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VAITHESWARAN, Presiding Judge. 

 Richard Weatherly appeals the summary dismissal of his postconviction 

relief application as time-barred.  He concedes the application fell outside the 

three-year limitations period set forth in Iowa Code section 822.3 (2013) but 

argues the district court should have considered the doctrine of equitable tolling.   

 The district court correctly explained that “Iowa does not recognize 

equitable tolling as an exception to the statute of limitations in post-conviction 

relief actions.”  See James v. State, 858 N.W.2d 32, 33 (Iowa Ct. App. 2014).  

Accordingly, the district court did not err in declining to apply the doctrine.  

 Weatherly also contends the district court abused its discretion in denying 

a motion to continue the postconviction-relief hearing to allow Weatherly’s 

telephonic participation in the hearing.  See State v. Artzer, 609 N.W.2d 526, 529 

(Iowa 2000) (setting forth the standard of review).  Because the State’s motion to 

dismiss and Weatherly’s response raised purely legal issues—whether the 

postconviction relief application was time-barred and whether the application was 

subject to an equitable tolling exception to the time bar—Weatherly’s 

participation in the hearing was not necessary.  Accordingly, the district court did 

not abuse its discretion in denying the motion to continue. 

 We affirm the district court’s dismissal of the postconviction relief 

application. 

 AFFIRMED.  

 


