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Although plaintiff framed her filing as a complaint for a writ of mandamus and 
superintending control, it is properly considered solely as a complaint for superintending control.  See 
MCR 3.302(C) (“A superintending control order replaces . . . the writ of mandamus when directed to a 
lower court[.]”); see also People v Johnson, 345 Mich App 51, 59; 3 NW3d 846 (2022) (interpreting an 
improperly labeled complaint for mandamus as an action for superintending control).  So considered, the 
complaint for superintending control is DENIED.  The motion for peremptory relief is also DENIED. 
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