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SELYA, Circuit Judge. Petitioner-appellant Charles C.

Del aney |11, a Massachusetts state prisoner, sought a wit of
habeas corpus in the United States District Court for the
District of Massachusetts, but voluntarily wthdrew his
application when the Comopnweal th pointed out that it contained
unexhausted cl ai ns. After pursuing all available state
renedi es, the petitioner returned to federal court. At that
juncture, the court dism ssed his new application as untinely
under the one-year limtation period enacted as part of the
Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act (AEDPA), Pub. L.
No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1214 (Apr. 24, 1996).

The petitioner appeals this order, asseverating that
the district court erred in refusing to toll the limtation
period during the pendency of his original federal habeas
petition; that absent such tolling the statutory limtation
viol ates the Suspension Clause; and that, in all events, the
district court abused its discretion by failing to resuscitate
his time-barred claim on equitable grounds. Recent Suprene
Court precedent holding that the relevant statutory provision,
28 U. S.C. § 2244(d)(1), may not be tolled by the pendency of
federal, as opposed to state, post-conviction proceedings

defeats the first of these asseverati ons. See Duncan v. Wl ker,

121 S. Ct. 2120, 2129 (2001). The second fails on the law. The
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third fails on the facts: even assum ng, for argunment's sake,
that equitable tolling is available in the precincts patrolled
by section 2244(d) —a matter on which we take no view —the
district court supportably determ ned that the petitioner had
not established a sufficiently conpelling basis for renmedi ati on.
Consequently, we uphold the district court's dism ssal of the
petitioner's application for habeas relief.

l. BACKGROUND

We retrace the relevant portions of the petitioner's
journey through the procedural |abyrinth that typifies nodern
habeas litigation. The facts are essentially uncontested.

In 1989, a Massachusetts jury found the petitioner
guilty of murder in the second degree. The trial judge
sentenced him to life inmprisonnent. On direct review, his
conviction was sequentially affirmed by the Massachusetts

Appeal s Court and the Suprene Judicial Court. See Commpnwealth

v. Del aney, 616 N. E. 2d 111 (Mass. App. Ct. 1993), aff'd, 639
N.E.2d 710 (Mass. 1994). The conviction became final on
Sept enber 20, 1994.

On February 24, 1997, ten nonths after the AEDPA' s
effective date, the petitioner for the first time asked the
federal district court for a wit of habeas corpus. See 28

U S C § 2254. In this pro se petition (Petition No. 1), he
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reasserted various clains that he had presented to the state
courts and added four new (unexhausted) clains. The
Commonweal th pronmptly noved to dismiss this "nixed" petition.
See Rose v. Lundy, 455 U. S. 509, 522 (1982) (holding that a
f ederal habeas court ordinarily should not adjudicate a "m xed"
petition, i.e., one containing both exhausted and unexhausted
claims); Adelson v. DiPaola, 131 F.3d 259, 261-62 (1st Cir.
1997) (sane). The petitioner countered by nmoving to dism ss the
action without prejudice. The district court granted the latter
noti on on May 2, 1997.

On June 6, 1997, the petitioner returned to state court
and filed a notion for a new trial that raised two ineffective
assi stance of counsel clains. These clains were not the clains
previously asserted in Petition No. 1, but, rather, were newy
m nted. The superior court denied this notion a few weeks | ater
and, by March 27, 1998, the petitioner had exhausted al
avai l abl e state appell ate renedi es.

On April 10, 1998, the petitioner refiled for federal
habeas relief, raising only the two ineffective assistance of
counsel cl ai ns. Citing 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2244(d)(1), the district
court disnmissed this application (Petition No. 2) as untinely.
When the petitioner noved for reconsideration, the court

withheld a ruling and asked us to consi der whether Petition No.
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2 was a "second or successive" habeas petition, and t hus subject
to the gatekeeping requirement of 28 U S.C. 8§ 2244(b)(3). See

generally Pratt v. United States, 129 F.3d 54, 57-58 (1st Cir

1997). Follow ng the reasoning explicated in Slack v. MDani el

529 U.S. 473, 487 (2000), we advised the |ower court that
Petition No. 2 was not a "second or successive" petition and
that, therefore, the gatekeeping reginme did not apply.

