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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appeds as of right from an order granting partid summary disposition to defendant,
pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). Summary disposition was based on the trid judge’ s determination that
the one-year-back rule of the no-fault act, MCL 500.3145(1); MSA 24.13145(1), barred plaintiff’s
reimbursement for replacement services, attendant care expenses and medical mileage incurred from the
date of her accident, December 22, 1977, to one year prior to the filing of her lawsuit, February 22,
1993. We affirm.

A trid court’s grant or denid of a motion for summary dispodtion is reviewed de novo.
Carlyon v Mutual of Omaha Ins Co, 220 Mich App 444, 446; 559 NW2d 407 (1996). When
reviewing a motion for summary dispostion brought pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10), this Court will
consder dl documentary evidence in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party in order to
determine whether there is a genuine issue with respect to any materid fact that requires atrid. Quinto
v Cross & Peters Co, 451 Mich 358, 362; 547 NW2d 314 (1996).

Faintiff argues that the trid court ered in holding that the one-year-back rule was not tolled
based on Welton v Carriers Ins Co, 421 Mich 571; 365 NwW2d 170 (1984), and Lewis v DAIIE,
426 Mich 93; 393 NW2d 167 (1986). Together, these cases hold that the one-year-back ruleistolled
from the time that an insured files a specific dam for benefits until the insurer denies the clam. Lewis,
supra at 101; Welton, supra at 578. While plaintiff does not dispute that she failed to file a clam for
benefits, she notes that defendant was on notice of her accident and her pargplegic injury. Based on



Johnson v Sate Farm Mutual Automobile Ins Co, 183 Mich App 752; 455 NW2d 420 (1990),
plantiff argues that defendant therefore had a duty to advise her of her entittement to benefits for
replacement services, atendant care and medicd mileage, and that the one-year-back rule was tolled
given defendant’ s failure to so advise her.

The Michigan no-fault insurance statute bars recovery of benefits for losses incurred more than
one year preceding the commencement of an action to recover those benefits. MCL 500.3145(1);
MSA 24.13145(1); Welton, supra a 576. However, this one-year-back rule is tolled from the date
that an insured makes a specific dam for benefits until the date that the insurer formaly denies liability.
Lewis, supra at 101.

Notice of an injury that Ssmply informs the insurer of the name and address of the claimant and
the time, place, and nature of an injury cannot serve as the specific claim that triggers tolling because it
does not inform the insurer of the expenses incurred, whether the expenses were covered losses, and
whether the clamant would fileadam. Welton, supra a 579. Moreover, tolling of the one-year-back
ruleis only proper when the insured has sought reimbursement with reasonable diligence. Lewis, supra
at 102.

Faintiff rdies on Johnson, supra, as authority for her clam of tolling. However the facts and
circumstances of that decison diginguish it. It involved one insurer with two policies covering the
decedent. While the decedent’s wife claimed coverage under a motorcycle policy, she made no
specific demand for no-fault survivor’s loss under a separate policy covering an automobile until shortly
before she began her action againg the insurance company in circuit court. 1d. at 754-755. This Court
ruled that the plaintiff’s notice of injury with respect to the motorcycle policy congtituted sufficient notice
of aclam for these benefits. 1d. at 758-761. However, notice of the death was the only information
the insurer needed to conclude that the plaintiff had an entitlement to the benefit, and this benefit, based
primarily on wage loss, can generally be caculated easlly. MCL 500.3108(1); MSA 24.13108(1). In
contragt, the expenses for which plaintiff is seeking reimbursement, except for the replacement services
figure, which is st at afixed amount when such services are needed, are subject to flux in relation to the
levd of attendant care needed by plaintiff and the distance she would have to trave to get this care,
which would vary over time. Furthermore, the plaintiff in Johnson, waited approximately only two and
one-hdf years to file auit, id. a 755, while in the ingtant case, plaintiff did not seek these benefits for
over sixteen years.

The trid court did not err when it ruled that Welton and Lewis were binding, and that Johnson
did not control the outcome of this case. Plaintiff’s gpplication for benefits was not sufficient to act asa
triggering event for talling purposes. Further, plantiff did not pursue rembursement of her replacement
sarvices, atendant care and medical mileage expenses in areasonably diligent manner. Plaintiff’s claims
for expenses incurred prior to February 22, 1993, are therefore barred by the one-year-back rule.

Affirmed.
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