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I. PARTIES AND FACTS – GENERAL BACKGROUND 

John Berman (FEC Ohio, S2OH00394, candidacy withdrawn) files this complaint under 
52 U.S.C. §§ 30101(9)(B)(i), 30118(a), and 30109(a)(1); and is based on information providing 
reason to believe: that Fox News Network, LLC (“Fox”) and JD VANCE FOR SENATE INC. 
(FEC C00783142 “Vance”) and Protect Ohio Values (FEC C00770495) and Ohioans for JD 
(FEC C00783175), and possibly other committees or PACs of which Berman is unaware 
violated “in-kind” contribution laws. Berman sets forth, here, evidence that Vance -- and 
possibly the other committees/PACs supporting his candidacy -- has controlled the distribution 
of at least one of Fox’s news stories.  This control negated and has negated the “media/press 
exemption” that is accorded to those media and press who are independent of a candidate.  
The instance of control, supported by evidence set forth below, was a significant instance.  
But even if the instance were somehow considered “insignificant,” the statute sets forth no 
limitation on the size or scope of “control” of a media entity by a candidate.  One instance of 
control – certainly over a news story containing an apparent 63% discrepancy (overstatement 
of total donation amounts) with the FEC donation disclosure – would cause a reasonable 
person to conclude that Vance had substantial control over Fox.   

 
Such control could, by a reasonable reading of the statute, negate the exemption totally 

and render all media time – such as the abundance of air time on the Tucker Carlson Tonight 
show (whose host was also listed as the second endorser of Vance, as of July 3, 2021    
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=2022_United_States_Senate_election_in_Ohio&diff
=1031677729&oldid=1031677533 ; two days after Vance’s candidacy announcement) and 
other Fox shows – in substantial excess of that given to other candidates (most notably the 
other top contenders, not including Berman, obviously, but that is irrelevant to the analysis of 
media exemption), in violation of the “in-kind” contribution prohibitions.  There may be 
authority of which Berman is unaware that limits the in-kind calculation only to those 
demonstrated instances of control.  There may be other instances of control of Fox by Vance.  
In any event, Berman sets forth evidence concerning the following events, alleged to 
demonstrate substantial control of Fox by Vance.   

II. PARTIES AND FACTS – GENERAL BACKGROUND 

John Berman (S2OH00394) was a candidate for the Republican nomination for US 
Senator, Ohio.  He withdrew from the race before the state filing deadline.   

 
Immediately after he saw the video of George Floyd dying, Berman began his “Midwest 

strategy” “SOLUTIONS” campaign – that has been, and is currently, punctuated with 
Congressional candidacies.  At that moment, Berman realized a principal reason why his life 
had been spared, given the astronomical odds against his surviving his plane crash and then 
the “brutal cold and wind” afterwards, as described by the rescuers, who located him after 
three hours, and whom he returned to thank the following year.  Left an “incomplete 
quadriplegic” by “double-crush” spinal and other orthopedic injuries from the crash, Berman 
can nevertheless walk in his fashion and type on a keyboard with some difficulty.       

 
Berman had previously identified court stupidity, ignorance, and corruption as the root 
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cause of out-of-control police, as well as every major domestic problem facing the US. At the 
time Berman first saw the Floyd video, he was writing objections to a Minneapolis federal 
magistrate’s standard-baloney “Rooker-Feldman doctrine” and handing the magistrate his 
head.  Years before, Berman had identified the Feldman decision as a kludge that, beginning 
with the sloppy language on page 464, absurdly expanded the factual scope of the case from 
final judgments of a state’s (or DC’s) highest court, to judgments of all courts in a state; and 
the Feldman cancer later metastasized further to all “decisions.” (“These provisions make the 
judgments of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, like the judgments of state [HIGH] 
courts, directly reviewable in this Court.” District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 
460 US 462, 464 (1983), adding the missing HIGH to properly confine the case to the facts 
and to the scope of 28 USC §1257.)  Further sloppy language in Feldman and in subsequent 
cases, with little or no actual analysis, led to forty years that have crippled our Bill of Rights.  
Simply put, Feldman (and Rooker) ignored the Civil War and the Fourteenth Amendment, so 
naturally they came up with an absurd result. 

 
Berman has pointed out that 22 years later, the Supreme-Court incompetents had to 

come back to try to correct their awful decision but would not admit that they blew a simple 
language construct that an 8th grader would catch, owing to the lawyer mob’s focus on 
inflated mumbo-jumbo rather than on clarity; instead, they blamed others: “The Court of 
Appeals for the Third Circuit misperceived the narrow ground occupied by Rooker-Feldman” 
(Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Industries Corp., 544 US 280, 284 (2005)).  No, it was the 
incompetence reflected in the Feldman slop-wording that was the actual problem.   

