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This two-part article discusses Colorado’s statutes of limitations and repose in connection with
construction and materials defect litigation.
Part I of this article introduced CRS § 13-80-104, Colorado’s statutes of limitations and repose relating to claims
arising from the construction and sale of improvements to real property. 1 It also discussed the Construction Defect
Action Reform Acts of 2001 and 2003 (“CDARA I” and “CDARA II,” respectively). This second part of the
article discusses various circumstances that may serve to “toll” (extend) the running of a particular statute of
limitations or repose. For example, such tolling may occur if a construction professional promises to make repairs
or represents that repairs will be made.2
This Part II discusses the “repair doctrine” and principles of waiver and equitable and promissory estoppel, as
well as potential constitutional challenges to certain statutes of limitations and repose. Finally, this article offers
suggestions on how to craft jury instructions that successfully integrate the affirmative defense of the statute of
limitations and various doctrines that may serve to toll or estop a defendant from defeating a claim based on the
running of the limitations period before suit is filed. Examples of such jury instructions appear in the Appendix.
Effect of Repairs on Statutes of Limitations And Repose
Damages arising from the negligent repair of a structure lead to difficult questions about the application of
statutes of limitations and repose. In a 1999 case, Highline Village Associates v. Hersh Cos., Inc. (“Highline

Village Assocs.”),3 the Colorado Court of Appeals suggested that negligent repairs might fall within the real
property improvement statute of limitations (CRS § 13-80-104).4
In Hersh Cos., Inc. v. Highline Village Associates (“Hersh Cos., Inc.”),5 the Colorado Supreme Court affirmed
Highline Village Assocs. in part on other grounds, and reversed in part, holding that a breach of warranty to repair
is subject to the limitations period provided by CRS § 13-80-101(1)(a), not by CRS § 13-80-104. To date, the
Colorado Supreme Court has not squarely determined whether claims arising from negligent repair of a real
property improvement are subject to the: (1) real property improvement statute of limitations (CRS § 13-80-104),
which does not mention “repair”; or (2) general negligence statute of limitations (CRS § 13-80-102(1)(a)).6
In Highline Village Assocs., the Court of Appeals acknowledged that it was not reaching the question whether
“routine repairs to real property, although resulting in some physical alteration to that property, would ...
constitute an improvement to that property within the meaning of the contractors’ statute.” 7 Nonetheless, the court
held that
the activity engaged in by defendant here consisted of more than routine repair [because the]
defendant was required to prepare the surface to receive the new paint by removing the old paint and
by sanding and caulking that surface; it then repainted the entire exterior of two large apartment
complexes .... If, then, we are to focus *68 upon defendant’s activities, we must conclude that the
nature of its activities here did not differ substantially from the services it would have performed had
the two complexes been newly constructed.8

On appeal, in explaining why claims for breach of a warranty of repair did not fall within the real property
improvement statute of limitations, the Supreme Court stated:
While the breach of contract claims allege a deficiency in the original workmanship, the warranty
claims seek relief for the defendant’s failure to provide its “repair-or-replace” remedy for defects
appearing during the term of the guarantee. Because the latter claims seek recovery for the breach of
a subsequent contractual duty to repair or replace rather than recovery for a deficiency in the original
work, they do not fall within the class of actions governed by section 13-80-104.9 (Emphasis added.)

Thus, property owner counsel may reasonably argue that some claims arising from negligent repair similarly
“seek recovery for the breach of a subsequent [tort] duty to repair or replace rather than recovery for a deficiency
in the original work.” In such a case, the owner would not be subject to the limitations period set forth in CRS §
13-80-104.
A few courts have analyzed this issue from the standpoint that a statute of limitations that applies to making
“improvements” to real property does not include within its scope work performed to effect repairs.10 Colorado
has adopted the “continuing negligence” doctrine in the context of medical malpractice claims. However,
Colorado courts have not addressed whether: (1) the doctrine of continuing negligence has any application to a
related series of construction errors (such as a combination of original construction and later repair errors); and (2)
the policies supporting adoption of this doctrine render the doctrine amenable to negligent repair claims in the
proper case.11
Colorado recognizes a warranty of “future performance” under its commercial code.12 The existence and effect of
such a warranty in the context of construction defect disputes has not been fully explored by the courts. Adoption
of such an implied warranty in light of CDARA II’s statutory “notice of claim and right to offer repair” process
awaits case law development.13

