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In this case we are asked to decide whether the "discovery
rule" applicable to the tinme-bar of the statute of limtations on
civil actions at law found in Mryland Code (1974, 1995 Repl.
Vol.), 8 5-101 of the Courts & Judicial Proceedings Article,!?
applies to cases of allegedly "repressed” and "recovered" nenories.
We hold that repression of nenories is an insufficient trigger to
conpel the application of our discovery rule, and we shall affirm

the summary judgnent entered in favor of the defendants.

I

Reviewing the record in a light nost favorable to the
plaintiffs, the facts of the case are as follows: Jane Doe, from
1967 to 1971, and Jane Roe, from 1968 to 1972, were students at
Set on Keough H gh School [hereinafter "Keough"], a parochial school
in Baltinore City. During their tenure at Keough, both girls
individually were referred for counseling to the school chapl ain,
Fat her A. Joseph Maskell. According to the conplaints filed in the
cases, Maskell subjected the girls to repeated sexual, physical,

and psychol ogi cal abuse i ncl udi ng:

! Hereinafter, unless otherwi se indicated, all statutory references are to
Ml. Code (1974, 1995 Repl. Vol.) of the Courts & Judicial Proceedings Article
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"vagi nal i nt ercourse, anal i nt ercourse,
cunni lingus, fellatio, vaginal penetration
wth a vi brat or, adm ni stration of
enemas, . . . hypnosis, threats of physica

vi ol ence, coerced prostitution and other |ewd
acts, physically striking Plaintiff, and
forcing Plaintiff to performsexual acts with
a police officer."?
Both girls were allegedly threatened wth extrene punishnents
if they infornmed anyone of the abuse, which continued until the
girls graduated and | eft Keough in 1971 and 1972 respectively. At

some point,® both plaintiffs claimthat they ceased to recall the

2 This list contains the alleged acts of physical and sexual abuse conmmon
to both plaintiffs. As to Doe, she testified that the defendant placed a gun in
her mouth. As to Roe, she testified that Defendant al so adm ni stered douches and
conduct ed pel vi c exam nati ons.

51t is unclear fromthe record the precise nonent at which the plaintiffs
ceased to recall the attacks. Repression theory accomnmodates at |east two
nodel s: "serial repression® and "collective repression.” As one pair of
comment at ors expl ai n:

"I'n accordance with this robust repression concept, a
person could, for exanple, banish awareness of the
experience of having been brutally raped one or a
hundred tinmes during childhood. These distressing
menories mght be repressed serially, immediately
foll owi ng each event. Alternatively, all the menories
m ght be collectively repressed at sonme tine |later,

after the abuse stopped. |If the nenory of rapes were
serially repressed, a child could go fromrape to rape
i gnorant of the previous assault. If menories were

collectively repressed, a child could have retained
awar eness of the rapes throughout the years they were
happeni ng and repressed them as a group at some |ater
nmonent . "

Ri chard O'she & Ethan Watters, Making Minsters, 30 Soc vy 4, 5 (March/ April
1993). Because we are evaluating the grant of summary judgnent, all factual
i nferences nust be resolved in the non-noving party's favor. Thus we nust accept
that the repression occurred in a serial fashion.

W& note, however, that these plaintiffs have failed to offer substanti al
proof of when the repression, be it "serial"™ or "collective," occurred. |If the
repression occurred before the plaintiffs attained majority, the statute of
[imtations could not begin to run until the plaintiffs reached majority, and
depending on our decision in this case, the discovery rule could potentially
operate to toll the statute of limtations. Limtations would not begin to run
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abuse suffered at the hands of Father Maskell, due to a process
they term "repression."* Both plaintiffs began to "recover"
menories of this abuse in 1992.

Plaintiffs filed suit against Father A Joseph Maskell,
Christian Richter MD.,% the School Sisters of Notre Dame, Seton
Keough Hi gh School, the Archdi ocese of Baltinore, and Archbishop
WIlliam Keeler in his capacity as Archbishop of Baltinore. The
suits, filed in the Grcuit Court for Baltinore City on August 24,
1994 al | ege battery, negl i gent super vi si on, negl i gent
m srepresentation, intentional infliction of enotional distress,

fraud, and loss of consortium?® The cases were consolidated for

until the repression ended and the resurfacing nmenories put the plaintiffs on
sufficient notice.

