
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION IN THE UNITED STATES,  
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE; 
 
JESSICA BOWRON, in her official capacity as 
ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE; 
 
JOHN STANWICH, in his official capacity as 
SUPERINTENDENT, THE WHITE HOUSE 
AND PRESIDENT’S PARK; 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
DOUGLAS BURGUM, in his official capacity 
as SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION;  
 
MICHAEL J. RIGAS, in his official capacity as 
ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; and 
 
DONALD J. TRUMP, in his official capacity as 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
 

Defendants. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Civil Action No. 25-4316 
 
 
 

 

 

MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER  

AND PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

The defendants in this action—the National Park Service; Jessica Bowron, in her official 

capacity as Acting Director of the National Park Service; John Stanwich, in his official capacity 

as Superintendent of the White House and President’s Park; the Department of the Interior; 

Douglas Burgum, in his official capacity as Secretary of the Interior; the General Services 

Administration; Michael J. Rigas, in his official capacity as Acting Administrator of the General 
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Services Administration; and Donald J. Trump, in his official capacity as President of the United 

States (collectively, the “Defendants”)—have begun to construct a ballroom (the “Ballroom”) on 

the former site of the East Wing of the White House, which the Defendants demolished in late 

October 2025. As explained in the memorandum accompanying this motion, the demolition of the 

East Wing and the construction of the Ballroom violate numerous federal statutes, as well as the 

Constitution.  

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b) and Local Civil Rule 65.1(a), plaintiff, 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States (the “National Trust”) moves for 

an order temporarily enjoining the Defendants from engaging in further construction of the 

Ballroom. The National Trust further moves, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(a) 

and Local Civil Rule 65.1(c), for a preliminary injunction against the Defendants prohibiting the 

same. The National Trust requests a hearing on its motion, and the commencement of construction 

of the Ballroom makes expedition essential. See Local Civil Rule 65.1(d).  

For the reasons stated in the accompanying memorandum, the National Trust is likely to 

succeed on each of its claims, and the remaining factors—irreparable harm, balance of the equities, 

and the public interest—all weigh heavily in its favor. The National Trust therefore respectfully 

requests that the Court grant its motion; issue a temporary restraining order and, thereafter, a 

preliminary injunction; and issue any further relief as the Court deems just and warranted.  
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Dated: December 12, 2025 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

__/s/ Gregory B. Craig______________ 

Gregory B. Craig (164640) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

1717 K Street N.W.  

Washington, DC 20006.  

Tel: (202) 223-1200 

 

Thaddeus A. Heuer (pro hac vice forthcoming) 

Matthew F. Casassa (pro hac vice forthcoming) 

Jack C. Smith (1725229) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

155 Seaport Boulevard 

Suite 1600 

Boston, MA 02210 

Tel. (617) 832-1000 
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LOCAL RULE 65.1 CERTIFICATE 

 

Pursuant to Local Rule 65.1(a), I certify that on December 12, 2025, I notified Defendants 

of this motion for a temporary restraining order by email sent to the Defendants or their 

representatives, at the time of the filing of this motion, at the following email addresses: 

Eric J. Hamilton, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

Eric.hamilton@usdoj.gov  

Alex Haas, Co-Director, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

Alex.haas@usdoj.gov  

John Griffiths, Co-Director, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

John.griffiths@usdoj.gov  

 

Jessica Bowron, Acting Director, National Park Service 

Jessica_bowron@nps.gov  

 

John Stanwich, Superintendent, The White House and President’s Park 

John_stanwich@nps.gov  

 

Douglas Burgum, Secretary of the Interior 

Douglas.burgum@ios.doi.gov  

 

Michael J. Rigas, Acting Administrator, General Services Administration 

michael.rigas@gsa.gov 

 

I further certify that copies of all pleadings and papers filed in this action to date or to be 

presented to the Court at a hearing on this motion have been transmitted to Defendants via 

overnight mail to the following addresses: 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Attn: Jessica Bowron 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 

 
JOHN STANWICH,  
Superintendent, The White House And President’s Park, 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Attn: Douglas Burgum 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 
 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2     Filed 12/12/25     Page 4 of 7

mailto:Eric.hamilton@usdoj.gov
mailto:Alex.haas@usdoj.gov
mailto:John.griffiths@usdoj.gov
mailto:Jessica_bowron@nps.gov
mailto:John_stanwich@nps.gov
mailto:Douglas.burgum@ios.doi.gov
https://www.google.com/search?q=michael.rigas%40gsa.gov&sca_esv=ac0834c4b5f7f19c&rlz=1C1GCEA_enUS1024US1025&sxsrf=AE3TifNJPA1VLYz7utjCSwJtTqx-XSj15Q%3A1765509928828&ei=KIs7afWjMviv5NoPopHy2AE&ved=2ahUKEwi9i4aUjbeRAxXnEFkFHbntHkcQgK4QegQIARAB&uact=5&oq=michael+j.+rigas+email+address+general+services+administration&gs_lp=Egxnd3Mtd2l6LXNlcnAiPm1pY2hhZWwgai4gcmlnYXMgZW1haWwgYWRkcmVzcyBnZW5lcmFsIHNlcnZpY2VzIGFkbWluaXN0cmF0aW9uSJklUPkEWK8kcAF4AZABApgBxwOgAY4gqgELMTUuMTMuMS4wLjK4AQPIAQD4AQGYAh2gArAZwgIKEAAYsAMY1gQYR8ICBRAhGKABwgIFECEYqwLCAgcQIRigARgKmAMAiAYBkAYIkgcHMTAuMTguMaAH370BsgcGOS4xOC4xuAerGcIHBzAuMTguMTHIB0yACAA&sclient=gws-wiz-serp&mstk=AUtExfC0SsYxZX-G3nD39ID9lzKCVQZi7rt6Ekt4Xf88TI632vfoIEeKTmG8SfP1f3loKnam-uF-oOftrInN4E9dUtd3ARLeO2nHA_9oObMJRHrKSDQG6Fx20bS9N679WHO7BrS2dUClzZwv41i7wv3R3Db_sIVCmQOojuo-wqBoNJlHorNPYCN-IX0anLBCCL6N5XE8S60KXjR491wDrZCbGmI-Ca0ydnRAuJ8M1T5D4zAiDMPBtAStBnB0K1n7PFo4i98hYkmvKRBq3_41Sj6KoAjPFDyxgf-W0clz3PrF3rdyV3huBYG-GtcMEvpkjH8vmWNV8FPe9n7dMCXw-YaPK5vDzcAc_p_aigkwH7yacSSG&csui=3


 

 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Attn: Michael J. Rigas 
1800 F Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20405;  
 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

Pamela Bondi 

U.S. Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Jeanine Ferris Pirro 

c/o Civil Process Clerk 

601 D Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20201 

 

 

__/s/ Gregory B. Craig________ 

Gregory B. Craig (164640) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

1717 K Street N.W.  

Washington, DC 20006.  

Tel: (202) 223-1200 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

Pursuant to Local Rule 5.3, I hereby certify that on December 12, 2025, I filed the 

foregoing document with the Clerk of Court for the United States District Court for the District 

of Columbia using the court’s CM/ECF filing system.  

Further, I hereby certify that I have provided notice of this lawsuit by submitting via 

email the foregoing document to the following recipients: 

Eric J. Hamilton, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

Eric.hamilton@usdoj.gov  

Alex Haas, Co-Director, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

Alex.haas@usdoj.gov  

John Griffiths, Co-Director, Federal Programs Branch, DOJ 

John.griffiths@usdoj.gov  

 

Jessica Bowron, Acting Director, National Park Service 

Jessica_bowron@nps.gov  

 

John Stanwich, Superintendent, The White House and President’s Park 

John_stanwich@nps.gov  

 

Douglas Burgum, Secretary of the Interior 

Douglas.burgum@ios.doi.gov  

 

Michael J. Rigas, Acting Administrator, General Services Administration 

michael.rigas@gsa.gov 

 

In addition, I hereby certify that I have provided notice of this filing by submitting the 

foregoing document to the following entities at the addresses listed via Overnight Mail: 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Attn: Jessica Bowron 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 

 
JOHN STANWICH,  
Superintendent, The White House And President’s Park, 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 
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Attn: Douglas Burgum 
1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240; 
 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Attn: Michael J. Rigas 
1800 F Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20405;  
 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

Pamela Bondi 

U.S. Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Jeanine Ferris Pirro 

c/o Civil Process Clerk 

601 D Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20201 

 

 

__/s/ Gregory B. Craig_____ 

Gregory B. Craig (164640) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

1717 K Street N.W.  

Washington, DC 20006.  

Tel: (202) 223-1200 
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INTRODUCTION 

In late October 2025, the Defendants in this action, at the behest of President Donald J. 

Trump, demolished the East Wing of the White House to make room for a 90,000-square-foot 

ballroom (“Ballroom”) on the site. They did so without submitting their plans for the project 

(“Ballroom Project”) to the two federal commissions—the National Capital Planning Commission 

(“NCPC”) and the Commission of Fine Arts (“CFA”)—that are required by federal statute and 

regulations to review federal development projects in the District of Columbia. They did so without 

seeking or obtaining the approval of Congress, which must expressly authorize any project built 

on federal parkland in the District. And they did so without conducting an adequate environmental 

review of the Ballroom Project, which has so far involved, among other things, major physical 

disruption to federal parkland of tremendous national significance and the dumping of potentially 

contaminated debris from the East Wing at another public park.  

The Defendants have not only violated the law in many separate ways; they have also 

deprived the public of the critical opportunity to comment and provide input on perhaps the most 

substantial exterior alteration to the country’s most recognizable and historically significant 

building since it was reconstructed after being burned during the War of 1812. This illegal activity 

continues today, and further harm mounts unabated: In recent days, ready-to-install construction 

materials and heavy construction machinery have been moved onsite to begin active building. See 

Declaration of Gregory B. Craig (“Craig Decl.”), Ex. A at 8; Ex. B at 3. The site now features a 

towering construction crane anchored to a concrete paddock. See Craig Decl., Ex. A at 8. On 

December 2, President Trump told his cabinet that the pile drivers operate “all night.” Id. 

Plaintiff, the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States (“National 

Trust”), is a private charitable, educational non-profit corporation chartered by Congress in 1949. 
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Declaration of Elizabth S. Merritt (“Merrit Decl.”), ¶ 2. The statutory purpose of the National Trust 

is unambiguous: to further the historic preservation policy of the United States and to promote the 

public’s awareness of and ability to comment on any activity that might damage or destroy our 

nation’s architectural heritage. See 54 U.S.C. § 312102. To that end, the National Trust works to 

advance historic preservation efforts and public involvement in historic preservation across the 

country. See Merritt Decl. ¶¶ 3-8. That work has involved participating in public commentary with 

and bringing historic preservations suits across—and against—numerous Presidential 

administrations. See id. ¶¶ 3-7.  

The National Trust brought this action to compel the Defendants to at minimum comply 

with the procedural requirements that inform and protect the public’s opportunity to comment on 

the Ballroom Project. The National Trust requests a temporary restraining order (“TRO”) and, 

thereafter, a preliminary injunction preventing the Defendants from continuing work on the 

Ballroom Project until they have (1) submitted plans to the NCPC and the CFA, and received 

comments and approval from the agencies, as required by law, (2) conducted and published 

adequate environmental reviews, as required by law, (3) permitted public comment on both the 

project plans and the environmental reviews, as required by law, and (4) received express 

authorization from Congress to construct the Ballroom, as required by law. 

The Court should grant the National Trust’s motion. The National Trust is likely to succeed 

on the merits of its claims. First, federal law is clear: the NCPC and the CFA must review (and the 

NCPC must also affirmatively approve) proposed federal development projects before the project 

plans are finalized or work has begun. See 40 U.S.C. §§ 8721-8722, 9102; see also 45 C.F.R. 

§§ 2101.1-2101.2. In accordance with those requirements, projects of much lesser significance—

including projects to improve the White House grounds undertaken by each of the two prior 
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administrations—have routinely been timely submitted to the NCPC and the CFA. Construction 

on the Ballroom Project is now well underway, yet no plans for the project have been submitted to 

either commission. See Craig Decl., Ex. A at 8; Ex. B at 3.  

Additionally, to the extent the Defendants contend there was no need to obtain NCPC and 

CFA review of the East Wing demolition because it did not involve any affirmative construction, 

this is both incorrect as a matter of law and irrelevant in light of the continued construction work 

currently underway at the former site of the East Wing.  

Second, continued construction at the East Wing site violates the statutory prohibition on 

any “building or structure” being “erected on any reservation, park, or public grounds of the 

Federal Government in the District of Columbia without express authority of Congress.” 40 U.S.C. 

§ 8106. There is no dispute that the Defendants have not obtained such approval.  

Third, the National Trust is likely to succeed on its NEPA claims. For any major federal 

action that has the potential to significantly affect the “human environment,” 42 U.S.C. 

§ 4332(2)(C), NEPA requires the federal government to follow certain procedures before it can 

take the proposed action. These include at minimum publishing an environmental assessment, and 

for most large projects also publishing a more detailed environmental impact statement. See id. 

§§ 4332(2)(C), 4336(b). Despite the large scale of the Ballroom Project—and the obvious 

attendant environmental impacts from the destruction of an historic urban building, the effects of 

its demolition and potential replacement on the historic federal parkland surrounding the White 

House, and the dumping of potentially contaminated building materials dating from as early as the 

beginning of the twentieth century at a public park—the Defendants have not published either 

report.  

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-1     Filed 12/12/25     Page 12 of 52



 

4 

The remaining factors—irreparable injury, balance of equities, and the public interest—

also favor granting the National Trust’s motion. Depriving the NCPC and the CFA of access to 

project plan information whose disclosure is mandatory—and foreclosing any opportunity for the 

public to comment on or participate in those plans—are injuries already being suffered by the 

National Trust and the American people. That denial continues today without interruption. The 

public has a compelling interest in being able to comment on the Ballroom Project before it 

progresses further; being denied the opportunity to be heard is injury enough—notwithstanding 

the devastating aesthetic, cultural, and historical harms flowing from the Defendants’ actions. 

These injuries will only be exacerbated if the Defendants’ continued disregard of their statutory 

obligations results in an unreviewed and radical transformation of the White House caused by the 

addition of a palatial ballroom that dwarfs all that surrounds it.  

The equities weigh overwhelmingly against these Defendants. The Defendants have 

already caused irreversible damage to the White House and its grounds without respecting or 

complying with standard review processes that are both applicable and routine. The Defendants 

have no legally cognizable or protected interest in maintaining the current illegitimate course. 

Preliminary relief would merely require the Defendants to do what they should have done in the 

first place: request review and approval of the Ballroom Project from the appropriate authorities, 

prepare and publish an adequate environmental assessment and environmental impact statement, 

and give the public an opportunity to comment.  

BACKGROUND 

I. The East Wing of the White House. 

The White House is the official residence of the President of the United States. Conceived 

by the capital’s initial planner, Pierre Charles L’Enfant, as a grand presidential palace, the White 
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House owes its modest yet iconic profile to James Hoban, whose winning submission to an 

architectural competition served as the plans for the new building. See Craig Decl., Ex. C at 70. 

Construction of the White House according to Hoban’s plans began during the presidency of 

George Washington. See id. In 1800, President John Adams moved into the still-unfinished 

building; the next year, he was succeeded in the presidency—and in the White House—by Thomas 

Jefferson. See id. at 70-71. President Jefferson took an active interest in the building, and he 

oversaw the addition of early versions of the White House’s east and west colonnades. See id.; 

Craig Decl., Ex. D at 45, 48-49. 

The East and West Wings were built at the ends of reconstructed colonnades in 1902. Craig 

Decl., Ex. E at 2-3. The West Wing was constructed as an executive office building, see id. at 2; 

today, it houses the Oval Office, the Cabinet Room, and office space for the President and 

executive staff. The East Wing initially served as a receiving area for visitors and guests attending 

functions at the White House. See id. at 2-3. By the 1930s, it had taken on its principal modern 

role as the center of operations for the First Lady, with Eleanor Roosevelt using the space for 

official functions and news conferences, and subsequent presidential spouses likewise keeping 

staff and offices in the building. Craig Decl., Ex. F at 5-6; Ex. G at 5. Renovations in 1942 enlarged 

the East Wing by adding a second story and an underground bunker, and converted some of the 

existing space into a small movie theater. See Craig Decl., Ex. E at 3; Ex. G at 2-4. For eighty-

three years, the East Wing’s function and exterior appearance remained unchanged until—without 

warning or notice—the Defendants demolished the building in its entirety in October 2025. See 

Craig Decl., Ex. H. 

The East Wing abutted the Jacqueline Kennedy Garden, which was originally constructed 

in 1903 and dedicated to the former First Lady in 1965. See Craig Decl., Ex. I at 2. The Jacqueline 
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Kennedy Garden balanced the Rose Garden on the west side of the White House and was used to 

host receptions. See id. Along with the entirety of the East Wing structure, the Defendants 

demolished the Jacqueline Kennedy Garden in October 2025. See Craig Decl., Ex. H at 2.  

II. President Trump Announces Plans to Build the Ballroom. 

On July 31, 2025, the White House issued a press release (the “July 2025 Press Release”) 

announcing plans to build a large ballroom (“Ballroom”), long desired by the President, on the 

White House grounds. See Craig Decl., Ex. J; see also Ex. K at 6. The press release stated that the 

Ballroom would be located on the site of the East Wing, which it described as a “small, heavily 

changed, and reconstructed” building that had been “renovated and changed many times.” Craig 

Decl., Ex. J at 2. The Ballroom would be “approximately 90,000 total square feet”—much larger 

than the 55,000-square-foot White House, see Craig Decl., Ex. L at 2—and would have “a seated 

capacity of 650 people.” Craig Decl., Ex. J at 1. Included with the press release were six images, 

five of which depicted a massive structure, presumably the Ballroom, on the site of the East Wing. 

See id. at 2-3. As shown in the renderings, the Ballroom was substantially larger than the East 

Wing and overshadowed the central residence. See id. The sixth image depicted what was 

presumably the interior of the Ballroom—a large room with oversized windows and gold trim on 

the ceiling. See id. at 3. 

The July 2025 Press Release also announced that an architect, lead contractor, and lead 

engineer—McCrery Architects, Clark Construction, and AECOM, respectively—had been hired. 

Id. at 1-2. It stated that construction on the Ballroom Project would “begin in September 2025” 

and was “expected to be completed long before the end of President Trump’s term” in January 

2029. Id. at 2. 
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Although the renderings of the Ballroom clearly depicted a new structure on the site of the 

East Wing, the July 2025 Press Release did not specify whether the East Wing would be razed to 

accommodate the Ballroom or would instead be integrated into the larger structure. See id. 

However, at a press conference held the same day that the press release was issued, President 

Trump stated that the Ballroom “wo[uldn’t] interfere with the current building,” of which he was 

“the biggest fan.” Craig Decl., Ex. M at 2. The President further stated that the Ballroom would 

“pay[] total respect to the existing building” and would “be near it, but not touching it.” Id. 

III. The Defendants Fail to Submit the Ballroom Project to the NCPC, the CFA, and 

Congress for Review, and Fail to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. 

Like nearly all major federal development projects in the District of Columbia, the 

Defendants’ Ballroom Project was required to be submitted to two federal commissions for review. 

The first of those commissions, the NCPC, serves as the central planning agency in the District of 

Columbia and reviews proposed federal projects for consistency with the NCPC’s comprehensive 

plan for development in the capital district and its environs. See 40 U.S.C. §§ 8711(e)(2), 8722(b), 

8722(d). The second, the CFA, was established by Congress to advise on matters of fine art and 

reviews proposed projects’ visual appearance. See 40 U.S.C. § 9102(a); 45 C.F.R. § 2101.1(a)(1). 

Both the NCPC and the CFA require federal agencies to present their proposed projects for 

review before project plans are finalized, and before any work on the project is begun. See 40 

U.S.C. § 8722(b) (requiring the agency to “advise and consult” with the NCPC about its proposed 

project “before preparing construction plans.”); 45 C.F.R. § 2101.1(a)(1) (requiring the agency to 

seek the CFA’s advice “on the plans and on the merits of the designs” before the plans’ “final 

approval”); id. § 2102.10(a) (requiring “submission when concept plans for the project are ready 

but before detailed plans and specifications or working drawings are prepared”).  
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During these review processes, the public is given the opportunity to express its opinions 

about the proposed project. Members of the public may, for instance, submit comments on pending 

projects on the commissions’ websites; attend the commissions’ meetings, which are open to the 

public; and speak at those meetings to present their views. See 45 C.F.R. §§ 2102.1, 2102.4; NCPC, 

How to Comment https://www.ncpc.gov/participate/guidelines/#written (last accessed Dec. 11, 

2025); Commission of Fine Arts, Submit a Comment, https://www.cfa.gov/submit-public-

comment (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025). This robust forum for public input prior to and during the 

review by the commissions ensures that the public has an opportunity to make its concerns about 

a project known to the NCPC, the CFA, and the agency proposing the project, and enables those 

entities to take those concerns into account before work on the project has begun. 

In addition to review by the NCPC and the CFA, the Ballroom Project was subject to at 

least two other review requirements. First, federal projects that propose to “erect[]” a “building or 

structure” on any federal “reservation, park, or public grounds” within the District of Columbia 

must be “express[ly] author[ized]” by Congress. 40 U.S.C. § 8106. Because President’s Park, in 

which the White House and its grounds are located, is a federal park managed by defendant the 

National Park Service, see Craig Decl., Ex. N, Ex. O, the Defendants were required to obtain 

separate and express Congressional approval for the Ballroom Project. 40 U.S.C. § 8106. Second, 

the Ballroom Project, like all “major Federal actions,” must be reviewed by the agency responsible 

for the project under NEPA for its “effects on the quality of the human environment.” 42 U.S.C. 

§ 4332(2)(C). 

The July 2025 Press Release gave no indication that the Defendants planned to ignore these 

required review processes. Rather, the press release announced that “President Trump ha[d] held 

several meetings with members of the White House Staff, the National Park Service, the White 
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House Military Office, and the United States Secret Service to discuss design features and 

planning,” Craig Decl., Ex. J at 1—meetings which, in the normal course, would be followed by 

the legally required submission of design plans for the Ballroom Project to the NCPC and the CFA. 

It also quoted the White House Chief of Staff, Susie Wiles, as saying that “[t]he President and the 

Trump White House are fully committed to working with the appropriate organizations”—which 

would include, at minimum, the NCPC, the CFA, and Congress—“to preserv[e] the special history 

of the White House.” Id. at 2. 

Despite these assurances, and despite construction on the Ballroom Project being proposed 

to start in September 2025, see id., none of the individuals or agencies responsible for the Ballroom 

Project submitted plans for the project to the NCPC or the CFA, or sought Congressional approval, 

during the months following the July 2025 Press Release. Instead, the Defendants proceeded to 

develop the Ballroom Project without the required reviews. In July 2025, President Trump 

appointed William Scharf to be Chairman of the NCPC. See Craig Decl., Ex. P at 1. Mr. Scharf, a 

lawyer and aide to President Trump, lacked any apparent architectural or city-planning experience, 

but opined in September 2025 that the NCPC “deal[t] with . . . essentially construction, vertical 

build”—not demolition. Craig Decl., Ex. Q at 1; see Craig Decl., Ex. R. At a dinner for donors on 

or about October 15, 2025, President Trump said that he had been told by “two men” that he did 

not need any approvals or permits but rather, as President, could “do anything [he] want[ed]” to 

the White House. Craig Decl., Ex. S at 1-2. 

