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May 8, 2017

Via first class mail and email
Thomson Reuters

Attn: Rebecca Matzek
Copyright Services

610 Opperman Drive

Eagan, MN 55123

Re:  Second Request for Reconsideration for Refusal to Register Michig: Appeals
Reports; Correspondence ID: 1-1USAPPQ

Dear Ms. Matzek:

The Review Board of the United States Copyright Office (“Board™) has insidered your
second request for reconsideration of the Registration Program’s refusal to regi: r a text claim
in the work titled “Michigan Appeals Reports (Volume 307)” (“Work™). After viewing the
application, deposit copy, and relevant correspondence, along with the argumen_. in the second
request for reconsideration, the Board finds that the Work exhibits copyrightabl uthorship and
thus may be registered.

The Work is a single-volume work containing the decisions of all the cases decided in the
Michigan Court of Appeals from September 25, 2014 to November 6, 2014. The Work includes
editorial enhancements, including analyses, summaries, and headnotes for each se. A
reproduction of two samples from the Work is included as Appendix A. The Bc--d’s finding is
based on the “minimal degree of creativity” required by the U.S. Supreme Cowm n Feist Publ ns,
Inc. v. Rural Tel. Serv. Co., 499 U.S. 340, 345 (1991). The combination of thes :ditorial
enhancements meets the creativity threshold articulated in Feist. See also Calla 1an v. Myers,
128 U.S. 617 (1888) (finding annotations in a legal reporter copyrightable by th sublisher);
Code Revision Comm 'n et al. v. Public. Resource.Org, Inc., 2017 WL 1228539, ' Civ. 2594
(N.D. Ga. March 23, 2017).

For the reasons stated herein, the Review Board of the T1nited Qtatas Maneright Office
reverses the refusal to register the copyright claim in the W Board’s
decision will be referred to the Office’s registration Prograi n for the Work
can be registered.

BY:

CoEyright Office Re ‘ew Board
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