
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

FORT WORTH DIVISION 
 

 
 
SID MILLER, et al., 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
TOM VILSACK, in his official capacity as 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, 
 
 Defendant. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Civil Action No. 4:21-cv-595-O 

 
 

DEFENDANT’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO  
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
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