During this time, the planned size of the Ballroom, already out of proportion to the rest of 

the White House, appeared to increase substantially. On September 13, 2025, President Trump 

stated in an interview with NBC News that he was “making [the Ballroom] a little bigger.” Craig 

Decl., Ex. T at 1. Under the President’s new plan, the Ballroom would accommodate 900 people—
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more than a 30 percent increase from the 650-person capacity announced in the July 2025 Press 

Release. Id. The size of the proposed new Ballroom increased further in October 2025, as the 

President, while speaking to a group of donors, stated that it would now be capable of 

accommodating nearly 1,000 people. Craig Decl., Ex. U at 1. 

The size and shifting plans for the proposed Ballroom, along with the lack of review by the 

NCPC and the CFA, caused concern among architectural groups and the public. In an August 5, 

2025 letter, the American Institute of Architects urged defendant John Stanwich, Superintendent 

of President’s Park and Executive Secretary of the Committee for Preservation of the White House, 

“to allocate the time necessary for a rigorous process” and “ensur[e that] decisions” concerning 

the White House were “made with the utmost care and consideration.” Craig Decl., Ex. V at 2. 

Similarly, in an October 16, 2025 statement, the Heritage Conservation Committee of the Society 

for Architectural Historians “expresse[d] great concern” over the proposed ballroom addition to 

the White House, and requested that a comprehensive preservation review be undertaken; that the 

impacts of the Ballroom Project on the White House grounds be evaluated; and that the broader 

national impacts on historic preservation be considered. Craig Decl., Ex. W at 1-2.  

IV. The Defendants Demolish the East Wing. 

The Defendants did not submit a plan for the Ballroom Project to the NCPC for review and 

approval; they did not seek review from the CFA; they did not consult or seek approval from 

Congress; they deprived the public of any opportunity to comment; they published no 

environmental studies. They forged ahead nonetheless.  

On October 20, 2025, President Trump posted a statement to social media announcing that 

“ground ha[d] been broken on the White House grounds to build the new, big, beautiful White 

House Ballroom.” Craig Decl., Ex. X. President Trump stated that “the East Wing”—which he 
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characterized as “[c]ompletely separate from the White House itself”—was “being fully 

modernized as part of this process, and will be more beautiful than ever when it is complete!” Id. 

During a press conference in the East Room of the White House that same day—while destruction 

of the East Wing was actually underway—President Trump confirmed that the demolition of the 

East Wing was happening “right behind us” and “might [be] hear[d] periodically.” Craig Decl., 

Ex. Q at 1.  

The East Wing has now been demolished. Photographs have been published depicting 

heavy machinery tearing down the East Wing’s façade. See Craig Decl., Ex. Y. Reports appeared 

detailing how portions of the East Wing’s roof had been destroyed and heavy machinery had torn 

through its interior. Craig Decl., Ex. H, M. 

The unexpected and previously unannounced demolition of the East Wing heightened 

public concern about the Ballroom Project. See, e.g., Craig Decl., Ex. Z. The Defendants did not, 

however, pause the demolition to seek, however belatedly, the required reviews. Rather, on 

October 21, 2025, the White House issued a press release (“October 2025 Press Release”) 

minimizing and dismissing the public’s concerns. See Craig Decl., Ex. AA. The October 2025 

Press Release asserted that critics were “manufactur[ing] outrage” over President Trump’s 

“visionary addition of a grand, privately funded ballroom to the White House.” Id. The press 

release did not explain why the Defendants had begun work on the Ballroom Project without 

submitting plans for review and public comment, as they were required to do by law, or specify 

when—if at all—the Defendants intended to submit plans for such review and comment. See id. 

The next day, October 22, while the destruction of the East Wing continued, President 

Trump showed renderings of the Ballroom to members of the press and other persons gathered in 

the White House for a separate meeting. See Craig Decl., Ex. BB; see also Associated Press, LIVE: 
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Trump holds meeting with NATO Secretary-General Mark Rutte, YouTube, 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kT8w6f5k2u4 (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025) [hereinafter 

“October 22 Oval Office Video”]. A three-dimensional model of the White House appeared on a 

table in front of President Trump displaying the Ballroom on the former site of the East Wing. See 

Craig Decl., Ex. M. While showing the renderings of the Ballroom to reporters, President Trump 

stated that the East Wing was “a very small building” that was “never thought of as being much.” 

October 22 Oval Office Video, at 14:53. “Over the years, many presidents have made changes,” 

President Trump claimed. Id. at 16:23. “This,” he continued, referring to the ongoing razing of the 

East Wing, “obviously would be the biggest change.” Id. President Trump did not explain why it 

had been determined that the East Wing would have to be razed to accommodate the Ballroom 

except to say that, “[i]n order to do it properly, we had to take down the existing structure.” Id. at 

17:20. Again, he gave no explanation for why the required planning processes had not been 

followed; nor did he give any date as to when the project’s plans would be submitted for review. 

See id. at 14:00-18:27.  

The updated renderings of the Ballroom displayed by President Trump in October 2025 

showed marked differences from the images in the July 2025 Press Release, including the number 

of large exterior windows, the number of columns in the proposed northeast portico, and the design 

of the staircase leading from the Ballroom to the South Lawn. See Craig Decl., Ex. BB at 3-5. 

Other aspects of the October renderings suggested a haphazard design process—the exterior trim 

of two windows appeared to collide, for instance, and a set of stairs led to no apparent landing. See 

id. at 6. 

Within days, the Defendants had demolished the entirety of the East Wing. Aerial 

photographs taken on October 23, 2025, depicted cleared space where the East Wing previously 
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stood, and photographs from the White House grounds taken at around the same date showed the 

demolition of nearly the entire East Wing and east colonnade. See Craig Decl., Ex. H at 5-6. Debris 

from the demolished East Wing was dumped at a public park in Washington, D.C., with no 

apparent efforts taken to address the possible hazards that the material might pose to the 

environment. See id. at 4.  

Press Secretary Karoline Leavitt reinforced that the demolition of the East Wing was an 

essential and integral part of the Ballroom Project, stating that “the President heard counsel from 

the architects and the construction companies who said that in order for this East Wing to be 

modern and beautiful for many, many years to come, for it to be a truly strong and stable structure, 

this phase one that we’re now in”—presumably a reference to the demolition of the East Wing—

“was necessary.” See id.; see also The White House, Press Secretary Karoline Leavitt Briefs 

Members of the Media, Oct. 23, 2025, 22:48, YouTube, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 

lLRc5r9msso (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025) [hereinafter “October 23 Press Conference Video”]. 

V. The Defendants Continue Construction of the Ballroom Without Submitting Plans 

to the NCPC, the CFA, or Congress for Review. 

Although more than a month has passed since the demolition of the East Wing, the 

Defendants have still not submitted plans to the NCPC, CFA, or Congress for review and approval. 

The Ballroom Project was not reviewed at the NCPC’s December, 4 2025 meeting. The Ballroom 

Project is also absent from the NCPC’s published list of projects anticipated for review over the 

next six months. See Craig Dec., Ex. CC at 4. Nor have the Defendants submitted the Ballroom 

Project to the CFA; instead, on or about October 28, 2025, President Trump dismissed all six of 

the CFA’s sitting members. See Craig Decl., Ex. DD. He has appointed no replacements. See Craig 

Decl., Ex. EE at 1-2. The Defendants have never acknowledged their obligation to obtain express 

approval for the Ballroom Project from Congress, let alone taken steps to do so. 
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Rather, the Defendants have continued work at the site of the East Wing. Public reporting 

describes the location of the former East Wing as “a bustling project site . . . almost entirely fenced 

off from public view contain[ing] dozens of workers and materials ready to be installed, including 

reinforced concrete pipes and an array of cranes, drills, pile drivers and other heavy machinery.” 

Craig Decl., Ex. B at 3. And President Trump continues to play a hands-on role in the Ballroom 

Project, “holding frequent meetings about its design and materials,” id. at 2, clashing with the 

project’s lead architect over his desired size of the ballroom, id., and reportedly telling people 

working on the project “that they did not need to follow permitting, zoning or code requirements 

because the structure is on White House grounds,” Craig Decl., Ex. K at 4.  

In recent days, heavy construction machinery and construction materials, including 

concrete pipes, pile drivers, and drills, have been installed at the site. Craig Decl., Ex. B at 3; Ex. 

A at 8. A construction crane anchored to a concrete paddock now towers above the fences 

surrounding the site of the former East Wing. Craig Decl., Ex. A at 8. On December 2, President 

Trump told his cabinet that the pile drivers operate “all night,” and that he had rebuffed requests 

from the First Lady to cease the pounding, telling her: “Sorry, darling, that’s progress.” Id. The 

Defendants now appear poised to construct the Ballroom, in a form known only to them and their 

contractors. 

ARGUMENT 

“A TRO is a temporary measure to preserve the status quo ante during the pendency of 

proceedings for preliminary or permanent injunctive relief.” AIDS Vaccine Advoc. Coal. v. U.S. 

Dep’t of State, No. 25-5046, 2025 U.S. App. LEXIS 4611, at *3 (D.C. Cir. Feb. 26, 2025); see also 

Univ. of Tex. v. Camenisch, 451 U.S. 390, 395 (1981) (holding that TROs serve “to preserve the 

relative positions of the parties” until a court can adjudicate the merits of a dispute). A preliminary 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-1     Filed 12/12/25     Page 23 of 52



 

15 

injunction, in turn, “preserve[s] the status quo pending the outcome of litigation.” Cobell v. 

Kempthorne, 455 F.3d 301, 314 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (quoting Dist. 50, United Mine Workers of Am. v. 

Int'l Union, United Mine Workers of Am., 412 F.2d 165, 168 (D.C. Cir. 1969)). 

To obtain either form of preliminary relief, the National Trust must show that: “(1) it is 

“likely to succeed on the merits”; (2) it is “likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of 

preliminary relief”; (3) “the balance of equities tips in [its] favor”; and (4) that the preliminary 

relief sought “is in the public interest.” Bayer HealthCare, LLC v. U.S. FDA, 942 F. Supp. 2d 17, 

23 (D.D.C. 2013) (quoting Winter v. NRDC, Inc., 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008)); see also id. (noting that 

the legal standard governing the issuance of preliminary injunctions “also applies to temporary 

restraining orders”). The National Trust easily satisfies each of those requirements. 

I. The National Trust Is Likely to Succeed on the Merits of its Claims. 

“A movant may show a likelihood of success on the merits by demonstrating that it is ‘more 

likely than not’ that [the movant] will prevail.” Advance Am. Cash Advance Ctrs., Inc. v. FDIC, 

Civ. Action No. 14-953, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 27887, at *8 (D.D.C. Feb. 23, 2017) (quoting 

Sherley v. Sebelius, 644 F.3d 388, 398 (D.C. Cir. 2011)).1 Where, as here, “multiple causes of 

action are alleged, plaintiff need only show likelihood of success on one claim to justify injunctive 

relief.” Kirwa v. United States DOD, 285 F. Supp. 3d 21, 35 (D.D.C. 2017). 

 
1 Under the D.C. Circuit’s sliding-scale approach, a movant who demonstrates “a strong showing 

on one factor could make up for a weaker showing on another,” such that where other factors 

weigh heavily in favor of the plaintiff, they need only raise a “serious legal question” on the merits. 

Sherley v. Sebelius, 644 F.3d 388, 398 (D.C. Cir. 2011). Because the National Trust’s claims easily 

satisfy each of the four prongs, it need not rely on the D.C. Circuit’s sliding scale to prevail on this 

motion. Even if the National Trust had not made a strong showing of success on the merits, the 

other factors—specifically the irreparable harm and the injury to the public interest caused by the 

construction of a massive ballroom on the grounds of perhaps the most recognizable public 

building in the United States without any public input—would favor preliminary relief. 
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The National Trust meets that standard here. Indeed, while the National Trust need only 

demonstrate a likelihood of success on a single claim, it is “more likely than not” to prevail on all 

of its claims.  

A. The Defendants’ Failure to Submit Plans for the Ballroom Project to the 

National Capital Planning Commission for Review Violates the APA. 

The Defendants have razed the East Wing of the White House. They have developed plans 

to construct a significant structure on federal public land, implicating statutorily mandated 

consultations and reviews. And, proceeding with alacrity to carry out the President’s demands, 

they have flouted those statutory obligations, including consultation with the NCPC. The APA 

provides for judicial review of such “agency action unlawfully withheld,” 5 U.S.C. § 706(1), and 

action “not in accordance with law,” id. § 706(2)(A).2 The Defendants have argued that the 

NCPC’s jurisdiction is limited to “construction”—which they have unilaterally defined as “vertical 

build”—disclaiming any jurisdiction to review demolition. That distinction defies logic and is 

entitled to no deference. See Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369 (2024). The 

Defendants have themselves acknowledged that destroying the East Wing was and is a central and 

requisite element of the plan to build the Ballroom. See, e.g. October 22 Oval Office Video, at 

17:20; October 23 Press Conference Video, at 22:48. 

1. The Defendants’ demolition and construction at the White House may not 

proceed without NCPC review.  

Federal agencies that “originate[ plans] for proposed developments and projects” that 

“affect the plan and development of the National Capital” must “advise and consult” with the 

NCPC with respect to those plans. 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(1). Specifically, such federal agencies must 

 
2 The National Trust does not assert APA claims against President Trump, see Franklin v. 

Massachusetts, 505 U.S. 788, 800-01 (1992), and uses “Defendants” in sections I.A.-D. to refer 

only to those defendants against which it asserts APA claims. 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-1     Filed 12/12/25     Page 25 of 52



 

17 

“advise and consult with the Commission” both “before preparing construction plans” and “as the 

agency prepares plans and programs in preliminary and successive stages.” Id. (emphases added). 

Moreover, beyond the requirement to consult, the agency must also secure the NCPC’s approval 

of various aspects of the project, namely its “location, height, bulk, number of stories, and size . . . 

and the provision for open space in and around” the proposed development. Id. § 8722(d). 

These statutory obligations plainly apply to the Ballroom Project. The Defendants are 

federal agencies, heads or senior officials thereof, and an executive department (the Department 

of the Interior) having authority over a defendant agency (the National Park Service). The 

Ballroom is a major building—a “proposed development[]” or “project”—that will be located in 

the heart of the District of Columbia and will “affect the plan and development of the National 

Capital.” Id.  

Nevertheless, the Defendants have commenced work on the Ballroom Project without 

submitting a plan to the NCPC, much less obtaining the approval required by § 8722(d). They have 

therefore deprived the NCPC of the opportunity to review and provide input on the project and 

planning phases of the Ballroom Project. Even more critically, by evading NCPC review, they have 

also deprived the National Trust and the general public of the opportunity to participate in the 

reshaping of one of America’s most treasured and iconic cultural landmarks. 

The NCPC’s review of the Ballroom Project is statutorily required for a second, separate 

reason. The Defendants’ Ballroom Project alters the NCPC’s Comprehensive Plan for the capital 

district. See 40 U.S.C. § 8721(a) (requiring that “the [NCPC] shall prepare and adopt a 

comprehensive, consistent, and coordinated plan for the National Capital”). And “before . . . any 

revision [to the Comprehensive Plan] is adopted,” the NCPC “shall present the . . . revision” for 

comment by affected government bodies. Id. § 8721(e)(1). The NCPC may provide for public 
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input through any of “public hearings, meetings, or conferences, exhibitions, and publication of its 

plans.” Id. § 8721(e)(2). It must also act “jointly” with the Mayor to “establish procedures for 

appropriate meaningful continuing consultation” regarding the revision to the Comprehensive 

Plan. Id. § 8721(h)(1). 

The Ballroom Project is an attempt to revise the Comprehensive Plan by fiat, without any 

of these processes having taken place. The White House is a key element of the Comprehensive 

Plan. The Comprehensive Plan explains that the capital district’s “iconic cityscape is distinguished 

through the close relationship between its form and the functional and visual symbols of national 

civic life.” Comprehensive Plan for the National Capital: Federal Elements, 50 (2024), available 

at Comprehensive Plan, NCPC, https://www.ncpc.gov/plans/compplan/ (last accessed Dec. 11, 

2025). This “symbolic identity,” the Comprehensive Plan states, “expresses itself in a number of 

ways,” including a visual hierarchy “that emphasizes symbols and structures, particularly the . . . 

White House” and several other major monuments. Id. The Comprehensive Plan thus cautions 

against “infrastructure solutions” that would “permanently alter[]” “symbolic views of . . . the 

White House” and other significant structures. Id. at 18. And it instructs that “the preeminence of 

the . . . White House” and other significant structures should be “[v]isually reinforce[d]” “by 

protecting the visual frame around them.” Id. at 55.  

Demolishing the East Wing and erecting the Ballroom is not just a “project” or a “proposed 

development”—it is also a “revision” of basic principles underpinning the Comprehensive Plan. 

Such a change in the Comprehensive Plan triggers the statutory requirement for review and 

opportunity for public input. 40 U.S.C. § 8721. 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-1     Filed 12/12/25     Page 27 of 52



 

19 

2. The Defendants may not segment the Ballroom Project to evade NCPC 

review.  

The Defendants claim that NCPC review has not been required because the demolition of 

the East Wing did not involve “vertical build,” placing it outside the NCPC’s jurisdiction. See, e.g., 

Craig Decl., Ex. Q at 1. In September 2025, Commissioner Scharf—who, as noted, is also a 

member of the White House staff working directly for President Trump—stated that, in his opinion, 

what the Commission “deal[t] with [wa]s essentially construction, vertical build”—not demolition. 

Id. At a press conference held on October 23, 2025, Press Secretary Karoline Leavitt, when asked 

by another reporter if the President could “tear down anything he wants” at the White House 

“without oversight,” referenced a “legal opinion” at NCPC to the effect that approval was needed 

only for vertical construction, not demolition. October 23 Press Conference Video, at 13:58. 

Similarly, at a dinner for donors on or about October 15, 2025, President Trump said that he had 

been told by two men that he did not need any approvals or permits and that, as President, he could 

“do anything [he] want[ed]” to the White House. Craig Decl., Ex. S at 1-2.  

The notion that NCPC review is not required for demolition, but only for vertical 

construction, is just plain wrong. 

The NCPC is the zoning authority for federal public buildings in the District of Columbia. 

See 40 U.S.C. § 8722(d). “In order to ensure the orderly development” of the capital district,” “the 

location, height, bulk, number of stories, and size of federal public buildings,” as well as “the 

provision for open space in and around federal public buildings” are subject to its approval. Id. To 

that end, the NCPC requires proponents of new construction to submit “construction plans” for its 

review. Id. § 8722(b).  

Where, as here, construction of a new building is proposed to take place in the same 

physical location already occupied by an existing building, “development” and “construction 
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plans” for the new building necessarily include demolition of the existing building. Cf. 

Development, Am. Heritage Dictionary, https://www.ahdictionary.com/word/search.html? 

q=development (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025) (definitions include “[t]he business of constructing 

buildings or otherwise altering land for new use”) (emphasis added); Develop, Merriam-

Webster.com, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/develop (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025) 

(definitions include, “to make available or usable” and “to lead or conduct (something) through a 

succession of states or changes each of which is preparatory for the next”).  

The statute establishing the NCPC supports the commonsense understanding that the 

NCPC’s review authority necessarily precedes the commencement of vertical construction. 

Section 8722(b)(1) specifically requires consultation “before preparing construction plans,” and 

even “before making a commitment to acquire land”—which necessarily precedes any demolition 

on acquired land. 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(1). Section 8722(c)(2) requires the NCPC’s input “before 

acting on any general plan” that would “involve a major change in the character or intensity of an 

existing use in the environs.” Id. § 8722(c)(2). There can be no serious question that demolishing 

the East Wing involves “a major change in the character” of that structure, regardless of whatever 

is proposed to be built in its place (though here, that new building itself also represents a decided 

“change in the character or intensity of an existing use”). Id. Section 8722(d) even vests the NCPC 

with authority to review plans that would involve no vertical construction at all, because its 

statutory purview includes “the provision for open space in and around federal public buildings in 

the District of Columbia.” Id. § 8722(d). 

Finally, apart from the NCPC’s general zoning authority, demolition of structures that are 

featured in the NCPC’s Comprehensive Plan for the capital district—as the White House 

indisputably is—are subject to the NCPC’s independent review under § 8721. See id. § 8721. 
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Insofar as the Defendants rely on the opinion of Commissioner Scharf (or other legal 

opinions previously produced by the NCPC) that “construction” for purposes of NCPC review 

encompasses only vertical build, and not demolition, such opinions are not supported by the plain 

text or structure of the statutory scheme, and are entitled to no deference. See Loper Bright, 603 

U.S. at 400-01 (holding that it is the duty of the courts to determine the “single, best meaning” of 

statutes, in part because, even where ambiguous, “agencies have no special competence in 

resolving statutory ambiguities”). 

The Court should therefore grant a TRO and preliminary injunction enjoining the 

Defendants from any further work on the site of the Ballroom Project until they have submitted a 

plan to the NCPC and obtained its approval in accordance with their statutory obligations. 

B. The Defendants’ Failure to Consult with the Commission of Fine Arts 

Violates the APA.  

Independently from the required NCPC reviews, the Defendants have also flouted their 

obligations to consult with the CFA. The Defendants have therefore further unlawfully withheld 

this separate agency action, and by proceeding unabated with the destruction of the East Wing and 

development of the Ballroom Project, their action is “not in accordance with law” for this reason 

as well. See 5 U.S.C. §§ 706(1), 706(2)(A). 

Federal agencies intending to undertake development or construction projects in the capital 

district are required to seek the advice of the CFA on matters concerning fine arts. 40 U.S.C. 

§ 9102(a). “[F]or public buildings to be erected in the District of Columbia by the federal 

government and for other structures to be so erected which affect the appearance of the city,” the 

agency must seek the CFA’s advice “on the plans and on the merits of the design” “before” the 

plans are “final[ly] approv[ed]” or “action” is taken thereon. 45 C.F.R. § 2101.1(a)(1) (emphasis 

added). 
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The Ballroom Project is subject to this CFA review because it is a “public building[] to be 

erected in the District of Columbia.” Id. And substantial exterior renovations to the White House—

perhaps the most recognizable building in the entire District—undoubtedly “affect the appearance 

of the city.” Id. The Defendants have nevertheless commenced work on the Ballroom Project 

without submitting a plan to the CFA, or otherwise advising and consulting with the CFA in 

connection with the project. Had they done so the National Trust and other members of the public 

could—and would—have provided comments. Merritt Decl. ¶¶ 4-12; Declaration of Alison K. 

Hoagland (“Hoagland Decl.”), ¶¶ 15-16. Instead, President Trump terminated the entire CFA. The 

Defendants have therefore shielded the Ballroom Project from transparency in this venue as well. 

The Court should therefore grant a TRO and preliminary injunction enjoining the Defendants from 

any further work on the site of the Ballroom Project until they have submitted a plan to the CFA.  

C. Construction of the Ballroom Without Express Authorization of Congress 

Violates the APA. 

In demolishing the East Wing of the White House and beginning construction of the 

Ballroom, Defendants have also violated the mandate requiring them to secure prior, express 

Congressional approval under 40 U.S.C. § 8106. Without that authority, they engaged in agency 

action “not in accordance with law,” 5 U.S.C. § 706(2). See McDonnell Douglas Corp. v. United 

States Dep’t of the Air Force, 375 F.3d 1182, 1186 n.1 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (concluding that agency 

action that violated a separate federal statute was contrary to law under the APA); McDonnell 

Douglas Corp. v. Widnall, 57 F.3d 1162, 1164 (D.C. Cir. 1995) (similar). Absent a TRO, The 

Defendants’ activities will continue, and they will be in violation of the law.  

