes against humanity and 
torture. More than 160 states have implemented 
the principle of universal jurisdiction into their 
domestic legislation.1247 A case using this theory 
has already been brought in Argentina concerning 
torture committed against a Ukrainian national 
while living under Russian occupation.1248

States may exercise universal jurisdiction over 
the crime of torture if the perpetrator is on the 
territory of any member state of the Convention 
against Torture.1249 As of the date of this report, 
173 states have ratified this convention. Member 
states are under an obligation to detain perpe-
trators to ensure that their presence is sufficient 
to permit criminal or extradition proceedings to 
be instituted and to conduct a preliminary inquiry 
into allegations1250 This obligation to prosecute or 
extradite alleged perpetrators of torture is one of 
the convention’s central mandates.1251

Accordingly, companies and their management 
may be liable for their role in serious international 
crimes or violations of ICL, particularly for the 
crime of torture. For example, in 2018, in the case 
of Manzano, Rubén y otros, v. Ford Argentina, the 
manager of production and the chief of security 
of Ford Argentina were sentenced to ten and 12 
years in prison, respectively, for aiding the crime 
of torture committed by the Argentine dictatorship 
in 1976–1983.1252 In that case, the management 
of Ford Argentina, much like the Rosatom man-
agement at the ZNPP, permitted the military to 
establish a presence at their factory and kidnap 
employees—they also provided information and ac-
cess that facilitated the abductions.1253 As another 
example, the African Commission on Human and 
Peoples’ Rights found that Anvil Mining indirectly 
contributed to the Kilwa massacre by providing 

logistical support to the Congolese military. While 
the Commission held the state responsible, it 
also called for the accountability of the company 
and its personnel, even suggesting extradition 
of Anvil Mining personnel as a potential means 
of ensuring justice.1254 New cases in Europe are 
being brought. In Sweden, charges were brought 
against the then chair and the former CEO of 
Lundin Energy for their alleged “complicity in war 
crimes carried out by the Sudanese army and 
allied militia in southern Sudan in the period of 
1999—2003”.1255 The Court of Appeal in France has 
found that a French cement company, LaFarge 
SA, could be charged with complicity in crimes 
against humanity in a case alleging the company 
made payments to ISIS in order to continue its 
business operations.1256 There is not yet a final 
judgment in this case.

These cases highlight the growing recognition 
that multinational corporations must be held ac-
countable for their complicity in human rights 
abuses, not only through state action but also 
through direct legal obligations. There is growing 
recognition that multinational corporations can 
be responsible for human rights violations in their 
supply and production chains, even when they 
may have outsourced some of this work to other 
companies.

In numerous countries, universal jurisdiction has 
already allowed domestic investigations into inter-
national crimes committed by the Russian Feder-
ation’s occupying forces in Ukraine. For example, 
Estonia, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Po-
land, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland 
have either opened or are considering opening 
criminal cases to prosecute international crimes 
committed in the course of Russia’s aggression 
against Ukraine.1257 None of these investigations 
have looked into the serious crimes being report-
ed at the ZNPP nor Rosatom’s role in facilitating 
these crimes. States, particularly those in which 
Rosatom continues to do business, should not 
shy away from opening investigations into Ro-
satom’s involvement in war crimes and torture. 
Such investigations may begin in anticipation 
of travel to the country by Rosatom personnel, 
particularly its leadership.
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A.4.2.2.2. Financial Sanctions 

Separately, some countries have begun explor-
ing the use of financial sanctions in response to 
human rights violations. So-called “Magnitsky 
sanctions” in the UK and US, among other coun-
tries, “target those responsible for human rights 
violations or corruption”.1258 Many countries have 
also introduced wide-reaching sanctions programs 
against Russia following its full-scale invasion of 
Ukraine in 2022.1259

Foreign countries, particularly those where Rosa-
tom-linked enterprises conduct business, should 
investigate the potential links between those sub-
sidiaries and related companies to the abuses in 
Enerhodar. At a minimum, these foreign branches 
of Rosatom continue to pay dividends to Rosatom 
and taxes to the Russian state budget. These 
revenues are valuable funding sources for the 
Russian government and military. Some of these 
international subsidiaries may have a closer rela-
tionship with Rosatom’s civilian nuclear energy di-
vision and, therefore, with entities and individuals 
participating in the ZNPP’s seizure and occupation. 
In these circumstances, states should investigate 
the role of these companies and consider criminal 
cases, fines, and/or asset freezes against the 
entities and individuals involved. 

