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view in a series of library shelves, and sell 
for $130 to $750. Hats by Bunn, on Seventh 
Avenue, sells waxed-straw chapeaus and flat- 
top felt hats by Bunn, the Trinidad-born mil-
liner. 

Bernard Oyama, the owner of B. Oyama, an 
elegant old-world style haberdashery on Sev-
enth Avenue, sells his own designs of suits, 
shirts and neckwear, which are displayed 
amid a collection of black-and-white photo-
graphs of dapper greats like Miles Davis and 
Duke Ellington, each a reminder that the 
Harlem of the 30’s through the 60’s was a 
thriving style capital. 

‘‘The idea was to bring back the sense of 
quality to Harlem,’’ said Mr. Oyama, a na-
tive of Gabon who studied fashion design in 
Paris. His store draws locals and, he said, 
even greater numbers of clients from the 
Bronx, Brooklyn and New Jersey, who drop 
in from time to time to be fitted for custom- 
tailored suits ($800 to $2,200), and to pick up 
bow ties, cravats and kaleidoscopically 
colorful gingham and paisley pocket squares. 

Not every store is so rarefied. Harlemade, 
which has been at 116th Street for six years, 
is stocked with books and photographs offer-
ing glimpses of the historic area and its ar-
chitecture. It also sells handbags, dolls and 
an assortment of T-shirts bearing Harlem 
logos. 

‘‘I was the first to brand Harlem,’’ insisted 
Murphy Heyliger, an owner. ‘‘Since then I’ve 
seen other companies realize you can get 
cool by putting your neighborhood on a 
shirt.’’ 

Mr. Heyliger is typical of the merchants 
catering to both residents and visitors drawn 
to a Harlem that is increasingly perceived as 
romantic and vibrant enough to draw several 
thousand tourists on weekends, many of 
whom place boutique-hopping high on an 
itinerary that might also include dining at 
Emperor’s Roe or Settepani, and touring the 
Studio Museum, which exhibits the work of 
contemporary African-American artists. 

Despite those attractions, some skeptical 
local merchants and residents wonder if im-
porting fancy wares to Harlem is not pre-
mature. The new boutiques are interspersed 
with bodegas, hairdressers and discount 
stores, and not all of the retail landscape 
looks promising. Stores like N ‘‘may be too 
early,’’ said Minya Quirk, the owner of 
Brand Pimps, a fashion consulting company, 
and a Harlem resident. 

Ms. Quirk also frets that the goods may 
not be relevant to a local population. ‘‘Har-
lem residents have a deeply ingrained sense 
of personal style,’’ she said. ‘‘They know 
what they want, and I think a lot of retailers 
might underestimate that.’’ 

Not Mr. Ortiz, who argues that his inven-
tory was conceived expressly to appeal to 
style-driven locals. N offers fashion at prices 
that vary from $165 for a cotton shirt with 
grosgrain detailing to $1,000 for a leather 
coat. Sizes range from 0 to 16. 

‘‘We have a market here that has certain 
needs when it comes to sizing,’’ he said. 
‘‘We’re offering larger sizes mixed in with 
smaller ones in a very unapologetic way. 
And we’re always making sure we’ll accom-
modate a variety of body types.’’ 

The fashions are often more boldly pat-
terned than those at shops in other neighbor-
hoods. ‘‘They reflect the way our uptown 
customers would like to wear clothes, and an 
understanding that this market is more 
heavily into color,’’ Mr. Ortiz said. 

Harlem shoppers also are serious fragrance 
consumers, which is evident from the pro-
liferation of shops displaying ever-widening 
selections of designer scents. That infatu-
ation attracted Laurice Rahmé, the entre-
preneur behind Bond No. 9, with scents 
named after New York neighborhoods. Ms. 
Rahmé, who was prescient in branding the 

area with New Haarlem, a scent introduced 
in 2004, plans to open a store in Harlem this 
year. Her flagship is on Bond Street in Lower 
Manhattan. ‘‘But what happened to retailing 
and tourism downtown is going to happen 
uptown,’’ she predicted. 

Bud Konheim, the chief executive of Nicole 
Miller, a line with hothouse colors and ani-
mated prints that are popular at N, is con-
fident that a presence in the neighborhood is 
healthy for the bottom line. The collection 
at N is expected to generate $300,000 to 
$500,000 in its first year, he said. 

