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SELYA, Circuit Judge. Plaintiff-appellant Mriam Jorge

brought a discrimnation suit against her governnent enployer.?
The district court ruled that Jorge's cause of action under the Age
Di scrimnation in Enploynent Act (ADEA), 29 U.S.C. 88 621-634, was
time-barred and that her claimunder Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 (Title VIl), 42 U. S. C. § 2000e-2(a) (1), was forecl osed
because she had not exhausted her adm nistrative renedies. After
careful perscrutation of the briefs and record, we affirm the
j udgment bel ow.
I. BACKGROUND

This appeal follows a dismssal for failure to state a
claim upon which relief can be granted. See Fed. R Gv. P

12(b) (6).2 Consequently, we accept the well-pleaded facts as true

Jorge's husband, the couple's conjugal partnership, and
Jorge's ward are also plaintiffs and appell ants. Because their
clainms are purely derivative, we treat Jorge as if she were the
sole plaintiff and appellant. Qur decision is, of course, binding
on all parties.

’2ln the district court, the government originally filed a
hybrid notion to disniss "pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) and Rul e 56(c)
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.” Its reply to Jorge's
opposition confirnmed this anbi val ence, requesting that "this entire
action be dismssed, or in the alternative, that [the district
court] grant summary judgnent to defendants.” In ruling on the
notion, the district court treated it as a notion to disnss. See
Jorge v. Runsfeld, Cv. No. 03-1224, slip op. at 1 (D.P.R Mar. 9,
2004) (unpublished). Before us, the governnent has briefed the
case interns of the Rule 12(b)(6) standard. Because that standard
is nore favorable to Jorge than the Rule 56 standard, see Collier
v. Gty of Chicopee, 158 F.3d 601, 602-03 (1st G r. 1998), we
follow the district court's |lead and apply the jurisprudence of
Rul e 12(b)(6).
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and i ndul ge all reasonable inferences therefromin the plaintiff's

favor. LaChapelle v. Berkshire Life Ins. Co., 142 F.3d 507, 508

(st Cr. 1998). W augnent those facts with facts extractable
from docunent ati on annexed to or incorporated by reference in the
conplaint and matters susceptible to judicial notice. See In re

Colonial Mortg. Bankers Corp., 324 F.3d 12, 14 (1st Cr. 2003); see

also Beddall v. State St. Bank & Trust Co., 137 F.3d 12, 17 (1st

Cr. 1998) ("When, as now, a conplaint's factual allegations are
expressly linked to —and adnittedly dependent upon —a docunent
(the authenticity of which is not challenged), that docunent
effectively nmerges into the pleadings and the trial court can
review it in deciding a notion to dismss under Rule 12(b)(6).").
Moreover, the district court appropriately may consider the whole
of a docunent integral to or explicitly relied upon in a conplaint,
even i f that docunent is not annexed to the conplaint. See d orox

Co. P.R v. Proctor & Ganble Commi| Co., 228 F.3d 24, 32 (1st G

2000) .

Applying these tenets to the instant record enables us to
m ne certain additional nuggets of information. The correspondence
between Jorge's attorney and the Equal Enploynent QCpportunity
Comm ssion (EEOC) — npbst notably, the right-to-sue letter upon
whi ch Jorge predicates her claimof exhaustion —falls within this
paraneter. So to does Jorge's notice of retirement. Wth this in

m nd, we rehearse the relevant facts.



Bet ween 1973 and 2001, Jorge worked for the Arny and Air
Force Exchange Services (AAFES), a conm ssary programfor mlitary
personnel adm ni stered by the Departnent of Defense. 1n 1979, she
became the retail manager of Toyl and, an AAFES-operated store on
the prem ses of Fort Buchanan (which is | ocated i n Guaynabo, Puerto
Ri co). Jorge renmained in this position for nearly two decades
until, at the age of fifty-one, she elected to make a l|atera
transfer to the Base Mifiiz Shoppette (which is located at a
Nati onal Guard installation sone twelve mles away). Jorge clai ns,
and the defendants do not contest, that she was a nodel enpl oyee
who, both at Toyland and at the Shoppette, consistently exceeded
sal es and performance targets set by senior managenent.

