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Case No. 25-cv-4480 (CRC) 

 

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER 

Four months ago, this Court declared that Congress named the John F. Kennedy Center 

for the Performing Arts for President John F. Kennedy alone.  It came to this conclusion for a 

simple reason:  The federal law that created the Kennedy Center permitted no other result.  In 

1983, Congress amended that law to guarantee “no additional memorials or plaques in the nature 

of memorials shall be designated or installed in the public areas of the John F. Kennedy Center 

for the Performing Arts.”  20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1).  The Court ruled that the decision by the 

Kennedy Center’s Board of Trustees to rename the institution in honor of President Trump 

violated that congressional prohibition and others.  And the Court ordered the permanent 

removal of the President’s name from the front portico of the main building, as well as any other 

physical or digital signage or official materials.  See generally Order on Summ. J. Mots., ECF 

No. 49.  This Court and the United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit rejected the 

Board’s request to stay the injunction pending appeal. 

Yet the drama at the Kennedy Center continues.  Despite the Court’s order, on August 13, 

2026, the Board passed a resolution “to recognize and honor President Trump’s current and 

future existential and unprecedented contributions to the survival of the Center” in three different 

ways.  Errata as to Final Board Resolution, ECF No. 66-2 (“Board Resolution”) at 1.  



2 

 

FIRST, the Center desires to honor the President’s contributions, current and future, with 

an inscribed recognition on the building, below the name of the Center, as follows: 

 

 

SECOND, the Center desires to further recognize the President’s contributions, current 

and future, upon the endowment of the Trump Kennedy Center Fund reaching $100M, 

with an inscribed recognition on or in the building, below the name of the Center, once 

the $100M threshold is met, as follows:  

 

 

THIRD, the Center desires to name the physical site and grounds upon which the Center 

sits, which are not named in the governing statutes, the “President Donald J. Trump 

Plaza.” 

 

See id. at 1–2.  The Board vowed to implement the first and third actions by September 8, 

2026.  It later extended the deadline to October 8.  See Notice, ECF No. 71 at 1. 

Plaintiff Joyce Beatty, an Ohio congresswoman and ex officio member of the Kennedy 

Center Board, now moves the Court on an emergency basis to prohibit Defendants from taking 

“any steps to implement the August 13 Resolution.”  Mot. for Emergency Injunctive Relief, ECF 

No. 67 at 2.  In Representative Beatty’s view, the three actions proposed in the board resolution 

must be halted because they violate the plain terms of the permanent injunction and its 

accompanying memorandum opinion as well as the Center’s governing statute.  Defendants 

disagree.   

 Upon consideration of the emergency motion, the Court concludes Representative Beatty 

has carried her burden of showing that at least two of the actions contemplated by the board 

resolution violate the permanent injunction.  Defendants are hereby enjoined from inscribing 
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“renovated and restored by Donald J. Trump” on the main building or renaming the campus the 

“President Donald J. Trump Plaza.”  Simply put, Defendants cannot install memorials for 

President Trump or anyone or anything else at the Kennedy Center without Congress’s blessing.  

The board resolution bucks a federal court order and a statute Congress enacted.  Representative 

Beatty is thus entitled to enforcement of the Court’s injunction, which reflects Congress’s 

decision to memorialize President Kennedy, and no one else, at the Center bearing his name.   

I. Jurisdiction 

Before addressing the legal merits of the board resolution, the Court must assure itself 

that it has jurisdiction to decide the motion.  The first step in that exercise involves determining 

precisely what relief Representative Beatty seeks.  It was not initially clear whether her motion, 

which is generally styled “Motion for Emergency Injunctive Relief,” sought to enforce this 

Court’s earlier injunction or instead sought new relief.  See Mem. in Support of Mot. for 

Emergency Injunctive Relief, ECF No. 67-1 at 9 n.4 (suggesting the relief sought was “to 

enforce its prior order pending the appeal”).  At the hearing on the motion, the parties seemed to 

agree that, at a minimum, Plaintiff asks to enforce the permanent injunction.  See Emergency 

Mot. Hr’g Tr., ECF No. 72 at 6:19–7:9, 14:1–5 (Plaintiff explaining she asks for an order 

enforcing the prior injunction); id. at 44:16–17 (Defendants acknowledging Plaintiff asks for 

“either a motion to enforce or a new request” for injunctive relief).  The Court thus understands 

the emergency motion as seeking enforcement of the permanent injunction and does not pass on 

any request for “new” relief.  See Rudometkin v. Driscoll, __ F.4th __, 2026 WL 2451884, at *4 

(D.C. Cir. 2026) (explaining a court is not bound by the title of a motion and instead looks to the 

substance of relief requested).   
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The Court issued its permanent injunction and explanatory memorandum opinion on 

May 29, 2026 and ordered Defendants to remove President Trump’s name from the main 

building within two weeks.  On the eve of the deadline, Defendants appealed and asked this 

Court to stay the injunction pending appeal.  See Notice of Appeal (June 11, 2026), ECF No. 54 

at 1; Mot. for a Stay of Permanent Injunction Pending Appeal (June 11, 2026), ECF No. 55 at 1.  

