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This two-part article discusses Colorado’s statutes of limitations and repose in connection with
construction and materials defect litigation.
Colorado has a special statute of limitations and repose for claims arising from construction of improvements to
real property, CRS § 13-80-104, which contains some of the shortest limitations periods in the United States. This
statute has been amended over time in response to various court decisions. However, a construction professional’s
assertion of a statute of limitations defense may implicate other statutes.
Which statute applies depends on: (1) who is suing or being sued; (2) the claims asserted; and (3) the nature and
cause of the construction defect. In addition, tolling and estoppel doctrines may prevent the defendant from
raising the limitations bar. Thus, the facts triggering tolling and estoppel doctrines must be considered and the
applicable doctrines applied when necessary.
This first part of the article explores CRS § 13-80-104 and other relevant statutes of limitations and repose. It also
examines factors that trigger the running of these various statutes, as well as identifying which activities and
claims are subject to these disparate limitations periods. In addition, the article describes the defects and conduct
that may be subject to such statutes. Finally, it reviews recent changes to the laws wrought by the Construction
Defect Action Reform Acts of 2001 and 2003.
The second part of this article, which will appear in this column in June 2004, examines potentially applicable
tolling and estoppel doctrines and the constitutionality of certain statutes of limitations and repose. Part II also
discusses the drafting of jury instructions that logically integrate these various principles.

Construction Professionals Subject to CRS § 13-80-104
The term “construction professional” is used in this article to describe generally the persons subject to the statute
of limitations and repose pertaining to the construction of real property improvements. According to CRS § 1380-104, this refers to
any architect, contractor, builder or builder-vendor, engineer, or inspector performing or furnishing
the design, planning, supervision, inspection, construction, or observation of construction of any
improvement to real property.1
Developers and subcontractors likely are subject to this statute as well when engaged in any of the listed
activities.
Scope of CRS § 13-80-104
CRS § 13-80-104 provides statutes of limitations and repose for all actions in tort, contract, indemnity,
contribution, or otherwise for the recovery of damages. It applies to any deficiency in the “design, planning,
supervision, inspection, construction, or observation of construction of any improvement to real property.” 2 CRS
§ 13-80-104 applies when such a deficiency caused: (1) injury to real or personal property; or (2) injury to or
wrongful death of a person.3
*74 Applicable Claims And Activities
CRS § 13-80-104 applies only to improvements to real property. The attachment of personal property to realty,
regardless of whether such attachment results in the creation of a fixture, is an improvement subject to the statute. 4
In short, CRS § 13-80-104 applies to activities relating to the process of building a structure.5
The Colorado Court of Appeals found that CRS § 13-80-104 applied to concrete poured to form part of a parking
garage.6 Repainting the surface of an existing building--including preparing the surface to receive the paint, such
as by sanding and caulking--may fall within the ambit of CRS § 13-80-104.7 However, an action for breach of a
warranty to repair or replace deficient work is not subject to the statute.8
An “activity” involves construction of an improvement to real property if it is essential and integral to the
function of the construction project.9 Another important factor in determining whether an activity constitutes an
improvement to real property is the owner’s intention.10 CRS § 13-80-104 focuses on persons whose activities
relate to the construction or improvement of a building or other structure, in contrast to those who design,
manufacture, supply, or service particular items placed within a building or part of it through the efforts of
others.11 Thus, as noted earlier, CRS § 13-80-104 applies to activities relating to the process of building a
structure.
In one case, a subcontractor’s negligent operation of a sprinkler system in freezing temperatures created an icy
sidewalk, invoking the limitations period of the predecessor statute.12 However, CRS § 13-80-104 was held
inapplicable to a damage claim against a contractor arising from the contractor’s use of heavy equipment in
constructing a roadway, when vibrations from the work allegedly damaged a nearby home.13
A court must not only examine the label placed on the party who was involved in the building process, but also
must look to whether the party’s actions fall within the protected class of activities under CRS § 13-80-104. In
one case, CRS § 13-80-104 applied to a “manufacturer” of pre-cast concrete building products for the structural
framework of a parking garage, because the “manufacturer” also was engaged in substantial off-site and on-site
roles in constructing the parking garage, including designing the garage columns and beams.14