The district court proceeded to deny the petitioner's

notion for reconsideration on the nerits. The court then
granted a certificate of appealability. See 28 U S.C. 8
2253(c). We augnmented the issues, appointed counsel for the

petitioner, consolidated the case for argunment with a case
containing a simlar limtation issue, and heard oral argunment
on Novenber 9, 2000. Four days later, the Suprenme Court granted
certiorari to review the decision of the United States Court of

Appeals for the Second Circuit in Walker v. Artuz, 208 F.3d 357

(2d Cir.), cert. granted sub nom Duncan v. Wl ker, 121 S. Ct.

480 (2000). Because Duncan squarely raised the question of
whet her section 2244(d) (1) could be tolled by the pendency of
federal, as well as state, post-conviction proceedings, we
st ayed our hand.

The Suprenme Court decided Duncan on June 18, 2001. By

order entered June 28, 2001, we vacated the stay previously
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entered in this case and the conpanion case. W resolved the
conpanion case in an opinion filed on August 20, 2001, see

Neverson v. Bissonnette, F.3d _ (1st Cir. 2001) [No. 00-

1044], and now decide the petitioner's appeal.
1. ANALYSI S

Congress enacted the AEDPA on April 24, 1996, in part
to conbat increasingly pervasive abuses of the federal courts'
habeas jurisdiction. Fel ker v. Turpin, 518 U S. 651, 664
(1996). Pertinently, the AEDPA inposed a one-year limtation
peri od applicable to state prisoners' habeas applications. See
28 U.S.C. § 2244(d)(1). This period of limtation normally
begins to accrue on "the date on which the [state court]
j udgnment becane final by the conclusion of direct review or the
expiration of the tinme for seeking such review" Id. 8
2244(d) (1) (A).

The courts have determned that this [|anguage
enconpasses a one-year grace period within which state prisoners
may file federal habeas petitions to test the correctness of
convictions that becanme final before the AEDPA' s effective date.

See Gaskins v. Duval, 183 F.3d 8, 9 (1st Cir. 1999) (per

curiam; see also Duncan, 121 S. C. at 2130 n.1 (Stevens, J.,

concurring) (collecting cases to l|like effect from other

circuits). Accordingly, the petitioner had until April 24,
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1997, to file an application for federal habeas relief. He
docketed Petition No. 1 within that w ndow of opportunity, but
he voluntarily w thdrew that petition. He did not propound
Petition No. 2 until April 10, 1998 (nearly a year after the
grace period had run its course). Hence, that petition was
time-barred, as the district court ruled, absent sone
sufficiently excusatory circunstance.

The petitioner's principal attenpt to rescue his habeas
application inplicates 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2244(d)(2), which provides
that "[t]he time during which a properly filed application for
St ate post-conviction or other collateral revieww th respect to
the pertinent judgnent or claimis pending shall not be counted
toward any period of limtation under [section 2244(d)]." But
this provision is of no help to the petitioner: al t hough it
plainly tolls the limtation period fromand after June 6, 1997
(the date upon which he noved for a new trial in state court),
t he one-year period already had el apsed by that date.

In an attenpt to overconme this obstacle, the petitioner
contends that the reference in section 2244(d)(2) to "other
collateral review' includes not only state collateral review
proceedi ngs but al so federal habeas proceedings. If that were
so, the pendency of Petition No. 1 would have tolled the

limtation period fromthe date of filing (February 24, 1997) to
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the date of dism ssal (May 2, 1997), and this hiatus, coupled
with the tolling that acconpanied the petitioner's pursuit of
post-conviction renmedies in the state courts during the period
fromJune 6, 1997, through March 27, 1998, would have rendered
Petition No. 2 tinmely (i.e., filed within one year of April 24,
1996, after subtracting "tolled" periods). As a first fallback
position, the petitioner maintains that the statutory limtation
period, if construed otherw se, violates the Constitution. As
a second fallback, he asserts that even if his reading of
section 2244(d)(2) proves overly sanguine and the provision
nonet hel ess is constitutional, the district judge erred in
refusing to apply principles of equitable tolling to assure his
day in court. W address each of these argunents.