The Court denied that request.  Defendants then sought a stay from the Court of Appeals, which 

that court also denied.  See Beatty v. Trump, No. 26-5224, Order No. 2178670 (D.C. Cir. 

June 12, 2026); id. Order No. 2182243 (D.C. Cir. July 8, 2026).  It is axiomatic that an order 

remains “operative” “[u]nless a stay is granted.”  Broidy Cap. Mgmt. LLC v. Muzin, No. 19-CV-

150 (DLF), 2022 WL 2157047, at *4 (D.D.C. June 15, 2022) (quoting Deering Milliken, Inc. v. 

FTC, 647 F.2d 1124, 1128–29 (D.C. Cir. 1978)); see Hovey v. McDonald, 109 U.S. 150, 161 

(1883) (“[A]n appeal from a decree granting, refusing or dissolving an injunction does not 

disturb its operative effects.”).  So, as both sides acknowledge, the permanent injunction remains 

binding on the parties. 

Defendants nonetheless claim that the Court lacks authority to entertain the emergency 

motion.  See Defs.’ Resp., ECF No. 68 at 18–19.  True, “filing of a notice of appeal confers 

jurisdiction on the court of appeals and divests the district court of control over those aspects of 

the case involved in the appeal.”  Coinbase, Inc. v. Bielski, 599 U.S. 736, 740 (2023) (internal 

quotation marks omitted); see Griggs v. Provident Consumer Discount Co., 459 U.S. 56, 58 

(1982).  But, as Defendants acknowledge, see Defs.’ Resp. at 17, a federal court has “inherent 

power to enforce its judgments,” Peacock v. Thomas, 516 U.S. 349, 356 (1996); see Micula v. 

Government of Romania, No. 21-7139, 2023 WL 2127741, at *2 (D.C. Cir. Feb. 21, 2023) 

(“During appeal, the district court retains ‘inherent power to enforce its decrees and to make such 
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orders as may be necessary to render them effective[.]’” (alteration in original) (quoting Horn & 

Hardart Co. v. Nat’l Rail Passenger Corp., 843 F.2d 546, 548 (D.C. Cir. 1988))); Deering 

Milliken, 647 F.2d at 1129 (recognizing “the trial court’s powers to enforce its unstayed 

judgment” since the trial court retains the power to enforce “throughout the pend[e]ncy of the 

appeal”).  Rule 62 codifies that inherent authority in the context of orders involving injunctive 

relief.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 62(d) (permitting a district court to “modify” or “grant” an injunction 

“[w]hile an appeal is pending from an interlocutory order or final judgment that grants . . . an 

injunction”); 11 Wright & Miller’s Federal Practice & Procedure § 2904 (3d ed. 2026) 

(explaining that Rule 62(d) “codifies the inherent power of courts to make whatever order is 

deemed necessary to preserve the status quo and to ensure the effectiveness of the eventual 

judgment”).  The threshold jurisdictional question for this Court, then, is whether the relief 

requested in the emergency motion merely seeks to enforce the permanent injunction. 

It does.  Plaintiff asks this Court to prevent Defendants from (1) adding “renovated and 

restored by President Donald J. Trump” to the building’s main portico, (2) adding “endowed by 

The Trump Kennedy Center Fund” to that portico, and (3) renaming the grounds of the Center as 

the “President Donald J. Trump Plaza.”  See Mem. in Support of Mot. for Emergency Injunctive 

Relief at 11–17.  The Court’s opinion of May 29, which laid out the reasoning behind the 

permanent injunction, explained that the Kennedy Center’s governing statute declares “no 

additional memorials or plaques in the nature of memorials shall be designated or installed in the 

public areas” of the Center.  Beatty v. Trump, 834 F. Supp. 3d 41, 55, 81 (D.D.C. 2026) (quoting 

20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1)); see USPS v. Postal Regul. Comm’n, 747 F.3d 906, 910 (D.C. Cir. 2014) 

(explaining that a court order is construed in light of the court’s opinion).  In light of that 

unambiguous provision and others, the Court concluded the Board can neither rename the 
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Kennedy Center without congressional authorization “[n]or can any other individual be 

memorialized on the front portico of the building.”  Id. at 79.  More broadly, the Court explained, 

the Center cannot add a “public memorial based on the Board’s unilateral say-so.”  Id. at 52.  

“Congress has definitively established the Center’s name and prohibited the installation of any 

‘memorials or plaques in the nature of memorials,’ aside from a few minor carveouts not relevant 

here.”1  Id. at 80.   

If the three actions proposed by the August 13 resolution amount to creating new 

“memorials” or otherwise seek to have President Trump “memorialized” at the Kennedy 

Center—merits questions tackled below—then a further order from this Court prohibiting 

Defendants from implementing those actions would fall squarely within the sweep of the 

permanent injunction.2  Put simply, this Court retains jurisdiction to enforce its prior order and 

prohibit Defendants from creating new memorials at the Kennedy Center for anyone other than 

President Kennedy.  See United States v. Philip Morris USA Inc., 686 F.3d 839, 845 (D.C. Cir. 