 
Even so, Exxon misstated the principle yet again: ”Rooker-Feldman bars a losing 

party in [THE] state [HIGHEST] court "from seeking what in substance would be appellate 
review of the state [HIGHEST-COURT’s] judgment – with CAP corrections added, properly 
confining it to its actual narrow scope.  The Supreme Court has no jurisdiction to review a 
state trial-court judgment, and no reasonable person would say it does.  (However, 
Feldman’s omission of HIGHEST does make the sentence, absurdly, cover all state courts.) 
If the Supreme Court had meant that it was indirectly reviewing a state trial-court judgment by 
way of the state’s review-court system, then the “geniuses” and masters of language and 
logic could have easily said so.  But Feldman (at 476) also stated: “The [DC] Circuit properly 
acknowledged that the [DC federal trial court] is without authority to review final 
determinations of the [highest non-federal court in DC]. Review of such determinations can 
be obtained only in this [Supreme] Court.” That is a proper statement of the Feldman 
principle: the Supreme Court has jurisdiction to review a judgment from the highest court in a 
state (not from a state trial court); and a federal trial court does not have this jurisdiction (it 
actually does, probably, because 1257 uses the permissive “may,” but it’s not worth arguing 
about). A diagram, which is what an 8th grade algebra class could draw, illustrates this: 
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The important result of the “accurate” Feldman principle is that a federal trial court 
definitely has (green OK) authority to review-and-correct (double-ended arrows) a state trial 
court (and it can also have a state judge arrested and jailed (1880 Virginia, see below). The 
“accurate” Feldman principle is probably wrong because 1257 uses the permissive, “may,” 
but that need not be addressed at this time because the major Feldman error – blocking the 
OK --  must be fixed first.)   

 
So, seventeen-more years of the same destruction ensued, through the present, 

further crippling our Bill of Rights and destroying due process and our property rights.  
Federal district courts threw out (under the false, baloney-Feldman puffed-up “doctrine” lingo) 
legitimate complaints against abominable civil-rights violations by unhinged state judges – left 
to their own devices, unfettered by “the Fourteenth Amendment[’s]  restrictions of State 
power  which Congress is empowered to enforce against State action whether that 
action be executive, legislative, OR JUDICIAL.” (ex parte Virginia, 100 US 339, 346 (1880), 
ignored by Feldman.)  Congress’ enforcement was through the federal courts which 
arrested and tried the Virginia state judge, Coles, and the Supreme Court denied Coles’ 
habeus petition, and he faced trial.  So federal trial courts do indeed have the jurisdiction to 
enforce the Bill of Rights (or Congress’ laws) on state trial-court judges. Had a few Hennepin 
judges done a little time for their corruption and destruction of civil rights, bad cops would not 
have been telegraphed the “all clear” for a knee on the neck.  

 
In spring of 2020, Berman saw an unhinged state judge, in Hennepin County, boldly 

go where no corrupt court dared go before – spontaneously inventing a time-warp machine.  
The corrupt Hennepin phony “judge” (Kevin Burke) dismissed with prejudice Berman’s case 
after Burke’s time-warp invention created (issue and claim) preclusion of 2018 facts by a 
case five-years closed (2013).  Burke pulled-off his glaring corruption act without a show 
cause order to the parties (on why his fantasy time-warp is not physically impossible), further 
underscoring his status as a non-judge bailing out Minneapolis crony-lawyers.  This was the 
first of several astounding precipitating events that caused Berman to petition the Minnesota 
Supreme Court (on April 15, 2020) and identify a “military regime” operating in Hennepin – 
little dictator Burke, with a blank check from Minnesota’s Court of Appeals.  Six weeks later 
Mr. Floyd was dead under the “boot” of that regime.  

 
Four days before Mr. Floyd’s death, not surprising to Berman, Minneapolis federal 
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courts demonstrated their part in the “small circle of Minneapolis friends” protection racket 
that bails out corrupt Hennepin judges bailing out Minneapolis lawyer-pals from civil liability 
and criminal prosecution.  And Feldman, of course, was the prime tool of the mob.  The 
following week, Berman declared his first Congressional candidacies. 