Claims and Activities Not Included
CRS § 13-80-104 is not applicable to claims against a developer or seller of unimproved lots. 15 Examples of other
activities that are not subject to this limitations period include the: (1) pre-purchase inspection of a home; (2)
movement of a historical monument from one location to another; (3) re-zoning and platting of property; and (4)
performance of a land or boundary survey that is not part of an improvement or building project. 16
Two-Year Statute of Limitations Under CRS § 13-80-104
A statute of limitations sets a maximum time period during which certain actions can be brought or rights
enforced.17 CRS § 13-80-104 provides that claims governed by this statute must be commenced within two years
of the time the claimant or the claimant’s predecessor in interest discovers, or in the exercise of reasonable
diligence should have discovered, the physical manifestations of a defect in the improvement that ultimately
causes the injury.18 The limitation of actions provided in CRS § 13-80-104(1)(a) is in derogation of the common
law; therefore, it will be strictly construed to limit its application to the clear intent of the General Assembly.19
Statutes of Repose Under CRS § 13-80-104
A statute of repose limits potential liability by limiting the time during which a cause of action arises, regardless
of the time of accrual of the cause of action or of notice of an invasion of one’s legal rights. 20 Unlike a statute of
limitations, a statute of repose generally imposes an absolute bar to bringing suit after a prescribed period. 21 There
are two periods of repose covered by CRS § 13-80-104: (1) a six-year “conditional” period; and (2) an eight-year
“absolute” period.
In addition to the two-year statute of limitations, CRS § 13-80-104(1)(a) provides that no action against any
construction professional performing or furnishing the design, planning, supervision, inspection, construction, or
observation of construction of any improvement to real property may be brought more than six years after the
substantial completion of the improvement to real property.
The six-year period runs even if the aggrieved party, such as the owner, has no knowledge of the physical
manifestation of a defect. Nevertheless, where the manifestation of the defect is first known (or should have been
known) during the fifth or sixth year after substantial completion, suit may be instituted within two years of such
actual or constructive knowledge. Thus, in such circumstances, it is permitted for a suit to be commenced during
the seventh or eighth year following substantial completion.22 Barring extraordinary circumstances, CRS § 13-80104 effectively imposes an absolute eight-year deadline on time for the commencement of suits arising from the
construction of real property improvements.
The six-year period of repose begins only after “substantial completion of the improvement to real property,” the
determination of which involves unresolved and sometimes difficult questions.23 “Substantial completion”
frequently means no later than issuance of a certificate of occupancy (“C.O.”) for a newly-built structure. Such a
bright-line test has much appeal. In one case, however, a district court properly noted that while the use of the
date that the C.O. issued was a convenient reference point, the court could not say that in every case the home was
substantially completed at the time the C.O. issued.24
The statute of repose contained in CRS § 13-80-104 does not deprive a court of jurisdiction. Instead, it must be
pled and proven as an affirmative defense, and may be waived if not timely raised.25

