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SUMMARY

The Tennessee Supreme Court held that determining the applicable statute of limitations requires
identifying the gravamen of each claim, considering both its legal basis and the injury for which
damages are sought. It concluded that the plaintiff’s claim concerning the omitted access-strip
reservation was principally for breach of contract and therefore subject to Tennessee’s six-year
limitations period for contract actions, rather than the three-year period for injuries to real property.
The court reversed the Court of Appeals and remanded for consideration of the defendants’ remaining
appellate issues.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What analysis should a court use to determine the applicable statute of limitations when a complaint
alleges multiple claims?

2. Whether Benz-Elliott's prevailing claim was governed by Tennessee's three-year statute of limitations
for injuries to personal or real property or its six-year statute of limitations for contracts not otherwise
expressly provided for.

HOLDINGS

1. When a complaint alleges more than one claim, a court must identify the gravamen of each claim
separately rather than determine a single gravamen for the complaint as a whole. The court must
consider both the legal basis of the claim and the type of injury for which damages are sought.

2. Benz-Elliott's claim was governed by the six-year statute of limitations for actions on contracts not
otherwise expressly provided for, Tenn. Code Ann. § 28-3-109(a)(3), not the three-year statute of
limitations for injuries to personal or real property.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that a court must identify the gravamen of each claim alleged to determine the applicable statute of
limitations.” (-1)

“When utilizing this approach, a court must first consider the legal basis of the claim and then consider the
type of injuries for which damages are sought.” (-15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brenda Benz-Elliott contracted to sell Barrett Enterprises more than five acres of Rutherford County property
while retaining ownership of a sixty-foot-wide strip along Interstate 24 for an access road to her remaining
property. The parties' contract stated that its covenants would survive closing, but the warranty deed omitted the
required reservation. After the contemplated access route was not built, Benz-Elliott sued and obtained a
$650,000 breach-of-contract damages award based on diminution in value of her remaining property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Benz-Elliott sued Barrett Enterprises and Ronnie Barrett for breach of contract, intentional misrepresentation,
and negligent misrepresentation after the warranty deed failed to reserve a sixty-foot access strip required by the
sale contract. The trial court dismissed the misrepresentation claims, found for Benz-Elliott on breach of
contract, and awarded $650,000 in damages. The Court of Appeals held that the claim was governed by the
three-year statute of limitations for injuries to real property and did not reach the defendants' other appellate
issues. The Tennessee Supreme Court reversed and remanded for resolution of those remaining issues.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the Tennessee Court of Appeals for resolution of the other issues the defendants raised on appeal,
including waiver or estoppel, laches, agency, damages, and discretionary costs.
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