Finally, if sanctions have not been imposed, gov-
ernments should designate Rosatom, Rosenergo-
atom Concern JSC, and, if they have not already 
done so, the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant 
Operating Organization. Additional sanctions can 
and should be added against more of Rosatom’s 
subsidiaries, particularly those responsible for 
Russian military procurement and for Rosatom’s 
work in nuclear weapons research, development, 
and production for the Russian state.

Some states, such as the UK and US, have al-
ready implemented sanctions against Rosatom’s 
senior management. The US and UK have already 
sanctioned eight of Rosatom’s nine supervisory 
board members.1260 Many of these sanctions were 
introduced because these individuals also have 
senior roles in other Russian government agen-
cies. Their placement on the supervisory board 
of Rosatom illustrates the prized role Rosatom 
plays as a tool of the Russian government and 

as a critical element of the Russian defense and 
energy sectors. 

Other senior management figures who have been 
made subject to individual sanctions include Ni-
kolay Spasskiy, Aleksandr Lokshin, Kirill Komarov, 
and Andrey Petrov.1261 In addition, sanctions were 
announced against the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear 
Power Plant Operating Organization and Oleg 
Romanenko soon after the purported annexation 
of Zaporizhzhia Oblast and the misappropriation 
of the Plant.1262 So far, the EU has implemented 
limited sanctions against Rosatom-linked entities 
or individuals aside from President Vladimir Putin 
and Rosatom chairman Sergey Kiriyenko.1263 

So far, however, these sanctions have been insuf-
ficient to induce any changes in behavior. Individ-
ual sanctions should also be imposed against the 
entire senior management and leadership (includ-
ing the director general and board of directors) of 
the most involved Rosatom companies, namely 
Rosatom, Atomenergoprom, Rosenergoatom, and 
the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant Operating 
Organization. Sanctions should remain in place 
against group personnel even if they leave their 
role in actively participating in misappropriating 
the Plant, such as in the case of Oleg Romanenko, 
who has been replaced by Ramil Galiev. 

To effectively isolate the Russian nuclear energy 
sector, sanctions imposed on Rosatom should go 
further than freezing the conclusion of contracts 
concerning its principal activities. Rosatom must 
also be prohibited from participating in scientific 
cooperation, information exchange, and attend-
ing or hosting conferences. In addition, Rosatom 
should not receive any turbines or other goods 
for its operations.

A.4.2.2.3. Barring from Participation 
in Public Procurement Processes 

Finally, Rosatom-linked companies should be 
barred from participating in public procurement 
processes in other jurisdictions. This is not only 
due to Rosatom’s role in the occupation of the 
ZNPP and Enerhodar, but also broader secu-
rity-related concerns with respect to Rosatom 
and its subsidiaries. As noted by witnesses and 
corroborated by open-source research, many 
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Rosatom employees are believed to have rela-
tionships with Russian intelligence and security 
services. Moreover, as discussed in Section 4, 
Rosatom is expected to play an expanded role 
in Russian foreign policy operations. Accordingly, 
an effective means of limiting Rosatom’s ability 
to promote Russia’s expansionist foreign policy 
objectives would be to restrict it from participating 
in procurement, particularly for large and import-
ant public infrastructure projects such as new 
power plants. It would be significant for states 
to note that concern about Rosatom’s activities 
in occupied Zaporizhzhia is one of the reasons 
for excluding Rosatom from procurement bids.

A.4.2.3. Corporate Mechanisms

Businesses that “operate in or have value chains 
linked to the Russian Federation or the areas it oc-
cupies in Ukraine [...] face significant operational, 
legal, economic, and reputational risks”, including 
the risk of sanctions or corruption-related liability, 
becoming implicated in the Russian government’s 
international law violations, and operational and 
reputational risks.1264 This is particularly true when 
the counterparty is a Russian state-owned enter-
prise and/or operates in a strategic sector such 
as energy or defense. All of these criteria apply 
to Rosatom. Therefore, any business relationship 
with them carries significant risks.