 
Despite Exxon’s “narrow ground” statement (with contradictory wording of expansive 

ground), federal district courts continue to toss willy-nilly completely-legitimate civil rights 
complaints against lower state courts, citing Feldman and still “misperceiving” its “narrow 
ground.”  Additionally notably, Stevens J, dissenting in Lance v. Dennis, 546 US 459, 468 
(2006), wrote that “in Exxon  the Court finally interred the so-called "Rooker-
Feldman doctrine." And today, the Court quite properly disapproves of the District Court's 
resuscitation of a doctrine that has produced nothing but mischief for 23 years.”   

 
But Stevens himself continued to misstate the “accurate” Feldman rule: “the simple 

legal proposition that only this Court may exercise appellate jurisdiction over state-[HIGH] 
court judgments.” Again, the added HIGH properly confines the case to the high-court facts; 
and according the 14th Amendment its function of enforcing the Bill of Rights, including the 
arrest of state judges when necessary.  And to further emphasize the point, the Supreme 
Court does not have “appellate jurisdiction” over a state trial-court judgment (see above 
diagram; there can be no arrow from the Supreme Court to a state trial court); so it is 
nonsense to interpret the language as, “only this Court [has] appellate jurisdiction over state 
[trial-court] judgments” (a nonsensical interpretation).  Again, the Supreme Court has no 
jurisdiction over state trial-court judgments, but federal trial courts do.  The “accurate” 
Feldman principle is the Boolean expression: ~JH  FF , where JH  is a final judgment from 
the highest court in a state or DC, and FF is a permitted Section 1983 filing in federal district 
court to correct a state-judge’s violation of a litigant’s civil rights.  Court opinions/orders that 
state a legal principle can be reduced to similar Booleans and must be for actual substantive-
law objectivity and true due process (see  https://john4midwest.com/Supcar/supcar.html  ), 

 
Owing to lower courts not understanding (“misperceiving” and also not caring) what 

the Supreme Court could not itself perceive -- including its continued totally-flawed wording -- 
that “mischief” has put our civil rights in the junkyard and has ruined and terminated 
countless lives, including Mr. Floyd’s.  The Eighth Circuit’s silence on Berman’s getting in 
their collective face – including: “I have recently quoted Bonnie Raitt quoting Mose Allison: 
‘They don't know the meaning of the word.’  Words (plural) in this case: ‘frivolous’ and 
‘discretion’ are two.  ‘Indisputably meritless legal theory’ are others” -- confirmed that Berman 
was on the right track, handing the Eighth Circuit its collective head; but hearing only silence.  
Judges – the “geniuses” -- have near-infinite power to put someone in his place, certainly 
verbally, who gets in their face like that.  Their silence proved that they have nothing to say 
against a clear demonstration of the flagrant court corruption in Minneapolis.  Berman was 
indeed on the right track. 

     
In addition, the Minneapolis federal magistrate – like so many other stupid and 

ignorant federal and state judges who cannot understand that the “Feldman doctrine” 
negates the 14th Amendment – also believed that a state could yank away at a whim and in 
an instant a so-called “privilege” that was not a right under the Constitution.  In other words, 
government can do whatever it wants, according to Minneapolis judges and the Eighth 
Circuit.  However, Evitts v. Lucey, 469 US 387, 401 (1985) states the obvious: that 
government must always “act” with some (“due”) process and never act instantaneously (or 
approximately so); otherwise there is no process at all.  Applying such continuity concepts is 
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second nature to physical-science students – those whom law schools really want for 
maximum boost to their weak metrics (but whose heads would explode from the illogic and 
inflated baloney-verbiage).  Continuity and discontinuity are two of the keys to understanding 
nature (and mathematical descriptions of nature) -- such as a continuous electrostatic 
potential (or other zero-curl “force field”) for a boundary condition, without which one has 
infinite forces.  But delusional notions such as infinite forces and no bounds to the abuse of 
power come naturally to megalomaniacal judges and lawyers, whose “royal-class” writings 
reflect such disconnects from reality and our Constitution.   

 
Berman’s campaign is thus to end the abomination of the lawyer monopoly (and also 

address other concentrations of power; while making some hard points to the JD-degree 
morons about how others spend their time actually learning and working for a living, rather 
than extorting and embezzling money from “sacred” trust funds) that has created this royal 
class 1  of mathematical/analytical incompetents whose destructive decisions reflect their 
inability to pass a 10th grade math quiz.   The only way to eliminate the word-twisting that has 
crippled our Bill of Rights is a reduction of statute and case law to Boolean terms, in order to 
make an actual “rule of law,” where rules of logic will not abide the destructive contradictions 
that presently abound. 