Under 40 U.S.C. § 8106, “[a] building or structure shall not be erected on any reservation, 

park, or public grounds of the Federal Government in the District of Columbia without express 

authority of Congress.” Id. (emphasis added).  
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President’s Park comprises the White House and its grounds, and is the planned site of the 

Ballroom. President’s Park is owned by the Federal Government, managed by the National Park 

Service, and located in the District of Columbia. See Craig Decl. Ex. N, O. It is within the statutory 

meaning of a “reservation, park, or public grounds.” 40 U.S.C. § 8106. 

The Defendants intend to “erect[]” the Ballroom—a “building or structure”—on the 

grounds of President’s Park. Id. That work has already begun: recent reporting has revealed that 

the site of the East Wing is a “bustling project site” filled with “dozens of workers” and materials 

pertaining to construction, not demolition. Craig Decl., Ex. B at 3. 

Yet Congress has not authorized anyone to build a Ballroom on President’s Park—

expressly or otherwise. The Defendants have therefore plainly violated § 8106 and must be 

enjoined from constructing the Ballroom, or any other similar structure, unless and until they 

receive express authorization by Congress to do so.  

D. The Defendants Have Flouted NEPA’s Procedural Safeguards. 

The Defendants’ failure to complete sufficient environmental reviews with opportunity for 

public comment violates NEPA and represents a further violation of the APA, demonstrating both 

unlawfully withheld agency action and agency action not in accordance with law.  

NEPA is a fundamentally procedural statute; it requires agencies to follow a certain process, 

not to make a certain substantive determination. See Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 

490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989). Yet it is crucial that agencies follow NEPA’s legally mandated 

procedures. The Defendants’ failures here are several: (1) Even if an environmental assessment 

(“EA”) was completed, it could not have been legally sufficient; (2) The Defendants failed to 

prepare and release an environmental impact statement (“EIS”), which a properly-conducted EA 

would have required; and (3) To the extent the Defendants bifurcated demolition from vertical 
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construction for purposes of preparing an EA or EIS, that decision is arbitrary, capricious, and 

unsupportable.  

1. Any EA prepared by the Defendants was inadequate, as a proper EA 

would have been published and followed by the preparation and 

publication of an EIS.  

Defendants were required to prepare an EA in connection with the Ballroom Project. The 

project, carried out by multiple federal agencies under the active, personal oversight of the 

President, is “subject to substantial Federal control and responsibility” and is therefore a “major 

Federal action.” 42 U.S.C. § 4336e(10)(a). An EA must be prepared for all major federal actions 

except for those which fall into certain limited exceptions. See id. §§ 4332(2)(C), 4336(a). The 

Ballroom Project falls within no such exception, and the Defendants have never argued otherwise.  

An EA is required to be a “concise public document,” id. § 4336(b)(2) (emphasis supplied). 

The Defendants have not published an EA in connection with the Ballroom Project. Thus, the 

Defendants have violated NEPA—either by failing to prepare an EA for the Ballroom Project, see 

id. §§ 4332(2)(C), 4336(b), or by preparing an EA for the project but failing to publish it, see id. 

§ 4336(b). 

If the Defendants did prepare an EA for the Ballroom Project—and there is no evidence 

that they have—there is no evidence that an EIS was subsequently prepared. As a matter of law, 

this would mean the Defendants’ EA found that the Ballroom Project had “no significant impact” 

on the quality of the human environment. See id. §§ 4332(2)(C), 4336. But any such finding would 

be factually unsupported, and thus arbitrary and capricious.  

To start, in determining whether a project’s impacts warrant an EIS, NEPA requires the 

reviewing agency to consider the effects of the proposed federal action on the “human 

environment,” which includes effects on the “historic [and] cultural” “aspects of our national 
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heritage.” Id. § 4331(b)(4); id. § 4332(2)(C). Under the framework long applied by the federal 

courts, “[w]hether a project has significant environmental impacts, thus triggering the need to 

produce an EIS, depends on its ‘context’ (region, locality) and ‘intensity’ (‘severity of impact’).” 

Nat’l Parks Conservation Ass’n v. Semonite, 916 F.3d 1075, 1082 (D.C. Cir. 2019) (quoting 40 

C.F.R. § 1508.27).3 There can be no question that the historically incomparable site of the White 

House qualifies as “significant,” so any inquiry would inevitably turn on the “intensity” element. 

While the regulations enumerated ten factors to consider, courts recognized that “[i]mplicating any 

one of the factors may be sufficient to require development of an EIS.” Id. Here, the significance 

of the Ballroom Project’s impact on multiple factors is so obvious that the Court need not dwell 

on each of the ten. Specifically, significant intensity is apparent from factors: (3) “[u]nique 

characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, [or] park 

lands”; (4) “[t]he degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely 

to be highly controversial”; and (8) “[t]he degree to which the action may adversely affect . . . 

sites, . . .structures, or objects listed in . . . the National Register of Historic Places or may cause 

loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.” 40 C.F.R. 

§ 1508.27(b)(3), (4), & (8); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(i)(4) (defining “effects” or “impacts” to 

include, among others, “aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health” effects).  

Accordingly, courts have long recognized that NEPA protects distinct cultural and historic 

interests that must be independently satisfied, even where other statutes with specific historic 

 
3 Historically, such assessments utilized the considerations enumerated in NEPA’s implementing 

regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”), including those at 40 

C.F.R. § 1508.27, which had been in force in some form since the Carter administration. These 

regulations were rescinded in April 2025, see 90 Fed. Reg. 10610, and are thus no longer binding. 

Nonetheless, they illustrate the concerns long-held and long-applied by the courts in implementing 

NEPA’s statutory requirements, and illustrate why the Defendants’ conduct here so plainly 

violated NEPA.  
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preservation aims overlap in part. See Lemon v. McHugh, 668 F. Supp. 2d 133 (D.D.C. 2009) 

(holding NEPA’s requirements for review of historic and cultural impacts are not satisfied by 

separate requirements for the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”)); Preservation 

Coalition, Inc. v. Pierce, 667 F.2d 851 (9th Cir. 1982) (recognizing that NEPA “requires federal 

agencies to preserve important historic and cultural aspects of our nation's heritage” and holding 

that “compliance with the NHPA, even when it exists, does not assure compliance with NEPA. 

Each [statute] mandates separate and distinct procedures, both of which must be complied with 

when historic buildings are affected”).4  

Since the rescission of the prior NEPA regulations, the defendant Department of the Interior 

has developed guidance for implementing NEPA through a “DOI NEPA Handbook.” Dep’t of 

Interior, New Department of the Interior NEPA Procedures, https://www.doi.gov/oepc/national-

environmental-policy-act-nepa (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025); Dep’t of Interior, DOI Handbook of 

NEPA Procedures, available at http://doi.gov/media/document/doi-nepa-handbook (last accessed 

Dec. 11, 2025). That handbook includes certain similar considerations for the level of NEPA review 

as in the prior NEPA regulations, including “the proposed scope of the affected area (national, 

regional, or local) . . . and the affected area’s natural and cultural resources” and “[e]ffects on the 

quality of life of the American people.” DOI Handbook of NEPA Procedures, § 1.2(b)(1) & (2); 

see also DOI Handbook of NEPA Procedures, Appendix 3, § 6(5) (June 2025), 

 
4 Because “the ‘affected human environment reviewed under NEPA includes aesthetic, historic, 

and cultural resources,’” “agencies must still fulfill the requirements under” NEPA in conjunction 

with other “independent statutes” governing preservation, including NHPA. NEPA and NHPA – 

A Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106, Council On Environmental Quality 12-13 

(2013), available at https://ceq.doe.gov/docs/ceq-publications/NEPA_NHPA_Section_106_ 

Handbook_Mar2013.pdf (last accessed Dec. 11, 2025) (further clarifying that “[c]ultural resources 

that are not eligible for or listed in the National Register may be considered as part of the NEPA 

review”). 
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https://www.doi.gov/media/document/doi-nepa-appendix-3 (further illustrating the “quality of life 

of the American people” factor to include, among other things, “[e]ducation and knowledge, which 

may include evaluation of learning, interpretation, and research opportunities related to cultural, 

historic, and natural resources”). This guidance applies to actions of both the defendant 

Department of Interior and the defendant National Park Service. 

Of course, apart from the significant adverse cultural, aesthetic, and historic impacts on the 

human environment of Lafayette Square, President’s Park, and the White House, the demolition 

of the East Wing raises further physical environmental and public health concerns. See 40 C.F.R. 

§ 1508.27(b)(2) (considering among 10 “intensity” factors, “[t]he degree to which the proposed 

action affects public health or safety”); DOI Handbook of NEPA Procedures, § 1.2(b)(2)(iii) 

(DOI’s consideration of effects must include “[e]ffects on public health and safety”). When the 

East Wing was demolished, it was over 120 years old, and many buildings of similar age contain 

recognized health-impacting environmental hazards—such as asbestos and lead paint—that must 

be properly handled. Yet debris from the East Wing demolition has been dumped in at least one 

public park, and perhaps elsewhere, with no apparent treatment or regard for its potential hazards.  

Under all of these circumstances, a finding of no significant impact cannot be supported. 

Without conducting the requisite, sufficient environmental analysis, the Defendants could not (and 

did not) “consider every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed action,” Vt. 

Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978), or “take a 

‘hard look’ at environmental consequences,” Robertson, 490 U.S. at 350 (citation omitted). NEPA 

expressly requires that for any major Federal action, the EIS provide a “detailed statement” of both 

“a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed agency action” and “any irreversible and 
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irretrievable commitments of Federal resources which would be involved in the proposed agency 

action should it be implemented.” 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C)(iii) & (v). 

And without publishing any such analysis, the Defendants have robbed the public of any 

opportunity to comment on these activities. Public participation is a core pillar of NEPA, and the 

public cannot be excluded where activities will have a significant effect. See Vt. Yankee, 435 U.S. 

at 553; Marsh v. Ore. Nat. Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989). Given that NEPA is at its core 

a procedural statute, it is crucial that those procedures—including sufficient environmental 

analysis and public participation—take place before the Defendants implement any actions. 

Otherwise, the Defendants may “act on incomplete information, only to regret [their] decision after 

it is too late to correct.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at 371. 

Until the Defendants prepare and publish sufficient environmental analyses, they cannot 

proceed with the Ballroom Project. Their failure to complete a sufficient EA or EIS is an agency 

action unlawfully withheld, and their proceeding with the demolition of the East Wing and 

development of the Ballroom Project is action contrary to law. 5 U.S.C. §§ 706(1), 706(2)(A). This 

Court should thus compel the Defendants to undertake the first step of NEPA’s procedural 

requirements. To the extent that the Defendants have conducted any analysis, “without observance 

of procedure required by law,” their conduct is arbitrary and capricious. Id. § 706(2)(A), (C).  

2. If the Defendants considered only the demolition of the East Wing or only 

the construction of the Ballroom in preparing an EA, they improperly 

segmented NEPA review. 

Finally, to the extent the Defendants found that the Ballroom Project had no significant 

impact on the human environment because they artificially divided the EA process by either (1) 

assessing the demolition of the East Wing alone, without regard for the disposal of debris from the 

East Wing, the impacts of the construction of the Ballroom, or both; or (2) assessing the impacts 
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of the construction of the Ballroom without consideration of the impacts of the demolition of the 

East Wing or the disposal of its debris, such decisions constituted impermissible “segmentation.” 

Such actions are arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to law. See DOI Handbook of NEPA 

Procedures, Appendix 3, § 5 (NEPA review must consider “reasonably foreseeable effects” 

resulting from the “project at hand” and may segregate review only of “other projects” that are 

“separate in time or place from the project at hand”); see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b)(7) (NEPA’s 

intensity “[s]ignificance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down 

into small component parts”).  

An agency cannot “segment[]” its NEPA review by dividing “connected, cumulative, or 

similar federal actions into separate projects.” Del. Riverkeeper Network v. FERC, 753 F.3d 1304, 

1313 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (separate NEPA reviews are inappropriate where agency was “undeniably 

aware that the previous and following projects were also under construction or review, and that 

each phase of the development fit with the others like puzzle pieces to complete an entirely new 

[project]”). “The justification for the rule against segmentation is obvious: it ‘prevent[s] agencies 

from dividing one project into multiple individual actions each of which individually has an 

insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively have a substantial impact.’” Id. 

(quoting NRDC v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 297 (D.C. Cir. 1988)) (alteration in original). The rule also 

prevents agencies from evading NEPA review with respect to one or more portions of a larger and 

ostensibly separate project for which the agency has prepared, or will prepare, an EIS. 

The Ballroom Project is a single project for the purposes of NEPA review: It involves the 

demolition of a significant portion of an existing building, the disposal of debris from that 

demolition, and the construction of a new structure in the same physical location. See Stewart Park 

& Reserve Coalition, Inc. v. Slater, 352 F.3d 545, 559 (2d Cir. 2003) (“A project has been 
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improperly segmented, on the other hand, if the segmented project has no independent utility, no 

life of its own, or is simply illogical when viewed in isolation.”) (citing Hudson River Sloop 

Clearwater, Inc. v. Dep’t of Navy, 836 F.2d 760, 763-64 (2d Cir. 1988)); Vieux Carre Property 

Owners, Residents & Assocs., Inc. v. Pierce 719 F.2d 1272 (5th Cir. 1983) (“Regardless of funding 

sources, integrally related activities designed to accomplish, in whole or in part, a specific goal are 

to be grouped together for consideration as a single project. Moreover, closely related and proposed 

or reasonably foreseeable actions that are related by timing or geography also must be considered 

together.”). 

Finally, while any decision by the Defendants to conduct a NEPA review of only the East 

Wing demolition would violate their statutory obligations, such a decision would also necessarily 

fail regardless of the basis: The demolition of the East Wing occurred before any public EA was 

released. As such, the Defendants can point to no reasoned explanation for any such decision. See 

Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n, Inc. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 48 (1983) (“[A]n 

agency must cogently explain why it has exercised its discretion in a given manner.”); Encino 

Motorcars, LLC v. Navarro, 579 U.S. 211, 221 (2016) (“One of the basic procedural requirements 

of administrative rulemaking is that an agency must give adequate reasons for its 

decisions. . . . [W]here the agency has failed to provide even [a] minimal level of analysis, its 

action is arbitrary and capricious and so cannot carry the force of law.”). 

The Court should therefore enter a TRO and preliminary injunction enjoining the 

Defendants from any further work until they complete and publish an appropriate EA and EIS for 

the Ballroom Project.  

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-1     Filed 12/12/25     Page 39 of 52



 

31 

E. The President’s Unilateral Action Violates the Constitution. 

The Constitution both prescribes and proscribes the respective powers of the President and 

Congress. As between those two branches, the Property Clause of the U.S. Constitution 

definitively vests exclusive authority over federal property with Congress. U.S. Const. Art. IV, § 

3, Cl. 2 (“The Congress shall have Power to dispose of and make all needful Rules and Regulations 

respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the United States.”). The Supreme Court 

has “repeatedly observed that ‘[the] power over the public land thus entrusted to Congress is 

without limitations.’” Kleppe v. New Mexico, 426 U.S. 529, 539 (1976) (quoting United States v. 

San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16, 29 (1940) and collecting cases). That power is exclusive: Nothing in 

the Constitution gives the President overlapping authority to dispose of federal property. As a 

result, only Congress may authorize the construction of federal buildings; the President, acting 

unilaterally, is wholly without constitutional authority to build or demolish anything on federal 

grounds.  

President Trump’s actions in directing and coordinating the Ballroom Project are therefore 

without authority, constitutional or otherwise. In usurping the role ascribed to Congress via the 

Property Clause, he has violated the separation of powers.  

The Supreme Court has continued to recognize the availability of “implied equitable 

actions ‘directly under the Constitution.’” LULAC v. Exec. Off. of the President, No. 25-0946, 2025 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 215411, at *76 (Oct. 31, 2025); see also Free Enter. Fund v. Pub. Co. Acct. 

Oversight Bd., 561 U.S. 477, 491 n.2 (2010). The National Trust is likely to succeed on such a 

claim, and it therefore invokes this Court’s equitable authority to prevent the President’s further 

derogation of constitutional roles. See LULAC, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 215411, at *82; see 

also Collins v. Yellen, 594 U.S. 220, 245 (2021) (“[W]henever a separation-of-powers violation 
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occurs, any aggrieved party with standing may file a constitutional challenge.”); cf. Freytag v. 

C.I.R., 501 U.S. 868, 880 (1991) (“The structural interests protected by” the separation of powers 

“are not those of any one branch of Government but of the entire Republic.”).  

The seminal separation-of-powers case, Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer, counsels 

that where a President acts “incompatibl[y] with the expressed or implied will of Congress, his 

power is at its lowest ebb.” 343 U.S. at 637 (Jackson, J., concurring). On the relative attribution of 

power here, the Court has spoken clearly: “Congress exercises the powers both of a proprietor and 

of a legislature over the public domain,” such that the Property Clause “permit[s] ‘an exercise of 

the complete power which Congress has over particular public property entrusted to it.” Kleppe, 

426 U.S. at 540 (emphasis added). To act at this nadir of Executive power, the President must 

demonstrate that he has the inherent constitutional authority to unilaterally demolish the East Wing 

and to build a ballroom that will cast the remainder of the White House in its shade. He cannot do 

so. 

The Supreme Court’s clarification of the scope of separation-of-powers claims against the 

President in Dalton v. Specter, 511 U.S. 462 (1994) does not disturb the National Trust’s claim. 

The Dalton analysis begins with determining whether the claim at issue is properly characterized 

as statutory or constitutional. LULAC, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 215411, at *77. In Dalton, the 

Supreme Court drew this distinction when reviewing the President’s decision to close military 

bases without observing certain statutory procedural requirements. There, the Court observed that 

the procedural requirements whose violation the plaintiffs complained of arose solely from a 

statute, and one which explicitly granted the President the authority to close military bases within 

his discretion, with the result that judicial review was “not available.” See Dalton, 511 U.S. at 469-

472. By contrast, in Youngstown, President Truman asserted that his action in seizing steel mills 
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“should be implied from the aggregate of his powers under the Constitution,” including the duties 

that he “shall take Care that the Laws be faithfully executed” and that he “shall be Commander in 

Chief.” 343 U.S. 579, 586-87 (1952). 

President Trump’s actions here in coordinating and directing every aspect of the Ballroom 

Project fall decisively outside the realm of statutory claims. Indeed, the President can point to no 

statute that provides him with authority—discretionary or otherwise—to demolish the East Wing 

or construct a ballroom in its place. Any justification for this action must therefore rest on some 

unarticulated theory of inherent or implied executive authority—taking this action well outside of 

the relatively narrow circumstances foreclosing judicial review in Dalton and placing it 

comfortably within the ambit of Youngstown and its progeny.  

President Trump’s statements demonstrate that he believes—wrongly—that he has an 

independent, constitutional power to “do anything [he] want[s]” to the White House. Acting on 

that belief, he has reportedly personally met with and directed contractors, personally engaged 

(and replaced) architects, and personally revised plans. “The executive action we have here 

originates in the individual will of the President and represents an exercise of authority without 

law. . . . With all its defects, delays and inconveniences, men have discovered no technique for 

long preserving free government except that the Executive be under the law.” Youngstown, 343 

U.S. at 655 (Jackson, J., concurring). President Trump’s actions intrude on Congress’s exclusive 

prerogatives over federal property and violate the separation of powers. 

Due to the extraordinary and extralegal involvement of the President here, the National 

Trust requests that the Court include President Trump within the ambit of its TRO and injunction. 

The National Trust recognizes that courts generally “may not enjoin the President regarding the 

performance of his official acts.” Dellinger v. Bessent, 2025 U.S. App. LEXIS 3987, *43 (D.C. 
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Cir. Feb. 15, 2025) (citing Franklin, 505 U.S. at 802-03 (Scalia, J., concurring in part)). But 

President Trump performs no “official act” in personally planning and unilaterally directing 

changes to federal buildings of immense national significance. Cf. Trump v. United States, 603 

U.S. 593, 615 (2024) (“As for a President’s unofficial acts, there is no immunity.”) (emphasis 

added). The Supreme Court has recently clarified that, even though drawing the line between 

official and unofficial acts may be difficult in some cases, the inquiry must always begin with 

whether “the President acts pursuant to ‘constitutional and statutory authority.’” Id. at 617. And 

here, although the President purports to act under some inherent presidential authority, he has no 

constitutional basis to carry out the Ballroom Project. He therefore may be enjoined from further 

unofficial acts in engaging contractors or architects, or issuing direct work orders to those 

personnel, pending authority from Congress.5  

II. The National Trust Will Be Irreparably Harmed Absent a TRO. 

No injunction can bring back the East Wing of the White House. Over a century of national 

significance has already been lost. And most critically, the American people had no opportunity to 

review or participate in the wholesale reformation of the People’s House. Nonetheless, this Court 

can and should enjoin the Defendants from taking further actions that will—in the absence of 

orderly review and comment—irrevocably transform one of our nation’s most cherished structures.  

To obtain a TRO and preliminary injunction, the National Trust must show it is likely to 

suffer irreparable harm in the absence of relief. The injury must be “both certain and great; it must 

be actual and not theoretical,” and “of such imminence that there is a clear and present need for 

equitable relief,” and it must not be adequately compensable in money damages. Wis. Gas Co. v. 

 
5 Needless to say, those acting at the direction of the President also may be enjoined from executing 

on his orders to manifest the separation-of-powers violation. 
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Fed. Energy Regul. Comm’n, 758 F.2d 669, 674 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (per curiam); Amoco Prod. Co. 

v. Vill. of Gambell, 480 U.S. 531, 545 (1987); Winter, 555 U.S. at 22-23. 

The National Capital Planning Act, the CFA’s enabling statute, and NEPA all provide 

procedural rights designed to protect the nation’s historic and aesthetic heritage—interests of such 

unique importance that no money damages would ever be adequate to compensate for their loss or 

destruction. Where an irreversible action is imminent, the denial of those procedures can itself be 

an irreparable injury. See Summers v. Earth Island Inst., 555 U.S. 488, 496 (2009); Ctr. for 

Biological Diversity v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 563 F.3d 466, 479 (D.C. Cir. 2009). Section 8106, 

through its sharp and specific focus on federal parkland within the seat of the nation’s capital, 

protects similar historical and cultural interests. The Defendants are carrying out the Ballroom 

Project with no proper NEPA review, no NCPC approval or consultation, no CFA review, and no 

congressional authority—depriving the National Trust of statutory and regulatory rights to 

information, comment, and participation before critical decisions are made. 

The National Trust’s harms, and the harms to the public interest here, are significant and 

concrete. Had the Defendants adhered to these well-established procedural requirements, the 

National Trust would have participated in each of the NCPC, CFA, and NEPA processes. Merritt 

Decl. ¶¶ 4-12. Such review and participation is at the heart of the National Trust’s mission: “[W]e 

help preserve the places and stories that make communities unique. Through the stewardship and 

revitalization of historic sites, we help communities foster economic growth, create healthier 

environments, and build a stronger, shared sense of civic duty and belonging.” National Trust for 

Historic Preservation, Press Center, https://savingplaces.org/press-center (last accessed Dec. 11, 

2025). The National Trust’s participation vindicates the interests of its members, including 

architectural historian Professor Alison K. Hoagland, who have been deprived of the use and 
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enjoyment of the East Wing in both their personal and professional capacities; have suffered 

aesthetic, cultural, and historic harms from the Defendants’ demolition of the East Wing; and will 

continue to suffer further mounting harms from the construction of the Ballroom in the manner 

proposed. See Hoagland Decl. ¶¶ 9-16.  

