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On order of the Court, notice of the proposed changes and an opportunity for 
comment in writing and at a public hearing having been provided, and consideration having 
been given to the comments received, the following amendment of Rule 6.201 of the 
Michigan Court Rules is adopted, effective May 1, 2026. 

 
[Additions to the text are indicated in underlining and 

deleted text is shown by strikeover.] 
 
Rule 6.201 Discovery 
 
(A) [Unchanged.] 
 
(B) Discovery of Information Known to the Prosecuting Attorney.  Upon request, the 

prosecuting attorney must provide each defendant: 
 

(1) [Unchanged.] 
 

(2) any police report and interrogation records concerning the case, except so 
much of a report as:    

 
(a) concerns a continuing investigation; 

 
(b) contains a social security number, driver’s license number or state-

issued personal identification card number, passport number, or 
financial account number, which may be redacted; 

 
(c) contains information otherwise protected under MCR 6.201, which 

may be redacted. 
 

(3)-(5) [Unchanged.] 
 

(C)-(K) [Unchanged.]



 
 

I, Elizabeth Kingston-Miller, Clerk of the Michigan Supreme Court, certify that the 
foregoing is a true and complete copy of the order entered at the direction of the Court. 

 
                                                                                         

  
 
 

January 21, 2026 
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Clerk 

Staff Comment (ADM File No. 2021-29): The amendment of MCR 6.201(B)(2) 
requires, before providing a police report or interrogation record to the defendant, redaction 
of certain information and information subject to a protective order under the rule. 

 
The staff comment is not an authoritative construction by the Court. In addition, 

adoption of a new rule or amendment in no way reflects a substantive determination by this 
Court. 


