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MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of  th is Report  is  to guide the renewal and enhancement of  the 
White House Rose Garden. 

Informed by physical ,  cul tural ,  and histor ical  precedents as wel l  as the 
f i rst  fami l ies who have shaped the Rose Garden, the research and analysis 
contained within th is Report  serve as a f ramework on which to curate an 
outdoor exper ience transcendent of  each administrat ion. 

The White House Rose Garden Landscape Report  promotes design 
solut ions that are steeped in scholarship and intel lect ,  and are ref lect ive 
of  met iculous at tent ion to narrat ive,  intent,  and detai l . 

This Report  advocates for  a t imeless garden, bef i t t ing of  i ts  address and 
the people of  The United States of  America.
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M anagement          S ummary    

Located within the grounds of  the White House, the Rose Garden is one of 
the most recognizable landscapes in the Uni ted States,  i f  not  the wor ld (see 
plan on p.  11).  Whi le past presidents such as Truman and Eisenhower held 
occasional  press br ief ings and events in the Garden, President Kennedy 
was the f i rst  to fu l ly  use the Garden as an off ic ia l  space. Subsequent 
presidents have used the Garden as a backdrop for speeches, events, 
and announcements.  The Rose Garden encapsulates the many roles that 
the White House provides on a dai ly basis:  as the home and residence of 
the president,  as the center of  the Execut ive Branch of  the Uni ted States 
Government,  as a l iv ing museum of American history,  and as a set t ing for 
off ic ia l  funct ions.  Presidents past and present have al l  recognized and 
understood the power and signi f icance of  the Rose Garden.

Whi le we know i t  today as the Rose Garden, i t  has had many names over 
the twent ieth century.  First  Lady El len Wi lson planted a rose garden in 
1913, and i t  is  occasional ly referred to as such in pr int  over the fo l lowing 
decades, but i ts off ic ia l  name at that  t ime remains unclear.  In the second 
hal f  of  the century,  ‘Rose Garden’ starts to appear more frequent ly,  but  the 
term was used simultaneously and interchangeably wi th ‘West Garden, ’ 
part icular ly on government documents.1 For cont inui ty ’s sake, th is Report 
wi l l  refer to the Rose Garden throughout,  unless speci f ied otherwise.

Today, the Rose Garden appears c losely akin to the Rachel  ( “Bunny”)
Lambert  Mel lon design, constructed in the spr ing of  1962. The Garden was 
the crowning achievement of  her gardening pursui ts,  creat ing an outdoor 
room for the president ’s pr ivate and publ ic use. Changes in plant ing have 
taken place in the intervening years,  wi th a broader restorat ion project 
taking place in 1981, but President Kennedy would certainly recognize the 
garden design and i ts funct ions today. Combining elements of  form, plan, 
space, structure and sty le of  the landscape, the Rose Garden maintains a 
high level  of  integr i ty for  th is histor ic per iod.

Since 1962, t ime has taken i ts to l l  on the Rose Garden. Consequent ly 
an updated vis ion for long-term development and management is now 
necessary.  Due to the unique signi f icance of  the s i te,  any changes that 
wi l l  inform a new design must be careful ly and thoroughly researched 
and analyzed. This wi l l  lead to a c lear path of  t reatment,  whether i t  is 
preservat ion,  rehabi l i tat ion,  restorat ion,  or  reconstruct ion of  the landscape. 
1	 With thanks to David Krause, Archivist at the Office of the National Park Service, Liaison to the 
White House, for his comments regarding the nomenclature of the Garden.

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
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The Rose Garden and grounds of  the White House, maintained by the 
Nat ional  Park Service (NPS),  form part  of  the larger President ’s Park, 
which incorporates Lafayette Park,  the El l ipse, the Execut ive Off ice 
Bui ld ing and i ts grounds, and the Treasury and i ts grounds. President ’s 
Park is l is ted on the Nat ional  Register of  Histor ic Places under f ive 
nominat ion forms prepared between 1959/1960 and 1979 (see Chapter 
Four) .  The Park’s unique locat ion and place in American history has long 
been acknowledged and celebrated, and the Rose Garden’s increasingly 
prominent role as a symbol of  the president can be understood more ful ly 
when examined within the broader context  of  the White House’s history 
and development. 

H istorical          O verview     

The grounds and gardens surrounding the White House can be viewed as 
a layered landscape, wi th each al terat ion reveal ing the histor ic imprints of 
the Residence’s occupants.  Art i facts discovered dur ing the construct ion 
of  the nearby outdoor swimming pool  in 1975 indicate Nat ive American 
presence before the arr ival  of  European sett lers in the seventeenth 
century.  Dur ing the eighteenth century,  intensive tobacco farming led to 
deter iorat ing soi l  qual i ty.  Nevertheless,  the area’s geographic locat ion 
on the water,  a long with i ts potent ia l  to reach in land towards the Midwest 
made i t  an ideal  locat ion for  the f ledgl ing nat ion’s federal  capi ta l . 

From the very f i rst  p lan la id out by Pierre Char les L’Enfant in 1791(f igure 4, 
p.170),  grounds in the c i ty dedicated for the president ’s personal  use have 
been present.  Near ly 83 acres were bought by the Federal  Government in 
1792, and construct ion of  the President ’s House was largely completed 
by 1800. Concerns over safety and pr ivacy among others,  juxtaposed with 
the need for the grounds to be open to al l  Americans, became a compet ing 
pr ior i ty f rom the very f i rst  long-term resident,  President Thomas Jefferson. 
In the subsequent century,  a pattern of  change and modif icat ion was 
establ ished under each successive president as they used and shaped 
the grounds for their  needs and wishes. 

The area of  the grounds now occupied by the Rose Garden has, due to 
i ts c lose proximity to the White House, almost always been dedicated to 
the more pr ivate s ide of  president ia l  l i fe.  Surviv ing records suggest that 
pr ior  to the twent ieth century,  ear ly residents focused on using the area 
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for agr icul tural  pursui ts such as k i tchen gardens, and instal l ing t ree/shrub 
cover as part  of  the larger landscape. 
 
In the mid-1850s, the f i rst  greenhouse was constructed to the west of 
the south port ico.  By the turn of  the twent ieth century,  a network of 
greenhouses and conservator ies stood on top of  and adjoined the West 
Terrace, including a greenhouse dedicated to roses. The area immediately 
in f ront  of  the greenhouses was dedicated to vegetable product ion,  as 
wel l  as shrub cover la id out in ornamental  pat terns. 

A s igni f icant change in the area’s funct ion was implemented in 1902 -  1903 
by landscape archi tect  Freder ick Law Olmsted Jr.  of  the Olmsted Brothers 
f i rm, and archi tect  Char les Fol len McKim of McKim, Meade & White among 
others.  The greenhouses and conservator ies were demol ished and moved 
off -s i te to make way for a new expanded West Wing -  a direct  resul t  of 
President Theodore Roosevel t ’s  wish to separate his residence from the 
working off ice of  the presidency, which up unt i l  th is point  had al l  taken 
place under the roof of  the main Residence. 

From this point  unt i l  the present day, there has been a dedicated ornamental 
f lower garden to the west of  the South Port ico.  First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t 
commissioned a colonial  sty le garden, wi th pais ley-shaped plant ing beds 
that included nat ive species such as sol idago.  Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s  garden 
lasted a decade before i t  was redesigned by First  Lady El len Wi lson and 
landscape archi tect  George Burnap in 1913. Mrs.  Wi lson replaced the 
colonial  sty le garden with a more formal symmetry of  e longated rectangular 
plant ing beds. This design was also the f i rst  t ime the garden incorporated 
roses as the dominant f lower in the plant ing scheme.

During President Truman’s administrat ion (1945 -  1953),  the White House 
was restored and renovated in the most extensive intervent ion s ince the 
reconstruct ion of  the Residence af ter  the f i re in 1814. This work resul ted 
in the Rose Garden being used as a bui ld ing s i te for  the durat ion of 
the works.  On complet ion of  the restorat ion,  the Garden was rebui l t  in 
a matter of  weeks without any discernable changes from i ts appearance 
before the work began.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower ’s years in the White House meant change 
to the Garden’s layout,  reducing the number of  f lowering plants ( including 
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roses),  and removing hedges to enlarge the exist ing smal l  lawn area, 
fo l lowing a design by James Howe of  the Nat ional  Park Service. 

By 1961, President Kennedy was eager to bui ld a new garden af ter  h is t r ip 
to Europe where ‘he noted that the White House had no garden equal  in 
qual i ty or at t ract iveness to the gardens that he had seen and in which he 
had been entertained [ . . . ] ;  he had recognized the importance of  gardens 
surrounding an off ic ia l  residence and their  appeal  to the sensibi l i t ies of 
a l l  people’ (Mel lon 1983, p.  5) .

President Kennedy turned to a c lose fami ly f r iend, Rachel  ( “Bunny”) 
Lambert  Mel lon,  for  the new design. Mel lon was a ski l led and enthusiast ic 
garden designer,  noted for her own garden at  Oak Spr ing in Uppervi l le, 
Virginia.  For professional  landscape archi tectural  guidance, she turned to 
the Washington, D.C.-based Perry Wheeler,  who could fu l ly  represent and 
detai l  her design. The resul t ing Rose Garden sought a balance of  both 
president ia l  ceremony and as a secluded pr ivate retreat.  The Garden was 
used by President Kennedy consistant ly dur ing his t ime in residence. 

Structural ly,  e lements wi th in the Rose Garden have been al tered or updated 
since the Garden’s 1962 instal lat ion.  The largest addi t ion to the Garden 
was a bluestone walkway, bui l t  a long the east boundary dur ing President 
George H.W. Bush’s administrat ion.  Larger changes have occurred with 
respect to the or ig inal  p lant l is t .  Shrubs and trees have been replaced as 
necessary throughout the years,  most thoroughly in 1981 under the care of 
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Head Gardener I rv in Wi l l iams, when First  Lady Nancy Reagan requested 
that Bunny Mel lon advise on the changes that should be made. In-depth 
analysis of  these changes and the current condi t ions of  the Garden are 
considered in Chapter Three. 

The Rose Garden has been used for a var iety of  funct ions by every 
subsequent president s ince President Kennedy, including state dinners, 
weddings, press br ief ings and fest ive celebrat ions such as the annual 
Nat ional  Thanksgiv ing Turkey Presentat ion.  The Garden’s design lends 
i tsel f  to th is cont inual ly rotat ing ser ies of  funct ions,  wi th seasonal  annual 
p lants added three t imes a year.  Addi t ional  p lants are also instal led for 
special  events. 

The layouts and choice of  p lants indicate how fashion and taste,  both 
personal  (wi th respect to presidents and their  fami l ies) and within larger 
cul tural  shi f ts have inf luenced the Garden’s changes. The history of  the 
Rose Garden ref lects wel l -documented cul tural  and aesthet ic changes, as 
evidenced by the f ive i terat ions bui l t  dur ing the twent ieth century,  and the 
plants used within each i terat ion. 
 
Nowhere is th is more apparent than with the Garden’s most famous 
occupant,  the rose. The relat ionship between this plant and the White 
House is entwined with v i r tual ly every president to occupy the residence, 
whether they bred roses, used roses for f lower displays,  or  enjoyed the 
scent of  roses when walking in the garden. Roses even adorn columns and 
pi lasters on the exter ior  of  the White House, carved by ski l led Scott ish 
stonemasons dur ing the bui ld ing’s construct ion at  the end of  the eighteenth 
century.  The rose’s place in the canon of  American hort icul ture,  as wel l 
as i ts recogni t ion as the nat ional  f loral  emblem of the Uni ted States of 
America,  conf i rms i ts requis i te nature and gravi ty wi th respect to the 
Garden’s plant palet te. 

Nevertheless,  gardens are not stagnant -  they change constant ly.  The 
Rose Garden is fu l l  of  l iv ing plants that  germinate,  grow and die,  in annual 
cycles.  Bunny Mel lon hersel f  noted ‘ [A garden’s]  greatest  real i ty is not a 
real i ty,  for  a garden, hover ing always in a state of  becoming, sums up i ts 
own past and i ts future’ (Holden 2018, p.  249).  At tent ion to what l ies wi th in 
the histor ical  record of  the Garden and i ts r ich hort icul tural  her i tage wi l l 
inform i ts future,  a l lowing the garden to be as str ik ing as i ts past. 
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M ethodology        

The scope of  th is Report  is  to construct  a comprehensive plan for the future 
management and treatment of  the Rose Garden, including presentat ion of 
a conceptual  master plan. Whi le the Garden is part  of  President ’s Park, 
i ts  unique locat ion and histor ical  importance have led to the necessi ty of  a 
separate report .  I t  is  v i ta l  that  any recommended changes or amendments 
to the landscape as a resul t  of  th is Report  are documented for future use. 

The Report  is  d iv ided into two parts,  both of  which wi l l  inform the other 
in bui ld ing a comprehensive concept plan. The f i rst  part  wi l l  explore the 
histor ical  background of  the s i te,  and those who contr ibuted to the Garden’s 
development.  Detai led s i te analysis of  exist ing condi t ions and constraints 
such as soi ls,  current (and histor ic)  vegetat ion,  and circulat ion wi l l  be 
evaluated in tandem with the s i te ’s histor ic importance. The Report  a lso 
offers an analysis of  o lder documentat ion relevant to the Garden. 

In the second hal f ,  the Report  gathers informat ion related to the 
garden’s histor ic,  cul tural ,  and environmental  context .  These f indings wi l l 
be analyzed and evaluated, and lead to a ser ies of  future design and 
maintenance guidel ines that wi l l  ensure the s i te ’s aesthet ic,  h istor ic and 
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cul tural  s igni f icance for future generat ions.  Appropr iate recommendat ions 
wi l l  be provided for layout of  walkways, terraces, edging, vegetat ion,  and 
other f ix tures,  in coordinat ion wi th relevant stakeholders including the 
Nat ional  Park Service,  Off ice of  the Chief  Usher of  the White House, and 
others who serve on the Commit tee for the Preservat ion of  The White 
House Grounds. 

An ear ly preservaton report  was publ ished by the Olmsted Brothers f i rm 
in 1935, and this document cont inues to serve as a benchmark for  the 
long-term mangement and treatment of  the White House Grounds. Whi le 
many issues raised in the report  are st i l l  pert inent today, t imes and 
requirements have changed, and an updated strategy is necessary.  This 
process of  renewal began in the 1980s, and this document wi l l  bui ld on 
several  reports publ ished over the last  twenty years. 

In 1989, The Nat ional  Park Service (NPS) proposed a comprehensive design 
plan for the White House and President ’s Park to address the growing 
issues and demands that a changing world necessi tated. Together wi th 
the other federal  departments that  oversee President ’s Park,  the NPS held 
planning work group meet ings to determine the purpose and signi f icance 
of  the di fferent areas and features of  President ’s Park and presented 
the resul t ing Design Guidel ines:  The White House and President ’s Park 
in 1997 and the Comprehensive Design Plan in 2000, along with fur ther 
support ing studies.  To complement these reports,  the NPS soon af terwards 
publ ished Dr.  Susan Boyle’s 2001 Cultural  Landscape Report  (CLR),  The 
White House & President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C. 

Dr.  Susan Boyle’s CLR extensively explores the s i te ’s history and in i t ia l 
evaluat ion of  the ent i re White House Grounds, and the rest  of  the larger 
President ’s Park.  I t  is  unnecessary to repeat her extensive f indings. The 
current Report  is  the f i rst  to focus on the Rose Garden’s history and 
exist ing condi t ions in their  ent i rety and wi l l  fo l low the format detai led 
by the NPS. This Report  wi l l  not  address the Rose Garden in relat ion to 
other features on the White House Grounds, unless they direct ly impact 
an aspect or feature wi th in the Garden. No recent history or analysis of 
any other areas around the grounds is included in th is Report . 

The 2001 report  does not address the secondary phase of  a CLR: a 
preservat ion strategy for long-term management and treatment of  the 
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grounds. The lat ter  part  of  th is Report  provides the basis for  the important 
secondary phase of  a CLR, in proposing a preservat ion strategy for the 
Garden. Due to t ime constraints,  th is Report  is  not as extensive as a CLR 
and Treatment,  which takes years to assemble.  Whi le i t  fo l lows the layout 
of  the NPS guidel ines for  t reatment,   t ime was not avai lable to gather and 
analyze every avenue of  re levant data.  A further report  detai l ing t reatment 
record would ideal ly cover the appropr iately taken treatment strategies 
and include a fu l ler  management and maintenance plan.  

The Report  is  constructed with the aid of  a team of landscape archi tects, 
landscape archi tectural  h istor ians,  c iv i l  engineers,  hort icul tural ists,  and 
soi l  scient ists,  a longside other discipl ines.  But,  due to the aforement ioned  
t ime pressure,  i t  has not been possible to include in-depth interdiscipl inary 
research/data f rom archaeologists,  archi tects,  and ecologists among 
others. 

S tudy     B oundaries       

The grounds of  the White House, including President ’s Park,  now cover 
s l ight ly over 80 acres in central  Washington, D.C. They are located just 
north of  the Nat ional  Mal l  in the northwest quadrant of  the Ci ty and al ign 
along the north-south axis of  the Ci ty ’s layout (r ight ,  above and below). 

The White House’s Rose Garden is s i tuated to the southwest of  the main 
Residence (see maps on fol lowing page).  I t  is  enclosed on two sides by 
bui ld ings;  wi th the West Wing to the west,  and the West Terrace Colonnade 
to the north.  The eastern border is def ined by the Hoover Pat io and the 
Jackson Magnol ia grandi f lora t rees  (Southern Magnol ia)  growing next 
to the South Port ico.  To the south,  the South Dr ive marks the border 
between the Rose Garden and the expansive South Lawn. The si te covers 
approximately a quarter-of-an-acre and gent ly s lopes downwards from the 
northwest corner to the southeast corner.  Access to the Garden is ei ther 
f rom the Oval  Off ice and West Wing off ices,  the Palm Room adjoining the 
main Residence, or v ia the South Dr ive.
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I ntroduction         

The history of  the White House ( the Execut ive Residence’s off ic ia l  name 
since President Theodore Roosevel t ’s  declarat ion in 1901),  and i ts grounds 
are inextr icably l inked to the history of  the Uni ted States of  America.  I t 
encapsulates the fu l l  breadth of  h istor ical ,  cul tural  and social  change of 
the nat ion as i t  has grown over the last  200 plus years. 

As an integral  part  at  the center of  America’s history,  there is an enormous 
wealth of  source mater ia l  avai lable on the White House and Grounds, 
including contemporary let ters,  maps, plans, drawings, memoirs (both 
wr i t ten and oral) ,  photographs and newspapers.  Whi le i t  has been possible 
to consul t  some of  the larger archives ( including the Library of  Congress), 
t ime constraints dictated that other relevant archives were not fu l ly  taken 
advantage of ;  these include the Nat ional  Archives,  the NPS, the White 
House Curator Off ice Records and the numerous president ia l  l ibrar ies 
across the country.  Beyond the pr imary sources l is ted above, secondary 
sources are plent i fu l ,  and include the 2001 Cultural  Landscape Report 
(CLR) among them. Ear l ier  h istor ical  research had largely concentrated 
on the Residence at  the expense of  the grounds, but th is has gradual ly 
changed over the last  twenty years.   

The f i rst  part  of  the 2001 CLR examined in detai l  the development of 
President ’s Park in conjunct ion wi th histor ical ,  social ,  and physical  contexts. 
As such, the study and analysis of  the overal l  s i te is not repeated here 
( though sect ions are referenced),  the focus of  th is Report  concentrat ing 
speci f ical ly on the Rose Garden, the f i rst  h istory to do so. The ear l ier 
h istor ical  development of  the White House Grounds is therefore included 
in th is chapter as a summary for  when, how and why the exist ing Rose 
Garden was bui l t . 

At  t imes, design proposals were put forward for White House expansion or 
development of  the grounds that would have direct ly impacted the locat ion 
or design of  the Rose Garden. In 1889 for instance, First  Lady Carol ine 
Harr ison invest igated expanding the White House with the addi t ion of 
grandiose wings bui l t  on the South Grounds that would have wiped out 
the landscape east and west of  the main Residence. The design never 
got beyond the planning stage, as Mrs.  Harr ison’s death prevented the 
project  going ahead. Later,  the s i te of  the Rose Garden was considered 

CHAPTER TWO: SITE HISTORY



13

Li
br

ar
y 

of
 C

on
gr

es
s

A 1624 map of  Virginia by John Smith (detai l ) ,  af ter  h is explorat ion of  the 
Chesapeake Bay between 1607-1609. Jamestown and the future s i te of 
Washington, D.C. are marked with c i rc les.

J a m e s t o w n ,  VA F u t u r e  s i t e  o f 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D . C . 

for  President Frankl in Roosevel t ’s  swimming pool  (before being bui l t  in 
the West Terrace).  These examples are just  some of the many ‘what i f ’ 
p lans that could have inf luenced the development of  the Rose Garden 
landscape. Nevertheless,  many of  these are covered by the 2001 CLR, 
and t ime restr ict ions have dictated that emphasis is placed on what was 
constructed or direct ly affected the evolut ion of  the landscape.
 

W ashington         ,  D . C . :  pre   - 1 6 0 0  to   1 8 1 4

The abundance of  hunt ing,  f ishing and agrar ian land around the 
Chesapeake Bay has at t racted human sett lement for  thousands, i f  not  tens 
of  thousands of  years.  Archaeological  evidence dates the ear l iest  known 
human interact ion wi th the area now covered by Washington, D.C. to near ly 
10,000 years BCE (Lewis 2015, p.  2) .  Smal l  i tems uncovered on the White 
House Grounds include quartz i te points and pottery f ragments (Humphey 
and Chambers 1984; Pousson and Hoepfner 1995),  conf i rming ancient 
human presence on the 
si te. 

At  the beginning of  the 
seventeenth century, 
several  Nat ive American 
tr ibes l ived around the 
Chesapeake Bay, and 
maintained a cul ture 
r ich in t rade and 
agr icul ture.  The or ig ins 
of  the Anacost ia River ’s 
name der ive f rom the 
Anacostan tr ibe,  which 
is a modif ied version 
of  the or ig inal  Indian 
word ‘anaquashatanik ’ 
meaning ‘a town of 
t raders’ (NPS websi te, 
2019).  The landscape of  the area lent  i tsel f  to ear ly set t lement,  wi th 
physical  features including hi l ls ,  r idges, spr ing-fed streams, terraces 
and access to the r ivers providing fert i le ground for f ishing and farming 
(Pousson and Hoepfner 1995, p 5).  
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An 1874 facsimi le map of  Washington, D.C. wi th landholdings pr ior  to 
L’Enfant ’s 1791 survey over la id on top. The si te of  the future White 
House is marked with a c i rc le.

T h e  W h i t e  H o u s e

European explorat ion began with Captain Smith’s expedi t ion up the Bay in 
1607-1609, where he made contact  wi th and mapped the var ious t r ibes in 
Virginia (previous page and f igure 1,  p.  168).  Smith’s explorat ion eventual ly 
opened up the land to the t r ick le and then f lood of  European sett lers 
at t racted to the area for the natural  resources and trading possibi l i t ies, 
especial ly in fur. 

By the t ime the nascent 
nat ion was in search of 
a new capi ta l  c i ty in the 
1780s, several  smal l  
towns were f lour ishing 
along the banks of  the 
Potomac River (r ight 
and f igure 2,  p.  168). 
Georgetown was founded 
in 1751, being the farthest 
point  up the Potomac 
River oceangoing 
ships could navigate. 
I ts port  had become 
a center for  t rade and 
shipment of  goods from 
inland Maryland, and 
Georgetown  Universi ty 
was establ ished in 1789. 

After a per iod of  uncertainty over a permanent locat ion for  the new 
government,  Congress approved the Residence Act into law in 1790, 
grant ing President George Washington (1732 -  1799, in off ice 1789 - 
1797) the r ight  to choose a “distr ict  of  terr i tory,  not  exceeding ten mi les 
square,  a long the Potomac River.”  The si te chosen by Washington, wi th 
encouragement f rom Thomas Jefferson (1743 -  1826),  was one of  several 
possibi l i t ies short l is ted along an 80 mi le stretch of  the r iver.  The new 
federal  c i ty would offer  l inks to both north and south v ia land and water,  as 
wel l  as in land across the Appalachian Mountains to the rapidly expanding 
west. 

A new federal  c i ty would require careful  surveying and planning, as 
wel l  as a c lear v is ion regarding the requirements of  federal  bui ld ings. 
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Detai l  of  Thomas Jefferson’s 1791 sketch plan 
for the locat ion of  the President ’s use. 
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Topographic map of  the Execut ive Mansion, 
c.1797 reproduced in the 1935 Olmsted Report  
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Before a s ingle stone was la id,  the idea 
of  a president ’s house and grounds was 
included in the planned design. In a 1791 
let ter  to Washington, Jefferson sketched 
his ear ly thoughts on how the ci ty should 
be la id out ( lef t  and f igure 3,  p.  169).  
To the west of  the future Capi to l  bui ld ing 
embedded in his gr id pattern,  a large 
area cover ing over two blocks had been 
del ineated for the ‘President. ’ President 
Washington cal led on his one-t ime 
mi l i tary member of  staff ,  the Frenchman 
Pierre Char les L’Enfant (1754 -  1825) 

to survey the land for the new capi ta l  c i ty,  in col laborat ion wi th Andrew 
El l icot t  (1754 -1820),  a local  surveyor. 

The plans produced ( f igures 4 and 5,  pp.  170-171) fo l lowed Jefferson’s 
overal l  theory that  the c i ty ’s layout should adhere to a gr id system, v isual ly 
l inking the separate branches (execut ive and legis lat ive) of  the newly 

formed government.  L’Enfant ’s and 
El l icot t ’s  addi t ions to Jefferson’s in i t ia l 
theory include areas for congregat ion 
and several  ‘nodes of  development 
rather than a s ingle concentrated 
sett lement ’ (Boyle 2001, p.  15).

L’Enfant proposed to design the 
President ’s House along the l ines of 
a grand European palace, v is ib le f rom 
al l  s ides at  the apex point  of  s ix wide 
avenues leading from each direct ion 
(Seale,  2008, p.  20).  Grounds for the 
president are only included south of  the 
house, which would s i t  at  the top of  a 
r idge running down to the Tiber Creek 
(a smal l  t r ibutary that  runs into the 
Potomac River,  see topographic map on 
lef t ) .
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Announcement of  the compet i t ion for  the new 
President ’s House design in the Gazette of  the 
Uni ted States,  March 24, 1792. 

By December 1791, planning was suff ic ient ly complete for  L’Enfant to 
lay the foundat ions.  However,  i t  soon became apparent that  the planned 
residence would be too extravagant and ostentat ious for  a f ledgl ing 
democracy; i t  would have been almost four t imes the size of  the current 
bui ld ing.   L’Enfant ’s relat ionship wi th El l icot t  was also start ing to fa l ter. 
Ul t imately the s i tuat ion became too tenuous, and Washington was forced 
to rel ieve L’Enfant of  h is duty at  the start  of  1792. 

With L’Enfant ’s departure,  the c i ty 
was lef t  wi thout an archi tect  for  the 
President ’s House. In March 1792, at  the 
urging of  Thomas Jefferson, Congress 
placed not ices in al l  the newspapers 
(see r ight)  to announce a compet i t ion 
for  the design of  the President ’s House, 
and for the U.S. Capi to l  Bui ld ing.  The 
compet i t ion for  the President ’s House 
was won by an Ir ish  archi tect ,   James 
Hoban (1755 -  1831),  who had emigrated 
from Ireland in 1785 and subsequent ly 
set t led in Char leston, South Carol ina.  

Hoban’s plan cal led for  an understated neo-classical  residence, inspired 
by the archi tecture of  h is nat ive I re land, including Leinster House in 
Dubl in.  Foundat ions for the smal ler  residence were la id in July 1792, 
and construct ion was suff ic ient ly f in ished in t ime to host President John 
Adams (1735 -  1826, in off ice 1797 -  1801) and the First  Family at  the end 
of  1800. 

President Adams occupied the Residence for only four months,  leaving 
him l i t t le t ime to develop the grounds. The only change he requested was 
the addi t ion of  a vegetable garden on the northeast s ide of  the house 
(Boyle 2001, p.  21).  

In contrast ,  the now-President Jefferson ( in off ice 1801 -  1809) moved 
in dur ing the spr ing of  1801 with grand ideas for improving not only the 
house, but also the grounds. The most notable exter ior  improvements he 
implemented were the two terraces (opposi te,  and f igure 6,  p.  172) that 
would connect the Residence to the off ice bui ld ings planned on ei ther s ide. 
He had used a s imi lar  idea for his estate at  Mont icel lo.  Whi le the terraces 
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Detai l  of  the sketch for the White House Grounds by Thomas 
Jefferson, Benjamin Latrobe and Robert  Mi l ls ,  c.  1802-1805.

bui l t  were not as extensive 
as those he or ig inal ly 
designed, they st i l l  provided 
a physical  separat ion 
between the north and south 
façades (see McDonald 
2011 for an extensive 
history of  the West and 
East Wings’ construct ion 
and development) . 

This div is ion,  and his construct ion of  a stone wal l  ha-ha (a sunken 
di tch al lowing for a cont inuous vista),  indicate that  publ ic access to the 
Residence and pr ivacy was a concern f rom the beginning of  the White 
House’s history.  The north façade would increasingly be seen as the publ ic 
s ide of  the White House, open for people to walk around. In contrast , 
the south façade and grounds close to the Residence were to be kept 
more pr ivate,  for  the use of  the f i rst  fami ly exclusively.  Beyond the South 
Dr ive,  the publ ic were able to regular ly gain access to the South Grounds. 
This uneasy balance between publ ic and pr ivate would f luctuate between 
presidencies unt i l  President Grover Cleveland ( in off ice 1885 -  1889; 1893 
-  1897) c losed the South Grounds total ly in 1893, save for special  events. 

Despi te detai led notes of  h is gardening work at  Mont icel lo,  no records 
remain of  any speci f ic  p lant ing done dur ing Jefferson’s years in the White 
House, apart  f rom a vegetable garden to the southeast of  the bui ld ing. 
According to his f r iend, the noted diar ist  and pol i t ical  commentator 
Margaret  Bayard Smith,  ‘ [Jefferson] was very anxious to improve the 
ground around the President ’s House; but as Congress would make no 
appropr iat ion for  th is and simi lar  objects,  he was obl iged to abandon the 
idea’ (1906, p.  393).  I f  Jefferson had been al lowed to proceed, he had 
hoped to ‘have planted them exclusively wi th t rees,  shrubs and f lowers 
indigenous to our nat ive soi l ’ ( ib id. ,  p.  393).  Recent research hints at  the 
possibi l i ty  of  Jefferson designing a tapis vert  (an open stretch of  land) for 
the grounds south of  the White House (see Pl iska 2016, p.  15),  but  the 
plan was never executed. 