Jorge began working at the Shoppette in 1998. Soon
thereafter, AAFES assigned Debra Baynard to oversee its operations
inthe region. The relationship between Baynard and Jorge quickly
turned frosty. From Jorge's point of view, Baynard altered the
wor kpl ace by insisting upon, and rigorously enforcing, an English-
only policy and by underm ning Jorge's managerial authority in
i nsi di ous ways. When Jorge conpl ai ned about Baynard's policies and
practices, Baynard allegedly made derogatory conments about her
age.

The situation came to a head early in 2000 when, during
Jorge's vacation, Baynard unilaterally transferred her back to her

former position at Toyland and filled the position she had occupi ed



at the Shoppette with a younger, |ess experienced man who spoke
only English. After Jorge's vacation ended on March 4, 2000, she
nmet with Baynard, who served formal notice of the job shift without
of fering Jorge any explanation for it.

Jorge refused to report for duty at Toyland. |nstead,
she exhausted her accrued vacation tine and sick | eave while trying
to get herself reinstated at the Shoppette. Even after her efforts
proved unsuccessful, she refused to assume her duties at Toyl and.
I n due course, AAFES infornmed her that, pursuant to settled agency
regul ati ons, her extended absence had led to the forfeiture of any
right she nmay have had to regain her position at the Shoppette.
Jorge was given two options at that juncture: return to Toyl and or
take early retirenent. She chose the latter option and, on Apri
17, 2001, submtted a notice of "involuntary early retirenment,"”
retroactive to March 30, 2001
II. TRAVEL OF THE CASE

Jorge did not let sleeping dogs Iie. Her first
initiative came in the formof a notice letter, dated May 8, 2001,
sent on her behalf to the EEQOC That |etter announced her
intention to sue for age discrimnation. Follow ng the expiration
of a thirty-day waiting period, the agency granted Jorge | eave to
sue under the ADEA. See 29 U.S.C. § 633a(d). Several nmonths then

passed with no further action.



On April 1, 2002, Jorge commenced an action in the
federal district court, seeking relief under, inter alia, the ADEA
and Title VII. In her conplaint, Jorge alleged that she was
hum | i ated both by Baynard' s agei st coments and by the English-
only requirenment, and that the involuntary transfer to Toyl and
exacerbated this state of affairs. She al so characterized her
early retirenent, for the first tinme, as a constructive di scharge.

Jorge's conplaint nanmed a bevy of defendants, including
the Secretary of Defense, AAFES, Baynard, two ot her AAFES managers
who had assisted Baynard in facilitating the transfer, the spouses
and conjugal partnerships of the individual defendants, and four
uni dentified defendants (apparently sued as pl ace-hol ders). Jorge
experienced difficulty in serving the individual defendants (other
than Secretary Runsfeld). She discussed this problem with the
Assi stant United States Attorney (AUSA) who was handl i ng t he case.
The AUSA suggested that she dismss the action w thout prejudice,
see Fed. R Cv. P. 41(a)(1), get her ducks in a row, and then
refile. Eventually, Jorge enbraced that suggestion and noved to
di sm ss the conpl ai nt wi thout prejudice. The governnment consented,
and the district court granted the notion on Septenber 27, 2002.

Jorge conmmenced a new action, identical to the first in
all respects, on March 4, 2003. That action ended in the order of
di sm ssal that undergirds this appeal. W pause to explicate the

district court's reasoning.



