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tion that the words of a statute must be read in their
context and with a view to their place in the overall statutory scheme.” Roberts v. Sea-Land Services, Inc., 566 U. S.
___, ___ (2012) (slip op., at 6) (internal quotation marks
omitted).
Under the reading of the statute adopted below, the
Park Service may apply nationally applicable regulations
to “non-public” lands within the boundaries of conservation system units in Alaska, but it may not apply Alaskaspecific regulations to those lands. That is a surprising
conclusion. ANILCA repeatedly recognizes that Alaska is
different—from its “unrivaled scenic and geological values,” to the “unique” situation of its “rural residents dependent on subsistence uses,” to “the need for development and use of Arctic resources with appropriate
recognition and consideration given to the unique nature
of the Arctic environment.” 16 U. S. C. §§3101(b), 3111(2),
3147(b)(5).
ANILCA itself accordingly carves out numerous Alaskaspecific exceptions to the Park Service’s general authority
over federally managed preservation areas. For example,
ANILCA requires the Secretary of the Interior to permit
“the exercise of valid commercial fishing rights or privileges” within the National Wildlife Refuge System in Alaska,
including the use of “campsites, cabins, motorized vehicles,
and aircraft landings directly incident to the exercise of
such rights or privileges,” with certain exceptions. 94
Stat. 2393. ANILCA also requires the Secretary to “permit on the public lands appropriate use for subsistence
purposes of snowmobiles, motorboats, and other means of
surface transportation traditionally employed for such
purposes by local residents, subject to reasonable regulation.” 16 U. S. C. §3121(b). And it provides that National
Preserves “in Alaska shall be administered and managed
as a unit of the National Park System in the same manner
as a national park except as otherwise provided in this Act