 
Respondent Fox News is a media entity with nationwide distribution over cable and 

satellite networks. 
 
Respondent JD Vance (FEC C00783142) is a candidate for US Senate, Ohio, who 

won the May 3, 2022 Ohio primary election for Republican nominee for US Senate. 
 
Respondent Protect Ohio Values (FEC C00770495) is designated a “PAC with Non-

Contribution Account - Nonqualified” on the FEC site. 
 
 
Respondent Ohioans for JD (FEC C00783175) is designated a “Committee type: 

PAC” on the FEC site. 
” 
 
 

III. FACTS – SPECIFIC ALLEGATIONS AND EVIDENCE 
1. October 17,2021.  Berman reads Fox’s Oct. 14, 2021 headline stating: “Vance hauls in 

$1.75M.” (https://www.foxnews.com/politics/jd-vance-ohio-senate-campaign-
fundraising  )   The body of the article stated: “Vance’s campaign, sharing 
their fundraising figures first with Fox News on Thursday, noted that they had $1.2 

                                          
1 One need look no further than the federal courts to see the glaring equal protection 
violation of giving lawyers automatic efiling privileges, while others must ask 
permission; and a non-lawyer can never begin a case on efile, while lawyers can.  
Thus, the purported “bastion” of our civil rights thinks nothing of creating an obvious 
equal protection violation.  (And non-lawyers are never given efiling privileges in the 
Supreme Court, which though timeliness is supposedly determined exclusively by 
postmark, there is evidence to the contrary.) 
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million cash on hand as of Oct. 1.”  Berman looks at FEC site under JD VANCE FOR 
SENATE INC. (FEC C00783142) and reads $1,075,994.  (Exh A.)  Berman assumed 
someone made a typo, and he emailed Fox (Exh. A) with the subject line, “News Error: 
Vance raised 1.075Mil, not 1.75Mil.”  

2. After an hour or so, Berman refreshed the online article and saw that it read, “over 
$1 Million” instead of 1.75M. 

3. About a week later, Berman looked again and saw that the headline had been 
changed back to $1.75M.  On 10/25/21, Berman emailed the FEC  (Exh. B) with the 
subject line: “wondering when C000783142 Itemized individual contributions to post” 

4. On 10/25/21, the FEC replied (Exh. B): “Processing for the October Quarterly Report 
filed by JD Vance for Senate (C00783142) has not yet been completed. You can 
view the unprocessed itemized individual contributions as filed by clicking the 
following 
link: https://www.fec.gov/data/receipts/?data_type=efiling&committee_id=C00783142 
” 

5. Berman replied on 10/25/21: “Are you certain you sent the correct link for 
unprocessed C...142?  I see that committee number in the link, but...The 
unprocessed receipts  for C...142 have some identical data to the processed receipts 
for C...175.  The number of lines in 142 is 1864.  The number of lines in 175 is 1691, 
which is not the same, but it's kind of close considering the apparent identical data.  
Maybe there's some mixup?” 

6. On 10/27/21, FEC wrote: “Thank you for contacting the Federal Election 
Commission.  Ohioans for JD (C00783175) is a joint fundraising committee raising 
funds for JD Vance for Senate (C00783142) and Working for Ohio (C00783167), a 
leadership PAC sponsored by JD Vance. Since candidates must itemize individual 
contributions raised through joint fundraisers, identical records are expected.” 

7. Berman had written to Fox on 10/25/21, and was focusing on the detailed 
information about Ohio donors and counties in the itemized donor lists, rather than 
the top line number, which was seemingly impossible to reconcile with that hodge-
podge of data he saw.  In addition, he was comparing the detailed data with the 
detailed claims in the Fox article, which claims seemed squarely-contradicted by the 
data.  Berman later realized that maybe the Vance campaign had itemized for 
themselves the “unitemized donations” and made their statements based on those.  
In other words, the contentions about donations under $50 from nearly all Ohio 
counties could not be verified – if they could be verified at all -- from the public 
record, only from possibly a collected group of “unitemized” donations in Vance’s 
campaign.   

8. Nevertheless, the FEC top-line number of $1.075M could not be squared, in Berman’s view, 
with the information in the Fox article. 