In Hersh Cos., Inc.,14 the Colorado Supreme Court held that the real property improvement statute of limitations
does not apply to a breach of express warranty claim to repair or replace defective work. Instead, CRS § 13-80101, the statute of limitations for contract actions, applies.
The Court found that analogous repair warranty cases under the Uniform Commercial Code hold that a cause of
action does not accrue until the “plaintiff discovers or should have discovered the defendant’s refusal or inability
to comply” with the warranty. Thus, there was no reason to define the breach of warranties to repair or replace
differently for the sale of goods than for the performance of services.15 The Court concluded:
[W]hen a contract contains both an express warranty as to future performance, like the five-year
warranty against defect contained in Hersh’s contracts, and a repair-or-replace warranty fixing the
remedy in the event of a defect, a claim for breach of warranty does not accrue until the plaintiff
discovers or should have discovered the defendant’s refusal or inability to comply with the warranties
made.16

In an important 2003 Court of Appeals case, Stiff v. BilDen Homes, Inc.,17 the plaintiff claimed that, in contrast to
a structural flooring system,18 a slab-on-grade flooring system was improperly used. The plaintiff in BilDen
Homes, Inc. knew that the soils report cautioned that “alternative specifications” for a slab-on-grade floor “will
not prevent movement, but would reduce damage if movement occurred,” and that if a structural floor was not
used, the owner must be “willing to accept the risk of slab movement.”19 The court concluded:
Here, the builder installed slab-on-grade flooring and took action to accommodate a certain amount
of movement. As a result, a certain amount of movement of the slab-on-grade floor was to be
expected. It was not until the movement became greater than expected that any damage that was
caused by the allegedly negligent act would permit plaintiff to maintain a cause of action.
Accordingly, under the facts here, damage would arise to permit a successful cause of action only
when the movement of the slab-on-grade flooring became excessive and the accommodations were
no longer sufficient to control the damage.20
As to the breach of contract and warranty claims, the BilDen Homes, Inc. court held that a cause of action accrues
under the real property improvement statute of limitations on the builder’s failure to remedy the defect pursuant to
the contract or warranty, not when the discovery of the defect occurs.21
Tolling, Estoppel, and Repair Doctrines
Courts may ameliorate harsh results dictated by statutes of limitations by tolling the limitation period when
warranted by the facts and where the legislative purpose of the statute will not be undermined. 22 Tolling principles
have been adopted by statute as well.23 In general, courts resort to two doctrines for this purpose: (1) equitable
tolling; and (2) equitable or promissory estoppel. In addition, the proposition that repair efforts and assurances
may toll the statute of limitations likely would be recognized in Colorado (“repair doctrine”). 24 The law will not
allow a party to lull an opponent to sleep on its rights and then raise the passage of time as a defense,25 and
construction professionals may be equitably estopped from asserting the statute of limitations as a defense under
proper circumstances.26
Similarly, although a statute of repose often serves as an “absolute bar” to the initiation of litigation after the
specified time period, the effects of such a limitation may be tempered in unusual circumstances by application of
the doctrines of equitable tolling, equitable estoppel, and waiver.27 Moreover, it is well accepted that the filing of a
class action may serve to automatically toll all of the proposed class members’ claims arising from the subject
matter of the original complaint.28