Jefferson no doubt st i l l  surrounded himsel f  wi th plants dur ing his years in 
off ice,  as at tested by Smith:  ‘ In the window recesses, were stands for the 
f lowers and plants which i t  was his del ight  to at tend and among his roses 
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The plant ing l is t  of  t rees and shrubs for the ‘President ’s 
Garden’ ,  g iven to President Madison on March 31, 1809. I t 
includes ‘ roses’ at  the bottom of the l is t . 
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and geraniums was suspended the cage of  h is favour i te mocking-bird. . .
How he loved this bird!  How he loved his f lowers! ’ (Smith 1906, p.  385). 
Furthermore, in an 1808 let ter  to Jefferson from Mrs.  Smith,  she notes 
that she would l ike to send him some plants,  including the ‘b lack-rose’ . 1 
However,  she goes on to wr i te ‘ I f  the President ’s grounds afford no safe 
spot for  these plants,  Mrs.  S.  wi l l  take great pleasure in at tending them 
unt i l  next  winter ’ (Cornett ,  personal  research).  Whether i t  was lack of  t ime 
or people to care for  p lants,  Jefferson’s presidency lacks ei ther reference 
in the histor ical  record to any part icular plant ing or any plant ing locat ions 
wi th in the White House Grounds.

The f i rst  l is t  of  t rees and f lowering 
shrubs ( including roses) that  were 
instal led on the grounds dates to 
President Jefferson’s successor, 
James Madison (1751 -  1836, in 
off ice 1809 -  1817).  The l is t  is 
dated March 31, 1809, just  weeks 
af ter  Jefferson had departed, 
so Madison in al l  probabi l i ty 
inher i ted the l is t  f rom Jefferson.  
No plan exists for  where the t rees 
and shrubs were instal led on the 

grounds, but before f i re destroyed the White House in 1814, the grounds 
were apparent ly looking ‘very grand’ (see Pl iska 2016, p.  197).

T he   E xecutive         R esidence        :  1 8 1 5  to   1 8 6 5

The Br i t ish at tacked the City in August 1814 dur ing the War of  1812, 
and several  bui ld ings including the White House were burned, leaving 
only i ts shel l .  Work to rebui ld the Residence was quick,  f in ishing in less 
than three years,  and several  improvements were implemented dur ing i ts 
reconstruct ion (such as the port icos on the north and south façades).  The 
grounds surrounding the house would have been a construct ion s i te,  so 
any development of  the gardens would l ikely have been put on hold. 

President John Quincy Adams (1767 -  1848, in off ice 1825-1829),  was  a 
keen hort icul tural ist  and spent much of  h is f ree t ime rais ing and growing 

1	 Peggy Cornett, Curator of Plants at Monticello, believes this rose could be Rosa gallica, R. pimpi-
nellifolia, R. cinnamomea, or a native rose such as R. virginiana.
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Detai l  of  a watercolor by Anthony St.  John Baker done in 
approximately 1827, depict ing President Adams’ arboretum 
to the south west of  the White House. 
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t rees (Boyle 2001, p.  48).  He 
establ ished a t ree nursery dur ing 
his residency to the southwest 
of  the Residence (see lef t ) , 
and a f lower/k i tchen garden to 
the southeast,  but  the exist ing 
pictor ia l  evidence suggests that 
no work had been done up to th is 
point  on the s i te of  the future 
Rose Garden. His successor, 
Andrew Jackson (1767 -  1845, in 
off ice 1829 -  1837),  d iv ided the 

mixed-use garden into two, moving the ki tchen garden port ion southwest 
to replace Adams’ t ree nursery. 

Jackson’s most famous contr ibut ion to the White House Grounds are the 
two Magnol ia grandi f lora  (Southern Magnol ia)  t rees planted between the 
South Port ico and the start  of  the West Terrace. Despi te c i rcumstant ia l 
evidence that the t rees were not instal led by him, as no textual  or  p ictor ia l 
references exist  unt i l  the second hal f  of  the nineteenth century (see Pl iska 
2016, 228-231),  they appear before the end of  the century,  and provide 
the Residence with pr ivacy f rom the south,  as wel l  as shade in the heat 
of  the summer.  

Minor improvements to the grounds were presided over by subsequent 
presidents (due in part  to Congress refusing to appropr iate suff ic ient 
funds for the Residence, see Seale 2008, p.  264),  but  l i t t le appears to 
have been done to the southwest of  the Residence on the si te of  the Rose 
Garden by 1850 ( f igure 8,  p.  174).  Both the f lower garden and ki tchen 
garden were tucked away to the s ides of  the Residence, and from what 
l i t t le descr ipt ion exists,  they were l ikely not la id out as ornamental  f lower 
gardens designed to be admired or enjoyed by those in the Residence 
( ib id. ,  p.  265). 

The advent of  photography in the 1840s al lows for the f i rst  accurate v isual 
records of  the grounds. The Library of  Congress holds the ear l iest  known 
daguerreotype of  the White House (next page),  which dates to 1846. I t  does 
not show the ent i re West Terrace, but i t  g ives a good idea of  the plant ing at 
the t ime, consist ing of  deciduous trees and some evergreens. To the lef t , 
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The ear l iest  known daguerrotype of  the White House, taken in 1846 
by John Plumbe. The evergreen Magnol ia t rees supposedly planted by 
President Jackson do not appear in th is wintert ime image.  
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Detai l  of  Andrew Jackson Downing’s 1851 plan for the President ’s House 
grounds.   
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a  f ree-standing trel l is 
supports v ine growth,  but 
no further ornamental 
p lant ing appears v is ib le. 
Also unseen are the 
Southern Magnol ia t rees 
bel ieved to be planted by 
President Jackson.

No known overal l  p lan for 
the White House Grounds 
is known af ter  President 
Jefferson’s plan at  the 
start  of  the century. 

Under President Mi l lard Fi l lmore (1800 -  1874, in off ice 1850 -  1853),  the 
f i rst  instance of  a comprehensive plan for improving the publ ic park that 
incorporated the Nat ional  Mal l  as wel l  as the White House Grounds was 
commissioned. Andrew Jackson Downing (1815 -  1852) was the landscape 
archi tect  charged with drawing up the design, which he presented in 
1851 (below, and f igure 7,  p.  157).   The plan however does not include 
signi f icant detai l  of  the design for the White House Grounds. Remarking 
on this,  Downing wrote in the notes accompanying the plan:   

‘ I  have not shown on the plan several  ideas that have occurred to me for 
increasing the beauty and seclusion of  the President ’s grounds, because I 
would f i rst  wish to submit  them for the approval  of  the President ’ (quoted 

in Boyle 2001, p. 
85).

Whi le more 
detai led plans may 
have existed for 
the President ’s 
grounds ( ib id. ,  p. 
86),  Downing’s 
accidental  death 
in 1852 hal ted 
any major design 
changes to the 
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grounds; perhaps the only change that was implemented was a metal 
fence that was instal led around the northern edge of  the South Dr ive, 
which would st i l l  be in place in 1935 as i t  is  ment ioned in the Olmsted 
Brothers’ report  on the grounds.

A new adminstrat ion in 1853 also impacted Downing’s suggested 
improvements.  President Frankl in Pierce (1804 -  1869, in off ice 1853 
-  1857) was not part icular ly enthusiast ic about Downing’s plan, and 
instead implemented a program of improving what was already in place 
(Seale 2008, p.  304).  One of  the larger jobs he approved was for the 
1853 expansion of  the old orangery near the Treasury bui ld ing,  but th is 
only survived for four years as the Treasury bui ld ing expansion moved 
westwards. This construct ion al tered the old f lower garden’s layout,  and i t 
eventual ly disappeared. The old orangery was rebui l t  at  the southwestern 
edge of  the West Terrace in 1860 (Pl iska 2016, p.  266).

The rebui l t  orangery was l inked via an indoor staircase to a new conservatory 
bui l t  in 1857 dur ing President James Buchanan’s (1791 -  1868, in off ice 
1857 -  1861) tenure in the White House, though i t  had been approved by 
President Pierce. The Conservatory was located on top of  the exist ing 
West Terrace and was l inked to the State Dining Room on the main f loor 
of  the Residence via a glazed passage. This al lowed the Conservatory to 
become part  of  the president ’s sui te of  recept ion rooms, though in i t ia l ly  i t 
was used as a pr ivate retreat unt i l  later presidencies.

Dur ing President Abraham Lincoln’s t ime in off ice (1809 -  1865, in off ice 
1861 -  1865),  the Conservatory was of ten used as a place of  refuge. 
Despi te the on-going Civi l  War,  the grounds of  the Residence were st i l l , 
in-part ,  open to the publ ic,  and the Conservatory offered pr ivacy away 
from the publ ic ly accessible parts of  the grounds. 

President Lincoln’s wi fe,  First  Lady Mary Todd Lincoln,  c lear ly enjoyed 
the Conservatory,  and the grounds, wr i t ing to an old f r iend in Spr ingf ie ld, 
‘We have the most beaut i fu l  f lowers & grounds imaginable’ (quoted in 
Seale 2008, p.  380).  A bouquet of  f resh f lowers was presented to her 
each day by the head gardener,  John Watt ,  though their  f r iendship would 
cause di ff icul t ies for  the President,  involv ing misappropr iated funds and 
espionage (see Seale 2008, pp. 380-385).
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An 1889 photograph of  the Conservatory’s inter ior.
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Mathew Brady’s 1862 photograph of  the South Grounds, 
showing soldiers standing on Thomas Jefferson’s ha-ha wal l . 
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Few changes occurred to 
the grounds dur ing Lincoln’s 
t ime, as the Civ i l  War was al l -
consuming ( f igure 9,  p.  174). 
Nevertheless,  the gardens 
surrounding the south s ide of 
the Residence were clear ly wel l 
maintained.  A Washington, 
D.C. guide book dated 1864 
descr ibes them as ‘a lovely 
spot,  and favor i te resort . 
The grounds are la id out in a 
tasteful  and romant ic sty le, 

adorned with art i f ic ia l  mounds, t rees,  shrubbery,  f lowers,  and a fountain’ 
(quoted in Boyle 2001, p.  94).   

R oses     U nder     C over    :  1 8 6 6  to   1 9 0 2

By the mid-nineteenth century,  the taste for  real  f lower indoor arrangements 
s lowly replaced the ear l ier  fashion for fake wax f lower displays,  as the myth 
of  f lowers containing dangerous “eff luvia” s lowly lost  credence (Pl iska 
2016, p.  266).  In Washington, D.C.,  favor i te f lowers to ei ther display in 
vases or wear as hair  decorat ions included camel l ias and roses. Unl ike 
the larger display conservatory above i t  (see below),  the greenhouse 
reconstructed in 1860 at  the end of  the West Terrace was speci f ical ly used 
to grow plants for  use within the Residence.  However,  as desire grew for 
more and more var ied f lowers,  the sole greenhouse was unable to meet 
demand. 

Under President Ulysses 
S. Grant (1822 -  1885, in 
off ice 1869 -  1877) and First 
Lady Jul ia Grant,  a ser ies of 
three addi t ional  greenhouses 
were bui l t  by 1873, housing 
geraniums, orchids,  and roses. 
Even these addi t ions were not 
enough to sat isfy demand; his 
successor Rutherford B. Hayes 
(1822 -  1893, in off ice 1877 - 
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These photographs were taken from the nearby State,  War and 
Navy Department bui ld ing (now the Eisenhower Execut ive Off ice 
Bui ld ing).

1881) enlarged the exist ing Conservatory 
and constructed a  separate,  larger,  rose 
house immediately in f ront  of  the West 
Terrace (and now the si te of  the current 
Rose Garden).  Purely funct ional  in design 
and intent,  i t  was bui l t  at  grade with no 
under ly ing foundat ion (Pl iska 2016, p. 
273).  I ts sole purpose was to grow as 
many roses as possible,  which i t  d id year 
round: ‘The rose house is always r iotous 
in bloom, and at  any season affords 
ample cut t ings for  the home part  of  the 
White House l i fe ’ (The Washington Post , 
November 5,  1899).  In f ront  of  the Rose 
House, President Hayes retained smal l 
parterres of  roses and winding gravel 
paths that had been instal led dur ing the 
second hal f  of  the century (Pl iska 2016, 
p.  262). 

By 1900, the Conservatory and 
greenhouses were at  their  largest extent, 
incorporat ing nine structures in addi t ion 
to the main Conservatory ( f igures 11 
and 17, pp. 176, 180; see also image on 
fol lowing page).   Ear ly photographs of 
the South Grounds show that beyond the 
greenhouse complex,  a few ornamental 
beds and shrubs f i l led in the area to the 
South Dr ive (see r ight) .  These had f i rst 
been instal led dur ing President Grant ’s 
presidency (Seale 2015, p.  33),  but 
changed considerably in the intervening 
years.  Along with the two Magnol ia 
grandi f lora  (Southern Magnol ia)  t rees 
known as the Jackson Magnol ias, 
another unknown tree grew in th is part 
of  the grounds, but i t  had been removed 
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F i rst  Lady Edi th Roosevel t ’s  portrai t ,  by Théobald Chartran, 
1902. The First  Lady poses on a bench in what would become her 
Colonial  Garden. The art ist  has reposi t ioned the South Port ico 
of  the White House so that i t  would appear in the portrai t . 

Detai l  of  an 1899 basement plan of  the White House’s greenhouses. The Rose House at  the bottom lef t  of  the plan 
is on the s i te of  the current Rose Garden, wi th the West Terrace columns vis ib le along the bottom of the plan. 
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between the years 1894 and 1900 (see photos on previous page -  in 1894 
i t  is  v is ib le,  by 1900 i t  has disappeared).  

R oses     take     C enter      S tage    :  1 9 0 3  to  
P resent       D ay

Short ly af ter  President Theodore Roosevel t  (1858 -  1919, in off ice 1901 - 
1909) and First  Lady Edi th Carow Roosevel t  (1861 -  1948) moved into the 
White House, an exhibi t ion was mounted at  the nearby Corcoran Gal lery 
of  Art .  On display were the concepts proposed by a commission (which 
included the landscape archi tect  Freder ick Law Olmsted Jr.  and archi tect 
Char les Fol len McKim) for  the improvement of  the Distr ict  of  Columbia, 

focusing part icular ly on the Nat ional 
Mal l .  The McMil lan Plan, as i t  came to be 
known (af ter  Senator James McMil lan), 
recommended the restorat ion of 
L’Enfant ’s ‘axial  re lat ionships between 
the Capitol ,  the Washington Monument, 
and the White House, ’ (Boyle 2001, p. 
182) which had become obscured in the 
preceding century. 

The Plan did not speci f ical ly ment ion 
the White House Grounds, but President 
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The 1903 Olmsted Brothers’ p lan (detai l )  designed by Char les McKim, Wi l l iam Rutherford Mead, and Alexander 
White,  showing their  proposed improvements for  the grounds immediately south of  the White House. 
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Roosevel t  at tended the opening of  the exhibi t ion,  and soon thereafter, 
Mrs.  Roosevel t  asked Charles Fol len McKim to advise on improvements 
to the Residence. 

McKim’s main recommendat ions sought to reconnect the Residence to i ts 
colonial  past  ‘st r ipped to eighteenth-century s impl ic i ty but wi th funct ional 
Jeffersonian-sty le expansions’ (Gr iswold 2008, p.  6) .  This included the 
reconstruct ion of  the East Terrace (which had been removed in 1866),  and 
the restorat ion of  the West Terrace both to an appearance closer to that 
dur ing Jefferson’s era. 

This would necessi tate removal  of  the complex of  conservator ies and 
greenhouses, wi th a smal ler  conservatory being planned for the area 
between the new West Wing and the South Dr ive.  Mrs.  Roosevel t  was 
reluctant to carry out th is plan, despi te her desire to keep a conservatory 
on the grounds. After discussions between McKim and Mrs.  Roosevel t  in 
July 1902 at  the Roosevel t ’s  house at  Sagamore Hi l l ,  a compromise was 
reached in what McKim dubbed ‘The Treaty of  Oyster Bay’ (see Seale 
2008, pp. 638-640 for a fu l l  synopsis) .  The smal ler  conservator ies would 
be removed and rebui l t  off -s i te at  a nearby locat ion,  whi le the larger 
steel  and i ron structures would be dismant led careful ly and reassembled 
elsewhere on the White House Grounds. Though agreed upon by Mrs. 
Roosevel t ,  none of  the greenhouses were ever reconstructed on the 
Residence grounds (Boyle 2001, p.  186).

In February 1903, Olmsted Jr.  and McKim were speci f ical ly asked to review 
the grounds. Despi te Olmsted’s lack of  off ic ia l  employment on the project , 
he toured the gardens with McKim and discussed potent ia l  changes. The 
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The images above show the area in f ront  of  the West Terrace as the Rose House is being removed, in 1902, and 
then in 1905, two years af ter  First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t ’s  Colonial  Garden had been bui l t . 
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two wings on ei ther s ide of  the terraces were under construct ion,  wi th the 
western bui ld ing being used for execut ive off ices (soon dubbed the ‘West 
Wing’) .  These new wings framed the areas just  south of  the two terraces, 
providing a ready-made semi-enclosed framework for  a new garden. In a 
let ter  f rom McKim to Olmsted short ly af ter  their  v is i t ,  he wrote:  ‘The garden 
to the south is to be extremely s imple . . .  something of  the character of 
Mount Vernon, namely div is ion into parterres,  surrounded with c lose cut 
hedges’ (quoted in Boyle 2001, p.  186). 

The designed gardens (previous page, and f igure 12, p.  176) would have 
been more than twice the s ize of  the current gardens ( ib id. ,  p.  186).  They 
would have been uni ted by a central  thoroughfare jo in ing the two main 
axial  paths through the center of  the gardens, the South Dr ive being 
pushed further outwards away from the South Port ico.  

The west garden, as constructed (s imi lar ly in the east garden) bears 
l i t t le resemblance to McKim’s plan ( f igure 18, p.181),  wi th Mrs.  Roosevel t 
having more input into the f inal  design and execut ion (see for example 
Griswold 2008, pp. 10-16 for Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s  probable inspirat ions).  For 
the f i rst  t ime in the history of  the grounds, precedence was given over to 
nat ive plants that  would not be out of  p lace in gardens across America. 
The hot house plants held in the Conservatory and greenhouses would be 
replaced. A contemporary journal ist  noted, ‘ I t  is  to return to those sturdy 
plants which form the nat ional  f lora that . . . [ the garden has planned] to be 
made within the pr ivate grounds of  the White House. Conspicuous among 
the new White House f lora wi l l  be the golden rod, which has been urged 
as the nat ional  f lower of  the Uni ted States’ (The Washington Post ,  June 
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1914

Images by Harr is and Ewing Inc.  showing two views of  First 
Lady El len Wi lson’s rose garden, bui l t  in 1913. 
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24,  1903, p.3).  The art ic le goes on to descr ibe the new gardens as being 
‘ in bloom as many months as possible . . .  in the spr ing and late autumn, 
when Mrs.  Roosevel t  and the chi ldren are at  the White House’ ( ib id. ,  p.3).

The art ic le f in ishes by proclaiming ‘A huge bed of  roses wi l l  form the 
center design [of  the west garden and] already a rose bush is growing 
over the President ’s off ice,  and next season i t  is  p lanned to have the 
off ice covered with c l imbing roses and clemat is ’ ( ib id. ,  p.3).  Though the 
Garden is of ten histor ical ly referred to as the ‘Colonial  Garden’ ,  roses 
were already prevalent in the plant ing plans, having made the jump from 
their  indoor cul t ivat ion under the greenhouse glass to the outdoor space 
of  Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s  gardens. 

There were certainly enough roses produced both in the gardens and 
the off -s i te greenhouses for Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s  successor to enjoy their 
beauty.  One of  First  Lady Helen Taft ’s ‘chief  p leasures she got out of 
her ant ic ipated residence in the 
White House af ter  her husband 
was elected was that she could 
have al l  the roses she could use. 
The gardener ’s records show 
that thousands of  roses were 
used dur ing those four years’ 
(The New York Times ,  July 12, 
1931).

Despi te the garden being much-
loved and admired by the 
Roosevel ts and Tafts,  fashions 
in gardens and plant ing changed 
considerably wi th in the space 
of  a decade. First  Lady El len 
Wi lson (1860 -  1914),  f i rst 
wi fe of  President Woodrow 
Wilson (1856 -  1924, in off ice 
1913 -  1921) lost  no t ime in 
deciding that the east and west 
gardens both required complete 
redesigns and enl isted the help 
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A photograph of  President Woodrow Wilson’s ‘outdoor off ice’ 
in the rose garden, taken by Harr is and Ewing Inc. 

o f  Landscape Designer Beatr ix Farrand (1872 -  1959) and Landscape 
Archi tect  George Burnap (1885 -  1938) to each design one of  the gardens 
from her in i t ia l  sketches (Boyle 2001, p.  191). 

The new design for the garden was a def in i t ive departure f rom the old, 
replacing the pais ley patterned beds with more formal symmetr ical  ones, 
composed of  long elongated beds and div id ing hedges ( f igure 19, p. 
182).  Burnap also spl i t  the garden into two sect ions.  The larger hal f  was 
centered around a lawn area bordered by seasonal  p lant ing and shrub 
roses. The other hal f  was a smal ler  ‘President ’s Walk’ ,  l ined on ei ther s ide 
by standard rose bushes. This 
al lowed President Wi lson to 
walk to the Oval  Off ice wi thout 
going through the service rooms 
st i l l  held in the West Terrace at 
the t ime (Pl iska 2016, p.  81). 

At  the western end of  the garden, 
a lat t iced fence separated the 
garden from a laundry yard,  wi th 
a central  arch and a statue of 
Pan set wi th in i t  ( the or ig ins of 
th is choice is unknown, see Boyle 2001, p.  192).  At  the eastern end, 
a semi-c i rcular bench, painted white,  was instal led in a semi-c i rcular 
opening. Soon af ter  the garden was f in ished, President Wi lson set up a 
large canvas tent over th is bench (above),  and used the garden enclave 
as an outdoor off ice dur ing the heat of  summer (Pl iska 2016, p.  92).

Both the President and the First  Lady enjoyed the new garden. Contemporary 
accounts note:  ‘The bewi lder ing mass of  roses, shading from the deepest 
cr imson to the palest  p ink,  now blooming in the White House gardens 
gives evidence of  Mrs.  Wi lson’s ski l l  as landscape gardener and rose 
cul tur ist ’ (The Washington Post ,  June 8,  1914, p.  4) .  The art ic le cont inues: 
‘Possibly no one takes greater pleasure in the roses than the President 
whose out-door off ice or tent  is  p i tched at  the far  end of  the garden. Ris ing 
in masses, the young bushes, which were set out last  fa l l  under Mrs. 
Wi lson’s personal  d i rect ion,  sweep t ier  af ter  t ier  northward. The center 
bushes have roses of  the darkest red shades, those at  e i ther end pale 
f rom blush rose pink to the palest  t ints ’ ( ib id. ,  p.4).  Mrs.  Wi lson sadly died 
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F i rst  Lady Lou Hoover ’s pat io underneath the Jackson 
Magnol ias,  bui l t  in 1929.  

two months af ter  the art ic le was wri t ten,  but the garden was maintained 
by President Wi lson’s second wife,  First  Lady Edi th Wi lson (1872 -  1961). 

The Garden remained largely unchanged through the next three 
administrat ions.  President 
Herbert  Hoover (1874 -  1964, 
in off ice 1929 -  1933) was 
pr imari ly preoccupied with the 
Great Depression, though dur ing 
their  t ime in the White House, 
First  Lady Lou Henry Hoover 
(1874 -  1944) instal led a smal l 
b luestone pat io underneath the 
Jackson Magnol ias in 1929 as a 
respi te f rom the glare of  the sun 
( lef t ) . 

The simple lawn underneath the Magnol ia t rees was separated by shrub 
hedges from the rest  of  the area between the West Wing and South 
Port ico when First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t  bui l t  her garden in 1903. The 
areas remained separated af ter  First  Lady El len Wi lson’s redesign in 1913 
and al l  subsequent i terat ions. 

Mrs.  Hoover ’s Pat io also highl ights one of  the problems that Freder ick 
Law Olmsted Jr.  had come across dur ing the development of  the overal l 
grounds. Since his recommendat ions in 1902/3,  Olmsted had per iodical ly 
been asked back to the Residence to give fur ther advice.  In 1928, he wrote 
to the Director of  the Off ice of  Publ ic Bui ld ings and Publ ic Parks of  the 
Nat ional  Capi ta l ,  Major Ulysses S. Grant I I I ,  about his current concerns: 

‘ . . .whi le the general  effect  is  d ist inct ly “respectable” . . .  and whi le the 
general  p lan, as regards the form of the ground and the disposi t ion of 
the t ree-masses and means of  communicat ion and their  re lat ion to the 
bui ld ing and to the exter ior  surroundings is emphat ical ly good, i t  would 
be fair  to say that almost anyone of  cul t ivated taste and a fa i r ly  broad 
and appreciat ive acquaintance with f ine examples of  the landscape 
surroundings of  great mansions, both pr ivate and off ic ia l ,  in th is country 
and elsewhere, would have to rate the White House Grounds as dist inct ly 
disappoint ing. ’ 
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The appearance of  the Garden as shown in the 1935 Olmsted 
Brothers Plan. 

Olmsted concludes his let ter :

‘ I  wonder whether the t ime is 
not approaching to undertake 
this courageously and broadly 
-  wi th the utmost respect for 
what is good in the old design, 
but wi th an appreciat ion that in 
detai l  the White House Grounds 
have never approached the 
standards at ta inted by the more 
dist inguished examples of  the 
grounds of  pr ivate and off ic ia l 
residences in the Uni ted States . . . 
The White House Grounds ought 
to be such that an organizat ion 
l ike the Garden Club of  America 
would proudly and unhesi tat ingly 

point  them out to i ts members or to foreign vis i tors of  k indred interests 
as among the best hundred examples of  resident ia l  grounds in America’ 
(quoted in Boyle 2001, pp. 198-199). 

Though no undertaking was in i t iated dur ing the rest  of  President Hoover ’s 
presidency, his successor Frankl in D. Roosevel t  (1882 -  1945, in off ice 
1933 -  1945) took up the chal lenge, instruct ing Olmsted in Apr i l  1935 to 
prepare recommendat ions for improvements and cont inual  maintenance 
for the ent i re grounds, a revolut ionary concept at  the t ime (Boyle 2001, p. 
246; f igures 15 and 16, pp. 178-179).  The remit  would also include grading 
work south of  the newly constructed West Wing, which had been rebui l t 
at  the end of  1934. The new West Wing relocated the President ’s Off ice 
f rom the center of  the south façade to the southeastern corner,  creat ing a 
c loser connect ion between the Off ice and the Rose Garden. The exist ing 
screen lat t ice at  the western end of  the Garden, that  had once hidden 
laundry l ines,  was now replaced by the President ’s Off ice and West Wing 
Terrace, l inked to the Garden by a set  of  stairs.

Olmsted’s report  shows l i t t le restraint  regarding the unorganized nature 
of  the grounds’ development over the previous century,  wr i t ing in great 
detai l  about the numerous faul ts of  previous administrat ions.
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With regards to the west (and east)  garden, the report  concludes:

‘A greater r ichness and perfect ion of  f loral  d isplay than in the past would  
be ent i re ly appropr iate and desirable in the two formal gardens south of 
the east and west wings; both of  which,  whi le admirable in s i tuat ion,  are 
now whol ly unworthy in detai l  and upkeep for the posi t ions they occupy. 
These formal garden areas, however,  cannot be very great ly extended 
without doing violence to the histor ical ly long-establ ished, and in i ts own 
way admirable and digni f ied informal landscape of  a s imple and large-
scale character which is the dominant character ist ic of  the general  design’ 
(1935, p.  18).

The proposed solut ion for  the two gardens runs to eight and a hal f  pages 
of  the report .  I t  argued that the gardens must be simpl i f ied,  and treated 
together as a whole,  wi th symmetr ical  layouts and restrained plant ing beds 
(see f igures 13 and 14 for before and af ter  p lans, p.  177).  I t  pared down 
the quadrants of  the ear l ier  1903 proposed plan even further,  but  kept the 
connect ing path between the two gardens, stressing the strong axial  v ista 
f rom the president ’s new off ice (now known as the Oval  Off ice) across 
to the East Wing. Roosevel t  was largely posi t ive about the report  and i ts 
recommendat ions (Boyle 2001, p.  257),  and implemented the proposed 
plans with regards to road circulat ion and removing trees f rom the views 
towards the Washington Monument.  However,  the rapidly deter iorat ing 
s i tuat ion in Europe and the United States’ entry into World War I I  precluded 
his complet ing the designs as la id out by the Olmsted Brothers. 

A subsequent report  for  Proposed Landscape Improvements for  the 
Execut ive Mansion Grounds  was presented to President Roosevel t  in 
1944 by the Federal  Works Agency and Publ ic Bui ld ings Service,  wi th 
assistance from White House archi tect  Lorenzo S. Winslow and Publ ic 
Bui ld ing Service landscape archi tect  Spencer E. Sanders2.  I t  re i terated 
much of  what was wri t ten in the Olmsted Report ,  and concluded that 
the west garden should be developed ‘ to ref lect  the archi tectural  design 
which stems from the ear ly Post-Colonial  per iod.  The best s imi lar  gardens 
of  that  era were formal in character,  though of  s imple design, and were 
structural ly related to the bui ld ing for which they helped to form the sett ing’ 
(Fleming and Reynolds 1944, p.  [6]) . 

2	 With thanks to David Krause , Archivist at the Office of the National Park Service, Liaison to the 
White House for providing access to this report at late notice. 
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P resident Harry Truman walking in the Rose Garden 
with Secretary of  War,  Fred Vinson in 1945. 
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S .E.  Sanders and Lorenzo Winslow’s 1944 proposal  for  improvements to the President ia l  Gardens. 

Sanders and Winslow’s design for the west and east gardens (see above) 
s impl i f ied the exist ing garden with the removal  of  f lower beds from seven 
down to four,  widening the central  lawn area and adding a semi-c i rcular 
pool  underneath the Jackson Magnol ias at  the terminat ion of  the central 
axis f rom the West Wing. Two f lowering trees f rame the pool  at  e i ther s ide 
and add color to the landscape. No ment ion of  roses exist  on ei ther the plan 
or in the accompanying narrat ive for  the west garden. They are instead 
included as part  of  a boxwood and rose parterre garden immediately east 
of  the South Port ico.