Alternatively, however, if the repression happened in a "collective"
fashion, after the plaintiffs achieved majority, and the plaintiffs were under
no other disability, the statute of limtations i mediately begins to run. Under
traditional Maryland |aw, once the statute of limtations begins to run against
a plaintiff, ordinarily no subsequent event will arrest it. Hogan v. Stunper
257 md. 520, 521, 263 A 2d 571, 572 (1970); MNaurice v. Wrden, 52 Ml. 283 (1879);
Fink v. Zepp, 76 M. 182, 185, 24 A 538, 539 (1892); Dugan v. Gttings, 3 G|
138, 160-61 (1845) ("If subsequent disabilities were to be regarded, the right
of action might be saved for centuries; and the statute would be rendered
i ncapabl e of acconplishing the inmportant purposes for which it was passed.").
Therefore, if Doe or Roe had not yet repressed the nmenories of the sexual assault
by the defendants by even the day after their attaining majority, the statute of
[imtations barred these clains three years after their eighteenth birthdays, for
Doe after August 11, 1974, and for Roe, after April 29, 1975.

4 Jane Roe testified that she at all tines retained nmenory of sone of the
abusive acts, including requiring her to disrobe in his office, caressing her
whi | e naked, forcing her to adm nister douches, and slapping her face. She
cl ai ms, however, to have repressed her nenories of nore severe abuse, including
mul ti pl e rapes.

SD. Rchter is a defendant only in the suit brought by Jane Roe, not Jane
Doe.

5 The |l oss of consortiumcount applies only to the suit of Jane Doe, and her
husband, John Doe, not to the Jane Roe suit.



- 4-
trial and assigned to the Honorable Hlary D. Caplan for trial
Prior to trial, the trial judge conducted a hearing to consider
def endants' notions for summary judgnent based on the tinme-bar of
the statute of |imtations.

At the hearing, both plaintiffs testified, as did expert
witnesses offered by both plaintiffs and the defendants.
Affidavits, interrogatory answers and deposition transcripts were
al so part of the record. At the conclusion of the hearing, Judge
Capl an entered summary judgnent for the defendants. Doe and Roe
appealed to the Court of Special Appeals. Before the case was
considered by the internediate appellate court, plaintiffs
petitioned this Court for certiorari. The defendants agreed that
the petition should be granted, and we issued our wit of

certiorari to consider the inportant issues raised by this case.

|1
The general Maryland statute of |imtations and the one
applicable in this case is Ml. Code (1974, 1995 Repl. Vol.), § 5-

101 of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article. That section

provi des:
"A civil action at |law shall be filed within
three years from the date it accrues unless
anot her provision of the Code provides a
different period of tinme within which an
action shall be commenced.™
Statutes of limtations, |like the one contained in § 5-101,

are intended simultaneously to "provi de adequate tinme for diligent
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plaintiffs to file suit,"” Pennwalt Corp. v. Nasios, 314 M. 433,
437, 550 A 2d 1155, 1158 (1988), to "grant repose to defendants
when plaintiffs have tarried for an unreasonable period of tine,"
id at 437-38, 550 A 2d at 1158, and to "serve societal purposes,"”
id at 438, 550 A 2d at 1158, including judicial econony. There is
no magic to a three-year limt. It sinply represents the
| egi sl ature's judgnent about the reasonable tine needed to

institute suit. W have al so observed that:

"Statutes of limtation find their
justification in necessity and convenience
rather than in logic. They represent

expedients rather than principles.”
Pierce v. Johns-Manville Sales Corp., 296 M. 656, 664-65, 464 A 2d
1020, 1025 (1983) (quoting Chase Securities Corp. v. Donal dson, 325
U S 304, 314, 65 S.Ct. 1137, 1142 (1945)).

Hi storically, our cases have held that a cause of action
"accrued" on the date of the wong. Hahn v. C aybrook, 130 M.
179, 182, 100 A 83 (1917). Under this "date of wong" rule,
clains that were not discovered until after the limtations period
had expired were automatically barred. This traditional rule did
not distinguish between a "blanel essly ignorant” plaintiff and one
who had acted negligently and "slunbered on his rights.” Hecht v.
Resol ution Trust Corp., 333 Mi. 324, 334, 635 A 2d 394, 399 (1994)
(citing Harig v. Johns-Manville Products, 284 Mml. 70, 83, 394 A 2d