Other Statutes of Limitations
Because some persons, some activities, and some claims do not fall within the scope of the real property
improvement statutes of limitations and repose, the application of other statutes of limitations must be considered
on a case-by-case basis. This is especially true when claims under Colorado’s Consumer Protection Act, Product
Liability Act, and Common Interest Ownership Act are asserted; when claims under federal law, such as the
Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act are brought; and when claims for misrepresentation, breach of warranty,
and breach of fiduciary duty are alleged.
Consumer Protection Act Statute of Limitations
In Stiff v. BilDen Homes, Inc.26 the Colorado Court of Appeals applied CRS § 6-1-115 (not CRS § 13-80-104) to
claims brought by homeowners under the Colorado *75 Consumer Protection Act (“CCPA”)27 for deceptive trade
practices claims arising from various construction defects. Generally, where a cause of action is governed by its
own, special statute of limitations, a more general statute, even if potentially applicable, does not apply.28
The CCPA provides for a three-year limitations period. A claim accrues for purposes of triggering the running of
the limitations period under the CCPA: (1) on the date when the deceptive practice occurred; (2) when the last in
a series of such deceptive practices occurred; or (3) within three years after the consumer discovered, or in the
exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered, the occurrence of the deceptive practice.29
The language in the CCPA has been interpreted to mean the date “when the plaintiff discovers or should have
discovered the misconduct in question.”30 The limitations period may be extended by one year if the plaintiff
establishes that the failure to timely commence the action was caused by the defendant’s conduct calculated to
induce the plaintiff to refrain from or postpone the commencement of suit.31
Product Liability Act Statute of Limitations
Manufacturers and sellers of materials, supplies, and products that are incorporated into an improvement to real
property are not necessarily subject to CRS § 13-80-104. Such determination depends on the nature of the activity
at issue. If the activity is held to involve the manufacture of a product and is not governed by CRS § 13-80-104,
under CRS § 13-80-106, the limitations period is two years from the date the cause of action arises.
No Colorado case squarely addresses the applicable statute of limitations to product defect claims arising from
defective building materials. Decisions addressing this issue outside Colorado turn on the precise language of the
state statute of limitations at issue. For example, the North Carolina Court of Appeals held that its state real
property improvement statute of limitations did not apply to claims brought against the manufacturer of a product
(in this instance, exterior siding) that is incorporated into the constructed improvement.32 The court said that the
manufacturer would not be deemed a materialman who furnished materials to the job site.33
Where the product is not mass produced, but is specially manufactured on-site or for use with a particular real
property improvement, stronger grounds exist to argue for application of the real property improvement
construction statute of limitations. Resolution of the issue of which statute of limitations applies in close cases
may depend on whether the construction material failure is attributable to: (1) a manufacturing or design error in a
mass-produced component; or (2) some alteration in the manufacture or design due to consideration of a sitespecific condition.34
For example, a claim arising from the failure of a window to function properly might be characterized in a number

of different ways, depending on the circumstances. Such a claim might be deemed a:
1) product liability claim, if the defendant was sued in its capacity as manufacturer who sold and
distributed a mass-produced window product that leaked rain into wall cavities and was not
reasonably suitable for use in a home;

2) construction defect claim, if the defendant was sued in its capacity as a builder who selected a
window with *76 a wind- and moisture-penetration rating less than that required by the local building
code or reasonable care, or who negligently permitted the installation of the windows with “reverselapped” flashing (where the flashing is misinstalled so as to draw moisture into the building envelope
rather than to shed the moisture onto the ground); or

3) professional liability claim, if the defendant was sued in its capacity as a design professional who
specified a window whose resistance to water penetration was inadequate for homes built in a
particular wind zone.

In Fine v. Huggens, DiMella, Shaffer & Associates,35 the Massachusetts Court of Appeals addressed a case
involving defective exterior wall panels and window assemblies. The court held that the state real property
improvement repose statute applied to the defendant architects who “render[ed] particularized services for the
design and construction of particular improvements to particular pieces of real property.” Further, such statute
also applied to the defendant manufacturer and supplier of the panels. According to the court,
[s]uppliers of building components have been determined to be protected actors entitled to protection
by the repose provision ... only where the role of supplier was incidental and the actor’s primary
function was to provide individual expertise and particularized services relating to design and
construction of the real property improvement at issue .... [Here, the panels were] not a fungible
product designed for public sale or for general use, but [were] a component of an exterior wall system
that ... [was] custom-manufactured specifically for the ... project pursuant to the specifications of
architects and engineers, and [the manufacturer] collaborated in the design and erection of the
panels.36