No work wi th in the Rose Garden is 
noted as being completed dur ing the 
remaining months of  Roosevel t ’s 
presidency. The report  was discussed 
dur ing a Congressional  appropr iat ions 
hear ing in January 1946 in conjunct ion 
wi th President Harry Truman’s (1884 - 
1972, in off ice 1945 -  1953) plans to 
expand the West Wing southwards, but 
nothing came of the proposals.

At the end of  1949, President Harry 
Truman enacted the largest and 
most extensive restorat ion and 
reconstruct ion of  the Residence 
since the Br i t ish had burned i t  down 
in 1814.  The or ig inal  bui ld ing had 
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P resident John F. Kennedy addresses American Field Service 
students in the Rose Garden in July 1961, before the Garden 
was redesigned. 
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P resident Dwight D. Eisenhower giv ing a press conference in 
the Rose Garden in 1959. 

fa l len into a state of  d isrepair 
over the years and so i t  was 
gutted and a new steel  f rame 
shel l  was incorporated into the 
bui ld ing’s fabr ic.  The grounds 
surrounding the White House 
suffered immensely whi le the 
work was carr ied out,  becoming 
a construct ion s i te.  Once the 
restorat ion had been completed 
in 1952, records state that  the 
Rose Garden was reassembled 
in a l i t t le more than six weeks 

(Boyle 2001, p.  299),  wi th no changes to the previous design, save for 
new plant ing ( f igure 20, p.  183).  This included ‘beni-ger i  azaleas along 
the east s ide of  the West Wing and with 1,430 new rose bushes’ ( ib id. , 
p.300). 

However,  only a year later the new President,  Dwight D. Eisenhower (1890 
-  1969, in off ice 1953 -  1961) ordered the removal  of  many of  these roses 
to West Potomac Park as an economy measure (Boyle 2001, p.  301).  In 
1957 he cont inued by asking the NPS Landscape Archi tect  James Howe 
to design a plan ( f igure 21, p.  184) that  c leared away the part i t ion hedges 
and removed some of the beds ‘so that  he could hold more people in the 
Garden’ (Wi l l iams 1965, p.  9) .
 
President John F. Kennedy 
(1917 -  1963, in off ice 1961 - 
1963) and his fami ly arr ived at 
the Residence in January 1961, 
and were greeted with the sad 
sight of  ‘Boxwood everywhere 
[ that ]  had been invaded by 
pr ivet  and was harshly shaped 
by pruning shears’ (Seale 2015, 
p.  40).  Few of the roses for 
which the Garden was known 
had survived Eisenhower ’s 
cul l ,  and overcrowding dur ing 
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P resident Kennedy speaks to the Civ i l  Air  Patrol  cadets on 
May 7,  1962, short ly af ter  the new Rose Garden was instal led. 

events was st i l l  an issue (see 
images on previous page). 

That summer,  President 
Kennedy turned to his fami ly 
f r iend, Rachel  ( “Bunny”) 
Lambert  Mel lon,  for  help in 
redesigning the garden. Though 
not a professional  landscape 
archi tect  or  designer,  she was 
known to the President for  her 
beaut i fu l  garden at  Oak Spr ing, 
Virginia and her discerning 

hort icul tural  expert ise.   Upon seeing the Garden for the f i rst  t ime, she 
fel t  that  i t  had ‘a sad unl ived in feel ing  -  star ing l ike a pale man with 
dark eyes star ing into space’  (Andy Jackson, personal  communicat ion). 
She asked her f r iend Perry Wheeler,  a Washington, D.C.-based landscape 
archi tect  for  guidance on the technical  aspects of  designing and bui ld ing 
a garden. 

In March 1962, less than a year af ter  President Kennedy asked for Mel lon’s 
help,  the new Rose Garden was bui l t  in the space of  only four weeks 
( f igure 22, p.  185; see also Appendix E on pp. 190-195 for a photographic 
t imel ine of  construct ion).  The f i rst  event was held at  the start  of  May (see 
p.  37 for a c loser analysis of  Mel lon’s 1962 design).  President Kennedy 
had hoped to have the f i rst  state dinner in the Rose Garden for Hai le 
Selaissie (Wi l l iams 1965, p.  9) ,  but  i t  had to be cal led off ,  and the f i rst 
d inner wasn’ t  held in the Garden unt i l  President Lyndon B. Johnson’s 
administrat ion.  Kennedy did however hold numerous events in the Garden 
for a var iety of  purposes throughout 1962 and 1963. Every subsequent 
president has used the garden since the Kennedy/Mel lon redesign. The 
large lawn area has lent  i tsel f  to events such as press conferences, state 
dinners,  and seasonal  events (see the histor ical  t imel ine for  examples,  p. 
51). 

In 1981, First  Lady Nancy Reagan (1921 -  2016),  wi fe of  President Ronald 
Reagan (1911 -  2004, in off ice 1981 -  1989) asked Bunny Mel lon to return 
to the White House and re-energize the plant ing that had become lackluster 
over the preceding twenty years,  in part  because the Kather ine crabapples 
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Bunny Mel lon’s let ter  to First  Lady Nancy Reagan, dated June 14, 1981. 
Her proposed improvements included removing two crabapples f rom each 
parterre border,  and adding more gray plants along with l i l ies and white 
roses. 

had grown too large, shading out the plants below. Mrs.  Mel lon suggested 
removing two of  the crabapples in each bed and pruning them back into 
shape ( though this was not carr ied out) ,  a long with new plant ings of  l i l ies 
and roses (Mel lon,  pr ivate correspondence, see below). 

By 1989 the grass 
at  the eastern end 
of  the garden had 
become worn and 
was constant ly being 
replaced. Contrary to 
Mrs.  Mel lon’s designed 
path underneath the 
Jackson Magnol ias (so 
as not to disturb or 
distract  the president 
working in the Oval 
Off ice),  those on the grounds used the fastest  and most direct  way to 
reach the South Dr ive.  The decis ion to pave this over created a path 
f rom the Palm Room door across the Garden to the South Dr ive.  This 
somewhat downplayed the importance of  the terrace at  the eastern end, 
as i t  became absorbed into the new path.  Simi lar ly,  smal ler  changes in the 
plant ings have occurred, of ten at  the request of  the president and the f i rst 
fami ly and their  personal  preferences. However,  the overal l  f ramework 
has changed l i t t le s ince the last  major renovat ion was completed in 1989.    

This history of  the Rose Garden’s evolut ion into i ts present i terat ion, 
wi th in the larger President ’s Park,  demonstrates the input that  each 
president and f i rst  lady has had in the development of  the White House 
Grounds. Every president has been associated with the bui ld ing.  George 
Washington was instrumental  in choosing the si te for  the future Residence, 
and each subsequent president has cal led the White House home dur ing 
their  presidency. And whi le not every president was act ively involved in 
the appearance and design of  the Rose Garden, their  contr ibut ions,  both 
large and smal l ,  helped to shape the Garden as i t  is  today, providing a 
v isual  connect ion to the White House’s past,  but  a lso cont inues to bear 
wi tness to def in ing moments in history each and every day.
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‘Al l  [President Kennedy’s] 
happiest  hours were 

in the garden’
Jacquel ine Kennedy, 1966

Bunny Mel lon’s watercolor of  her proposed design, 
January 1962.

Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion
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B unny     M ellon     ’ s  1 9 6 2  D esign   

Rachel (“Bunny”)  Lambert  Mel lon (1910 -  2014) grew up with a deep 
respect and appreciat ion for  books and 
history,  a longside a l i fe long love of 
hort icul ture.  As a chi ld,  she kept a record of 
hort icul tural  observat ions,  not ing pr ices and 
character ist ics of  p lants bought,  and their 
progress as she grew them in her garden. 

Alongside the pract ical  aspects of 
gardening, Mrs.  Mel lon was fascinated 
by ear l ier  generat ions of  gardens, their 
designers and their  caretakers.  In a 1982 
interview, she recal led how she ‘studied 
pr ints in old books of  I ta l ian and French 
gardens and then bui l t  miniature ones in 
wooden boxes incorporat ing smal l  stone 
steps, real  soi l  and t iny topiary t rees’ 
(Dei tz 1982).  According to the current Head 
Librar ian at  Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion 
(2019, personal  communicat ion),  she was 
part icular ly inf luenced by the work of  the 
major European hort icul tural  author i t ies, 
including Jean de La Quint in ie (1626 -  1688), 
Jacques Boyceau (c.  1565 -  1637),  Claude 
Mol let  (c.  1564 -  c.  1649),   André Mol let  (d ied 
c.1665),  Gi l les de Mortain (died af ter  1723) 
and Louis Claude Noisette (1772 -  1849). 
Their  wr i t ings and designs would permeate 
into Mrs.  Mel lon’s aesthet ic sensibi l i t ies,  as 
wel l  as to her l i fe- long adherence in fo l lowing 
their  hort icul tural  techniques, part icular ly 
wi th regards to shaping and pruning. 

Closer to home, she went to school  in Virginia, 
and spent a port ion of  her chi ldhood at  her 
father Gerard B. Lambert ’s estate Albemarle 
in Pr inceton, New Jersey. The estate gardens 
were designed by the landscape archi tects 

Planting Plan,
Ellen Biddle Shipman 

Lower Garden,
Mount Vernon

Boyceau’s design for parterre,
Versail les
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Perry Wheeler

at  Olmsted Brothers,  and i t  was here that she designed her f i rst  garden 
outside the fami ly dining room (Holden 2018, p.  14). 

El len Biddle Shipman’s body of  work (1869 -  1950) can also be seen 
ref lected in Mel lon’s designs (as suggested by Andy Jackson, current Head 
of  Hort icul ture and Landscapes at  Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion,  2019 
personal  communicat ion).  Mel lon included a Shipman-designed gate at  her 
f i rst  home with husband Stacy Lloyd at  Apple Hi l l ,  Virginia.  Shipman was 
renowned dur ing her career for  her designs that ‘ re l ied on pr inciples [of ] 
axial  layouts,  careful  proport ional  re lat ionships between house and garden 
archi tecture,  and strong visual  and physical  connect ions between house 
and garden’ (Tankard 1996, p.  47).  Most important ly,  i t  was Shipman’s 
f ramework of  c lean l ines that resonated strongest wi th Mel lon’s design 
sty le.  Shipman had advised would-be designers to ‘ remember that  the 
design of  your place is i ts skeleton upon which you wi l l  later plant to make 
your picture.  Keep that skeleton as s imple as possible’ ( ib id. ,  p.  53). 

Shipman’s recommendat ion was echoed by Mel lon 
hersel f  when retrospect ively wr i t ing about her 
design for the Rose Garden: ‘My theory of  garden 
design cal ls for  an overal l  out l ine,  which I  cal l  the 
“bone structure,”  the most important element ’ (1983, 
p.  7) .  These European and American inf luences 
can be clear ly seen in Mel lon’s design for the Rose 
Garden, and f i t  wel l  wi th President Kennedy’s desire 
for  the Garden to match the splendor of  the gardens 
in England, France, and Austr ia that  he had vis i ted 
whi le in Europe in 1961. 

Mel lon’s combinat ion of  comprehensive histor ical 
knowledge of  gardens and pract ical  hort icul tural  ski l ls 
made her ideal  for  President Kennedy’s goals for  the 
Garden in 1961. In i t ia l  d iscussions with President 
Kennedy in Cape Cod had given her a c lear idea of 
h is br ief :  ‘He wanted an American garden, open and 
expansive,  designed for funct ion and beauty in the 
t radi t ions establ ished by two of  America’s founding 
fathers -  Washington and Jefferson’ (Holden 2018, 
p.  236). 
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Bunny Mellon’s Garden Room
Oak Spring, Uppervil le VA

King’s Leap, Bunny Mellon’s house 
in Antigua

Bunny Mellon’s Library
Oak Spring, Uppervil le VA

Mellon was supported in the design process 
by the Washington, D.C.-based landscape 
archi tect  Perry Wheeler (1913 -  1989).  As a 
pract ic ing professional ,  he doubt less helped 
with the more technical  aspects,  and provided 
cr i t ical  suggest ions that could enhance 
Mel lon’s v is ion.  The f in ished design adheres 
c losely to the br ief  set  by the President.  Of 
the surviv ing prel iminary drawings ( fo l lowing 
page) held at  Oak Spr ing, Mel lon’s estate 
in Uppervi l le,  VA, there are remarkably few 
changes from ini t ia l  thoughts to the instal led 
garden, ref lect ing Mel lon’s in i t ia l  intent ion. 

The designs further expanded the size of 
the central  lawn area to accommodate larger 
crowds, as speci f ied by President Kennedy, 
and were bordered with two elongated 
parterre plant ing beds. ‘Th[e]  d iv is ions, ’ 
Mel lon wrote,  ‘gave the garden i ts own 
pattern,  not  unl ike an ear ly American garden 
in Southern Virginia,  in which the earth could 
be lef t  bare i f  need be and the garden would 
st i l l  have form’ (1983, p.  10).

The diamond pattern Mel lon del in iated for 
the parterres provides strong visual  d i rect ion 
along i ts length.  I t  a lso ref lects Mel lon’s 
own aesthet ic,  though the device was not 
uncommon in American gardens (such as at 
Wi l l iamsburg).  Nevertheless,  the diamond 
mot i f  appears in many of  her houses as a 
dist inct ive feature (see r ight) . 

In her f i rst  study for the design, drawn in 
November 1961, the diamond pattern is 
cont inuous, and the plant to be used for the 
pattern isn’ t  labeled. By January 1962, the 
design had evolved and was instal led three 
months later (see plans on fol lowing page). 



40

O
ak

 S
pr

in
g 

G
ar

de
n 

Fo
un

da
tio

n
O

ak
 S

pr
in

g 
G

ar
de

n 
Fo

un
da

tio
n

S tudy Plan for West Garden: Execut ive Mansion Grounds (detai l ) .  November 17, 1961

Development and Plant ing Plan: West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion (detai l ) .  March 12, 1962
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I rv in Wi l l iams

The diamonds, as instal led,  created with a gray perennial  (santol ina or 
dusty mi l ler)  no longer jo ined together at  the longer t ip.  Instead they 
would be separated by a running diagonal  l ine of  boxwood shrubs (see 
plan on fol lowing page).  The boxwood would l ink the f ront of  the border 
to the back, and two short  l ines of  boxwood would l ink the two borders 
across the lawn by drawing the eye hor izontal ly f rom one to the other. 
 
Each of  the four corners of  the lawn was anchored to the s i te by Magnol ia 
x  soulangeana (Saucer Magnol ia)  t rees.  Mel lon wrote later that  these 
four t rees had been the catalyst  for  the rest  of  the design. Pr ior  to their 
inclusion, she claimed she had struggled to know where to start .  She had 
seen the species of  magnol ia growing on 5th Avenue at  the Fr ick Museum 
in New York,  NY whi le walk ing in October 1961, when the trees had started 
to lose their  leaves. In a 1983 art ic le,  she wrote:  ‘ I  had of ten admired 
these trees before,  but  th is evening they had a special  importance to 
me. Their  pale s i lvery branches with heavy twigs seemed to retain 
the l ight  of  summer.  I  knew their  pat tern of 
growth would cont inue to give form in winter 
and would catch raindrops as wel l  as tuf ts 
of  fa l l ing snow’ (Mel lon 1983, p.  6) .  She 
cont inued, ‘ . . . these trees would sof ten the 
di ff icul t  corners that  were now bare and 
would permit  suff ic ient  l ight  to fa l l  beneath 
and around them to al low plant ing’ ( ib id. ,  p. 
6) .  She enl isted the help of  a Nat ional  Park 
Service hort icul tural ist  f rom the gardens at 
Keni lworth,  I rv in Wi l l iams (1926 -  2018),  to 
help her not only acquire the t rees, but also 
to help wi th the instal lat ion of  the overal l 
garden. Mr.  Wi l l iams would remain at  the 
White House unt i l  h is ret i rement in 2008. 

In addi t ion to emphasis on the Garden’s f ramework,  Mel lon endeavored to 
respond to the l ight  and the sky around the landscape (Jackson, personal 
communicat ion).  The l ight-and-shadow effect  of  the Magnol ia t rees was 
imitated by the Malus  ‘Kather ine’ (Crabapple) t rees planted along the 
length of  the two parterre beds. Not only would they shade the summer sun, 
but also provide structure in winter when al l  their  leaves had disappeared, 
and lending color when l i t t le else was in bloom. 
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Proposed Plan for President Kennedy  (detai l ) .  January 24, 1962. By Rachel  “Bunny” Mel lon.  Oak Spr ing Garden 
Foundat ion

Addi t ional ly,  Mel lon chose Crabapples as they are in the Rosaceae fami ly, 
‘and would blend wel l  wi th the roses’ (Mel lon 1983, p.  8) .  Five Crabapples 
were planted in each of  the two long beds, in the center of  a diamond 
constructed of  boxwood and perennials.  

Roses were a focus of  Mel lon’s design, and plans for their  inclusion existed 
from the start  of  her design. After press reports were f i rst  publ ished in 
March 1962 suggest ing that the exist ing Rose Garden was being ‘done 
away with’ the White House press secretary had to te l l  reporters ‘ I t ’s  going 
to remain the Rose Garden. There wi l l  be roses in i t ’ (The New York Times , 
March 23, 1962, p.  67).  The new Rose Garden contained perennials and 
other f lowering plants in addi t ion to the ubiqui tous rose  (see Appendix D 
on p.  186),  echoing First  Lady Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s  1903 plan to extend the 
f lowering season through a greater part  of  the year. 

Nevertheless,  no def in i t ive plant l is t  of  roses appears to have survived 
from when the garden was or ig inal ly planted under Mel lon,  though they 
were planted in 26 separate areas of  the garden (Pamela Turnure,  Apr i l  20 
1963, in Jacquel ine Bouvier Kennedy papers held at  the John F. Kennedy 
Library and Museum). ‘Peace’ roses are l is ted on the May 28 plant ing plan 
( f igure 24, p.  187),  but  other roses planted have been reconstructed from 
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The President ’s Garden .  [January 24],  1962. Rachel  “Bunny” Mel lon.  Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion

a later source (Kramer 1973),  in which Mrs.  Mel lon wr i tes a commentary 
on the Rose Garden’s design. The roses used (see pp. 81-85 for a l is t  and 
photographs) are al l  pale pinks,  yel lows and whites.  She explains these 
choices,  wr i t ing ‘ that  too many red roses mixed with other f lowers tend to 
give a garden a heaviness and sadness that do not belong. Red roses are 
of ten the most beaut i fu l  of  a l l  roses, but they are better planted together, 
or  wi th f lowers related to them’ ( in Kramer 1973, p.  79).

The roses in the Garden were surrounded by f lowering perennials and 
seasonal  annuals to provide as much color throughout the year as possible. 
In her foreword to An Oak Spr ing Flora  (a catalog of  books in her l ibrary at 
Oak Spr ing) Mel lon wrote ‘Flowers are the paintbox of  garden design, and 
they can create a sense of  peace and simpl ic i ty ’ (Tomasi 1997, p.  xxv). 
Mel lon’s sent iments had been echoed by President Kennedy in his in i t ia l 
br ief :  ‘The President loved f lowers and asked i f  a var iety of  other types 
could be mixed with the roses. He had read the publ ished garden notes 
of  Thomas Jefferson [given to him by Mel lon,  see Seale 2015, p.  40]  and 
hoped for f lowers used in Jefferson’s per iod’ (1983, p.6).

Mrs.  Mel lon chose perennials that  she bel ieved would ref lect  Kennedy’s 
wishes. Perennials used dur ing President Kennedy’s tenure include 
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P resident Kennedy speaks dur ing the 
ceremony bestowing honorary c i t izenship 
on Sir  Winston Churchi l l ,  represented by 
his son Randolph Churchi l l  in 1963

3

Santol ina chamaecypar issus  (Lavender Cotton),  Alchemil la mol l is  (Lady’s 
Mant le) ,  Aqui legia canadensis  (Columbine),  Achi l lea  ‘Coronat ion Gold’ 
(Yarrow),  and Sedum sieboldi i  (Stonecrop) among others.   

Of Mel lon’s January 1962 design (previous pages),  President Kennedy  
asked that she amend only two design elements.  The f i rst  was the removal 
of  the tent at  the eastern end -  a s imple 
change to remedy.  The second change was 
more vi ta l .  Mel lon’s January 1962 plan (p. 
42 and image 1 above) enlarged the steps 
leading down from the Oval  Off ice into the 
Garden, as requested. President Kennedy 
fel t  however that  the scale st i l l  wasn’ t 
bef i t t ing the importance that these steps 
would assume: he wanted them ‘ to serve 
both as steps and as a plat form or stage’ 
(Mel lon 1983, p.  6) . 

The second design of  the steps ( image 2 
above) had a central  p lat form at the top, 
wi th two sets of  smal ler  steps leading 
down in a ninety degree turn.  These were also rejected as unsui table - 
President Kennedy wanted a plat form to speak from, but he wanted these 
steps to also act  as a f i t t ing locat ion to respect the men and women the 
ceremonies would be honor ing. The solut ion was a perfect  compromise 
( image 3 above).  One set of  f ive wide steps was to lead from the Garden 
to the West Wing Terrace. The second step however was wider than the 
others,  enough for President Kennedy to use as a plat form. Above this 
wider step, three further steps led up to the Terrace. First  Lady Jacquel ine 
Kennedy later wrote ‘He had asked Bunny to make [ the steps] so that they 

1 2
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A let ter  f rom President Kennedy to Bunny Mel lon sent 
short ly af ter  the Rose Garden’s complet ion.

would let  h im stand with -  and not 
above -  the men he was honor ing’ 
(Kennedy 1966).

The garden was f in ished in May 
1962. Over the next eighteen 
months,  President Kennedy used the 
garden both pr ivately as a retreat 
and for numerous publ ic ceremonies. 
Publ ic ly,  the ceremony to bestow 
honorary c i t izenship on Sir  Winston 
Churchi l l  was ‘ the Rose Garden’s 
proudest hour for  [ the President] ’ 
as Mrs.  Kennedy later wrote in a 
pr ivate scrapbook for Mrs.  Mel lon. 
In photographs from the event,  the 
President is standing on the plat form 
step exact ly as he has envis ioned. 

Away from the camera’s lens,  the Rose Garden was also a pr ivate refuge 
for President Kennedy and his fami ly.  Mr.  Wi l l iams, the gardener,  recal led 
that ‘He’d . . .  go out and l ie down in the grass on warm days and play 
wi th the chi ldren. They’d be al l  over him’ (1965, p.  8) .  In more somber 
moments,  i t  would also provide peace and a space for contemplat ion.  Mrs. 
Kennedy wrote,  ‘When he had to ta lk about th ings that might change the 
wor ld,  i t  helped to look out at  h is garden’ (1966).  This was no more true 
than dur ing the Cuban Missi le Cr is is in October 1962. Two days af ter  the 
height of  the Cr is is has passed, the President wrote a note of  thanks to 
Mrs.  Mel lon,  re i terat ing how important the int imacy of  the Rose Garden 
was to him (see image on p.  103). 

Mrs.  Kennedy made a scrapbook of  the Rose Garden project  as a present 
to give to Bunny Mel lon for  Chr istmas 1966. The large elephant fo l io 
book is c lothbound in green and turquoise str ipes,  and Mrs.  Kennedy 
designed, drew, and wrote each page hersel f .  The love and admirat ion 
that the Kennedys had for the Garden is apparent on each sheet.  Af ter 
pages dedicated to fami ly photographs of  the President in the Garden 
with his chi ldren, Mrs.  Kennedy ends the book by wr i t ing ‘ I t  was a place 
he could forget his cares,  wi th his wi fe and his chi ldren’ and ‘What Bunny 
gave him [was] al l  h is happiest  hours . . .  in the garden. ’
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H istoric        T imeline     

The White House and its Grounds
1600 1700

1607-1609
First  European explorers arr ive in the area, 
including John Smith in 1607-1609, who 
sai led up and mapped the Chesapeake Bay 
(above). 

PRE-1608
The si te of  present day Washington, D.C. is or ig inal ly 
inhabi ted by the Algonquian-speaking people of 
the Nacotchtank. Art i facts discovered dur ing the 
construct ion of  the outdoor swimming pool  in 1975 
indicate that  the land the White House is s i ted on 
was once home to Nat ive Americans. 

Foundat ion of  the Uni ted States of  America
1776United States 

Pres idents

The  Rose 
Garden

White  House  Grounds  Stewards
and Designers
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United States  Pres idents

White  House  Grounds  Stewards
and Designers

1700 1800

The Off ice of  the Presidency establ ished
1787

Thomas Jefferson
1801-1809

George Washington 
1789-1797

John Adams 
1797-1801

James Madison
1809-1817

Thomas Jefferson, President
1801-1809

1790
Congress short l is ts three possible locat ions for the 
new capi ta l  a long the banks of  the Potomac River. 
Thomas Jefferson recommends that the new capi ta l 
should be la id out in a s imple gr id system (above), 
wi th two ful l  c i ty blocks dedicated to the ‘President ’s 
House’ and gardens. 

1791
Pierre Char les L’Enfant is commissioned by 
President Washington to survey and plan the 
new ci ty (above). 

L’Enfant is dismissed in ear ly 1792 due to 
disagreements and the surveyor Andrew El l icot t 
takes complete control  of  the c i ty survey. 

1802-1805
As President,  Thomas Jefferson makes several  p lans for the house and grounds, in 
col laborat ion wi th Benjamin Henry Latrobe and Robert  Mi l ls .  Their  sketch (below) of  the 
southern pleasure garden shows sunken terrace colonnades to the east and west of  the 
Execut ive Residence. 

Whi le c lear ly part  of  the enclosed grounds, no design exists yet  for  the west area south 
of  the White House. The boundary wal l  and terraces are constructed, but l i t t le else of 
Jefferson’s plans is real ized. 

1800
President John Adams and his fami ly 
move in to the newly f in ished Residence, 
designed by James Hoban (above). 
Construct ion of  the President ’s House had 
started in 1792. 
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United States 
Pres idents

White  House  Grounds 
Stewards  and Designers

H I S T O R I C  T I M E L I N E

The Rose 
Garden

The White House 
and its Grounds
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1825
President John Quincy Adams sets the precedent 
for  t reat ing the grounds of  the White House as a 
k ind of  arboretum of American trees and plants.  The 
1826 watercolor of  the President ’s House and i ts 
grounds from the southwest by Anothony St.  John 
Baker (below) shows Adams’ fenced- in t ree nursery 
at  the bottom lef t .

1814
An 1815 watercolor by George Heriot 
(below) shows that the southern 
approach road was not affected by the 
f i re,  and there is no apparent damage 
to the grounds. The western Jefferson 
terrace is v is ib le to the far lef t ,  but  no 
further development exists for  the area.

1837
Many changes to the south s ide of  the Execut ive 
Residence are made dur ing Andrew Jackson’s 
presidency. The south lawn was thoroughly 
graded and footpaths instal led.  The Latrobe/
Jefferson road is leveled and the Jefferson ha-
ha wal l  remains in place.  

1817
Benjamin Latrobe, as wel l  as James 
Hoban, rebui ld the White House af ter  i t 
is  burnt  by the Br i t ish in 1814, dur ing the 
War of  1812. North and south (above) 
port icos are subsequent ly added. 

 

1850

Andrew Jackson 
1829-1837

Mart in Van Buren
1837-1841

Wil l iam H. Harr ison 
1841

John Tyler
1841-1845

James K. Polk
1845-1849

Zachary Taylor 
1849-1850

Mil lard Fi l lmore
1850-1853

Frankl in Pierce 
1853-1857

James Buchanan
1857-1861

John Quincy Adams
1825-1829

James Monroe 
1817-1825

Charles Bizet ,  Gardener 
1817-1825

John Ousley,  Gardener
1825-1852

1846
The ear l iest  known daguerreotype of  the White House 
is taken by John Plumbe (below).  No evidence of  the 
Jackson Magnol ia grandi fo l ia t rees are v is ib le.

Plant ing to the southwest of  the Residence consists of 
a var iety of  evergreen and deciduous trees and bushes, 
wi th t re l l ises placed at  intervals for  c l imbing vines.   

1857
The f i rst  greenhouse and conservatory (bui l t  in the 
late 1850s) are constructed on the west s ide of  the 
Residence af ter  being moved from the east due 
to Treasury’s expansion. They house the growing 
col lect ion of  p lants and f lowers,  including roses, 
required by the president on a dai ly basis.

1851
Andrew Jackson Downing produces a masterplan for the center of 
Washington, D.C.,  including the Nat ional  Mal l ,  the Uni ted States 
Capi to l  and the White House Grounds. One clear design intent is 
the strong visual  s ight  l ine he envisaged from the White House 
southwards towards Tiber Creek and the Washington Monument, 
construct ion of  which had just  started. 

1865
The Residence remains open dur ing the 
Civ i l  War.  The ki tchen garden moves 
from the east to the west of  the grounds 
and expands. 

Andrew Jackson Downing, Landscape Gardener
1851

John Watt ,  Gardener
1852-1862

Andrew Johnson
1865-1869

Ulysses S. Grant
1869-1877

Abraham Lincoln 
1861-1865

U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers,  Grounds Jur isdict ion
1867-1933
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1900

Freder ick Law Olmsted Jr. ,  Landscape Archi tect 
1901-1935

George Burnap, Landscape Archi tect
1913

Rutherford B. Hayes
1877-1881

James A. Garf ie ld
1881

Chester A. Arthur
1881-1885

Grover Cleveland
1885-1889

Benjamin Harr ison 
1889-1893

Grover Cleveland 
1893-1897

Wil l iam McKinley
1897-1901

Theodore Roosevel t
1901-1909

Wil l iam H. Taft
1909-1913

Woodrow Wilson
1913-1921

Warren G. Harding 
1921-1923

Calvin Cool idge 
1923-1929

Herbert  Hoover 
1929-1933

Henry Pf ister,  Gardener
1877-1902

Edith Roosevel t ,  First  Lady
1903
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1870s
The greenhouses and conservatory grow  
and expand under President Grant and 
President Hayes. Over the next 40 years, 
th is network develops to eventual ly consist 
of  a large conservatory and nine smal ler 
greenhouses (above and below).   

1902
Chales Fol len McKim of McKim, Mead & White is cal led in by President Roosevel t  to 
renovate and update the White House and Grounds, wi th help f rom Freder ick Law Olmsted 
Jr.  As part  of  h is plans, McKim removes al l  the greenhouses and in their  p lace designs two 
formal gardens for each side of  the South Port ico (above).The East and West Terraces 
are restored, and the f i rst  version of  the West Wing is bui l t ,  though the gardens are not 
constructed as he envisaged.  