These harms are no mere abstractions. As Professor Hoagland explains, “The White House 

was designed to be a symbol of the new nation,” and, with its intentionally modest stature for a 

building of its significance, “the White House in its current form embodies some of the ideals on 

which the nation was founded.” Hoagland Decl. ¶ 10. But should the palatial Ballroom be built as 

proposed, the historical significance of this design will be physically overcome: “No longer would 

the eye be drawn to the jewel of the building in the center, declaring to viewers that our president 

lives in a house.” Hoagland Decl. ¶ 13. 

As courts routinely recognize, these aesthetic, cultural, and historical harms are 

compounded by the procedural harms inflicted by the Defendants’ violations. Without access to 

the statutorily mandated reviews and reports, the National Trust has been “deprived of key 

information that it relies on” in its stewardship mission, and it has been “precluded from” 

preserving a historic site “through [the National Trust’s] normal process” of participating in public 

fora for commentary on development and construction regarding historic sites in the United States, 

including those of the CFA, NCPC, and NEPA. People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals v. 

USDA, 797 F.3d 1087, 1093-95 (D.C. Cir. 2015) (recognizing organizational injury for denial of 

“access to information and avenues of redress they wish to use in their routine” activities which 

thereby “inhibit[s] . . . daily operations”) (quoting Action All. of Senior Citizens of Greater 

Philadelphia v. Heckler, 789 F.2d 931, 937-38 (D.C. Cir. 1986)); see Merritt Decl. ¶¶ 4-8 

(recounting the National Trust’s decades of influential participation in such processes).  
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These interests are simultaneously the core of what Congress sought to protect with the 

procedural requirements of each of the NCPC, CFA, and NEPA. See, e.g., 40 U.S.C. § 8711(a) 

(“The National Capital Planning Commission is . . . created to preserve the important historical 

and natural features of the National Capital.”); 45 C.F.R. § 2101.1(a)(1) (providing for CFA review 

of building plans that “affect the appearance of the city”); 42 U.S.C. § 4331(b)(4) (declaring that 

“preserv[ing] important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage” constitutes 

an important goal of NEPA). 

These harms are irreparable. The Supreme Court has emphasized that environmental injury 

“can seldom be adequately remedied by money damages” and “is often permanent or at least of 

long duration.” Amoco, 480 U.S. at 545. Building on that principle, courts routinely recognize that 

NEPA’s duties are “more than a technicality” and that the lack of adequate environmental 

consideration itself “looms as a serious, immediate, and irreparable injury.” Brady Campaign to 

Prevent Gun Violence v. Salazar, 612 F. Supp. 2d 1, 24 (D.D.C. 2009) (quoting Found. on Econ. 

Trends v. Heckler, 756 F.2d 143, 157 (D.C. Cir. 1985)); see also Oglala Sioux Tribe v. U.S. Nuclear 

Regul. Comm’n, 896 F.3d 520, 534, 536 (D.C. Cir. 2018) (rejecting argument that failing to 

conduct NEPA review was harmless or “merely a ‘procedural deficienc[y],’” because “such an 

approach would vitiate” the statute). And, “[w]hen a procedural violation of NEPA is combined 

with a showing of environmental or aesthetic injury, courts have not hesitated to find a likelihood 

of irreparable injury.” 612 F. Supp. 2d at 24–25 (citing Fund for Animals v. Norton, 281 F. Supp. 

2d 209, 221 (D.D.C. 2003)). Collectively, the procedural injury combined with the aesthetic and 

environmental injuries plainly demonstrate a “clear and present need for equitable relief.” Wis. 

Gas, 758 F.2d at 674. 
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III. The Balance of Hardships and the Public Interest Weigh Overwhelmingly in Favor 

of the National Trust. 

Where the government is the defendant, the balance-of-equities and public-interest factors 

“merge.” See All. for Retired Ams. v. Bessent, No. 25-0313, 2025 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 42019, at *36 

(D.D.C. Mar. 7, 2025); Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 435 (2009). In weighing the balance of 

equities, the Court “must balance the competing claims of injury and must consider the effect on 

each party of the granting or withholding of the requested relief.” Winter, 555 U.S. at 24 (quotation 

omitted); Weinberger v. Romero-Barcelo, 456 U.S. 305, 312 (1982).  

These statutory schemes vindicate their cultural, aesthetic, historic, and environmental 

interests through a transparency mandate that provides the public with the opportunity to assess 

agency decision making. See Nat’l Parks Conservation Ass’n v. Semonite, 916 F.3d 1075, 1082 

(D.C. Cir. 2019) (“NEPA’s primary function is ‘information-forcing,’ compelling federal agencies 

to take a hard and honest look at the environmental consequences of their decisions.”) 

(quoting American Rivers & Ala. Rivers Alliance v. FERC, 895 F.3d 32, 49 (D.C. Cir. 2018)); id. 

(“[S]uch effects can be, among others, historic, aesthetic, or cultural.”). Accordingly, the public 

has a strong interest in the government’s “meticulous compliance” with the law. See Fund for 

Animals, Inc. v. Espy, 814 F. Supp. 142, 152 (D.D.C. 1993); Fund for Animals v. Clark, 27 F. Supp. 

2d 8, 15 (D.D.C. 1998) (“[T]he public interest expressed by Congress was frustrated by the federal 

defendants not complying with NEPA.”). Freezing the status quo to conduct these statutorily 

mandated reviews therefore upholds the public interest. See Oglala Sioux Tribe, 896 F.3d at 536. 

Moreover, all an injunction would require the Defendants to do is follow the statutorily 

required processes with which they should have complied in the first place. Where, as here, a 

plaintiff faces permanent injury and the defendants can show at most slight delay due to a statutory 

obligation to comply with the law as written, these factors favor the plaintiff. The D.C. Circuit 
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rejects the notion that mere delay to complete required procedures harms the public, emphasizing 

that agencies have no rightful interest in acting contrary to federal statutes. See generally, Marin 

Audubon Soc’y v. FAA, 121 F.4th 902 (D.C. Cir. 2024); see also League of Women Voters v. 

Newby, 838 F.3d 1, 12 (D.C. Cir. 2016). The government has no cognizable interest in avoiding 

compliance with the laws Congress has enacted: “There is generally no public interest in the 

perpetuation of unlawful agency action.” League of Women Voters, 838 F.3d at 12. The Defendants’ 

actions are therefore contrary to what “Congress, in enacting [the National Capital Planning Act], 

declared to be in the public interest.” Id. at 13. And on the other side of the ledger, there is a 

substantial public interest ‘in having governmental agencies abide by the federal laws that govern 

their existence and operations.’” Id. at 12 (citing Washington v. Reno, 35 F.3d 1093, 1103 (6th Cir. 

1994)). 

A TRO that maintains the status quo will therefore cause no cognizable injury to the 

Defendants. While much damage has already been inflicted on the public through the demolition 

of the East Wing, the injunctive relief sought will merely ensure that this harm cannot be 

compounded by the construction of a Ballroom incompatible with its historic surroundings while 

this case proceeds. See Wash. Metro. Area Transit Comm’n v. Holiday Tours, Inc., 559 F.2d 841, 

844 (D.C. Cir. 1977) (preliminary relief is appropriate to “maintain the status quo pending a final 

determination of the merits”). Courts routinely hold that preserving the status quo pending the 

outcome of litigation is in the public interest, including where there may be irreparable 

environmental or cultural harm absent this preliminary relief. See, e.g., Brady Campaign to 

Prevent Gun Violence, 612 F. Supp. 2d at 24–25.  

To the extent the Defendants claim they will suffer harm because they have already begun 

planning, soliciting bids, or tentatively scheduling work on the Ballroom, any such harm is “self-
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inflicted” and carries little equitable weight. See, e.g., League of Women Voters, 838 F.3d at 12-13 

(government cannot invoke harm flowing from its own unlawful actions to defeat injunctive 

relief). Moreover, any such harm would itself provide evidence in support of the procedural 

violations that merit injunctive relief, because it would indicate that the Defendants have prepared 

construction plans without any review or input from the NCPC or CFA. The Defendants chose to 

move forward with a major project on one of the nation’s most significant sites without first 

undertaking the procedures Congress mandates. They cannot now rely on the costs of that 

premature decision to outweigh the National Trust’s concrete and irreparable harms. 

IV. Any Security Bond Requirement Should Be Waived Due To the National Trust’s 

Nonprofit Status and Pursuit of Litigation in the Public Interest. 

In connection with the National Trust’s request for injunctive relief in this case, the 

National Trust requests that the Court waive any security bond requirement.  

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) provides that “[t]he court may issue a preliminary 

injunction or a temporary restraining order only if the movant gives security in an amount that the 

court considers proper to pay the costs and damages sustained by any party found to have been 

wrongfully enjoined or restrained.” However, “[t]he language ‘in such sum as the court deems 

proper’ has been read to vest broad discretion in the district court to determine the appropriate 

amount of an injunction bond.” DSE, Inc. v. United States, 169 F.3d 21, 33 (D.C. Cir. 1999) 

(affirming order waiving bond due to the “public service” rendered by the plaintiff’s suit). This 

“include[es] the discretion to require no bond at all.” P.J.E.S. v. Wolf, 502 F. Supp. 3d 492, 520 

(D.D.C. 2020). 

Because of the National Trust’s nonprofit status and limited funds, it has a strong policy 

against paying attorneys’ fees, other than out-of-pocket expenses, when it participates in advocacy 

litigation. Merritt Decl. ¶ 14. Instead, it relies on pro bono representation when outside counsel is 
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needed, as in this case, or public interest lawyers whose discounted fees can be covered by other 

organizations. Id. 

When the National Trust seeks injunctive relief in a case, the Trust has always requested, 

and virtually always received, a waiver of the security bond requirement based on the “public 

interest” nature of the litigation. Id. ¶ 15. The National Trust’s litigation program is aimed at 

enforcing and vindicating the rights of the public as a whole, which are reflected in federal and 

state laws protecting historic properties. This policy is in furtherance of the National Trust’s 

congressional charter, directing the Trust to “facilitate public participation” in historic 

preservation. 54 U.S.C. § 312102(a); Merritt Decl. ¶ 15. 

“A bond ‘is not necessary where requiring [one] would have the effect of denying the 

plaintiffs their right to judicial review of administrative action.’” Nat'l Council of Nonprofits v. 

OMB, 775 F. Supp. 3d 100, 130 (D.D.C. 2025) (quoting Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc. v. Morton, 

337 F. Supp. 167, 168 (D.D.C. 1971)). Such a situation arises where a bond would “hold Plaintiffs 

hostage” for the harm from the government’s own unlawful conduct. Id. (noting that defendants 

“will personally face no monetary injury from the injunction”). 

The imposition of a security bond—as a condition for obtaining injunctive relief to 

temporarily delay construction or demolition activities that would harm historic resources—would 

have a direct chilling effect on the ability of the National Trust, and other public interest plaintiffs, 

to advance the public interest and enforce compliance with historic preservation laws through 

litigation. Merritt Decl. ¶ 16. If the financial burden of vindicating public rights were to fall on 

nonprofit organizations that bring enforcement actions, such as the National Trust, then the 

procedural rights and historic and cultural interests that Congress sought to protect through its 
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statutes—including NEPA and those creating the NCPC and CFA—would effectively be vitiated. 

Id. 

The National Trust could not post a substantial injunction bond without diverting funds 

from other purposes and therefore reducing its historic preservation programs. Merritt Decl. ¶ 18. 

Alternatively, the National Trust would simply not be able to post such a bond at all, and would be 

unable to secure the injunction on which it was conditioned. Id. ¶ 19.  

CONCLUSION 

The National Trust respectfully requests that this Court grant its Motion for Temporary 

Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction, and enter an order enjoining the Defendants and 

those working in concert therewith or under their direction and control from taking any and all 

actions in furtherance of the physical development of the Ballroom Project, including but not 

limited to any further demolition, site preparation work, subsurface work, removal of debris, 

removal of soil, landscape alteration, vegetation or tree removal, grading, excavation, digging, 

trenching, boring, filling, blasting, laying of foundations, laying of utilities, pile driving, 

construction equipment installation, or other construction or related work at the White House or 

within President’s Park. The National Trust requests that the Order and Injunction specify that no 

such work shall proceed until the requisite reviews have taken place in accordance with the 

Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 701 et seq.; until the Ballroom Project has been reviewed 

and approved of by the National Capital Planning Commission, and reviewed by the Commission 

of Fine Arts, see 40 U.S.C. §§ 8721(e), (h), 8722(b), 8722(d), 9102; see also 45 C.F.R. 

§ 2101.1(a)(1); until adequate environmental assessments and environmental impact statements 

have been prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4331 et seq.; and 

until Congress has expressly authorized the construction of the Ballroom, see 40 U.S.C. § 8106.  
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Dated: December 12, 2025 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

/s/ Gregory B. Craig  

Gregory B. Craig (164640) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

1717 K Street N.W.  

Washington, DC 20006.  

Tel: (202) 223-1200 

 

Thaddeus A. Heuer (pro hac vice forthcoming) 

Matthew F. Casassa (pro hac vice forthcoming) 

Jack C. Smith (1725229) 

FOLEY HOAG LLP 

155 Seaport Boulevard 

Suite 1600 

Boston, MA 02210 

Tel. (617) 832-1000 
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DECLARATION OF ALISON K. HOAGLAND 

 I, Alison K. Hoagland, declare as follows: 

1. The facts set forth in this declaration are based upon my personal and professional 

knowledge, and if called as a witness in this proceeding, I could and would testify competently 

thereto under oath.  As to those matters that reflect an opinion, they reflect my personal and 

professional opinion on the matter. 

2. I am a member of the National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States 

(“National Trust”).  I have been a member of the National Trust for more than 40 years.  I am 

currently a Trustee of the National Trust and serve on its Executive Committee.  In that role, I 

advise on the governance and policy-making of the organization.  I have also previously served as 

an advisor to the National Trust on matters relating to Washington, D.C.’s interests in the formation 

of Trust policy. 

3. In addition to my work as a trustee and advisor, I am an active individual member 

of the National Trust.  The National Trust’s members, including myself, use, enjoy, derive benefit 

from, and have a substantial interest in preserving and protecting historic and cultural resources in 

Washington, D.C., including the White House and President’s Park, which have been impaired by 
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the destruction of the East Wing of the White House by the defendants in this action, and will be 

impaired further by the construction on the East Wing’s former site of a ballroom substantially 

similar to that which the defendants propose to build. 

4. Apart from my work with the National Trust, I am professor emerita at Michigan 

Technological University, where I taught history and historic preservation from 1994 to 2009.  I 

received my BA from Brown University and my MA in American Studies, with a concentration in 

historic preservation, from George Washington University.  I have written six books on various 

aspects of American vernacular architecture; my most recent is The Row House in Washington, 

DC: A History (University of Virginia Press, 2023). 

5. Prior to my professorship, I was the senior historian at the Historic American 

Buildings Survey of the National Park Service, where I worked from 1979 to 1994.  The Historic 

American Buildings Survey (“HABS”) documents significant historic buildings with measured 

drawings, large-format photographs, and written histories, which are then made available to the 

public at the Library of Congress and online.  Buildings documented by HABS are located 

nationwide and include major monuments and memorials in Washington, as well as the White 

House itself.  

6. In my past capacity as a volunteer and also Vice President of the DC Preservation 

League (formerly Don’t Tear It Down!), I oversaw projects, undertook research, and prepared 

landmark nominations concerning downtown Washington.  Designation of the Downtown Historic 

District and the Fifteenth Street Financial Historic District (adjacent to the White House) resulted 

in part from my work.  Alterations and demolitions of buildings in these historic districts, just as 

for any locally designated historic landmark, must be reviewed by the Historic Preservation 

Review Board before permits are granted.   
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7. I have previously served on the boards of various organizations engaged in history 

and historic preservation work, several of which have a particular focus on historic preservation in 

Washington, D.C.  Among these, I have chaired the board of the Delaware Historical Society, 

chaired the Keweenaw National Historical Park Advisory Commission in Calumet, Michigan, and 

served as president of the Vernacular Architecture Forum.  I have also served on the boards of the 

National Council on Public History, the Michigan State Historic Preservation Review Board, on 

the Committee of 100 on the Federal City, and on the board of the DC Preservation League.  

8. I have also given walking tours for the Smithsonian Institution and public 

presentations to local groups on various aspects of Washington’s historic architecture.  In addition, 

I have published scholarly articles on the topic, including “Nineteenth Century Building 

Regulations in Washington, D.C.,” Records of the Columbia Historical Society 52 (1989): 57-77, 

and “The Washington Public Library on Mount Vernon Square,” Washington History 2, No. 2 (Fall 

1990): 74-89. 

9. I live on Capitol Hill, about 2 miles from the White House.  I first moved to DC in 

1977 and stayed until 1994, then returned in 2009 and have been here ever since.  I travel to the 

White House neighborhood frequently to attend meetings, view exhibits, and have medical 

appointments.  In the past year alone I have attended two rooftop gatherings with views of the 

White House.  I regularly walk through portions of President’s Park, including Lafayette Square, 

in order to enjoy the historic buildings, the beauty of the L’Enfant Plan (which placed the 

President’s House on axis with 16th Street), and the innovative preservation project concerning the 

buildings surrounding Lafayette Square (overseen by Jacqueline Kennedy).  I also regularly view 

the White House from the south side, whether driving by on Constitution Avenue or walking on 

the Mall.  
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10. Built beginning in the eighteenth century, the White House is one of the most 

historically significant buildings in the country.  The White House was designed to be a symbol of 

the new nation, and debates occurred about its style, size, precedents, and name.  As built, the 

“President’s House” was a neoclassical building, akin in size to an English country house.  The 

selection of this design through a competition shows George Washington’s preference for a fairly 

modest building, not a palace.  As such, the White House in its current form embodies some of the 

ideals on which the nation was founded.  Architectural historians look for meaning in architecture, 

and the White House is one of the clearest examples of a building constructed with the explicit 

intention of imparting meaning with its style, size, and scale.  The symbolic nature of the White 

House never fails to impress me, my students, and my out-of-town visitors.  Further, the 

preservation of its essential nature—its republican simplicity—through many alterations and 

renovations of the building also reflects the attitudes and beliefs of subsequent occupants. 

11. The White House affects my own research on more locally focused architecture in 

two ways.  As one of the first prominent government buildings in the new capital city, it drove 

development around it, helping to define commercial and residential areas while also serving as a 

landmark defining L’Enfant’s plan for the city, and attesting to the promise that city construction 

would follow.  Secondly, as the most important house in the city, the White House was also on the 

leading edge of all improvements—running water, water closets, electricity, etc.  A study of 

Washington’s architecture without the White House as a reference point would be incomplete. 

12. As a resident of Washington, D.C., I intend to continue to travel to the area around 

the White House, to walk through Lafayette Square, to attend functions in neighboring buildings, 

and to continue to be impressed by this iconic building.  In the past I have had reason to be in the 

area about once a month, and I expect that pattern to continue.  In addition, when the National 
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Trust holds its board meetings in Washington, which it does at least annually, it usually holds them 

at the Decatur House on the northwest corner of Lafayette Square.  I plan to attend those meetings 

in 2026. 

13. If a ballroom were constructed, similar to that which the defendants in this action 

have proposed to be built on the former site of the East Wing, it would cause permanent and 

irreparable harm to the White House and President’s Park.  To have an adjacent structure 

overshadowing the White House, exceeding it in height and massing, would diminish the primacy 

of the White House, which makes its architectural statement through its singularity on the 

landscape.  No longer would the eye be drawn to the jewel of the building in the center, declaring 

to viewers that our president lives in a house.  

14. Accordingly, I would suffer both professional and personal injuries, including to 

my aesthetic, cultural, and historical interests, if a ballroom of the proposed form and scale were 

constructed on the site of the former East Wing.  

15. In the past, I have personally participated in public comment periods and public 

review meetings—across a variety of venues—considering building plans that would alter or 

impact sites of historic significance.   As an example, I submitted comments to the National Capital 

Planning Commission and the D.C. Historic Preservation Review Board in 2013 and 2014 when 

those agencies were considering alterations to the Carnegie Library at Mount Vernon Square to 

accommodate the Spy Museum, a project that ended up not happening.  I would intend to 

participate in any public review processes and comment periods made available for any project of 

significant scale at the White House, including the ballroom project that has been discussed by the 

defendants in this action, to provide insight and express concern regarding the adverse impact of 

such a project on a site of such historical import to its local and national community.   
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16. As with the rest of the American public, I have so far been denied the opportunity 

to participate in or comment on this project in any formal setting.  The abrupt demolition of the 

East Wing has both deeply saddened me personally and affronted my professional work.  But in 

particular, the project’s proceeding without any of the legally mandated consultations and 

opportunity for public input presents a unique and irreparable harm to the public, one that I feel 

acutely as an architectural historian who has dedicated her career to studying the relationship 

between local people and their buildings.  
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §  1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true

and correct.

Executed this ±Jj± day of December, 2025.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION IN THE UNITED STATES,

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, et al., 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 25-4316

DECLARATION OF GREGORY B. CRAIG 

I, Gregory B. Craig, hereby declare and state as follows pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746: 

1. I am an attorney at the law firm Foley Hoag LLP and am counsel for plaintiff, the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States (“National Trust”), in the above-

captioned matter. 

2. I submit this declaration in support of the National Trust’s Motion for Temporary 

Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction, filed herewith. 

3. Attached as Exhibit A to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Jonathan Edwards and Dan Diamond titled “Trump hires new White House ballroom architect,” 

published by the Washington Post and dated December 4, 2025. 

4. Attached as Exhibit B to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Jonathan Edwards and Dan Diamond titled “Trump wants a bigger White House ballroom. His 

architect disagrees,” published by the Washington Post and dated November 26, 2025. 

5. Attached as Exhibit C to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Lucinda Prout Janke titled “The President’s Park (Give or Take a Few Acres),” published in the 

Spring 2010 issue of the Journal of the White House Historical Association. 
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6. Attached as Exhibit D to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Travis McDonald titled “The East and West Wings of the White House: History in Architecture 

and Building,” published in the Summer 2011 issue of the Journal of the White House Historical 

Association.  

7. Attached as Exhibit E to this declaration is a true and correct copy, in pdf form, of 

a webpage maintained by the White House Historical Association and titled “East Wing Fact 

Sheet,” as it appeared on December 11, 2025. 

8. Attached as Exhibit F to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Elizabeth Rees titled “The Office of the First Lady: The Evolution of the East Wing Staff,” 

published by the White House Historical Association. 

9. Attached as Exhibit G to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Ashley Ahn titled “A Look Back at the White House East Wing,” published by the New York 

Times and dated October 22, 2025. 

10. Attached as Exhibit H to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Alexandra Hutzler and Isabella Murray titled “White House East Wing demolished, new images 

appear to show,” published by ABC News and dated October 23, 2025. 

11. Attached as Exhibit I to this declaration is a true and correct copy, in pdf form, of 

a webpage maintained by the National Park Service and titled “Jacqueline Kennedy Garden,” as it 

appeared on December 11, 2025. 