The burden of proving application of a tolling doctrine or estoppel rests with the party asserting application of the
doctrine.29 The courts have not held that such doctrines must be specifically pled in response to the assertion of a
statute of limitations or repose as an affirmative defense in an answer. C.R.C.P. 7(a) similarly does not
specifically require that this be done.30
Practitioners may choose to generally aver in the complaint a statement in anticipation of an argument that a
special doctrine mitigating a statute of limitations defense must be specially pled. The authors have used language
such as the following:
All conditions precedent, including timely commencement of suit, to asserting all claims in this
complaint against all defendants have been met; alternatively, these conditions have been waived or
have been tolled, or defendants are estopped to assert these conditions as a bar to plaintiffs’ claims.
*69 Given Colorado’s broad notice pleading requirements, this kind of statement should serve to put a defendant
on fair notice of the potential assertion of such doctrines in response to any statute of limitations defense.
Equitable and Promissory Estoppel
The limitations period will be tolled until the date the defendant abandoned its repair efforts if an owner can
establish the following:
1. The defendant undertook to repair a defect.
2. The defendant either expressly or impliedly promised or represented that such repairs would remedy the defect.
3. The owner reasonably relied on such promise or representation.
4. As a result, the owner did not institute legal action against the defendant.31
The defendant also may be equitably estopped from raising the bar of the statute of limitations that otherwise
might attach during the tolling period.32 The party asserting the estoppel doctrine bears the burden of proof.33
In accord with the reasoning underlying the repair doctrine and equitable estoppel, Colorado district courts have
granted relief to homeowners from the bar of the statute of limitations where: (1) assurances are given by
construction professionals that observed problems are not serious or will stabilize before any significant damage
occurs; or (2) the builder ostensibly has repaired the observed problem.34 In these situations, the construction
professional has actual notice of the problem within the limitations period and, thus, may investigate the problem
and its cause before the limitations period has run. Thus, one of the purposes of the statute of limitations, barring
the assertion of stale claims after witnesses and evidence have disappeared, is satisfied under these circumstances.
Often, information solely in control of a builder--such as architectural plans, construction specifications, and
engineering test results, reports, and recommendations--is not provided by the builder to the homeowner after a
construction defect dispute arises. Colorado recognizes an implied covenant of good faith on the part of all parties
to a contract, such that one party will not act to prevent the occurrence of a condition to performance. The
covenant includes a party’s power after contract formation to set or control the terms of performance.35
It is possible that a court may find that a promise to provide such critical paperwork to the homeowner is
expressed or implied in the purchase transaction, in the home’s warranties, or by statute.36 If so, suppose a builder
fails or refuses to turn over to a homeowner documents important to the owner’s understanding of what does (and
does not) constitute a defect in or inadequate performance of the home. This failure may arguably impair the
homeowner’s ability to timely recognize and assert a defect claim under a purchase contract, home warranty, or

