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 JUSTICE STEVENS, concurring in part and concurring in 
the judgment. 
 In my opinion the Court’s explanation of why the com-
plaint was timely filed is convincing and correct.  Ante, at 
12–19.  In this case there is no difference between the time 
when the plaintiffs actually discovered the factual basis 
for their claim and the time when reasonably diligent 
plaintiffs should have discovered those facts. For that 
reason, much of the discussion in Part II of the Court’s 
opinion, see ante, at 8–12, is not necessary to support the 
Court’s judgment.  Until a case arises in which the differ-
ence between an actual discovery rule and a constructive 
discovery rule would affect the outcome, I would reserve 
decision on the merits of JUSTICE SCALIA’s argument, post, 
at 1–7 (opinion concurring in part and concurring in 
judgment).  With this reservation, I join the Court’s excel-
lent opinion. 