The court first determned that Jorge's supplenental
cl ai ms were not cogni zabl e because the ADEA and Title VIl conprised
the exclusive renedies for clains of age, gender, and nationa

origin discrimnation. Jorge v. Runsfeld, Cv. No. 03-1224, slip

op. at 4 (D.P.R Mar. 9, 2004) (unpublished). The court then
concluded that the Secretary of Defense was the only proper
defendant in regard to the ADEA and Title VIl clains and di sm ssed
the action as to all the other defendants. Id. at 5. These
rulings are not contested on appeal, and we do not discuss them
Wth respect to Jorge's Title VII claim against the
Secretary, the |l ower court noted that Jorge's sole contact with the

EECC was her letter indicating an intent to sue under the ADEA

ld. at 6. It thereupon dismssed her Title VII claim wthout
prejudice for failure to "initiate[], nuch |ess exhaust[]," her
adm nistrative renedies. 1d. at 7. Finally, the court noted that

Jorge's ADEA claim was subject to a two-year statute of

limtations. See Rossiter v. Potter, 357 F.3d 26, 27 (1st Gr.

2004) . In light of that limtations period, the district court
held that Jorge, who had instituted the operative action a ful

three years after her involuntary transfer, had sued too |ate.
Jorge, slip op. at 8. For that reason, the court dismssed the

ADEA claimwith prejudice. 1d. This appeal followed.



IITI. ANALYSIS

On appeal, Jorge limts her assault to the district
court's disposition of her ADEA and Title VII clains. W consider
these lines of attack separately.

A. The ADEA Claim.

The district court held that Jorge's ADEA cl ai mwas ti ne-
barred. [d. That holding rested on a determ nation that the cause
of action accrued at the time of the involuntary transfer rather
than at the tinme of Jorge's retirenent. See id. (concluding that
the transfer constituted "the gravanen of plaintiff's ADEA claini).
Jorge assigns error to that determ nation. W consider her
argunment, mndful that when, as now, an order of dismissal is
prem sed on the running of the applicable |imtations period, we
may affirmonly if the Rule 12(b)(6) record "l eave[s] no doubt that

[the] asserted claimis tine-barred.” LaChapelle, 142 F. 3d at 509.

The ADEA requires that personnel actions affecting nost
enpl oyees who are forty years of age or older be free from age-
based discrimnation. 29 U.S.C. 8 633a(a). In one sense, the ADEA

treats federal enployees as a class apart from other enployees.

See Rossiter, 357 F.3d at 28-29 (discussing the statutory schene).
That difference inplicates the ADEA' s enforcenent nechanism
wher eas nost enpl oyees nmust first exhaust adm nistrative renedi es
before instituting an ADEA action, see 29 US C § 626(d), a

federal enployee has the option of bypassing admnistrative
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remedies entirely and suing directly in the federal district court.
Id. 8 633a(c). A federal enployee who w shes to avail hinself of
thi s bypass option nust notify the EECC of his intent to sue within
180 days following the occurrence of the allegedly unlaw ul
practice and then observe a thirty-day waiting period before filing
suit. 1d. 8§ 633a(d). The EECC is required to notify the putative
def endant of the enployee's intent to sue, but it has no authority
to forestall the litigation. |1d.

In this instance, it is beyond peradventure that Jorge
gave notice of her intent to sue and that the thirty-day cooling-
of f period el apsed. But because an action prosecuted pursuant to
29 U S.C 8 633a(c) is subject to a two-year limtations period,
Rossiter, 357 F.3d at 34-35, it is |l ess cl ear whet her Jorge brought
her action within the prescribed tine. The uncertainty arises out
of a difference of opinion about the accrual date.

On t he one hand, the governnment posits —and the district
court agreed — that the l|ast independent act of alleged age
di scri m nati on occurred when Baynard unil aterally transferred Jorge
to Toyland. On the other hand, Jorge argues that her retirenent
should be treated as an independent act of discrimnation. The
choice of an accrual date nmakes a dispositive difference here
Jorge commenced this action on March 4, 2003. |If the accrual date
is the date of the transfer, which occurred during, or just after

the end of Jorge's vacation (for sinplicity's sake, we shall use an



approxi mat e date of March 4, 2000), her ADEA claimis time-barred.
| f however, the accrual date is the date of her retirenment (which
t ook place on April 17, 2001, retroactive to March 30, 2001),3 her
ADEA claimis tinely.

