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In federal court, petitioners asserted state law claims
under the supplemental jurisdiction statute, 28 U. S. C.
§1367 (1994 ed.), against respondent university, an arm of
the State of Minnesota. Those claims were dismissed on
Eleventh Amendment grounds, and petitioners refiled
them in state court past the period of limitations. The
supplemental jurisdiction statute purports to toll the
period of limitations for supplemental claims while they
are pending in federal court and for 30 days after they are
dismissed. §1367(d). The Minnesota Supreme Court held
that provision unconstitutional when applied to claims
against nonconsenting state defendants, such as respon-
dent university, and dismissed petitioners’ claims. We
affirm the judgment on the alternative ground that the
tolling provision does not apply to claims filed in federal
court against nonconsenting States.

I

In August 1995, petitioners Lance Raygor and James
Goodchild filed charges with the Equal Employment Op-
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portunity Commission (EEOC). The charges alleged that
their employer, the University of Minnesota, discrimi-
nated against them on the basis of age in December 1994
by attempting to compel them to accept early retirement
at the age of 52. After petitioners refused to retire, the
university allegedly reclassified petitioners’ jobs so as to
reduce their salaries. App. to Pet. for Cert. A—45; Brief for
Petitioners 3.

The EEOC cross-filed petitioners’ charges with the
Minnesota Department of Human Rights (MDHR) and
later issued a right-to-sue letter on June 6, 1996, advising
that petitioners could file a lawsuit within 90 days under
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967
(ADEA), 81 Stat. 602, as amended, 29 U. S. C. §621 et seq.
(1994 ed. and Supp. V). Brief for United States 5. The
MDHR likewise issued right-to-sue letters on July 17,
1996, advising petitioners that they could file suit within
45 days under the Minnesota Human Rights Act (MHRA),
Minn. Stat., ch. 363 (1991). 620 N. W. 2d 680, 681 (Minn.
2001); App. to Pet. for Cert. A—46 to A-47.

On or about August 29, 1996, each petitioner filed a
separate complaint against respondent Board of Regents
of the University of Minnesota (hereinafter respondent), in
the United States District Court for the District of Minne-
sota. 620 N. W. 2d, at 681; App. to Pet. for Cert. A—41.
Each complaint alleged a federal cause of action under the
ADEA and a state cause of action under the MHRA. The
suits were subsequently consolidated. 604 N. W. 2d 128,
130 (Minn. App. 2000). Respondent filed answers to these
complaints in September 1996, setting forth eight affirma-
tive defenses, including that the suits were “‘barred in
whole or in part by Defendant’s Eleventh Amendment
immunity.”” Brief for Petitioners 4. The District Court
entered a scheduling plan that the parties agreed upon.
According to the plan, discovery would finish by May 30,
1997, and dispositive motions would be filed by July 15,
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1997. Ibid. The parties then engaged in discovery as well
as mediation. Ibid.

In early July 1997, respondent filed its motion to dis-
miss petitioners’ claims pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1). Brief for Petitioners 5, n. 5. The
motion argued that the federal and state law claims were
barred by the Eleventh Amendment. Brief for Respondent
Regents of the University of Minnesota 5. Petitioners’
response acknowledged respondent’s “‘potential Eleventh
Amendment immunity from state discrimination claims in
Federal Court,”” but urged the District Court to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over the state claims if the
federal claims were upheld. Brief for Petitioners 5-6. On
July 11, 1997, the District Court granted respondent’s
Rule 12(b)(1) motion and dismissed all of petitioners’
claims. App. to Pet. for Cert. A—39. Petitioners appealed,
but the appeal was stayed pending this Court’s decision in
Kimel v. Florida Bd. of Regents, 528 U. S. 62 (2000). 620
N. W. 2d, at 682. Kimel held that the “ADEA does not
validly abrogate the States’ sovereign immunity.” 528 U. S.,
at 92. Given that result, petitioners moved to withdraw
their appeal, and it was dismissed in January 2000. 620
N. W. 2d, at 682; Brief for Petitioners 6-7.