12. Attached as Exhibit J to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a press release 

titled “The White House Announces White House Ballroom Construction to Begin” issued by the 

White House and dated July 31, 2025. 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-4     Filed 12/12/25     Page 2 of 6



3 

13. Attached as Exhibit K to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Luke Broadwater titled “Inside Trump’s Push to Make the White House Ballroom as Big as 

Possible,” published by the New York Times and dated November 30, 2025. 

14. Attached as Exhibit L to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a letter from 

Dr. Carol Quillen, President and Chief Executive Officer of the National Trust, to William Scharf, 

Chair of the National Capital Planning Commission; Jessica Bowron, Acting Director of the 

National Park Service; and Billie Tsien, Chair of the Commission of Fine Arts, dated October 21, 

2025.  

15. Attached as Exhibit M to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Gabe Gutierrez, Monica Alba, Peter Alexander, and Dareh Gregorian titled “White House’s entire 

East Wing to be demolished ‘within days,’ officials say” published by NBC News and dated 

October 23, 2025. 

16. Attached as Exhibit N to this declaration is a true and correct copy, in pdf form, of 

a webpage maintained by the National Park Service and titled “The White House is a National 

Park,” as it appeared on December 11, 2025. 

17. Attached as Exhibit O to this declaration is a true and correct copy, in pdf form, of 

a webpage maintained by the National Park Service and titled “Basic Information,” as it appeared 

on December 8, 2025. 

18. Attached as Exhibit P to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a National 

Capital Planning Commission media release titled “NCPC Welcomes New Chairman and 

Presidential Appointees,” dated July 14, 2025. 
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19. Attached as Exhibit Q to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Darlene Superville titled “PHOTOS: White House starts East Wing demolition to build Trump’s 

ballroom,” published by PBS News and dated October 23, 2025. 

20. Attached as Exhibit R to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Irie Sentner titled “Trump taps personal lawyer Will Scharf for White House staff secretary,” 

published by Politico and dated November 16, 2024. 

21. Attached as Exhibit S to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Swapna Venugopal Ramaswamy titled “Trump waltzes into ballroom controversy with ‘two 

geniuses’ and an East Wing demolition,” published by USA Today and dated October 23, 2025. 

22. Attached as Exhibit T to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Peter Nicholas titled “Trump says the new White House ballroom will be ‘a little bigger’ than 

initially planned,” published by NBC News and dated September 13, 2025. 

23. Attached as Exhibit U to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Seung Min Kim titled “WATCH: Trump hosts dinner for donors to $250 million White House 

ballroom project,” published by PBS News and dated October 16, 2025. 

24. Attached as Exhibit V to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a letter from 

the American Institute of Architects to Executive Secretary John Stanwich, The Committee for the 

Preservation of the White House, dated August 5, 2025.  

25. Attached as Exhibit W to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a public 

statement from the Heritage Conservation Committee of the Society of Architectural Historians 

titled “Statement on the Proposed Ballroom Addition at the White House,” dated October 16, 2025.   

26. Attached as Exhibit X to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a social media 

post from the Truth Social account of Donald J. Trump, dated October 20, 2025.  
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27. Attached as Exhibit Y to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

Kathryn Watson titled “White House begins demolition of part of East Wing for Trump’s 

ballroom,” published by CBS News and dated October 21, 2025. 

28. Attached as Exhibit Z to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article by 

David Smith titled “Trump’s ballroom blitz sparks chorus of disgust: ‘The perfect symbol’,” 

published by The Guardian and dated October 23, 2025. 

29. Attached as Exhibit AA to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a press 

release titled “White House Continues Proud Presidential Legacy,” issued by the White House and 

dated October 21, 2025. 

30. Attached as Exhibit BB to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article 

by Marco Hernandez, Junho Lee, and Ashley Wu titled “Trump’s Plans for the East Wing Keep 

Changing. Here’s a Look,” published by the New York Times and dated October 24, 2025. 

31. Attached as Exhibit CC to this declaration is a true and correct copy of a proposed 

agenda for the December 4, 2025 meeting of the National Capital Planning Commission. 

32. Attached as Exhibit DD to this declaration is a true and correct copy of an article 

by Dan Diamond titled “White House fires arts commission expected to review Trump 

construction projects,” published by the Washington Post and dated October 28, 2025. 

33. Attached as Exhibit EE to this declaration is a true and correct copy, in pdf form, 

of a webpage maintained by the Commission of Fine Arts and titled “Who We Are,” as it appeared 

on December 11, 2025. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

Executed this 12th day of December, 2025. 

____________________________

Gregory B. Craig 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-4     Filed 12/12/25     Page 6 of 6



EXHIBIT A 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 1 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 2 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 3 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 4 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 5 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 6 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 7 of 8



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-5     Filed 12/12/25     Page 8 of 8



EXHIBIT B 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-6     Filed 12/12/25     Page 1 of 4



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-6     Filed 12/12/25     Page 2 of 4



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-6     Filed 12/12/25     Page 3 of 4



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-6     Filed 12/12/25     Page 4 of 4



EXHIBIT C 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 1 of 13



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 2 of 13



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 3 of 13



''''''' nrn- efinwcidit 
o
b
,
b
E
l
i
S
'
a
m
o
o
n
o
v.d
u
[
z
d
o
[
D
.
N
0
0
0
r
m
 

.
0
a
0
3
0
0
-
1
C
3
C
I
O
D
.
0
7
.
1
D ,;

;
C
a
l
l
f
i
n
c
0
D
a
l
U
C
3
C
1
 

/JOE KS100001 
C=1 DRZINELIIIEZEDOCI.--1:15' 

A
D
O
D
U
C
I
O
D
O
C
T
N
:
k 1

 v
Z
2
0
1
\
C
i
T
I
E
=
J
E
J
D
 1 O
B
.
 

O
C
I
O
D
D
V
q
0
0
0
=
0
 0
0
1
1
1
3
,
V
i
D
v
 D
O
O
D
A
D
 uooO■ 

...,.. a 0
0

0
0

0
1

1
1, 3

0
0

0
E

7
A

 Lwnour\u- J4noauaoa °ono 
o
 

popovoom
u.=

:Y
oconw

L
., E

)=1= pom
pom

 
,N, 0

0
0

0
p

o
o

D
u

o
m

 m
 

DOD =
]=

(=
1
 ..,„ 

ai,oporionnouvar--14 .Joar) C
ID

E
D

E
D

E
 

a
C

D
O

n
0

0
0

ric
tio

a
0

=
 

10.V
IL

T
A

D
E

D
C

IE
/ 0

0
0

6
6

u
 

0013D
O

D
O

C
I1LID

 m
 

q)CIDEATd I=t)AEILEVEDOVADDricogp, 
___,;,7,7-7-7-

' 
...,_ 

A
D

E
rinN

000m
E

v2.3oL
T

E
ID

orn narionnouu 
_._,..- ,., .. . 

- :--- 
aD

O
D

LID
 rt. 0

0
0

 
f__JD

 C7;1;11 =
7
z1

=
E

IC
IN

U
O

M
O

C
IC

IO
C

IO
 

4 '4
.4'k 2', 

IA" \ '!' 
a
ll\ 

i k
b

\ 
A

 0
0Q

 NE,ip, 
NoTk 1*,,._(-:1- 4,[jpog.F.,..iimpc,'„, 

i.,,,.,,,.: 
P

ik
 

( 7
;4

 'C
)O

cry. 
0

0
0

0
0

a
. 

_
_
, qvek 

a
li:M

illi 
()A

n
fliF

irE
E

'V
A

P
iig

iil:E
riL

s
la

L
D

A
f

tg
jA

R
IR

9
A

D
IE

A
R

P
F

3
P

 

-
N

-44
1

:4e
"

.*:1:4‘ci
c

u
jo

rljP
U

P
E

L triO
n

7
filn

 
7.g:.6.0

6
6

A
3

5.R
1_9[1 0

M
A

S
ti:

  rit 
„pocia[11,0,,Fir_uni II 

. 
4

 F
illat7

/JD
O

C
3
C

1
0
0
0
0
1
1
:3

0
D

clE
: "::5 fee- 

- 
It"

 

- - L
IM

O
 

D
IT

E
3
1
1
1
=

1 7,.1
4 

tf-7_7;
1 

1
 \ 

1
- : 

I\IID
 

LiarliD
O

D
O

CIEM
O

D
PV

., : , 4•,,:,,,,. 
K

r 
A

O
 

01100 
OW

 
 =

E
l 

G
il F' 

E
n 1 • 

th
ill 

U 
--' 

-) 
1 

PA
T
—

 11
 

g 
,,,h, 1 

. -f\__z3 
ii00000=00=Q

ff-i6 F-1 
E 

1
0

,,,D
crib

rio
i 

I
' ;4

4:ty- 
i„,..----..„

- girr
,..._; 

(=A
 00000=gED

L=11..- I 
p4 L

 
diET

:D
E

D
o

=
o

,"-) 
*. 

1.--k- 
-,fristL

IL
_

E
ftr:U

=
1

1
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

V
A

IM
J
C

ID
A

L
 

LA t g. a LT2A—
IU

D
EID

 
IL

-...1
. 

)"
`

"
'7

-
 

l 
O

O
D

E
E

D
O

O
D

O
E

IE
IM

O
D

o
u
n
im

u
s .!.1-_1,9L;097..... 

=
 

C
IO

C
II

,S
IE

N
:1

0
C

IO
C

I,C
1
=

C
E

D
o
C

i 
O

D
D

 
0

1
=

1
=

t1
C

3
0
0
b
, 

M
O

D
L

E
1
0
4
:1

E
D

=
 

O
D

D
 

0
0

0
3

 
E

O
M

 
E

.I C
IM

E
IC

E
C

ID
D

L
IO

0
',61 

—
n

L
[1

1
1

0
h

E
n

a
p

iu
[ 

u
lo

 
- 

aE
ocm

auonE
vccoor)-3,- 

- 
ClEInF=CIM

ODA001111 
°)EM

TU
F1.10L.A

. End7: 
o
rzo

o
D

iyiv
es=c0C7L:DOCINDOE1 

3
=

1
=

 =
G

o
o

 
r=

1
1
0
0
 

C
IO

 
1
=

0
3

 0 
7
4
E

]=
D

p
 

n
=

0
 

D
A

D
E

! 
\D

m
]

ct 
norgim

p
E

n
cy

 a
n
=

rznoop@
O

EM
E310t//1D

u 
0

=
=

=
 =

coo 
 

zip 
ot:=

D
=

 0
4
0
0
0
 

you 
np 

D
E

E
D

'A
pecno004/2 

0
0
0
1
7
,(1

0
W

6
U

0
0
 r!" 

3
U

C
JC

7
e0

0
0
0
 

0
0

0
1

;1
0

 

FW 
L 

F~
J
.

'cv 0
1

)

.1
 4

1
 

11
4, I 1 ti 

t 
I 

0.11 
> 

I 
4 

,
 

,
 

- 

a 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 4 of 13



The President's Park 
(Give or Take a Few Acres) 

LUCINDA PROUT JANKE 

recent magazine article described the 
garden of the White House. "known as the President's 
Park." as covering 82 acres and encompassing Lafayette 
Park and the Ellipse.' Surrounded by a large fence, the 
White House indeed appears to be sited in spacious 
grounds, but the present White House grounds are only 
about 18 acres, less than a quarter of the original reser-
vation. The original plans for both the president's resi-
dence and its setting were much more ambitious. 
Included in Peter Charles L'Enfant's 1791 concept for 
the new Federal City, the executive mansion was sited 
prominently on a rise as seen today from the north, and 
on the south built into a ridge, all surrounded by a tract 
of more than 80 acres. The designer labeled the reserve 
"President's Park." Today, however. most people per-
ceive of Lafayette Park, the White House grounds. and 
the Ellipse as separate areas. All were—and are--part of 
the grounds designated by L'Enfant as the President's 
Park. 

L'Enfant's original plans for the president's 
grounds arc more clearly defined. The boundaries 
stretched from H Street on the north to Tiber Creek 

Pierre Charles L'Enjant's 1791 "Plan of the 
City Intended for the Permanent Sea► of the 
Government of the United States," repmduced 
in 1887 as a facsimile by the U.S. Coast and 
Geodetic Survey Office. The President's Park is 
labeled "L" rising north from the Mall. 

(now Constitution Avenue) on the south, bordered on the 
cast by Fifteenth Street, NW, and on the west by 
Seventeenth Street. The residence was to have been 
located at the northern end of these grounds, visible 
from the Capitol down Pennsylvania Avenue and for 
many miles from the south, as its sweeping vistas 
looked to the Potomac River and beyond. Wide ten-aces 
were to cross the entire tract south of the residence. 
roughly at E Street. To the north was to be a forecourt 
where five major avenues converged, an urban planning 
device familiar in front of palaces in European capitals. 

The five spokelike streets were never extended all 
the way to the President's House. A map drawn for one 
of the owners of the land upon which the President's 
Park was located shows these avenues—extensions of 
Connecticut Avenue. Sixteenth Street, and New York 
Avenue—along with an early footprint of the "presi-
dent's palace." Samuel Davidson, a Georgetown mer-
chant. had purchased this land, known in part as the Port 
Royal Tract, in 1791 and 1792. anticipating profits from 
selling lots when the government acquired it. The 
boundary between Davidson's acquisition and that of 
David Burns. whose family had owned their land for 
three generations, passed through what would become 
the President's Park. 

Changes in L'Enfant's perfectly rectangular park 
began almost immediately, the first when city squares 
were created in the northernmost corners of the park. 
These appear already established in the 1792 engraving 
of the city plan. The next alteration of the President's 
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1791. Detail of the President's Park and foundations for 
the presidential residence as originally conceived by 
L'Eulant. 

Park involved significant changes to the size and loca-
tion of the presidential residence. L'Enfant's concept of 
the building is unknown, lost when the ambitious but 
contentious Frenchman was fired after less than a year 
of service. But its footprint as laid out was about four 
times the size of the White House as built. 

Faced with the loss of the city's designer. and thus 
no house plans. George Washington held an architectural 
competition for both the Capitol and the President's 
House. James Hoban, awarded the White House prize, 
presented a building more in the scale of a large country 
house in England or Ireland than the palace envisioned 
by L'Enfant. By this time the cellar for the larger build-
ing was already near completion. Hoban's building was 
located on the northern end of the great chasm the cel-
lars formed; President Washington himself drove the 
stakes siting the building to come, and thus removed the 
President's House from the Pennsylvania Avenue axis or 
vista intended by L'Enfant.' 

The park was further diminished by public build-
ings. Well before the President's House was completed, 
two buildings were introduced to the grounds on Presi-
dent Washington's orders, to end a dispute between him-
self and Congress over where offices for the public 
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1792. Detail of the first -Quicial Plan "Or the city of 
Washington. reflecting significant changes to the size and 
location of the foundations. 

employees should be housed. The difference was, of 
course, over controlling the workers, but Washington's 
idea that the executive needed the staff nearby won out. 
In time this decision, purely political, would bring the 
major incursion into the President's Park. The Treasury 
Department Building was begun late in 1798, east of the 
President's House. Erection of a similar structure to 
house other executive departments began on the west in 
1799. Robert King's 1798 map shows these two as yet 
incomplete buildings, both similar in size. Built close to 
the street, they were aligned with the squares to the 
north, at some distance from the residence. When the 
government moved from Philadelphia in 1800, the 
Treasury Department, with its sixty-five employees, was 
the first to arrive. It is certain that George Washington 
never imagined dwarfing the President's House, as do 
the present Treasury on the east, and State, War and 
Navy Building on the west, built on the sites half a 
century after his time. 

The next important development in the history of 
the President's Park occurred with the change of admin-
istration in 1801. John Adams lived in the house only a 
few months. His wife, Abigail. in an oft-quoted letter, 
described the house as habitable but noted that "we have 
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1798. A map of 
President Square 
drawn in August 1798 
by the government 
surveyor Robert King 
shows the Presidents 
House positioned 
between two vet 
unfinshed buildings: 
the Treasury 
Department on the 
east and a similar 
structure meant 
to house the 
other executive 
offices on the west, 
Wan Navy State. 
and the Post Office. 
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not the least fence. yard or other convenience without."' 
Adams's successor, Thomas Jefferson, lived in the 
White House for the next eight years and took an active 
interest in both the house and its grounds. Of particular 
relevance to the President's Park are the wings he added 
to the residence and his decision to fence and develop 
the landscape of the grounds. 

Jefferson ordered the grounds fenced with a 12 foot 
stone wall on the south and rail fencing on the other 
three sides. The result by 1808 was a 5 acre site, the 
first time the grounds had been enclosed around the 
President's House. Early in his administration Jefferson 
began planning for the east and west wings, to connect 
the residence with the executive office buildings, as well 
as to conceal the homely "offices" needed for the house, 
such as wash facilities and a smokehouse. Construction 
began on these wings in 1805 but neither was completed 
as designed; indeed, their lengths were cut in half as 
built. An early nineteenth-century sketch, believed to be 
by Jefferson or the public architect Benjamin Henry 
Latrobe or both, shows the design for the wings, fencing, 
and plantings. This plan introduced the concept of sepa-
rate White House grounds within the President's Park. 
The north side was the public entrance, and the south 
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was reserved for private use and future pleasure gardens. 
This division of the grounds continues to this day. 

Included in the sketch was a carriageway through 
the park, with a monumental entrance arch-of-triumph 
where Pennsylvania Avenue dead-ended at the 
President's Park. This arch was actually built, a huge 
confection in stucco with sandstone trim and wooden 
gates, and doubtless was meant to compensate for loss 
of the grand climax the "palace" would have made to 
the avenue, had it been built. It stood until 1859, when it 
fell before the south expansion of the Treasury Building. 

A decade later, after the White House and office 
buildings were burned during the British invasion of the 
city in August 1814, all were rebuilt; however, Congress 
authorized the erection of two additional structures to 
house the four executive departments. A separate build-
ing for the State Department rose to the north of the 
Treasury Department Building, on the east side of the 
grounds; the War and Navy Departments occupied the 
west side in two separate buildings. 

The President's Park served for several years after 
the War of 1812 as a construction station for the recon-
struction of the White House. A sketch of Saint John's 
Church made by Latrobe about 1816 depicts a horse and 
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1802-5. Landscape plan for the White House grounds apparently sketched by Thomas Jefferson, with Henry Latrobe
penned suggestions, introduced the concept of separate White House grounds within the Presidents Park. 

rider on a barren stretch between the church, completed 
on the north edge of the President's Park in 1816, and 
the as yet unrepaired White House. The roadway may 
have been more of a country lane at this time. By the 
mid-1820s Pennsylvania Avenue had been cut across the 
President's Park between Fifteenth and Seventeenth 
Streets. The insertion of this broad, rather roundabout 
extension of the capital's main street created a strong 
physical and psychological separation of the White 
House grounds from the northern side of the President's 
Park. 

Only after completion of repairs following the fire 
of 1814 was the park to the north cleared, graded, and 
planted, orchardlikc, with alternate slow-growing elms 
and fast-growing Virginia red cedar trees. Quick shade 
was provided by the cedars, while the elms, considered 
permanent, took their time growing up. Architect 
Charles Bulfinch devised the plan, allowing for streets 
to border the park. New north-south streets in the 
President's Park appear on Robert King's 1818 map of 
the city, as do streets on the south side of the two 

squares. However, these do not yet connect to a street 
immediately north of the White House, where 
Pennsylvania Avenue is today. The rest of the 
President's Park appears intact on King's map and in his 
field notes, as yet uninvaded by other new streets and 
avenues. By the time of President James Monroe's pub-
lic reception on New Year's Day 1818, the first held in 
the rebuilt White House, the immediate grounds had 
been fenced in and wrought iron gates installed on the 
north side of the White House, along with two pairs of 
stone piers, the same in use today. These served to fur-
ther distance the park to the north from the White House 
grounds. After the visit of the Marquis de Lafayette in 
1824 and 1825, the park on the north was named 
"Lafayette Park" and further severed from the White 
House grounds. Formally, the park is still Lafayette 
Park: the term "Lafayette Square" refers to the houses 
facing the park. 

In 1833, approximately the year President Andrew 
Jackson completed the landscaping of the grounds, the 
Treasury Department Building burned to its walls. This 

72 WHITE HOUSE HISTORY (Number 27) 

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 8 of 13



Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-7     Filed 12/12/25     Page 9 of 13



was the third fire that had ravaged it, the first in 1800 
on upper floors in office papers. the second at the behest 
of the British in 1814. The third was as devastating as 
the second, resulting in demolition of the surviving 
brick walls and construction of a much larger - fire-
proof' structure in stone, lined with brick. This was the 
beginning of half a century of major expansion of the 
departmental buildings next to the White House. 

Robert Mills was selected to design the new 
Treasury Department Building. His architecturally 
impressive colonnade along Fifteenth Street, reminis-
cent of neoclassical buildings contemporary to it in 
Europe, walled off the President's Park. The Treasury 
Department Building would continue to grow, beginning 
in 1836, until it reached the present size in 1869. The 
old State Department Building was demolished to make 
way for the Treasury's north wing. Considered to be the 
largest Greek Revival structure in the world, the com-
pleted Treasury Building ultimately covered 5 acres of 
the President's Park. But this was not quite the end of 
the local expansion of the Treasury, which in 1919 
erected an annex across Pennsylvania Avenue in the 
square occupying the northeast corner of the original 
President's Park. 

Following the Civil War, plans were made to 
replace the department buildings on the west side of the 
White house with one flamboyant building of great 
size. The result was the massive State, War and Navy 
Building, which rose between 1871 and 1888. The 
Second Empire-style building had a footprint similar to 
its counterpart on the east; it, too, walled off the 
President's Park. The White House was now flanked by 
two buildings much taller and larger than itself. Late 
nineteenth-century efforts to expand it to match came to 
nothing and were silenced forever in the restoration and 
remodeling by Theodore Roosevelt in 1902. 

Organization and ornamentation of the White 
House grounds were piecemeal until 1850, when 
President Millard Fillmore engaged the noted landscape 
designer Andrew Jackson Downing—self-styled a "rural 
architect"—to develop plans for the grounds north and 
south of the White House as well as the Mall. This 
southernmost section of the park had been known for 
many years as the White Lot: explanations of the origins 
of the name vary. 

It was marshy in wet seasons and had been a con-
cern of inhabitants of the White House and the general 

area from the city's very beginning. Downing called for 
filling it. raising the grade substantially, and laying out a 
circular parade formally planted with trees, all enhanced 
by footpaths and shady retreats. His death in a steam-
boat explosion in 1852, along with the growing political 
tensions that led to the Civil War. delayed the imple-
mentation of these plans. But Downing's idea survived 
and influenced later developments of the President's 
Park. in particular the section now known as the Ellipse, 
an oval substituted for his envisioned circle. 

On the north, the dedication in 1853 of Clark 
Mills's equestrian statue of Andrew Jackson in 
Lafayette Park occasioned the installation of cast-iron 
fencing and new plantings. The unnamed thoroughfares 
on the west and east became Jackson Place and 
Madison Place.' In 1891 a statue honoring Lafayette's 
service in the American Revolution was unveiled on the 
southeast, the first of' four significant bronze sculptures 
on the corners of the park. 