Jorge's argunent proceeds on the basis of a supposed
constructive discharge. That is theoretically feasible: a
constructive di scharge can constitute an adverse enpl oynent action

under the ADEA. See, e.q., Suarez v. Pueblo Int'l, Inc., 229 F.3d

49, 54 (1st Cr. 2000) (explaining that a charge will lie if the
enpl oyer has "engag[ed] in a calculated, age-inspired effort to
force an enployee to quit"). By the sanme token, an offer of an
early retirement package sonetinmes can be a vehicle for a
constructive discharge: a worker who is presented with such a
package can be said to be constructively discharged if her refusal
to accept the offer will result in work or working conditions so
onerous or disagreeable that a reasonable person would feel
conpelled to forsake enploynent rather than to submit herself to

mani fold indignities. Vega v. Kodak Caribbean, Ltd., 3 F.3d 476,

480 (1st Cir. 1993). The rationale behind this rule is rooted in
a desire to ensure that an enpl oyer bent on di sm ssing an enpl oyee
for age-rel ated reasons cannot skirt Congress's clear prohibition

on such discrimnation by indirection. See Suarez, 229 F.3d at 54.

3Because the fornmer date is potentially nore hel pful to Jorge,
we assunme arguendo that it was the date of her retirenent.
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Al t hough Jorge woul d have us believe that the enpl oyer's
offer of early retirenent here was tantanmount to a constructive
di scharge (and, thus, an independent act of discrimnation giving
rise to her ADEA claim, her conplaint —even when read with full
deference to its factual allegations —fails to bear out this
assertion. Jorge's troubles evidently stemred fromthe sequence of
events exenplifying the harassing behavior of her new supervisor.
That sequence of events began in 1998 and culnmnated in the order
transferring her to Toyl and. Jorge refused to accept that
transfer, even though it entailed no | oss of pay, benefits, status,
or the Ilike.* Because that transfer entailed no tangible
dimnution, it did not, wthout nore, sink to the Ilevel of
i ndignity necessary to nake out a prinma facie case of constructive
di scharge. See Suarez, 229 F.3d at 56. Here, there is no "nore";
Jorge's conplaint is devoid of any all egations indicating that, by
accepting the transfer, she would have been subjected to the kind
of indignities against which the ADEA stands guard.

Nor does Jorge allege a discrimnatory notive behind
AAFES's directive that she report to Toyland or take early
retirement. When Jorge refused to accept the transfer, she did not

resign, but remamined nomnally in AAFES s enploy, draw ng salary

“ln her appellate briefs, Jorge asserts for the first tine
t hat AAFES had been planning to close the Toyland store and that
her transfer was thus nmerely an opening ganbit en route to the
eventual elimnation of her job. We decline to consider this
previously unraised and i nherently specul ati ve assertion.
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and benefits from her accunul ated vacation tinme and sick |eave
while protesting the transfer adm nistratively. By all accounts,
it was the refusal to report for work and the passage of tine that
led to AAFES's ultimatum and Jorge does not suggest that this
action was anyt hi ng ot her than standard operating procedure. Thus,
t he Toyl and transfer constituted t he | ast i ndependent
discrimnatory act visited upon her —in the district court's
phrase, it constituted the "gravanen of [p]laintiff's conplaint,"”
Jorge, slip op. at 8 —and the enployer's ultimtumthat she accept
the transfer or retire early was nerely an inevitable consequence
of that action. It follows that the ADEA limtations period runs
fromthe date the transfer order was nade.

