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By order of March 23, 2020, the prosecuting attorney was directed to answer the 
motion for reconsideration of this Court’s January 24, 2020 opinion.  On order of the 
Court, the answer having been received, the motion is again considered, and it is 
GRANTED.  In light of the prosecutor’s concession on reconsideration, the next to last 
paragraph of the Court’s opinion is amended to read as follows: 

 
 We reverse the Court of Appeals’ holdings that defendant was not 
entitled to his requested self-defense instruction and that Carr’s testimony 
was irrelevant.  We remand this case to the Court of Appeals to address 
whether the trial court’s erroneous denial of defendant’s requested self-
defense instruction was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt.  See People v 
Anderson (After Remand), 446 Mich 392 (1994); People v Carines, 460 
Mich 750 (1999).  The Court of Appeals shall also address whether Carr’s 
investigative-subpoena testimony was admissible under MRE 804(b)(1) 
and whether Clay’s statement to the victim was admissible either as an 
excited utterance under MRE 803(2) or because it was not hearsay under 
MRE 801(c).  If the panel concludes that the evidence was admissible, it 
shall consider whether exclusion of Carr’s testimony was harmless or 
whether it is more probable than not that the error was outcome-
determinative.  People v Lukity, 460 Mich 484, 495-496 (1999).    

    