By agreeing to operate the ZNPP and accepting its 
nationalization under Russian law, Rosatom has 
directly engaged in business activities in the Rus-
sian-occupied territories of Ukraine and deliber-
ately accepted the heightened legal, compliance, 
economic, and reputational risks associated with 
doing so. Likhachev himself has confirmed that 
the group is active in all of what he referred to as 
Russia’s “new regions”.1265 By doing business in 
the occupied areas of Zaporizhzhia Oblast and 
other illegitimately annexed territories, it is likely 
that Rosatom regularly partners with sanctioned 
entities and individuals and regularly engages in 
sanctionable and other criminal activities. This 
has been illustrated by the placement of Rosa-
tom-linked personnel in the occupying govern-
ments of Enerhodar and Zaporizhzhia Oblast.

Throughout its public reporting since 2022, Rosa-
tom has sought to minimize coverage of its true 

relationship with the ZNPP. This shows it is unlikely 
that Rosatom is being or will be transparent about 
any of its business operations with sanctioned 
counterparties or, potentially, its business opera-
tions more generally in other high-risk jurisdictions 
(such as Iran). Global businesses should therefore 
not rely on Rosatom’s representations to assess 
the risks of potential cooperation or continued 
business with the company.

Separately, Rosatom has continued to pay sig-
nificant taxes to the Russian state budget and 
dividends to its shareholders, such as the Russian 
Ministry of Finance. In this way, not only Rosatom, 
but also its customers and partners around the 
world, indirectly contribute to the financing of the 
Russian invasion of Ukraine and the occupation 
of Ukrainian territories such as Enerhodar.

A.4.3. Civil Society’s 
Role in Holding Rosatom 
Accountable 

Civil society organizations and journalists can 
play a critical role in exposing Rosatom’s involve-
ment at the ZNPP, including its role in detaining 
and abusing Ukrainian personnel and supporting 
Russia’s detention network in Enerhodar. This 
report shows Rosatom has quietly embedded 
itself in occupying administrative bodies with little 
international pushback. Civil society can amplify 
reports of its negligent and dangerous conduct 
to highlight the risks created by Rosatom and the 
Russian military, as well as the broader pattern of 
detention and torture in Russian-occupied terri-
tories of Ukraine.

They can also investigate local Rosatom sub-
sidiaries to uncover other human rights abus-
es, environmental hazards, or financial crimes, 
demonstrating that misconduct extends beyond 
Enerhodar. Such findings would increase pressure 
on states and businesses to end cooperation 
with Rosatom.

Finally, stakeholders could demand greater trans-
parency from Rosatom and the Zaporizhzhia Nu-
clear Power Plant Operating Organization, ensur-
ing they fully cooperate with the IAEA’s team of 
international monitors.
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endured by journalist Viktoriia Roshchyna and thousands of Ukrainians imprisoned 
by Russia,” Ukrainska Pravda, Apr. 29, 2025, https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/
articles/2025/04/29/7509612/, last accessed Aug. 4, 2025. 

341.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

342.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

343.	 Survivor ID: En-031.

344.	 Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-032. 

345.	 Yulia Hyleva, “Enerhodar Mayor Eduard Senovoz: “We live and develop, no matter what”,” 
StranaRosatom, Jan. 22, 2024, https://web.archive.org/web/20250809044935/https://
strana-rosatom.ru/2024/01/22/zhivem-i-razvivaemsya-nesmotrya-ni-na-cht/, last 
accessed Aug. 9, 2025; Tass.Ru, “Zaporizhzhia reports on ensuring the safety of IAEA 
specialists’ rotation,” Feb 18, 2025, https://tass.ru/armiya-i-opk/23168171, last accessed 
Sep. 2, 2025.

346.	 Representatives of the so-called “Zaporizhzhnia Nuclear Power Plant Operating 
Organization” owned by Rosenergoatom.

347.	 Survivor ID: En-033. 

348.	 Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-023; 
Survivor ID: En-010. Some abductions involved larger groups of Russian forces. Survivor 
ID: En-004; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID: En-005.

349.	 Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-014; 
Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-004; 
Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-015. 

350.	 Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-014.

351.	 Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-023.

352.	 Survivor ID: En-015.

353.	 Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-014.

354.	 Survivor ID: En-021.

355.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-013; 
Survivor ID: En-011.

356.	 Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-028; 
Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-031; 
Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-024. See also Sevgil Musaieva, Stas Kozliuk, 
Anastasiia Horpinchenko, “The Viktoriia Project: the story of the captivity and torture 
endured by journalist Viktoriia Roshchyna and thousands of Ukrainians imprisoned 
by Russia,” Ukrainska Pravda, Apr. 29 2025, https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/
articles/2025/04/29/7509612/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025. 