statute. Thus, the homeowner may argue that the builder is equitably estopped from raising a statute of limitations
defense under the circumstances. No Colorado court has addressed these issues to date.
Misrepresentation, Fraud, And Failure to Disclose
To allow a party to benefit from its own wrongdoing by its failure to comply with a statutory duty of disclosure
would be highly inequitable.37 Thus, a failure to *70 make a statutorily-required disclosure has been held to toll
the statute of limitations.38 Colorado has not resolved whether and under what circumstances a party may raise
certain statutes of limitations applicable to construction defect claims as a bar if that party: (1) fails to comply
with its disclosure obligations under the Soils Disclosure Statute;39 or (2) violates the Colorado Consumer
Protection Act (“CCPA”),40 particularly the CCPA’s recognition of a duty to disclose material information about
property where a non-disclosure is intended to induce a consumer to buy the property.41
Although a plaintiff’s ignorance of the wrong committed often is not considered in determining when a statute of
limitations begins to run, an exception to this rule is made in cases of the active concealment of the plaintiff’s
cause of action.42 Under these circumstances, the bar of the statute may not operate until discovery, and “this
proposition is so fundamental that no authorities need be cited.”43
Where a plaintiff is ignorant of the cause of an injury, and where the defendant has concealed that cause, the
plaintiff may be allowed to maintain an action brought beyond a limitations period, provided that the suit is timely
instituted after the plaintiff discovered, or by the exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered, the
cause of the injury.44 This exception to the bar of the statute of limitations sometimes is called “fraudulent
concealment.”45
CDARA I and II
Part I discussed the situation where a notice of claim is sent to a construction professional in accordance with the
notice of claim process (“NCP”) under CDARA II, within the prescribed time for filing an action under any
applicable statute of limitations or repose.46 In such circumstances, the statute is tolled until sixty days after the
completion of the NCP.47
Common Interest Ownership Act Claims
The Colorado Common Interest Ownership Act (“CCIOA”)48 addresses the perceived unfairness arising from
allowing the limitations period to run against a CCIOA homeowner association. CRS § 38-33.3-311(1) provides
that a statute of limitations is tolled against a declarant during the period of time the declarant controls the
association’s ability to timely commence an action. That provision presumably includes claims arising from the
declarant’s negligence in constructing the CCIOA community.49 Courts have not yet determined whether this
statutory tolling extends to claims against persons other than the declarant, such as its contractors and agents.
Constitutional Issues
An earlier version of CRS § 13-80-104 survived a 1984 constitutional attack.50 However, the Colorado Supreme
Court has not yet addressed a number of constitutional issues concerning the current, greatly amended, version of
the statute, including whether it: (1) violates equal protection; (2) deprives an aggrieved party of due process of
law; (3) is unconstitutionally vague; or (4) constitutes special legislation or contains “multiple subjects” in
violation of the Colorado Constitution. Nonetheless, the statute is presumed constitutional and must be shown to
be unconstitutional beyond a reasonable doubt resolving all ambiguities in favor of its constitutionality. 51

BilDen Homes, Inc.52 considered CRS § 13-80-104 in conjunction with CRS § 13-80-108. That case adopted a
construction of the real property improvement statute of limitations that resolves most of the weightiest
constitutional challenges. BilDen Homes, Inc. held that manifestation of a defect alone cannot trigger the real
property improvement statute of limitations. Instead, a claim does not accrue until the property owner also
“knows or should know the cause” of the defect.53
Equal Protection
CRS § 13-80-104 is modeled on a Uniform Act that has been adopted in forty-four states. The states are divided
on the constitutionality of the act.54 In Colorado, the former version of the statute, CRS § 13-80-127, was ruled
constitutional in Criswell v. MJ Brock and Sons, Inc.55 However, the statute was amended in 1986. At that time,
the language stating that a *71 cause of action was deemed to arise on discovery of “the physical manifestation”
of a defect was added.56 This change was apparently in response to the comments in Criswell that “discovery of
the physical manifestations of a defect is not necessarily concurrent in time with the discovery of the defect
itself.”57
A majority of courts in other states have struck down statutes as unconstitutional when the model act was
modified in some peculiar fashion so as to create arbitrarily different results for similarly-situated victims of
wrongful conduct.58 CRS § 13-80-108, which defines when a cause of action accrues, provides that every
Colorado citizen sustaining injury to person or property must first discover, or in the exercise of reasonable
diligence should have discovered, his or her injury and the cause thereof before the applicable statute of
limitations begins to run. The current language in CRS § 13-80-104, which arguably may trigger the statute of
limitations on discovery of the “manifestation” of the defect, regardless of whether the owner knows of either the
injury or its cause, is unique to Colorado. This aspect of the statute raises equal protection concerns.
Equal protection guarantees that all similarly-situated parties receive like treatment.59 No court has resolved
whether this distinction serves a legitimate government purpose by imposing an arguably disparate burden on
those harmed by negligent construction. The limitations period in CRS § 13-80-104 can be read to be triggered
without regard to the owner’s knowledge of the injury or its cause. Thus, the statute may increase arbitrary
differences in litigated results between similarly-situated victims, thus increasing the chances of the statute
eventually being found to be unconstitutional.
Due Process
Colorado has not resolved whether CRS § 13-80-104 is unconstitutional if it is triggered when a “physical
manifestation of a defect” is observed without the owner’s knowledge of the cause. This would be particularly
relevant where the defendant’s concealments and misrepresentations prevent discovery of the cause. Arguably,
this result violates the owner’s due process rights because, without the plaintiff’s fault, the defendant concealed
from the plaintiff his or her right until a statute deprived the plaintiff of a remedy.60
Vagueness
A statute is “void for vagueness” when it proscribes conduct in terms so vague that persons of ordinary
intelligence must necessarily guess as to its meaning and differ as to its application.61 It is not clear if CRS § 1380-104 requires the cause of action to accrue on discovery of, literally, the slightest physical manifestation of the
defect or whether the statute should be interpreted as requiring the occurrence of both the discovery of the injury
(the defect) and its cause for the cause of action to accrue. The recent Court of Appeals decision in BilDen
Homes, Inc.62 adopts the latter interpretation.

