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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff gppeals as of right an order of the circuit court granting parti summary disposition to
defendant pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8) on this medical ma practice action.

This Court reviews de novo a lower court’s ruling on a motion for summary dispostion.
Borman v State Farm Fire & Casualty Co, 198 Mich App 675,678; 449 NW2d 419 (1993), aff’d
444 Mich 935 (1994).

The undisputed facts of this case reved that plaintiffS claim of medical mapractice accrued on
June 9, 1992, the date that plaintiff Veronica Woolridge gave birth to her son, Adarrius. The two-year
dtatute of limitations, as provided in MCL 600.5805(4); MSA 27A.5805(4), expired on June 9, 1994.
Paintiffs sent out ther mandatory letter of intent to file a medicd mapractice clam, per MCL
600.2912b; MSA 27A.2912(2), on November 30, 1993. Therefore, when the 182-day period under
§2912b expired on May 31, 1994, plaintiffs il had nine daysin which to file their complaint under the

* Circuit judge, Sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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generd two-year atutory period. On gpped, plantiffs contend that dthough the two-year statute of
limitations for a medicad malpractice action under MCL 600.5805(4); MSA 27A.58505(4) had
expired, the doctrine of equitable tolling should dlow their clam to be heard. We disagree.

This Court has recently held that “as a generd rule, a limitation period is tolled only by a
subgtantive redriction on the plantiff’s ability to bring an action in a timey manner, not by mere
procedurd or technicd irregularities whose correction is within the control of the plaintiff. Turner v
Mercy Hosps & Health Servs of Detroit, 210 Mich App 345, 349-350; 533 NW2d 365 (1995).
Further, when the language of a datute is clear and unambiguous, no judicia interpretation is warranted.
Witherspoon v Guilford, 203 Mich App 240, 247; 511 NW2d 720 (1994). We find here that a
sraightforward reading of the language of both MCL 600.5805(4); MSA 27A.58505(4) and MCL
600.2912b; MSA 27A.2912(2) reveds tha the Michigan Legidature provided a precise formula for
computing when the 85805(4) generd Statute of limitations period should be tolled, in language upon
which reasonable minds could not differ. Plantiffs failed to comply with the statutory provisions.*

Faintiffs further reliance on federd law to establish equitable tolling dso fails, as federd courts
use the doctrine only sparingly, and rarely in cases where, as here, the clamant hes failed to exercise
due diligence in presarving his legd rights. Irwin v Dep’t of Veterans Affairs, 498 US 89; 111 S Ct
453; 112 L Ed 2d 435 (1990).

Affirmed.
/s Mark J. Cavanagh
/9 William B. Murphy
/9 CharlesW. Simon, Jr.

! This case is completely distinguishable from Morrison v Dickinson, 217 Mich App 308; _ Nw2d
_ (2996).