299, 306 (1978).
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To aneliorate this harsh result, this Court’ devel oped the
"di scovery rule,” which holds that a cause of action "accrues" when
plaintiff knew or should have known that actionabl e harm has been
done to him This discovery rule initially arose in the context of
medi cal mal practice, see Hahn v. O aybrook, 130 Mmd. 179, 100 A 83
(1917), but soon expanded to enconpass other fornms of professional
mal practi ce. See, e.g., Leonhart v. Atkinson, 265 M. 219, 289
A.2d 1 (1972) (accountant); Steelworkers Holding v. Menefee, 255
Md. 440, 258 A 2d 177 (1969) (architect); Mttingly v. Hopkins, 254
Md. 88, 253 A 2d 904 (1969) (civil engineer); Munford v. Staton,
VWal ey & Price, 254 Md. 697, 255 A 2d 359 (1969) (attorney).
These devel opnents cul m nated in Poffenberger v. Ri sser, 290
md. 631, 431 A 2d 677 (1981), where we made the discovery rule
applicable in all civil suits. W held that in order to
"activate the running of limtations [it nust
be proven that the plaintiff had] actual
know edge--that s express cognition, or
awar eness inplied from ~know edge of
ci rcunst ances whi ch ought to have put a person
of ordinary prudence on inquiry [thus,
charging the individual] wth notice of all
facts which such an investigation would in al
probability have disclosed if it had been
properly pursued.'"

Pof f enberger, 290 Md. at 637, 431 A 2d at 681 (quoting Fertitta v.

Bay Shore Dev. Corp., 252 Mi. 393, 402, 250 A 2d 69, 75 (1969)).

"It has been suggested that the Court of Appeals of Maryland was the first
in the nation to adopt the discovery rule. Note, The Statute of Limtations in
Actions for Undi scovered Mal practice, 12 Wo. L.J. 30, 34 (1957).
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But the discovery rule, by necessity, nust operate differently
in different contexts. To retain the requisite flexibility to
apply the rule to different situations, this Court has always
retained to itself the power to shape the contours of the discovery
rule. As we explained in O Hara v. Kovens, 305 Md. 280, 503 A. 2d
1313 (1986), "how the discovery rule operates in different types of
cases is for the court to determne." Id. at 298, 503 A 2d at
1322. See al so Hecht v. Resolution Trust Corp., 333 Ml. 324, 635
A.2d 394 (1994) (in a suit by corporation against its officers and
directors alleging reckless banking practices, doctrine of adverse
dom nation tolls the statute of limtations); Trinper v. Porter-
Hayden, 305 Md. 31, 501 A 2d 446 (1985) (latent disease actions
accrue at the earlier of discovery or death); Pennwalt Corp. v.
Nasi os, 314 M. 433, 452, 550 A . 2d 1155, 1165 (1988) ("discovery
rule in a product liability action requires that statute of
[imtations should not begin to run until the plaintiff knows
or . . . should know of injury, its probable cause and either
manuf act urer w ongdoi ng or product defect."). It is, therefore,
for the trial court initially, and ultimately for this Court, to
determ ne how the discovery rule will be applied to cases involving
repressed nenories. In so doing, we are mndful that "in
determning the application of the statute [of limtations] to
particular actions, we do so with awareness of the policy

consi derations unique to each situation.” Hecht, 333 Mi. 324, 338,
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635 A 2d 394, 401 (1994). Therefore, the determ nation of the
applicability of the discovery rule in a nenory | 0oss or repression

case is a legal determnation for this Court to nake.?

11

We find that the critical question to the determ nation of the
applicability of the discovery rule to | ost menory cases i s whet her
there is a difference between forgetting and repression. It is
crystal clear that in a suit in which a plaintiff "forgot" and
| ater "renmenbered" the existence of a cause of action beyond the 3-
year limtations period, that suit would be tinme-barred. D sm ssal
of such a case reflects our judgnent that the potential plaintiff
had "slunbered on his rights,"” should have known of his cause of
action, and was blanmeworthy. To permt a forgetful plaintiff to
mai ntain an action would vitiate the statute of |imtations and
deny repose for all defendants.