CRS § 13-80-104 expressly cross-references CRS § 13-80-102. The latter statute provides for two years from the
date of accrual of the cause of action within which to bring suit. Moreover, CRS § 13-80-108 expressly defines
the date of accrual of all actions involving injury to “person or property” as being two years from the date of
discovery of the injury and its cause. If both of these constructions are reasonable, CRS § 13-80-104 may be
found to be unconstitutionally vague, because the statute proscribes conduct in terms so vague that persons of
ordinary intelligence must necessarily guess as to its meaning and differ as to its application.63
However, the interpretation in BilDen Homes, Inc.64 of what constitutes the appropriate triggering event for the
running of the real property improvement statute of limitations is sensible and logically harmonizes all these
statutory provisions. BilDen Homes, Inc., therefore, renders moot any constitutional concerns.
Special Legislation
Article 2, § 11 of the Colorado Constitution states that no law “making any irrevocable grant of special privileges,
franchises or immunities, shall be passed by the general assembly.” Property owner counsel make the argument
that the special limitation in CRS § 13-80-104 is allowed no other tortfeasor and, therefore, may constitute an
unconstitutional grant of an irrevocable privilege to the building industry, in violation of the Colorado
Constitution, Article 2, § 11. The courts have not addressed whether CRS § 13-80-104 constitutes “special
legislation” favoring the construction industry and trades.
Multiple Subjects
According to Article 5, § 21 of the Colorado Constitution:
No bill ... shall be passed containing more than one subject, which shall be clearly expressed in its
title; but if any subject shall be embraced in any act *72 which shall not be expressed in the title, such
act shall be void only as to so much thereof as shall not be so expressed.
CRS § 13-80-104 is entitled “Limitation of actions against architects, contractors, builders, or builder-vendors,
engineers, inspectors, and others.” CRS § 13-80-108 is entitled “When a cause of action accrues.”

No court has resolved whether CRS § 13-80-104 impermissibly contains two subjects: (1) as described in the title,
a limitation of actions in the form of a statute of limitations and a statute of repose; and (2) a definition of when a
cause of action against those mentioned in the statute accrues. It is possible the title to CRS § 13-80-104 is
misleading because CRS § 13-80-108 is entitled “When a cause of action accrues” and, thus, CRS § 13-80-104
may improperly contain multiple subjects. No Colorado court has examined this issue to date.
Crafting Jury Instructions
As shown in Part I of this article, and expanded in this Part II, different statutes of limitations may apply to
different construction defect claims, depending on such factors as the nature of the claim and the nature of the
defendant’s construction activities. For example, it is difficult to square application of the real property
improvement statute of limitations triggering event65 with a misrepresentation claim premised not on the “physical
manifestations of a defect” but, instead, on the discovery of a material misrepresentation or non-disclosure
preceding sale of the property.66
Moreover, various common law doctrines and statutory provisions may serve to toll the applicable limitations

period, and application of these doctrines is highly fact specific. The only pattern jury instruction currently
available and arguably relevant, Colo. Jury Instr.-Civ. 4th 30:24, does not adequately address these myriad issues,
as it simply provides:
The defendant, (name), is not legally responsible to the plaintiff, (name), on the plaintiff’s claim of
breach of contract if the affirmative defense of the expiration of the statute of limitation is proved.
This defense is proved if you find (describe the events that would cause the applicable statute to run)
occurred before (insert the appropriate date).

