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‘Mr. SONOSKY That is not correct Mr Chalrman I abtefnded those
hearings. ' L

The CHATEMAX. That is what the sald thl% motning. '

Mr. Soxosky. No. The record sﬁ ws that Mr. Montoya who testi-
fied here today, testified in’'detail before the committee, Senate stib-
‘committee in June 1965; also that in Gallup, N. Mex., & nutnber ‘of
Pueblo Indians appeared and testified and they told—some of these
stories they told, they oharged at‘ramst ~the11 own councll as set out in
that testimony.
~ The Cuarrman. Thank ° you yery much The tlme of the chalrrnan
has expired. The gentleman from Washington.

Mr. MEzEbs. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to talm my tlme to
stralghten out the record which was made this morning. As I reeall
the testimony, it was that the Indians had not, the Pueblo Indians hal
not had notice of hearings on that Senate blll and I have before me
the record of the Senate bill, both in 1961 and in 1965, in which the
very gentleman, for mstanoe, who said he had no notlce testified here
in Washlngton, D.C., on that very bill that is before us, and in 1961
where he and a number of other people, it looks like. about ‘seven meifi-
bers of the Pueblos, different Pueblo groups, testlﬁed in ]960 d;lld ‘Lbout
five or six in 1961 on this legislation, LA
I would like the record straightened out on that

Thank you.

The Cratrmax. The gentleman from South Dakota :

Mr. Berry. Will you—is it your impression that the reso]utmn
passed by the NCAT asked that theise court ‘tmendmelnfq apply only
to courts of Indian offenses? '

Mr. Soxosky. I heard that resolutmn this morning and I was shown
a copy of it this morning. I had never heard of it, never seen it before.
It is almost unmtelhglb]e to me because what it says is that it limits it
to courts of Indian offenses which is contrary to what I know the
National Congress has publicly said, that it supported -S. 18438, and
the only explanation I can think of i 1s ‘that it was done by an executor
committee and not by the full council, and probably done at the in-
stance of the Pueblos since it relates to them. «

Mr. Berry. It relatestoall. .~

Mr. Sonosky. Yes. The way it is tramed it relatestoall. i

 Mr. Berry. So it wouldn’t be at the instance of the Pueblos.

Mr. Soxosky. I mean probably the reason for thl% partlcular resolu-
tion was at the request of the Pueblos.

Mr. Berry. Just one more question beeause you spent so much time
on South Dakota. It i 1s——you were here when tﬁe people from Am?ona
testified. Do we have a similar problem of law enforcement in the
other States, too, do you think, Marvin?

Mr. Sowosky. I heard the mayor of Scottsdale. He is the only one
I heard this morning. No, T don’t thmk we. have the same problem he
was posing. ‘

Mr. Berry. What about State election laws? HOW can ‘a State en-
force their election laws on a State election which is held ‘on an Indian
re%ervatlon if there is not at least some concurrent ]urlsd],ctlon2 '

Mr. Sovosky. I think you have a point well taken with respect to
enforcement by the State of State election laws where the precinct
and voting ballots are on the reservation. Fortunately it is the history