357.	 Survivor ID: En-016.

358.	 Survivor ID: En-015.

359.	 Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-017; Survivor ID: En-033. Truth Hounds documented 
some instances in which occupying police and security forces visited people at their 
homes and then beat them without ever abducting or detaining them. Survivor ID: En-
028.

360.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-010.

361.	 Survivor ID: En-010.

362.	 Survivor ID: En-014. 

363.	 Under the Rome Statute (RS), Article 8(2)(b)(xvi), pillage constitutes a war crime. 
However, the pillage of property does not concern the appropriation of property 
necessitated by military necessity, as reflected in fn. 47 to the Elements of Crime 
(EoC) RS, which is a core legal text for the International Criminal Court. International 
Criminal Court, Katanga and Ngudjolo, ICC-01/04-01/07-717, Confirmation Decision, 
Pre-Trial Chamber, Sep. 30, 2008, para. 329: The Pre-Trial Chamber held that “the 
pillaged property, whether moveable or immoveable, private or public – must belong 
to individuals or entities who are aligned with or whose allegiance is to a party to the 
conflict who is adverse or hostile to the perpetrator”. See also: Sandoz Y., Swinarski C., 
Zimmermann B. (eds.), Commentary on the Additional Protocols of 8 June 1977 to the 
Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, at 1376, para. 4542 (1987): The prohibition of 
pillage extends to all types of property, whether they belong to private persons or to 
communities or the state. 

364.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-019.

365.	 Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-019; Survivor ID: En-013.
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366.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-009.

367.	 Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-009; Survivor ID: En-013; 
Survivor ID: En-005; Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID: En-014.

368.	 Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-010.

369.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-029.

370.	 Survivor ID: En-033.

371.	 Survivor ID: En-028. Survivor ID: En-014 also mentioned an UAZ car but not the color.

372.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

373.	 Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-028.

374.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-027.

375.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-020.

376.	 Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-019. 

377.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-013; 
Indirect evidence: Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-014; See also Joe Parkinson 
and Drew Hinshaw, ““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian Occupation Emerge 
From Ukrainian Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, https://www.wsj.com/
articles/russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-accusations-of-torture-
and-beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

378.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

379.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

380.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

381.	 Survivor ID: En-031.

382.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-020; 
Survivor ID: En-012; Indirect evidence: Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor 
ID: En-033; Survivor ID: En-005; Survivor ID: En-032. See also Joe Parkinson and 
Drew Hinshaw, ““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian Occupation Emerge From 
Ukrainian Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, https://www.wsj.com/
articles/russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-accusations-of-torture-
and-beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

383.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-011.

384.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

385.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-027; 
Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-016; 
Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-019.

386.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor ID: En-022.

387.	 Survivor ID: En-013.

388.	 Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-025.

389.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

390.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

391.	 A TA-57 is a Soviet universal field telephone with an inductor calling system, produced 
since 1957. It has often been used against Ukrainian prisoners (both civilian and military) 
by Russian security forces, especially on the occupied territories under prolonged 
effective Russian control. 

392.	 Usually, the detainees reported having Tapik electric clips connected both to their ears 
and fingers: Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-019; Survivor ID: 
En-032; Or to their hands and fingers: Survivor ID: En-021; Or to both their ears and 
toes: Survivor ID: En-011; Or only to their ears: Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-013 
(almost had a Tapik electrical wire connected to his ear); Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor 
ID: En-023; Or only to their fingers: Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor 
ID: En-029.

393.	 “Ilyich” was Vladimir Lenin’s patronymic..

394.	 Sevgil Musaieva, Stas Kozliuk, Anastasiia Horpinchenko, “The Viktoriia Project: the story 
of the captivity and torture endured by journalist Viktoriia Roshchyna and thousands of 
Ukrainians imprisoned by Russia,” Ukrainska Pravda, Apr. 29, 2025, https://www.pravda.
com.ua/eng/articles/2025/04/29/7509612/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025. 