2012) (recognizing district courts “must retain jurisdiction over an injunction for the purpose of 

 
1 The most notable exceptions to the “no additional memorials” prohibition are listed in 

20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(2), which permits “any plaque acknowledging a gift from a foreign country”; 

“any plaque on a theater chair or a theater box acknowledging the gift of such chair or box”; and 

“any inscription on the marble walls in the north or south galleries, the Hall of States, or the Hall 

of Nations acknowledging a major contribution,” “which plaque or inscription is permitted under 

policies of the Board in effect on December 2, 1983.” 

2 To the extent the renaming of the Center’s grounds differs from the other two proposed 

actions, that issue merely requires the Court to clarify what its prior injunction meant by “the 

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts.”  See, e.g., Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 52, 55, 

79, 80 n.21.  A federal court has inherent authority to “clarify . . . the terms of the injunction 

being appealed from.”  Escobar Molina v. DHS, 832 F. Supp. 3d 22, 38 (D.D.C. 2026) (internal 

quotation marks omitted); cf. Dunlap v. Presidential Advisory Comm’n on Election Integrity, 

944 F.3d 945, 949 (D.C. Cir. 2019) (explaining an injunction is clarified rather than modified for 

jurisdictional purposes if the parties could “have reasonably foreseen that the injunction extended 

that far”).   
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ensuring compliance for some extended period of time”).  Accordingly, the Court has the power 

to adjudicate Representative Beatty’s motion seeking compliance with the permanent injunction.  

To hold otherwise would undermine “the protection and enforcement of federal judgments” at 

the heart of “the judicial power.”  Peacock, 516 U.S. at 356; see Wash. Metro. Area Transit 

Comm’n v. Reliable Limousine Serv., LLC, 985 F. Supp. 2d 23, 29 (D.D.C. 2013) (“[A]fter 

appeal the trial court may, if the purposes of Justice require, preserve the status quo until 

decision by the appellate court.” (quoting Newton v. Consol. Gas Co. of N.Y., 258 U.S. 165, 177 

(1922))).   

II. Merits 

Satisfied that it has jurisdiction to issue the relief requested in the emergency motion, the 

Court now turns to the merits.3  Representative Beatty seeks to enforce this Court’s permanent 

injunction.  In her view, the terms of that prior order and the explanatory reasoning of the 

accompanying opinion prevent Defendants from implementing any of the three actions approved 

in the board resolution:  

1. Renovation Inscription: inscribing on the main building “renovated and restored by 

President Donald J. Trump”;  

 

2. Endowment Inscription: inscribing on the main building “endowed by The Trump 

Kennedy Center Fund”; and  

 

3. Grounds Renaming: renaming the Center’s campus the “President Donald J. Trump 

Plaza.” 

 

 
3 In the event the Court of Appeals has occasion to review this Memorandum Opinion 

and Order and disagrees with its jurisdictional analysis, this Court exercises its discretion under 

Rule 62.1 to render an indicative ruling, advising a reviewing court how it would resolve the 

merits a motion that is barred by a pending appeal.  See, e.g., Amarin Pharms. Ire. Ltd. v. FDA, 

139 F. Supp. 3d 437, 439 (D.D.C. 2015). 
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To obtain relief enforcing a prior order, a plaintiff must demonstrate that “a defendant has 

not complied with a judgment entered against it.”  Heartland Hosp. v. Thompson, 328 F.Supp.2d 

8, 11 (D.D.C. 2004).  “In assessing whether a defendant has failed to comply with a court order, 

the court is guided not only by the text of that order but also by its relevant opinions.”  Afghan & 

Iraqi Allies Under Serious Threat Because of Their Faithful Serv. to the U.S. v. Rubio, 824 F. 

Supp. 3d 64, 73 (D.D.C. 2026) (internal quotation marks omitted); see USPS, 747 F.3d at 910.  

“District courts have discretion when interpreting their orders and assessing whether an 

injunction has been violated.”  Potter v. District of Columbia, 126 F.4th 720, 723 (D.C. Cir. 

2025); see AT&T Wireless Servs., Inc. v. FCC, 365 F.3d 1095, 1099 (D.C. Cir. 2004) (“The 

court is generally the authoritative interpreter of its own remand.”). 

For the reasons that follow, the Court agrees that the Renovation Inscription and the 

Grounds Renaming violate the terms of the permanent injunction.  The Court thus grants 

Representative Beatty’s emergency motion to the extent it seeks to enjoin Defendants from 

affixing “renovated and restored by Donald J. Trump” to the main building or renaming the 

campus the “President Donald J. Trump Plaza.”  However, the Court denies as unripe 

Representative Beatty’s request to enjoin Defendants from adding “endowed by The Trump 

Kennedy Center Fund” to the main building.  Because she fails to show that action will occur 

imminently, if at all, the Court need not settle now whether it violates the permanent injunction. 