‘‘Harlem is an undiscovered secret for now, 
but that won’t last,’’ Mr. Konheim went on. 
‘‘Things are moving too fast.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. DORIS O. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 28, 2006 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I was attending 
the funeral of a former colleague on Wednes-
day morning, June 28, 2006, and missed two 
procedural votes. Had I been present, I would 
have voted as noted: rollcall vote 331 ‘‘yea’’; 
rollcall vote 332 ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

A RESPONSIBLE APPROACH TO 
EXPANDING AMERICA’S FRIEND-
SHIP WITH INDIA 

HON. DAVID E. PRICE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 28, 2006 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to affirm the critical importance of 
our Nation’s friendship with India and to add 
my name as a cosponsor to H.R. 5682, legis-
lation implementing the U.S.-India Civilian Nu-
clear Agreement concluded earlier this year. 

Our friendship with India is among the most 
important bilateral relationships for our Na-
tion’s security and prosperity. The world’s larg-
est democracy, India is a vital partner in many 
different arenas: fighting the war on terrorism, 
expanding and advancing both the U.S. and 
Indian economies, modeling responsible 
democratic government to other regions of the 
world, addressing climate change and other 
key environmental challenges, and crafting a 
productive relationship with an emerging 
China, to name a few. 

It is also a nation with which we share many 
common characteristics, making it a natural 
friend and ally. Both nations emerged from 
British rule to become flourishing democracies, 
each giving political voice and representation 
to hundreds of millions of citizens and each 
serving as a beacon of democratic values and 
human rights to the rest of the world. Both na-
tions share a tremendous diversity of ethnicity 
and religion, and despite periodic setbacks, 
both have found sustainable and just models 
for drawing strength from this diversity. The 
United States and India have, in the last dec-
ade, forged increasingly intimate linkages eco-
nomically, as India has emerged as one of the 
fastest growing free markets in the world. And, 
of course, our Nation has welcomed a large 
and vibrant community of Indian-Americans to 
our shores, a community that has immeas-
urably enriched the fabric of American life. 

Unfortunately, our friendship with India over 
the last three decades has not been as strong 
as it should be. It is the only democracy with 
which our Nation had poor relations through 
most of the cold war. In 2000, President Clin-
ton ushered in a new era in our bilateral rela-
tionship, becoming the first President to visit 
India since President Carter. But that positive 
momentum stalled in the early years of the 
Bush administration, as the aftermath of the 
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks unset-
tled South Asian relationships and India-Paki-
stan tensions increased. 

The primary obstacle to a stronger relation-
ship remains India’s nuclear program. In 1974, 
India defied the world by conducting a nuclear 
weapons test, demonstrating that it had devel-
oped nuclear weapons capability outside the 
bounds of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty. From that day forward, India has remained 
outside nuclear nonproliferation regimes and 
has faced international sanctions and lack of 
access to civilian nuclear materials and tech-
nology. 

The price of its defiance—thirty-two years of 
sanctions and prohibitions—has not forced 
India to give up its nuclear weapons program 
or to make any discernible policy changes. 
The reality is, despite the best efforts of the 
international community to limit nuclear pro-
liferation, India is and will continue to be a nu-
clear weapons state. Moreover, it is a stable, 
responsible nuclear weapons state that poses 
no threat to our national security. It is both un-
fair and unwise to continue to treat India as an 
international pariah. The time has come to 
recognize reality and adjust our outdated poli-
cies toward one of our most important allies. 

The U.S.-India Civilian Nuclear Agreement, 
as a first step toward recalibrating our policies 
toward India, holds great promise for bringing 
our two nations closer together. Characteris-
tically, President Bush has negotiated without 
adequately engaging Congress and the inter-
national community. But he has correctly rec-
ognized the need for this landmark policy shift. 

The agreement itself is a greatly-needed im-
provement over current policies, yet the details 
of the agreement pose some questions and 
challenges for our national security. The 
agreement has both negative and positive fea-
tures, and the American people need to be 
aware of the full array of consequences as we 
proceed. 