395.	 Survivor ID: En-020.

396.	  Survivor ID: En-023; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-031.

397.	 Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-010; 
Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-018. See also: Sevgil Musaieva, Stas Kozliuk, 
Anastasiia Horpinchenko, “The Viktoriia Project: the story of the captivity and torture 
endured by journalist Viktoriia Roshchyna and thousands of Ukrainians imprisoned 
by Russia,” Ukrainska Pravda, Apr. 29, 2025, https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/
articles/2025/04/29/7509612/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

398.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

399.	 Survivor ID: En-019; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-023; Survivor ID: En-018; 
Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-028, Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-018; 
Survivor ID: En-031.

400.	 Survivor ID: En-016.

401.	 For instance, learn the Russian anthem by heart. 

402.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-031.

403.	 Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-028; 
Survivor ID: En-012.

404.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-015.

405.	 Truth Hounds documented at least two instances where detainees were raped with a 
police baton: Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-030.

406.	 Truth Hounds documented at least five incidents when male detainees were threatened 
with being raped by other detainees: Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor 
ID: En-019; Survivor ID: En-030; Survivor ID: En-026.

407.	 Truth Hounds documented at least one incident when a detainee was threatened to be 

placed on a plastic bottle: Survivor ID: En-019.

408.	 Truth Hounds documented at least five instances where detainees were threatened to be 
raped with a police baton or a stick: Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-020. In at least 
three incidents, detainees were naked and threatened with rape: Survivor ID: En-032; 
Survivor ID: En-030; Survivor ID: En-033. For example, one of the detainees was forced 
to be naked, had an automatic gun pointed at her body, and was told that she would be 
raped by the Russian military. In two other instances, detainees, who were forced into 
nudity, were threatened with being raped by a baton covered with a condom or with a 
rubber baton, while they were being beaten.

409.	 Truth Hounds documented at least three instances where the Russian occupying forces 
tried to intimidate male prisoners by threatening to rape their wives: Survivor ID: En-014; 
Survivor ID: En-009; Survivor ID: En-026. See also: Joe Parkinson and Drew Hinshaw, 
““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian Occupation Emerge From Ukrainian 
Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, https://www.wsj.com/articles/
russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-accusations-of-torture-and-
beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

410.	 Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-031.

411.	 Survivor ID: En-031.

412.	 Survivor ID: En-031.

413.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-021; 
Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-023; 
Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-033; Survivor ID: En-023; Survivor ID: En-032.

414.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-027. See 
also Joe Parkinson and Drew Hinshaw, ““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian 
Occupation Emerge From Ukrainian Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-
accusations-of-torture-and-beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

415.	 Survivor ID: En-016.

416.	 Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-020. See also: Joe Parkinson and Drew Hinshaw, 
““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian Occupation Emerge From Ukrainian 
Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, https://www.wsj.com/articles/
russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-accusations-of-torture-and-
beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

417.	 Survivor ID: En-009.

418.	 Survivor ID: En-021.

419.	 Survivor ID: En-027.

420.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

421.	 Survivor ID: En-014.

422.	 Survivor ID: En-021; See also: Viktoria Roshchyna, ““We are here like slaves of the 21st 
century.” What is happening at the Zaporizhzhia NPP in occupied Enerhodar,” Ukrainska 
Pravda, Mar. 10, 2023, https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/articles/2023/03/10/7392758/, 
last accessed Aug. 3, 2025; Similarly, Ukrainska Pravda documented an incident 
involving torture with a hot iron.

423.	  A traumatic gun, also known as a non-lethal pistol or less-lethal pistol, is a firearm 
designed to be used with ammunition that is intended to cause injury or pain but not to 
kill, though it can be misused and cause fatal injuries; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: 
En-013; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-014.

424.	 Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-028.

425.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

426.	 Survivor ID: En-014.

427.	 Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-010. 

428.	 Survivor ID: En-030.

429.	 Survivor ID: En-020.

430.	 Truth Hounds documented at least two incidents where detainees either had a cross 
shaved onto their head or were beaten on their back so that a cross would form from the 
wounds: Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-009; Survivor ID: En-016.

431.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-031.

432.	 Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-033.

433.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-021.

434.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-019.

435.	 Survivor ID: En-019; Survivor ID: En-023.

436.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-023; On some occasions, 
more individuals were present, while sometimes there were only representatives of the 
occupying Russian police; Survivor ID: En-026. Survivor ID: En-011. 

437.	 Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-019; 
Survivor ID: En-030; Survivor ID: En-026; Survivor ID: En-009.

438.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-030; Survivor ID: En-026; 
Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-009.

439.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-023.