The Court addresses the Renovation Inscription, the Endowment Inscription, and the 

Grounds Renaming in turn. 

A. Renovation Inscription 

The board resolution proposes to put up a “recognition” for President Trump on the 

Kennedy Center’s main building:  “renovated and restored by President Donald J. Trump.”  
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Board Resolution at 1.  This proposal collides with various provisions of the permanent 

injunction and its accompanying opinion. 

The Court there exhaustively analyzed the plain text of the Kennedy Center’s organic 

statute.  See Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 79–82.  That law prohibits “additional memorials or 

plaques in the nature of memorials . . . in the public areas of the John F. Kennedy Center for the 

Performing Arts.”  20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1).  Based on the statute, the Court held that the Kennedy 

Center “cannot bear any other formal name or public memorial based on the Board’s unilateral 

say-so.”  Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 52.  More specifically, the Center’s “public spaces honor 

President Kennedy and President Kennedy alone.”  Id. at 80.  Defendants thus “violated the 

Kennedy Center’s organic statute in purporting to rename the Center for President Trump,” 

including by “installing signage with Donald J. Trump’s name on the front portico of the 

Center.”  Order on Summ. J. Mots. at 1; see Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 85 (“[B]ecause the 

Defendants are currently in violation of Congress’s express statutory direction, the Court will 

order that they remove President Trump’s name from the institution’s title, as represented on the 

façade of the Center, any other physical or digital signage, and official materials.”).  And so the 

Court permanently enjoined the “display[], install[ation], or maint[enance] [of] any physical or 

digital signage on the Kennedy Center building or grounds that designates, suggests, or implies 

that the institution is named for any person other than President John F. Kennedy” and directed 

Defendants to “remove all physical signage on the Kennedy Center building and grounds, 

including the front portico, that purports to rename the Kennedy Center after President Trump or 

any other individual besides President Kennedy.”  Order on Summ. J. Mots. at 1–2.   

By its terms, then, the permanent injunction does not just prohibit the Board from 

renaming the institution the “Trump Kennedy Center.”  It also enjoins the creation of any “public 
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memorial” to anyone or anything other than President Kennedy, except in a few statutorily 

delineated ways that are not relevant here.  Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 52, 80; see 20 U.S.C. 

§ 76j(b)(2).  Inscribing the main building with “renovated and restored by President Donald J. 

Trump” would circumvent the clear import of these prohibitions.  And this Court lacks 

“discretion to overlook a proven violation” of its unstayed injunction.  Potter, 126 F.4th at 724. 

 Resisting this conclusion, the government plays word games.  In its view, the Renovation 

Inscription is a “recognition,” a “plaque,” a “testimonial,” or an “acknowledgment”—that is, 

anything but a “memorial.”  Defs.’ Resp. at 2–4, 7–9.  But common sense dictates that the words 

“renovated and restored by President Donald J. Trump” establish a memorial.  Defendants 

themselves define a “memorial” as “anything meant to help people remember some person or 

event, as a statute, holiday, etc.”  Memorial, Webster’s New Universal Unabridged Dictionary 

1123 (2d ed. 1983); see Defs.’ Opp’n to Pl.’s Mot. for Prelim. Inj. & Mot. for Summ. J., ECF 

No. 34-1 at 33.  The Renovation Inscription plainly “help[s] people remember some person” 

(“President Donald J. Trump”) and some “event” (the project to have the Kennedy Center 

“renovated and restored”).  Lest there be any doubt, the Renovation Inscription uses the past 

participles “renovated” and “restored.”  A past participle “denotes the verb’s action as being 

completed.”  Participles Generally, Chicago Manual of Style § 5.114 (18th ed. 2024); see also 

Past participle, Merriam-Webster Dictionary (“[A] participle that typically expresses completed 

action[.]”).   

In sum, the Renovation Inscription fights the previous order’s prohibition on any addition 

to the Center that qualifies as a “memorial” or “plaque in the nature of” a memorial.  See Beatty, 

834 F. Supp. 3d at 52, 80.  The Court already rejected the suggestion that the “physical addition 
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of President Trump’s name to the face of the building is not a ‘memorial’ or ‘plaque in the nature 

of’ a memorial under § 76j(b).”  Id. at 81.  It does so again now.   

B. Endowment Inscription 

The board resolution also proposes adding a separate Endowment Inscription on the 

Center: “endowed by The Trump Kennedy Center Fund.”  This language would seem to violate 

the Court’s permanent injunction just as plainly as the Renovation Inscription.  To start, the 

Endowment Inscription appears to be yet another verboten memorial.  At the risk of repetition, 

the Kennedy Center’s governing statute makes crystal clear that “no additional memorials or 

plaques in the nature of memorials shall be designated or installed in the public areas” of the 

Center.  20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1).  Accordingly, the Court already established that the Kennedy 

Center “is meant to honor[] President Kennedy alone.”  Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 80.  The 

Endowment Inscription, which uses the past participle “endowed,” would seem to be a 

“memorial[,]” or “plaque[] in the nature of” a memorial, to the efforts by the Fund to “endow[]” 

the Center’s renovation.  Further, the Endowment Inscription resurrects mention of the “Trump 

Kennedy Center.”  The permanent injunction prohibits Defendants from “publishing, issuing, or 

distributing any official materials . . . that refer to the institution as named for anyone other than 

John F. Kennedy, including but not limited to the ‘Trump Kennedy Center[.]’”  Order on Summ. 

