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PER CURIAM.

Paintiff appeds as of right from the trid court’s order dismissing her medica malpractice action
on the ground that plaintiff falled to bring action within the gpplicable period of limitations. MCR
2.116(C)(7). We affirm. This caseis being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(E).

Paintiff arguesthat the trid court erroneoudy determined that she failed to commence her cause
of action within sx months of the discovery of her claim againg Dr. Drayer. We disagree. Generdly a
party aleging medicd mapractice must commence action within two years of when the clam accrued,
or within sx months of when the clam was, or should have been, discovered. Solowy v Oakwood
Hospital Corp, 454 Mich 214, 219; 561 NW2d 843 (1997), citing MCL 600.5805(4); MSA
27A.5805(4); MCL 600.5838; MSA 27A.5838. A medical malpractice claim accrues “a the time of
the act or omission that is the basis for the claim of medica mdpractice, regardless of the time the
plaintiff discovers or otherwise has knowledge of the clam.” MCL 600.58384(1); MSA
27A.5838(1)(1). The six-month discovery rule provides that a medical mapractice clam initiated
outsde the norma period of limitations may nonetheess proceed if commenced “within 6 months after



the plaintiff discovers or should have discovered the existence of the claim, whichever is later.” MCL
600.5838a(2); MSA 27A.5838(1)(2). A party aleging medica mapracticeis deemed to be aware of
the possible cause of action when, upon an objective assessment of the facts, the party has become
aware of the injury and its possible cause. Solowy, supra at 222-223; Shawl v Dhital, 209 Mich App
321, 325; 529 Nw2d 661 (1995).

Accepting plaintiff’s well-pleaded dlegations as true, and considering the documentation thet
Drayer submitted, Shawl, supra at 323-324, we conclude that plaintiff should have discovered her
possible cause of action againgt Drayer no later than May 28, 1993. Plaintiff was aware of her injury as
of her post-operative office vist with Drayer on May 26, 1993, & which time plaintiff’s arm was nearly
rigid and Drayer expressed concern about the arm and that his ingtructions had not been followed. By
May 28, 1993, plantiff further understood that Drayer performed the surgery, that Drayer prepared
written ingtructions concerning her post-operative care but failed persondly to take any action to ensure
that defendant received these indructions, that Drayer delegated the duty of providing post-operative
ingructions to Dr. McCardd and hospitd personnel, and that plaintiff in fact received erroneous
indructions that caused her arm to hed improperly. In light of these facts, plaintiff should have been
aware of the possible causal connection between her injury and Drayer’ s failure persondly to deliver, or
otherwise ensure that plaintiff would receive, his ingructions for her post-operative care. Accordingly,
as of May 28, 1993, plaintiff was aware of both her injury and the possible causa connection between
that injury Drayer's acts or omissons. Because Plaintiff waited more than six months after this date to
file suit, the trid court properly found her clam time barred.

Assuming, without deciding, that that the trid court erroneoudy refused to congder plaintiff's
affidavit, the error was harmless. Plaintiff’s actud knowledge is irrdlevant to a determination of when
the discovery period commenced in this case. Solowy, supra at 222. Instead, the dispositive question
is when plaintiff should have known of a possible cause of action againgt Drayer. 1d.; Shawl, supra at
325. The facts as dleged in plantiff’s complaint indicate that plaintiff should have known of the
existence of a possible cause of action as of May 28, 1993. Because plaintiff commenced action only
on November 16, 1996, the action was time barred.

Affirmed.
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