Plaintiffs in this case, however, claimthat in order to avoid
the pain associated with recalling the abuse they suffered, their
menories were "repressed,” not nerely "forgotten,” and |ater
"recovered," rather than "renenbered." They argue that this
difference renders them "bl anel essly ignorant” and excuses their

failure to file suit in a tinmly mnner. To aid in an

8 This legal review fortuitously coincides with our standard of revi ew of
the grant of summary judgnent, "whether the trial court was legally correct.™
Heat & Power v. Air Products, 320 Mi. 584, 591, 578 A 2d 1202, 1206 (1990).
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understanding of plaintiffs' argunent, we have extracted two
inplicit assunptions:
1. That there is a is a qualitative and
guantitative di fference bet ween
"repression” and nere "forgetting;" and
2. that this difference is of a sufficient
quality to conpel wus to find that
plaintiff is excused by operation of the
di scovery rule and had no reason to have
known about the existence of her cause of
action.

We have reviewed the expert testinony provided at the summary
judgnent hearing, and reviewed nunerous scientific journals
submtted by the parties. We begin by attenpting to understand
what repression is. Even defining the term is not easy; it
originated with Sigmund Freud who used the term differently and
sonmetimes contradictorily throughout his career. David S. Hol nes,
The Evidence for Repression: An Exam nation of Sixty Years of
Research, in REPRESSION AND Di SASSOCI ATION: | MPLI CATI ONS FOR PERSONALI TY,
THEORY, PSYCHOPATHOLOGY AND HEALTH 85, 85-86 (J. Singer, ed. 1990)
[ hereinafter "The Evidence for Repression”]. Hol nes chooses to
adopt a definition of repression based on the nmanner in which the
termis conventionally used:

"It is ny belief that in its general use the
concept of repression has three elenents:
(1) repression is the selective forgetting of
materials that cause the individual pain;
(2) repression is not under voluntary control;
and (3) repressed material is not |ost but
instead stored in the unconscious and can be

returned to consciousness if the anxiety that
is associated with the nenory is renoved. The
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assertion that repression is not under
voluntary control differentiates repression
from suppression and denial, wth which it is
soneti mes confused . "

The Evidence for Repression at 86.

The plaintiffs have provided us wth several studies
purporting to validate the diagnosis of repression. J. Briere & J.
Conte, Self-Reported Amesia for Abuse in Adults Mlested as
Children, 6 J. TRauRTIC STRESS 21 (1993); J. L. Herman & E. Schat zow,
Recovery and Verification of Menories of Chil dhood Sexual Trauma,
4 PSYCHOANALYTIC PSYCH ATRY 1 (1987); Elizabeth F. Loftus, et. al.,
Menori es of Chil dhood Sexual Abuse, Renenbering and Repressing, 18
PsycHo.. WoMEN Q 67 (1994); Linda M WIllians, Adult Menories of
Child Sexual Abuse: Prelimnary Findings from a Longitudinal
Study, 5 Am SocC' Y PREVENTI ON CHI LD ABUSE ADVI SOR 19 (1992).

The Defendants have also offered significant scientific
information tending to discredit the concept of repression and its
application in this setting. These argunents agai nst repression
t ake several forns.

First, the adversaries of repression stress that there is no
enpirical, scientific evidence to support the clainms that
repression exists. The studies purporting to validate repression
theory are justly criticized as unscientific, unrepresentative, and

bi ased. See e.g. Harrison G Pope, Jr. & Janmes |. Hudson, Can

menori es of chil dhood sexual abuse be repressed?, 25 PsycHoL. MED.
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121 (1995); The Evidence for Repression at 96-99. The reason for

the failure of repression enthusiasts to obtain enpirical

evi dence

may be the nature of the process itself. As Dr. Jason Brandt of

t he Johns Hopki ns University School

"There are clear cases of people who claim
that they don't renmenber things that happened
in their past for whom no neurol ogi c cause can
be found. They don't have brain damage. They
have nothing organically wong that can
account for [the clainmed nenory |oss]. The
question whet her they renmenber or not, whether
they truly have the nental state of a nenory
or not is inpossible to determ ne."

"We know what they are reporting, we don't
know what they are experiencing. Furthernore,
| believe that it is virtually inpossible to
di stingui sh psychogenic amesia from faking,
frommalingering since the distinction between
the two hinges on how conscious it is to the
person and how wi Il ful it is, howintentional
it is. And how conscious sonebody is and how
willful they're being are things that in spite
of what we may say, we really don't have any
way of assessing.”

of Medicine testified:

Just because there is so far no enpirical validation for the

t heory of

concept,

repression is not alone sufficient

yet it does cast sone doubt.

