It would be a massive shock.
Gellis 17 – Intellectual Property and Technology Attorney, J.D. from Boston University School of Law.
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Courts have repeatedly held that increasing public access to information constitutes a public benefit. In Time Inc. v. Bernard Geis Assocs., a district court held that reproducing stills from a historically important video was for the public benefit because there is a societal interest in the people having the “fullest information available.” 293 F. Supp. 130, 146 (S.D.N.Y. 1968); see also Online Policy Grp. v. Diebold, Inc., 337 F. Supp. 2d 1195, 1203 (N.D. Cal. 2004) (publishing corporate emails about voting machines was in the public interest). Meanwhile in Sony, the Supreme Court found that the ability to record television programs benefitted the public because it extended access to television. 464 U.S. at 454. Similarly, because Public Resource’s activities expand the public’s access to the laws that govern them, it has also created a public benefit. That, combined with the fact that Public Resource is a non-profit organization and its activities are non-commercial, supports a finding that the first fair use factor weighs strongly in its favor.4
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