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Haintiff Gerdd Samud Y eter appedss of right from the judgment awarding him damages againgt
defendant Knights of S. Casmir Aid Society. We affirm.

Between August 1976 and July 1992, plaintiff made eeven interet-free loans to the Society
totaing $59,500. During this period the Society made payments totaing $26,350.

On February 15, 1995, plaintiff filed suit to collect the unpaid baance of $33,600. Paintiff
moved for summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(9) and (10). In response, the Society
argued both that the loans had been persona to Stanley Walsh, its president, and that plaintiff’s clams
were barred by the sx-year gtatute of limitations on contract actions. MCL 600.5807(8); MSA
27A.5807(8). After finding that each loan was a separate transaction, the trial court granted partia
summary dispostion in favor of plaintiff for adl loans made on or after February 14, 1989, and partid
summary disposition to the Society for al loans made prior to that date. Subsequently, the trial court
entered judgment in favor of plaintiff in the amount of $18,000, plus interest and codts for a total of
$20,995.56.



This Court reviews a trid court's ruling on a motion for summary digpostion de novo.
Harrison v Olde Financial Corp, 225 Mich App 601, 605; 572 NW2d 679 (1997).

Paintiff argues that a payment made by the Society on August 8, 1989, was a new promise to
pay aloan made on December 14, 1988. The statute of limitations began anew on the date of payment;
therefore, the suit filed on February 14, 1995, was timely as to that loan as well as to those made on or
after February 14, 1989. Bonga v Bloomer, 14 Mich App 315; 165 NwW2d 487 (1968).

We disagree. Plaintiff does not contest the trid court’s finding that each loan was a separate
transaction. A partid payment made on a debt after the debt matures serves to revive the gatute of
limitations. A new cause of action accrues on the date of payment. Bonga; Alpena Friend of the
Court ex rel Paul v Durecki, 195 Mich App 635; 491 NW2d 864 (1992). However, in order for the
datute of limitations to be revived in such a way, the partid payment must be accompanied by a
recognition of the entire debt and an indication of an intention to pay same. Bonga, supra, 14 Mich
App a 319. The record does not indicate that the Society made any such indication when it made the
payment on August 8, 1989.

Affirmed.
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