As to the window supplier, however, the court held that the real property improvement statute of repose did not
apply. This is because the court did not agree that although the window’s “sill receptors” were custom-made,
these types of modifications to mass-produced products were the kinds of services the legislature intended to
include within the protections of the statute.37 Cases such as this establish that determining which statute of
limitations applies to product and construction material suppliers is a fact-specific inquiry.
Colorado’s Common Interest Ownership Act Statute of Limitations
The Colorado Common Interest Ownership Act (“CCIOA”)38 contains a restriction on the running of statutes of
limitations that may be relevant to construction defect claims.39 CRS § 38-33.3-311 provides that a declarant is
liable to the association or to any unit owner for: (1) all tort losses not covered by insurance suffered by the
association or that unit owner; and (2) all costs the association would not have incurred but for such declarant’s
act or omission during the period of declarant control. CRS § 38-33.3-311(1) goes on to provide, in pertinent part,
“Any statute of limitations affecting the association’s right of action under this section is tolled until the period of

declarant control terminates.”40
CRS § 38-33.3-311 does not directly conflict with the limitations period provided for in CRS § 13-80-104 or
elsewhere. The section appears to address the perceived unfairness arising from allowing a limitations period to
run against a CCIOA homeowner association when a potential defendant in a construction defect suit controls the
association’s ability to timely commence an action arising from the defendant’s negligence in constructing the
CCIOA community.41 Thus, association counsel may argue for application of the tolling effect of CRS § 38-33.3311 under the proper circumstances.
Colorado courts have not addressed the question of whether knowledge of a defect in a common element by a unit
owner in a common interest community will be imputed to the community association. Outside Colorado, several
courts have held that no imputation of knowledge will be found, at least where the unit owner is neither an officer
nor director of the association.42
Misrepresentation Statute of Limitations
Counsel for property owners often argue that misrepresentation, including non-disclosure, claims arising from
construction defects are subject to the three-year statute of limitations provided for in CRS § 13-80-101(c). If
CRS § 13-80-101(c) applies, accrual of the cause of action occurs where such “fraud, misrepresentation,
concealment or deceit is discovered or should have been discovered by the exercise of reasonable diligence.”43
Breach of Fiduciary Duty Statute of Limitations
Counsel for homeowner associations sometimes assert breach of fiduciary duty claims against developers and
their principals, arising from their acts and omissions while controlling an association’s board. 44 For example, this
might involve failing to properly inspect and reject improperly-constructed common elements. There is a
reasonable argument that such breach of fiduciary duty claims are subject to the three-year statute of limitations
provided for in CRS § 13-80-101(1)(f) applicable to claims for “breach of trust or breach of fiduciary duty.” In
addition, the reasoning goes that, regardless of which statute of limitations applies, accrual of the cause of action
occurs for such breach when the “injury, loss, damage, or conduct giving rise to the cause of action is discovered
or should have been discovered by the exercise of reasonable diligence.”45
This approach is corroborated by Frisco Motel Partnership v. H.S.M. Corporation.46 There, the Colorado Court of
Appeals held that the statute of limitations for a breach of fiduciary duty claim by one partner against another,
arising from defective construction, was not governed by the predecessor real property improvement statute of
limitations. Instead, it was governed by the specific limitations period applicable to breach of fiduciary duty.47
Breach of Implied Warranty Statute of Limitations
Counsel for property owners sometimes argue that breach of implied warranty claims arising from construction
defects are subject to the three-year statute of limitations provided for in CRS § 13-80-101 (1)(a). If this statute
applies, accrual of the cause of action occurs when “the breach is discovered or should have been discovered by
reasonable diligence.”48
Interstate Land Sales Statute of Limitations
Actions under the Interstate Land Sales Full Disclosure Act (“ILSFDA”) are subject to the time limitations
provided for in that statute. This includes: (1) a three-year limitations period from the “date of signing of the