The statues and subsequent landscape designs fur-
ther defined the 7-acre Lafayette Park as a separate enti-
ty. Efforts to improve the President's Park gained impe-
tus after the Civil War, when, in the late 1860s. a plan to 
build a new president's residence were abandoned. East 
Executive Avenue was cut through between the Treasury 
Building and the White House in 1866, and in 1871 
West Executive Avenue was opened, linking for the first 
time the north and south parts of the President's Park. 
Directing these changes was General Orville Babcock. 
aide-de-camp to General Ulysses S. Grant during the 
Civil War and a close friend who became private secre-
tary when Grant became president. Babcock was an 
engineer with an interest in landscape. and Grant was 
quite comfortable with the fact that maintaining the 
White House had been placed under the Army Corps of 
Engineers. Babcock was given free hand. One of his 
many projects at the White House was demolishing 
Jefferson's high stone wall on the south. Babcock, who 
made extensive improvements to city parks and streets 
as well, thus enlarged the White House grounds to the 
south. East and West Executive Avenues, now complet-
ed, were extended into the grounds south of the White 
House, forming a semicircle. The street rounding the 
circle became South Executive Avenue. 

The land south of the White House grounds, the 
White Lot beyond Babcock's new iron fence, was being 
filled by wagon- and cartload of topsoil. but it remained 
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A series of maps dated 1851, 1857 and 1870 in the Libra'', of Congress shows the evolution of the buildings, roadways. 

paths and design of the area known first as the "parade," later as the Ellipse. The buildings on either side of the White 

House gradually increased in size while Downing's circular parade became an oval ellipse. Below: An isometrical view 

of the Presidentl• House, the surrounding public buildings, and private residences drawn c. 1857. It anticipates new 

and expanded government buildings, some never to be realized, and omits such landmarks as the Jackson equestrian 

statue in Lafayette Park. 
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Joseph Passonneau's axonometric map of the city in the year 2000 shows further developments in the area of the 
Presidents Park. To the right of the Ellipse the large single large building is the 1928 Commerce Department; beyond 
it is the west end of the Federal Triangle complex, 1910-38. While the 19th-century Ellipse and executive buildings appear 
much the same as they have for a centuiy, north of the White House, however, the large new government buildings of the 
1960s and 1970s loom over the restored row houses of Lafayette Park. 
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unfinished when Rutherford B. Hayes became president 
in 1877. A quarter-century after its design by Downing, 
the circular parade became a 17-acre "ellipse,-  believed 
to be the largest in the world. This section of the 
President's Park was laid out from 1877 to 1880 by the 
Army Corps of Engineers, primarily under the direction 
of Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Lincoln Casey. His annu-
al reports document the use and adaptation of the 
Downing design and the final filling of the White Lot 
using soil excavated from the cellars of the State, War 
and Navy Building then rising. In the collections of the 
Library of Congress is a map probably used as a plan to 
develop the Ellipse.' The circular roadway bordering the 
Ellipse became tangential to South Executive Avenue. 
No new roadways were cut into the President's Park 
except for access to the Ellipse, but the development of 
this area as an integral unit also divided presidential 
parkland. The landscaping of the Ellipse and the eventu-
al cutting through of E Street increased the separation of 
the southern portion of the park from the White House 
grounds. The final partitioning of the President's Park 
into the sections we now know was nearly complete. 

Many of the twentieth-century changes in the 
President's Park have resulted from changes in the 
roads, except for E Street, which already cut across the 
tract. A 1922 map shows E Street invading the area from 
the east but not yet the west.' Security considerations 
during World War 11 necessitated the closing of West 
Executive Avenue to the public, because by then the 
executive offices had spilled over from the West Wing 
to the State, War and Navy Building, and access 
between the two was in the open air, across that street. 
The avenue was never reopened. East Executive Avenue 
was closed in 1987. also a security measure to better 
control approach to the White House from the east or 
everyday entrance. Pennsylvania Avenue was closed to 
vehicular access in 1995: E Street soon followed. The 
portion of the President's Park below Lafayette Park and 
above E Street became, for all intents and purposes, a 
hard-to-access secured area demarcated by guardhouses, 
Jersey barriers, and bollards. Security efforts serve to 
emphasize the increased isolation of the central section 
of the President's Park. 

The executive departments occupying the old State, 
War and Navy Building gradually left for other loca-
tions; the vast beehive of offices was given over to the 
use of the White House so that this area was effectively 

returned to the use of the president. if not to parkland. 
The Treasury Department remains firmly in place in its 
original location. Each occupies about 5 acres of the 
park. The National Park Service was given jurisdiction 
over the President's Park in 1933, and the Army Corps 
of Engineers' nearly seventy years of authority ended. A 
brochure available at the White House Visitors' Center 
in early 2008 includes a map and walking tours of the 
President's Park. The name is used on Park Service lit-
erature as well as signs in the area, but it rarely appears 
in maps or guidebooks. And an informal survey reveals 
that even longtime residents of the city arc not familiar 
with the term, nor do they perceive of the area by the 
name of the President's Park. 

What began as decisions by President Washington 
in the late eighteenth century was only the beginning of 
the partitioning of this large tract. The sections cut off 
the President's Park and given other names are well 
known: the Ellipse, the White House grounds, Lafayette 
Park, General William T. Sherman's equestrian statue 
and its surrounding plaza, the grounds of the Treasury. 
and the Old State. War and Navy Building, now 
renamed the Eisenhower Executive Office Building. The 
larger context, the President's Park, while it remains a 
legal preserve within the capital, has surrendered its 
own identity otherwise to its parts. 

NOTES 

I. Cierald Clarke. 'At Home with History in the White House." Arthiteeturul 
Digem. Mardi 200R. 166. 

2. Andrew Jackson was long enticized for cutting away the view of the White 
House from Pennsylvania Asenue, but it was an fact George Washington who 
placed the White House where it is. out of the axis L'Enfang had created 
between Ms "palace-  and the Capitol. Set William Seale. The White House; 
The ihyory of on AIII4Ticd11 Idea 2nd ed. ov.shmsion, D.C.: White !louse 
Historical Association. 2001), 26. 

3. Letters of Abigail Adams published by Charles Francts Adams in 1840. at 
www.familytales.org 

4. National intelitgeneer. December 30, 185$ and corrected by ordinance 
February 11. 1109. cited in Wilhelmus Bogart Rtyan..4 Ifistory of the Notional 
Cap:nil:from its Foundation Through the Period" of the Adoption of the Organic 
Att. vol. 2. 1815-18'W (New York: Macmillan. 1916). 330. 

5. Clark Kimberling. -The Shape and History of the Ellipse in Washington. D.C.." 
s...sisiy published on the web, as htm:Pfaculty.evansvilk.edttek6/ellipse.pdf A 
professor of mathematics a the University of Evansville in Indiana, Kimberling 
focuses on the dimension and shape of the Ellipse as well as other geometne 
shapes in the city plan, and in panicular the method of laying out the Ellipse. 
This latter quest led hint to explore its history through the papers of Lieutenant 
Colonel Thomas Lincoln Casey, to no avail, 

6. Map dated September 29. 1877. Library of Congress. Washington. D.C.. 
63852. W46.18"7, US 

7. U.S. Geological Survey Map compiled for Rider's Washington i Nov York 
Henry Holt. 1922). 
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press room : backgrounders

East Wing Fact Sheet

1805 – Construction began on two one-story colonnades extending east and west

from the White House on the footprint of what would become the modern East and

West Wings. President Thomas Jefferson worked with architect Benjamin Henry

Latrobe to design the colonnades, and based them off similar dependencies at his

plantation, Monticello. The colonnades were designed to blend into the gradual slope

on which the White House was built to hide them from view when standing in front

of the White House. The ambitious original plans were for the colonnades to

connect the White House to the Treasury Building and the executive offices, but

excessive cost and political pressure forced Jefferson to scale back his plans. 1

1808 – When construction of Jefferson’s colonnades was completed in 1808, they did

not connect to any other buildings and instead served primarily as storage and

workspaces for White House domestic staff, including enslaved workers. The East

Colonnade also housed a smokehouse for meats, a privy or bathroom, servants’

quarters, a henhouse, and stables. 2

1866 – After the original East Colonnade built under President Jefferson became

dilapidated, President Andrew Johnson ordered it torn down. 3

1902 – President Theodore Roosevelt ordered the construction of the East and West

Wings. While the West Wing housed offices for the president’s staff, the East Wing

primarily served as a receiving area for visitors and guests attending functions at the

White House. It featured a circular driveway with a porte cochère where guests

would drive their carriages up to the entrance and a coat room known as “the
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Additional Reading:

hatbox.” Guests passed through the East Colonnade and entered the main White

House through the Ground Floor. 4

1942 – President Franklin D. Roosevelt expanded the East Wing’s footprint and

added a second story. He originally intended it to house a White House museum, but

the space became filled with offices and support staff. During the expansion, an

underground bomb shelter was constructed as the United States had recently entered

World War II. President Roosevelt also converted a room previously used as a coat

room into a movie theater. 5

1965 – First Lady Lady Bird Johnson dedicated the Jacqueline Kennedy Garden in

honor of the former first lady. The garden, adjacent to the East Wing and Colonnade,

was designed by Rachel “Bunny” Mellon, who also designed the Rose Garden outside

the Oval Office during the John F. Kennedy presidency and intended the two

gardens to complement each other. 6

1977 – First Lady Rosalynn Carter moved her office to the East Wing, becoming the

first presidential spouse to have her own office there. A year later, Congress passed

the White House Personnel Authorization Act, creating the official Office of the

First Lady. Since then, all first ladies and their staff have worked in the East Wing. 7

2025 – On July 31, 2025, the White House announced plans for construction to begin

on a new Ballroom, citing the need to host major functions for world leaders,

dignitaries, and guests. The White House stated: "The site of the new ballroom will

be where the small, heavily changed, and reconstructed East Wing currently sits."

White House public tours were closed by September, and demolition of the East

Wing began on October 20. Two days later, the White House Historical Association

announced that it had supported efforts to digitally preserve the East Wing and

Jacqueline Kennedy Garden with comprehensive scanning and photography projects.

The Office of the First Lady: The Evolution of the East Wing Staff

White House in Bloom

The Ever Changing White House
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For all media inquiries, contact press@whha.org.

A b ou t  t h e  W h i t e  H ous e  H i sto r ica l  A s s o c i at io n

President Truman’s Renovation

Preservation of the White House

"A Beautiful Spot Capable of Every Improvement" - White House Historical

Association
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First Lady Jacqueline Kennedy envisioned a restored White House that conveyed a

sense of history through its decorative and fine arts. She sought to inspire Americans,

especially children, to explore and engage with American history and its presidents. In

1961, the nonprofit, nonpartisan White House Historical Association was established to

support her vision to preserve and share the Executive Mansion’s legacy for generations

to come. Supported entirely by private resources, the Association’s mission is to assist in

the preservation of the state and public rooms, fund acquisitions for the White House

permanent collection, and educate the public on the history of the White House. Since

its founding, the Association has given more than $115 million to the White House in

fulfillment of its mission.

To learn more about the White House Historical Association, please visit

WhiteHouseHistory.org.
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The Office of the First Lady: The

Evolution of the East Wing Staff

elizabeth rees

Research Fellow

h e n  F i r s t  L a d y  Pat  N i x o n ’ s  o u t g o i n g  C h i e f  o f  S ta f f

and Press Secretary Constance Stuart sat for her White House exit interview in

1973, Stuart stated that “there isn’t a reader in America who really wants to know all the details

of how this staff operates.” Since Stuart’s declaration, historians have become more interested

in the role played by first ladies in the public life of the nation. Taking their name from the area

of the White House in which they operate, the East Wing staff have become a key component

of the institution of the modern presidency. Historically a largely female staff, the women of the

East Wing have long been behind the staging of events at the White House, as well as

facilitating and executing first lady projects throughout the twentieth century. Recent research

into the evolution of the East Wing staff has sought to question how the Office of the First Lady

came to exist as an official organizational entity within the broader executive staff structure.

Who were the women of the East Wing staff? And how did the Office of the First Lady come to

exist formally in the late 1970s? Such questions shed light on a lesser-known story of women

working at the heart of the White House and enhance our understanding of the development

of the first lady’s role.

 1  
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This photograph shows East Wing Staff Director and Press Secretary Constance Cornell Stuart assisting First

Lady Pat Nixon at her desk on the Second Floor of the White House on December 30, 1970.

White House Photo Office Collection, Richard M. Nixon Presidential Library and Museum/NARA

During Theodore Roosevelt’s presidency, Isabella Hagner was appointed as social secretary in

1901 to work under the direction of First Lady Edith Roosevelt. While this was a new addition

to the White House staff, it was quite common for high-profile, affluent women in Washington,

D.C. to employ female secretaries. Typically, these women were well-educated, well-connected,

single young women who fit seamlessly into the elite networks within which they operated.

They were Washington insiders who had the social and political knowledge necessary to thrive

in their roles, although most left their positions once they married.
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Portrait of Isabella Hagner, the first White House Social Secretary who started serving in 1901, from the

collection of the Hagner Family.

Collection of the Hagner family

During Taft’s presidency, beginning in 1909, Hagner was replaced by Alice Blech. Blech already

had experience as a government employee, having worked previously as an attaché at the

Bureau of American Republics. Her appointment had been a competitive process, beating a

number of other applicants to the position, and her role primarily consisted of stenographic

duties under First Lady Helen Taft. Hagner consolidated the role she had carved out for

herself when she returned during the Woodrow Wilson presidency, before being replaced by

Edith Benham (later Benham Helm). The daughter of U.S. Naval Admiral Andrew E. K. Benham,

she went on to serve a remarkable tenure as social secretary throughout the presidencies of

Woodrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Harry Truman. Testament to the social secretary’s

proximity to presidential power, Benham traveled with the president and First Lady Edith

Wilson to the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 at the end of the First World War. In 1930, Mrs.

Benham Helm published a series of articles in Cosmopolitan Magazine about her experiences

with the Wilsons at the Conference much to the delight of her later employer Eleanor

 2  
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Roosevelt, who wrote that it was “a great triumph to have written them, made them interesting

and not said anything which was harmful!”

This photograph shows Edith Benham Helm sitting at a desk with two male members of staff on the Second

Floor of the White House in 1918.

White House Historical Association

The role of social secretary remained seemingly unchanged through the following presidencies,

primarily assisting the incumbent first lady with personal administration and the staging of

social events at the White House. Appointees to the role continued to be plucked from the

higher socio-political echelons with Laura Harlan, daughter of Supreme Court Associate Justice

John M. Harlan, serving under First Lady Florence Harding. Through the early twentieth

century, the work of the social secretary was largely undertaken from the Second Floor of the

Executive Mansion. In the Coolidge years, the Washington Post explained that the incumbent

secretary Mary Randolph “has presided over the small office of Mrs. Coolidge at the Treasury

end of the long corridor on the second floor of the White House with great efficiency and tact,”

indicating that the first lady’s staffers still operated out of the first family’s quarters rather than

having their own dedicated office space. Although the East Terrace was initially constructed

during the renovations by Theodore Roosevelt to serve primarily as the main social entrance to

the White House, the East Wing building was not erected as the permanent structure seen

today until the Franklin D. Roosevelt’s presidency.

By the 1930s, first ladies began taking on additional staffers to assist with their expanding role

as a public figure and patron, with Lou Hoover bringing in additional secretaries to the staff to

assist with her involvement with the Girl Scouts. This expanded staffing situation led the press

 4

 5  

 6  

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-10     Filed 12/12/25     Page 5 of 14



to refer to the first lady’s “secretariat,” recognizing for the first time an organization of women

working under the direction of the first lady within the executive establishment, specifically for

her. Moreover, one of the most famous first ladies to have occupied the White House, Eleanor

Roosevelt, similarly brought in a large staff to assist in her expanding role, including the veteran

Edith Benham Helm, as well as her long-time secretary and friend Malvina Thompson.

Thompson worked as a secretary for Mrs. Roosevelt during the Al Smith Gubernatorial

campaign of 1922 and traveled extensively with Mrs. Roosevelt across the country, assisting

with her civic and political engagements as the wife of a prominent Democrat and the scion of

an important American dynasty. Mrs. Roosevelt’s own growing role and recruitment of

additional staffers occurred against the backdrop of the expansion of the presidential

bureaucracy that took place under her husband’s administration: the Executive Office of the

President was only just being established in 1939 as the infrastructure of the presidency was

reshaped.

Not only was Mrs. Roosevelt the longest serving first lady, but she is also widely recognized by

historians as being the standard against which all other first ladies have since been measured

due to her transformation of the public role of the first lady. While some contemporaries

believed she should be more of a “traditional” first lady, Eleanor set a new course and standard.

Her activism on behalf of African Americans, women, immigrants, and working-class

Americans is unmatched and indeed, her example would be emulated by later first ladies in

championing causes including women’s rights in the mid-twentieth century. And so, while the

staffing of the first lady’s operations had evolved in a relatively informal manner, by the later

decades of the first half of the twentieth century conventions had become entrenched relating

to the profile of women recruited to serve the first lady. As the landscape of the presidential

bureaucracy continued to develop, so did the role of the first lady and the position of her

staffers within the executive establishment.

 7  
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This photograph, taken on April 1, 1941, shows First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt sitting in front of a fireplace,

accompanied by her staffers Malvina Thompson and Edith Helm at the White House in Washington, D.C.

Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential Library & Museum/NARA

Although the first lady’s staff had grown to include more than one secretary working under her

direction and multiple clerical assistants by the mid-twentieth century, specialization of staff

roles had not yet taken place. Bess Truman had the help of an additional secretary, Raethel

Odum, who “shared with Mrs. Helm the responsibility of disseminating White House news of

special interest to women.” Newspapers already referred to the first lady’s social secretary as

her official spokesperson in their coverage, despite the fact that the role of press secretary had

not yet been officially designated on the staff. During the Eisenhower years, Mary Jane

McCaffree was interchangeably referred to as “Mrs. Eisenhower’s news secretary” and as the

social secretary in coverage by the Washington Post. With the increasing demands for news

coverage that came with the rise of mass media by the mid-twentieth century, the first lady’s

staff adapted to meet the new demands on the office.

 10  
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This photograph taken by Abbie Rowe on August 11, 1948, shows Social Secretary Reathel Odum working at her

desk in the White House surrounded by papers, typewriters and telephones.

National Park Service, Abbie Rowe, Courtesy of Harry S. Truman Presidential Library and Museum/NARA

The Kennedy era marked a turning point for the first lady and for the East Wing staff. The

glamorous, young, new First Lady Jacqueline Kennedy was, as journalist Helen Thomas

remembered, “front page news every day.” As such, it became necessary for the East Wing to

devote more of its organization towards handling the press. This resulted in the appointment of

Press Secretary Pamela Turnure working under the direction of incumbent Social Secretary

Letitia Baldridge, operating out of their dedicated office space in the East Wing. While many

previous first ladies often supported charitable causes and their husband’s own domestic policy

initiatives, the Kennedy administration’s activities consolidated the notion of a first lady

project. Mrs. Kennedy’s restoration project, preserving Lafayette Square, conducting a televised

tour of the White House, and establishing the White House Historical Association, was a

landmark initiative which transformed the role of the first lady as a public figure. These projects

also required a fully engaged staff in the East Wing to assist in the execution of these activities,

 12  
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and thus led to a widening scope for the staffers as they became more involved in projects

beyond their traditional role as social organizers.

Staff structure and political development continued throughout the following administrations,

with the unit growing as the public role of the first lady expanded and became increasingly

political. Lady Bird Johnson passionately championed environmentalism in her beautification

program, which found real political impact through the passage of the 1965 Highway

Beautification Act, otherwise known as “Lady Bird’s Bill.” This project required recruitment of

additional specialized staffers to the East Wing staff, with Sharon Francis brought over from the

Department of the Interior to assist with beautification correspondence and planning. The

Johnson years saw an increasing degree of professionalization more generally in the staff, with

Liz Carpenter being the first former professional newspaperwoman appointed to the role of

press secretary in the East Wing. In addition, the significance of new forms of mass media was

clear with the appointment of Simone Poulain on the Johnson staff in the specific role of

television and radio advisor on the press staff, further indicating greater specialization of the

staff roles.

This photograph, taken by President Johnson’s official photographer Yoichi Okamoto on January 17, 1969, shows

from left to right Press Secretary Liz Carpenter, First Lady Lady Bird Johnson, Social Secretary Bess Abell and

Personal Secretary Ashton Gonella gathered for a staff meeting on the Second Floor of the White House.

Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library and Museum/NARA
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During Richard Nixon’s presidency, the unit professionalized further still with the addition of a

director of press relations and a press coordinator, as well as the radio and television

coordinator, all working under Constance Stuart as press secretary. The expanding Nixon staff

even included a projects coordinator for a short period of time as the organizational structure

was adapted to facilitate the increasing volume of activity undertaken by first ladies of this

period. The Nixon era saw a real attempt on the part of the administration to bring more

women into government roles, with Barbara Franklin appointed as a Staff Assistant to the

President with the express aim of promoting the position of women in government work. At

the same time though, the Nixon presidency was a period of particularly tense relations

between the East and West Wing staffs. Chief of Staff H. R. Haldeman had a direct hand in

appointing Constance Stuart to her position and attempted to keep a close eye on the activities

of the East Wing staff, sending extensive unsolicited feedback to the women on their activities

on a regular basis. Eventually, to avoid staff confrontation, during Gerald Ford’s presidency

strategies were drawn up between the East and West Wings to model the East Wing staff as an

operational counterpart to the West Wing.

In the aftermath of the Watergate scandal, Betty Ford inherited the East Wing organization and

continued to operate within this framework for a short period of time, before making her own

changes to the staff. Mrs. Ford acted as her own staff director, taking a more active hand in the

running of her own staff, and reorganizing the East Wing offices to allow herself space for an

office of her own amongst her team. Moreover, Ford continued to promote professional women

with careers in the media and government to her staff. Press Secretary Sheila Weidenfeld had

been a successful television producer, and Social Secretary Maria Downs served as a staff

assistant on the Goldwater for President Committee in 1964, before undertaking roles variously

at the Republican National Committee and as the executive director at the Women’s National

Press Club. More than a social operation then, by this point the first lady ran a well-oiled

political machine, staffed by professional career women with specific skills and experiences. As

the East Wing staff began to push the boundaries of their traditional duties, with Mrs. Ford and

her staffers becoming increasingly vocal in their support of the Equal Rights Amendment as the

contemporary feminist movement of the 1970s came to dominate public discourse, the West

Wing staff sought to better coordinate to make sure that the two entities acted as one unified

body. Suggesting a system for coordinating the two wings as organizational counterparts,

presidential aide Bradley H. Patterson Jr. reminded both parties that "the East Wing, the West

Wing and the EOB are a single staff family." 13
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This digitized document from the Ford era is undated but shows the potential plan for the layout of the East

Wing offices, including an office for First Lady Betty Ford. The document is evidence of the planning that went

into the rearrangement of the East Wing staff offices during the Ford era.

Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library/NARA

These organizational changes within the East Wing staff came to a head during Jimmy Carter’s

presidency. By this point, the basic blueprint for the contemporary staff was largely established

and these arrangements were finally formalized by the provision of assistance for the spouse of

the president through the 1978 White House Personnel Authorization Act. Together with

Rosalynn Carter’s reorganization of the staff, the organizational entity as we recognize it in the

twenty-first century was formalized, consolidating decades of convention. Although the first

lady’s staff has been evolving since 1901 and the appointment of Isabelle Hagner, the

administrations between 1961 and 1976 through the tenures of Jacqueline Kennedy, Lady Bird

Johnson, Pat Nixon and Betty Ford saw a constant trajectory of intense staff evolution,

specialization, and professionalization which produced the modern East Wing staff.

