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PER CURIAM.

Defendants appedl as of right the trid court order entering judgment in favor of plaintiff in this
action under the subdivision control act, MCL 560.101 et seq.; MSA 26.430(101) et seq. We afirm.

Defendants first argue that the trid court erred in denying their motion to adjourn the date of the
hearing required under MCL 560.226(1); MSA 26.430(226)(1). A trid court’s decison whether to
grant or deny a motion for a continuance is reviewed for an abuse of discretion. City of Lansing v
Hartsuff, 213 Mich App 338, 350; 539 NW2d 781 (1995). A motion for adjournment must be based
on good cause, and a court, in its discretion, may grant an adjournment to promote the cause of justice.
Soumis v Soumis, 218 Mich App 27, 32; 553 NW2d 619 (1996).

After reviewing the record, we cannot conclude that the trid court abused its discretion in
denying defendants request for a continuance.” The parties had eight months notice that their presence
was required on April 15, 1997.> Defendants have not challenged the tria court’s finding thet “[tlhey
have shown no reasonable excuse and in some instances, no reason whatsoever, for their non
appearance.”



Moreover, defendants have failed to articulate how they were prgudiced by the court’s refusal
to adjourn the hearing. Although defendants reiterate that the purpose of the hearing was to alow
interested property owners the opportunity to raise reasonable objections to the vacation, defendants
have not identified what objections they would have made. Furthermore, no defendant ever claimed
more than an easement in the subject property, and the fina judgment granted an easement to dl the
property ownersin the plat.

Defendant Andrew Richner argues that the tria court erred in refusing his request for a
continuance because he was a member of the Michigan Legidature, and the Legidature was in sesson
on the hearing date. On apped, defendant Richner relies on MCL 600.1419(1); MSA 27A.1419(1),
which provides that a court must adjourn a civil action when it knows that a party is a member of the
Michigan Legidature and the Legidaure isin sesson. However, defendant Richner failed to inform the
trid court at any stage of the proceedings below that he was gtatutorily entitled to an adjournment. A
request that must be honored if timely made need nat, in every ingtance, be honored if made at a later
dtage of the proceedings. InreOsborne,  Mich__,  ;  NW2d___ (Docket No. 112824,
issued 3/9/99), dip op pll. In the absence of any showing of prgudice to defendant Richner, we
conclude that reversal is not required.

Defendants next argue that the triad court erred in holding that the joinder of al property owners
within 300 feet of the dley was an issue of persond jurisdiction, rather than an eement of plantiff's
clam. Defendants rely on MCL 560.224a; MSA 26.430(224a8). Statutory interpretation is a question
of law thet is reviewed de novo on gpped. Port Huron v Amoco Qil Co, Inc, 229 Mich App 616,
624; 583 NW2d 215 (1998).

MCL 560.224a(1); MSA 26.430(224a)(1) providesin pertinent part:
The plaintiff shdl join as parties defendant each of the following:

(& The owners of record title of each lot or parcel of land included in or located within
300 feet of the lands described in the petition and persons of record claming under
those owners.

Defendants contend that, pursuant to the above provison, plaintiff was required to prove, as an element
of his subgtantive case, that he had joined al such partiesin the action.

We dissgree. There is nothing in the statutory language to indicate that the Legidaure meant
“join” to mean anything different under the subdivison control act than it doesin law generdly. Even if
the Legidature had so intended, the Supreme Court’s rule-making power in matters of practice and
procedure is superior to that of the Legidature. Const 1963, art 6, 8 5; Neal v Oakwood Hosp Corp,
226 Mich App 701, 722; 575 NW2d 68 (1997). Rules of practice set forth in any statute, if not in
conflict with any of the court rules, are effective until superseded by rules adopted by the Supreme
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Court. MCR 1.104; Neal, supra. Thus, plantiff's duty to join necessary parties was controlled by
MCR 2.205, regardless of any conflicting provision in the subdivison control act.

v

Findly, defendants argue that the trid court erred in finding that plaintiff had joined as party
defendants dl those who owned property within 300 feet of the aley, as required by MCL 560.2243;
MSA 26.430(2248). We review atriad court’s findings of fact for clear error. A finding of fact is
clearly erroneous when, athough there is evidence to support it, the reviewing court is left with a definite
and firm conviction that a mistake has been made. Bracco v Michigan Technological Univ, 231
Mich App 578, 585; 588 NW2d 467 (1998).

Defendants firgt argue that the triad court erred in finding that plaintiff had joined Randd Richner,
owner of lot 9. In support of defendants motion for a new trid, Randel Richner submitted an affidavit
denying that she had been served. However, plaintiff submitted an affidavit from a process server who
averred that he had persondly served her. Furthermore, Cedric Richner signed for receipt of service
that had been mailed to Randdl Richner’s address, and three of her family members were dso involved
in this lawsuit.  On this record, we cannot conclude that the trid court’s implicit finding that Randel
Richner was aware of the pending action was clearly erroneous. See MCR 2.105(J)(3); Bunner v
Blow-Rite Insulation Co, 162 Mich App 669, 673-674; 413 NW2d 474 (1987).

Defendants aso note that conflicting testimony was presented below regarding whether Gall
Martin, who was not joined as a defendant, owned property within 300 feet of the dley. Defendants
maintain that the trid court should have held a hearing to resolve the question. We disagree. Plaintiff
submitted an affidavit from James Schwandt, a licensed surveyor, who averred that the distance
between Martin's property and the dley is gpproximatdly 403 feet. While Dewey Goff tedtified that
Martin's property may have been within 300 feet of the dley, he later dated in an affidavit that this
conclusion had been based on the incorrect assumption that the property congtituted the entirety of lots
37 and 38. In the absence of any affirmative evidence that Martin's property was located within 300
feet of the dley, thetrial court was not required to hold a separate hearing to address the issue.

Affirmed.
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! Indeed, the trid court would have been within its rights to issue default judgments against the parties
who defied a court order to appear on April 15, 1997. See Zerillo v Dyksterhouse, 191 Mich App
228, 230; 477 NW2d 117 (1991).

% In March 1997, the trid court decided to hold the hearing on April 15, 1997, which origindly had
been scheduled for a mandatory pretria settlement conference.