1877
President Hayes takes off ice.  He and his wi fe,  First  Lady 
Lucy Hayes, are commit ted gardeners and lovers of  p lants. 

Hayes bui lds a Rose House (bottom center,  and bottom r ight , 
being dismant led) where the current Rose Garden stands 
today. In f ront  of  the Rose House, vegetable beds and shrubs 
covered the area leading to the South Dr ive (bottom lef t ) . 

1903
First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t  (wi fe of  Theodore Roosevel t ) 
creates a Colonial  Garden on ei ther s ide of  the South Port ico 
af ter  a l l  the greenhouses and conservator ies are knocked 
down and removed (below).  The parterres were la id out as 
two large four-petaled f lowers and contained roses in the 
central  c i rc les.  Vegetat ion is composed of  evergreen shrubs 
along with an assortment of  ornamental  and nat ive f lowers.

1913
First  Lady El len Wi lson ( f i rst  wi fe of  President Woodrow Wilson) asks George 
Burnap to help her create what becomes the f i rst  i terat ion of  the Rose Garden. 

The design is a large departure f rom the garden’s previous layout (below), 
being classical ly symmetr ical  wi th a considerably smal ler  p lant palet te.  A 
‘President ’s Walk’ is  included running paral le l  to the West Terrace. 

1871
Construct ion of  the massive 
State,  War,  and Navy Bui ld ing 
starts.  Soi l  f rom the excavat ion 
of  th is construct ion is used in 
the area now covered by the 
El l ipse. 

1929
First  Lady Lou Hoover instal ls a smal l 
b luestone pat io underneath the Jackson 
Magnol ias. 

1858
This 1858 photograph shows 
deciduous trees, shrubs and vines  
on t re l l ises growing in the area in 
f ront  of  the Conservatory. 
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1950

Frankl in D. Roosevel t 
1933-1945

Harry S. Truman
1945-1953

1962
President John F. Kennedy wants to redesign the Rose Garden for 
off ic ia l  funct ions and events.  He asks a fami ly f r iend, Rachel   ( “Bunny”) 
Lambert  Mel lon to design a garden, wi th the aid of  landscape archi tect 
Perry Wheeler. 

The garden centers around a large lawn area, enclosed by boxwood 
parterres as edging to symmetr ical  p lant ing beds. The Rose Garden 
becomes a green theater for  the President to hold off ic ia l  ceremonies 
and press br ief ings. 

Nat ional  Park Service,  Grounds Jur isdict ion
1933-present

1949-1952
President Harry S. Truman in i t iat ies a total  renovat ion of  the White House, resul t ing in the 
grounds becoming a construct ion s i te,  including the Rose Garden. 

The Garden is reinstal led in 1952 with i ts previous layout,  but  on a s impler plan with fewer plant 
var iet ies (below);  roses and azaleas predominate.  

1935
At the behest of  President Frankl in D. Roosevel t ,  the 
landscape archi tects at  Olmsted Brothers submit  a 
‘Report  to the President on the White House Grounds . ’

The Report  lays out a masterplan design ( lef t )  and 
management approach that is st i l l  fo l lowed to th is 
day: preserving the histor ic aspects of  the grounds 
whi le s imultaneously incorporat ing current and future 
demands upon the landscape. 

1965
Bunny Mel lon f in ishes the East Garden, which is dedicated 
to First  Lady Jacquel ine Kennedy. The Kennedys asked 
her to design the East Garden af ter  the success of 
the Rose Garden, but i t  was delayed af ter  President 
Kennedy’s assassinat ion.  First  Lady Lady Bird Johnson 
organized for i t  to be f in ished.

Dwight D. Eisenhower
1953-1961

John F. Kennedy
1961-1963

Lyndon B. Johnson 
1963-1969

Richard Nixon 
1969-1974

Dale Haney, Grounds Super intenant
1972-present (Super intenent f rom 2008)

Irv in Wi l l iams, Chief  Hort icul tural ist  and Super intendent
1962-2008 (Super intendent f rom 1984)

Rachel  ( “Bunny”)  Mel lon,  Landscape Designer
1961-1981

H istoric        T imeline     

1957
President Dwight D. Eisenhower removes many of  the 
plant ing beds and hedges to create a larger lawn.

Most of  the roses have now also been removed from 
the garden.

1949-1952
President Harry Truman  starts an extensive restorat ion project  for  the or ig inal  Residence, 
af ter  a 1948 report  concludes the bui ld ing has become unstable.  Consequent ly the 
grounds become a bui ld ing s ide for durat ion of  the work (see also below lef t ) .
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Gerald Ford 
1974-1977

Jimmy Carter
1977-1981

Ronald Reagan 
1981-1989

George H. W. Bush 
1989-1993

Bi l l  Cl inton 
1993-2001

George W. Bush
2001-2009

Barack Obama 
2009-2017

Donald Trump 
2017-

Dale Haney, Grounds Super intenant
1972-present (Super intenent f rom 2008)

2018
President Donald Trump holds a press conference in 
the Rose Garden in f ront  of  members of  the press,  h is 
staff ,  and guests.

2016
President Barack Obama welcomes Pr ime Minister Just in 
Trudeau of  Canada for an off ic ia l  state v is i t .  The Rose 
Garden played host to their  jo int  press conference.

2001
Along with l ighthearted events,  the Rose Garden has 
of ten been the scene for more somber moments.  Here, 
President George W. Bush makes an announcement just 
af ter  the 2001 terror ist  at tacks.

1999
Said to date back to the t ime of  President Abraham 
Lincoln,  and formal ized dur ing the presidency of  Ronald 
Reagan, President Bi l l  Cl inton pardons ‘Harry ’ the turkey 
for Thanksgiv ing in 1999. The Rose Garden has of ten 
held th is annual  t radi t ion.

1966
President Lyndon B. Johnson poses with his fami ly and 
their  dogs in the Rose Garden.

1971
President Richard Nixon’s daughter Tr ic ia marr ies Edward 
Cox in the Rose Garden, the f i rst  t ime the Garden has 
been used for a wedding. There have been a fur ther two 
weddings held in the Garden. 

1988
President Ronald Reagan holds a State Dinner for 
President Evren of  Turkey. The Rose Garden al lows for 
greater f lexibi l i ty  in numbers of  people the President can 
invi te to events.

1976
To mark the Bicentennial  of  American independence, 
President Gerald Ford hosts a State Dinner in honor 
of  Queen El izabeth I I  of  the Uni ted Kingdom in a tent 
erected in the Rose Garden.

1977
President J immy Carter,  First  Lady Rosalynn Carter and 
their  daughter Amy admire the spr ing bulbs soon af ter 
the President takes off ice in 1977. 

 

1991
President George H. W. Bush signs the Civ i l  Rights 
Commission Reauthor izat ion Act in the Rose Garden.
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CHAPTER THREE: INVENTORY

E xisting        C onditions       

Textual  and pictor ia l  records for  the White House Grounds are plent i fu l . 
They provide evidence of  how the Rose Garden appeared physical ly in the 
past and how i t  was used by previous presidents.  Dr.  Susan Boyle’s 2001 
Cultural  Landscape Report  (CLR) provides the most recent examinat ion of 
the Rose Garden’s condi t ions,  and is a useful  f ramework to help invest igate 
current condi t ions.  The histor ical  informat ion wi l l  be integrated with the 
fo l lowing current condi t ions of  the s i te,  col lected from numerous surveys, 
reports and invest igat ions,  as wel l  as on-si te inspect ions. 

Due to the high prof i le nature and relat ive smal l  s ize of  the Rose Garden, a 
schematic drawing of  the s i te was deemed unnecessary.  Future schematic 
drawings may be appropr iate i f  the scope of  work grows to include larger 
areas of  the White House Grounds. 

The prest ig ious locat ion and potent ia l  t reatment requires a level  of 
detai l  and accuracy.  Accordingly,  a s i te survey of  exist ing condi t ions 
was provided on August 28, 2019 by the Off ice of  the Chief  Usher of  the 
White House. Exist ing features and character ist ics are documented on 
this survey, including topography, drain locat ions,  e lectr ical  power points, 
t ree and vegetat ion locat ion and hardscape detai ls.  This informat ion 
provides a plat form for fur ther in-depth documentat ion of  topography, 
s lope analysis,  p lant ing plans, hydrology, i r r igat ion,  sun/shade exposure, 
spat ia l  re lat ionships and circulat ion.  Al l  of  these factors wi l l  inform future 
design decis ions and treatment recommendat ions. 
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UPUP

UPUP

T opography       
The diagram was der ived from the survey t i t led ‘Si te Plan’ received August 
28, 2019, f rom the Off ice of  the Chief  Usher of  the White House. 
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The diagram demonstrates how there is a gent le s lope southwards from 
the northwest corner of  the Rose Garden down to the east s ide.  South of 
the Rose Garden boundary hedge, the ground slopes down towards the 
southern boundary of  the White House Grounds. 

L.P +

H.P +



S ite    S urvey      of   E xisting        C onditions       
Current exist ing condi t ions der ived from the survey t i t led ‘Si te Plan’ received August 28, 2019 from the off ice of  the Chief  Usher of  the White House. The plan has been 
shrunk to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 
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S un   E xposure     
The sun exposure diagrams i l lustrate shade studies dur ing the morning 
and af ternoon of  both the summer and winter solst ices.  The large Quercus 
phel los (Wi l low Oak)  provides shade to the southern border of  the Rose 
Garden which may impact plant growth compared to the northern border. 
The Magnol ia grandi f lora  t rees (Southern Magnol ias) provide shade year 
round and wi l l  require shade tolerant species grown underneath them.  

SUMMER 
JUNE 21; 9:00 AM

WINTER
DECEMBER 21; 9:00 AM

SUMMER 
JUNE 21; 3:00 PM

WINTER
DECEMBER 21; 3:00 PM
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C irculation           -  W hite     H ouse     G rounds    
Circulat ion was observed on si te and informat ion was passed on by White 
House Gardens and Grounds Staff . 
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C irculation           -  R ose    G arden   
Circulat ion was observed on si te and informat ion was passed on by White 
House Gardens and Grounds Staff . 

H

H

HMAX Hel icopter Landing Pad
Primary Circulat ion 
Secondary Circulat ion 

Vehicular Circulat ion Media Congregat ion Areas 
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B

B

A

A

Press conferences, state dinners,  and var ious 
other events take place on the lawn. 

Presidents of ten encounters the media on the 
South Dr ive as they prepare to board Marine 
One. 
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H ydrology      
The lack of  drainage causes inundat ion on the lawn near the West Terrace 
Steps, the southern border,  and the east corners.  The current strategy for 
providing posi t ive drainage on the lawn would be to crown the center and 
slope to s lot  drains on the sides as in i t ia l ly  d iscussed with c iv i l  engineer 
subconsul tant  Wi ley Wi lson. Their  report  is  included as Appendix G on p. 
209. 
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I rrigation       
The exist ing i r r igat ion system was instal led in 2006. Current ly the lawn 
is i r r igated and the surrounding plant ing areas are watered by hand. The 
system is operat ional  and in good condi t ion.  The ful l  report  by Lynch & 
Associates is included as Appendix H on p.  210.
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S patial       R elationships             and    V iews  
Important v iews and clear s ight l ines were observed on si te.  White House 
Gardens and Grounds staff  a lso relayed informat ion concerning the pr ivacy 
screenings of  the or ig inal  1962 Bunny Mel lon design. 

Views

Screening

Clear Sight l ines 
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E lectrical          and    L ighting       
NOTE: Al l  subsurface ut i l i t ies wi l l  be ver i f ied in f ie ld.  The landscape l ight ing 
in the t rees was instal led in 2006 dur ing George W. Bush’s Presidency. 
See Appendix I  on p.  211 for the fu l l  report . 

Landscape Light ing 
Up Light ing 

Up Light ing 

Down Light ing 
Flood Lights

Flood Lights

Electr ical  Boxes 

Electr ical  Boxes 

Out lets 
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H ardscape      
Below is a detai led history of  the main hardscape components wi th in the 
Rose Garden. The changes were documented with the assistance of  The 
White House Grounds and Gardens  publ icat ions produced by the Nat ional 
Park Service,  the s i te survey, and on-si te reconnaissance.

2 FEET X 3 FEET 
BLUESTONE 
BISECT PAVING

B
C

D

I

J

F GA

A B

H

WEST 
TERRACE 
STEPS

1962 (J.K.F.)
West Terrace Steps 
l imestone designed 
by Bunny Mel lon and 
Perry Wheeler 

2006 (G.W.BUSH) 
Indiana buff  l imestone 
steps replaced in-k ind 
by McLeod
& Romborg Stone 
Company

0 20 40
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Material  elements noted on plan are accompanied by an image with date of instal lat ion and president in off ice 
at the t ime. 

E

UNKNOWN
Between 1965 -  1974 
(based on NPS 
archive plans)
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PENNSYLVANIA 
BLUESTONE 
RANDOM 
RECTANGULAR 
PAVING 

TENNESSEE CRAB 
ORCHARD SANDSTONE STEEL EDGING

STONE PAVERS

HOOVER
PATIO

ASPHALT DRIVE

1962 (KENNEDY)
Terrace or ig inal  to 
Bunny Mel lon design
 
1989 (G.H.W. BUSH)
Walkway that connects 
the Palm Room entrance 
to the South Dr ive 
instal led
                                                
2004 (G.W.BUSH)
Removed and reset in a 
6” stone dust base due 
to poor drainage and 
cracks f rom sett l ing 

1929 (HOOVER) 
Pennsylvania f lagstone 
pat io instal led for  shade 
underneath the Jackson 
Magnol ias

2018 (TRUMP)
Relaid keeping or ig inal 
stone

1987 (REAGAN)
Resurfaced

1993 (CLINTON)
5 f t .  jogging track of 
recycled rubber t i res 
added to the inter ior 
of  the South Dr ive

2002 (G.W.BUSH)
Repaved asphal t  road 
surfaces, instal led 80 
locking stanchions for 
safety

2004 (G.W.BUSH) 
Instal led wi th 
handpicked 
Tennessee sandstone

1992 (CLINTON)  Exter ior 
restorat ion 

2002 (G.W.BUSH) 
Sandstone paving 
removed and replaced

1962 (KENNEDY)
Stone pavers or ig inal  to 
design 

1962 (KENNEDY)
Steel  edging or ig inal  to 
Bunny Mel lon design 

1933-45 (ROOSEVELT)
Ramped upward to 
Oval  Off ice 

SANDSTONE 
SOUTH 
PORTICO 
TERRACE 

OVAL OFFICE 
SIDEWALK
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G

I J

H

F

D
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S ite    F urnishings          
There is current ly an assortment of  s i te furnishings that have accumulated 
in the garden over the years.  A plan to furnish the s i te wi th a cohesive 
palet te would be opt imal,  a ided with the expert ise of  John Danzer,  a 
histor ical  outdoor furni ture special ist .  Past s i te furnishings could also be 
remade. Below is a br ief  inventory of  the main furnishing components 
wi th in the Rose Garden at  present. 

CAST IRON BENCH WITH FLORAL DESIGN 
(current)

B
C

E
D

F

A

A BOVAL OFFICE TABLE AND CHAIRS 
Designed by Brown Jordan
(current -  not  a lways in s i tu)
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CAST IRON BENCH WITH FLORAL DESIGN 
(current)C

E

F

DCAST IRON BENCH WITH FLORAL DESIGN 
(current)

EASTERN TERRACE SEATING 

HOOVER PATIO SEATING 

Histor ic -  1914 

Histor ic -  1980 

Histor ic -  1979

Current -  2017
Designed by Meadowcraft
(or ig inal ly used as outdoor pool  furni ture)

Histor ic -  1929 Current -  2019
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C ommemorative             F eatures     
President John Quincy Adams inaugurated the custom of plant ing t rees on 
the White House Grounds, but i t  d id not become a regular occurance unt i l 
President Rutherford Hayes reinst igated the pract ice in the late 1870s.
The Rose Garden and surrounding area contain commemorat ive t rees in 
honor of  three presidents,  as wel l  as a t ime capsule marking the 200th 
anniversary of  the White House’s cornerstone foundat ion in 1792.  

KENNEDY MAGNOLIA
Magnol ia  x  soulangeana

B

B

D

C

A

A BTIME CAPSULE

1992 (BUSH)
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KENNEDY MAGNOLIAS 
Magnol ia  x  soulangeanaB KENNEDY MAGNOLIAS

Magnol ia  x  soulangeanaB

KENNEDY MAGNOLIA
Magnol ia  x  soulangeanaB KENNEDY PLAQUEB

JACKSON MAGNOLIAS
Magnol ia grandi f loraC JACKSON PLAQUEC

JOHNSON WILLOW OAK
Quercus phel losD JOHNSON PLAQUED

1962 (KENNEDY)

Southwest t ree

1962 (KENNEDY)

Northwest t ree

1962 (KENNEDY)

Northeast t ree

1962 (KENNEDY)

C. 1829-1837 
(JACKSON)

C. 1829-1837 
(JACKSON)

1964 (JOHNSON) 1964 (JOHNSON)
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P lanting        and    S oils  

The fol lowing pages document the exist ing soi l  condi t ions,  a long with the 
current exist ing plant ing. 

The plant ing plans are broken down into t rees, shrubs, roses and then 
perennials,  annuals and bulbs.  With documentat ion provided by the NPS, 
i t  is  possible to reconstruct  a histor ical  record of  how long plants have 
been included in the Rose Garden, i f  and when they were replaced, and 
the season that they are grown in (wi th respect to the f lowering plants). 
These records began under President J immy Carter ’s administrat ion. 
The f i rst  reports for  t rees (1977),  shrubs (1978) and gardens (1979) was 
publ ished annual ly,  but  s ince then have been produced every four years. 
The most recent report  was produced in 2016, wi th a new one scheduled 
for 2020.

A separate sect ion concerning the history of  roses grown at  the White 
House, and their  strong associat ion wi th the presidency is also included. 
The i l lustrated cul t ivars highl ight  the many roses that have been grown 
in the Rose Garden, along with the changing tastes and preferences for 
part icular types of  roses. 
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ROSE GARDEN
1600 PENNSYLVANIA,  N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001

EXISTING CONDITIONS
DECEMBER 9, 2019

THE WHITE HOUSE

N
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EXISTING PLANTING

S ite    S urvey      of   E xisting        P lanting       
Current exist ing plant ing der ived from the survey t i t led ‘Si te Plan’ received August 28, 2019, f rom the Off ice of  the Chief  Off icer of  the White House and on-si te analysis. 
The plan has been shrunk to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 
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X Boring Samples 

Penetrometer Readings 

Penetrometer Reading by James Urban on si te.Bor ing sampl ing by James Urban on si te.

KEY 

0 20 40

FEET

S oils  
Soi l  bor ings were taken and a penetrometer was used on si te to determine 
the exis i t ing condi t ions of  the soi l .  Overal l ,  the soi l  is  in good condi t ion 
and is most ly loam in both the garden beds and the lawn. The Soi l  Report 
by James Urban is included in Appendix F on p.  196. 
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T rees  
Below is a detai led history of  the t rees within the Rose Garden. The 
changes were documented with the help of  The White House Grounds 
and Gardens  publ icat ions produced by the Nat ional  Park Service,  the 
s i te survey, and on-si te reconnaissance. The 2017 Report  on the Jackson 
Magnol ia t ree is included as Appendix J on p.  214.

#

88
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8
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77

7
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1

YEAR COMMON NAME (PRESIDENT)
Botanical  Name  
YEAR REMOVED OR REPLACED  COMMON NAME (PRESIDENT)
Botanical  Name
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2

8

3

9

10

11

4

5

6

7

1829-37?  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA (JACKSON)
Magnol ia grandi f lora 

1829-37?  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA (JACKSON)
Magnol ia grandi f lora 

1962  KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (JFK)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2003 KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (G.W.BUSH)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2019  SPRING SNOW CRABAPPLE (TRUMP)
Malus ‘Spr ing Snow’

1962  KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (JFK)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2003 KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (G.W.BUSH)
Malus  ‘Kather ine’
2010 KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (OBAMA)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2019  SPRING SNOW CRABAPPLE (TRUMP)
Malus ‘Spr ing Snow’

1962  KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (JFK)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2003 KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (G.W.BUSH)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2016 KATHERINE CRABAPPLE (OBAMA)
Malus ‘Kather ine’
2019  SPRING SNOW CRABAPPLE (TRUMP)
Malus ‘Spr ing Snow’

1964 WILLOW OAK (LBJ)
Quercus phel los 

1935  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA (FDR)
Magnol ia grandi f lora 

1957  SOUTHERN MAGNOLIA (EISENHOWER)
Magnol ia grandi f lora 

1962  JAPANESE FLOWERING CRABAPPLE (JFK)
Malus f lor ibunda

1962  SAUCER MAGNOLIA (JFK)
Magnol ia  x soulangeana

1962 WASHINGTON HAWTHORN (JFK)
Crataegus phaenopyrum
1994  WINTER KING HAWTHORN (CLINTON)
Crataegus vir id is ‘Winter King’
2005  WINTER KING HAWTHORN (G.W.BUSH)
Crataegus vir id is ‘Winter King’
2011  WINTER KING HAWTHORN (OBAMA)
Crataegus vir id is ‘Winter King’

8

5
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S hrubs   
Below is a detai led history of  the shrubs within the Rose Garden. The 
changes were documented with the help of  The White House Grounds 
and Gardens  publ icat ions produced by the Nat ional  Park Service,  the s i te 
survey, and on-si te reconnaissance.     
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7

1953 (EISENHOWER)  CHINESE WISTERIA
Wister ia s inensis 
2018 (TRUMP) REMOVED

1978 (CARTER)  SIEBOLD CAMELLIA
Camel l ia japonica ‘Tricolor Sieboldi i ’ 

1962 (JFK)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus
1991  HOLLY OSMANTHUS (CLINTON)
Osmanthus heterophyl lus

1962 (JFK)  ENGLISH HOLLY
I lex aqui fo l ium

1945 (TRUMAN)  ENGLISH IVY
Hedera hel ix 
2009 (OBAMA)  REMOVED

1962 (JFK)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus  
1995 (CLINTON)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS
Osmanthus heterophyl lus

1962  (JFK)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus  
2014 (CLINTON)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS
Osmanthus heterophyl lus
2017? (OBAMA)  YEW

1962 (JFK)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus

1962  (JFK) TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa’

1976 (REAGAN)  JAPANESE SPURGE 
Pachysandra terminal is

1982 (REAGAN)  PERIWINKLE 
Vinca minor 
2000 (G.W.BUSH) REMOVED

1959 (EISENHOWER)  FRUITLAND ELAEAGNUS 
Elaeagnus pungens ‘Frui t landi i ’
2009 (OBAMA) REMOVED

1962 (JFK)  TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD 
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’ 
1996 (CLINTON) TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD 
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’
2000 (G.W.BUSH) TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD 
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’
2009 (OBAMA) AMERICAN BOXWOOD 
Buxus sempervirens

1962 (JFK)  TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’
2000 (G.W.BUSH)  TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’

1962 (JFK)  KOREANSPICE VIBURNUM 
Viburnum car lesi i

1962 (JFK)  KOREANSPICE VIBURNUM 
Viburnum car lesi i
2009 (OBAMA) REMOVED

1945 (FDR)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus  
1994 (CLINTON) HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus

1982 (REAGAN)  HOLLY OSMANTHUS 
Osmanthus heterophyl lus

1962 (JFK)  EAST PALATKA HOLLY 
I lex x  at tenuata ‘East Palatka’
1981 (REAGAN) REMOVED

1962 (JFK)  FRUITLAND ELAEAGNUS 
Elaeagnus pungens ‘Frui t landi i ’

1962 (JFK)  GREEN PILLOW BOXWOOD
Buxus microphyl la ‘Green Pi l low ’
2004 (G.W.BUSH) KINGSVILLE BOXWOOD 
Buxus microphyl la  ‘Kingsvi l le Dwarf ’

1962 (JFK)TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa’
2004 (G.W.BUSH) TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa’

1962 (JFK)  GREEN PILLOW BOXWOOD
Buxus microphyl la ‘Green Pi l low ’
1981 (REAGAN)  TRUE DWARF BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Suffrut icosa ’
2000 (G.W.BUSH) JUSTIN BROUWERS BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Just in Brouwers’

16 1962 (JFK)  GREEN PILLOW BOXWOOD
Buxus microphyl la ‘Green Pi l low ’
2002 (G.W.BUSH) JUSTIN BROUWERS BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Just in Brouwers’
2010 (OBAMA) JUSTIN BROUWERS BOXWOOD
Buxus sempervirens ‘Just in Brouwers’
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President Ronald Reagan signing Proclamat ion 5574, November 20, 
1986
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R oses  

Roses have been an integral  part  of  White House history throughout the 
centur ies.  They have been grown in the gardens and greenhouses for table 
displays,  personal  buttonholes,  and bouquets for  guests.  Presidents and 
f i rst  ladies have had deeply personal  reasons for displays of  the f lower 
and examples of  their  interact ions wi th roses abound. First  Lady Grace 
Cool idge would cut  a perfect  red rose each morning from a part icular bush 
and place i t  in her room under a portrai t  of  her son Calvin Cool idge Jr. , 
who died as a teenager in the White House (New York Times, July 12, 
1931).  Under happier c i rcumstances, President J immy Carter would place 
a f resh rose on First  Lady Rosalynn Carter ’s desk every day (Temple and 
Finegold 2002, p.  115). 

On November 20, 1986, 
President Ronald Reagan 
echoed the importance 
given to the White House 
roses in the nat ional 
sphere when he signed a 
Proclamat ion declar ing 
the rose as the United 
States nat ional  f lower.  
The Proclamat ion reads 
in part : 

‘Americans have always 
loved the f lowers wi th 

which God decorates our land. More of ten than any other f lower,  we hold 
the rose dear as the symbol of  l i fe and love and devot ion,  of  beauty and 
eterni ty.  For the love of  man and woman, for  the love of  mankind and God, 
for  the love of  country,  Americans who would speak the language of  the 
heart  do so with a rose.

‘We see proofs [s ic]  of  th is everywhere. The study of  fossi ls reveals 
that  the rose has existed in America for  age upon age. We have always 
cul t ivated roses in our gardens. Our f i rst  President,  George Washington, 
bred roses, and a var iety he named af ter  h is mother is st i l l  grown today. 
The White House i tsel f  boasts a beaut i fu l  Rose Garden. We grow roses in 
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Portrai t  of  Theodore Roosevel t  (detai l ) ,  by Joseph 
Rodefer DeCamp, 1908
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a l l  our f i f ty  States.  We f ind roses throughout our art ,  music,  and l i terature. 
We decorate our celebrat ions and parades with roses. Most of  a l l ,  we 
present roses to those we love, and we lavish them on our al tars,  our c iv i l 
shr ines,  and the f inal  rest ing places of  our honored dead. 

‘The American people have long held a special  p lace in their  hearts for 
roses. Let us cont inue to cher ish them, to honor the love and devot ion they 
represent,  and to bestow them on al l  we love just  as God has bestowed 
them on us’ (Proclamat ion 5574, 1986).

As President Reagan noted, the White House’s Rose Garden has been at 
the forefront of  the rose’s s igni f icance to presidents and their  fami l ies. 
Nevertheless,  ear ly records of  roses planted in First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t ’s 
Colonial  Garden and the subsequent Rose Garden instal led by First 
Lady El len Wi lson are scarce. At the t ime, the grounds were maintained 
by the US Army Corps of  Engineers.  In their  annual  reports,  they note 
improvements and changes within the grounds of  the White House but 
rarely ment ion speci f ic  rose cul t ivars.  Two cul t ivars were ment ioned in 
1900 (see fol lowing l is t ) ,  but  no 
further records exist  of  quant i t ies or 
cul t ivars. 

As the rose is now considered 
integral  to the Rose Garden, 
evidence from sources including 
newspapers and contemporary 
accounts provide some informat ion 
on which roses  were favored by 
part icular presidents.  For example, 
no extant plant ing plan exists of  the 
Colonial  Garden, instal led in 1903. 
First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t  however, 
wrote that  ‘My husband’s favor i te 
rose was a very old-fashioned one . . . 
the Duchesse de Brabant.  In White 
House days he usual ly wore one in 
the buttonhole of  h is grey coat -  as 
DeCamp painted him’ (quoted in The 
American Rose Annual  1920 ,  p.  32). 
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The Rose Garden, May 2019
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The f i rst  extant large scale plan of  roses planted in the Rose Garden dates 
to 1952, just  af ter  President Harry Truman’s monumental  White House 
renovat ions were being completed. The NPS plan l is ts several  cul t ivars, 
wi thout c i t ing numbers of  p lants,  but  nevertheless provides a c lear picture 
of  what was deemed popular at  the t ime.

A decade later,  no def in i t ive rose plant ing plan exists for  Bunny Mel lon’s 
1962 design. Cul t ivars planted in President Kennedy’s Rose Garden are 
reconstructed from Mrs.  Mel lon’s 1973 commentary on the garden and 
other secondary sources. 

The NPS took over day-to-day administrat ion and maintenance of  the Rose 
Garden in 1961. Records are scarce for plant ings in the years af ter  Bunny 
Mel lon’s design (beyond commemorat ive t ree plant ing),  up unt i l  President 
J immy Carter ’s t ime in residence. Due to his ‘keen interest  in the White 
House Grounds’ (quoted in the 1977 Report) ,  the NPS started to produce 
reports l is t ing changes in the White House Grounds and Gardens that 
same year,  including the roses grown and their  locat ion in the Garden. 

These reports,  a long with the scattered knowledge of  roses grown 
previously at  the White House, offer  a gl impse into changing fashions and 
tastes in American gardens for roses. The fol lowing l is t  ( l is t ing associated 
president,  cul t ivar,  and br ief  descr ipt ion) i l lustrates how color,  rose type, 
and or ig ins have changed and evolved over the years roses have been 
grown at  the White House.  
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1899 (CLEVELAND) 

Rosa  ‘American Beauty’

Introduced to US in 1886

Deep pink hybr id 
perpetual .  Grows 3f t . -
7f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1900 (McKINLEY) 

Rosa  ‘Empress of China’

Introduced to US in 1896

Medium pink c l imber. 
Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1907 (ROOSEVELT) 

Rosa  ‘Kil larney’

Bred in UK, 1898

Light pink hybr id tea. 
Grows 4f t . -5f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1900 (McKINLEY) 

Rosa rugosa

Native to Russia,  Korea, 
Japan and China

Bright pink species. 
Grows 4f t . -6f t .  Flowers 
ear ly summer.  

