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Glossary

Offshore Drilling – the process of companies drilling through the seabed for oil

Biodiversity – variation of species within a given area/biome

Non-Unique: Cuba is Already Drilling for Oil
[
] 

[
] Cuba is already drilling for oil – companies from Russia and Norway are circumventing the embargo. 
Orsi, Associated Press correspondent in Cuba, 2012
(Peter, “Oil Rig Arrives off Cuba for New Exploration,” Dec 15, Online: http://bigstory.ap.org/article/oil-rig-arrives-cuba-new-exploration)

A Norwegian-owned platform arrived in waters off Cuba's north-central coast for exploratory drilling by the Russian oil company Zarubezhneft, authorities said Saturday, renewing the island's search for petroleum after three failed wells this year. Drilling is to begin "in the coming days" and take six months, according to a notice published by the Communist Party newspaper Granma. The depth of the project was given as 21,300 feet (6,500 meters). State-run oil company Cubapetroleo said in the announcement that the Songa Mercur rig, owned by Songa Offshore of Norway, was inspected to make sure it contains less than 10 percent U.S.-made parts. That allows the companies involved in the drilling to avoid sanctions under the 50-year-old U.S. embargo against Cuba.
Link Turn: Embargo Prevents Response to Oil Spills

[
]  
[
] The embargo stands in the way of effective disaster management – it prevents spill technologies and experts from being mobilized. 
Bert and Clayton, Captain in the US Coast Guard and Fellow for Energy Security at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2012

(Captain Melissa and Blake, “Addressing the Risk of a Cuban Oil Spill,” Council on Foreign Relations, Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 15, March, Online: http://www.cfr.org/cuba/addressing-risk-cuban-oil-spill/p27515) 
An oil well blowout in Cuban waters would almost certainly require a U.S. response. Without changes in current U.S. law, however, that response would undoubtedly come far more slowly than is desirable. The Coast Guard would be barred from deploying highly experienced manpower, specially designed booms, skimming equipment and vessels, and dispersants. U.S. offshore gas and oil companies would also be barred from using well-capping stacks, remotely operated submersibles, and other vital technologies. Although a handful of U.S. spill responders hold licenses to work with Repsol, their licenses do not extend to well capping or relief drilling. The result of a slow response to a Cuban oil spill would be greater, perhaps catastrophic, economic and environmental damage to Florida and the Southeast. Efforts to rewrite current law and policy toward Cuba, and encouraging cooperation with its government, could antagonize groups opposed to improved relations with the Castro regime. They might protest any decision allowing U.S. federal agencies to assist Cuba or letting U.S. companies operate in Cuban territory. However, taking sensible steps to prepare for a potential accident at an oil well in Cuban waters would not break new ground or materially alter broader U.S. policy toward Cuba. For years, Washington has worked with Havana on issues of mutual concern. The United States routinely coordinates with Cuba on search and rescue operations in the Straits of Florida as well as to combat illicit drug trafficking and migrant smuggling. During the hurricane season, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) provides Cuba with information on Caribbean storms.

The recommendations proposed here are narrowly tailored to the specific challenges that a Cuban oil spill poses to the United States. They would not help the Cuban economy or military. What they would do is protect U.S. territory and property from a potential danger emanating from Cuba. Cuba will drill for oil in its territorial waters with or without the blessing of the United States. Defending against a potential oil spill requires a modicum of advance coordination and preparation with the Cuban government, which need not go beyond spill-related matters. Without taking these precautions, the United States risks a second Deepwater Horizon, this time from Cuba.

Link Turn: Engagement Promotes Safe Drilling Practices 
[
]  
[
] Cuba is already making plans to drill oil – US engagement is key to ensure environmental safety. 
Pinon, research fellow at the Cuban Research Institute at Florida International University, 2010

(Jorge, and Robert Muse, “Coping with the Next Oil Spill: Why US-Cuba Environmental Co-operation is Critical,” Brookings Institute, May 18, Online: http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2010/5/18%20oil%20spill%20cuba%20pinon/0518_oil_spill_cuba_pinon) 

While the quest for deepwater drilling of oil and gas may slow as a result of the latest calamity, it is unlikely to stop. it came as little surprise, for example, that Repsol recently announced plans to move forward with exploratory oil drilling in Cuban territorial waters later this year.1 As Cuba continues to develop its deepwater oil and natural gas reserves, the consequence to the United states of a similar mishap occurring in Cuban waters moves from the theoretical to the  actual. The sobering fact that a Cuban spill could foul hundreds of miles of American coastline and do profound harm to important marine habitats demands cooperative and proactive planning by Washington and havana to minimize or avoid such a calamity. Also important is the planning necessary to prevent and, if necessary, respond to incidents arising from this country’s oil industry that, through the action of currents and wind, threaten Cuban waters and shorelines. While  Washington is working to prevent future disasters in U.s. waters like the Deepwater Horizon, its current policies foreclose the ability to respond effectively to future oil disasters—whether that disaster is caused by companies at work in Cuban waters, or is the result of companies operating in U.s. waters.
No Link: Businesses Don’t Want to Drill Around Cuba
[
] 

[
] The bureaucratic nature of the Cuban government deters prospective drilling operations. 