 14  
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Not only does this research tell the stories of key women who made the increasingly public

activity of first ladies possible in the mid-twentieth century, but many of these women were

themselves feminist-oriented thinkers. As the contemporary women's movement of the 1960s

grew, high profile East Wing women such as Johnson Press Secretary Liz Carpenter advocated

for improvements for the position of women in public life from their position behind-the-

scenes but close to the power of the presidency. Into the 1970s, Betty Ford Rosalynn Carter and

their staffs lobbied for the passage of the Equal Rights Amendment which prohibited sex-based

discrimination. The history of the growth of the East Wing staff is also, therefore, intertwined

with the story of women in political life more broadly and thus in some ways acts as a very

specific microcosm reflecting the wider social changes related to gender and women’s status in

the mid-twentieth century. Incorporating an understanding of how the women of the East

Wing staff contributed to the development of the Office of the First Lady is arguably an

essential addition to narratives of modern presidential history for a more complete picture of

how women operated within the Executive Office of the President. And so, whilst Constance

Stuart may have felt that there was limited public interest in how the East Wing staff operated

when she left the White House in 1973, uncovering the story of how the first lady’s staff

operated and evolved reveals significant new insight into experiences of women working within

the modern presidency.
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NPS.gov (https://www.nps.gov/) / Park Home (https://www.nps.gov/whho/index.htm)

/ Learn About the Park (https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/index.htm)

/ History & Culture (https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/index.htm)

/ Gardens (https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/gardens.htm) / Jacqueline Kennedy Garden

Jacqueline Kennedy Garden

Jacqueline Kennedy Garden (2023)
NPS / Kelsey Graczyk

Located south of the East Terrace Colonnade, the

Jacqueline Kennedy Garden was designed by Rachel

Lambert Mellon, who also redesigned the Rose Garden

(https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/rose-

garden.htm) for President John F. Kennedy. The planning of

the garden started during the Kennedy administration and

was finished during the Lyndon B. Johnson administration.

The pergola at the west end of the garden was designed by

famed architect I. M. Pei. When the garden was formally

dedicated in 1965, First Lady Claudia “Lady Bird” Johnson

named the garden to commemorate former First Lady

Jacqueline Kennedy.

The current garden has French design elements. Sometimes

referred to as the East Garden or First Lady’s Garden, a

garden has been in this location since 1903 when First Lady

Edith Roosevelt created a colonial-style garden here. President Woodrow Wilson’s first wife First Lady Ellen Wilson started

planning a new garden in the Italian Tuscan style with landscape architect Beatrix Farrand in 1914. The garden design was

implemented by President Wilson’s second wife First Lady Edith Wilson in 1916.

Historically this garden served as a location for outdoor receptions. From 1994 until 2000, First Lady Hillary Clinton staged

eight outdoor exhibitions of American sculpture here.

An official website of the United States government Here's how you know

The White House and President's Park
District of Columbia

National Park Service

12/11/25, 7:09 PM Jacqueline Kennedy Garden - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/jacqueline-kennedy-garden.htm 1/4
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Kennedy Garden (2023)

NPS / Nathan King

WHITE HOUSE GARDENS

(https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/histo
ryculture/children-s-garden.htm)

(https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/histo
ryculture/rose-garden.htm)

(https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/histo
ryculture/white-house-kitchen-

Children's Garden Rose Garden Kitchen Garden

12/11/25, 7:09 PM Jacqueline Kennedy Garden - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/jacqueline-kennedy-garden.htm 2/4
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The young grandchildren of the
President are commemorated with
bronze castings of their young
handprints.

The current Rose Garden reflects a

renovation in 2020 that was initiated by
First Lady Melania Trump.

garden.htm)

The garden provides locally grown
vegetables, fruits, and herbs for the
first family and White House guests.

Last updated: June 27, 2025

Commemorative Tree Plantings and Gardens at the White House and
President's Park

Find a location

300 ftx (https://www.mapbox.com/about/maps/) © OpenStreetMap (https://www.openstreetmap.org/copyright) contributors | NPS / Nathan King | Geocoding by Esri

This map shows locations of a wide variety of trees planted by and in honor of presidents of the United States and first

ladies from the 1800s to today. The trees are located throughout the grounds surrounding the White House. Several gardens

are also on the White House grounds.

12/11/25, 7:09 PM Jacqueline Kennedy Garden - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/jacqueline-kennedy-garden.htm 3/4
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CONTACT INFO

Mailing Address:

1849 C Street NW

Room 1426

Washington, DC 20240

Phone:

202 208-1631

Was this page helpful?

Yes

No

An official form of the United States government. Provided by Touchpoints
(https://touchpoints.app.cloud.gov/)

12/11/25, 7:09 PM Jacqueline Kennedy Garden - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/learn/historyculture/jacqueline-kennedy-garden.htm 4/4
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600 14th Street NW  Suite 500  Washington, DC 20005  
E info@savingplaces.org  P 202.588.6000  F 202.588.6038  SavingPlaces.org 

	

 
 
	
October 21, 2025 
 
Mr. William Scharf, Chair 
National Capital Planning Commission 
401 Ninth Street NW, Suite 500N 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Ms. Jessica Bowron 
Acting Director, National Park Service 
National Park Service 
1849 C Street NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Ms. Billie Tsien, Chair 
Commission of Fine Arts 
401 F Street NW, Suite 312 
Washington, DC 20001-2728 
 
Re: Proposed Construction of White House Ballroom 
 
Mr. Scharf, Ms. Bowron, and Ms. Tsien, 
 
The National Trust for Historic Preservation in the United States (“National 
Trust”) is a private charitable, educational, nonprofit corporation headquartered 
in Washington, D.C. and chartered by Congress in 1949 to further the historic 
preservation policy of the United States. 54 U.S.C. § 312102(a).  This 
Congressional charter obligates the National Trust to “facilitate public 
participation in the preservation of sites, buildings, and objects of national 
significance or interest.” Our mission is to protect America’s significant historic 
sites and to advocate for historic preservation as a core public value. 

  
President Trump has proposed the construction of a 90,000-square-foot 
ballroom on the east side of the White House campus, adjacent to the historic 
Treasury Building. Site preparation is already underway, including the 
demolition of a portion of the existing East Wing.  

 
While the National Trust acknowledges the utility of a larger meeting space at the 
White House, we are deeply concerned that the massing and height of the 
proposed new construction will overwhelm the White House itself—it is 55,000 
square feet—and may also permanently disrupt the carefully balanced classical 
design of the White House with its two smaller, and lower, East and West Wings. 
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The federally recognized Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
offer clear guidance for construction projects affecting historic properties. The 
Standards provide that new additions should not destroy the historic fabric of the 
property and that the new work should be compatible with existing massing, size, 
scale, and architectural features.  
 
Owned by the American people, the White House was designed by Irish architect 
James Hoban, whose winning proposal was selected by President George 
Washington. The building respects Georgian and neoclassical principles. It is a 
National Historic Landmark, a National Park, and a globally recognized symbol 
of our nation’s ideals. 
 
We respectfully urge the Administration and the National Park Service to pause 
demolition until plans for the proposed ballroom go through the legally required 
public review processes, including consultation and review by the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the Commission of Fine Arts, and to invite 
comment from the public. These processes provide a crucial opportunity for 
transparency and broad engagement—values that have guided preservation of the 
White House under every administration going back to the public competition in 
1792 that produced the building’s original design. Doing so will help ensure that 
the project both honors the exceptional historic significance of the White House 
and acknowledges the investment that the American people have in the 
preservation of this beloved place.     

 
The National Trust stands ready to assist the White House, the National Park 
Service, and relevant review agencies in exploring design alternatives and 
modifications that would accomplish the objectives of the Administration while 
preserving the historic integrity and symbolism of the People’s House.  
 
As we approach the 250th Anniversary of our country’s founding, the preservation 
of historic places that represent our nation’s history has never been more relevant 
or important. We urge you to take into account the deep reverence that all 
Americans hold for this iconic place, and to initiate the review process that can 
ensure the preservation of the historic White House for future generations.    

 
Sincerely, 

 

Dr. Carol Quillen 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
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NPS.gov (https://www.nps.gov/) / Park Home (https://www.nps.gov/whho/index.htm)

/ Plan Your Visit (https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/index.htm) / Basic Information

Basic Information

Located in the center of downtown Washington, DC, President's Park includes the park land and gardens surrounding the

White House. Amid the vibrant city life of our nation's capital, President's Park offers visitors, district residents, and the

President of the United States restorative green space, awe-inspiring memorials, and the White House itself to contemplate

as a symbol of the United States and democracy.

Be Prepared

Operating Hours and Seasons (https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/hours.htm) - Find out when is the best time to

visit President's Park.

Fees and Passes (https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/fees.htm) - A visit to President's Park is free!

Permits and Reservations (https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/permitsandreservations.htm) - Learn how to apply

for a permit at President's Park.

The public gets to view the White House up close during the White House Fall Garden Tour.
NPS photo

An official website of the United States government Here's how you know

The White House and President's Park
District of Columbia

National Park Service

12/8/25, 8:56 PM Basic Information - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/basicinfo.htm 1/3

Case 1:25-cv-04316     Document 2-19     Filed 12/12/25     Page 2 of 4

https://www.nps.gov/
https://www.nps.gov/
https://www.nps.gov/whho/index.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/index.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/index.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/index.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/hours.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/hours.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/fees.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/fees.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/permitsandreservations.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/permitsandreservations.htm
https://www.nps.gov/whho/
https://www.nps.gov/


1450 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20230

The White House is located in downtown Washington, DC, directly north of the Washington Monument. The park

boundaries are between 17th and 15th Streets NW on the east and west and between Constitution Ave NW and H St

NW on the north and south. The nearest Metro stations are Farragut North/South, McPherson Square, and Federal

Triangle. The park visitor center is located at 15th St. & Pennsylvania Ave.

Directions Details (http://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/directions.htm)

Last updated: August 24, 2025

Physical Address

Directions

Operating Hours & Seasons

Weather

Fees & Passes

Visitor Centers

Internet & Cellular Access

Was this page helpful?

Yes

No

An official form of the United States government. Provided by Touchpoints
(https://touchpoints.app.cloud.gov/)

12/8/25, 8:56 PM Basic Information - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/basicinfo.htm 2/3
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CONTACT INFO

Mailing Address:

1849 C Street NW

Room 1426

Washington, DC 20240

Phone:

202 208-1631

12/8/25, 8:56 PM Basic Information - The White House and President's Park (U.S. National Park Service)

https://www.nps.gov/whho/planyourvisit/basicinfo.htm 3/3
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The American 
Institute of 
Architects 

1735 New York 
Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 

20006 

T (800) 242 3837 
F (202) 626 7547 

aia.org 

Executive Secretary John Stanwich 
The Committee for the Preservation of the White House 
1849 C Street, NW, Room #1426 
Washington, DC  20240 

August 5, 2025 

Dear Members of the Committee for the Preservation of the White House: 

For more than a century, The American Institute of Architects (AIA) has been a vocal advocate for 
the preservation and enhancement of the White House, working to uphold its historical integrity 
and symbolic significance. President Theodore Roosevelt himself entrusted AIA to serve as 
“perpetual guardian” of the White House’s architectural integrity, a sacred responsibility we honor 
to this day.  

With that historic mandate in mind, we are writing to you on behalf of AIA regarding the proposed 
$200 million East Ballroom addition to the White House. The AIA’s longstanding dedication to the 
preservation and careful adaptation of the White House compels us to offer thoughtful 
recommendations regarding this significant project. It is precisely because the White House is the 
“People’s House” that stewardship must be paramount. We recognize that the building has evolved 
over time; however, any further changes must proceed in a systematic manner that is rooted in a 
deep understanding of place and a thoughtful, deliberate design process—one that fully appreciates 
both the magnitude of the proposal and the lasting impact of the interventions. We understand this 
project may begin as early as September; we urge the Committee to allocate the time necessary for 
a rigorous process, ensuring decisions are made with the utmost care and consideration. 

Although the ballroom project may have secured private funding, the White House is not a private 
building. The historic edifice at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue is the People’s House, a national treasure 
and an enduring symbol of our democracy. Any modifications to it—especially modifications of this 
magnitude—should reflect the importance, scale, and symbolic weight of the White House itself. So, 
too, must the process rise to the significance of the building and the extent of the proposed 
alterations. We believe that any material changes to this historic landmark must strictly adhere to 
established federal processes for public buildings. To that end, we strongly encourage the following: 

1. Qualifications-Based Selection Process
The Committee for the Preservation of the White House has a proud history of leadership in
stewardship and preservation to maintain and improve the White House for future generations.

While the proposed extension will be privately funded, given the magnitude of the project and the 
symbolism the White House carries for all Americans, we strongly urge a Qualifications-Based 
Selection (QBS) process to identify the most qualified architect or design team for this project.  

Adherence to the QBS process is the recommended approach for all public projects of national 
significance and will ensure the selection of professionals who possess the expertise necessary to 
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balance the White House’s architectural heritage with the functional requirements of a 21st-century 
presidency. We also encourage a robust, public-facing interdisciplinary feedback process—inviting 
input from preservation specialists, engineers, security experts such as the Secret Service, and 
sustainability advisors to address the full scope and complexity of the project. 

2. Historic-Preservation Review 
A rigorous historic-preservation review is critical to guarantee harmony with James Hoban’s 
neoclassical style and protection of historic sightlines, such as Pennsylvania Avenue and Lafayette 
Square. Strict adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (HABS/HAER/HALS) is essential 
to the safeguarding of the White House architectural legacy. It is critical that the Committee ensures 
that these standards are rigorously applied. 
 
3. Transparency and Public Accountability  
Private funding must not bypass the care and deliberation required for proposing and constructing 
new additions or making such significant material changes to the White House. Given the White 
House’s symbolic importance, the design and decision-making processes must be transparent and 
open to public input. Providing public clarity on the funding, procurement, and design selection 
processes will signal the administration’s commitment to accountability and the stewardship of the 
White House while easing public concerns about the changes being proposed to this national 
landmark.  
 
4. Proportionality and Design Harmony  
The proposed 90,000-square-foot addition raises concerns regarding scale and balance. The design 
absolutely must harmonize with the White House’s existing architectural proportions while 
preserving its role as both a national museum for the people, and the functional seat of power 
representative of the people. We urge careful consideration of adjustments that would align the 
proposed additions more closely with the White House’s historic character. 
 
5. Collaboration and Expertise  
The AIA offers its full assistance and expertise to ensure that the project fulfills its goals while 
adhering to current, best preservation practices, and AIA’s Framework for Design Excellence. In the 
spirit of transparency and openness to public feedback, we are ready to support and provide 
guidance on design criteria, energy efficiency, resiliency, and the fundamental and overarching 
balance of progress and preservation.  
 
We commend the Committee for its dedication to preserving the White House’s legacy. We look 
forward to discussing these recommendations further and stand ready to assist the Committee in 
any way necessary. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Evelyn Lee      Stephen Ayers 
2025 AIA President     AIA Interim EVP/CEO 
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Home / News / Statement on the Proposed Ballroom Addition at the White House

STATEMENT ON THE PROPOSED
BALLROOM ADDITION AT THE
WHITE HOUSE

October 16, 2025 by SAH Heritage Conservation Committee

The Society of Architectural Historians (SAH) expresses great concern over the proposed

ballroom addition to the White House. On July 31, 2025, the White House issued a statement

that a 90,000 sq. ft. addition will be made to the White House to incorporate a 650-person

capacity ballroom.  The project is set to begin in September 2025 and planned to be completed

“long before” the end of the President’s term in 2029.  Funded privately by the President and

other unspecified donors, the approximately $200 million dollar project involves a major

expansion of the East Wing of the White House.

As the leading scholarly organization for architectural historians in North America, SAH limits its

advocacy to matters of national and international import. We assess such issues with rigor and

deliberation, and do not speak without due consideration of a site’s architectural and cultural

significance. The White House is one of the most important historic buildings in the United

States. As stated in the ‘Design Guidelines for the White House and President’s Park’ (1997),

issued by the National Park Service: “The White House and President’s Park are first and

foremost a public trust, an important part of our national heritage.” 

While we recognize that the White House is a building with evolving needs, and that it has

undergone various exterior and interior modifications since construction began in 1792, the

proposed ballroom will be the first major change to its exterior appearance in the last 83 years

(since the East Wing in its current form was built in 1942). Therefore, such a significant change

to a historic building of this import should follow a rigorous and deliberate design and review

process. Since the project announcement, the American Institute of Architects (AIA) has

expressed concern and offered recommendations in five areas: establishing a qualifications-

based architect selection process, enacting a rigorous historic preservation review, prioritizing

transparency and public accountability, considering “proportionality” and “design harmony”,

1

2

3

4

Select Language ​▼

Join 

12/11/25, 5:19 PM Statement on the Proposed Ballroom Addition at the White House - Society of Architectural Historians

https://sah.org/2025/10/16/statement-on-theproposed-ballroom-addition-at-the-white-house/ 1/4
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and leveraging collaboration and expertise across the architecture profession.  We share the

AIA’s concern and support their recommendations, while offering the following additional items

for consideration:

1. Enact a Comprehensive Preservation Review: Since the last significant exterior

change to the White House in 1942, major advances have been made in the field of

historic preservation. Federal regulations and best practices now mandate careful

study and mitigation of the impacts of new additions and changes to historic

buildings. While the White House is exempt from the requirements of Section 106 of

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 that requires federal agencies to

consider the effects of federal projects on historic properties, given the exemplary

significance of this site, we urge the White House to follow a meticulous review of

any proposed demolition and new construction. From the limited information

released to the public, it is unclear whether the proposal involves any demolition of

the existing East Wing. Statements by the Chair of the National Capital Planning

Commission indicate that “demolition and site preparation work” can proceed

outside of any approvals process for the new building. * More recently, President

Trump stated that the ballroom will be “slightly larger” with a new capacity of 900

people as opposed to 650 people that was originally announced, reflecting an

almost 40% increase in occupancy.  We urge the White House to be transparent and

carefully consider the scope, scale and extent of all demolition and new

construction. Various design options for the ballroom should be prepared, and a

comprehensive process of review and approval should be initiated that prioritizes

maintaining the historic character of the building, including but not limited to,

architectural scale, proportion and style. In addition, the advisory bodies that exist

to better guide preservation of the White House, namely The Committee for the

Preservation of the White House, The White House Historical Association and the

National Capital Planning Commission, should be consulted and offer their

unbiased, thorough and objective assessment and oversight. Moreover, these

reviews should be carried out at a pace that allows in-depth deliberations and

should not be rushed to meet an aggressive timeline.

2. Evaluate Impacts to the White House Grounds: The proposed addition appears to

significantly extend into the landscape south of the existing East Wing. This impacts

not only the layout and configuration of the buildings, but also the surrounding

landscape that is equally important to the historic character of the White House and

the President’s Park (including Lafayette Park and the Ellipse). As such, any changes

to the White House grounds should be carefully deliberated and involve appropriate

landscape experts.

3. Consider Broader National Impact on Historic Preservation: Known as the “People’s

House,” the White House is one of the most significant and visible historic

properties in the country. Any project at the White House, whether it involves

interior renovation, changes to the landscape, or a new exterior addition, acts as a
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national precedent in the treatment of historic properties. Recognizing this, we urge

the White House to carefully consider our recommendations so that the project can

have a positive influence on preservation practice, policies and procedures across

the nation.

Sincerely,

SAH Heritage Conservation Committee

Priya Jain, AIA (Chair)

Fallon Aidoo, Ph.D.

Kenneth Breisch, Ph.D.

Pushpita Eshika, Ph.D.

Yannick Etoundi

Bryan Clark Green, Ph.D.

Başak Kalfa, Ph.D.

Mary Rzepczynski

Mohammad Gharipour, Ph.D. (ex-officio member)

Ben Thomas, Ph.D. (ex-officio member)

Approved September 16, 2025.

*This statement was revised on October 23 to remove a reference to an incorrectly attributed quote

in a report by The Associated Press.

——————————————————

1 “The White House Announces White House Ballroom Construction to Begin,” The White

House, July 31, 2025. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefings-statements/2025/07/the-white-

house-announces-white-house-ballroom-construction-to-begin/

2 Ibid.

3 Ibid.

4 US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Design Guidelines: The White House

and President’s Park, Washington D.C., December 1997, 7.

https://www.nps.gov/parkhistory/online_books/prpa/prpa_design_guidelines.pdf

5 “AIA Advocates for Preservation and Transparency in Proposed $200 million White House

Expansion,” American Institute of Architects, August 5, 2025. https://www.aia.org/about-

aia/press/aia-advocates-preservation-and-transparency-proposed-200-million-white-house

6 Will Scharf, Chair of the National Planning Commission, as quoted in Elizabeth Crisp, “White

House Ballroom Demolition Doesn’t Need Approval: Trump-Appointed Panel Chief,” The Hill,

September 5, 2025. https://thehill.com/homenews/5488638-trump-ballroom-demolition-no-

approval/

7 President Donald Trump as quoted in Peter Nicholas, “Trump Says the New White House
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Ballroom Will be ‘a Little Bigger’ Than Initially Planned,” NBC News, September 13, 2025.

https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/trump-white-house-ballroom-bigger-

rcna231033

Cover photo: The White House from Washington, DC, Public domain, via Wikimedia Commons
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Donald J. Trump
@realDonaldTrump

7.22k ReTruths 33.1k Likes Oct 20, 2025, 5:23 PM

I am pleased to announce that ground has been broken on the White House 
grounds to build the new, big, beautiful White House Ballroom. Completely 
separate from the White House itself, the East Wing is being fully modernized as 
part of this process, and will be more beautiful than ever when it is complete! For 
more than 150 years, every President has dreamt about having a Ballroom at the 
White House to accommodate people for grand parties, State Visits, etc. I am 
honored to be the first President to finally get this much-needed project underway 
— with zero cost to the American Taxpayer! The White House Ballroom is being 
privately funded by many generous Patriots, Great American Companies, and, 
yours truly. This Ballroom will be happily used for Generations to come! President 
DJT

Truth Details
2827 replies

12/8/25, 9:55 PM Truth Details | Truth Social

https://truthsocial.com/@realDonaldTrump/posts/115408594704490513 1/2
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Heavy machinery tears down a section of the East Wing of the White House as construction begins on
Donald Trump's planned ballroom. Photograph: Brendan Smialowski/AFP/Getty Images

Donald Trump

 This article is more than 1 month old

Trump’s ballroom blitz sparks chorus of
disgust: ‘The perfect symbol’
Obama once joked about what a gaudy Trump White House
would look like – the president seems bent on proving him
right

David Smith in Washington
Thu 23 Oct 2025 06.00 EDT

12/8/25, 10:12 PM Trump’s ballroom blitz sparks chorus of disgust: ‘The perfect symbol’ | Donald Trump | The Guardian

https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/oct/23/trump-white-house-ballroom-reaction 1/7
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W hen Barack Obama roasted Donald Trump at the 2011 White
House Correspondents’ Association dinner, the icing on the
cake was a cartoon illustration of what the White House might
look like if Trump ever became US president.

The name “Trump” was emblazoned across the top in giant capital letters,
followed by “the White House” in lurid purple cursive, then “hotel  casino 
golf course” and “presidential suite”. The parody imagined gold pillars, a
giant crystal chandelier and two scantily clad women sitting at reception.

Fourteen years later, Obama’s vision looks increasingly prophetic as Trump,
twice elected and determined to expand presidential power, puts his golden
stamp all over the White House. Most dramatically, this week he sent in a
wrecking crew to demolish the facade of the East Wing so he can build a
$250m ballroom.

The image of broken masonry, rubble and steel wires at America’s most
famous address was reminiscent of a disaster movie and struck a chord even
among people who have become accustomed to shrugging off Trump’s
outrageous antics. White House alumni and presidential historians led the
chorus of disgust.