1922 (HARDING) 

Rosa  ‘Lady Hil l ington’

Bred in UK, 1910

Apricot  tea rose. Grows 
3f t . -6f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.   

1907 (ROOSEVELT)
1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Kaiserin Auguste 
Viktoria’

Bred in Germany, 1891
White hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 4f t  -7f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 
1907 (ROOSEVELT)
1922 (HARDING) 

Rosa  ‘Duchess de Brabant’

Bred in France, 1857

Pink tea rose. Grows 3f t . -
8 f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. 

1922 (HARDING) 

Rosa  ‘Antoine Rivoire’

Bred in France, 1895

Light pink hybr id tea rose. 
Grows up to 3f t .  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1916 (WILSON)
1947 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Red Radiance’

Bred in USA, 1916
Cherry-red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows up to 5f t .  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1930 (HOOVER)

Rosa  ‘President Herbert 
Hoover ’

Bred in USA,1935
Pink/orange hybr id 
tea rose. Grows 2f t . -
3f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the seaon.  

1932 (HOOVER)

Rosa ‘Ophelia’

Bred in France, before 1912

Pale pink hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 2f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.  

1932 (HOOVER)

Rosa  ‘Madame Butterf ly’

Bred in USA, 1918

Light pink hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 2f t  -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 
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1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Mrs. P.S. DuPont’

Bred in France, 1929

Yel low hybr id tea.  Grows 
2f t . -3f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. 

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa ‘Diamond Jubilee’

Bred in USA, 1947

Light yel low hybr id 
tea rose. Grows 3f t . -
4f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the seaon.  

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Etoile de Hollande’

Bred in Hol land, 1919. 

Cr imson hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 2f t . -3f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.   

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Crimson Glory’

Bred in Germany, 1935

Crimson hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t  -6f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Christopher Stone’

Bred in UK, 1935

Scar let  red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Eclipse’

Bred in USA, 1935

Golden yel low tea rose. 
Grows 3f t . -5f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1932 (HOOVER)

Rosa  ‘General MacArthur ’

Bred in USA, c.  1901

Deep pink hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 5f t . -6f t .   Cont inuous 
bloom throughout the 
season.

1932 (HOOVER)

Rosa  ‘My Maryland’

Bred in USA, 1908

Salmon pink hybr id tea 
rose. Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. No 
longer avai lable. 

1933 (ROOSEVELT)

Rosa  ‘Mrs. F.D. Roosevelt ’

Bred in USA, 1933

Golden yel low hybr id 
tea.  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1935 (ROOSEVELT)

Rosa  ‘Texas Centennial ’

Bred in USA, 1935

Pink red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1947 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Radiance’

Bred in USA, 1908

Light pink hybr id tea rose. 
Grows up to 5f t .  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1942 (ROOSEVELT)

Rosa  ‘Grande Duchesse 
Charlotte’

Bred in Luxembourg, 1938

Bright red hybr id tea 
rose. Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. 
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1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Pinocchio’

Bred in Germany, 1940

Salmon pink f lor ibunda. 
Grows 2f t . -3f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘ Independence’

Bred in Germany, 1951

Orange red f lor ibunda. 
Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1952 (TRUMAN)
1962 (KENNEDY) 

Rosa  ‘Peace’

Bred in France, 1935
Yel low and pink hybr id 
tea rose. Grows 4f t . -
6f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1963 (KENNEDY)?
1969 (JOHNSON)?
1973 (NIXON) 

Rosa  ‘Queen Elizabeth’

Bred in USA, before 1951
Light pink grandi f lora. 
Grows 5f t . -10f t .  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season.

1962 (KENNEDY) 

Rosa  ‘Speaker Sam’

Bred in USA, 1962

Yel low with red hybr id tea 
rose. Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. No 
longer avai lable.

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Condesa de Sástago’

Bred in Spain,  1930

Orange-red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 4f t . -6f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1961 (EISENHOWER) 

Rosa  ‘Helen Traubel’

Bred in USA, before 1951

Bright pink species. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.  

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘ Improved Lafayette’

Bred in USA, 1935

Dark red f lor ibunda. Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season.

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Mrs. R.M. Finch’

Bred in Austral ia,  1923

Rose pink polyantha. 
Grows 2f t . -3f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Fashion’

Bred in USA, 1947

Coral  p ink f lor ibunda. 
Grows 2f t . -3f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.  

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Vogue’

Bred in USA, 1951

Coral  red f lor ibunda. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .   Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season.

1952 (TRUMAN) 

Rosa  ‘Red Pinocchio’

Bred in USA, 1947

Dark red f lor ibunda. Grows 
3f t  -4f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season. 
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1963 (KENNEDY)
1969 (JOHNSON)
1973 (NIXON)

Rosa  ‘Saratoga’

Bred in USA, 1963
White f lor ibunda. Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1969 (JOHNSON)
1973 (NIXON)
1996, 2000 (CLINTON) 

Rosa  ‘John F. Kennedy’
Bred in USA, 1965 
White hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t . -5f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.   

1979 (CARTER) 

Rosa  ‘White Bouquet’

Bred in USA, 1956

White f lor ibunda. Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1979 (CARTER) 

Rosa  ‘Rosalynn Carter ’

Bred in Hol land, before 
1973
Coral-red grandi f lora. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1984, 1988 (REAGAN) 
1992 (G.H.W. BUSH)

Rosa  ‘Sea Foam’

Bred in USA, before 1963
Creamy white c l imber. 
Grows 6f t . -10f t .  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1984, 1988 (REAGAN) 
2008 (G.W. BUSH)

Rosa  ‘Nancy Reagan’

Bred in USA, 1967

Pale orange-red hybr id 
tea rose. Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1979 (CARTER)
1984, 1988 (REAGAN)
1992 (G.H.W. BUSH)
1996, 2000 (CLINTON)
2004, 2008 (G.W. BUSH) 
2012,2016 (OBAMA)
Rosa  ‘Pat Nixon’
Bred in France, 1972
Dark red f lor ibunda. 
Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1984, 1988 (REAGAN) 
1992 (G.H.W. BUSH)

Rosa  ‘White Lightnin’’

Bred in USA, before 1979

White grandi f lora.  Blooms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

1963 (KENNEDY)? 
1969 (JOHNSON)?
1973 (NIXON)

Rosa  ‘Pascali ’
Bred in Belgium, 1963
White hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t . -6f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

1963 (KENNEDY)? 
1969 (JOHNSON)?
1973 (NIXON)

Rosa  ‘King’s Ransom’
Bred in USA, before 1961
Golden yel low hybr id 
tea rose. Grows 3f t . -
5f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

1963 (KENNEDY)?
1969 (JOHNSON)?
1973 (NIXON) 

Rosa ‘Nevada’
Bred in Spain,  1927
White/pink shrub rose. 
Grows 7f t . -13f t .  Prol i f ic , 
b looms in f lushes 
throughout the seaon.  

1963 (KENNEDY)?
1969 (JOHNSON)?
1973 (NIXON)

Rosa  ‘Betty Prior ’
Bred in UK, 1935
Carmine pink f lor ibunda. 
Grows 3f t  -4f t .  Cont inuous 
blooms throughout the 
season. 
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2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Laura Bush’

Bred in USA, 2007

Orange-coral  red 
f lor ibunda. Grows 2f t . -
3f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

2008 (G.W. BUSH) 
2012, 2016 (OBAMA)

Rosa  ‘Opening Night’

Bred in USA, before 1997

Dark red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 4f t . -6f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
seaon.  

2004, 2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Francesca’

Bred in UK, 1928

Apricot  hybr id musk. 
Grows 3f t . -4f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.

2008 (G.W. BUSH) 
2012, 2016 (OBAMA)

Rosa ‘John Paul I I ’

Bred in USA, before 2006
White hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 4f t . -5f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season.  

2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Barbara Bush’

Bred in USA, before 1990

Salmon-pink/cream hybr id 
tea rose. Grows 3f t . -
4f t .  Blooms in f lushes 
throughout the season.

2012, 2016 (OBAMA) 

Rosa  ‘Love’s Promise’

Bred in France, 1994

Dark red hybr id tea rose. 
Grows 3f t  -5f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 

2004, 2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Danaë’

Bred in UK, 1913

Light yel low/white hybr id 
musk. Grows 5f t . -
6f t .   Cont inuous bloom 
throughout the season.

2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Ronald Reagan’

Bred in USA, 2002

Red hybr id tea rose. Grows 
3f t  -4f t .  Cont inual  b looms 
throughout the season. 

1962 (KENNEDY)?
1992 (G.H.W. BUSH) 
1996, 2000 (CLINTON)
2004, 2008 (G.W. BUSH)
2012,2016 (OBAMA)
Rosa  ‘ Iceberg’
Bred in Germany, 1958
White f lor ibunda. Grows 
3f t . -5f t .  Prol i f ic  b looms 
in f lushes throughout the 
season. 

2004, 2008 (G.W. BUSH) 

Rosa  ‘Erfurt ’

Bred in Germany, 1939

Pink/whi te hybr id musk. 
Grows 3f t . -8f t .  Blooms in 
f lushes throughout the 
season. 
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Scot t ish double rose decorat ion above the window of the 
North Door of  the White House. 

S O U R C E S

PRESIDENT	 SOURCE
Cleveland		  The Washington Post,  November 5,  1899
McKinley		  [Bingham] Annual Report  Upon the Improvement and 		
			   Care of  Publ ic Bui ld ings and Grounds, p. 5246
Roosevel t  		  The Washington Post,  May 12, 1907, p.  SM5
Wilson		  Redmond, The White House Garden ,  1947
Harding  		  The Washington Post,  May 9,  1922, p.  2
Hoover		  Gamble,  American Rose Annual ,  1953
Roosevel t 		  Gamble,  American Rose Annual ,  1953
Truman  		  Nat ional  Park Service Plant ing Plan ( f igure 20),  1952
			   Gamble,  American Rose Annual ,  1953
			   The Washington Post,  March 23, 1962
Kennedy		  Bunny Mel lon Plant ing Plan, March 17, 1962
			   Kramer,  The White House Gardens ,  1973 
Johnson		  Kramer,  The White House Gardens ,  1973
Nixon			  Kramer,  The White House Gardens ,  1973
Carter		  NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  1979
Reagan		  NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  1984, 1988
G.H.W. Bush 	 NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  1992
Cl inton		  NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  1996, 2000
G.W. Bush 		  NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  2004, 2008
Obama		  NPS, White House Grounds and Gardens ,  2012, 2016

For fu l l  t i t les,  see bibl iography.

Images of  roses and accompanying text  are f rom www.helpmef ind.com/
roses (accessed onl ine) and Beales,  Classic Roses ,  1985 
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White House Historical Association

‘The one f lower that  uni tes al l  the occupants 
through the history of  the White House is 
the rose. ’
Bunny Mel lon 1983

Watercolor done by First  Lady Carol ine Harr ison, 
White House Col lect ions



88

UPUP

P arterre        B order      P lanting        B eds 
Below is an overal l  l is t  of  p lants used since 1962 within the boundar ies 
highl ighted in orange. The plants were documented with the help of  The 
White House Grounds and Gardens  publ icat ions produced by the Nat ional 
Park Service,  the s i te survey, and on-si te reconnaissance.     

roses   
ROSE  Rosa f lor ibunda  ‘White Bouquet ’ (1979)
Tea Rose  Rosa ‘Nancy Reagan’ (1984, 1988, 2008)
Rose  Rosa f lor ibunda  ‘Pat Nixon’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Rose  Rosa grandi f lora  ‘White Lightning’ (1984, 1988, 1992)
Shrub Rose  Rosa ‘Sea Foam’ (1984, 1988, 1992)
ROSE Rosa ‘Rosalynn Carter ’ (1979)
ROSE  Rosa f lor ibunda  ‘ Iceburg’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
ROSE  Rosa ‘John F. Kennedy’ (1992, 1996, 2000)
antique roses Rosa ‘Erfurt ’ ,  ‘Francesca’ ,  ‘Danaë’  (2008)
Rose Rosa ‘Barbara Bush’ (2008)
Rose Rosa ‘Ronald Reagan’ (2008)
Rose Rosa ‘Pope John Paul  I I ’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Rose Rosa ‘Laura Bush’ (2008)
Rose Rosa ‘Opening Night ’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Rose Rosa ‘Love’s Promise’ (2012, 2016)

0 20 40

FEET
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S U M M E R
Ageratum  Ageratum  ‘North Sea’  (1979)
BLUE SALVIA  Salvia farancea  ‘Blue Bedder ’ (1984-2016)
Coleus Coleus x  hybr idus  (1979)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium  x hortorum  ‘Snow Mass’ (1984-2016)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium x  hortorum  ‘Carefree Br ight  Pink’ (1979)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium x  hortorum  ‘Carefree Red’ (1979)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium  x hortorum  ‘SincerI ty ’ (1979-2016)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium  x hortorum  ‘Wendy Anne’ (1992, 1996)
Garden Geranium  Pelargonium  x hortorum  ‘Patr iot  Salmon’ (1992-2016)
Marigold Tagetes  ‘Lemon Drop’ (1979)
Marigold Tagetes  ‘F i rst  Lady’ (1979)
Fancy-Leaved Caladium  Caladium  x hortulanum  ‘Candidum’  (1984-2016)
Fancy-Leaved Caladium  Caladium x  hortulanum  ‘Fr ieda Hemple’ (1984, 1988)
Fancy-Leaved Caladium  Caladium x  hortulanum (1979)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘El f in White’ (1979)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘Super El f in White’ (1984, 1988)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘Accent White’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘Futura Salmon’ (1979)
Hel iotrope  Hel iotropium arborescens (1979, 1984, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Li ly Li l ium speciosum  ‘Golden Splendor ’  (1979)
Flowering TObacco  Nicot iana alata  ‘L ime Green’ (1979)
Flowering TObacco  Nicot iana alata  (1979)
wax begonia Begonia semperf lorens  (1979)
wax begonia Begonia semperf lorens ‘Viva’ (1979)
wax begonia Begonia x  semperf lorens-cul torum  ‘P izzazz White’  (1992)
wax begonia Begonia x  semperf lorens-cul torum  ‘Ambassador White’  (1996)
wax begonia Begonia x  semperf lorens-cul torum  ‘Party White’  (2000, 2004)
R ichmondensis Begonia Begonia  ‘Richmondensis ’  (1992, 1996, 2000)
Petunia Petunia  x  hybr ida  ‘Mercury’  (1988)
FLOSS FLOWER Ageratum Houstonianum  ‘B lue Blazer ’  (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008)

Foxglove Digi ta l is  purpurea  ‘A lba’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Delphiniu m Delphinium x  e latum  ‘B lue Bird’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Delphiniu m Delphinium x  e latum  ‘Galahad’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Hollyhock Alcea rosea  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Garden Li ly Li l ium hybr ida  ‘Casa Blanca’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Z innia Zinnia ‘Benary’s Giant Mix’  (2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Spid er Flower Cleome  ‘Helen Campbel l ’  (2004, 2008, 2012, 2106)

P E R E N N I A L S  
Catnip  Nepeta catar ia (1979)
catnip  Nepeta mussini i  (1984, 1988)
catnip  Nepeta mussini i  ‘Blue Wonder ’ (1992)
Plaintain Li ly  Hosta s ieboldiana  ‘Elegans’ (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008)
Garden P inks  Dianthus plumarius  ‘Boutonniere’ (1984, 1988)
Garden P inks  Dianthus chinensis  ‘ Ideal  Cr imson’ (1992)
Black Eyed Susan Rudbeckia hir ta  ‘Glor iosa Daisy’ (1979)
Daylily Hemerocal l is  (1979)
Dusty Miller  Senecio leucostachys  (1979, 1984, 1988)
Dusty Miller Senecio v i ravira  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Lady’s Mantle  Alchemil la speciosa  (1979)
Mealycup Sage  Salvia far inacea  (1979)
Gray Santolina Santol ina chamaecypar issus  (1979 -  2016)
Pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Majest ic Yel low with Blotch’ (1992)
Pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Accord Yel low w/Red Blotch’  (1996, 2000)
Pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Accord Clear White’  (1996, 2000)
Pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Crown Clear White’  (2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Universal  White’ (1992)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Crown Yel low’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
huntington artemisia  Artemisia  ‘Hunt ington’  (1996, 2000, 2008, 2012, 2016)

S E A S O N A L  P L A N T I N G S
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Grape Hyacinth  Muscar i  botryoides  (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008)
Grape Hyacinth  Muscar i  armeniacum  (2012, 2016)
White Grape Hyancinth Muscar i  botry ides  ‘A lbum’  (2000)
Fosteriana Tulip  Tul ipa foster iana ‘Pur issima’ (1984, 1988)
Fosteriana Tulip  Tul ipa foster iana  ‘Red Emperor ’ (1984, 1988, 1992)
blushing beauty tul ip Tul ipa  ‘B lushing Beauty’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Apeldoorn’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Dover ’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Gudoshnik ’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Hyrbid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Golden Oxford’ (1984-2016)
Darwin Hyrbid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Oxford’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘ Ivory Florendale’ (1984-2016)
Darwin Hyrbid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘President Kennedy’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Jewel of  Spr ing’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Pink Diamond’ (1979)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘El izabeth Arden’ (1979)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Perry Como’ (1979)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Daydream’ (1992-2016)
Greigii   Tul ip  Tul ipa greigi i  ‘Bokara’ (1979-2016)
Greigii   Tul ip  Tul ipa greigi i  ‘Or iental  Splendor ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 2000)
Li ly-Flowered Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Queen of  Sheba’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Li ly-Flowered Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘White Tr iumphator ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992)
Li ly-Flowered Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Elegant Lady’ (1979)
Li ly-Flowered Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Aladdin’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Cottage Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Bond Street ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992)
Cottage Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘ Ivory Glory’ (1979-2016)

S P R I N G 
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F A L L
dusty miller  Centaurea cinerar ia  (1979)
BLUE SALVIA  Salvia farancea  ‘Blue Bedder ’ (1984,  1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008)
P itcher’s Sage  Salvia pi tcher i  (1979)
Late G iant Salvia Salvia guarani t ica  ‘Late Giant ’ (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
LADY’S MANTLE  Alchemil la speciosa (1979, 1984, 1988)
TALL BUTTON MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Broze Dot ’ (1984,  1988, 1992)
GIANT HARVEST MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘ Indian Summer ’ (1984, 1988, 1992 )
TUBULAR PEDDLE MUM  Chrysanthemum grandi f lorum ‘Joanette’ (1984-2016)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Penguin’ (1984, 1988)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Autumn Fire’ (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
GIANT HARVEST MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Pumpkin’ (1979-2016)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Rol lcal l ’ (1979, 1984, 1988)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Tol ina’ (1992, 1996, 2000)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘ I ronsides’ (1979)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Golden Promise’ (1979)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Freedom’ (1979)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Zonta’ (1979) 
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Tr iumph’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Hot Salsa’ (2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Buckeye’ (1992,1996)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Sandy’ (1992, 1996, 2000)
decorative mum  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Spicy Cheryl ’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Yel low Jessamine Wil l iams’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘White Jessamine Wil l iams’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Minnwhite’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Minnautumn’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Rajah’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘White GranD.C.hi ld ’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Star let ’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Fest ive Cushion’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘King’s Ransom’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘L ipst ick’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Stadium Queen’ (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Alexis ’ (2004)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Grace’ (2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)

S P R I N G  ( continued         )
Cottage Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Mrs J.T.  Scheepers’ (1984-2016)
Cottage Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Maureen’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
COTTAGE TULIP Tul ipa   ‘Sunkist ’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
COTTAGE TULIP Tul ipa  ‘American Flag’  (1992)
COTTAGE TULIP Tul ipa  ‘Mt.  Everest ’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
COTTAGE TULIP Tul ipa  ‘Halcro’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
cottage tulip Tul ipa  ‘Smi l ing Queen’  (1992, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
cottage tulip Tul ipa  ‘Temple of  Beauty’  (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Ar istocrat ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Ecl ipse’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2004, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘F lorence Night ingale’ (1979, 1984,1988)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘F ly ing Dutchman’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Glacier ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Golden Niphetos’ (1979-2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Niphetos’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 2012)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Queen of  the Bart igons’ (1979, 1984, 1988)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Sweet Harmony’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘White Jewel ’ (1984-2016)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Zwanenburg’ (1979-2016)
Parrot Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Black Parrot ’ (1979-2016)
Parrot Tul ip Tul ipa  ‘Blue Parrot ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Parrot Tul ip Tul ipa  ‘Red Parrot ’ (1979)
Parrot Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Fantasy’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Parrot Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Orange Favor i te ’ (1979-2016)
Lady’s Mantle Alchemil la speciosa (1979)
Triumph Tulip Tul ipa  ‘Yel low Fl ight ’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
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UPUP

E ast    and    W est    P lanting        B eds 
Below is an overal l  l is t  of  p lants used since 1962 within the boundar ies 
highl ighted in orange. The plants were documented with the help of  The 
White House Grounds and Gardens  publ icat ions produced by the Nat ional 
Park Service,  the s i te survey, and on-si te reconnaissance.     

P E R E N N I A L S  
EPIMEDIUM  Epimedium x  versicolor  (1979, 1984, 1988)
Epi medium  Epimedium alpinum (1979, 1984)
PLANTAIN LILY  Hosta marginata  (1979 ,  1984, 1988)
Plantain Li ly  Hosta for tunei  (1979 )
PLANTAIN LILY  Hosta s ieboldiana ‘E legans’ (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
rose Rosa ‘Peace ’ (1979)
epi medium Epimedium grandi f lorum  ‘Album ’ (1992, 1996, 2000)
PLANTAIN LILY  Hosta ventr icosa ‘Aureo-maculata ’  (1992, 1996, 2000)
Liriop  e Lir iope spicata  ‘Big Blue’  (2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Topiary Rose Rosa hybr ida  (2004)
Crimson bouquet rose Rosa grandi f lora  ‘Cr imson Bouquet ’ (2008, 2012)
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GRAPE HYACINTH  Muscar i  botryoides (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000)
FLOWERING ONION  Al l ium giganteum (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000)
ORNAMENTAL ONION  Al l ium ‘Purple Sensat ion’  (2016)
CROWN IMPERIAL  Fri t i l lar ia imperial is  ‘Rubra’ (1979-2016)
Kaufmanniana Tulip  Tul ipa kaufmanniana  ‘Shakespeare’ (1984-2016)
FosterIana Tulip  Tul ipa foster iana  ‘Red Emperor ’ (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000)
Darwin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Golden Oxford’ (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2016)
DarWin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘Oxford’ (1979-2012)
DarWin Hybrid Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘ Ivory Floradale’ (1992, 1996, 2000, 2008, 2012, 2016)
DARWIN HYBRID TUL IP Tul ipa  ‘Golden Parade’ (1979)
blushing beauty tul ip Tul ipa  ‘B lushing Beauty’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
Cottage Tulip  Tul ipa  ‘Bond Street ’ (1979, 1984, 1988)
Darwin Tul ip  Tul ipa  ‘White Jewel ’ (1984, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000)
Greigii   Tul ip  Tul ipa greigi i  ‘Red Riding Hood’ (1984-2016)
Li ly-Flowered Tulip  Tul ipa ‘White Tr iumphator ’ (1979, 1992, 1996, 2000)
Blue Pansy  Viola t r icolor hortensis  ‘Sea Blue’ (1984, 1988)
White Pansy  Viola t r icolor hortensis  ‘Moonmoth’ (1984, 1988)
White Pansy  Viola t r icolor hortensis  ‘Paper White’ (1979)
Pansy Viola t r icolor hortensis  ‘Adonis ’  (1979)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Crown Blue’ (1992-2016)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Crown White’ (2008, 2012, 2016)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘White Blue’ (2004)
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Universal  White’ (1992) 
pansy Viola x  wi t t rockiana  ‘Accord Clear White’ (1996, 2000)

Garden Geraniums  Pelargonium  x hortorum  ‘Sincer i ty ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1996, 2000)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana (mixed red and white)  (1984, 1988)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana ‘Accent White ’ (1996, 2000)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana ‘Accent Red’ (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2016)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘Super El f in White’ (1984, 1988)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana ‘Elf in Salmon ’ (1979)
Impatiens  Impat iens wal ler iana ‘Elf in Red ’ (1979)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘El f in White’ (1979)
Impatiens Impat iens wal ler iana  ‘Futura Salmon’ (1979)
Scarlet Sage Salvia splendens  ‘F lare’   (2004)
new guinea impatiens  Impat iens  x ‘New Guinea’  (1996, 2000, 2004)
Fancy-Leaved Caladium  Caladium x  hortulanum ‘Pink Beauty’ (1979)
Sapphire Flower  Browal l ia speciosa  ‘Major ’ (1979)
BEGONIA Begonia semperf lorens  ‘Red Wonder ’  (1979)
Fancy-Leaved Caladium  Caladium x  hortulanum (1979) 
Ageratum  Ageratum  ‘North Sea’  (1979)

TALL BUTTON MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Bronze Dot ’ (1984, 1988, 1992)
HARVEST GIANT MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘ Indian Summer ’ (1984, 1988, 1992)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Pumpkin’ (1979, 1988, 1992, 1996, 2000)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Freedom’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1996)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Zonta’ (1979, 1992, 1996)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Sandy’ (1979, 1992, 1996, 2000)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Sunny Denise’ (2000)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Vik ing’ (2000)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Minnautumn’ (1979)
Garden Mum Chrysanthemum x  mor i fo l ium  ‘Star let ’ (1979, 1984, 1988, 1992)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘Fest ive Cushion’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Chrysanthemum  ‘White Jessamine Wil l iams’ (1979)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘King’s Ransom’ (1996, 2000)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Stadium Queen’ (1996, 2000, 2004, 2008, 2012, 2016)
Garden Mum  Dendranthema x  grandi f lorum  ‘Grace’ (2004, 2008)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Yel low Delaware’ (1979)
CUSHION MUM  Chrysanthemum  ‘Headl iner ’ (1979)
garden mum Chrysanthemum  x mori fo l ium ‘Spicy Cheryl ’ (2012, 2016)
Gray Santolina  Santol ina chamaecypar issus  (1979)

S E A S O N A L  P L A N T I N G S
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S ummary       of   L andscape         C haracteristics            

The fol lowing table summarizes the exist ing features that def ine the 
spat ia l  character of  the Rose Garden landscape, as v iewed in relat ion to 
President ’s Park and beyond. 

Characteristics/Features Status Condition Description

Spatial Organization 
Garden and building 
placement

Contributing
1805, 1903, 
1962

Good The historic spacial 
organization is 
reinforced by the White 
House, West Terrace, 
and West Wing

Land Use 
Presidential/official functions 
and private residential 
garden

Contributing Good The Garden has been 
a private refuge since 
1903, and a more 
public garden since 
1962

Topography - Page 54
Relatively flat area with open 
views out

Contributing Good The Garden retains its 
historic character of a 
relatively flat area.

Circulation - Pages 58-59;64-65
Bluestone Paving Contributing

2004?
Fair Paths function but lawn 

areas at entrances 
wear out quickly and 
get muddy

Tennessee Crab Orchard 
Sandstone Paving

Contributing
1933-45

Poor Stone is failing and 
shows signs of water 
damage and a potential 
tripping hazard

Colonnade Paving Contributing
c. 1805

Fair Paving is showing 
signs of water damage 
and pavers edging 
the garden side have 
been poorly installed or 
maintained.

West Terrace Steps Contributing 
1962

Good Steps replaced in-kind 
in 2006

Stone Paver Meandering 
Path

Non-Contributing 
1962

Fair Path no longer makes 
sense with the additon 
of the 1989 Bluestone 
path

Asphalt Non-Contributing
2002

Good South Drive has been 
repaved frequently
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Hardscape Elements - Page 64-65
Steel Edging Non-Contributing 

1962
Fair Functional but may 

be damming drainage 
along the beds

Pennsylvania Bluestone Contributing
2004

Fair Uneven and spalling 
stone

Flagstone Patio (Hoover) Contributing
1929

Fair Provides a shaded 
wooded area to sit, 
shape of terrace is lack 
luster

Sandstone at South Portico Contributing
2002

Good

Planting Beds Contributing 
1962

Fair Mixed planting make 
this area a challenge to 
maintain

Eastern terrace for more 
intimate outdoor meetings

Contributing 
2004

Fair Original 1962 Terrace 
was removed in 1989 
and again in 2004 as 
a dry laid terrace due 
to issues with drainage 
and cracking

Open Lawn for large 
functions

Contributing 
1962

Fair Issues with surface 
wetness and wear 
and tear due to heavy 
usage in concentrated 
areas

Views - Page 62
Centerline from door of 
President’s Secretary’s 
Office

Contributing Good This axis has remained 
important throughout 
the design history of 
the garden

View to Washington 
Monument

Contributing
1903

Good

View from Oval Office to 
Garden

Contributing
1903

Good

Open views through 
Colonnade

Contributing
1903

Good

View of Garden exiting Palm 
Room

Contributing
1903

Good

Security views
Site Furnishings - Page 66-67
Oval Office White Metal 
Table and Chairs (2)

Non-contributing

Black Floral design Cast Iron 
Bench (2)

Non-contributing

Characteristics/Features Status Condition Description/Comment
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White Metal Arm Chair (4), 
Small White Metal Side 
Tables (2) and Mini Metal 
Tables (2)

Non-contributing

White Metal U back Chairs 
(4) and White Metal Round 
Table

Non-contributing

White Wooden Bench Non-contributing
White Floral design Cast 
Iron Bench

Non-contributing

White Floral design Cast 
Iron Chairs (4) and White 
Cast Iron Table (1)

Non-contributing

Commemorative Features - Pages 68-69
Time Capsule Non-Contributing

1992
Good Commemorates the 

200th anniversary 
of the White House 
cornerstone ceremony

Magnolia grandiflora-#1
(Southern Magnolia)

Contributing
1829-37?

Good Providing shade for the 
terrace

Magnolia grandiflora-#2
(Southern Magnolia)

Contributing
1829-37?

Poor Tree in decay, only 
important as a historic 
relic at the end of its 
day

Magnolia grandiflora-#3
(Southern Magnolia)

Contributing
1935

Good Providing shade and 
screening

Magnolia grandiflora-#4
(Southern Magnolia)

Contributing
1857

Fair Providing shade and 
some screening from 
drive

4 Magnolia x soulangeana
(Saucer Magnolia)

Contributing
1962

(2) Good
(2) Fair

Trees on to the west 
are doing better than 
those to the east of the 
garden

Vegetation - Pages 74-93
4 Malus ‘Spring Snow’ Contributing

2019
Good Original ‘Katherine’ 

crabapples have been 
replaced twice, if not 
three times, most 
recently in 2019 with a 
new cultivar.