J. Mots. at 2.  Inscribing the Center’s main building with a reference to the “Trump Kennedy 

Center Fund” could well suggest that such a thing as the “Trump Kennedy Center” still exists—

notwithstanding Defendants’ sworn representation that they have removed all official references 

to the “Trump Kennedy Center” from the institution’s physical grounds and digital landscape.  

See Decl. of Charles Matthew Floca, ECF No. 59 ¶¶ 4–6.   
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Still, despite the dubious lawfulness of any plan to memorialize the “Trump Kennedy 

Center Fund” at the Center, the Court cannot settle that issue now.  The reason is because 

Representative Beatty’s request to enjoin the installation of the Endowment Inscription is 

premature.  See Trump v. New York, 592 U.S. 125, 131 (2020) (explaining a case is not “ripe” 

when it is “dependent on contingent future events that may not occur as anticipated, or indeed 

may not occur at all” (internal quotation marks omitted)).  The August 13 board resolution states 

that the Endowment Inscription will be inscribed “upon the endowment of the Trump Kennedy 

Center Fund reaching $100M . . . once the $100M threshold is met[.]”  Board Resolution at 1–2.  

The meeting minutes confirm that, “if [President Trump] raises $100 million to endow, the 

Center would recognize the Trump Kennedy Center Fund” with the proposed Endowment 

Inscription.  Bd. of Trs. Meeting Mins. (Aug. 13, 2026), ECF No. 68-3 at 14.  In opposing the 

emergency motion, Defendants say the Endowment Inscription “will be added only once the 

Fund’s endowment reaches $100 million.”  Defs.’ Resp. at 6; see also Decl. of Joseph LaFauci, 

ECF No. 68-1 ¶ 4 (Kennedy Center vice president averring that the Board “voted to recognize 

the Trump Kennedy Center Fund once its endowment reaches $100 million”).   

But the Fund has raised nothing yet.  See Defs.’ Resp. at 6 (“[T]he Fund has not yet 

started raising money[.]”).  So, on the record before the Court, there is no “imminent risk of 

likely irreparable harm” to justify enforcement of the permanent injunction against the 

installation of the Endowment Inscription.  Monsanto Co. v. Geerston Seed Farms, 561 U.S. 139, 

162 (2010).  At least for now, that risk remains too speculative for judicial review.  See Devia v. 

NRC, 492 F.3d 421, 424–26 (D.C. Cir. 2007). 

In so concluding, the Court relies on Defendants’ assurances that the Fund has thus far 

raised nothing and that Defendants will “notify the Court when that addition [i.e., the 
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Endowment Inscription] would be imminent to allow the Court to weigh in.”  Emergency Mot. 

Hr’g Tr., ECF No. 72 at 42:18–20; see id. at 42:23–25 (Defendants stating that because “there’s 

no evidence of imminence, we think it would make sense for the Court to address that issue at a 

later time”); Defs.’ Resp. at 6.  Accordingly, the Court orders Defendants to notify Plaintiff and 

the Court, in writing, if and when $100 million has been raised for the Center and to provide at 

least 60 days’ notice ahead of any action to install the Endowment Inscription or any similar 

acknowledgment of the President, the Trump Kennedy Center Fund, or other fundraising efforts.  

If at that time Defendants still plan to proceed with the installation of the Endowment 

Inscription, or something like it, the Court reserves the authority to assess its lawfulness in light 

of the permanent injunction and to issue any further order as appropriate. 

C. Grounds Renaming    

Finally, the board resolution proposes to “name the physical site and grounds upon which 

the Center sits . . . the ‘President Donald J. Trump Plaza.’”  Board Resolution at 3.  Before 

turning to the merits, the Court must address a threshold dispute: Defendants claim 

Representative Beatty lacks standing to challenge the Grounds Renaming.  See Defs.’ Resp. at 3, 

9–10.  Defendants point to the minutes of the August 13 meeting, which relay a discussion 

among Board members about the proposed Grounds Renaming.  According to the meeting 

minutes, “Representative Beatty asked whether the resolution complies with the statute 

governing the Center, which restricts inscriptions and plaques to specified exceptions, stating 

that she had no objection to recognition after an endowment is raised, nor to the naming of the 

plaza, but sought clarity.”  Bd. of Trs. Meeting Mins. (Aug. 13, 2026) at 16.  She later told the 

Board “that she would vote against the resolution, having been advised that it may not be in 

compliance” with law.  Id. at 17.  And, indeed, she proceeded to vote against it.  Id.  Defendants 
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claim Representative Beatty cannot challenge the Grounds Renaming because she “informed her 

co-trustees that she had no objection to that part of the resolution.”  Defs.’ Resp. at 10.   