White, JD from the University of Colorado School of Law, 2010 

(Jonathan, “Drilling in Ecologically and Environmentally Troubled Waters: Law and Policy Concerns Surrounding Development of Oil Resources in the Florida Straits,” Colorado Journal of International Environmental Law & Policy, Summer, LexisNexis) 

Additionally, Cuba's ability to cultivate a flourishing oil industry depends on Havana's willingness to reduce bureaucratic obstacles to investment on the island. Writing in the Journal of Transnational Law and Contemporary Problems, Daniel Erikson of the Washington, D.C., policy organization The Inter-American Dialogue describes the sizeable institutional and bureaucratic hurdles facing foreign investment in Cuba:  Cuba remains a rigid communist state with a centrally controlled economic structure, a workforce with uncertain habits, low per capita income, and high levels of external debt. Canadian and European investors in Cuba cite numerous difficulties related to red tape, arbitrary treatment by Cuban regulators, interference in hiring decisions, and questionable labor practices. Accordingly, while Cuba's potential oil reserves have drawn willing investors, the extent to which drilling in Cuban waters thrives depends upon overcoming these infrastructural, administrative, and bureaucratic obstacles. China's recent replacement of Havana's relic "camel" buses may provide the best analogy of what is required to update and expand the infrastructure necessary for drilling. The example suggests that Cuba lacks the means or initiative necessary to expand and modernize existing infrastructure on its own, but welcomes foreign capital to accomplish those objectives. Whether that capital arrives is, at this stage, speculative.
No Impact: Oceans are Resilient to Disasters
[
] 

[
] Oceans are resilient and can recover from damage imposed by humans. 
Kennedy, professor of environmental science at Maryland, 2002

(Victor, “Coastal and Marine Ecosystems and Global Climate Change,” Online: http://www.pewclimate.org/projects/marine.cfm)
There is evidence that marine organisms and ecosystems are resilient to environmental change. Steele (1991) hypothesized that the biological components of marine systems are tightly coupled to physical factors, allowing them to respond quickly to rapid environmental change and thus rendering them ecologically adaptable. Some species also have wide genetic variability throughout their range, which may allow for adaptation to climate change.

Cuban Oil Won’t Reduce Dependence on Middle East
[
] 

[
] Cuba doesn’t have enough oil to alter US dependence on Middle East oil supplies – there’s only a risk lifting the embargo will result in technological exchanges that improve safety. 

Benjamin-Alvarado, Professor of Political Science at the University of Nebraska at Omaha, 2010

(Jonathan, Cuba’s Energy Future: Strategic Approaches to Cooperation, Brookings Institute publication) 
At present Cuba possesses an estimated 4.6 million barrels of oil and 9.3 TFC (total final consumption) of natural gas in North Cuba Basin.4 This is approximately half of the estimated 10.4 billion barrels of recoverable crude oil in the Alaska Natural Wildlife Reserve. If viewed in strictly instrumental terms—namely, increasing the pool of potential imports to the U.S. market by accessing Cuban oil and ethanol holdings—Cuba’s oil represents little in the way of absolute material gain to the U.S. energy supply. But the possibility of energy cooperation between the United States and Cuba offers significant relative gains connected to the potential for developing production-sharing agreements, promoting the transfer of state-of-the art technology and foreign direct investment, and increasing opportunities for the development of joint-venture partnerships, and scientific-technical exchanges.
Dependence on Middle East Oil Undermines US Leadership

[
] 

[
] Oil dependence undermines strategic US leadership.

Electrification Coalition, a nonpartisan group of energy industry leaders invested in policy change, 2009

(“ELECTRIFICATION ROADMAP: REVOLUTIONIZING TRANSPORTATION AND ACHIEVING ENERGY SECURITY,” Electrification Coalition Report, November, p. 30.)

The importance of oil in the U.S. economy has given it a place of prominence in foreign and military policy. In particular, two key issues related to oil affect national security. First, the vulnerability of global oil supply lines and infrastructure has driven the United States to accept the burden of securing the world’s oil supply. Second, the importance of large individual oil producers constrains U.S. foreign policy options when dealing with problems in these nations. A crippling disruption to global oil supplies ranks among the most immediate threats to the United States today. A prolonged interruption due to war in the Middle East or the closure of a key oil transit route would lead to severe economic dislocation. U.S. leaders have recognized this for decades, and have made it a matter of stated policy that the United States will protect the free flow of oil with military force. Still, policy alone has consistently fallen short of complete deterrence, and the risk of oil supply interruptions has persisted for nearly 40 years. To mitigate this risk, U.S. armed forces expend enormous resources protecting chronically vulnerable infrastructure in hostile corners of the globe and patrolling oil transit routes. This engagement benefits all nations, but comes primarily at the expense of the American military and ultimately the American taxpayer. A 2009 study by the RAND Corporation placed the ongoing cost of this burden at between $67.5 billion and $83 billion annually, plus an additional $8 billion in military operations. 33 In proportional terms, these costs suggest that between 12 and 15 percent of the current defense budget is devoted to guaranteeing the free flow of oil. Foreign policy constraints related to oil dependence are less quantifiable, but no less damaging. Whether dealing with uranium enrichment in Iran, a hostile regime in Venezuela, or an increasingly assertive Russia, American diplomacy is distorted by our need to minimize disruptions to the flow of oil. Perhaps more frustrating, the importance of oil to the broader global economy has made it nearly impossible for the United States to build international consensus on a wide range of foreign policy and humanitarian issues.
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