9. On November 7, 2021, Berman emailed Denise Grant of the Courier Newspaper, Findlay, 
Ohio, with the subject line “Hoping to stop by and show you Excel sheets of Vance donation 
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receipts, contradicting their public statements.”. (Exh. C)   

10. On November 8, 2021, Denise Grant replied: “Hello Mr. Berman, Good for you!!!  I would 
suggest that you put your thoughts and findings in the form of a letter to the editor. I would 
not be able to rely on any numbers, unless I compiled them myself - but stay on it!” 
(Exh C)  Ms. Grant’s article (Money flows fast in race for Senate seat; Exh C  
https://thecourier.com/news/349030/money-flows-fast-in-race-for-senate-seat/   )  stated 
the numbers from the FEC website (spending: $229,577; cash balance: $846,417), which 
add to $1,075,994. 

 

Ill. FACTUAL INFERENCES, STATUTES, LEGAL ANALYSIS 

A.  Statute:  FECA's press/media exemption provides that the term 
"expenditure" not include "any news story, commentary, or editorial distributed 
through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper, magazine, or other 
periodical publication, UNLESS such facilities are owned or CONTROLLED by 
any political party, political committee, or candidate." 52 U.S.C. § 30101(9) (B)(i). 

 
 
Analysis:  The capitalized terms emphasize the obvious: that the media 

exemption depends principally on the term, “controlled.”  This is the broader of 
the two terms negating the exemption – the other term: “owned.”  Plainly, some 
legal ownership means some control (OWN CONTROL), but the question here 
is what constitutes control without legal ownership – since presumably Vance’s 
committee and various Vance PACs do not have a legal ownership stake in Fox. 

 
In McConnell v. Federal Election Comm'n, 540 US 93, 121 (2003), similar 

statutory language was discussed: “FECA treat[s] expenditures controlled by 
or coordinated with the candidate as contributions, [but] we were not 
persuaded that independent expenditures posed the same risk of real or 
apparent corruption as coordinated expenditures” (%CONTROL 

 %COORDINATED) APPARENT_CORRUPTION VIOLATION).  Some 
threshold (perhaps expressed as a percentage) of control OR some threshold 
of coordination triggers a violation.  Entity A coordinates with Entity B by 
ceding some percentage of control, since Entity A then does not have 
unilateral “independent” authority to act – and cannot successfully act – 
without coordination with Entity B.   % COORDINATED > 0  %CONTROL > 
0, expresses the most strict standard, which a plain reading of the statute 
permits, but this could lead to absurd results, as follows.) 

 
So, even with some very small degree of coordination, a news entity 

cedes some degree of control.  However, coordinating the date and time of a 
candidate interview would make any such interview an act of control by the 
candidate over the news entity.  That interpretation would create a violation 
with every interview, an absurd result. 

 
But to what extent does coordinating the content of a published news 
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story – particularly one that apparently contradicts the top line number in a 
candidate’s FEC disclosure – constitute coordination that triggers an effective 
contribution of news resources to a candidate?  What if there is no (or below 
some minimum) explanation from the candidate on why there is a 
discrepancy? ( that is, the candidate just phoned it in, and the news entity 
printed it without any independent confirmation;  ZERO_EXPLANATION  
TOPLINE_CONTRADICTION  CONTROL VIOLATION.) If the 
candidate’s explanation for an easily-determined, apparent contradiction does 
not meet some substantive threshold, then that would also mandate the 
conclusion of a violation. 

 
Berman contacted Denise Grant of the Findlay Courier newspaper 

because, “I'm writing you first and, for now, exclusively because your article 
(Money flows fast in race for Senate seat) shows actual FEC data and is not 
a parroting of the Vance campaign release, which strongly appears to have 
false claims.”  (Exh C)     https://thecourier.com/news/349030/money-flows-
fast-in-race-for-senate-seat/    Ms. Grant stated: “I would not be able to rely 
on any numbers, unless I compiled them myself.”  This was a news entity 
stating independence  ZERO_COORDINATION  ZERO_CONTROL. 

 
B. FACT:  As set forth above, within an hour after he sent his email to Fox, 

the headline changed to “over $1 Million.”  However, sometime within the next 
week, the headline changed back to $1.75M. 