In the meantime, approximately three weeks after the
Federal District Court had dismissed their state law
claims, petitioners refiled their state law claims in Henne-
pin County District Court. 620 N. W. 2d, at 682. Respon-
dent’s answer asserted that “‘plaintiff’s claims are barred,
in whole or in part, by the applicable statute of limita-
tions.”” Brief for Petitioners 7. The state court initially
stayed the lawsuit because of the pending federal appeal,
but lifted the stay in December 1998 for the purpose of
allowing respondent to move for dismissal on statute of
limitations grounds. 620 N. W. 2d, at 682. Respondent
moved for summary judgment in February 1999, arguing
that petitioners’ state claims were barred by the applica-
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ble 45 day statute of limitations. See Minn. Stat.
§§363.06, subd. 3, 363.14, subd. 1(a)(1) (2000). Respon-
dent also argued that the tolling provision of the federal
supplemental jurisdiction statute, 28 U. S. C. §1367, did
not apply to toll the limitations period on the state law
claims while they were pending in federal court because
the Federal District Court never had subject matter juris-
diction over petitioners’ ADEA claims. Petitioners argued
that the tolling provision of the supplemental jurisdiction
statute applied because their state law claims had been
dismissed without prejudice. App. to Brief for Petitioners
B-3, B-4. The State District Court treated respondent’s
motion for summary judgment as a motion to dismiss and
granted it, holding that §1367(d) did “not apply ... be-
cause the federal district court never had ‘original jurisdic-
tion’ over the controversy” since “both the state and fed-
eral claims were dismissed for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction.” Id., at B-5, B-6.

The Minnesota Court of Appeals reversed. The court
first decided that the Federal District Court had original
jurisdiction over the case before respondent’s Eleventh
Amendment defense was “successfully asserted.” 604
N. W. 2d, at 132 (citing Wisconsin Dept. of Corrections v.
Schacht, 524 U. S. 381 (1998)). The court then held that
§1367(d) applied to toll the statute of limitations for peti-
tioners’ state law claims because that provision “allows
tolling of any claim dismissed by a federal district court,
whether dismissed on Eleventh Amendment grounds or at
the discretion of the federal district court under
[§1367](c).” 604 N. W. 2d, at 132-133.

The Minnesota Supreme Court reversed. The court
noted that respondent was an arm of the State, and found
that the federal tolling provision facially applied to peti-
tioners’ state law claims. 620 N. W. 2d, at 684, 687. The
court concluded, however, “that application of section
1367(d) to toll the statute of limitations applicable to state
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law claims against an unconsenting state defendant first
filed in federal court but then dismissed and brought in
state court is an impermissible denigration of [respon-
dent’s] Eleventh Amendment immunity.” Id., at 687. The
court thus concluded that §1367(d) could not constitution-
ally apply to toll the statute of limitations for petitioners’
state law claims, and it dismissed those claims. We
granted certiorari, 532 U. S. 1065 (2001), on the question
whether 28 U. S. C. §1367(d) is unconstitutional as ap-
plied to a state defendant.

II

In Mine Workers v. Gibbs, 383 U.S. 715 (1966), this
Court held that federal courts deciding claims within their
federal-question subject matter jurisdiction, 28 U. S. C.
§1331, may decide state law claims not within their sub-
ject matter jurisdiction if the federal and state law claims
“derive from a common nucleus of operative fact” and
comprise “but one constitutional ‘case.’” Mine Workers,
supra, at 725. Jurisdiction over state law claims in such
instances was known as “pendent jurisdiction.” This
Court later made clear that absent authorization from
Congress, a district court could not exercise pendent juris-
diction over claims involving parties who were not already
parties to a claim independently within the court’s subject
matter jurisdiction. See Finley v. United States, 490 U. S.
545 (1989).

In the wake of Finley, the Federal Courts Study Com-
mittee recommended that “Congress expressly authorize
federal courts to hear any claim arising out of the same
‘transaction or occurrence’ as a claim within federal juris-
diction, including claims, within federal question jurisdic-
tion, that require the joinder of additional parties.” Report
of Federal Courts Study Committee 47 (Apr. 2, 1990).
Soon thereafter, Congress enacted the supplemental juris-
diction statute, 28 U. S. C. §1367, as part of the Judicial
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Improvements Act of 1990. Subsection (a) of §1367 states
that

“[e]xcept as provided in subsections (b) and (¢c) or as
expressly provided otherwise by Federal statute, in
any civil action of which the district courts have origi-
nal jurisdiction, the district courts shall have supple-
mental jurisdiction over all other claims that are so
related to claims in the action within such original ju-
risdiction that they form part of the same case or con-
troversy under Article III of the United States Consti-
tution. Such supplemental jurisdiction shall include
claims that involve the joinder or intervention of addi-
tional parties.”