440.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-031.

441.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-023; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor ID: En-021.

442.	 Survivor ID: En-021.

443.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-017; Survivor ID: En-026.

444.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor ID: En-020; 
Survivor ID: En-027.

445.	 Survivor ID: En-027. 

446.	 Survivor ID: En-018.

447.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

448.	 Survivor ID: En-031.
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449.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-014; 
Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-011.

450.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-014.

451.	 “Novichok” refers to a group of organophosphate chemicals that act as nerve agents; 
Survivor ID: En-025.

452.	 Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-018; Survivor ID: En-026.

453.	 Survivor ID: En-032; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-028; 
Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-021.

454.	 Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-013.

455.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

456.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-016; 
Survivor ID: En-032. 

457.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

458.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

459.	 Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-016.

460.	 Survivor ID: En-019; Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-009.

461.	 Survivor ID: En-021.

462.	 Survivor ID: En-022. See also: A 15-year-old boy in Enerhodar, whose parents lost 
custody due to substance abuse issues, was visited three times by occupying Russian 
security forces along with his grandmother. The officers questioned his non-enrollment 
at the local school and, on the last visit, threatened to send him to an orphanage; 
Mari Saito, Polina Nikolskaya, Anton Zverev and Marian Prysiazhniuk, “Russia turns 
a Ukrainian nuclear city into a stronghold of fear,” Reuters, Aug. 29, 2025, https://
www.reuters.com/investigations/russia-turns-ukrainian-nuclear-city-into-stronghold-
fear-2025-08-29/, last accessed on Sep. 2, 2025. 

463.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

464.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

465.	 Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-005; 
Survivor ID: En-025.

466.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-032.

467.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-016.

468.	 Survivor ID: En-016; Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-017; Survivor ID: En-018; 
Survivor ID: En-022; Survivor ID: En-004; Survivor ID: En-026; UPD Survivor ID: En-014; 
Survivor ID: En-035; Survivor ID: En-032. 

469.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Kremlin Prachka, “The press secretary of the Zaporizhzhya NPP 
Andrey Tuz gave an extensive interview to Russian journalists,” Jun. 23, 2022, https://
web.archive.org/web/202En-015154026/https://telegra.ph/1-Avtobiografiya-06-23, 
last accessed Aug. 3, 2025; Romanov Light, “Video of ZNPP’s spokesman in Sochi,” 
Telegram, Jun. 24, 2022, https://archive.ph/wSnpv, last accessed Sep. 3, 2025.

470.	 Survivor ID: En-012; MASH, “Profession — gunner of the Armed Forces. How a 
Ukrainian family put their city under fire,” Nov. 7, 2022, https://web.archive.org/
web/20240907073748/https://mash.ru/longread/160792/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025; 
Zmina, “A ZNPP security guard, whom the Russians illegally sentenced to 11 years in 
prison, was constantly tortured in captivity,” Apr. 30, 2025, https://zmina.info/news/
ohoronczya-zaes-olega-morochkovskogo-yakogo-rosiyany-nezakonno-zasudyly-do-11-
rokiv-postijno-katuvaly-v-uvyaznenni/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025; Survivor ID: En-020.

471.	 Survivor ID: En-033.

472.	 Viktoria Roshchyna, ‘“We are here like slaves of the 21st century.” What is happening at 
the Zaporizhzhia NPP in occupied Enerhodar,” Ukrainska Pravda, Mar. 10, 2023, https://
www.pravda.com.ua/eng/articles/2023/03/10/7392758/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025. 

473.	 Survivor ID: En-011. 

474.	 MASH, “Profession — gunner of the Armed Forces. How a Ukrainian family put their city 
under fire,” Nov. 7, 2022, https://web.archive.org/web/20240907073748/https://mash.
ru/longread/160792/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025; Survivor ID: En-020; Joe Parkinson 
and Drew Hinshaw, ““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian Occupation Emerge 
From Ukrainian Nuclear Plant ,”Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, https://www.wsj.
com/articles/russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-accusations-of-
torture-and-beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025: Murashov forced to be 
recorded for a propaganda video.