contract of sale or lease” for claims relating to a failure to comply with the ILSFDA’s registration and mandatory
disclosure requirements; and (2) a three-year limitations period relating to violations of the ILSFDA’s anti-fraud
provisions, which limitations period begins to *77 run on the date of “discovery of the violation or after discovery
should have been made by the exercise of reasonable diligence.”49 Under some circumstances, principles of
equitable estoppel may extend these time limitations, such as where a developer conceals materials facts from a
lot purchaser.50
The cautious practitioner will want to analyze every construction defect case where a statute of limitations is
implicated to determine whether the persons, activities, or claims involved in the dispute fall within the scope of
the real property improvement statutes of limitations and repose or whether other statutes of limitations may apply
and control.
Effects of CDARA on Statutes of Limitations And Repose
In 2001, the legislature passed a series of laws known as the Construction Defect Action Reform Act (“CDARA
I”). In 2003, those laws were significantly altered with a series of amendments and additions (“CDARA II”). 51
These sweeping changes in the laws affecting construction defect actions included some changes affecting
application of various statutes of limitations and repose.
Notice of Claim Process And Resultant Tolling of Limitations Period
CDARA II adopted a mandatory “notice of claim process” (“NCP”).52 If a notice of claim is sent to a construction
professional in accordance with the NCP within the prescribed time for filing an action under any applicable
statute of limitations or repose, the statute is tolled until sixty days after the completion of the NCP.53 For
example, the NCP may be extended while promised repairs are being arranged and made. Similarly, extensions of
the limitations period may result from: (1) delays caused by forces outside the construction professional’s control;
(2) submission of multiple or amended notices of claim; or (3) the parties’ agreement to extend the process. Thus,
the statutorily-mandated tolling period may significantly augment both the statutes of limitations and repose.
As discussed more fully in Part II of this article, Colorado expressly approves the tolling of limitations periods
when a builder, contractor, or other construction professional gives assurances to homeowners regarding
remedying alleged construction defects.54 These common law tolling doctrines may overlap with the statutory
tolling provision of CDARA II.
E-mails and other forms of delivery may satisfy initiation of the CDARA II NCP requirements sufficient to toll
the statute of limitations.55 However, there must be proof of actual receipt of such notice by the construction
professional.56
A construction defect claim often may involve an owner-claimant, developers, builders/general contractors,
various subcontractors, and each of their respective liability insurers. To further the legislative intent of limiting
premature, cumulative, and otherwise unnecessary litigation, courts may interpret the CDARA II tolling
provisions to toll all claims until all aspects of the NCP have run their course. Thus, all claims may be tolled,
whether the NCP was instituted by the claimant, construction professional, or others in the construction defect
chain. By providing the statutory NCP notice to third parties such as subcontractors, a construction professional
can take advantage of the statute of limitations and repose tolling provisions of CRS § 13-20-805 as to any thirdparty claims.