A model of the new White House ballroom to be built sits on a table in the Oval Office.
Photograph: Kevin Lamarque/Reuters

“It’s an abomination,” said Elaine Kamarck, a former official who worked in
the building from 1993 to 1997. “It’s typical Trump and it’s going to look
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awful. They’re knocking down the entire East Wing of the White House. It’s
not the end of the world but it’s just one more reason that Americans are
getting sick of King Trump.”

Some metaphors, it was observed, just write themselves. Jonathan Alter, a
presidential historian, commented: “It’s the perfect symbol of the Trump
administration and that’s why they didn’t want this photograph and that’s
why it will become iconic and be used in history books for hundreds of years.

“It’s not the worst thing that he’s done but there’s a perfect alignment
between the visual image and the major theme of the Trump second term.
Early on with Elon Musk it was a chainsaw. Now it’s a wrecking ball and
that’s been their attitude. They’ve taken a wrecking ball to the rule of law.”

The East Wing housed the first lady’s offices, a theatre
and a visitors’ entrance that welcomes foreign dignitaries. Trump – who was
a property developer before launching his political career – and senior
officials had initially promised that nothing would be demolished during
construction.

The president said in July: “It will be beautiful. It won’t interfere with the
current building. It won’t be – it will be near it, but not touching it. And pays
total respect to the existing building, which I’m the biggest fan of. It’s my
favourite.”
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Trump moved ahead with construction despite a lack of sign-off from the
National Capital Planning Commission, the executive branch agency that has
jurisdiction over construction and major renovations to government
buildings in the region.

The president says the project will be paid for with private donations and
that no public money will be spent on the ballroom. The White House
invited some of the donors to an East Room dinner last week but has not
released a comprehensive list and breakdown of funds.

Renderings released by the White House suggest a distinct resemblance to
the gilded ballroom at Mar-a-Lago, Trump’s private club and home in Palm
Beach, Florida.

The project also has grown in size since it was announced, going from
accommodating 650 seated guests to holding 999 people, big enough to fit
an inauguration if needed, and the windows will be bulletproof, Trump has
said.

But the National Trust for Historic Preservation has asked the Trump
administration to pause the demolition, expressing concern that the

White HouseWhite HouseWhite House East wingEast wingEast wing
(being demolished)(being demolished)(being demolished)

New ballroomNew ballroomNew ballroom
extensionextensionextension
(approximate(approximate(approximate
location)location)location)

Oval officeOval officeOval office

Washington DC

60 metres

Guardian graphic. Source: Google Earth, 16 August 2023, The White House
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proposed 90,000 square foot ballroom “will overwhelm the White House
itself”. The executive residence is 55,000 square feet.

A rendering of the White House ballroom. Photograph: McCrery Architects PLLC via the White
House

Alter drew a comparison with the British prime minister’s residence in
London: “Think about it in terms of putting a glass tower 15 storeys high
above 10 Downing Street. What the hell? Or if they knocked out everything
to the left and right and put in some garish new buildings that King Charles
would hate.”

Presidents have added to the White House since construction began in 1792
for a variety of reasons, and Trump aides say his decision to build a ballroom
follows that long tradition, dismissing the backlash as “manufactured
outrage”. Many past projects were criticised as being too costly or too lavish
but eventually came to be accepted.

Theodore Roosevelt added the West Wing to provide dedicated space for the
president and key staff, while Franklin Roosevelt added the East Wing,
which over time became the home base for the first lady’s staff and social
functions.

One of the most significant White House renovations happened under Harry
Truman, when the mansion was found to be so structurally unsound that he
ordered a complete gutting of the interior that lasted from 1948 to 1952. The
project, including Truman’s addition of a balcony to the second floor of the
South Portico, was highly controversial.
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Other changes include the creation of the Rose Garden during John F
Kennedy’s administration and Richard Nixon’s decision to convert an indoor
swimming pool that was built for Franklin Roosevelt’s physical therapy into
a workspace for the growing White House press corps.

Donald Trump holds an table seating chart of the new White House ballroom in the Oval Office
on Wednesday. Photograph: Alex Brandon/AP

Trump has heavily redecorated the Oval Office by adding numerous
portraits, busts and gold-toned adornments. He converted the Rose Garden
into a stone-covered patio, installed towering flagpoles on the north and
south lawns, and decorated an exterior wall with portraits of every president
except his immediate predecessor, Joe Biden, who is replaced by an autopen.

Now Trump says the White House needs a major entertaining space and has
complained that the East Room, currently the biggest space in the White
House, holding about 200 people, is too small. He has frowned on the past
practice of presidents hosting state dinners and other big events in tents on
the south lawn.

Anita McBride, who was chief of staff to Laura Bush when she was first lady
and describes herself as “intimately familiar” with the East Wing, agreed
that previous administrations “were prevented from doing the events that
they wanted by the size of the rooms as they currently exist. They worked
around it by having temporary structures that were put out there every time.
The addition of a ballroom is something whose time had come.”

12/8/25, 10:12 PM Trump’s ballroom blitz sparks chorus of disgust: ‘The perfect symbol’ | Donald Trump | The Guardian
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Most viewed

But McBride acknowledged that she had heard from many fellow East Wing
alumni this week who find the images of destruction “difficult” and
“jarring”. She added: “It doesn’t diminish the stories and the history that
was made there and the importance of continuing to preserve and share the
stories of the East Wing because it does play a role in White House history.
Nothing changes that.”
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-~ National 
► .- ~ Capital 
•• Planning 
1111 ~ Commission 401 9th Street, NW North Lobby, Suite 500 Washington, DC 20004 Tel : 202.482.7200 www.ncpc.gov 

November 18, 2025 - * Due to the government shutdown, the items originally on the October 
meeting agenda were moved to December. * 

Attached is the list of agenda items tentatively scheduled for the National Capital Planning 
Commission meeting on Thursday, December 4, 2025, 1:00 PM and at subsequent meetings. The 
public can participate in this NCPC Commission meeting either online or in person. Further 
details are provided on NCPC's website, www.ncpc.gov. 

Commission meetings are open to the public, and individuals or groups wishing to offer their viewpoint 
may provide comments on any project listed on the Tentative Agenda that requires Commission 
approval. Anyone wishing to testify about an Action Item must register and provide their testimony in 
writing by the deadlines shown below. 

The Tentative Agenda classification of projects as Proposed Action Items, Delegated Items, and 
Exceptions is preliminary and subject to change prior to the Commission meeting. Understanding the 
circumstances for such changes will help the public to participate in the Commission's review process. 
Project classifications are as follows: 

• Action Items are projects that will be presented and discussed at the Commission meeting. 
Members of the public are invited to give testimony on these projects. Some projects listed as 
Proposed Action Items on the Tentative Agenda will be moved to the Consent Calendar if no 
speakers have registered by the deadline (see schedule below). The Commission votes on the 
Consent Calendar Items but does not hear a presentation or public testimony. 

• Delegated Items are projects that the Commission delegates to the Chair, or Executive 
Director. Members of the public can submit written comments on Delegated Items. 

• Exceptions are types of projects where NCPC staff determines that a project is exempt from 
Commission review, based on certain criteria. Members of the public can submit written 
comments on Exceptions. 

Please follow the schedule below to ensure that you meet the deadlines to express your views: 

November 26, 2025 
12:00Noon 

November 28, 2025 

December 3, 2025 
12:00Noon 

Deadline for registering to speak at the Commission meeting on Proposed Action 
Items. If no member of the public signs up to speak on a Proposed Action Item by 
this deadline, then the project may be moved to the Consent Calendar and acted on 
by the Commission without presentation or discussion. 

Copies of the Executive Director's Recommendations on Action Items, Consent 
Calendar Items, and Delegated Items become available to the public on the Friday 
prior to the Commission meeting day. 

Deadline for registering to speak on Action Items listed on NCPC's website: 
www.ncpc.gov; or to submit written comments on Action Items, Consent 
Calendar Items, and Delegated Items for distribution to the Commission for 
consideration on December 4. Anyone testifying at the meeting should submit a 
copy of their testimony by this deadline. 
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Please note our policy for those speaking on behalf of an organization: Prior to giving testimony at each 
Commission meeting, please submit to NCPC an official letter from your organization, stating that your 
testimony is authorized by the organization. 

Submission materials can be reviewed online at www.ncpc.gov. If you wish to communicate your views 
in writing or in person on any of the items listed on the agenda, please visit the following web page 
https://go.ncpc.gov/register, email info@ncpc.gov, or call (202) 482-7200. Public views on non­
federal plans and projects should be limited to their effect on federal interests in the National Capital 
Region. 

The Final Agenda will be available at www.ncpc.gov on November 28, 2025. Agenda items are 
occasionally withdrawn prior to the Commission meeting. Please email or call NCPC to confirm any 
item of particular interest. 

December 4, 2025 MEETING 

File 
Number Items 

PROPOSED ACTION ITEMS 

8449 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 300 Independence 
Avenue, SW, Washington, DC-Fallen Journalists Memorial 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary site development plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8905) 

8699 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Washington, DC­
Women's Suffrage National Monument Site Selection 

(Commission action requested: approval of comments on site selection pursuant to 40 
u.s.c. § 8905) 

8703 Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, 50 Massachusetts Avenue, NE, Washington, 
DC- Washington Union Station Lighting Upgrades 

(Commission action requested: approval of comments on concept plans pursuant to 40 
U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

7466 Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, 1200 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, DC - Smithsonian Metrorail Station Vent Modifications 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final site development plans 
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

2 
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8700 United States General Services Administration, 1900 E Street, NW, Washington, DC­
Theodore Roosevelt Federal Building T-Mobile Antenna Modifications 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final building plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

8648 United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Montgomery County, 
Maryland - Clara Barton Parkway Cantilever Replacement 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary site development plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l)) 

PROPOSED DELEGATED ITEMS 

8701 Smithsonian Institution, 3001 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, DC-National 
Zoological Park Great Flight Aviary Accessible Walkway 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary site development plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

8702 Smithsonian Institution, 3001 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, DC-National 
Zoological Park Elephant Yards Stormwater Mitigation Repair 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final site development plans 
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

8697 United States General Services Administration, 810 Vermont Avenue NW, Washington, 
DC- Veterans Affairs Headquarters Building T-Mobile Antenna Modifications 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final building plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

8698 United States General Services Administration, 200 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, DC-Hubert H. Humphrey Federal Building T-Mobile Antenna 
Modifications 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final building plans pursuant 
to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l) and (d)) 

8719 United States Department of Homeland Security, 9200 Powder Mill Road, Laurel, 
Maryland-James J. Rowley Training Center Tactical Village Improvements 

(Commission action requested: approval of preliminary and final site and building plans 
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. § 8722(b)(l)) 

3 
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PROPOSED EXCEPTIONS 

83 54 District of Columbia Department of Buildings, Office of the Surveyor, 13 51 Alabama 

A venue, SE, Washington, DC -Proposed Elimination of a Building Restriction Line and 
Highway Plan Amendment in Square 5914 - S.O. 22-01642 

(Commission action requested: approval of highway plan amendment pursuant to DC 
Code§ 9-103.02) 

8717 District of Columbia Department of Buildings, Office of the Surveyor, 4105 46th Street 

NW, Washington, DC-Closing of a Public Alley in Square 1560 - S.O. 24-05577 

(Commission action requested: approval of comments to the Council of the District of 
Columbia pursuant to DC Code§ 9-202.02) 

INFORMATION PRESENTATION 

8721 New Stadium at RFK Campus 

(Information presentation; no action requested) 

PROJECTS ANTICIPATED FOR REVIEW OVER THE NEXT SIX MONTHS 

MP 314 Tidal Basin Development Plan 

8712 National Mall Telecommunications Infrastructure Concept Plan 
7819B Long Bridge Corridor Project -South Section 

MP312 Glen Echo Management Plan Amendment 

8718 New DC Engine Company 7 

8720 Joint Base Myer-Henderson Hall Antenna 

Secretary to the Commission 

4 
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MEETING STATUS
The Old Georgetown Board will meet on 11 December 2025 to review cases originally submitted for both the 6
November and 11 December OGB meetings. For the latest information and to REGISTER for public
meetings, click here. (updated: 12/8/25)

WHO WE ARE

Members of the Commission of Fine Arts meeting via videoconference, September 2024. Top row: Thomas
Luebke (Secretary), Bruce Becker, Peter Cook. Middle row: Lisa Delplace, Billie Tsien (Chair), Hazel Ruth
Edwards (Vice Chair). Bottom row: Bill Lenahan, Justin Garrett Moore. (Image credit: CFA)

The Commission of Fine Arts
The Commission of Fine Arts is composed of seven members with expertise in the arts. Appointed by the President,
Commission members serve four-year terms without compensation. The chairman and vice chairman are elected by
the members.

The current members of the Commission are:

Vacant  

Vacant  

Vacant  

12/11/25, 7:07 PM Who We Are | Commission of Fine Arts
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Vacant  

Vacant  

Vacant  

Vacant  

Past members of the Commission of Fine Arts

The Old Georgetown Board
Under the Old Georgetown Act, the Old Georgetown Board of Architectural Consultants is a panel of three architects
who advise the Commission of Fine Arts on projects in the Old Georgetown historic district. The architects are
appointed by the Commission and serve three-year terms without compensation.

The current members of the Board are:

Mary Kay Lanzillotta, FAIA, Chair Current term of service began 4 September 2025

Amy Weinstein, FAIA Current term of service began 1 September 2023

Ashley Wilson, FAIA, ASID Current term of service began 5 September 2024

Past members of the Old Georgetown Board

Staff
The Staff of the Commission of Fine Arts, which administers the operations of the Commission and the Old Georgetown
Board, consists of twelve full-time civil service employees.  The current members of the CFA staff are:

Thomas Luebke, FAIA Secretary

Sarah Batcheler, AIA, LEED AP Assistant Secretary

Jessica Amos Historic Preservation Specialist, Old Georgetown Act

Christopher Berger Historic Preservation Specialist, Old Georgetown Act

Mary Catherine Bogard Historic Preservation Specialist, Old Georgetown Act

Anna Brown Senior Administration/Policy Advisor

Kay Fanning, PhD Historian

12/11/25, 7:07 PM Who We Are | Commission of Fine Arts
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Daniel Fox Senior Advisor, Design Review & Historic Preservation

Carlton Hart Senior Urban Planner

Vacant Chief Operating Officer

Vivian Lee Architect, Shipstead-Luce Act

Vacant Technical Information Specialist

Vacant Architect and Planner

Zakiya Walters Administrative Officer

12/11/25, 7:07 PM Who We Are | Commission of Fine Arts
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION IN THE UNITED STATES,  
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE;  
 
JESSICA BOWRON, in her official capacity   
as ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE; 
 
JOHN STANWICH, in his official capacity as 
SUPERINTENDENT, THE WHITE HOUSE 
AND PRESIDENT’S PARK; 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
DOUGLAS BURGUM, in his official capacity 
as SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; 
 
MICHAEL J. RIGAS, in his official capacity   
as ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; and 
 
DONALD J. TRUMP, in his official capacity   
as PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Civil Action No. 25-4316 
 
 
 

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING NATIONAL TRUST’S 
MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER 

 This matter is before the Court on the motion of plaintiff, the National Trust for Historic 

Preservation in the United States (“National Trust”), for a temporary restraining order against 

defendants the National Park Service; Jessica Bowron, in her official capacity as Acting Director, 

National Park Service; John Stanwich, in his official capacity as Superintendent, the White House 

and President’s Park; the Department of the Interior; Douglas Burgum, in his official capacity as 

Secretary of the Interior; the General Services Administration; Michael J. Rigas, in his official 
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capacity as Acting Administrator, General Services Administration; and Donald J. Trump, in his 

official capacity as President of the United States (together, “Defendants”).  Having considered 

the motion, the memorandum in support, other papers filed in connection therewith, and the record 

in this case, and having otherwise been fully advised, it is hereby ORDERED that the National 

Trust’s motion for a temporary restraining order is GRANTED.  It is further 

ORDERED that the Defendants, and any agents of the Defendants or any other persons 

working at their direction or in active concert therewith, or subject to the Defendants’ control, are 

ENJOINED from taking any and all actions in furtherance of the physical development of the 

Ballroom Project, including but not limited to any further demolition, site preparation work, 

subsurface work, removal of debris, removal of soil, landscape alteration, vegetation or tree 

removal, grading, excavation, digging, trenching, boring, filling, blasting, laying of foundations, 

laying of utilities, pile driving, construction equipment installation, or other construction or related 

work at the site of the former East Wing, other than specific limited actions, for which Defendants 

must request and receive written approval of this Court, necessary for the sole purpose of ensuring 

safe physical conditions at the site while this injunction is in effect;  

 ORDERED that no such work shall proceed until the Ballroom Project has been reviewed 

and approved of by the National Capital Planning Commission, and reviewed by the Commission 

of Fine Arts, see 40 U.S.C. §§ 8721-8722, 9102; 45 C.F.R. §§ 2101.1-2101.2; until an adequate 

environmental assessment and an adequate environmental impact statement have been prepared 

and published under the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4331 et seq.; and until 

Congress has expressly authorized the construction of the Ballroom, see 40 U.S.C. § 8106; 

ORDERED that the Defendants’ counsel shall provide written notice of this Order to all 

officers, agents, successors, servants, employees, and attorneys of the Defendants, and any other 
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persons working at their direction or in active concert therewith, or subject to the Defendants’ 

control, and shall file a copy of the notice on the docket at the same time;  

ORDERED that the Defendants shall file a status report, apprising the Court of the status 

of their compliance with this Order; and  

ORDERED that the security requirement is hereby waived. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(c); Nat’l 

Council of Nonprofits v. OMB, 775 F. Supp. 3d 100, 130 (D.D.C. 2025). 

 

Dated this ____ day of ________, 2025 BY THE COURT: 

      ___________________________ 
      United States District Judge 
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ATTORNEYS AND PARTIES TO BE NOTIFIED 
Pursuant to Local Rule 7(k) 

 
Gregory B. Craig (164640) 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 
1717 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
Tel. (203) 223-1200 
gcraig@foleyhoag.com 
 
Thaddeus A. Heuer (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
Matthew F. Casassa (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
Jack C. Smith (1725229) 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 
155 Seaport Boulevard 
Suite 1600 
Boston, MA 02210 
Tel. (617) 832-1000 
theuer@foleyhoag.com 
mcasassa@foleyhoag.com 
jcsmith@foleyhoag.com 
 
 
Attorneys for National Trust for Historic 
Preservation in the United States 
 

National Park Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Jessica Bowron, in her official capacity as Acting 
Director, National Park Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
John Stanwich, in his official capacity as 
Superintendent, the White House and President’s 
Park 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Department of the Interior  
849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Douglas Burgum, in his official capacity as 
Secretary of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
General Services Administration 
1800 F Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20405 
 
Michael J. Rigas, in his official capacity as 
Acting Administrator, General Services 
Administration, 
1800 F Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20405 
 
Donald J. Trump, in his official capacity as 
President of the United States 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
NATIONAL TRUST FOR HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION IN THE UNITED STATES,  
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE;  
 
JESSICA BOWRON, in her official capacity   
as ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE; 
 
JOHN STANWICH, in his official capacity as 
SUPERINTENDENT, THE WHITE HOUSE 
AND PRESIDENT’S PARK; 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
DOUGLAS BURGUM, in his official capacity 
as SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR; 
 
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; 
 
MICHAEL J. RIGAS, in his official capacity   
as ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION; and 
 
DONALD J. TRUMP, in his official capacity   
as PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Civil Action No. 25-4316 
 
 
 

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING NATIONAL TRUST’S 
MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

 This matter is before the Court on the motion of plaintiff, the National Trust for Historic 

Preservation in the United States (“National Trust”), for a preliminary injunction against 

defendants the National Park Service; Jessica Bowron, in her official capacity as Acting Director, 

National Park Service; John Stanwich, in his official capacity as Superintendent, the White House 

and President’s Park; the Department of the Interior; Douglas Burgum, in his official capacity as 

Secretary of the Interior; the General Services Administration; Michael J. Rigas, in his official 
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capacity as Acting Administrator, General Services Administration; and Donald J. Trump, in his 

official capacity as President of the United States (together, “Defendants”).  Having considered 

the motion, the memorandum in support, other papers filed in connection therewith, and the record 

in this case, and having otherwise been fully advised, it is hereby ORDERED that the National 

Trust’s motion for a preliminary injunction is GRANTED.  It is further 

ORDERED that the Defendants, and any agents of the Defendants or any other persons 

working at their direction or in active concert therewith, or subject to the Defendants’ control, are 

ENJOINED from taking any and all actions in furtherance of the physical development of the 

Ballroom Project, including but not limited to any further demolition, site preparation work, 

subsurface work, removal of debris, removal of soil, landscape alteration, vegetation or tree 

removal, grading, excavation, digging, trenching, boring, filling, blasting, laying of foundations, 

laying of utilities, pile driving, construction equipment installation, or other construction or related 

work at the site of the former East Wing, other than specific limited actions, for which Defendants 

must request and receive written approval of this Court, necessary for the sole purpose of ensuring 

safe physical conditions at the site while this injunction is in effect;  

 ORDERED that no such work shall proceed until the Ballroom Project has been reviewed 

and approved of by the National Capital Planning Commission, and reviewed by the Commission 

of Fine Arts, see 40 U.S.C. §§ 8721-8722, 9102; 45 C.F.R. §§ 2101.1-2101.2; until an adequate 

environmental assessment and an adequate environmental impact statement have been prepared 

and published under the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4331 et seq.; and until 

Congress has expressly authorized the construction of the Ballroom, see 40 U.S.C. § 8106; 

ORDERED that the Defendants’ counsel shall provide written notice of this Order to all 

officers, agents, successors, servants, employees, and attorneys of the Defendants, and any other 
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persons working at their direction or in active concert therewith, or subject to the Defendants’ 

control, and shall file a copy of the notice on the docket at the same time;  

ORDERED that the Defendants shall file a status report, apprising the Court of the status 

of their compliance with this Order; and  

ORDERED that the security requirement is hereby waived. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(c); Nat’l 

Council of Nonprofits v. OMB, 775 F. Supp. 3d 100, 130 (D.D.C. 2025). 

 

Dated this ____ day of ________, 2025 BY THE COURT: 

      ___________________________ 
      United States District Judge 
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ATTORNEYS AND PARTIES TO BE NOTIFIED 
Pursuant to Local Rule 7(k) 

 
Gregory B. Craig (164640) 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 
1717 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
Tel. (203) 223-1200 
gcraig@foleyhoag.com 
 
Thaddeus A. Heuer (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
Matthew F. Casassa (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
Jack C. Smith (1725229) 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 
155 Seaport Boulevard 
Suite 1600 
Boston, MA 02210 
Tel. (617) 832-1000 
theuer@foleyhoag.com 
mcasassa@foleyhoag.com 
jcsmith@foleyhoag.com 
 
 
Attorneys for National Trust for Historic 
Preservation in the United States 
 

National Park Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Jessica Bowron, in her official capacity as Acting 
Director, National Park Service 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
John Stanwich, in his official capacity as 
Superintendent, the White House and President’s 
Park 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Department of the Interior  
849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
Douglas Burgum, in his official capacity as 
Secretary of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 
 
General Services Administration 
1800 F Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20405 
 
Michael J. Rigas, in his official capacity as 
Acting Administrator, General Services 
Administration, 
1800 F Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20405 
 
Donald J. Trump, in his official capacity as 
President of the United States 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 
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