The nost pertinent authority for this proposition is the

Suprenme Court's decision in Delaware State College v. Ricks, 449

U S. 250 (1980). There, a college denied tenure to a faculty
menber who alleged that the denial was attributable to nationa

origin discrimnation. |d. at 252-54. The adm nistration then
offered the faculty nenber a one-year contract, not subject to
renewal . 1d. at 253. The offer was accepted and, after the year
had run, the faculty nenber left the school's enploy. He then
sued. The Court deened the case tinme-barred, rejecting the faculty
menber's contention that his enploynent discrimnation claim
accrued fromthe expiration of his termnal contract. 1d. at 257-

58. The Court held that the plaintiff had neither alleged nor
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proved "that the manner in which his enploynent was term nated
differed discrimnatorily from the manner in which the College
term nat ed ot her professors who al so had been denied tenure." 1d.
at 258. Absent such an allegation, the plaintiff's |oss of
enpl oynent was nerely an "inevitable consequence” of the earlier
(tinme-barred) tenure decision, and could not constitute a
separately actionable event. Id. at 257-58. In short, "the
critical datumis the point intime at which the discrimnatory act
occurred,” not the point at which its effects becane nost

injurious. Mrris v. Gov't Dev. Bank, 27 F.3d 746, 749 (1st Cr

1994).

W find the sane deficiency in Jorge's conplaint. She
has not pled that the choice ultimtely given her by AAFES di ffered
discrimnatorily from the way in which the organi zation handl ed
personnel matters involving other, sinmlarly situated enployees
(i.e., those who had refused to accept l|ateral transfers and who
had exhausted their vacation and sick |leave tine). Nor has she
expl ai ned howthe enpl oyer's return-or-retire ultimatumdifferedin
any respect from the enployer's standard response to younger,
simlarly situated enployees. Here, as in R cks, the nere
continuity of the enploynent relationship, inand of itself, is not
enough "to prolong the life of a cause of action.” Ricks, 449 U. S.

at 257; accord Canpbell v. BankBoston, 327 F.3d 1, 11 (1st Gr.
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2003); Am Airlines, Inc. v. Cardoza-Rodriquez, 133 F.3d 111, 123

(1st Cir. 1998).°

Jorge nakes a last-ditch effort to resuscitate her ADEA
clai mby arguing that the operative tolling date was April 1, 2002
(the date when she filed her first action, |later dismssed) rather
than March 4, 2003 (the date when she commenced the action
presently on appeal). This argunent is hopeless: WMarch 4, 2003
was the correct tolling date for the statute of I|imtations
cal cul ation

A voluntary dismssal wthout prejudice results in a

tabula rasa. It renders the proceedings null and void and | eaves

the parties in the same position as if the action had never been

pr osecut ed. Nat'l R R Passenger Corp. v. Int'l Ass'n of

Machi ni sts, 915 F.2d 43, 48 (1st Cir. 1990); In re Piper Arcraft

Distrib. Sys. Antitrust Litig., 551 F.2d 213, 219 (8th Cr. 1977).
Consequently, "a prescriptive period is not tolled by filing a
conplaint that is subsequently dismssed wthout prejudice.”

Chi co-Vélez v. Roche Prods., Inc., 139 F.3d 56, 59 (1st Cr. 1998).

*Jorge's reliance on Flaherty v. Metromil Corp., 235 F.3d
133, 138-39 (2d Cr. 2000), in which an enpl oyee who had al |l eged a
constructive discharge was allowed to start the limtations clock
for her discrimnation claimfromthe date that she submtted her
|l etter of resignation, misses the mark. There the plaintiff had
remai ned at work after being notified of her "l oom ng term nation"
and continued, up to the date of her resignation, to suffer
indignities attributable to a discrimnatorily hostile work

envi ronnent . See id. at 138. In this case, the |ast act of
discrimnation was the transfer order itself. Fl aherty is,

therefore, inapposite.
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Equal |y unavailing is Jorge's contention that the statute
of limtations should be equitably extended due to her attorney's
m spl aced reliance on the AUSA s suggestion that she dismiss the
first action because of the difficulty she was experiencing in
| ocating some of the individual defendants. Wile the doctrine of
equi tabl e estoppel nmay be invoked when "a defendant's conduct
causes a plaintiff to delay bringing an action or pursuing a claim

he or she was entitled toinitiate by law," Kelley v. NLRB, 79 F.3d

1238, 1247 (1st Cir. 1996), this requires affirmative m sconduct,

see id.; see also Lavery v. Marsh, 918 F. 2d 1022, 1028 (1st Gr.