A. Statutory Tolling.

The question of what Congress meant when it wote that
the AEDPA's limtation period, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2244(d) (1), would be
tolled while a state prisoner pursued "State post-conviction or
other collateral review " id. 8§ 2244(d)(2), is no |longer open.
The Duncan Court made it crystal clear that the adjective
"State" qualifies both of the phrases that follow. 121 S. C
at 2128. Accordingly, section 2244(d)(2), properly construed,
"toll[s] the limtation period for the pursuit of state renedies

[ but] not during the pendency of applications for federal

-9-



review " 1d. It follows inexorably that "an application for
federal habeas corpus review is not an 'application for State
post-conviction or other collateral review w thin the neaning

of 28 U . S.C. § 2244(d)(2)." 1d. at 2129; accord Neverson

F.3d at ___ [slip op. at 8-9]. This nmeans, of course, that the
pendency of Petition No. 1 did not toll the limtation period
(and, therefore, did not render Petition No. 2 tineous).

B. The Suspensi on C ause.

The petitioner rejoins that so restrictive an
interpretation of the statutory tolling provision renders the
AEDPA's |limtation period constitutionally suspect under the
Suspensi on Cl ause. Duncan does not foreclose this argument —
t he Suspension Clause was not raised in that case — so we
address it here.

The Suspension Clause states that "[t]he Privil ege of
the Wit of Habeas Corpus shall not be suspended, unless when in
Cases of Rebellion or Invasion the public Safety may require
it." US. Const. art. 1 8 9, cl. 2. In Fel ker, 518 U. S. at
663, the Court noted that the purpose of the wit has changed
over time. 1In 1789, the wit was designed primarily to protect
agai nst the power of the Executive to hold someone captive

without trial, INSv. St. Cyr, 121 S. C. 2271, 2280 (2001), and

it was not until 1867 that Congress extended the wit to include
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state prisoners who chal | enged t heir convi ctions on

constitutional or statutory grounds. See Felker, 518 U.S. at

559-60. Because the current wit is so different fromthe one
known to the Franers, sonme jurists have questi oned whet her —and
to what extent —the Suspension Clause applies to the nodern

habeas renedy. E.qg., Freeman v. Page, 208 F.3d 572, 576 (7th

Cir.), cert. denied, 121 S. Ct. 345 (2000). The Suprenme Court

has yet to answer that question,! and we need not do so today.
Even assumi ng, for purposes of our inquiry, that the

Suspension Clause applies, reasonable |limts on the use and

application of the habeas remedy do not work an unconstitutional

suspension of the wit. See United States v. Barrett, 178 F. 3d

hi |l e the historical puzzle remains unsol ved, the Justices
apparently harbor divergent views about the sweep of the
Suspensi on Cl ause. In a set of opinions analyzing the
interaction between the Illegal I nm gration Reformand | nm grant
Responsibility Act, Pub. L. No. 104-108, 110 Stat. 3009-546, and
t he AEDPA, Justice Stevens, witing for a five-nmenber majority,
interpreted these statutes as all owi ng habeas relief for certain
aliens, predicting that any other reading would raise serious

constitutional questions under the Suspension Clause. St. r,
121 S. Ct. at 2282; Calcano-Martinez v. INS, 121 S. Ct. 2268,
2270 (2001) (adopting St. Cyr's Suspension Clause analysis).

Justice Scalia, in dissents joined by Chief Justice Rehnqui st
and Justice Thomas, posited that the Suspensi on Cl ause does not
affirmatively guarantee a right to habeas corpus, but sinmply
prohi bits tenporary wi thholding of the wit. See St. Cyr, 121
S. C. at 2299 (Scalia, J., dissenting); Calcano-Martinez, 121
S. C&. at 2271 (Scalia, J., dissenting). Justice O Connor filed
separate dissents in both cases, taking no position on the
speci fic meani ng and application of the Suspension Cl ause. See
St. Cyr, 121 S. Ct. at 2293 (O Connor, J., dissenting); Cal cano-
Martinez, 121 S. Ct. at 2270 (O Connor, J., dissenting).
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34, 53 (1st Cir. 1999), cert. denied, 528 U. S. 1176 (2000). The
Court has held, for exanple, that the AEDPA's stringent
restrictions on second habeas petitions do not run afoul of the