Subsection (b) places limits on supplemental jurisdiction
when the district court’s original jurisdiction is based only
on diversity of citizenship jurisdiction under 28 U. S. C.
§1332 (1994 ed. and Supp. V). Subsection (c) allows dis-
trict courts to decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction
in certain situations, such as when a “claim raises a novel
or complex issue of State law.” §1367(c)(1) (1994 ed.).
Petitioners originally sought to have their state law
claims heard in federal court as supplemental claims
falling under §1367(a). App. to Brief for Petitioners B-3.
Prior to the enactment of §1367, however, this Court held
that the Eleventh Amendment bars the adjudication of
pendent state law claims against nonconsenting state de-
fendants in federal court. See Pennhurst State School and
Hospital v. Halderman, 465 U. S. 89, 120 (1984). In that
context, the Eleventh Amendment was found to be an “ex-
plicit limitation on federal jurisdiction.” Id., at 118. Con-
sequently, an express grant of jurisdiction over such claims
would be an abrogation of the sovereign immunity guaran-
teed by the Eleventh Amendment. Before Congress could
attempt to do that, it must make its intention to abrogate
“‘unmistakably clear in the language of the statute.”” Dell-
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muth v. Muth, 491 U. S. 223, 228 (1989) (quoting Atascadero
State Hospital v. Scanlon, 473 U. S. 234, 242 (1985)).

The most that can be said about subsection (a), however,
1s that it is a general grant of jurisdiction, no more specific
to claims against nonconsenting States than the one at
issue in Blatchford v. Native Village of Noatak, 501 U. S.
775 (1991). There, we considered whether 28 U. S. C.
§1362 contained a clear statement of an intent to abrogate
state sovereign immunity. That grant of jurisdiction
provides that

“[t]he district courts shall have original jurisdiction of
all civil actions, brought by any Indian tribe or band
with a governing body duly recognized by the Secre-
tary of the Interior, wherein the matter in controversy
arises under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of the
United States.” (Emphasis added.)

Such a facially broad grant of jurisdiction over “all civil
actions” could be read to include claims by Indian tribes
against nonconsenting States, but we held that such lan-
guage was insufficient to constitute a clear statement of
an intent to abrogate state sovereign immunity. Blatch-
ford, supra, at 786. Likewise, we cannot read §1367(a) to
authorize district courts to exercise jurisdiction over
claims against nonconsenting States, even though nothing
in the statute expressly excludes such claims. Thus,
consistent with Blatchford, we hold that §1367(a)’s grant
of jurisdiction does not extend to claims against noncon-
senting state defendants.

Even so, there remains the question whether §1367(d)
tolls the statute of limitations for claims against noncon-
senting States that are asserted under §1367(a) but sub-
sequently dismissed on Eleventh Amendment grounds.
Subsection (d) of §1367 provides that

“[t]he period of limitations for any claim asserted un-
der subsection (a), and for any other claim in the same
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action that is voluntarily dismissed at the same time
as or after the dismissal of the claim under subsection
(a), shall be tolled while the claim is pending and for a
period of 30 days after it is dismissed unless State law
provides for a longer tolling period.”

On 1its face, subsection (d) purports to apply to dismissals of
“any claim asserted under subsection (a).” Ibid. (emphasis
added). Thus, it could be broadly read to apply to any
claim technically “asserted” under subsection (a) as long
as it was later dismissed, regardless of the reason for
dismissal. But reading subsection (d) to apply when state
law claims against nonconsenting States are dismissed on
Eleventh Amendment grounds raises serious doubts about
the constitutionality of the provision given principles of
state sovereign immunity. If subsection (d) applied in such
circumstances, it would toll the state statute of limitations
for 30 days in addition to however long the claim had been
pending in federal court. This would require a State to
defend against a claim in state court that had never been
filed in state court until some indeterminate time after the
original limitations period had elapsed.

When the sovereign at issue is the United States, we
have recognized that a limitations period may be “a cen-
tral condition” of the sovereign’s waiver of immunity.
United States v. Mottaz, 476 U. S. 834, 843 (1986); see also
Block v. North Dakota ex rel. Board of Univ. and School
Lands, 461 U. S. 273, 287 (1983) (“When waiver legislation
contains a statute of limitations, the limitations provision
constitutes a condition on the waiver of sovereign immu-
nity”). In suits against the United States, however, there is
a rebuttable presumption that equitable tolling under fed-
eral law applies to waivers of the United States’ immunity.
See Irwin v. Department of Veterans Affairs, 498 U. S. 89, 95
(1990). From this, the dissent argues that any broadening
of a State’s waiver of immunity through tolling under
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§1367(d) presumptively does not violate the State’s sover-
eign immunity. Post, at 4-5, and n. 11 (opinion of STEVENS,
J.). But this Court has never held that waivers of a State’s
Immunity presumptively include all federal tolling rules,
nor is it obvious that such a presumption would be “a realis-
tic assessment of legislative intent.” Irwin, supra, at 95.