This instruction is of limited utility in a construction defect case because it addresses only one cause of action
(breach of contract). Moreover, it is not designed to address the issues raised by the real property improvement
statute of limitations and related case law interpreting that statute. Furthermore, in the Notes on Use to Instruction
30:24, the authors caution, “If an event is claimed to have occurred that would toll the applicable statute and the
facts are disputed, this instruction should be appropriately modified.”67
The Appendix to this Part II contains examples of jury instructions crafted by the authors that deal with the varied
factual determinations a jury may be required to make in resolving a statute of limitations defense in a typical
construction defect case. In analyzing what jury instructions may be needed to address a statute of limitations
defense in a construction defect case, the following questions should be considered:
1. What is the nature of the claim (negligent construction, negligent repair, breach of implied
warranty of good and workmanlike construction, breach of express warranty of repair, violation of
the Colorado Consumer Protection Act, violation of the Colorado Soils Disclosure Statute, intentional
misrepresentation, or negligent misrepresentation)?

2. Against whom is the claim being asserted (the original builder-vendor, one of the builder-vendor’s
engineers, one of the builder-vendor’s non-engineering subcontractors, or a product supplier)?

3. Were any assurances or promises made that repairs would be made? If so, by whom and when?
Can the promise or assurance properly be imputed to other defendants?

4. Were repairs made? If so, were they done improperly? Were the repairs done as specified, yet were
they still inadequate to remedy the problem?

5. If the promised repairs were not made, at what point should the homeowner have realized that the
builder-vendor was not going to follow through on making the promised repairs?

6. When did a particular condition in the home reach a level constituting the manifestation of a
“defect”?

7. When did the homeowner know, or when should he or she reasonably have known, of: (1) the
manifestation of the particular defect; and (2) the cause of the particular manifested defect?

8. Was any particular condition that was observed early in time, and that constituted the manifestation
of a particular defect, a manifestation of the same condition that precipitated the filing of the lawsuit
and that is the subject of the complaint?

9. When did the homeowner know, or when should he or she reasonably have known: (1) whether
any representations communicated to him or her by the builder-vendor were false; and (2) that
adverse material facts relating to the construction of the home were not properly disclosed?

For each of these questions where the issue is not disposed of as a matter of law by the court either on summary
judgment or directed verdict, an instruction must be crafted so that the jury may consider and decide the factual
disputes the questions raise that are relevant to the construction professional’s statute of limitations defense.
Whether special interrogatories are necessary is a matter directed to the trial court’s discretion. The simpler
approach may be to instruct the jury that certain claims in their entirety, or certain damages, are barred if all
elements of the limitations defense are proven as to that claim or specified damages.
Great care should be taken to ensure that the instructions provide that only those claims or damages properly the
subject of the statute of limitations defense are barred. The California case of Winston Square Homeowners’
Association v. Centex West, Inc.68 involved multiple, distinct, construction defects within a single project. The
case dealt with construction activities that occurred at different times and were performed by different
subcontractors. The California Court of Appeals held that separate areas of damage resulting from construction
defects gave rise to separate claims. Thus, repairs of structural defects did not toll the statute of limitations as to
drainage problems.
In Colorado, the mere presence of expansive soils beneath a home does not, alone, constitute either a “defect”69 or
notice of a patent problem to a prospective purchaser.70 Instead, an alleged “defect” typically involves: (1) an
inadequately designed or constructed construction element (such as improperly installed piers); or (2) the failure
to employ a recommended mitigation measure (such as a perimeter drain), usually coupled with some quantum of
resulting damage.
Thus, for example, limitation issues may arise when a crack appears in drywall. The cause of that particular crack
may involve a construction error, which arguably relates to a crack in some other wall that manifested itself three
years earlier. Under *73 such circumstances, defense counsel might broadly urge that all the claims involve the
“same” construction “defect”: a failure to properly construct the home to adequately mitigate the effects of
expansive soils. Therefore, according to the defense, if suit was not timely commenced with regard to the earliest
crack, the entire suit would be barred by the statute of limitations.
Conversely, plaintiff’s counsel might urge that the two cracks involve discrete or unrelated defects, with separate
consequences flowing from each such defect (for example, a crack in a basement foundation wall is logically
distinct from a crack in the kitchen drywall, as each arguably involves the failure of a different component of the
home). Thus, plaintiff’s counsel may narrowly argue that a jury may properly isolate the manifestation of the
particular “defects” that are the subject of the lawsuit from earlier “defects” that may be barred by the statute of
limitations, without affecting the plaintiff’s damages claims.