Suspensi on Cl ause. See Felker, 518 U S. at 664. We believe

that the same reasoning applies to the AEDPA' s tine-limting
provi sions. W therefore join several of our sister circuits in
hol di ng that the AEDPA' s one-year |imtation period does not, as

a general matter, offend the Suspension Clause. See WzykowskKi

v. Dep't of Corrs., 226 F.3d 1213, 1217-18 (1ith Cir. 2000);

Lucidore v. New York State Div. of Parole, 209 F.3d 107, 113 (2d

Cir.), cert. denied, 121 S. C. 175 (2000); Turner v. Johnson,

177 F.3d 390, 392-93 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 528 U S. 1007

(1999); Mller v. Marr, 141 F.3d 976, 977-78 (10th Gir. 1998).2

The question reduces, then, to whether the tolling
provision, 28 U.S.C. § 2244(d)(2), as interpreted by the Duncan
Court, renders the AEDPA's Iimtation period vulnerable to the
petitioner's attack. We think not. The AEDPA's one-year
statute of limtation is part of "a conplex and evol ving body of

equitable principles informed and controlled by historical

2Sone courts have suggested that the AEDPA's built-in
limtation period mght violate the Suspension Clause if a
prisoner-petitioner could nake a show ng of actual innocence.
See, e.qg., Wzykowski, 226 F.3d at 1218-19; Lucidore, 209 F.3d
at 113-14. Because Del aney makes no such proffer, we need not
reach this question.
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usage, statutory devel opments, and judicial decisions." Felker,
518 U. S. at 664 (quoting MC eskey v. Zant, 499 U S. 467, 489
(1991)). Rat her than rendering the limtation period nore
onerous, the tolling provision relaxes its rigors. That the
provision is not as generous as the petitioner mght |ike does
not underm ne the reasonabl eness of the framework that Congress
chose to erect. It follows that the tolling provision falls
well within the heartland of the evolutionary process descri bed
by the Fel ker Court.

To sum up, the one-year limtation period of section
2244(d) (1), as enbellished by the tolling provision of section
2244(d)(2), does not suspend the wit because, when read in
tandem these provisions neither gut the wit of habeas corpus
nor render it inpuissant to test the legality of a prisoner's
det enti on. See Swain v. Pressley, 430 U S. 372, 381 (1977)
(describing the contours of the Suspension Clause). Tolling the
[imtation period during the pendency of state post-conviction
proceedi ngs |eaves habeas petitioners wth a reasonable
opportunity to have their clains heard on the nerits. See

Luci dore, 209 F.3d at 113. From the standpoint of the

Suspensi on Clause, no nore is exigible.3

SRel atedly, the petitioner asserts that the limtation
period, as enbroidered by the tolling provision, has an
i mperm ssibly retroactive effect. This argument is hopeless,
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We add a postscript. The Suspension Cl ause applies (if
at all) only when Congress totally bars an individual or a group

from access to habeas relief. See Barrett, 178 F.3d at 53.

Here, the petitioner had anple opportunity, both before and
aft er Congress passed the AEDPA, to exhaust state court renedies
and seek federal habeas review. That he had those opportunities
and did not seasonably avail hinmself of themis, in itself,

enough to doom his constitutional challenge. See Mdlo v.

Johnson, 207 F.3d 773, 775 (5th Cir. 2000) (per curiam (holding
that the Suspension Clause was not violated when nothing
prevented the prisoner fromfiling his application before the
statute of limtation expired).

C. Equi table Tolling.

In the district court, the petitioner argued, in the
alternative, that the court should deemthe limtation period
tolled as a matter of equity. The court entertained this
argument but rejected it on the nerits. The petitioner renews
t he argunent on appeal, positing that the district court erred

in refusing to rejuvenate his time-barred habeas application.

see Rogers v. United States, 180 F.3d 349, 353-55 (1st Cir
1999), cert. denied, 515 U S. 1126 (2000) (rejecting simlar
retroactivity argunent); Libby v. Magnusson, 177 F.3d 43, 46
(1st Cir. 1999) (sane); cf. Pratt, 129 F.3d at 58 (discussing
retroactivity in the context of second or successive habeas
petitions), and we reject it out of hand.
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We review the district court's ruling for abuse of

di scretion. See United States v. Patterson, 211 F.3d 927, 931

(5th Cir. 2000); see also Borden v. Paul Revere Life Ins. Co.,

935 F.2d 370, 377 (1st Cir. 1991) ("[F]ashioning or w thhol ding
equitable relief . . . rests uniquely within the discretion of
the trial court.”). This is a highly deferential standard, but

not an unbounded one. See United States v. Roberts, 978 F.2d

17, 20 (1st Cir. 1992); Indep. GOl & Chem W rkers, Inc. V.