475.	 Kremlinprachka, “The press secretary of the Zaporizhzhya NPP Andrey Tuz gave an 
extensive interview to Russian journalists,” Jun. 23, 2022, https://web.archive.org/
web/202En-015154026/https://telegra.ph/1-Avtobiografiya-06-23, last accessed Aug. 
3, 2025; Romanov Light, “23.06.2022 Sochi Russia Press-secretary of the Zaporizhzhia 
NPP Andrey Tuz,” Telegram, Jun. 24, 2022, https://archive.ph/wSnpv, last accessed Sep. 
3, 2025. See also Cecile Mantovani, Maria Tsvetkova, and Christian Lowe, “Insight: The 
man embroiled in Russia and Ukraine’s propaganda war over a nuclear plant,” Reuters, 
Sep. 15, 2022, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/man-embroiled-russia-ukraines-
propaganda-war-over-nuclear-plant-2022-09-15/, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025. 

476.	 Survivor ID: En-025. 

477.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-014.

478.	 Survivor ID: En-029.

479.	 The Prosecutor General’s Office of the Russian Federation, “The court sentenced Natalya 
Shulga to 15 years in prison, who, on the instructions of the Ukrainian special services, 
planned sabotage in Energodar,” Telegram, Mar. 6, 2025, https://archive.ph/YGtjA, last 
accessed Sep. 3, 2025.

480.	 Dmytro Orlov, “The occupiers sentenced 56-year-old Enehodar resident and ZNPP 
employee Natalya Shulga to 15 years in prison,” Telegram, Mar. 6, 2025, https://archive.
ph/E8RHF, last accessed Sep. 3, 2025.

481.	 Dmytro Orlov, “Today, March 26, the so-called “Russian court” sentenced an energy 
provider and employee of the Zaporizhzhia NPP Serhiy Potinha to 19 years in prison,” 
Telegram, Mar. 26, 2025, https://archive.ph/IGh8D, last accessed Sep. 3, 2025. 

482.	 Survivor ID: En-025.

483.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-008; Survivor ID: En-029; Survivor ID: En-014; See 
also Joe Parkinson and Drew Hinshaw, ““The Hole”: Gruesome Accounts of Russian 
Occupation Emerge From Ukrainian Nuclear Plant,” Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 2022, 
https://www.wsj.com/articles/russian-occupation-of-nuclear-plant-turns-brutal-with-
accusations-of-torture-and-beatings-11668786893, last accessed Aug. 3, 2025.

484.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-010; 
Survivor ID: En-012; Survivor ID: En-023; Survivor ID: En-032.

485.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

486.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

487.	 Survivor ID: En-010; Survivor ID: En-020; Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-019.

488.	 Survivor ID: En-031; Survivor ID: En-027.

489.	 Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-004.

490.	 Survivor ID: En-013; Survivor ID: En-025; Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-023.

491.	 Survivor ID: En-015; Survivor ID; En-014.

492.	 Survivor ID: En-027; Survivor ID: En-011; Survivor ID: En-013.

493.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

494.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

495.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

496.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-012.

497.	 Survivor ID: En-011.

498.	 Survivor ID: En-014.

499.	 Survivor ID: En-028.

500.	 Survivor ID: En-012.

501.	 Survivor ID: En-014; Survivor ID: En-012.

502.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-023.

503.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-020.

504.	 Survivor ID: En-020. 

505.	 Survivor ID: En-028; Survivor ID: En-021; Survivor ID: En-025. 
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This report offers an in-depth examination of the unprecedented Russian 
military occupation of the city of Enerhodar, where the largest European 
nuclear power plant, the Zaporizhzhia Nuclear Power Plant (ZNPP) is lo-
cated, and its broader implications for nuclear safety, human rights, and 
the international legal order. Representing the first case in the history of 
a commercial nuclear power plant being seized and militarized during 
an armed conflict, it exposes a dangerous convergence of human rights 
abuses, breaches of international law, acute nuclear safety and security 
risks, and the complicity of Russian state-owned nuclear corporation 
Rosatom. Covering the period from March 2022 to June 2025, the report 
analyses the evolution of the occupation of Enerhodar and identifies at 
least 7 detention sites and 226 cases of unlawful detention of Enerhodar 
residents and ZNPP employees, the majority of which were followed by 
inhuman treatment and torture. The report offers an examination of 
the systematic nature of these practices and their qualification as war 
crimes and crimes against humanity.

Cover photo: Installation of the reactor at Power Unit No. 5 
of the Zaporizhzhia NPP, 1988. Photo No. 9366(14) from the 
collection of the State Archive of Zaporizhzhia Oblast.