1990). Jorge nmakes no such claim —nor would the pleaded facts
support one.

To say nore about the ADEA cl ai mwoul d be pointless. For
the foregoing reasons, we affirmthe district court's di sm ssal of
that claimas time-barred.

B. The Title VII Claim.

The district court dismssed Jorge's Title VII claim
wi t hout prejudice for failure to exhaust administrative renedies.
Jorge, slip op. at 7. Jorge assigns error to this ukase as well.
She is fishing in an enpty stream

Unlike the ADEA, Title VII does not spare federal
enpl oyees fromrunning the adm ni strative gauntlet. An individual
who has suffered discrimnation at the hands of a federal enployer

on account of race, color, religion, gender, or national origin
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nmust file an admi nistrative conplaint with the EEOCC within 180 days
of the alleged unlawful enploynent practice. See 42 U S . C 8
2000e-15(c)(1) & 16(c). The enployee may conmmence a civil action
agai nst her enployer if, and only if, the EECC has disnm ssed the
adm nistrative conplaint or has itself failed to begin a civil
action within 180 days of the original EECC filing.® 1d. § 2000e-
5(f)(1). The enployee then nust sue within ninety days. 1d. The
ni nety-day period begins to run fromthe tinme that the Attorney
Ceneral notifies the enployee either that the EEOC has dism ssed
the charge or that the governnent has failed to address the
enpl oyee' s grievance (by reaching a negotiated settlenent or by

conmencing litigation on her behalf). Seeid.; see also O ockedile

V. NNH Dep't of Corr., 245 F.3d 1, 3 (1st Cr. 2001). It is thus

apparent that "[j]udicial recourse under Title VIl . . . is not a

remedy of first resort.” Myrales-Vallellanes v. Potter, 339 F. 3d

9, 18 (1st CGir. 2003).

In light of the statutory schene, it is unsurprising
that, in a Title VII case, a plaintiff's unexcused failure to
exhaust administrative renedies effectively bars the courthouse

door. See, e.q., Duncan v. WNanager, Dep't of Safety, 397 F.3d

1300, 1314 (10th G r. 2005); Duncan v. Delta Consol. Indus., Inc.,

371 F. 3d 1020, 1024-25 (8th G r. 2004); Taylor v. Books AMIIion,

°A federal enployee may, of course, intervene in an action
brought by the EEOC on her behalf. See 42 U.S.C. 8§ 2000e-5(f)(1).
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Inc., 296 F.3d 376, 378-79 (5th Cr. 2002); see also Bonilla v.

Muebles J.J. Alvarez, Inc., 194 F.3d 275, 278 (1st Cir. 1999).

Exhaustion has two key conponents: the tinely filing of a charge
with the EEOCC and the receipt of a right-to-sue letter fromthe

agency. See MDonnell Douglas Corp. v. Geen, 411 U S. 792, 798

(1973); MKinnon v. Kwong Wah Rest., 83 F.3d 498, 504 (1st Cr.

1996) .

Jorge says that she filed a charge with the EECC within
t he prescribed period and that the EEOC, in turn, sent her a right-
to-sue letter. But that is a half-truth. The charge was not a
charge at all, but, rather, a notice of intent to sue. Perhaps
nore inportantly, both the so-called "charge" and the subsequent
right-to-sue letter concerned only her ADEA claim she never filed
a Title VII claimwith the EECC, and her attenpt to piggyback a
non-existent Title VII filing on an ADEA filing does not hold
wat er .