Because a defendant bears the burden of proving a statute of limitations defense, Colorado courts hold the
defendant strictly to its burden of proof, which makes sense, given the safe harbor ultimately afforded by
Colorado’s statute of repose.71 Thus, property owners were provided with a favorable construction of the statute of
limitations in Wildridge Venture v. Ranco Roofing, Inc.72
In Wildridge, the Colorado Court of Appeals held that where the condition of an improvement to real property
may be the result of several causes occurring at different points in time, the defendant must establish that the
cause underlying the plaintiff’s wrongful construction claim created the manifestation of the defect on which the
defendant seeks to apply the statute of limitations.73 The Wildridge court found that material fact questions
precluding summary judgment existed as to whether the property owner’s discovery of similar problems and
knowledge of one defect should have led to an investigation into and the discovery of other defects.
Conclusion
After selecting and applying the appropriate statute of limitations to a claim asserted against a particular defendant
in a construction defect case, it also is necessary to evaluate whether facts are present implicating tolling or
estoppel doctrines. Application of these doctrines may arise under statute or the common law. If applicable,
counsel will need to assess the effect of such tolling period or estoppel, and whether application of the particular
doctrine to the facts and its resolution is an issue of law for the court, an issue of fact for the jury to decide, or a
mixture of the two.
Adequate pattern jury instructions addressing these tolling and estoppel doctrines are not presently available.
Thus, court and counsel face serious challenges in crafting understandable instructions in light of the varying and
often complicated fact patterns present in construction defect cases. Sample jury instructions addressing some of
these issues are included in the Appendix to this Part II. In addition, counsel must determine whether application
of the specific statute of limitations applicable to the claim is constitutional. The recent BilDen Homes, Inc.
decision may have effectively resolved most of these constitutional concerns.
*76 Appendix: Sample Jury Instructions
The authors drafted the following sample jury instructions as a start for others to tailor and improve on,
according to the circumstances of their own cases. Sample Instructions Nos. 2 and 3 include an effort to explain
to the jury the effect of a defendant’s repairs on statutes of limitations other than CRS § 13-80-104.
Sample Instruction No. 1
Defendants assert the statute of limitations as an affirmative defense to Plaintiff’s negligent construction claim.
Plaintiff asserts that this statute of limitations was extended due to Defendants’ conduct and statements. If a
Defendant proves its affirmative defense of the statute of limitations as to a particular defect that is the subject of
this claim, that Defendant is not legally responsible to Plaintiff for that defect unless you find that the Defendant’s
statute of limitations defense is barred due to its conduct and statements as more fully described below.
A Defendant is not legally responsible to Plaintiff on its negligent construction claim as to a particular defect if
that Defendant proves Plaintiff discovered or, in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered, the
manifestation of the defect and its cause two years or more before [date suit filed]. If you find that the affirmative
defense of the statute of limitations has been proved as to a particular defect, you must consider Plaintiff’s claim
that this affirmative defense is barred as to the Defendant asserting this defense.
A Defendant’s statute of limitations defense is barred as to a particular defect if:

(1) Plaintiff proves that the Defendant made repairs to the defect accompanied by an express or implied
representation to Plaintiff that those repairs would remedy the defect and Plaintiff relied on this express or implied
representation in not filing suit; and
(2) The Defendant fails to prove that Plaintiff discovered, or should have discovered in the exercise of reasonable
diligence, two years or more before [date suit filed], the renewed manifestation of the defect and its cause after
the Defendant’s repair of the defect failed.
Sample Instruction No. 2
Defendants assert the statute of limitations as an affirmative defense to Plaintiff’s negligent misrepresentation
claim, which claim includes Plaintiff’s claim of negligent nondisclosure. Plaintiff asserts that this statute of
limitations was extended due to Defendants’ conduct and statements. If a particular Defendant proves its
affirmative defense of the statute of limitations as to a particular misrepresentation, that Defendant is not legally
responsible to Plaintiff for that misrepresentation unless you find that Defendant’s statute of limitations defense is
barred due to its conduct and statements as more fully described below.
A Defendant is not legally responsible to Plaintiff as to a particular misrepresentation if that Defendant proves
Plaintiff knew or should have known by the exercise of reasonable diligence of the Defendant’s misrepresentation
three years or more before [date suit filed]. If you find that the affirmative defense of the statute of limitations has
been proved, you must consider Plaintiff’s claim that this affirmative defense is barred as to the Defendant
asserting this defense.
A Defendant’s statute of limitations defense is barred as to a particular misrepresentation if:
(1) Plaintiff proves that the Defendant made repairs to a defect that is the subject of the misrepresentation
accompanied by an express or implied representation to Plaintiff that those repairs would remedy the defect and
Plaintiff relied on this express or implied representation in not filing suit; and
(2) The Defendant fails to prove that Plaintiff discovered, or should have discovered in the exercise of reasonable
diligence, three years or more before [date suit filed], the renewed manifestation of the defect that was the subject
of the misrepresentation, and the defect’s cause, after the Defendant’s repair of the defect failed.

Sample Instruction No. 3
Defendants assert the statute of limitations as an affirmative defense to Plaintiff’s Colorado Consumer Protection
Act (“CCPA”) claim. Plaintiff asserts that this statute of limitations was extended due to the Defendants’ conduct
and statements. If a particular Defendant proves its affirmative defense of the statute of limitations as to a
particular CCPA violation, that Defendant is not legally responsible to Plaintiff for that violation unless you find
that the Defendant’s statute of limitations defense is barred due to its conduct and statements as more fully
described below in paragraphs (A) or (B).
A Defendant is not legally responsible to Plaintiff as to a particular CCPA violation if that Defendant proves
Plaintiff discovered or, in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered, the CCPA violation three
years or more before [date suit filed]. If you find that the false, misleading, or deceptive act or practice that
constitutes a CCPA violation consisted of a series of acts or practices, then the date Plaintiff discovered or, in the
exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered, the Defendant’s CCPA violation does not begin to run
until the last of the series of acts or practices.

If you find that the affirmative defense of the statute of limitations has been proved, you must consider Plaintiff’s
claim that this affirmative defense is barred. A Defendant’s statute of limitations defense is barred as to a
particular CCPA violation if either (A) or (B) is proven:
(A) (1) Plaintiff proves that the Defendant made repairs to a defect that is the subject of the CCPA violation,
accompanied by an express or implied representation to Plaintiff that those repairs would remedy the defect, and
Plaintiff relied on this express or implied representation in not filing suit; and (2) The Defendant fails to prove
that Plaintiff discovered, or should have discovered in the exercise of reasonable diligence, three years or more
before [date suit filed], the renewed manifestation of the defect that was the subject of the CCPA violation, and
the defect’s cause, after the Defendant’s repair of the defect failed.
(B) (1) Plaintiff proves that its failure to timely file suit for the CCPA violation was caused by the Defendant
engaging in conduct calculated to induce Plaintiff to refrain from or postpone the filing of suit; and (2) The
Defendant fails to prove that Plaintiff discovered or in the exercise of reasonable diligence should have discovered
the Defendant’s CCPA violation four years or more before [date suit filed].
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