Second, critics of repression theory point out

reason to di scount the

that the

scientific, and specifically, the psychol ogi cal community has not

enbraced repression theory, and that, in fact, serious di sagreenent

exi st s.

scientific comunity is a nore famliar

Wil e the existence of consensus (or

| ack thereof) in the

inquiry wthin the context
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of determning the adm ssibility of scientific evidence under the
test enunciated in Reed v. State, 283 Ml. 374, 391 A 2d 364 (1978),
it is also a useful neasure for this Court to evaluate the
acceptance, and acceptability of a scientific theory.?®

Finally, critics of repression theory argue that the
"refreshing" or "recovery" of "repressed" nenories IS nore
conpl i cated than repression proponents woul d have us believe. This
argunent takes two forns: (1) that nenories refreshed with the
assistance of a nental health professional are subject to
mani pul ations reflecting the biases of the treating professional;
and (2) that a repressed nenory cannot be retrieved whole and
intact fromthe cold storage of repression. Despite the defendants
attenpts to characterize this case as one of assisted or enhanced
menory recovery, this is sinply not a situation in which the
plaintiffs' menories have been mani pul ated by one or nore nental
health professionals acting in the guise of treat ment.

Nonet hel ess, in crafting a rule we nust consider the apparently

® Dr. John Henderson, a psychiatrist in private practice in Baltinore, gave
succinct testinony on this point:

"Q [a]re you famliar wth any consensus
opinion within the nedical psychiatric
profession or comunity that this -- that
adol escents can block the nenory of
mul ti ple sexual abuse or physical abuse
whi ch has occurred over a period of tine in
the past . . . ?

A I can opine that there is no consensus
within the nedical comunity that such a
phenonenon can occur."



- 13-
very real dangers of iatrogenic (therapist created) nenories of
sexual child abuse. See Julie M Kosnmond Mirray, Repression
Menory, and Suggestibility: A Call for Limtations on the
Adm ssibility of Repressed Menory Testinony in Sexual Abuse Trials,
66 U Cao L. Rev. 477 (1995); R chard Oshe & Ethan Watters, Making
Monsters, 30 Soc' vy 4 (March/ April 1993); Thomas M Horner, et al.
The Bi ases of Child Sexual Abuse Experts: Believing is Seeing, 21
BuLL. AM ACAD. PSYCH ATRY LAaw 281 (1991).

After review ng the argunents on both sides of the issue, we
are unconvi nced that repression exists as a phenonenon separate and
apart fromthe normal process of forgetting. Because we find these
two processes to be indistinguishable scientifically, it follows
that they should be treated the sane legally. Therefore we hold
that the nental process of repression of nmenories of past sexual
abuse does not activate the discovery rule. The plaintiffs' suits
are thus barred by the statute of |[imtations. If the Genera
Assenbly should wish to rewite the law, that is its prerogative

and responsibility. 0

|V
As an alternative theory of their case, Plaintiffs refer us to

§ 5-201:

10 House Bill 326 (1994) woul d have renoved cases of sexual child abuse from
the statute of limtations applicable to other civil actions and create a | onger
period during which these clainms can be brought. That bill died in the House
Judi ciary Conmittee.
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§ 5-201. Persons under a disability.

(a) Extension of tinme. -- Wen a cause of

action . . . accrues in favor of a mnor or

mental inconpetent, that person shall file his

action within the lesser of three years or the

applicable period of limtations after the

date the disability is renoved

Simlar to the discovery rule, § 5-201 attenpts to
differentiate between plaintiffs innocently unaware of their | egal
rights and those who have slunbered on their right to bring suit.
In this respect, infants and persons with nental disabilities are
considered innocent of their failure to file in a tinmely manner
until three years after the disability has been renoved.
Plaintiffs in this case argue that their lack of nmenory of the
trauma is proof that until recently they were nentally inconpetent
so as to toll the statute of limtations.
Qur sister jurisdictions of Mchigan and New Jersey have held

t hat repressed nenory of sexual abuse can constitute "insanity"
under simlar disability statutes. Mei ers-Post v. Schaefer, 170
M ch. App. 174, 427 N.W2d 606 (1988); Jones v. Jones, 242 N.J.
Super. 195, 576 A 2d 316 (1990), cert. denied, 122 N J. 418, 585
A. 2d 412 (1990). See al so, Note, Menory Repression: Shoul d it
Toll the Statutory Limtations Period in Child Sexual Abuse Cases?,

39 WAYNE L. Rev. 1589, 1603-05 (1993) [hereinafter "Menory

Repression"]; Tina Snelling & Wayne Fisher, Adult Survivors of



-15-
Chi | dhood Sexual Abuse: Should Texas Courts Apply the Discovery
Rul e?, 33 S. Tex. L. Rev. 377, 394-97 (1992).