A Title VII suit my extend as far as, but not beyond,
the paraneters of the underlying adm nistrative charge. See Fine

v. GAF Chem Corp., 995 F.2d 576, 578 (5th Gr. 1993). This does

not nean that the scope of the suit is inevitably limted to the
all egations in the adm nistrative conplaint, but it is nonethel ess
constrained by those allegations in the sense that the judicial
conplaint nust bear sone close relation to the allegations

presented to the agency. Cf. dockedile, 245 F.3d at 6 (hol ding
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that retaliation clains are preserved if the retaliation is
"reasonably related to and grows out of" the discrimnation charged
inthe adm nistrative conplaint). Jorge's filings do not pass that
test.

The ADEA and Title VII cover separate and distinct

subj ect s. See Lennon v. Rubin, 166 F.3d 6, 8 (1st Cr. 1999)
(expl ai ning t hat age di scrimnation clains are not cogni zabl e under
Title VII). Moreover, the two statutes operate in different
adm ni strative universes vis-a-vis federal enployees. Conpare 29
US C 8 633a(c), with 42 U S.C 8§ 2000e-16(c). A nerger of the
two schenes by judicial fiat would destroy the very purpose of
exhaustion by depriving the EEOC of the ability to resolve Title
VIl disputes in the conference roomrather than in the courtroom
See 42 U.S.C. 8§ 2000e-5(b) ("[T]he Comm ssion shall endeavor to
el i m nat e any such al | eged unl awf ul enpl oynent practice by i nfornal
net hods of conf er ence, conci liation, and per suasion. ™).
Accordingly, we hold that neither Jorge's ADEA filing nor the
ensuing right-to-sue |etter exhausted her adm nistrative renedies
for purposes of her Title VII claim

Jorge has a fallback position. Even if the district
court was correct in holding that her adm nistrative journey was
i nconplete with respect to her Title VII claim Jorge seeks to
per suade us that she nonethel ess may find relief under the doctrine

of equitable tolling. W are not convinced.
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To be sure, an enployee's failure to follow the
adm nistrative route to its due conpletion does not automatically
dooma Title VII claim The charge-filing requirenent i s nandatory
but not jurisdictional; therefore, it is subject to a host of

equi tabl e excepti ons. Zipes v. Trans Wrld Airlines, Inc., 455

U S 385, 393 (1982); Bonilla, 194 F.3d at 278. I n deference,
however, to Title VII's carefully crafted tenporal limtations, we
i nvoke those exceptions sparingly and interpret themnarrowy. See

Bonilla, 194 F.3d at 278; Jensen v. Frank, 912 F.2d 517, 521 (1st

Cir. 1990). Thus, an enployee is generally not entitled to avail
hersel f of the doctrine of equitable tolling if the procedural flaw
that pronpted the dism ssal of her claimis of her own nmaking. See
Bonilla, 194 F.3d at 279 ("Generally speaking — peculiar
circunst ances may | eave sone wi ggle room—equitable tolling is not
appropriate unless a claimant m sses a filing deadline because of
ci rcunstances effectively beyond her control (such as when her
enpl oyer actively m sl eads her, and she relies on that m sconduct
to her detrinment).").

Jorge pretty much ignored this issue in the proceedi ngs
before the district court. She raises it in this court, but she
has offered no devel oped argunentation as to why her case should

not come within the general rule rather than within the | ong-odds
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exception to it. Consequently, she is not entitled to invoke the
equitable tolling doctrine here.’

IV. CONCLUSION

W need go no further. Discerning no error in the
district court's well-reasoned decision, we affirm the judgment

bel ow.

Affirmed.

‘Jorge nmakes a feeble attenpt to rely on the continuing
viol ati on doctrine. See, e.qg., Nat'l R R Passenger Corp. V.
Morgan, 536 U.S. 101, 115-17 (2002); Mack v. G eat Atl. & Pac. Tea
Co., 871 F.2d 179, 182 (1st Cr. 1989). That doctrine relates to
statutes of limtations and has no bearing on relief from Title
VII's exhaustion requirenents.
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