The most critical entry on the positive side 
of the ledger must be the agreement’s impact 
on our relationship with India. This improved 
relationship will strengthen our national secu-
rity in a variety of ways, particularly by en-
hancing our partnership in the global war on 
terrorism and in our efforts to forge a produc-
tive relationship with an emerging China. Our 
role as a world leader in confronting several 
global moral crises—like poverty, hunger, and 
HIV/AIDS—will also be enhanced, as the im-
proved relationship will allow the United States 
to bring greater attention to efforts to improve 
the lot of India’s 600 million poor people. In-
deed, the accelerated economic development 
anticipated as a result of expanded civilian nu-
clear energy production will hopefully lift mil-
lions of people out of poverty and into pros-
perity. 

The agreement also has the potential to en-
hance our efforts to prevent nuclear prolifera-
tion around the world. Currently, India’s large 
nuclear program is subject to only limited safe-
guards. Therefore, bringing any additional part 
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of its nuclear program under the International 
Atomic Energy Agency’s safeguards and in-
spections regime will be positive. Perhaps 
more importantly, we can reasonably hope 
that, upon entering the community of respon-
sible nuclear-weapons states, India will set 
aside its historic resistance to nonproliferation 
regimes and join us in fighting nuclear pro-
liferation around the world. 

The agreement likewise could have some 
adverse consequences. Let us examine the 
facts: 

Eight of India’s nuclear power reactors and 
9,000 kilograms of spent nuclear fuel—enough 
to produce more than 1,000 nuclear weap-
ons—will not be placed under any type of 
international safeguards or inspections regime. 
India will also have the flexibility to designate 
any reactors built in the future as part of its 
military program, keeping them out of inter-
national inspections regimes. 

Civilian nuclear cooperation could free India 
to devote more resources to its nuclear weap-
ons program; by purchasing fissile material 
from the U.S. and other suppliers for its civil-
ian reactors, India could choose to use more 
of its native uranium stocks for its weapons 
program. 

The agreement could send a dangerously 
mixed message to other non-nuclear weapons 
states, namely, that they are expected not to 
develop a nuclear weapons program but, if 
they do, they could be rewarded with a Nu-
clear Cooperation Agreement. This mixed sig-
nal is especially harmful at a time when we 
are confronting reckless proliferation by Iran 
and North Korea. 

These are serious concerns that have the 
potential to harm our national security. They 
are concerns that must be addressed in some 
fashion before we move forward. 

Examining both sides of the ledger, I come 
to three conclusions: 

First, the American people should not be 
under any illusions: this agreement is a stra-
tegic trade-off involving a significant element 
of risk. It states that we are willing to sacrifice 
some progress on the nonproliferation front in 
order to achieve broader benefits to our na-
tional security as a result of an enhanced 
U.S.-India friendship and cooperation. 

Second, Congress must enact this agree-
ment because a rejection of it would set back 
U.S.-India relations immeasurably. For the 
precise reasons I have cited in stating that a 
strong U.S.-India relationship is critical, a 
weakened relationship would be disastrous. 

Finally, Congress must find a way to navi-
gate between these two realities. We must 
minimize the risks associated with the gamble 
the agreement represents while maximizing its 
potential for strengthening U.S.-Indian co-
operation. In other words, Congress’s active 
engagement in refining and strengthening the 
agreement is essential. 

I rise today to cosponsor the implementing 
legislation accompanying the agreement be-
cause I have gained assurances that Con-
gress will play such an active role. I am par-
ticularly encouraged by two recent develop-
ments. 

First, the Bush administration and House 
leaders have agreed to a two-stage process in 
ratifying the agreement. Congress will first 
vote on H.R. 5682, the legislation I am co-
sponsoring, which will provide the President 
the authority to waive provisions of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 to allow civilian nuclear 

cooperation with India. Later, after agreements 
have been reached with the Nuclear Suppliers 
Group and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, Congress will vote on a specific U.S.- 
India bilateral Nuclear Cooperation Agree-
ment. If our concerns are not sufficiently ad-
dressed in these three additional agreements, 
the second stage will allow Congress to put on 
the brakes. 

Secondly, I am encouraged by the signifi-
cant steps the House International Relations 
Committee and the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee have taken to refine the legislation 
and fill in important details. Both Committees 
have signaled that they will not simply rubber- 
stamp the President’s proposal, but that they 
will conduct due diligence and ensure that the 
legislation implementing the agreement guar-
antees our national security. This commitment 
is embodied in H.R. 5682, which represents a 
tremendous improvement and refinement of 
the draft legislation originally submitted by the 
President. 