Ot her states that have considered this issue, have rejected
this view, holding that repression is not insanity or nental
i nconpetence as envisioned by the disability statutes. Menory
Repression at 1605 (citing Smth v. Smth, 830 F.2d 11 (2d GCr.
1987) (applying New York law); H ldebrand v. Hildebrand, 736
F. Supp. 1512 (S.D. Ind. 1990) (applying Indiana |law); and Lovel ace
v. Keohane, 831 P.2d 624 (la. 1992)).

In this state, the few decisions that have expl ai ned the scope
of 8 5-201 have been uniformin limting its scope to persons who
are insane. Rettaliata v. Sullivan, 208 M. 617, 622, 119 A 2d
420, 422 (1956); Decker v. Fink, 47 M. App. 202, 207, 422 A 2d
389, 392 (1980).

Plaintiffs suggest, however, that the use of the terns
"disability" and "nental inconpetence” in the statute suggest a
broader reach than the term"insanity." This assertion is belied
by the history of the statute. Al though the concept is much
ol der, ! the current |anguage of this statute was witten in 1973
and adopted as part of the Code revision process and the creation

of the Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article. Chapter 2, 8§ 1 of

1 See Ruff's Admir v. Bull, 7 Har. & J. 14 (1825); Haslett's Admir v.
G@enn, 7 Har. & J. 17 (1825) ("the cause of action accrues . . . fromthe tine
there is a conpetent person to bring it."). Both of these cases suggest that the
common |aw test to determine the tolling of the statute of limtations is the
| egal capacity to bring suit.
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the Acts of 1973, 1st Sp. Sess. In the fornmer statutory
arrangenent, disabilities tolling the statute of limtations for
mental infirmty were contained in several sections. Ml. Code
(1957, 1971 Cum Supp.), Art. 57, 88 2, 3, 3A and 6. Section 2

tolled the statute of limtations for those who were "non conpos. "2

Section 3 tolled the statute of limtations in specialties for
t hose suffering from"insanity of the mnd." Section 3Atolled the
statute for the "insane." Section 6 tolled the statute of

[imtations for actions on sheriff's bonds for those who were "non
conpos nentis."

It was to elimnate precisely these sorts of semantic
quagmres that the State undertook to revise the Code. I n
Septenber 1971, the Governor's Comm ssion to Revise the Annotated
Code published its first Revisor's Manual, detailing the procedure
for code revision. Anmong those rules was the follow ng dictate:
"Do not wuse synonyns." |d. at 24. The favorable result of the
code revision is clear: four provisions have been reduced to a
single clear code section and four different phrasings of the sane
concept have been subsuned into one clear phrase: "mental ly
i nconpetent."” There was no intent to broaden the reach of the
tolling provisions. As the Revisor's Note to this section stated,

"[i]t should be noted that the only disabilities under this section

12 An abbreviated form of "non conpos nentis," Latin for "not sound of
mnd. "
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are infancy and insanity . . . ." Chapter 2, 8 1 of the Acts of
1973, 1st Sp. Sess.

We conclude that the reach of 8§ 5-201 is no broader than it
was under the 1957 code provision or under the common |aw of
Mar yl and. Only those plaintiffs who are insane and "unable to
manage [their] business affairs or estate, or to conprehend [their]
legal rights or liabilities" are able to take advantage of § 5-201.
Decker v. Fink, 47 M. App. 202, 207, 422 A 2d 389, 392 (1980).

The trial judge found that:

"there is no question with the evidence that |
have seen in this case that both Doe and Roe
were very conpetent during the period of tine,
during the period of tinme from the years of
their alleged abuse until the present tine.

They managed their affairs. One, raising four
children in the process, and one continuing

business and doing fairly well from a
practical point of view, and managing their
busi ness affairs. So there is no issue of
[Insanity] in this case, from ny finding of
fact."

As there is no contrary evidence in the record, we shal
affirm the summary judgnent in favor of the defendants on the
ground that plaintiffs' clains were barred by the statute of
limtations three years after they reached their eighteenth
bi rt hdays, for Doe after August 11, 1974 and for Roe, after Apri

29, 1975.

JUDGVENT AFFI RVED, W TH COSTS.