Crataegus viridis ‘Winter 
King’
(Hawthorne)

Contributing
2011

Good Good tree but only 
one of its kind in the 
garden.  Hawthornes 
were used in the 
original design

Characteristics/Features Status Condition Description



97

Malus floribunda
(Japanese Flowering 
Crabapple)

Contributing
1962

Good Part of the original 
installation

Osmanthus heterophyllus
(Holly Osmanthus)

Contributing
1962 

Good Original hedge remains 
along north edge of 
garden

Buxus sempervirens 
-various cultivars
(Boxwood)

Contributing 
1962

Poor Part of the 1962 
garden but many are 
overgrown or not in 
peak health

Roses - various cultivars Contributing
1962 onwards

Fair See pp. 78-86 for 
history of roses in the 
garden

All other vegetation Non-contributing Fair Shrubs are generally 
in good condition. 
Annuals are replaced 
frequently 

Characteristics/Features Status Condition Description
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CHAPTER FOUR: SITE ANALYSIS

This chapter evaluates the histor ical  s igni f icance and integr i ty of  the Rose 
Garden, including an analysis of  the physical  character of  the landscape. In 
th is context ,  h istor ic s igni f icance is def ined as ‘ the recognized importance 
a property [or  landscape] displays when i t  has been evaluated, including 
when i t  has been found to meet Nat ional  Register Cr i ter ia ’ (L i t t le et  a l . 
2000, p.  8) .  The evaluat ion is assessed via the authent ic i ty of  a property 
or landscape’s histor ic integr i ty,  which is measured against  the survival 
of  physical  character ist ics v is ib le in the landscape. Informat ion and data 
gathered from the Rose Garden’s s i te history and exist ing condi t ions 
discussed in previous chapters wi l l  contr ibute to the assessment of  the 
s i te ’s s igni f icance. 

D efining        S ignificance         

To def ine the s igni f icance of  the Rose Garden and assess i ts histor ic 
integr i ty,  the landscape’s features are measured against  cr i ter ia l is ted in 
the Nat ional  Register.  Under their  guidel ines for  evaluat ion,  a s i te can be 
considered el ig ib le i f  i t  meets three out of  four cr i ter ia that  were def ined 
in the Nat ional  Histor ic Preservat ion Act of  1966:

‘The qual i ty of  s igni f icance in American history,  archi tecture,  archaeology, 
engineer ing,  and cul ture is present in distr icts,  s i tes,  bui ld ings,  structures, 
and objects that  possess integr i ty of  locat ion,  design, set t ing,  mater ia ls, 
workmanship,  feel ing,  and associat ion,  and:

A.  That are associated with events that  have made a s igni f icant 
contr ibut ion to the broad patterns of  our history;  or

B.  That are associated with the l ives of  persons signi f icant in our 
past;  or

C.  That embody the dist inct ive character ist ics of  a type, per iod, 
or method of  construct ion,  or  that  represent the work of  a master, 
or  that  possess high art ist ic values, or that  represent a s igni f icant 
and dist inguishable ent i ty whose components may lack indiv idual 
d ist inct ion;  or

D.  That have yielded, or may be l ikely to y ie ld,  informat ion important 
in prehistory or history. ’    (Taken from NPS Bul let in 15  1997,  p.2)
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The White House and Grounds were entered into the Nat ional  Register as 
a Nat ional  Histor ic Landmark in December 1960. However,  the submission 
pre-dates the current cr i ter ia l is ted in the 1966 Act.  Moreover,  at  the t ime, 
landscape archi tecture was rarely considered a s igni f icant contr ibut ing 
factor,  as emphasis was predominant ly placed on archi tecture and 
engineer ing.  Thus the White House nominat ion does not c lear ly emphasize 
the contr ibut ions of  landscape archi tectural  h istory (archi tecture,  mi l i tary 
and pol i t ics/government are l is ted in the 1960 statement of  s igni f icance). 
Today, landscape is considered an essent ia l  and signi f icant component 
of  American histor ic landmarks,  and contr ibut ions are now noted and 
documented accordingly.  As such, i t  is  appropr iate to reconsider the 
contr ibut ions of  the White House Grounds and Gardens to the histor ic 
character of  the s i te. 

This process of  re-assessment of  the landscape is evident in Boyle’s 
2001 CLR, which includes a sect ion dedicated to the evaluat ion of  the 
s igni f icance of  President ’s Park (pp. 464-501).  The CLR concludes that 
the landscape of  President ’s Park meets three out of  four of  the cr i ter ia 
-  A through C (associat ion wi th events,  associat ion wi th people,  and 
art ist ic design/construct ion) -  and that the fourth cr i ter ion,  D, is evaluated 
separately in the 1995 Archeological  Evaluat ion .  The Report ’s f indings 
are worth quot ing at  length.  

Under Cr i ter ion A (associat ion wi th events),  Boyle summarizes:

‘The landscape of  President ’s Park has evolved over t ime, responding 
to i ts funct ions as a pr ivate home, a ceremonial  residence, an execut ive 
off ice park,  a mi l i tary headquarters,  a tour ist  s i te,  and a point  of  assembly 
and recreat ion.  Sometimes development of  the s i te has been formal, 
re ly ing on dialogue and plans. More of ten i t  has been informal,  in react ion 
to var ious pressures over the years.  Of the var ious plans prepared for 
President ’s Park,  only L’Enfant ’s was comprehensive.

‘As a symbol of  the American presidency, which serves a dual  administrat ive 
and ceremonial  funct ion,  the landscape of  President ’s Park is unique to 
the nat ion.  Within th is context ,  the landscape of  President ’s Park has 
nat ional  s igni f icance. The per iod of  s igni f icance is 1791 to the present ’ 
(p.  466).
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For Cr i ter ion B (associat ion wi th people),  Boyle wr i tes:

‘President ’s Park is s igni f icant under cr i ter ion B of  the Nat ional  Register 
of  Histor ic Places because i t  is  associated with al l  presidents of  the Uni ted 
States,  including George Washington, who helped select  and plan the si te 
but never resided in the White House. The si te is also associated with f i rst 
ladies,  many of  whom played an important role in the development of  the 
landscape; wi th many president ia l  chi ldren who ei ther l ived at  the White 
House or f requent ly v is i ted;  and with the off ic ia l  hostesses of  unmarr ied 
or widowed presidents.

‘President ’s Park is also associated with many heads of  state who have 
vis i ted.  In some cases they have lef t  a speci f ic  reminder of  their  v is i ts, 
such as a commemorat ive t ree that they helped plant.  For most v is i ts a 
level  of  f lexibi l i ty  in landscape management has been required that is 
not normal ly associated with histor ic propert ies.  The White House is a 
special  s i te that  must constant ly adjust  to the changing needs and sty les 
of  presidents and their  guests. 

‘President ’s Park is also s igni f icant through i ts associat ion wi th other 
important indiv iduals -  leading landscape archi tects and designers, 
gardeners,  archi tects,  sculptors,  administrators,  and engineers who have 
contr ibuted to i ts development . . .  Within th is context ,  President ’s Park 
has nat ional  and possibly internat ional  s igni f icance for the per iod 1791 to 
the present ’ ( ib id. ,  pp.  466-467).

For Cr i ter ion C (art ist ic design/construct ion),  Boyle concludes:

‘Several  problems in evaluat ing the s igni f icance of  the President ’s Park 
landscape are unique to th is s i te.  First ,  President ’s Park,  in a str ict  design 
sense, comprises f ive di fferent landscapes . . .  Second, because this 
landscape, part icular ly the White House grounds, has been in a constant 
state of  evolut ion,  i t  is  probable that  no one per iod,  sty le,  method of 
construct ion,  or  master designer is represented here in a very pure state. 
President ’s Park should be considered a layered landscape in which 
everything to the present may be signi f icant,  even though only remnants 
of  the ear l iest  per iods may have survived. For the White House grounds 
i t  is  l ikely that  the Olmsted plan of  1935 survives as a def in ing character 
wi th fa i r ly  h igh integr i ty,  except for  the east and west gardens, which have 
been redesigned twice s ince then.
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P resident Harry Truman with Pr incess El izabeth of  Great 
Br i ta in in the Rose Garden, November 1951. Note the conf ined 
space of  the plat form and unclear audience sight l ines.

‘Under cr i ter ion C the landscape of  President ’s Park meets three of  the 
four requirements to make a property el ig ib le for  the nat ional  register: 

‘ I t  embodies the dist inct ive character ist ics of  at  least  three types, sty les, 
and per iods -  late 18th century Baroque formal ism in c i ty planning, mid-
19th century romant ic ism in landscape archi tecture,  and the ear ly 20th 
century “Ci ty Beaut i fu l ”  movement.

‘ I t  represents the work of  at  least  three masters associated with these 
per iods -  Pierre-Charles L’Enfant,  Andrew Jackson Downing, and Freder ick 
Law Olmsted Jr. 

‘ I t  possesses high art ist ic value’ ( ib id. ,  pp.  467-468).

Many of  these contr ibut ing factors remain relevant as the cr i ter ia are 
appl ied to the Rose Garden, wi th a number of  character ist ics equal ly 
appl icable for  President ’s Park and the Rose Garden. Addi t ional ly,  whi le 
the Rose Garden meets the same three cr i ter ia A through C, when viewed 
in isolat ion,  addi t ional  cr i ter ia al low for increased signi f icance and 
speci f ic i ty. 

Criterion A: Association with events

As a physical  manifestat ion of  the American presidency, the White House 
Grounds embody the dual  nature of  the pr ivate and publ ic s ide of  l i fe in 
the White House. This is certainly t rue for the Rose Garden, as i t  is  at  the 
juncture between the Oval Off ice 
( the publ ic,  execut ive s ide) and 
the White House Residence 
( the personal ,  pr ivate s ide). 
Whi le i t  is  important to note 
that  a garden has existed on 
the same si te s ince 1903, i ts 
per iod of  pol i t ical  re levance 
doesn’ t  proper ly begin unt i l  the 
Kennedy Administrat ion.  The 
President commissioned a new 
garden in 1961 for the express 
purpose of  holding ceremonial 
events and publ ic press 
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P resident Kennedy and Pr ime Minister Ahmed Ben Bel la of  Alger ia walk ing in the Rose Garden, October 1962

br ief ings in i t .  The new Rose Garden al lowed for a larger central  area 
that could accommodate more people against  the backdrop of  a v isual ly 
at t ract ive garden. 
 
Also cont ibut ing to the Rose Garden’s increasing vis ib i l i ty  was the 
growing inf luence of  te levis ion and i ts use to increase the disseminat ion 
of  news in American l i fe.  Pr ior  to President Kennedy, the Rose Garden had 
predominant ly been the secluded retreat of  the president and his fami ly. 
Events to which the press were invi ted did occur in the garden, but the 
designs were not conducive for  large gather ings (see for example image 
on p.  33).  The press had enjoyed a permanent presence in the White 
House since 1902 when President Theodore Roosevel t ’s  new West Wing 
extension provided them with a dedicated work space (Jacobs 2015, p.  5) . 
Their  c lose physical  proximity to the president al lowed for accessibi l i ty  v ia 
the Oval  Off ice,  but  a lso v ia the garden we now know as the Rose Garden 
-  which acted as the exter ior  condui t  between the two. Nonetheless,  the 
garden was not a pr imary set t ing for  such publ ic or off ic ia l  act iv i t ies unt i l 
the instal lat ion of  Kennedy’s Rose Garden. 

The inf luence of  te levis ion coverage and the exposure of  the Rose Garden 
as an off ic ia l  part  of  President ’s Park grew in tandem with one another 
dur ing th is era.  Al though the growth of  radio at  the beginning of  the twent ieth 
century was important,  news reports are not known to ment ion the Garden 
with any frequency, and whi le the Garden was ident i f ied in occasional 
photographs in newspapers and magazines, these of ten presented the 
Garden as part  of  the president ’s pr ivate l i fe,  not  in their  off ic ia l  ro le.  The 
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A let ter  President Kennedy sent to Bunny Mel lon short ly 
af ter  the Cuban Missi le Cr is is in October 1962.

advent of  te levis ion in the second hal f  of  the century would have l ikely 
been a contr ibut ing factor for  President Kennedy when reimagining what 
was once a pr ivate garden to become a visual ly at t ract ive space in service 
of  both pr ivate and publ ic facets of  president ia l  l i fe.   

In 1950, 9% of American homes contained a te levis ion,  but by the end of 
the decade, th is f igure had dramat ical ly increased to 85.9% (Encyclopedia 
Br i tannica  onl ine 2019).  Approximately 70 mi l l ion Americans watched the 
1960 president ia l  debates between incumbent Vice-President Richard 
Nixon and the Democrat ic candidate John F. Kennedy ( ib id.) .  Five days 
af ter  he became president,  Kennedy held the f i rst  l ive press conference on 
televis ion ( though President Eisenhower had held staged press br ief ings 
covered by te levis ion f rom 1955 onwards).

President Kennedy had recognized the power of  te levis ion ear ly on in 
his career as a pol i t ic ian.  Before running for the presidency, he wrote an 
art ic le for  TV Guide about how for better or worse ‘ the impact of  TV on 
pol i t ics is t remendous’ (1959, accessed onl ine).  Dur ing his t ime in the 
White House, both before and af ter  the 1962 Mel lon redesign, President 
Kennedy used the garden weekly,  i f  not  more (Seale 2015, p.  66) for 
events at  which te levis ion crews and cameras were present.  He welcomed 
vis i t ing heads of  state -  and of ten gave them a tour of  the Garden on their 
arr ival  (see image on previous page).  On a more pr ivate note,  dur ing 
the Cuban Missi le Cr is is in October 
1962, when the country faced 
nuclear war,  the Garden acted as 
a refuge for the President f rom the 
Oval  Off ice,  as demonstrated by his 
let ter  to Bunny Mel lon short ly af ter 
the cr is is has passed (see r ight) . 

Photographs and newsreels taken 
of  the President in the Rose Garden 
were publ ished in newspapers 
and magazines, and increasingly 
shown on televis ion,  g iv ing the 
Rose Garden greater v is ib i l i ty 
in American and internat ional 
consciousness as an extension of 
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P resident Ronald Reagan and Br i t ish Pr ime Minister Margaret 
Thatcher running af ter  Lucky in the Rose Garden, February 1985

the presidency. President Kennedy, and First  Lady Jacquel ine Kennedy, 
were the f i rst  inhabi tants of  the White House to recognize how televis ion 
and the media could be used to project  the stabi l i ty  and legi t imacy of 
American president ia l  power through project ing a l ink wi th past histor ical 
presidents ( included Mrs.  Kennedy’s guided tour of  her restorat ion work 
at  the White House, shown on CBS in February 1962).  The Garden’s 
evocat ion of  ear ly American gardens reinforces this connect ion.  And as 
previously demonstrated in the histor ic t imel ine,  and at  the end of  Chapter 
Two, each president s ince President Kennedy has cont inued to use the 
Rose Garden, serving as a set t ing f rom which the American presidency 
is presented to the wor ld.  And as the Garden acts as a physical  symbol 
of  the presidency, so i t  becomes associated with the president ’s act ions, 
that  inform the country,  and the wor ld. 

Given this assessment,  the per iod of  s igni f icance for th is cr i ter ion is 1962 
to the present day. 

Criterion B: Association with people

As home to every president s ince John Adams, the White House is undeniably 
associated with each subsequent president.  With regards to the landscape 
on which the Rose Garden now si ts,  i t  f i rst  came into s igni f icance once 
the old greenhouses on the si te were torn down in 1902 at  the direct ion 
of  Freder ick Law Olmsted Jr.  and First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t .  Whi le 
previous occupants of  the White House had, on occasion, been involved 
in developing the area (such as President Jefferson),  i t  was in 1903 that 

the landscape begins i ts 
associat ion wi th dist inct 
indiv iduals.  This is due in 
part  to Mrs.  Roosevel t ’s 
designat ion of  the area 
as a ‘Colonial  Garden’ (as 
labeled on the Masterplan) - 
the f i rst  t ime the landscape 
has a def ined designat ion. 

First  Lady El len Wi lson’s 
redesign in 1913 suggests 
how integral  the landscape 
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was to the President and his fami ly ’s dai ly l i fe.  The redesign also ref lected 
the changes in sty le and personal  preference of  the First  Family.  President 
Wi lson of ten used the garden dur ing his presidency, as i t  served as an 
outdoor off ice when the summer heat became too excessive (see image 
on p.  28). 

Echoing cr i ter ion A, President Kennedy has one of  the strongest 
relat ionships wi th the present garden, as i t  was his v is ion of  a green theater 
that  Bunny Mel lon turned into real i ty in 1962. With subsequent occupants 
of  the White House of ten changing the inter ior,  the Rose Garden has 
remained broadly unchanged, and i ts associat ion wi th President Kennedy 
is one of  the few remaining visual  h istor ic records of  Kennedy’s tenure at 
the White House.  

For wel l  over 100 years,  every president,  the most powerful  and inf luent ia l 
indiv idual  in the country,  has associated themselves with the Rose Garden 
in a mult i tude of  ways. The Rose Garden becomes l inked with their  act ions, 
as part  of  their  off ice and their  home.  

Therefore,  the per iod of  s igni f icance for th is cr i ter ion is 1903 to the present 
day, wi th emphasis placed on the per iod f rom 1962 to the present day. 

Criterion C: Artistic design/construction

As an unoff ic ia l  archi tect  and landscape archi tect  to the White House 
dur ing his presidency, Thomas Jefferson’s involvement in improving the 
Residence and the grounds had an endur ing role in shaping the future 
design of  the Rose Garden. The two terraces that he added to the White 
House’s east and west façades spl i t  the northern and southern s ides of 
the grounds. These addi t ions provide a sol id demarcat ion between the 
more publ ic north grounds, and the somewhat more pr ivate southern 
grounds. The Jefferson terraces also provide a def ined boundary that 
d iscourages and l imi ts subsequent changes to the landscape ei ther s ide 
of  them. Whi le he lef t  no surviv ing t races of  vegetat ion on the landscape, 
his archi tectural  designs def ined every subsequent landscape design for 
the s i te. 

President Jefferson was the f i rst  in a long l ine of  American presidents who 
took a strong interest  in the White House Grounds, want ing to improve  and 
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enhance them by adding trees and f lowering plants.  John Quincy Adams 
was the f i rst  president to instal l  a f lower garden, and in i t iate the plant ing 
of  t rees around the grounds. Nevertheless,  af ter  L’Enfant ’s in i t ia l  layout 
of  President ’s Park in 1791, the White House did not have an associat ion 
wi th a renowned landscape archi tect  or  designer unt i l  the ear ly twent ieth 
century as Andrew Jackson Downing died before he could complete a 
design for the White House Grounds in 1852.  

Throughout the twent ieth century,  the White House enjoyed a long 
associat ion wi th prominent and dist inguished designers and landscape 
archi tects.  Freder ick Law Olmsted Jr.  acted as a consul tant  to President 
Theodore Roosevel t  and First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t  in 1902/1903, at  the 
start  of  h is career,  and then again at  the culminat ion of  h is career in 
1935 for President Frankl in D. Roosevel t .  Many of  Olmsted’s 1935 design 
recommendat ions were implemented, and are st i l l  considered guidel ines 
today. However,  h is contr ibut ions only indirect ly affected the Rose 
Garden, as nei ther of  the designs he proposed for the garden were ful ly 
implemented.

The f i rst  rose garden designed on the si te was by George Burnap for 
First  Lady El len Wi lson in 1913. As the landscape archi tect  for  the Off ice 
of  Publ ic Bui ld ings and Grounds in Washington, D.C. between 1912 and 
1917, he was also responsible for  the designs at  several  of  the capi ta l ’s 
most famed landscapes, including the Tidal  Basin and Meridian Hi l l  Park. 
Mrs.  Wi lson also commissioned the landscape designer Beatr ix Farrand to 
redesign the East Garden. Commissioning two celebrated and renowned 
contemporary designers demonstrates that  the First  Lady was keen on 
employing designers wi th the greatest  ski l l  and expert ise -  and that the 
White House’s gardens were to be a ref lect ion of  American prest ige,  ta lent 
and ingenui ty.

President Kennedy also understood the necessi ty for  a wel l -designed 
and beaut i fu l  garden to v isual ly represent the presidency and the nat ion. 
His v is i t  to Europe in the summer of  1961 included a state dinner wi th 
President Char les de Gaul le at  Versai l les,  and there the gardens of  Le 
Nôtre had impressed on him the importance of  beaut i fu l  and inspir ing 
landscapes to s igni fy power and inf luence. His decis ion to ask fami ly 
f r iend Bunny Mel lon to design a garden that would ref lect  the importance 
of  the White House was born in the bel ief  in employing the best design 
talent that  America could offer. 
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P resident Kennedy and Bunny Mel lon at  Cape Cod, 
Massachusetts in 1961/1962. 

The landscape now known as the Rose Garden has always been associated 
with gardens and hort icul ture.  Dur ing the second hal f  of  the nineteenth 
century,  i t  was covered by a greenhouse dedicated to the cul t ivat ion of 
roses, and af ter  the greenhouse’s demol ishment,  the landscape’s funct ion 
has always been as an ornamental  garden, designed by leading landscape 
archi tects and designers of  the day. 

Thus, the per iod of  s igni f icance runs from 1801 to the present day. 

Conclusion 

With the three cr i ter ia taken together,  three areas of  s igni f icance emerge. 
First ,  the per iod f rom 1801 to 1903 ,  in the development of  landscape and 
i ts emergence as an area for designed ornamental  gardens. 

Second, the per iod running from the creat ion of  the Colonial  Garden 
in 1903 to 1961 ,  as noted landscape archi tects and designers become 
involved in the garden’s development at  the behest of  presidents and f i rst 
ladies.

Final ly,  the per iod f rom 1962 to the present day ,  where the Rose Garden 
has retained i ts overal l  appearance from i ts instal lat ion by President 
Kennedy and Bunny Mel lon and provides a locat ion for  off ic ia l  ceremonies 
as wel l  as f i rst  fami ly gather ings. 

Understandably,  the f inal  per iod of  s igni f icance could not exist  wi thout the 
previous two per iods,  and is a direct  resul t  of  the ear l ier  per iods,  as they 
informed many of  the design decis ions reached in 1962. The tradi t ional , 
s imple elegant character of  Kennedy’s Rose Garden also ref lects the design 
character of  the previous gardens, each of  which ref lected contemporary 
interests in ear ly American and 
colonial  revival  sty les.  What these 
areas also conf i rm is that  the Rose 
Garden has been an area of  cont inual 
change, as the changing needs and 
sty les of  presidents evolve. 



108

S tatement         of   S ignificance         

The White House (and immediate grounds) was entered into the Nat ional 
Register of  Histor ic Places as a Nat ional  Histor ic Landmark on December 
19, 1960. As such, i ts s igni f icance has long been recognized on a nat ional 
level .  However,  as ment ioned, the nominat ion laying out the White House’s 
s igni f icance does not ment ion the grounds as being a contr ibut ing factor in 
i ts histor ical  importance, as i t  was not customary to consider the landscape 
as a s igni f icant element of  a histor ic s i te.  Today,  the integr i ty of  h istor ic 
landscapes is considered equal ly to that  of  archi tectural  structures in 
determining the designat ion for  h istor ic s i tes. 

The statement of  s igni f icance included in the or ig inal  nominat ion l is ts three 
t ime per iods for White House signi f icance, wi th a broad overal l  per iod of 
1792 (when the cornerstone of  the bui ld ing was la id) ,  to 1955. Part icular 
reference is paid to i ts importance relat ing to pol i t ical  and mi l i tary affa i rs 
( the ear ly federal  per iod,  1789-1800 and the War of  1812, 1812-1815),  as 
wel l  as i ts archi tectural  development ( federal ,  1780-1820).  The nominat ion  
concludes that ‘ the White House is representat ive of  the shi f ts in nat ional 
cul ture and ideals as each administrat ion added i ts own imprint  to the 
inter ior  of  the bui ld ing’ (Fenton 1960, p.  6) .

Though the 1960 nominat ion concentrates near ly exclusively on the White 
House bui ld ing,  many of  the histor ical  contr ibut ing factors i t  l is ted can also 
be appl ied to the landscape, as President ’s Park also ref lects the inputs 
and changes of  subsequent presidencies.  The grounds contain memorials 
commemorat ing histor ical  events and people in the nat ion’s history,  areas 
of  respi te and pr ivacy,  and ceremonial  landscapes, wi th each president 
adding their  own mark on the grounds.

The White House Rose Garden is a s igni f icant landscape on i ts own 
meri ts.  The Rose Garden was redesigned and al tered several  t imes 
over the twent ieth century,  consistent ly represent ing design trends and 
ref lecteing nat ional  appreciat ion for  ear ly American garden sty les.  I ts 
most endur ing design, as noted in Chapter Two, was dur ing President 
Kennedy’s administrat ion in 1962. Al though much of  what he and First 
Lady Jacquel ine Kennedy al tered or updated within the White House has 
been lost  as subsequent presidents made changes, the Rose Garden is 
essent ia l ly  unal tered since 1962.
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E valuation          of   H istoric        I ntegrity      

After def in ing a landscape’s s igni f icance, the Nat ional  Histor ic Preservat ion 
Act (and repeated as Nat ional  Register requirements) goes on to ident i fy 
seven areas or qual i t ies that  convey histor ic integr i ty for  a histor ic 
landscape that are v is ib le ( i .e.  not  bur ied underground).  The areas include 
locat ion,  design, set t ing,  mater ia ls,  workmanship,  feel ing and associat ion 
(NPS Bul let in 15 ,  p.  44).  These current landscape character ist ics and 
associated features are used to determine whether the Rose Garden st i l l 
retains i ts ident i ty for  the histor ic per iods determined as s igni f icant ear l ier 
in the chapter.  Some aspects of  these areas are part icular ly important, 
though i t  is  necessary to note that  as wi th al l  l iv ing landscapes, the 
mater ia ls change over t ime with growth and decay (Page et  a l .  1998, p. 
71).  Nevertheless,  spat ia l  re lat ionships,  design sty les,  and associated 
uses can remain consistent. 

LOCATION 
The Rose Garden’s locat ion in the very heart  of  American history makes 
i t  unique, and has remained so since i ts instal lat ion in 1962, whi le the 
s i te has always been associated with hort icul ture.  I ts locat ion between 
the White House Residence and the Oval  Off ice gives i t  a strong visual 
and publ ic presence, a factor recognized by President Kennedy when he 
commissioned Bunny Mel lon to redesign the garden dur ing his presidency. 
I ts set t ing wi th in the grounds of  the White House remains unchanged, 
thus retaining the highest integr i ty of  locat ion. 

DESIGN 
Combining elements of  form, plan, space, structure,  and sty le of  the 
landscape, the Rose Garden maintains a high level  of  integr i ty for  i ts 
pr imary per iod of  s igni f icance, f rom 1962 to the present day. I t  a lso 
retains a moderate level  of  integr i ty for  i ts  secondary and tert iary per iods 
of  s igni f icance, f rom 1801 to 1961, as the current design repl icates the 
overal l  out l ine of  the ear l ier  gardens on the si te -  and the in i t ia l  form of 
the s i te as determined by Jefferson’s West Terrace. 

Whi le elements wi th in the Garden have been replaced or restored (as 
evaluated in Chapter Three),  including the steps leading up to the Oval 
Off ice,  and the plant ings renewed as needed, at tent ion has been paid 
to repl icat ing in-k ind the mater ia ls or ig inal ly used to uphold the or ig inal 
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design intent where possible.  This al lows for the spat ia l  re lat ionships, 
v isual  rhythms of  the plant ing,  and the overal l  f ramework of  the 1962 
garden to remain broadly unal tered. 
 
SETTING 
The physical  environment of  the Rose Garden is essent ia l ly  ident ical  to 
the start  of  i ts  pr imary per iod of  s igni f icance and retains s imi lar i t ies to 
i ts secondary per iod of  s igni f icance. The topography remains essent ia l ly 
f lat ,  and the Rose Garden cont inues to v isual ly l ink the main port ion of 
the White House with the West Terrace and West Wing. The Rose Garden 
remains separated from the South Lawn by the hedge barr ier  and the f ive 
Crabapple t rees. A minor change in 1989, dur ing George H.W. Bush’s 
administrat ion,  saw the addi t ion of  a bluestone path that  connects the 
Palm Room with the South Dr ive.  The formal set t ing of  the parterre beds, 
large central  lawn, and framework of  t rees are unal tered, and al l  contr ibute 
to the high integr i ty of  the histor ic landscape’s set t ing.    

MATERIALS 
The major i ty of  hardscape mater ia ls and vegetat ion in the landscape 
have ei ther been restored or replaced (of ten in-k ind) dur ing subsequent 
projects s ince the 1962 instal lat ion,  maintaining moderate to good levels 
of  integr i ty,  though there is a large mixture of  mater ia ls used. However, 
mater ia ls have in general  remained in the same locat ion,  including the 
steps, the Eastern Terrace, and the Hoover Pat io,  retaining the shape of 
the or ig inal  1962 landscape. The Jackson Magnol ias pre-date the 1962 
Rose Garden, and remain in their  or ig inal  locat ion,  as do the four Magnol ia 
x soulangeana  (Saucer Magnol ia)  t rees planted in 1962. Al l  of  the Malus 
‘Kather ine’ (Crabapple) t rees have been replaced, as have many of  the 
shrubs. This is al l  in keeping with the l i fe of  gardens, in which a design is 
retained whi le plant mater ia ls must be renewed. 

WORKMANSHIP 
This area of  integr i ty examines whether there is any physical  evidence of 
the craf ts of  a part icular cul ture or people.  The Rose Garden maintains 
moderate integr i ty in th is regard,  as the physical  e lements of  the garden 
have been replaced or relaid s ince in i t ia l  instal lat ion.  The condi t ion of  th is 
stonework is general ly fa i r,  wi th some areas requir ing possible updat ing. 
Furthermore, the garden’s recogni t ion as a formal garden requir ing 
hort icul tural  craf t  has been moderately maintained and suggests fa i r  to 
medium integr i ty in workmanship.
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FEELING 
The landscape of  the Rose Garden retains a strong feel ing of  h istor ic 
integr i ty.  The Garden exper ience has changed l i t t le s ince i ts instal lat ion in 
1962, and has been maintained to a fa i r  standard in the intervening years. 
The funct ion and purpose, as wel l  as aesthet ic character,  have remained 
consistent wi th the or ig inal  intent,  serving as both an off ic ia l  ceremonial 
space for the president,  and as a personal  garden for the f i rst  fami ly. 