Moreover, with respect to suits against a state sovereign
in its own courts, we have explained that a State “may
prescribe the terms and conditions on which it consents to
be sued,” Beers v. Arkansas, 20 How. 527, 529 (1858), and
that “[o]nly the sovereign’s own consent could qualify the
absolute character of [its] immunity” from suit in its own
courts, Nevada v. Hall, 440 U. S. 410, 414 (1979). Thus,
although we have not directly addressed whether federal
tolling of a state statute of limitations constitutes an abro-
gation of state sovereign immunity with respect to claims
against state defendants, we can say that the notion at least
raises a serious constitutional doubt.

Consequently, we have good reason to rely on a clear
statement principle of statutory construction. When “Con-
gress intends to alter the ‘usual constitutional balance
between the States and the Federal Government,” it must
make its intention to do so ‘unmistakably clear in the
language of the statute.”” Will v. Michigan Dept. of State
Police, 491 U. S. 58, 65 (1989) (quoting Atascadero, supra,
at 242). This principle applies when Congress “intends to
pre-empt the historic powers of the States” or when it
legislates in “ ‘traditionally sensitive areas’ ” that “ ‘affec[t]
the federal balance.’” Will, supra, at 65 (quoting United
States v. Bass, 404 U. S. 336, 349 (1971)). In such cases,
the clear statement principle reflects “an acknowledgment
that the States retain substantial sovereign powers under
our constitutional scheme, powers with which Congress does
not readily interfere.” Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U. S. 452,
461, 464 (1991).

Here, allowing federal law to extend the time period in
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which a state sovereign is amenable to suit in its own
courts at least affects the federal balance in an area that
has been a historic power of the States, whether or not it
constitutes an abrogation of state sovereign immunity.
Thus, applying the clear statement principle helps
“‘assur[e] that the legislature has in fact faced, and in-
tended to bring into issue, the critical matters involved in
the judicial decision.”” Will, supra, at 65 (quoting Bass,
supra, at 349). This is obviously important when the
underlying issue raises a serious constitutional doubt or
problem. See Vermont Agency of Natural Resources v.
United States ex rel. Stevens, 529 U.S. 765, 787 (2000)
(relying in part on clear statement principle to decide the
False Claims Act, 31 U. S. C. §§3729-3733 (1994 ed.), did
not authorize “an action in federal court by a qui tam
relator against a State” and avoiding whether such a suit
would violate the Eleventh Amendment, an issue raising a
serious constitutional doubt); Gregory, supra, at 464 (re-
lying on clear statement principle to determine that state
judges were excluded from the ADEA in order to “avoid a
potential constitutional problem” given the constraints on
the Court’s “ability to consider the limits that the state-
federal balance places on Congress’ powers under the
Commerce Clause”).

The question then is whether §1367(d) states a clear
intent to toll the limitations period for claims against
nonconsenting States that are dismissed on Eleventh
Amendment grounds. Here the lack of clarity is apparent
in two respects. With respect to the claims the tolling
provision covers, one could read §1367(d) to cover any
claim “asserted” under subsection (a), but we have previ-
ously found similarly general language insufficient to
satisfy clear statement requirements. For example, we
have held that a statute providing civil remedies for viola-
tions committed by “ ‘any recipient of Federal assistance’”
was “not the kind of unequivocal statutory language suffi-
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cient to abrogate the Eleventh Amendment” even when it
was undisputed that a State defendant was a recipient of
federal aid. Atascadero, 473 U. S., at 245246 (quoting 29
U.S.C. §794a(a)(2) (1982 ed.) (emphasis in original)).
Instead, we held that “[w]hen Congress chooses to subject
the States to federal jurisdiction, it must do so specifi-
cally.” 473 U. S., at 246. Likewise, §1367(d) reflects no
specific or unequivocal intent to toll the statute of limita-
tions for claims asserted against nonconsenting States,
especially considering that such claims do not fall within
the proper scope of §1367(a) as explained above.

