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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Virginia held that Nancy Haynes's claims arising from alleged childhood sexual
abuse accrued when the injuries occurred and that the applicable limitations period expired before the
enactment of Code § 8.01-249(6). Applying Code § 8.01-256, the court concluded that the later-
enacted accrual provision did not apply and affirmed dismissal of the action as time-barred.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Code § 8.01-249(6), which provides a later accrual date for actions arising from childhood
sexual abuse when the injury and causal connection are communicated by a qualified professional,
applied to Haynes's claims.

2. Whether Code § 8.01-256 excluded application of Code § 8.01-249(6) because Haynes's causes of action
existed before October 1, 1977.

3. Whether the circuit court's judgment could be affirmed under the right-result-for-the-wrong-reason
doctrine without deciding the constitutional challenge to retroactive application of Code § 8.01-249(6).

HOLDINGS

1. Code § 8.01-249(6) does not apply to Haynes's claims because the causes of action existed before
October 1, 1977, and Code § 8.01-256 provides that Chapter 4's limitations provisions do not apply to
such causes of action.

2. The Court may affirm a correct judgment on a different legal rationale when the record supports the
alternative ground, including when the rationale was not raised by a party or addressed by the trial court.

3. The Court did not decide whether retroactive application of Code § 8.01-249(6) would violate due
process or impair a vested property right because the statutory issue resolved the appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In order to avoid reaching the question concerning the constitutionality of Code § 8.01-249(6) unless it is
necessary to resolve this appeal, we will first consider Haggerty’s right result for the wrong reason
argument.” (at 303)

“A cause of action exists when a plaintiff is injured as a result of tortious action, “and the injury need only be
slight; it is immaterial that more substantial damage may occur at a later date.”” (at 304)

“Therefore, Code § 8.01-249(6) does not apply to Haynes’ claims, and the circuit court did not err in granting
Haggerty’s plea in bar of the statute of limitations.” (at 305)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Haynes alleged that Haggerty, an adult, sexually abused her while she was a minor between 1971 and 1975. She
reached the age of majority in March 1975 and was not diagnosed with dysthymic disorder, or informed by a
mental-health professional that the disorder resulted from the abuse, until May 2012. Haynes filed suit in April
2014, asserting claims for sexual assault and battery, aggravated sexual assault and battery, and intentional
infliction of emotional distress.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Haynes filed suit in the Circuit Court of Spotsylvania County in 2014, alleging sexual abuse and related tort
claims arising from conduct occurring between 1971 and 1975. Haggerty filed a plea in bar asserting the statute
of limitations. The circuit court sustained the plea and dismissed the action with prejudice, reasoning in part that
retroactive application of Code § 8.01-249(6) would violate due process. The Supreme Court of Virginia



affirmed on the statutory ground that Code § 8.01-249(6) did not apply because the causes of action existed
before October 1, 1977.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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