Indemnity and Contribution Claims Under CDARA
Colorado courts have construed Colorado’s real property improvement statute of limitations when applicable to
indemnity and contribution claims to be triggered at the time the defect that gives rise to such claims manifested.
This application of the statute may bar a party’s indemnity claim even before that party’s liability is finally
determined and before that party makes any payment for the loss.57
Due in part to the potential unfairness of this rule, and the growing practice of many builders to “protectively”
join potentially liable third-party subcontractors, this aspect of the statute of limitations was amended by CDARA
I in 2001. The amendment provides that a claim against a person who is or may be liable to the claimant for all or
part of the claimant’s liability to another person arises at the time of the settlement of or entry of a final judgment
on the claimant’s liability to the other person. Further, such claim must be brought on or before ninety days after
the settlement or final judgment.58 It is unlikely this change was intended to prevent a construction professional
from joining a potentially liable party under C.R.C.P. 14 before such settlement or judgment.
*78 Defects: Definition and Manifestation
“Defect” has been broadly defined in some contexts as an irregularity in the surface of a structure that spoils the
appearance or causes weakness or failure. It is an inherent fault or flaw, or a want or absence of something
necessary for completeness, perfection, or adequacy in form or function.59
Although all contours of the term “defect” have not been addressed under CRS § 13-80-104, analogous questions
have been addressed under the Governmental Immunity Act.60 That law requires the provision of advance, written
notice of a claim to a governmental entity within 180 days of an injury as a condition to bringing suit.
The proper inquiry under this law is whether evidence exists to cause a reasonable person to know, for example,
that a toilet overflow is not merely an “isolated” household occurrence, but resulted from an “abnormal”
plumbing problem, so as to trigger the 180-day notice requirement.61 As discussed below, similar issues relating to
whether the condition observed is transitory or permanent, and whether the condition is evidence of an inherent
defect or an isolated and idiosyncratic event, arise in determining whether the real property improvement
limitations period has been triggered.
Manifestation of a Defect
A common problem in applying CRS § 13-80-104 is determining when a homeowner “knew or should have
known” of the manifestation of the defect at issue. This question usually is one of fact for the jury. 62 The issue can
become especially thorny when the condition observed would be deemed a “normal” condition by most persons,
and not necessarily the manifestation of a “defect.”
For example, perfectly poured concrete slabs and foundation walls typically develop hairline cracks and some
spalling over time. Such slabs may evidence later cracking due to normal settlement of the structure.
Nevertheless, years after the home is sold, these cracks may materially expand, and the concrete may begin to
move differentially, due to the pressures exerted by water that builds up in adjacent clay soils. The legislature
likely did not intend to require homeowners to sue the builder whenever minor concrete cracks appear, just to
protect against the running of the statute of limitations. Thus, such cracks should not be deemed to reflect the
“manifestation of a defect” and trigger the running of the statute of limitations.
Where the condition of an improvement to real property may be the result of several causes occurring at different
times, the defendant bears the burden of establishing that the cause of the wrongful construction claim is based on
the same cause as the manifestation of the defect on which the defendant relies to apply the statute of limitations. 63

In Wildridge Venture v. Ranco Roofing, Inc.,64 a question of fact precluding summary judgment arose as to
whether knowledge of roof leaks in eight of thirty-two apartment buildings should have led to the investigation
and discovery of similar problems in the other buildings.65
In BilDen Homes, Inc.,66 the Colorado Court of Appeals construed both CRS §§ 13-80-104(1)(b)(I) and -108(1) to
require that “the limitations period begins when the plaintiff knew or should have known of the damage and its
cause.”67 (Emphasis added.) In BilDen Homes, Inc., the Colorado Court of Appeals held that movement of a
concrete slab-on-grade flooring system did not trigger the real property statute of limitations until such movement
became “excessive and [construction] accommodations were no longer sufficient to control the damage.”68
Conclusion
Application of Colorado’s statutes of limitations and repose to construction defect claims is a difficult and
exacting task. Proper application of such statutes requires a clear determination of: (1) the nature of the claim
asserted; (2) the triggering event for the limitations period for that particular claim; (3) the specific defect that is
the subject of the claim; (4) the proper characterization of the defendant’s activities and the relationship of those
activities to the creation of the defect; (5) the cause of the defect; and (6) whether an earlier-occurring manifested
defect has the same cause as the defect that is the subject of the lawsuit.
As will be discussed in Part II of this article, to be published in this column in June 2004, it also is necessary to
know whether: (1) facts are present implicating tolling or estoppel doctrines; (2) if so, the effect of such tolling
period or estoppel, and whether application of the particular doctrine to the facts is an issue of law for the court or
an issue of fact for the jury to decide; and (3) whether the specific statute of limitations applicable to the claim is
constitutional. Finally. Part II will address considerations in drafting proper jury instructions in light of these and
other issues.
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