With respect to the dismissals the tolling provision
covers, one could read §1367(d) in isolation to authorize
tolling regardless of the reason for dismissal, but §1367(d)
occurs in the context of a statute that specifically contem-
plates only a few grounds for dismissal. The requirements
of §1367(a) make clear that a claim will be subject to dis-
missal if it fails to “form part of the same case or contro-
versy” as a claim within the district court’s original jurisdic-
tion. Likewise, §1367(b) entails that certain claims will be
subject to dismissal if exercising jurisdiction over them
would be “inconsistent” with 28 U. S. C. §1332 (1994 ed.
and Supp. V). Finally, §1367(c) (1994 ed.) lists four specific
situations in which a district court may decline to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over a particular claim. Given
that particular context, it is unclear if the tolling provision
was meant to apply to dismissals for reasons unmentioned
by the statute, such as dismissals on Eleventh Amendment
grounds. See Davis v. Michigan Dept. of Treasury, 489 U. S.
803, 809 (1989) (“It is a fundamental canon of statutory
construction that the words of a statute must be read in
their context and with a view to their place in the overall
statutory scheme”). In sum, although §1367(d) may not
clearly exclude tolling for claims against nonconsenting
States dismissed on Eleventh Amendment grounds, we are
looking for a clear statement of what the rule includes, not a
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clear statement of what it excludes. See Gregory, 501 U. S.,
at 467. Section 1367(d) fails this test. As such, we will not
read §1367(d) to apply to dismissals of claims against
nonconsenting States dismissed on Eleventh Amendment
grounds.

In anticipation of this result, petitioners argue that the
tolling provision should be interpreted to apply to their
claims because Congress enacted it to prevent due process
violations caused by state claim preclusion and anti-claim-
splitting laws. Brief for Petitioners 45; Reply Brief for
Petitioners 5-12. In other words, petitioners contend that
Congress enacted the tolling provision to enforce the Due
Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment against
perceived state violations. We have previously addressed
the argument that if a statute were passed pursuant to
Congress’ §56 powers under the Fourteenth Amendment,
federalism concerns “might carry less weight.” Gregory,
501 U. S., at 468. We concluded, however, that “the Four-
teenth Amendment does not override all principles of
federalism,” id., at 469, and held that insofar as statutory
intent was ambiguous, we would not “not attribute to
Congress an intent to intrude on state governmental
functions regardless of whether Congress acted pursuant
to ... §5 of the Fourteenth Amendment.” Id., at 470.
That same rule applies here. As already demonstrated, it
is far from clear whether Congress intended tolling to
apply when claims against nonconsenting States were
dismissed on Eleventh Amendment grounds. Thus, it is
not relevant whether Congress acted pursuant to §5.

Petitioners also argue that our construction of the stat-
ute does not resolve their case because respondent con-
sented to suit in federal court. Reply Brief for Petitioners
2—4. We have stated that “[a] sovereign’s immunity may
be waived” and have “held that a State may consent to
suit against it in federal court.” Pennhurst, 465 U. S., at
99 (citing Clark v. Barnard, 108 U. S. 436, 447 (1883)).
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Petitioners claim that respondent consented to suit by not
moving to dismiss petitioners’ state law claims on Elev-
enth Amendment grounds until July 1997, some 10
months after the federal lawsuits were filed in August
1996. Yet respondent raised its Eleventh Amendment
defense at the earliest possible opportunity by including
that defense in its answers that were filed in September
1996. Given that, we cannot say that respondent “une-
quivocally expressed” a consent to be sued in federal court.
Pennhurst, supra, at 99 (citing Edelman v. Jordan, 415
U. S. 651, 673 (1974)). The fact that respondent filed its
motion in July 1997 is as consistent with adherence to the
pretrial schedule as it is with anything else.

Indeed, such circumstances are readily distinguishable
from the limited situations where this Court has found a
State consented to suit, such as when a State voluntarily
invoked federal court jurisdiction or otherwise “mal[de] a
‘clear declaration’ that it intends to submit itself to our
jurisdiction.” College Savings Bank v. Florida Prepaid
Postsecondary Ed. Expense Bd., 527 U. S. 666, 676 (1999).
And even if we were to assume for the sake of argument
that consent could be inferred “from the failure to raise
the objection at the outset of the proceedings,” Wisconsin
Dept. of Corrections v. Schacht, 524 U.S., at 395
(KENNEDY, J., concurring)—a standard this Court has not
adopted—consent would still not be found here since
respondent raised the issue in its answer. Thus, we find
no merit to petitioners’ argument that respondent was a
consenting state defendant during the federal court pro-
ceedings. We express no view on the application or consti-
tutionality of §1367(d) when a State consents to suit or
when a defendant is not a State.

III

We hold that respondent never consented to suit in
federal court on petitioners’ state law claims and that
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§1367(d) does not toll the period of limitations for state
law claims asserted against nonconsenting state defen-
dants that are dismissed on Eleventh Amendment
grounds. Therefore, §1367(d) did not operate to toll the
period of limitations for petitioners’ claims, and we affirm
the judgment of the Minnesota Supreme Court dismissing
those claims.

1t is so ordered.