ASSOCIATION 
This aspect refers to whether a landscape st i l l  retains a direct  l ink wi th 
i ts s igni f icant histor ic event or person. In th is instance, there are c lear 
and def in i t ive l inks between the Rose Garden and American presidents, 
wi th many features ei ther being or ig inal  to the per iod or being replaced 
in-k ind. The landscape, therefore,  maintains a high level  of  integr i ty.

INTEGRITY OF THE LANDSCAPE AS A WHOLE 
Overal l ,  the histor ic integr i ty of  the Rose Garden is high. Since 1801, 
when President Jefferson moved in to the White House and designed 
the two terraces ei ther s ide of  the Residence, the locat ion and context 
have remained constant,  focusing on hort icul ture and plants.  The area 
has been used for no other purpose. 

By 1903, th is focus shi f ted s l ight ly,  once the greenhouses were removed. 
The vegetat ion remained, but now def ined and ref ined outdoor spat ia l 
re lat ionships in the landscape, featur ing f lowers and ornamental  p lants 
set  wi th in a green framework.  The layout of  the Garden has changed since 
1903, f i rst  in 1913 with First  Lady El len Wi lson and George Burnap’s rose 
garden design, and then subsequent ly wi th amendments in 1952 and 1957 
under President Truman and President Eisenhower respect ively.  Whi le 
each of  these layouts ref lected the use of  the garden as a formal garden 
for the president and his fami ly,  i t  was under President Kennedy that the 
Garden became a recognizable locat ion for  off ic ia l  president ia l  events. 

From 1962 onwards, the Rose Garden has retained much of  i ts  design, 
wi th plants and mater ia ls being replaced in-k ind when necessary.  I t  has 
also retained i ts or ig inal  purpose, as a formal f lower garden serving the 
president and the f i rst  lady,  and thus cont inues to hold a strong level  of 
integr i ty to the present day. Addi t ional ly,  a crucial  aspect of  i ts  integr i ty 
is i ts ref lect ion of  the tastes and trends of  a nat ion,  which wi l l  invar iably 
change over t ime. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: TREATMENT

This chapter addresses speci f ic  guidance and treatment recommendat ions 
for the Rose Garden. Treatment in th is context  refers to proposed work that 
wi l l  achieve a speci f ic  h istor ic preservat ion goal .  The histor ical  narrat ive, 
review of  exist ing condi t ions,  and subsequent s i te analysis wi l l  provide 
the foundat ions for suggested treatments offered for considerat ion to the 
Commit tee for the Preservat ion of  the White House (CPWH), as wel l  as 
guiding future maintenance, management,  and interpretat ion of  the Rose 
Garden. 

As long-term management and stewardship strategies are descr ibed, i t 
is  cr i t ical  to careful ly def ine the t reatment considerat ions of  the Garden, 
both as a whole and in i ts dist inct  parts.  As wi th al l  h istor ic gardens i t  is 
important to balance preservat ion of  s igni f icant elements and design whi le 
al lowing for changes both in the plant mater ia ls and use of  the garden. 
In conjunct ion wi th these points,  maintenance and sustainabi l i ty  are 
key factors when making any treatment recommendat ions.  Other factors 
considered include legis lature and management (such as NPS pol icy 
and guidel ines),  resources (such as histor ical  s igni f icance and exist ing 
condi t ions) and operat ional  factors (such as heal th and safety,  other White 
House secur i ty concerns,  and day-to-day maintenance requirements). 

As stated in the Introduct ion,  th is Report  is  not an off ic ia l  CLR. Whi le i t 
fo l lows NPS guidel ines for  t reatment,  i t  is  not  constrained by them.  Time 
restr ict ions were a s igni f icant barr ier  to complet ing a fu l l  and in-depth 
t reatment evaluat ion and served to l imi t  the scope of  recommendat ions.  
This chapter serves as a foundat ion to bui ld a complete t reatment and 
management plan in the future. 

However,  the t ight  t ime frame given to wr i t ing th is Report  has not hindered 
some important areas being ident i f ied that  shape recommended proposals. 
Speci f ic  t reatments are suggested for each of  the dist inct  features of 
the Rose Garden as they def ine i ts unique histor ical  character.  These 
include spat ia l  organizat ion,  topography, vegetat ion,  c i rculat ion,  and si te 
furnishings/structures.  Each area is evaluated against  the Rose Garden’s 
per iods of  s igni f icance and an appropr iate level  of  t reatment recommended.  

The NPS div ides levels of  t reatment into four dist inct  categor ies: 
preservat ion,  rehabi l i tat ion,  restorat ion,  and reconstruct ion.  Each category 
encompasses di ffer ing levels of  physical  intervent ion to reach the desired 
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treatment outcome, wi th more intervent ion being required as t reatment 
progresses from preservat ion to restorat ion.  As these levels advance, 
greater documentat ion and just i f icat ion is required for construct ing 
permanent elements in the landscape. 

Original ly wr i t ten to refer to the t reatment of  h istor ic propert ies,  these 
def in i t ions can also be appl ied to the t reatment and preservat ion of  h istor ic 
landscapes. The treatments can be summari ly def ined as fo l lows:

Preservat ion
The act  or  process of  apply ing measures necessary to sustain the 
exist ing form, integr i ty,  and mater ia l  of  a histor ic property.  Includes in i t ia l 
stabi l izat ion work,  where necessary,  as wel l  as ongoing preservat ion 
maintenance and repair  of  h istor ic mater ia ls and features.

Rehabi l i tat ion
The act  or  process of  making possible a compat ib le use for a property 
through repair,  a l terat ions,  and addi t ions whi le preserving those port ions 
or features which convey i ts histor ical ,  cul tural  or  archi tectural  values.

Restorat ion
The act  or  process of  accurately depict ing the form, features,  and 
character of  a property as i t  appeared at  a part icular per iod of  t ime by 
removing features f rom other per iods in i ts history and reconstruct ing 
missing features f rom the restorat ion per iod. 

Reconstruct ion
The act  or  process of  depict ing,  by means of  new construct ion,  the form, 
features,  and detai l ing of  a non-surviv ing s i te,  landscape, bui ld ing, 
structure,  or  object  for  the purpose of  repl icat ing i ts appearance at  a 
speci f ic  per iod of  t ime and in i ts histor ic locat ion.

(Excerpted from The Secretary of  the Inter ior ’s Standards for the Treatment 
of  Histor ic Propert ies ,  1995. A ful ler  summary of  the t reatment guidel ines 
is included as Appendix K on p.  216.)

In order to propose a strategy and plan for the Rose Garden based on 
the above, the s i te ’s pr imary t reatment intent should be establ ished. 
This determines a uni fy ing direct ion for  t reatment considerat ions and 
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decis ions. The per iods of  s igni f icance as def ined in the previous chapter 
have demonstrated which t ime per iods are most relevant to the landscape, 
and these per iods provide a f rame of  reference for whether features wi th in 
the garden should be preserved, rehabi l i tated, restored or reconstructed. 
As concluded, three per iods of  s igni f icance emerged in the evolut ion of 
the Rose Garden: 1801 to 1903 (development of  the landscape),  1903 to 
1962 (designers and f i rst  ladies),  and 1962 unt i l  the present day (Kennedy 
and Mel lon’s design).

Al l  three per iods informed the Rose Garden’s development,  though 
part icular emphasis is given to the last  stage, President John F. Kennedy 
and Bunny Mel lon’s 1962 design. Many of  the features f rom this era remain 
in the Rose Garden, and i t  is  to th is t ime per iod that recommendat ions 
concerning treatment ( including removal)  are evaluated against .    

Consequent ly,  the overal l  management phi losophy for the Rose Garden is 
to manage landscape character ist ics and features that evoke the character 
of  the 1962 design with a rehabi l i tat ion t reatment.  This phi losophy 
balances the integr i ty of  the per iod of  s igni f icance with the contemporary 
requirements and sustainable land management pract ices required by 
today’s standards and al low for f lexibi l i ty  in future use. Rehabi l i tat ion is 
the only t reatment which al lows for contemporary use to dictate addi t ions 
to,  or  a l terat ion of ,  the landscape. 

Before rehabi l i tat ion t reatments are proposed, guidance wi l l  f i rst  focus on 
the features in the Rose Garden that have been ident i f ied as character-
def in ing and essent ia l  to retain and preserve (see plan on fol lowing 
page).  As demonstrated ear l ier  in th is Report ,  not  a l l  features wi th in the 
Rose Garden hold the same level  of  s igni f icance and histor ical  integr i ty. 
As such, some features wi th in the Rose Garden have di fferent t reatment 
strategies recommended than the pr imary intent of  rehabi l i tat ion. 

Based on consul tat ion wi th relevant part ies,  including those on the CPWH  
external  sub-commit tee, and through evaluat ion of  the informat ion revealed 
in the s i te history and analysis of  exist ing condi t ions,  a number of  features 
are designated as character-def in ing features and thus integral  to the 
Garden’s histor ic s igni f icance. The major i ty are f rom Mel lon’s 1962 design, 
and the remainder are f rom ear l ier  points in the landscape’s history.  The 
Jackson Magnol ia t rees date to the nineteenth century,  and have become 
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part  of  White House history and folk lore.  Despi te the decreasing heal th of 
one of  them (see Appendix J on p.  214),  they remain integral  to preserve 
in any future t reatment proposals. 

Surrounding the Jackson Magnol ia t rees is the pat io instal led by Lou 
Henry Hoover in 1929. Though not as immediately recognizable as other 
def in ing features in the landscape, i ts funct ion and use as a pr ivate area 
away from the more publ ic area of  the Rose Garden remains important, 
and i t  is  st i l l  regular ly used.

An important def in ing feature that  pre-dates 1962 is the center l ine that 
b isects the main area of  the Rose Garden. This l ine was f i rst  introduced in 
the 1913 garden designed by First  Lady El len Wi lson and George Burnap, 
and was an axis that  Bunny Mel lon later retained. I t  occurs,  wi th s l ight 
amendments ( including when the West Wing was rebui l t  in 1934),  in al l  of 
the successive garden design changes under subsequent presidents,  both 
real ized and unbui l t .  The l ine provides symmetry and formal i ty,  d iv id ing 
the main port ion of  the Garden into north and south mirrors of  one another, 
and culminates at  the eastern end with a terrace and seat ing.  The layout 
and appearance of  the Eastern Terrace has changed at  points dur ing the 
twent ieth century,  but  a l l  changes have recognized the necessi ty of  a 
v isual  terminat ion of  the center l ine axis in f ront  of  the Jackson Magnol ias.

At the western end of  the center l ine,  steps instal led in 1962 to President 
Kennedy’s speci f icat ions lead up to West Wing. Their  design and 
construct ion was of  paramount importance to the President and the image 
he wanted to project  to the watching world (see pp. 44).  The steps have 
been replaced in the intervening years,  but  care has been paid to replace 
them in-kind and remain the focus of  the west end of  the Rose Garden. 

Other def in ing features in the landscape include the commemorat ive t rees 
dedicated to President Lyndon B. Johnson and President John F. Kennedy 
(see p.  68).  The Kennedy Magnol ias are or ig inal  to the 1962 Mel lon design, 
and were an integral  feature of  her design of  the overal l  Rose Garden. 
The trees were subsequent ly given commemorat ive status af ter  President 
Kennedy’s death.  The Johnson Wil low Oak, a commemorat ive t ree just 
south of  the main Rose Garden, post-dates the 1962 Rose Garden design, 
being instal led in 1964. As i t  forms part  of  the White House’s long history 
of  associat ing presidents wi th t rees on the Grounds, and is in good heal th, 
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it  can be considered to enhance the histor ic nature of  the landscape and 
does nothing to detract  f rom i t . 

P ast    P reservation            P lans  

Previous chapters wi th in th is Report  h ighl ight  the dynamic nature of 
landscape character ist ics changing over t ime, and these changes are 
acknowledged as part  of  the Rose Garden’s histor ical  s igni f icance. 
Nevertheless,  the Rose Garden today is the most recent t ier  in a layered 
landscape of  ear l ier  gardens and landscapes on the si te,  wi th ear l ier 
i terat ions wel l -documented in the histor ical  record,  especial ly f rom 1903 
onwards. St i l l ,  few indicat ions or features of  the Rose Garden’s past design 
and character exist  today. Elements of  past  designs that have dist inct ive 
design features are i l lustrated on pp. 118-120. Whether introducing these 
visual  l inks to the Rose Garden’s past is a key t reatment considerat ion in 
future recommendat ions.

The White House Grounds (and the larger President ’s Park) have been 
subject  to previous master plans, t reatments,  and design guidel ines dur ing 
the twent ieth century,  start ing wi th the Olmsted Report  in October 1935. 
Revolut ionary for  i ts t ime, the report  looked at  the ent i rety of  President ’s 
Park,  wi th an aim to provide long-term planning and management that 
reduced the uncoordinated development of  the Grounds up to th is point . 
The report  summarizes i ts goal  in the opening paragraph:

‘The White House Grounds, in spi te of  certain defects such as are 
discussed in th is report ,  are character ized by many long-establ ished 
landscape qual i t ies of  great digni ty and appropr iateness. I t  is  of  the 
utmost importance to perpetuate these qual i t ies;  and, in so far  as they are 
affected by changes which are necessary or desirable for  other reasons, 
to strengthen and perfect  them instead of  obscur ing or weakening them’ 
(1935, p.  1) .

This statement remained the guiding inf luence for t reatment of  the grounds 
throughout the twent ieth century,  and st i l l  effect ively remains t rue today. 
The Olmsted Report  was wri t ten before standard t reatment pract ices were 
implemented across the NPS for histor ic landscapes, but shares many 
simi lar  preservat ion goals,  and many of  Olmsted’s recommendat ions 
remain pert inent  in the present day. Many of  the preservat ion goals were 
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1. Site elements from earlier significant planning efforts will be respected and conserved, 
including the classical 18th century forms that are inherent to the layout of President’s Park 
and the city of Washington, D.C. All components of President’s Park are designed historic 
landscapes, and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation will be 
followed in the management and treatment of these landscapes.                                                                                                                     

2. The distinct character of each of the site’s three areas - Lafayette Park, the White House, 
and the Ellipse - will be respected, while recognizing that together these areas function as 
a significant design element in the layout of Washington, D.C.        

3. The design vocabulary and palette for the site will complement and articulate the dignity 
and importance of the resource, drawing from the existing appropriate architecture and 
landscape architecture in and around the site. To this end, proposed design elements will 
respect the size, scale, mass, proportion, and aesthetics of existing elements, and the 
spatial relationships between them.                                

4. The traditional vistas from the White House to the north and south, as well as vistas toward 
the White House, will be respected at all times.                                              

5. All designs will incorporate sound environmental principles and environmentally and 
economically beneficial resource management technologies and practices. 

6. The quality of the pedestrian experience will remain a high priority in all designs.     

echoed and rei terated in the 1944 report ,  though this later report  was not 
so extensive in i ts recommendat ions.

As the Olmsted Report  stated, f lexibi l i ty  regarding changes to the 
landscape are inevi table as needs and requirements evolve.  The rapidly 
increasing demands on the White House and Grounds cont inued to be 
recognized dur ing the second hal f  of  the twent ieth century,  and a new 
report  focusing on Design Guidel ines  was publ ished in 1997. Bui ld ing on 
the ear l ier  p lans, the 1997 Report  provided appropr iate design ideas and 
f i t t ing palet tes for  any work proposed within President ’s Park.  Included 
below, the fo l lowing guidel ines were not envisaged to be r ig id,  regulatory 
rules that  d ictate future design decis ions. Instead, they serve together in 
an advisory capaci ty as a guiding phi losophy from which to in i t iate new 
concepts and designs. 

D esign      G uidelines          for    P resident        ’ s 
P ark 
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7. The needs to accommodate service, security, and ceremonial functions will be met in a 
manner that is consistent with the dignity and importance of the site.                 

8. Neither security nor aesthetics will be compromised by actions on site.                       

9. Design elements that communicate appropriate visual quality, continuity, and consistency 
will define the boundaries of President’s Park and will create a specific identity for the park, 
but will also complement the design qualities of adjacent areas.
•	 Materials used on the site will be compatible with its unique character. To this end, all 

items used in the park - benches, stonework, grillwork, fences, light posts, and other 
elements - will relate to the whole and will complement the overall District of Columbia 
federal park system. 

•	 All elements must be designed to withstand intense use while still imparting a sense of 
dignity and elegance.

•	 Transitions into President’s Park should show a connection with the city. The quality 
and appearance of materials will announce a special precinct. President’s Park and 
the National Mall need special treatment as transition zones that reinforce mutual 
relationships.

•	 Signs and signals will be kept to a minimum within and adjacent to President’s Park, 
consistent with adequate visitor orientation and safety messages. 

10. Plant materials will reflect traditional landscape elements in mass and alignment. The 
choice of specific planting materials will remain flexible but will be guided by the intent of 
principle 1 and will complement the palette of existing plant materials.
•	 The landscape design will continue to use vegetation to define and refine spatial 

relationships.
•	 Planting and planting designs outside the White House fence will complement those 

inside the fence in quality, scale and selection.

11. Designs for President’s Park will remain flexible and capable of being appropriately adapted 
in response to technological advances, future demands, and changes in adjacent historic 
and commercial neighborhoods. 

 

(Taken from the 1997 White House Design Guidel ines ,  pp.  10-12.)

These design guidel ines were subsequent ly amalgamated into the 
Comprehensive Design Plan  publ ished in 2000, which was much broader 
in scope af ter  over ten years of  research and planning process analysis.  
The overal l  a im of  that  Plan was to provide a f ramework for  future 
management of  President ’s Park,  and shares many simi lar i t ies wi th 
current NPS treatment guidel ines.  Though expanded, i t  echoes an almost 
ident ical  v is ion as the Olmsted Report :

‘The vis ion for the future management of  the White House and President ’s 
Park is to cont inue to celebrate the r ich t radi t ions of  the past whi le 
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adopt ing technological  advances to meet the needs of  the future.  Through 
comprehensive planning, the White House wi l l  cont inue to serve the 
president and the execut ive branch of  government.  Publ ic access to 
the White House, which is symbol ic of  access to the government of  our 
country,  wi l l  remain avai lable for  a l l  c i t izens. As a uni t  of  the nat ional  park 
system, President ’s Park wi l l  cont inue to set  preeminent standards for 
resource protect ion and design excel lence, and i ts management and use 
wi l l  exempl i fy the highest ideals of  interagency cooperat ion and publ ic 
service’ (2000, p.  79).

Despi te the thoroughness of  the Plan, i t  should be noted that many of 
the Plan’s recommendat ions were not real ized due to funding constraints 
among other issues.

The most recent report  to address possible treatments and recommendat ions 
was a Foundat ion Document  publ ished by the NPS in September 2014. The 
document summarizes guidance for planning and management decis ions 
with respect to the most important at t r ibutes of  President ’s Park.  The Rose 
Garden is not ment ioned in isolat ion,  but many of  the planning needs raised 
in the document would apply to the Garden’s future t reatment.  However, 
the extent of  the document is such that i t  is  not  possible to fu l ly  integrate 
NPS recommendat ions into th is Report .  Nevertheless,  issues raised 
within i t  that  potent ia l ly  impact proposed treatment recommendat ions are 
respected and adhered to as much as possible. 

T reatment         R ecommendations            

Given the unique locat ion and histor ical  importance of  the landscape, 
two treatment al ternat ives are provided in the fo l lowing pages for the 
CPWH’s considerat ion ( i l lustrated on pp. 136-143).  The two al ternat ives, 
whi le s imi lar,  offer  s l ight ly di fferent levels of  t reatment and furnishes the 
CPWH with opt ions for preservat ion and rehabi l i tat ion of  the landscape. 
Suggest ions for restorat ion are,  on occasion, included in the recommended 
treatments for  the Garden. These instances are c lear ly speci f ied.  At  no 
point  was reconstruct ion t reatment considered as the most appropr iate or 
necessary t reatment for  any work in the Rose Garden.  

Treatment recommendat ions are organized by landscape character ist ic 
under the headings of Land Use; Topography; Circulat ion; Si te Structures and 
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Features;  Vegetat ion;  and Views and Vistas.  Within these character ist ics, 
speci f ic  t reatments are given for both t reatment al ternat ives.  Plans are 
included to i l lustrate recommended treatment object ives.  Fol lowing these 
recommendat ions,  the two al ternat ive plans are presented incorporat ing 
the proposals for  each landscape character ist ic.

LAND USE
The Rose Garden cont inues to provide a space for the president and the 
f i rst  fami ly to use for off ic ia l  and pr ivate purposes. Some aspects of  the 
Rose Garden wi l l  be improved to meet current and future demands on 
the landscape. Overarching spat ia l  organizat ion and land patterns wi l l  be 
retained, as i t  is  a s igni f icant def in ing aspect of  the Garden’s histor ical 
integr i ty.  Addi t ional  uses for the garden might include educat ional  and 
interpret ive features,  but these would not impact the overal l  integr i ty of 
the landscape. Consequent ly,  t reatment for  both al ternat ives offered is 
preservat ion. 

TOPOGRAPHY
The overal l  appearance of  the Rose Garden landscape wi l l  be unchanged 
visual ly,  as i t  too contr ibutes to the histor ic integr i ty of  the landscape. After 
analyzing the exist ing condi t ions and consul t ing wi th current maintenance 
staff ,  an unobtrusive two percent s lope wi l l  be instal led along ei ther s ide 
of  the center l ine in the central  lawn area. This t reatment wi l l  protect  the 
tur f  by improving drainage, a key requirement for  preservat ion.  The slope 
wi l l  not  impact the plat form or temporary seat ing required for the f requent 
Rose Garden events,  nor wi l l  i t  be discernable to users and vis i tors.  As 
wi th Land Use, preservat ion wi l l  be the recommended treatment.

CIRCULATION
All  exist ing paths,  roads and walkways have been documented in Chapter 
Three with their  year of  instal lat ion and current condi t ion.  Analysis of 
current c i rculat ion concluded that the exist ing c i rculat ion system wi l l  be 
retained and ei ther preserved or rehabi l i tated where necessary. 

Approximately eight separate paving mater ia ls appear throughout the 
Garden at  present.  The var ied select ion of  mater ia ls used suggests no 
strategy concerning mater ia ls has been implemented and wi l l  be addressed. 
Uni fy ing the paving mater ia l  wi l l  provide cont inui ty,  symmetry,  formal i ty 
and a s imple foundat ion for  future maintenance and eventual  replacement 
in-k ind i f  necessary. 
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Though the path running south f rom the Palm Room to the South Dr ive 
was not part  of  Mel lon’s 1962 design, the route wi l l  be retained as i t 
serves modern-day circulat ion requirements and does not impede on the 
integr i ty of  the Rose Garden. This path along the center l ine f rom the 
Palm Room door f i rst  appeared in First  Lady El len Wi lson and George 
Burnap’s 1913 design, and was again repl icated in James Howe’s 1957 
suggested design. The path fur thermore adds to the overal l  structure and 
formal i ty of  the landscape. The paving mater ia l  wi l l  be chosen to adhere 
to the s ingular,  uni fy ing paving mater ia l  referenced above. The two north-
south pathways just  east  of  the West Terrace Steps wi l l  be retained, and 
relaid wi th the same paving mater ia l  as elsewhere in the Rose Garden.

The f i rst  t reatment al ternat ive (Al ternat ive I ,  pp.  136-139) preserves al l 
c i rculat ion routes exact ly as they current ly exist  wi th in the Garden. The 
second treatment al ternat ive (Al ternat ive I I ,  pp.  140-143) recommends the 
addi t ion of  one further route.  The proposal  revives the design of  a wide 
formal border around the central  lawn area planned by James Howe in 
the 1957 NPS proposal  ( though not executed).  The high volume of  events 
held on the lawn resul ts in i ts cont inual  upheaval  and the surrounding 
plant ing beds, and this is unl ikely to change in the foreseeable future. 
Compounding this level  of  d isturbance are the usage demands of  the 
Residence, the Press,  and other relevant agencies.  The addi t ion of  th is 
border would have numerous posi t ive t reatment object ives:

• 	 To enhance circulat ion around the central  lawn area without damaging 
the turf ;

• 	 To protect  the surrounding vegetat ion by providing a barr ier  between 
the lawn and the plant ing beds. This protect ion would be enhanced with 
the instal lat ion of  ra ised edging between the border and the vegetat ion;

• 	 Discreet and detai led drainage set wi th in the paving wi l l  a l low for 
addi t ional  drainage points,  improving the Garden’s overal l  drainage 
capabi l i t ies;

• 	 The new border would provide an opportuni ty to address the cont inual 
issue of  access and maintenance of  ut i l i ty  cables,  such as l ight ing and 
power c i rcui ts.  Underground raceways bui l t  under the paving would 
al low for ut i l i ty  condui ts to be run unseen around the Garden. Regular 
maintenance of  these, or future changes in technology necessi tat ing 
cable replacement wi l l  only require upl i f t ing a number of  pavers,  rather 
than part ia l  excavat ion of  the Garden, which generates last ing damage 
each t ime cabl ing requires maintenance;  
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• 	 The border proposed by Howe in 1957 was eight foot  wide at  the north 
and south,  twelve foot wide at  the western end and nine foot wide at 
the eastern end. Al ternat ive I I  reduces these dimensions to four foot 
wide at  the north and south,  s ix foot  wide at  the western end and four 
foot  wide at  the eastern end. 

• 	 Though reduced in s ize f rom the 1957 plan, the borders wi l l  s t i l l  retain 
appropr iate width to promote and provide access for disabled people 
and those with mobi l i ty  l imi tat ions to the ent i re Rose Garden.

Though this would be a new addi t ion to the Rose Garden, the border ’s 
construct ion would st i l l  be categor ized as a rehabi l i tat ion t reatment.  The 
new border would not ‘ radical ly change, obscure,  or  destroy character-
def in ing spat ia l  organizat ion and land patterns or features and mater ia ls ’ 
(Birnbaum and Peters 1996, p.  53).  The design is also ref lect ive of 
Howe’s 1957 design, which was only part ia l ly  implemented by President 
Eisenhower.  I t  is  respectful  to the locat ion,  and would be constructed with 
compat ib le mater ia ls that  v isual ly connect wi th the histor ic integr i ty of  the 
rest  of  Rose Garden. 

SITE STRUCTURES AND FEATURES
The Hoover Pat io underneath the Jackson Magnol ias has remained in 
place since 1929, and was not amended in any way by Bunny Mel lon’s 
1962 design. The or ig inal  paving is st i l l  in s i tu,  though i t  has been re-
la id,  most recent ly in 2018. Treatment wi l l  fo l low preservat ion guidel ines, 
a l though minor improvements related to accessibi l i ty  are possible under 
Al ternat ive I I .  The Eastern Terrace wi l l  be replaced in-k ind, albei t  wi th some 
mater ia l  improvements in order to comply wi th the c i rculat ion t reatment 
object ive (see i l lustrat ions opposi te) .   Al ternat ive I  leaves the terrace 
paving in i ts current layout,  and treatment would not include anything 
beyond preservat ion,  including i ts in-k ind replacement.  Al ternat ive I I 
fo l lows the same treatment as Al ternat ive I ,  but  the paving area would be 
enlarged sl ight ly and i ts overal l  shape changed to resemble Burnap and 
Mrs.  Wi lson’s 1913 semi-ci rcular seat ing area. As with Al ternat ive I ,  any 
new paving stone would match the exist ing composi t ion,  design, color and 
texture of  the histor ic mater ia ls. 

As ment ioned in br ief  under c i rculat ion t reatments,  a stone border and 
edging would be introduced under Al ternat ive I I  to separate the parterre 
plant ing beds from the central  lawn. The design of  the edging would draw 
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inspirat ion f rom exist ing stone steps and columns on the grounds, as wel l 
as other histor ical ly appropr iate sources in the area (see i l lustrat ions on 
pp. 140).  In addi t ion to providing protect ion for  the vegetat ion,  the edging 
would raise the level  of  the plant ing beds by eight inches. This in turn 
wi l l  a id drainage in the plant ing beds, and furthermore elevate them to 
v isual ly accentuate the colorful  vegetat ion wi th in them. An indirect  benef i t 
of  instal l ing the edging would be further opportuni t ies ar is ing to run ut i l i ty 
condui ts hidden behind the edging. 

Furnishings in the Rose Garden have been updated at  several  points 
throughout the twent ieth and twenty-f i rst  centur ies and do not contr ibute to 
the histor ical  integr i ty of  the Garden. A proposal  for  instal l ing histor ical ly 
appropr iate furni ture relevant to the Rose Garden and the White House 
wi l l  be recommended, aided by the expert ise of  a histor ic furni ture expert . 
In the second treatment al ternat ive,  a sect ional  semi-octagonal  bench 
reminiscent of  the bench instal led by First  Lady El len Wi lson in 1913 has 
been placed where i t  stood between 1913 and 1962. 

American designed and constructed decorat ive planters would also be 
placed in the Garden and announce the entryway from the South Lawn, 
al lowing for seasonal  rotat ions that vary in color and texture.  As the 
proposed furni ture and si te furnishings are not permanent instal lat ions,  their 
inclusion is easi ly reversed temporar i ly  for  events,  or  more permanent ly 
as changing demands dictate.  Care wi l l  be taken to ensure that s ize and 
weight of  these removable furnishings are key considerat ions in the design 
and choice of  mater ia ls used. 

VEGETATION
A ful l  record of  the vegetat ion (histor ic and current)  is  documented in Chapter 
Three. Exist ing vegetat ion that post-dates the per iod of  s igni f icance and 
does not benef i t  park management wi l l  be removed and replaced. Other 
vegetat ion such as the smal l  t rees planted between the main Rose Garden 
and the Hoover Pat io that  do not contr ibute to the histor ic integr i ty of  the 
landscape wi l l  a lso ei ther be removed or replaced. 

The Osmanthus hedge running along the north edge of  the Rose Garden 
between the north plant ing bed and the West Colonnade is the only shrub 
remaining from the 1962 instal lat ion.  I t  had also been proposed by James 
Howe in his 1957 plan. Original ly mirrored on the south plant ing bed 
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and si tuated elsewhere in the Garden, the species has gradual ly been 
replaced, most notably by a Yew hedge along the south border of  the 
Rose Garden. Though not necessar i ly  a character def in ing feature,  the 
Osmanthus is fe l t  to be histor ical ly appropr iate,  and wi l l  be reintroduced 
where possible.  The heal th of  the remaining Osmanthus wi l l  be monitered 
and replaced in-k ind i f  i ts  long-term viabi l i ty  is  in doubt. 