Mr. Speaker, I am cosponsoring this legisla-
tion to signal my belief in its importance and 
to aid in its forward movement. But I also want 
to underscore the importance of the next steps 
to be taken by this body. I rise today to urge 
my colleagues to focus upon several key con-
siderations as we continue our consideration 
of the bill. 

First, the final legislation must challenge 
India to take its commitment against nuclear 
testing seriously. India has refused to sign the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and has only 
pledged to withhold nuclear testing in the ab-
sence of a provocation from another nation. 
As the 2002 showdown between India and 
Pakistan demonstrated, any nuclear tests by 
India will have a destabilizing effect on the re-
gion and could damage our national security. 
The current draft allows the President to termi-
nate the agreement if India conducts a nuclear 
test, and it is essential that this provision re-
main in the final legislation. 

Second, the agreement must provide for 
some reasonable transparency over the use of 
India’s native fissile material and spent nuclear 
fuel. As India begins to import nuclear material 
for use in civilian reactors, its native material 
stocks will become fungible, free for use in 
producing nuclear weapons. Its spent nuclear 
fuel stocks, not subject to international moni-
toring under the agreement, will also be avail-
able for use in nuclear weapons. Clearly, our 
civilian nuclear cooperation should not be 
used as a means for India to accelerate its nu-
clear weapons development. The current leg-
islation contains a provision that will alert us if 
India is taking advantage of the nuclear co-
operation agreement to fuel a nuclear arms 
race. Of course, we will depend heavily on our 
intelligence community to assess India’s pro-
duction of nuclear weapons, and we must en-
sure that they have the personnel and re-
sources they require. 

Third, we must strongly urge India to cease 
the production of fissile material explicitly for 
use in nuclear weapons. For over a decade, 
the international community has been working 
toward the negotiation of a Fissile Material 
Cutoff Treaty that would ban the production of 
new fissile material for use in nuclear weap-
ons or other nuclear explosive devices. India’s 
endorsement of such a treaty would signifi-
cantly allay the concerns about the agree-
ment’s impact on nuclear nonproliferation ef-
forts. Our nation should also be urging India’s 

nuclear neighbors, Pakistan and China, to sign 
such a treaty in order to provide India the as-
surances that it can do so without endan-
gering its national security. 

Fourth, the deal must be conditioned on the 
conclusion of an acceptable agreement be-
tween India and the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency. The negotiations between these 
parties are ongoing. An acceptable outcome 
would have to include an acceptance by India 
of a permanent safeguards regime that re-
quires the same transparency, the same ac-
cess, and the same type of inspections that 
other countries admit under the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty. The legislation contains 
some helpful provisions in this regard; how-
ever, we must remain engaged after the pas-
sage of this legislation to ensure that the ne-
gotiations meet our standards. 

Finally, Congress and the Bush administra-
tion can strengthen the U.S.-India Nuclear Co-
operation Agreement by working together to 
enhance and expand nuclear nonproliferation 
efforts in other regions of the world. Our na-
tional security depends greatly on keeping the 
worst weapons, nuclear weapons of mass de-
struction, out of the worst hands, those of fun-
damentalist terrorists who target our nation. 
Ensuring adequate protections against pro-
liferation in the U.S.-India agreement is a key 
component of this priority, but it does not end 
there. 

As we work to bring India in line with inter-
national standards for nuclear responsibility, 
we should also be accelerating programs that 
increase nuclear security elsewhere. One of 
the most critical programs is the Nunn-Lugar 
Cooperative Threat Reduction program that 
secures loose nuclear material and technology 
in the former Soviet Union, where enough nu-
clear material to produce thousands of nuclear 
weapons remains unsecured. As the 9–11 
Commission’s Final Report rightly noted, ‘‘the 
government should weigh the value of this in-
vestment against the catastrophic cost Amer-
ica would face should such weapons find their 
way to the terrorists who are so anxious to ac-
quire them.’’ 

Of equal importance, the administration and 
Congress must strengthen our dismally inef-
fective efforts to confront Iran and North Korea 
as those nations defy the world. One of this 
Administration’s single most dangerous fail-
ures has been to allow North Korea to pro-
liferate freely for five years without crafting any 
viable strategy for confronting the world’s 
worst proliferator. And the Administration’s 
strategy to rein in Iran has been scarcely bet-
ter, allowing the situation to continue unre-
solved for far too long. As long as these two 
rogue nations freely seek nuclear weapons, 
weapons they could easily sell or transfer to 
terrorists, our nation cannot be secure. 