The Court disagrees.  Defendants misconstrue the remarks at issue.  The meeting minutes 

make clear that Representative Beatty did have concerns about the Grounds Renaming:  She 

thought it might not “compl[y] with the statute governing the Center.”  Bd. of Trs. Meeting 

Mins. (Aug. 13, 2026), ECF 68-3 at 16.  And her vote against the Grounds Renaming removed 

any doubt about where she stood.  In any case, even assuming her perhaps imprecise comments 

somehow amounted to acquiescence in a breach of the trust, that would not defeat her standing.  

“A trustee is not precluded from maintaining a suit for redress by the fact that the trustee 

participated in the breach of trust, because the suit is on behalf of the trust and its beneficiaries.”  

Restatement (Third) of Trusts § 81 cmt. d; see also Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 77 n.19 (collecting 

sources on the duties of a trustee in light of breaches by a co-trustee).  And Representative Beatty 

certainly has standing to “ensur[e] compliance” with the Court’s prior order.  Salazar v. Buono, 

559 U.S. 700, 712 (2010) (plurality opinion); accord id. at 730 (Scalia, J., concurring in the 

judgment) (“If he sought only to compel compliance with the existing order, Article III would 

not stand in his way.”); see Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 68–76 (discussing Representative Beatty’s 

standing in “perhaps greater-than-necessary detail”).  The Court thus concludes Representative 

Beatty has standing to challenge the Grounds Renaming.   

Turning to the meat of the attack, Representative Beatty argues the Grounds Renaming 

violates at least two parts of the injunction, as explained by its accompanying opinion: the 

prohibition against creating “additional memorials or plaques in the nature of memorials . . . in 

the public areas of the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts,” Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d 

at 80 (quoting 20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1)); and the Court’s pronouncements that the Board has a “duty 
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. . . to maintain and administer the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts and site 

thereof as . . . a living memorial to John Fitzgerald Kennedy,” id. (emphasis omitted) (quoting 20 

U.S.C. § 76h(a)(1)).  

Both arguments hit their mark.  Again, the permanent injunction’s prohibition on creating 

additional memorials means the Board cannot add any “public memorial” to the Center “based 

on the Board’s unilateral say-so.”  Id. at 52.  That tracks § 76j(b)(1) of the organic statute, which 

bars “additional memorials or plaques in the nature of memorials” in the Center’s “public areas.”  

It should be obvious that the proposed “Donald J. Trump Plaza” is, under any definition, a 

“memorial” to the President.  The only question, then, is whether the permanent injunction’s 

prohibition on “additional memorials” in the Center’s “public areas” applies to the Center’s site.  

The memorandum opinion supplies the answer:  Congress “banned public ‘memorials’ at the 

site” of the Center.  Id. at 82 (emphasis added) (quoting 20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1)).  And, even more 

specifically, the Court enjoined Defendants from “displaying, installing, or maintaining any 

physical or digital signage on the Kennedy Center building or grounds that designates, suggests, 

or implies the institution is named for any person other than President John F. Kennedy[.]”  

Order on Summ. J. Mots. at 2 (emphasis added).  These statements foreclose Defendants’ effort 

to rename the grounds for President Trump. 

Resisting the import of these prohibitions, Defendants attempt to draw “a distinction 

between the building—designated by Congress as the John F. Kennedy Center for the 

Performing Arts—and the site or grounds, which is unnamed.”  Defs.’ Resp. at 11.  Defendants 

are correct to point out that some references to the Center in the statutory scheme suggest “the 

Center” is the main building.  See, e.g., 20 U.S.C. § 76h(a)(1).  But that tells only part of the 

story.  The memorandum opinion explained that both “the building and the institution are 
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‘designated’ as the ‘John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts.”  Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d 

at 55 (emphasis added) (first citing 20 U.S.C. § 76h(a)(1); and then citing id. at § 76i(a)); see 

also Barber v. Thomas, 560 U.S. 474, 484 (2010) (recognizing that the ordinary presumption that 

a term means the same thing throughout a statute “yields readily to indications that the same 

phrase used in different parts of the same statute means different things, particularly where the 

phrase is one that speakers can easily use in different ways without risk of confusion”).  This 

Court thus rejected a narrow, building-only definition of “the John F. Kennedy Center for the 

Performing Arts.”  “Physically,” the opinion accompanying the injunction explained, “the Center 

is more than just a grand marble building overlooking the Potomac River.  In addition to its 

famed theaters, concert halls, and Grand Foyer, the Center occupies a campus of seventeen acres, 

replete with a presidential grove, several smaller theaters and performance spaces, plazas and 

pavilions, offices, commemorative exhibits, classrooms, restaurants, and shops.”  Beatty, 834 F. 

Supp. 3d at 53; see also id. at 79 (“Congress honored the fallen president not just with a building, 

but an entire institution.”).   

