
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DFA acting with other organizations through combinations and agreements, is a primary organizing, controlling structure for the collection, disbursement, and processing of raw milk in 

the US… 

Many have concluded that the management of DFA have obtained huge monetary benefit at the expense of the U.S. dairy farmer and are a significant reason why the U.S. dairy farmer is 

not receiving a profitable price for milk. 

In the past, some dairy farmers have sought help from politicians and the Department of Justice in an effort to remove DFA management, but none have succeeded.  

The management of DFA is now before the Vermont District Court arguably admitting management wrong doing to and on behalf of the co-ops many dairy farmer owner-members 

through their proposed settlement offer.  

Over the years the management of dairy organizations have been able to avoid consequences for their actions simply by offering monetary settlements using dairy farmer owner member 

money.  

You now have an opportunity to tell the Vermont Court that it should NOT allow the existing DFA management to continue to simply buy it’s way out of it’s wrong doings and continue 

on with “business as usual”. 

This is your opportunity to exercise your judicial right to tell the Court that more importantly than a monetary payment (which primarily benefits the attorneys) the Court should allow the 

claims of wrong doing to be fully litigated at the trial resulting in appropriate remedies to prevent continued wrong doings by DFA management. 

In the alternative, should the Court decide to allow a settlement in this matter, the provisions contained in the proposed “Memorandum of Law” together with the included Exhibits A 

though E must be revised to address and correct the following inadequacies. 

 

(1) The proposed Monetary Payment by settling defendants of an aggregate sum of fifty million dollars (the “settlement amount”) which pursuant to Exhibit E will provide the 

average payment per farmer is estimated to be approximately $4000 is totally inadequate to compensate Plaintiff class membership for the monetary damages caused by Defendants 

wrong doing. 

(2) Proposed Conduct Elements are Totally inadequate to prevent continued wrong doings by Defendants management or benefit Plaintiffs co-op member owners. Specifically and in 

part:  

(a) A pricing provision should be added to the “Supply Agreements” section (Paragraph 7.2 (a) similar to the following: “Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the 

paragraph 7.2 (a) of Exhibit A, any new and renewed agreements during which the “Conduct period” for any sale of raw Grade A milk to customers shall be at a price NOT LESS THAN 

the average total cost of producing the milk as reported monthly by USDA NASS 

(b) The Establishment of two farmer Representative positions: Advisory Council member and Farmer ombudsperson (paragraph 7.2 (d) of Exhibit A, pages 17- 27) regarding the 

appointments of, goals, right and duties, etc. are all inadequate to prevent continued wrong doings by defendants. 

(c) The BLOCK VOTING provisions (paragraph 7.2 (h) of Exhibit A, pages 31-32) should be expressly prohibited. Rather all Defendant voting should be achieved only by ¾ 

approval by individual Defendant membership voting. 

(d) The Release of information and DFA Financial information provisions contained in paragraphs 7.2 (i) and (j), pages 32-34 of Exhibit A, are all inadequate to prevent continued 

wrong doing by Defendants. 

(e) The Monitoring Compliance and Antitrust compliance provisions contained in paragraphs 7.2 (L) and (O), pages 34-35 of Exhibit A, are all inadequate to prevent continued 

wrong doing by Defendants.  

 

When you have hundreds of co-op management working in concert for their own best interests and against the best interests of the dairy farmer member owners, then appointing a couple 

of people as listening posts with no real authority to look out for the dairy farmer is a sham. 

That is why the proposed settlement will not prevent further management wrong doing nor will it benefit the dairy farmer co-op owners. 

However, if the Court were to grant oversight and an opportunity to the co-op dairy farmer owner members to revise the co-op goals and policies to benefit the dairy farmer owners and an 

opportunity to remove and replace existing co-op management then the continued wrong doing by the Defendants might possibly be stopped. 

If the Court fails to provide this opportunity for oversight and meaningful change then the result will simply be a monetary expenditure of dairy farmer money for attorney fees and the 

continuation of wrong doing by Defendants as business as usual. 

The judge should not let herself or her court be used by the Defendants to perpetuate a sham. 

Should you wish to convey the above thoughts to the court and/or object to the proposed settlement and a request by the Class lawyers for the one-third of the settlement amount ($16.66 

million) in attorneys’ fees, plus costs, expenses, and incentive fees of up to $20,000 for each of the dairy farms that brought the lawsuit, You may sign this document and forward it to the 

court in accordance with its instructions.  

  

OR 

 

Prior to April 15, 2016  provide the following requested information and return this entire document to Mike Eby at: 

 

Mike Eby 

459 Queen Road 

Gordonville, PA 17529 

 

Who will then forward it to the court. 

 

If you wish, you or your own lawyer may ask to appear and speak at the hearing on May 13, 2016 at your own cost. You can get more information at www.NorthEastDairyClass.com; by 

calling  

1-855-460-1533; or by writing to: Northeast Dairy Farmer Class, C/O Rust Consulting, Inc., PO Box 2958, Faribault, MN 55021-2958 
 

 

Your Name: 

 

Address: 

 

Signature:                       Date Signed:     Telephone Number: 

 

 

Provide below a brief statement regarding your milk sales and any cooperative status or affiliation: 

 

 

 

 

 

Disclaimer: 

This document format example is only intended to assist the dairy farmer in voicing objection to the proposed settlement and does not purport to convey legal advice nor does the NDPO 

know whether this letter of objection will be acknowledged or acceptable to the court even if you mail it in a timely manner to the appropriate parties designated by the court

LETTER OF OPPOSITION 
To: Dairy Farmers who produced and pooled Grade A Milk in the Federal Milk Marketing Order 1 between 2012 and 2014                                                                  

       Allen V. Dairy Farmers of America Inc. Case No. 5:09-cv-230-cr 

http://www.northeastdairyclass.com/


 


