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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

 
 
 
NATURAL GROCERS, CITIZENS FOR 
GMO LABELING, LABEL GMOS, RURAL 
VERMONT, GOOD EARTH NATURAL 
FOODS, PUGET CONSUMERS CO-OP, 
NATIONAL ORGANIC COALITION, AND 
CENTER FOR FOOD SAFETY, 

 
Plaintiffs, 

v. 
 
TOM VILSACK, Secretary of the United States 
Department of Agriculture; BRUCE 
SUMMERS, Administrator of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service; and the UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
 

Defendants. 
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on April 21, 2022, or as soon thereafter as counsel can be 

heard, Plaintiffs Natural Grocers, Citizens for GMO Labeling, Label GMOs, Rural Vermont, 

Good Earth Natural Foods, Puget Consumers Co-op, National Organic Coalition, and Center for 

Food Safety, will move this Court for summary judgment on all issues raised in their October 2, 

2020 Amended Complaint, Dkt. 19. 
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