Procter & Ganble Mg. Co., 864 F.2d 927, 929 (1st Cir. 1988).

The concurring opinion in Duncan furnishes at |east
sone support for the view that, in an appropriate case,
equitable tolling my be available to soften the rigors of
section 2244(d)(1). There, Justice Stevens, witing for hinmself
and Justice Souter, took the position that "neither the Court's
narrow holding [in Duncan], nor anything in the text or
| egislative history of AEDPA, precludes a federal court from
deeming the limtations period tolled for such a petition as a
matter of equity.” Duncan, 121 S. Ct. at 2130 (Stevens, J.
concurring). This is interesting food for thought,* but we need

not resolve today whether courts ever can apply equitable

4Post - Duncan, at |east one court of appeals has held that
equitable tolling is avail able to habeas petitioners in respect
to section 2244(d)(1)'s one-year limtation period. See Zarvela
v. Artuz, 254 F.3d 374, 379 (2d Cir. 2001).
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tolling to aneliorate the AEDPA's one-year statute of
[imtations. In this case, the district court squarely
confronted the petitioner's equitable tolling claimand rejected

it on the facts. Assum ng, arguendo, the availability of

equitable tolling, the record makes manifest that the district
court acted within its proper province in wthholding such
relief.

The party who seeks to invoke equitable tolling bears

the burden of establishing the basis for it. Carter v. W

Publ 'g Co., 225 F.3d 1258, 1265 (11th Cir. 2000); 1.V. Servs. of

Am, Inc. v. Inn Dev. & Mynt., Inc., 182 F.3d 51, 54 (1st Cir.
1999). In the AEDPA environment, courts have indicated that
equitable tolling, if available at all, is the exception rather

than the rule; resort to its prophylaxis is deened justified

only in extraordinary circumstances. E.g., United States v.

Marcell o, 212 F.3d 1005, 1010 (7th Cir.), cert. denied, 121 S.

Ct. 188 (2000); Davis v. Johnson, 158 F.3d 806, 810 (5th Cir.

1998), cert. denied, 526 U. S. 1074 (1999); Sandvik v. United

States, 177 F.3d 1269, 1271-72 (11th Cir. 1999). The district
court found that the petitioner did not neet this benchmark, and
the argunent to the contrary is not conpelling.

The petitioner maintains that he is entitled to

equitable tolling because he diligently pursued judicial
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remedi es. Even if the district court were obligated to apply
equitable tolling for an attentive applicant, the facts of
record here do not corroborate the petitioner's contention that
he was diligent. He waited over two years after his conviction
became final (and ten nonths after the AEDPA's effective date)
to pronmul gate his first federal habeas petition. He did nothing
during that protracted period to exhaust state renmedies as to
the ineffective assistance of counsel clainms that he now seeks
to advance. |Indeed, his first habeas application ignored those
claims and, at any rate, he withdrew that application in the
face of the AEDPA's known one-year limtation period, wthout
asking the district court to retain jurisdiction.® He did not
file a proper habeas application until April of 1998 —nore than

el even nonths after the AEDPA's limtation period had expired.

The petitioner perhaps could have inproved his position by
requesting that the district court stay, rather than disnm ss,
Petition No. 1. See Duncan, 121 S. Ct. at 2130 (Stevens, J.,
concurring) (observing that "there is no reason why a district
court should not retain jurisdiction over a neritorious claim
and stay further proceedi ngs pendi ng the conpl ete exhausti on of
state renmedies"); Neverson, = F.3dat ___ n.3 [slip op. at 11
n.3] (describing such an approach as "preferable"” in cases
involving "m xed" petitions); see also Zarvela v. Artuz, 254
F.3d 374, 380 (2d Cir. 2001); Freeman, 208 F.3d at 577; Cal deron
v. United States Dist. Ct., 134 F.3d 981, 986-87 (9th Cir.
1998). We especially comend such an approach to the district
courts in instances in which the original habeas petition,
t hough unexhausted, is tinmely filed, but there is a realistic
danger that a second petition, filed after exhaustion has
occurred, will be untinely.
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The district court was well aware of these facts and
took theminto account in addressing the petitioner's plea for
equitable tolling. Judge Keeton noted that while the petitioner
had pursued a variety of clains over a nine-year period, he had

not done so in an especially assiduous fashion. See Del aney v.