The permanent injunction’s understanding of “the Kennedy Center” makes the most 

sense of the statutory text.  Several statutory mentions of “the Center” refer not to the main 

building only, but to the entire campus.  See, e.g., 20 U.S.C. §§ 76j(b), 76s.  For example, in 

Public Law 112–131, enacted in 2012 and codified at § 76i, Congress provided funding and rules 

for an expansion of the Center that became known as the REACH.  Subsection 76i(3) states that 

the Board “may acknowledge private contributions used in carrying out the expansion project in 

the interior of the project, but may not acknowledge such private contributions on the exterior of 

the project.  Any acknowledgment of private contributions under this paragraph shall be 

consistent with the requirements of section 76j(b) of this title.”  20 U.S.C. § 76i(3).  This 
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provision makes sense only if “the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts” as used in 

§ 76j(b) includes the campus—i.e., it refers to more than merely the main building.  This reading 

also gives meaning to words in the statute such as “building” that would be redundant if “the 

John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts” referred only to the main building.  E.g., id. 

§§ 76i(4), 76j(a)(1)(H)(ii), 76q-1(a)(4), 76s. 

For their own part, Defendants appear to acknowledge “the Kennedy Center” is vaster 

than their present arguments let on.  The resolution at issue, after all, was passed by the Board of 

Trustees of the John F. Kennedy Center of the Performing Arts.  As its name suggests, that entity 

oversees the entire institution, not simply the main building.  Otherwise, it would lack authority 

to take any actions with respect to the grounds—a result the government surely would not 

countenance.   

Statements of the Board confirm this understanding.  At the August 13 meeting, the 

Board passed a resolution referring to “the Center’s performing arts facilities in the REACH” 

and distinguished those facilities from the “Center’s main building,” which is a separate 

structure.  Bd. of Trs. Meeting Mins. (Aug. 13, 2026) at 11.  The resolution further stated that, 

during renovations, “the John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts shall continue to 

present educational and artistic programming at the REACH[.]”  Id. (emphasis added); id. at 6 

(Secretary of Commerce Howard Lutnick suggesting “the Center” included “The REACH”).  

And, in their response to the emergency motion, Defendants recognize that “the Center is ‘not 

just a building[.]’”  Defs.’ Resp. at 13; see also id. at 3 (acknowledging “the Center named a 

substantial portion of its grounds, ‘The REACH’” (emphasis added)).   

That recognition is correct.  As the Court has explained before, Congress required the 

“site” of the Center to be “a living memorial” to President Kennedy.  20 U.S.C. § 76h(a)(1).  
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Reading §§ 76h(a) and 76j(b) together reveals an intention by Congress to prevent memorials to 

anyone or anything other than President Kennedy on the Center’s campus except as provided by 

statute.  See Mullin v. Doe, 146 S. Ct. 2121, 2136 (2026) (explaining that statutory provisions 

are read holistically in light of “nearby or closely related provisions”).  Congress surely did not 

intend for the Board to auction off naming rights to constituent parts of the campus.  The 

Grounds Renaming thus falls within the permanent injunction’s prohibition on additional 

memorials, and the Court will enforce that injunction to prevent the Board from naming the 

campus after President Trump. 

Last, Defendants insist that naming the grounds does not violate the permanent injunction 

or the governing statute because “The Kennedy Center—along with the site on which it stands—

serves as a memorial to President Kennedy regardless of whether the plaza is named for 

President Trump.”  Defs.’ Resp. at 14.  But that argument, too, cannot be squared with the 

Court’s permanent injunction or its accompanying opinion.  There, the Court described how the 

Center’s governing statute “takes pains to ensure that the Kennedy Center’s public spaces honor 

President Kennedy and President Kennedy alone.”  Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 80 (emphasis 

added).  And “the Kennedy Center must be named for, and is meant to honor, President Kennedy 

alone.”  Id.; see id. at 83 (similar); Order on Summ. J. Mots. at 1 (“[T]he Center may not be 

officially named for anyone else except by an Act of Congress.”).  Alone means alone.  The 

Board cannot honor both President Kennedy and President Trump without running afoul of the 

terms of the injunction and the Board’s own governing statute.4 

 
4 It is true, as Defendants point out, that the main building’s Eisenhower Theatre is 

named for President Eisenhower, who originally championed the creation of a national cultural 

center in Washington.  But that designation occurred in 1968, before Congress’s 1983 

amendment of the statute to prohibit “additional memorials” “after December 2, 1983.”  20 

U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1); see Reply, ECF No. 70 at 9 & n.3 (citing Harold Gal, Theater in Kennedy 
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* * * 

One final point:  In its briefing, the government intones that, if the Board is not allowed 

to implement its latest resolution, the Kennedy Center will face financial peril and might even 

“be required to be taken down” altogether.  Defs.’ Resp. at 2.  The government raised this same 

specter in the injunction proceedings before this Court and in its motion for a stay pending 

appeal before the D.C. Circuit.  Each court rejected the contention.  As this Court noted, the 

government offered “no proof that current or future donations hinge on President Trump’s name 

being on the building” and “no competent evidence that removing the Trump name would 

prevent the Center from fulfilling its artistic mission, as it has done for the last sixty years.”  

Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 84 n.24; see also Beatty v. Trump, No. 26-5224, 2026 WL 1970557, 

at *1 (D.C. Cir. July 8, 2026) (per curiam) (agreeing that Appellants “failed to support th[e] 

assertion” of irreparable harm stemming from the removal of President Trump’s name “with any 

specific facts or evidence”).  In fact, evidence before the Court pointed in the opposite direction:  

The renaming of the Center coincided with declines in revenue and contributions, as artists 

cancelled performances, the Washington National Opera ended its 50-year residency, and ticket 

sales and viewership of the Kennedy Center Honors broadcast dropped precipitously.  See 

Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 84 n.23.  The Board also has access to the $257 million that Congress 

appropriated for necessary capital improvements—an outlay that Secretary Lutnick indicated at 

 

Arts Center to Be Named for Eisenhowers, N.Y. Times (Oct. 20, 1968), 

https://www.nytimes.com/1968/10/20/archives/theater-in-kennedy-arts-center-to-be-named-for-

eisenhowers.html).  As for the REACH, it is not named for anyone or anything in the manner of 

a memorial.  Rather, the name was meant to evoke President Kennedy’s vision “to set the artist 

free. Free to reach beyond hallowed halls and sacred walls into creative open spaces[.]”  

Welcome to the REACH, The Kennedy Center, https://www.kennedy-

center.org/video/center/other/2019/welcome-to-the-reach--the-kennedy-center/ (emphasis 

added). 
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the August 13 meeting President Trump is prepared to use “to complete the [renovation] 

work[.]”  Bd. of Trs. Meeting Mins. at 8.   

  More importantly, the government’s assertion that the Center might not survive without 

President Trump’s name is beside the point for present purposes.  Representative Beatty’s 

motion presents a narrow legal question: whether the board resolution violates the Court’s 

standing injunction—which prescribed the limits that Congress imposed on the placement of 

names and memorials at the property.  Answering that question is this Court’s only role.  The 

Court appreciates that major supporters of cultural institutions are routinely recognized with 

prominent inscriptions on buildings and in other public areas.  But Congress had other ideas for 

the Kennedy Center.  It limited such memorials and donor recognitions to discrete (and discreet) 

areas, so as not to detract from the Center’s function as an ongoing memorial to President 

Kennedy.  The current Board’s apparent disagreement with that approach does not change the 

law or nullify an injunction that continues to bind the parties.  And the Court may not license a 

violation of those authorities under threat that some unidentified donors will withhold their 

largesse if the Board is not allowed to have its way.  It can even less reward a decision by Board 

members, including the Chair, to curb the Center’s fundraising efforts because they cannot abide 

statutory restrictions on displaying his name.  Predictions of future actions by the Board in 

response to being told no therefore cannot concern the Court.   

III. Conclusion 

In our system of laws, the written word is paramount.  “Unlike the executive or the 

legislature, the judiciary ‘has no influence over either the sword or the purse; . . . neither force 

nor will but merely judgment.’”  Williams-Yulee v. Florida Bar, 575 U.S. 433, 445 (2015) 

(quoting The Federalist No. 78, at 465 (Clinton Rossiter ed., 1961) (Alexander Hamilton)).  “The 
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judiciary’s authority therefore depends in large measure on the public’s willingness to respect 

and follow its decisions.”  Id. at 445–46.   

Earlier this year, the Court ordered Defendants to follow a federal law directing the 

Board to “[en]sure that . . . no additional memorials or plaques in the nature of memorials shall 

be designated or installed in the public areas” of the Center.  See Beatty, 834 F. Supp. 3d at 80 

(quoting 20 U.S.C. § 76j(b)(1)).  Plaintiff has carried her burden of showing that at least two of 

the three actions contemplated by the August 13 board resolution violate the unambiguous terms 

of this Court’s order.  “If the court is to discharge its function, its orders must be obeyed.”  

Martin-Trigona v. Gellis & Melinger, 830 F.2d 367, 369 (D.C. Cir. 1987) (per curiam).  

Linguistic gymnastics cannot extricate the Kennedy Center’s Board from an operative judicial 

order or the governing statute it was designed to enforce.  Until this Court or a higher one says 

otherwise, the Board may not implement those parts of its August 13, 2026 resolution that 

violate the order’s clear terms.         

For the foregoing reasons, it is hereby  

ORDERED that [67] Plaintiff’s Emergency Motion is GRANTED in part and DENIED 

in part.  It is further 

ORDERED that Defendants must notify Plaintiff and the Court, in writing, if and when 

$100 million has been raised for the Center and provide at least 60 days’ notice ahead of any  

  



22 

 

action to install an inscription or acknowledgment of President Trump, the Trump Kennedy 

Center Fund, or other fundraising efforts. 

SO ORDERED. 

 

      

 CHRISTOPHER R. COOPER 

 United States District Judge 

 

Date:  September 15, 2026 

 