The U.S.-India Nuclear Cooperation Agree-
ment is a dramatic departure from the past. 
We must not enter into it with any illusions 
that it is without risk; however, I believe it 
holds the potential to make our nation and the 
world safer and more secure. We have the op-
portunity to build a strong and lasting friend-
ship with the world’s largest democracy, one 
of the world’s fastest growing markets, and a 
nation from which we have remained es-
tranged for far too long. We should not let 
such a tremendous opportunity pass by. At the 
same time, we must proceed responsibly, en-
suring that we minimize the risks inherent in 
the agreement. I believe Congress is taking 
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seriously its responsibility to do so, and I look 
forward to working with my colleagues to craft 
legislation that makes our Nation stronger and 
forges a new era in U.S.-Indian relations. 

f 

CORRECTING THE ENROLLMENT 
OF H.R. 889 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JAMES R. LANGEVIN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 26, 2006 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
that, on Monday, the House passed S. Con. 
Res. 103, though I am disappointed by the 
events that necessitated its consideration. Last 
September, when the House considered H.R. 
889, the Coast Guard Authorization Act, I ex-
pressed my concern about a provision that 
would have altered the existing evaluation and 
approval process for the Cape Wind project, a 
420 megawatt offshore wind farm proposed for 
Horseshoe Shoal off the coast of Massachu-
setts. That project is currently undergoing a 
thorough review process that is working with 
numerous federal and state agencies, as well 
as interested parties, to assess potential im-
pacts to the environment, navigation and other 
areas of concern. When the House and Sen-
ate went to conference, I wrote to the head 
House conferees, explaining the strong sup-
port in Rhode Island for the project and cau-
tioning about the potential negative ramifica-
tions of the provision on the growing wind en-

ergy industry, which will help diversify our Na-
tion’s energy supply by providing a clean and 
renewable source to millions of Americans. 

Much to my dismay, during conference ne-
gotiations, a much broader restriction on the 
project was inserted—language that had not 
been considered by either the House or Sen-
ate—that would essentially circumvent the ex-
isting project by giving the Governor of Massa-
chusetts veto power over this particular 
project. At a time when our Nation’s economy 
is endangered by our dependence on foreign 
oil, we should be encouraging clean and re-
newable energy development, not blocking it. 
To protest this last-minute back-room con-
ference deal, I joined the gentleman from New 
Hampshire, Mr. BASS, in leading an effort to 
ask the House leadership to prevent the con-
sideration of any final agreement on the Coast 
Guard bill that contained language endan-
gering the Cape Wind project in Massachu-
setts. I am pleased that widespread public op-
position to the language forced it to be re-
moved from the bill, and I will continue my ef-
forts to promote the responsible development 
of clean and renewable energy in Congress. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MEL BROOKS 

HON. TIMOTHY H. BISHOP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 28, 2006 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, if 
you’ve ever seen Blazing Saddles, Young 

Frankenstein, or History of the World: Part I, 
then you’ve probably laughed out loud at one 
or all of these comedies and rank them among 
your all-time favorite movies. For those 
laughs, you can thank Mel Brooks, who I’m 
proud to represent and recognize today—in 
wishing him a happy 80th birthday. 

Mr. Speaker, many people don’t know that 
before he made movies, Mel Brooks served in 
the U.S. Army during World War II. One of 
Corporal Brooks’ duties as a combat engineer 
was defusing landmines in areas around North 
Africa before the infantry moved in. 

With his wife, the late Anne Bancroft, who 
passed away just over 1 year ago, Mel be-
came a tremendous source of pride on Long 
Island. Known for his infectious sense of 
humor and for often breaking into a routine at 
the delight of surprised patrons of restaurants 
all around the East End, Long Islanders know 
Mel is just as extroverted, witty, and enter-
taining when you come across him in person 
as he appears on screen. Combined with his 
warmth and kindness, he has indeed earned a 
place among the East End’s favorite sons. 

Mr. Speaker, we can all be very proud of 
Americans like Mel Brooks who use their 
humor and celebrity to bring joy to the lives of 
so many people and to help those less fortu-
nate than ourselves. Today, let’s wish Mel 
Brooks a happy 80th and many happy returns 
as he keeps making us laugh with his movies 
and through his unique, very funny outlook on 
life. 
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