 
Factual Inference: Berman submits that a reasonable factual conclusion is 

that whoever changed the Fox headline, after Berman’s email, either: 1) had not 
seen anything from Vance, such as a column of donations, with a summation 
block of approximately $1.75 Million; or 2) had consulted with the Vance 
campaign, after Berman’s email, and confirmed the typo and then corrected it.  
(HEADLINE_CHANGE  (NO_SUMMATION_FROM_VANCE   
VANCE_AGREED_TYPO ). )  These alternative conclusions make sense 
because if the person(s) making the headline change had previously seen a 
column of numbers summing to $1.75 Million, then presumably he or she would 
have rejected Berman’s assertion of a typo and not have made the headline 
change.  A reasonable factual inference (not necessarily true) is that Fox 
had not been given a printed version of the numbers.  If Fox had been given 
a printed version, Fox would have contacted Vance to confirm the apparent 
typo omitting the zero.  It reasonably appears that Vance phoned-in the 
numbers, and Fox printed them; that is, Fox printed Vance’s numbers 
without having been given any documentation. This is not necessarily the 
case, but it appears that way.  Berman submits that the circumstances have the 
appearance of candidate control of a news entity or “apparent corruption.”  
(McConnell v. FEC, above.)  An FEC investigation could discover the facts and 
shed more light on this appearance. 

  
Since Fox reverted the number to $1.75M, a reasonable factual inference 

is that contact was later made between Fox and Vance, and Fox reverted the 
number as a result.  An FEC investigation could reveal the facts of the 
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communications. 

Summary of Factual Conclusions:  Berman does not know how long 
Vance’s disclosure had been on the FEC site before Oct. 17 when Berman 
reviewed them.  The date of the Fox article was Oct. 14.  The article stated: 
“Vance’s campaign, sharing their fundraising figures first with Fox News.”  There 
is no indication of what numbers were shared, whether anything was in writing, 
whether any detailed numbers were given to Fox, or whether Fox checked the 
numbers, by straight addition or any other way.  

 
IV. Authority of FEC to Investigate:   

 
The FEC is authorized to investigate and discover the facts about whether 

Fox made any independent investigation of the numbers; or whether Fox was 
not an independent news operation and was controlled by Vance, perhaps as 
a mouthpiece to release Vance’s numbers to a large audience. 

   
In a 1981 opinion of a New York federal district judge:  
 
“There should be no question that the FEC is authorized by the statute to 
pursue its investigation at least for the limited purpose of determining whether 
the press exemption is applicable. Accordingly it would be appropriate for the 
FEC to investigate whether a press entity charged with a violation is owned 
or controlled by a party or candidate and whether the distribution complained of 
was of the type exempted by the statute. Without conducting such a limited 
investigation the FEC would be unable to determine whether the acts complained 
of fell within the statute's press exemption.” (Reader's Digest Ass'n v. FED. 
ELECTION COM'N, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214 SDNY (1981).) 
 
 

V. LEGAL CONCLUSION:   
 
 
Berman submits that it is necessary and appropriate for the FEC to make 

an investigation into the facts surrounding Fox’s headline change and reversal, 
concerning, “Vance’s campaign, sharing their fundraising figures first with Fox 
News” (see Fox article) in order to ascertain the nature of “control” or 
"coordination that Vance had over Fox.   

 
If the facts show that Fox merely accepted, without documentation from 

Vance, Vance’s assertion that the $1.75 Million was correct – despite the 
apparent conflict with the FEC disclosure – then a reasonable person would 
conclude that Vance had – at least in that instance -- substantial control over 
what Fox prints as “news;” and that Fox is the essential equivalent of an 
unquestioning PR firm or media mouthpiece for Vance, in contrast with an 
independent news operation such as the Findlay Courier newspaper with a real 
reporter like Ms. Grant. 

 
The evidence and facts coming from an FEC investigation would shed 

more light on the headline-correction and its reversal. 
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A controlling relationship – of Vance controlling Fox – should negate the 

media exemption – at a minimum for this instance and maybe other instances -- 
and open a calculation of an in-kind contribution from Fox to Vance (and also 
possibly to the committees/PACs supporting Vance).  That calculation should 
address whatever Fox-media coverage of Vance is excess coverage beyond that 
given to candidates without their own controlled government-licensed, nationwide 
media entity.  

 
Filed May 11, 2022,  
 
 

John Berman 

notarized signature below
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Subscribed to and sworn to before me this ___  day of May 2022

VERIFICATION 

I, John Berman, Complainant in this matter, hereby verify that my statements
made in the above Complaint are, on information and belief, true.  
On personal knowledge, I verify that the exhibited copies of emails 
are true and correct copies.   Sworn pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1001. 

John Berman
________________________

05/12/2022

12th

Commonwealth of Virginia

County of Virginia Beach

The foregoing instrument was subscribed and sworn

before me on 05/12/2022 by John Berman.

7229383

My commission expires: 04/30/2024

Notarized online using audio-video communication

___________________________________________________
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