Mat esanz, No. 98-10635-REK, slip op. at 7 (D. Mass. Nov. 6,
1998) (unpublished). In addition, Judge Keeton found no
extraordinary circunstances that mght suffice to excuse the
petitioner's failure to conply with the tenporal deadline: no
one lulled the petitioner into a false belief that he had nore
than the allotted tinme to file, or otherwise misled him |d.
We need not rehearse all the details of the decision
bel ow. What matters is that the judge plainly considered al
the pertinent factors and no inpertinent ones. G ven his
t horough expl anation, we cannot say that his refusal to apply
principles of equitable tolling to salvage the petitioner's
ti me-barred habeas application constituted a plain mstake in
judgment. After all, "the principles of equitable tolling
do not extend to what is at best a garden variety claim of

excusable neglect.” Ilrwin v. Dep't of Veterans Affairs, 498

U S. 89, 96 (1990).
The petitioner makes a final plea. He says that

because he was a pro se prisoner, ignorant of the applicable
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law, the | ower court should have tolled the linmtation period.
We reject this plea. In the context of habeas clainms, courts
have been loath to excuse late filings sinply because a pro se

prisoner m sreads the |aw. E.qg., Marsh v. Soares, 223 F.3d

1217, 1220 (10th Cir. 2000), cert. denied, 121 S. Ct. 1195

(2001) (refusing to toll the AEDPA's limtation period because
a pro se petitioner did not understand the dictates of the
statutory schene); Jones v. Mrton, 195 F.3d 153, 159-60 (3d
Cir. 1999) (explaining that mi sunderstanding the effect of
filing a prior unexhausted federal habeas petition does not

warrant equitable tolling); Eisher v. Johnson, 174 F.3d 710, 714

(5th Cir. 1999), cert. denied, 121 S. C. 1124 (2001)

("[l1]gnorance of the law, even for an incarcerated pro se
petitioner, generally does not excuse pronpt filing.").

In this instance, the district court had good reason
to follow this line of authority. The court specifically
remarked that the petitioner was no ordinary pro se litigant;

his subm ssions, in the court's view, displayed a clear

under st andi ng of the AEDPA amendnents. See Del aney, supra, slip
op. at 7. We are reluctant to second-guess this fact-sensitive
j udgnent . VWhile judges are generally lenient with pro se

litigants, the Constitution does not require courts to undertake
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heroic neasures to save pro se litigants from the readily
f oreseeabl e consequences of their own inaction.

Even where available, equitable tolling is normally
appropriate only when circunstances beyond a litigant's control

have prevented himfromfiling on tine. Bonilla v. Miebles J.J.

Alvarez, Inc., 194 F.3d 275, 278-79 (1st Cir. 1999) (addressing

equitable tolling in the context of the ADA). In the usual
case, a court may deny a request for equitable tolling unless
t he proponent shows that he was actively m sled or prevented "in
sone extraordi nary way from asserting his rights."” Patterson
211 F.3d at 930-31 (citation omtted). In short, equitable
tolling is strong nmedicine, not profligately to be dispensed.

In this case, the Commonwealth did not mslead the
petitioner, nor has he alleged any exceptional circunstances
that prevented him from filing his habeas petition on tine.
Accordingly, the lower court acted within its discretion in
declining to excuse the petitioner's non-conpliance with the
| egi sl atively-mandated Iimtation period.
I11. CONCLUSI ON

W need go no further. The Supreme Court's
interpretation of section 2244(d)(2) permts courts to toll the
[imtation period only while state collateral reviewis pending.

See Duncan, 121 S. Ct. at 2128-29; Neverson, F.3d at
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[slip op. at 8-9]. The instant petition therefore fails because
the petitioner did not bring it within this constitutionally
perm ssible interval. Mreover, no extraordinary circunstances
prevented himfromprotecting his own interests, so the district
court did not abuse its discretion in declining to apply

equitable tolling to resuscitate his time-barred habeas case.

Affirned.
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