The commemorat ive t rees within the landscape ( the Andrew Jackson 
Magnol ias,  the four Kennedy Magnol ias and the Johnson Wil low Oak) 
wi l l  be preserved and protected with the utmost level  of  care dur ing any 
construct ion work,  as they retain character def in ing features of  the Rose 
Garden. The advice given in the 2017 report  (Appendix J on p.  214) was 
fol lowed soon af ter  the report  was issued, and the trees cont inue to be 
monitored. 

The ten f lowering Crabapples wi th in the two parterre plant ing beds have 
been replaced numerous t imes since their  in i t ia l  instal lat ion in 1962. 
The most recent replacement occurred in 2019, wi th the or ig inal  cul t ivar 
‘Kather ine’ being replaced by the cul t ivar ‘Spr ing Snow.’  Whi le the 
inclusion of  Crabapples in the Garden dates to 1962, the current t rees 
do not necessar i ly  themselves contr ibute to the Rose Garden’s l is t  of 
character def in ing features. 

In Al ternat ive I ,  a l l  ten t rees remain in the plant ing beds, though they 
would be instal led to symmetr ical ly al ign wi th the columns and windows 
of  the West Terrace Colonnade (see top i l lustrat ion on fol lowing page). 
Whether the t rees would remain as Crabapples or would be replaced by 
other smal l  f lowering t rees sui table for  the space would be addressed, 
and this decis ion would consider environmental  concerns such as species 
or cul t ivars wi th good disease and pest resistance. 

Al ternat ive I I  a lso maintains the f lowering trees in the two parterre 
plant ing beds, but reduces the number in each bed to three trees (see 
lower i l lustrat ion on fol lowing page).  Histor ic precedence exists for  th is 
amendment,  as Bunny Mel lon suggested this hersel f  in a let ter  wr i t ten to 
First  Lady Nancy Reagan in 1981 (see p.  35).  She bel ieved i t  would al low 
more l ight  to f i l ter  down to the plant ing beds below and produce more 
space for plant ing underneath.  L ike the f lowering trees for Al ternat ive I , 
these six t rees would be symmetical ly al igned to the surrounding columns 
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and windows. Simi lar ly,  environmental  and maintenance concerns would 
be pr ior i t ized when speci fy ing species and cul t ivar of  f lowering tree.
 
The boxwood diamond parterres planted beneath the f lowering trees would 
remain in place for both al ternat ives (see i l lustrat ions opposi te) .  However, 
their  design would be inf luenced by the number of  f lowering trees ut i l ized 
and would change accordingly.  In Al ternat ive I ,  the diamond parterres are 
la id out almost ident ical ly to the as-planted design in 1962. The removal 
of  two trees from each plant ing bed in Al ternat ive I I  leads to the boxwood 
plant ing design responding to the larger distances between the trees. 

Over the last  ten years,  boxwood bl ight  has affected several  h istor ical 
gardens in the greater Washington area, including Dumbarton Oaks and 
Tudor Place, leading to large amounts of  damage in the appearance of 
these gardens. Whi le i t  has not been found in the Rose Garden at  th is point , 
i t  is  prudent to understand the causes and possible t reatment al ternat ives 
for  using i t  in future recommendat ions.  Histor ical ly,  boxwood captures not 
only the or ig inal  t radi t ional  landscape design associated with the White 
House’s eighteenth century construct ion per iod,  but also Bunny Mel lon’s 
later recogni t ion of  the species as essent ia l  to the histor ical  s igni f icance 
of  the landscape. Consequent ly,  ident i fy ing possible cul t ivars of  boxwood 
that have shown excel lent  resistance to boxwood bl ight  in ongoing tr ia ls 
wi l l  be researched and proposed over replacing i t  wi th a di fferent species.  

The vegetat ion t reatment wi l l  a im to rehabi l i tate the character of  the 
1962 design in plant mater ia l  such as the boxwood, as wel l  as wi th 
regards to mass and al ignment of  perennials and annuals,  using modern 
environmental ly appropr iate plant select ions.   The choice of  p lant mater ia l 
wi l l  ref lect  Bunny Mel lon’s or ig inal  intent ion to offer  a mixture of  perennial 
and seasonal  annual  p lants to maximize color throughout the year.  In 
the intervening years s ince 1962, th is balance has deter iorated to the 
extent that  p lants are being replaced on a constant basis in order to 
provide as much color as possible using almost exclusively annuals.  The 
ensuing disturbance caused to the roots of  the t rees and shrubs as the 
annuals are replaced impedes the long-term heal th of  the plants.  With 
th is in mind, both Al ternat ive I  and Al ternat ive I I  propose re-designing the 
plant placements wi th in the parterre plant ing beds. The rear port ion of  the 
beds would contain shrub roses and rose-compat ib le perennials.  Roses 
that perform wel l  in the region wi l l  be introduced, and might also include 
histor ical  cul t ivars that  have an associat ion wi th the White House. 
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Perennials that  thr ive under t ree canopies wi l l  be instal led in the diamond 
areas underneath the f lowering trees. The front of  the beds wi l l  be reserved 
for rotat ions of  annuals,  providing seasonal  interest  that  can be replaced 
and replanted easi ly when the need demands without disturbing the more 
permanent vegetat ion.  

A maintenance manual wi th relevant methods and techniques for ongoing 
dai ly,  seasonal  and cycl ical  care wi l l  ideal ly be included in a future record 
of  t reatment.  No example of  h istor ical  maintenance pract ices have been 
found in the histor ical  record and are therefore not necessary to consider. 

Al ternat ives I  and I I  a lso both introduce plant ing beds south of  the main 
Rose Garden area. First  used by First  Lady Edi th Roosevel t  in her 1903 
Colonial  Garden, American plants wi l l  be included in the plant ing palet te. 
As wel l  as being environmental ly appropr iate and sustainable,  the select ion 
of  p lants has the potent ia l  to raise environmental  awareness by providing 
a possible educat ional  out let  to implement sustainabi l i ty  teachings in the 
landscape. 

The f inal  area of  vegetat ion to be looked at  in the landscape is the 
condi t ion of  the tur f .  As an ongoing issue for many years,  the NPS ranked 
turf  management as a high pr ior i ty planning need in their  2014 Foundat ion 
Document .  Constant use and heavy traff ic ,  in addi t ion to chal lenging 
enviromental  c l imate condi t ions leaves the turf  in a cont inuous cycle of 
d isturbance and damage. The unobtrusive two percent s lope proposed 
along the center l ine of  the main Rose Garden would al leviate the drainage 
issues the lawn is current ly suffer ing f rom. Alongside this,  col laborat ion 
wi th NPS staff  and other experts (such as at  the Nat ional  Mal l  and Memorial 
Parks) in tur f  species select ion wi l l  be consul ted to determine the most 
appropr iate and environmental ly sustainable species.  

The surface area of  the Rose Garden covered by lawn would remain 
broadly s imi lar  to the area covered at  present.  In Al ternat ive I ,  the main 
rectangular lawn would be ident ical ,  save for the addi t ion of  a fur ther 
315 feet at  the eastern end, wi th diagonal  corners reminiscent of  Bunny 
Mel lon’s or ig inal  1962 design ( though these were not instal led).  The lawn 
area surrounding the Hoover Pat io would remain undisturbed. Al ternat ive 
I I  s l ight ly reduces the central  lawn area with the proposal  for  a four foot 
wide circulat ion border,  and removes the lawn coverage surrounding the 
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Hoover Pat io.  This area would instead be planted with shade tolerant 
ground cover plants,  which do not compete wi th the t rees for nutr ients as 
much as tur f  does and wi l l  require less intensive maintenance.

VIEWS AND VISTAS
Key histor ic v iews include the Rose Garden southwards to the Washington 
Monument and from the West Terrace Steps eastwards along the Rose 
Garden center l ine.  Both wi l l  be retained and improved. The view into 
the Rose Garden from the West Colonnade current ly is not exact ly 
symmetr ical .  This wi l l  be amended, wi th the columns and windows of  the 
West Colonnade l in ing up symmetr ical ly wi th the f lowering trees within 
the two parterre plant ing beds (see plans on p.  130).  Possible future 
t reatment could include a v iewshed management plan encompassing the 
ent i re President ’s Park,  as the Rose Garden is part  of  a larger landscape 
extending beyond the boundar ies of  th is Report . 

The proposed plant ing bed just  south of  the main Rose Garden appears 
in both al ternat ive t reatment plans. As wel l  as their  environmental  and 
educat ional  possibi l i t ies,  the beds would also serve to v isual ly l ink the 
Rose Garden with the surrounding South Grounds, introducing less 
symmetr ical ly la id out plant ing in keeping with the more natural ist ic 
appearance of  the South Grounds. Entrance to the Rose Garden from the 
South Dr ive would be enhanced and announced by the addi t ion of  p lanter 
boxes or raised urns wi th seasonal  annuals.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS
The Rose Garden is uniquely s i tuated at  the heart  of  the White House 
Grounds. Si te jur isdict ion is shared between numerous agencies and 
federal ly chartered organizat ions that are responsible for  the Garden’s day-
to-day administrat ion,  maintenance and secur i ty.  Each facet of  potent ia l 
design intervent ion wi l l  fu l ly  comply wi th accessibi l i ty  requirements, 
heal th and safety,  and any other relevant concerns as required by each 
department.  Where possible,  the most appropr iate solut ions to these 
concerns wi l l  meet rehabi l i tat ion t reatment guidel ines to protect  the 
Garden’s character-def in ing features. 

TREATMENT PLANS
A single overal l  s i te preservat ion plan is not included in th is Report . 
Instead, the plans and summaries in the preceding pages serve to lay 
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out areas/character ist ics and their  t reatment recommendat ions,  including 
those elements bel ieved to be character-def in ing features that embody 
the histor ic integr i ty of  the Rose Garden. The two fol lowing treatment 
al ternat ives offered to the CPWH share many of  the goals set  at  the start 
of  the project  p lanning process and include:

• 	 Address drainage issues with improved grading;
• 	 Simpl i fy and uni fy the hardscape mater ia ls used for pedestr ian 

c i rculat ion;
• 	 Address plant ing combinat ions to ease constant replacement issues 

by segregat ing and balancing annual ,  perennial  and evergreen 
vegetat ion;

• 	 Reinstate histor ical ly and environmental ly appropr iate rose cul t ivars 
as a dominant hort icul tural  feature;

• 	 Enhance si te furnishings to integrate wi th the histor ical  character of 
the landscape;

• 	 Recommend current sustainabi l i ty  pract ices that respect the history of 
the Garden whi le easing the need for water,  fer t i l izers,  and herbic ides;

• 	 Simpl i fy the infrastructure related to l ight ing,  e lectr ic i ty,  and other 
necessary ut i l i t ies.

Beyond these points,  the two treatment plans di ffer,  and each al ternat ive 
has an accompanying l is t  h ighl ight ing changes and proposals over the 
fo l lowing pages. 
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D esign      F oreword     

The pages that fo l low provide a testament to the incredible col laborat ion 
between Oehme, van Sweden & Associates and Perry Gui l lot ,  Inc. 

Without the incredible team work f rom these two f i rms, as wel l  as the 
Nat ional  Park Service,  the Execut ive Residence, the Commit tee for 
the Preservat ion of  the White House, and count less other partners and 
advisors,  th is project  would not have taken shape. 

Everyone’s passion towards restor ing th is nat ional  t reasure t ru ly speaks 
to the endur ing values of  our country.  Indeed, the White House and the 
Rose Garden have always been a symbol of  cont inui ty in the face of  great 
t r ia ls.  Despi te the di ff icul t ies we face, I  hope that th is effor t  wi l l  be seen 
as a cont inuat ion of  looking towards a br ighter tomorrow. 

I  am so pleased that the team’s effor ts wi l l  help preserve this space for 
generat ions to come.

Timothy Har leth
Chief  Usher
Execut ive Residence
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A lternative           I  -  T reatment         L ist 

Alternat ive I  preserves much of  Bunny Mel lon’s design, and closely 
resembles what was or ig inal ly instal led in 1962. Character ist ics of 
Al ternat ive I  include the fol lowing:

• 	 Preserve and enhance the overal l  Bunny Mel lon designed landscape;
• 	 Preserve and protect  the character def in ing features of  the 1962 

design;
• 	 Regrade the central  lawn area to two percent which wi l l  ease drainage;
• 	 Retain the f lowering trees in the parterre plant ing beds but al igning 

them with the symmetry and formal i ty of  the West Colonnade’s 
columns and windows;

• 	 Revise the geometry of  the parterre plant ing beds to separate the 
annuals and perennials,  thus reducing tree root disturbance;

• 	 Amend the layout of  the central  lawn area at  the eastern end to 
reintroduce an ear ly Bunny Mel lon planned diagonal  instal lat ion 
( though not executed);

• 	 Instal l  h istor ical ly appropr iate s i te furnishings including furni ture and 
planters;

• 	 Introduce a fur ther formal border south of  the main Rose Garden to 
v isual ly l ink the Garden with the South Grounds;

• 	 Unify the l imestone paving throughout the Rose Garden. 



A lternative           I  -  T reatment         P lan 

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



A lternative           I  -  S ections     

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



139

A lternative           I  -  W atercolor          R endering      
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A lternative           I I  -  T reatment         L ist 

Alternat ive I I  preserves and rehabi l i tates much of  Bunny Mel lon’s design, 
and closely resembles what was or ig inal ly instal led in 1962. However, 
whi le many of  the recommendat ions are the same or s imi lar  to those 
proposed in Al ternat ive I ,  there are also s l ight  addi t ions or amendments:    

• 	 Preserve the character def in ing features of  the 1962 design;
• 	 Regrade the central  lawn area to two percent which wi l l  ease drainage;
• 	 Revise the geometry of  the parterre plant ing beds to separate the 

annuals and perennials,  reducing tree and shrub root disturbance;
• 	 Removal of  two f lowering trees, leaving three trees in each bed. 

This would al low room for t ree growth,  and increase l ight  for  roses, 
perennials and annuals growing below;

• 	 Instal l  the s ix f lowering t rees to al ign wi th the symmetry of  the West 
Colonnade columns and windows;

• 	 Instal l  h istor ical ly appropr iate s i te furnishings;
• 	 Unify the l imestone paving throughout the Rose Garden;
• 	 Preserve the Hoover Pat io at  the eastern end of  the s i te,  but  enlarge 

the surface area to faci l i tate increasing back-of-house requirements. 
Mater ia ls would match exist ing pat io,  which would be careful ly relaid;

• 	 Plant ing surrounding the Jackson Magnol ias would consist  of  c l imate 
appropr iate shade tolerant ground cover plants rather than lawn;

• 	 Creat ing a f lower border south of  the main Rose Garden that highl ights 
American plants,  providing a t ransi t ion f rom the formal Rose Garden 
to the more natural ist ic landscape of  the South Grounds;

• 	 Addit ion of  a 4’ wide border (6’ wide at  the west end) encirc l ing the 
central  lawn area to faci l i tate c i rculat ion and provide space for co-
ordinated concealed ut i l i t ies.  The border would be edged with a 
raised edging, the design of  which would be inspired by those found 
throughout the Distr ict  of  Columbia (examples below);

Oehme, van Sweden & 
Associates:
Private residence, 
Georgetown

Outside the United States 
Capitol:

Washington, D.C.

Outside the United States 
Capitol:

Washington, D.C.

Outside the Supreme Court 
of the United States:

Washington, D.C.



A lternative           I I  -  T reatment         P lan 

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 
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A lternative           I I  -  W atercolor          R endering      
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A lternative           I I  -  R evised       M asterplan       

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



A lternative           I I  -  R evised       M asterplan          S ections     

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 
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D esign      P rocess    

The two al ternat ives for  the Rose Garden were presented to the Commit tee 
for the Preservat ion of  the White House (CPWH) on Monday, December 9 
2019, af ter  an introductory s i te history narrat ive and summary of  exist ing 
condi t ions were given. In i t ia l  feedback was received af ter  the presentat ion, 
and more substant ia l  recommendat ions were suggested once Commit tee 
members reviewed the al ternat ives in greater detai l .

In subsequent discussion, the Commit tee expressed preference for  
implement ing Al ternat ive I I .  Al l  subsequent design development f rom this 
design is bel ieved to meet the necessary t reatment requirements,  whi le 
also becoming a new long-term perpetuat ion of  the landscape’s histor ic 
character.  As a concept design, aspects of  Al ternat ive I I  were amended 
in subsequent designs to respond to developing si te considerat ions that 
were not covered in th is Report . 

The fol lowing pages trace the evolut ion and culminat ion of  the col laborat ive 
design process from December 2019 to July 2020. I t  concludes on p. 
165 with the design to be bui l t  in August 2020, as vet ted by the CPWH. 
After careful  considerat ion,  i t  was decided that the Hoover Terrace and 
surrounding area (see p.  165) would not be included in the August 2020 
work. 

I f  resources are avai lable,  an addi t ional  chapter document ing the 
t reatment record wi l l  be made avai lable to the Commit tee. This wi l l  be 
prepared in consul tat ion wi th the NPS to ensure the proposed treatment 
wi l l  be implemented and maintained over t ime. The record wi l l  include 
as-bui l t  work,  on-going maintenance development,  sustainable land 
management pract ices,  and future research recommendat ions,  ideal ly 
wi th contr ibut ions f rom experts in landscape preservat ion,  hort icul ture, 
ecology and landscape maintenance. 

The guidel ines offered in th is Report ,  and in subsequent t reatment 
recommendat ions,  wi l l  help the Rose Garden’s custodians protect  i ts  r ich 
histor ic integr i ty and character,  through uni t ing the past wi th the present 
and providing a f ramework for  the future. 



Design Process: Conceptual Masterplan  -  presented to the First  Lady by Oehme, van Sweden on February 12, 2020.

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize.
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DOMINATE PAVING STONE
3'-0" x 3'-6"

LIMESTONE PAVING SCHEDULE
ROSE GARDEN PATHS & EAST TERRACE

CODE QTY SIZE NOTE
A 114 3'-0" x 3'-6" x 2"

TBD STONE SIZES VARY

GARDEN ROOM WALK

B 19 3'-0" x 3'-0" x 2"

C 38 3'-0" HALF OF 'B' SIZE

D 42 18" x 4'-3" x  2"

SPOT GRADES, DRAINS AND PITCH TO BE CONSIDERED
UPON FINAL DESIGN REVIEW.

LIMESTONE PAVING ON 5" REINFORCED CONCRETE SLAB.

PREFERENCE FOR JOINTS 3/8" OR SMALLER

FINAL STONE SIZES DICTATED BY JOINT WIDTH DECISION

T H E   W H I T E   H O U S E   R O S E   G A R D E N

P R O P O S E D    P A V I N G    P L A N

ONE-EIGHTH INCH EQUALS ONE FOOT SCALE

FEBRUARY 27  2020

P E R R Y   G U I L L O T   I N C
 L A N D S C A P E    A R C H I T E C T U R E
1 8 6 5   N O R T H   S E A  R D    S O U T H A M P T O N   N Y    1 1 9 6 8

Design Process: Proposed Paving Plan -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc. ,  February 27, 2020



T H E   W H I T E   H O U S E   R O S E   G A R D E N

P R O P O S E D    P L A N   F O R   I M P R O V E M E N T S

ONE-EIGHTH INCH EQUALS ONE FOOT SCALE

MARCH 12  2020

P E R R Y   G U I L L O T   I N C
L A N D S C A P E    A R C H I T E C T U R E
1 8 6 5   N O R T H   S E A  R D    S O U T H A M P T O N   N Y    1 1 9 6 8

P A L M

R O O M

O V A L

O F F I C E

Design Process: Proposed Plan for Improvements -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden, March 12, 2020



Design Process: Watercolor Rendering based on March 12, 2020 Plan -  Presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on 
March 23, 2020.



Design Process: Proposed Plan for Improvements -  presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on March 23, 2020.



THE ROSE GARDEN VIEW OF WEST WING WITH ADDED PERIMETER LIMESTONE WALK

Design Process: Perspective I l lustrating The Rose Garden View of West Wing with Added Perimeter Limestone Walk -  presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry 
Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on March 23, 2020.



WHITE HOUSE ROSE GARDEN NORTH VIEW TO THE PALM ROOM & WEST COLONNADE

Design Process: Perspective I l lustrating The White House Rose Garden North View to the Palm Room & West Colonnade  -  Presented to the CPWH 
Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on March 23, 2020.



PROPOSED LIMESTONE EAST WALK LOOKING NORTH

Design Process: Perspective I l lustrating Proposed Limestone East Walk Looking North -  presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and 
Oehme, Van Sweden on March 23, 2020.



PROPOSED LIMESTONE EAST WALK LOOKING SOUTH

Design Process: Perspective I l lustrating Proposed Limestone East Walk Looking South  -  Presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and 
Oehme, van Sweden on March 23, 2020



(38) HYBRID ROSE FRONT
(76)  36" SPACING

(36) HYBRID ROSE REAR
(72)             36" SPACING

(33)   OSMANTHUS HEDGE
(66)                 30" SPACING

(135) BOXWOOD PARTERRE
(270)     18" HT.

10" METAL BED DIVIDER

235 SF  AREA FOR SPRING BULBS & SUMMER ANNUALS

L  I  M  E  S  T  O  N  E      W  A  L  K

(3) 4' ROSE STANDARD
(6)

L   A   W   N

T  H  E    R  O  S  E    G  A  R  D  E  N    P  L  A  N  T  I  N  G     S  C  H  E  M  A  T  I  C
3 / 8  "  =  1 ' - 0 "

M A R C H  1 8 ,  2 0 2 0

Design Process: The Rose Garden Planting Schematic -  presented to the CPWH Grounds by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on March 23, 2020.



(38) HYBRID ROSE FRONT
36" SPACING

(36) HYBRID ROSE REAR
36" SPACING

(33) OSMANTHUS HEDGE
30" SPACING

(135) BOXWOOD PARTERRE
18" HT.

10" METAL BED DIVIDER

235 SF  AREA FOR SPRING BULBS & SUMMER ANNUALS

L  I  M  E  S  T  O  N  E      W  A  L  K

(3) 4' ROSE STANDARD

L   A   W   N

WHITE HOUSE ROSE GARDEN

PLANTING DETAIL

3 / 16 " = 1 '

MARCH 18  2020

P R O J E C T

S H E E T

S C A L E

D A T E

R  O  S  E    G  A  R  D  E  N    P  L  A  N  T  I  N  G    D  E  T  A  I  L
3 / 8  "  =  1 ' - 0 "

Design Process: Rose Garden Planting Detail  -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc. ,  March 18, 2020
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ANNUALS  470 SF TOTAL

BOXWOOD PARTERRE 250 LF TOTAL

METAL EDGE 175 LF TOTAL

GROUNDCOVER  530 SF TOTAL

GROUNDCOVER  400 SF TOTAL

OSMANTHUS HEDGE  200 LF TOTAL

(2) BOXWOOD SPECIMEN

(2) BOXWOOD SPECIMEN

(8) BOXWOOD SPECIMEN

SOD TOTAL  3700 SF

T  H  E    R  O  S  E    G  A  R  D  E  N    L  A  N  D  S  C  A  P  E    M  A  T  E  R  I  A  L  S

1 / 8  "  =  1 ' - 0 "

A  P  R  I  L   16 ,  2 0 2 0

Design Process: The Rose Garden Landscape Materials -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc. ,  Apr i l  16,  2020 



NORTH PARTERRE

SOUTH PARTERRE

4.5' HT x 5' W
SPECIMEN BOXWOOD

PALM
ROOM

WEST COLONNADE

ARCHIVE PHOTOS SHOWING SUBSTANTIAL SIZE
OF THE BOXWOOD PARTERRES.

ESSENTIAL THAT THE PARTERRES HAVE A STRONG
PRESENCE NOW THAT GARDEN BEDS ARE TO BE
PLANTED IN A MORE EDITED SCHEME, ALSO WITH

NO CRABAPPLES.

SAMPLE
'GREEN VELVET' BOXWOOD

IMPORTANT THAT PARTERRE
IS PLANTED DAY ONE WITH 20"

MINIMUM SIZE PLANTS.

1
MAY  5  2020

Design Process: Planting Plans with Accompanying Photographs  -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc. ,  May 5,  2020



AREA FOR SPRING BULBS & SUMMER ANNUALS

(32) (64)  HYBRID TEA
ROSE 'PEACE'

'PEACE'  4' MATURE SIZE

'PEACE' POTTED
NURSERY STOCK

CURRENTLY
AVAILABLE NOW

'JFK' 3-4' MATURE SIZE(26) (52)  HYBRID TEA ROSE 'JFK' 'JFK' POTTED
NURSERY STOCK

CURRENTLY
AVAILABLE NOW

MODEL FOR
'WHITE HOUSE ROSE'

4-5' SHRUB MATURE SIZE (15) (30)

IT IS THOUGHT THAT THIS
ROSE WOULD REPLICATE THE

DESIGN EMPHASIS OF THE ORIGINAL
PLANTED 10 CRABAPPLE TREES.

 (26) (52)  COMPANION WHITE
ROSE TO BE DECIDED

 'JFK' ROSE & COMPANION WHITE ROSE
'THE WHITE HOUSE ROSE'

 'PEACE' ROSE' & COMPANION LIGHT PINK ROSE

(9) (18)  COMPANION
LIGHT PINK ROSE TO BE DECIDED

2
MAY  5  2020

Design Process: Planting Plans with Accompanying Photographs  -  by Perry Gui l lot  Inc. ,  May 5,  2020 



Design Process: Overall  Site Plan -  issued as part  of  the 100% CD Package by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden on May 29, 2020.

This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 





F inal     D esign   
Presented to the First  Lady by Perry Gui l lot  Inc.  and Oehme, van Sweden, July 21, 2020.
This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 
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Figure 2:  Sketch of Washington in Embryo, Viz.:  Previous to i ts Survey by Major L’Enfant. ,  E.  F.  M. 
Faehtz and F. W. Prat t ,  1874. Library of  Congress, Geography and Maps Divis ion.

APPENDIX A: MAPS

Figure 1:  Virginia .  John Smith and Wil l iam Hole.  [London, 1624].  L ibrary of  Congress, Geography 
and Maps Divis ion.
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Figure 3:  Proclamation of the Federal District with Map.  Thomas Jefferson, 30 March 1791. The Thomas Jefferson 
Papers,  L ibrary of  Congress.
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Figure 4 (and detai l ) :  Plan of the City Intended for the Permanent Seat of the Government of the United States.  1791. Pierre 
Char les L’Enfant.  Copy done in 1887 by the United States Coast and Geodet ic Survey. Library of  Congress, Geography and Maps 
Divis ion.
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Figure 5 (and detai l ) :  Plan of the City of Washington in the Territory of Columbia ,  Andrew El l icot t ,  Engraved by James 
Thackara and John Val lance, Phi ladelphia,  1792. Library of  Congress, Geography and Maps Divis ion.
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APPENDIX B: PLANS

Figure 6:  Sketch Plan for Improving the Grounds ,  At t r ibuted to Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Latrobe, Robert  Mi l ls .  No 
Date (c.  1802-05?) Library of  Congress, Geography and Maps Divis ion
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Figure 7:  Plan Showing Proposed Method of Laying Out the Public Grounds at Washington, D.C. (detai l ) ,  Andrew 
Jackson Downing, 1851. Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Off ice of  the Chief 
of  Engineers,  Record Group 77. 
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Figure 8:  Isometric View of the President’s House, the Sourrounding Public Buildings and Private Residences , 
No Date (c.  1845 -  1850).  L ibrary of  Congress, Geography and Maps Divis ion

Figure 9:  White House Grounds at the Close of the Civi l  War.  c.  1865. Nat ional  Archives and Records Administrat ion
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Figure 10: Plan for the President’s Park, Excluding Lafayette Park.  Off ice of  the Chief  of  Engineers,  1877. 
Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record 
Group 79
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Figure 12: General Plan of the President’s House and Garden. Charles Fol len McKim, Wi l l iam Rutherford Mead, 
Alexander White -  Olmsted Brothers,  1903. Nat ional  Park Service,  Freder ick Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic Si te. 

Figure 11: Guide to Trees and Shrubs in the Grounds of the Executive Mansion. J. A. Lane and Henry Pf ister, 
1900. Nat ional  Archives 
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Figure 14: Executive Mansion Grounds, Proposed Improvements about Executive Mansion.  Olmsted Brothers, 
October 1935. Nat ional  Park Service,  Freder ick Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic Si te.

Figure 13: Executive Mansion Grounds, Plan showing Existing Condit ions Immediately About Buildings as of 
January 1,  1935.  Olmsted Brothers,  October 1935. Nat ional  Park Service,  Freder ick Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic 
Si te.
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Figure 15: Executive Mansion Grounds: General Survey showing Existing Condit ions as of January 1,  1935 
Olmsted Brothers,  October 1935. Nat ional  Park Service,  Freder ick Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic Si te. 
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Figure 16: Executive Mansion Grounds: General Plans for Improvements. Olmsted Brothers,  October 1935. 
Nat ional  Park Service,  Freder ick Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic Si te. 
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Figure 17: Basement Plan of  Execut ive Mansion and Conservator ies.  Under the Direct ion of  Col .  Theo. A. Bingham, 
US Army. 1899. Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service, 
Record Group 79

ROSE HOUSE

YEAR:	 1899

PRESIDENT:	WILLIAM McKINLEY

FIRST LADY: IDA SAXTON McKINLEY

DESIGNER: 	- 

APPENDIX C: WEST GARDEN PLANS
Note: The following historical plans have been overlaid over a plan of the garden as it is today 
for reference.  
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COLONIAL GARDEN

YEAR:	 1903

PRESIDENT:	THEODORE ROOSEVELT

FIRST LADY:	EDITH ROOSEVELT

DESIGNER: EDITH ROOSEVELT/
		  SPENCER COSBY

Figure 18: West Colonial  Garden, White House. Prepared for Mrs.  Wi lson under the direct ion of  Colonel  Spencer 
Cosby, US Army.  [1903].  Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional 
Park Service,  Record Group 79
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Figure 19: White House: The South West Garden and The President ’s Walk .  [1913].  Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic 
and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record Group 79

ROSE GARDEN

YEAR:	 1913

PRESIDENT:	WOODROW WILSON

FIRST LADY: ELLEN WILSON

DESIGNER: ELLEN WILSON/
		  GEORGE BURNAP
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Figure 20: Diagram - Roses, West Garden & Azalea Bed, Execut ive Mansion .  Apr i l  6,  1952. Nat ional  Park 
Service,  Nat ional  Capi ta l  Parks Planning Divis ion.  Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records, 
Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record Group 79

ROSE GARDEN

YEAR:	 1952

PRESIDENT:	HARRY TRUMAN

FIRST LADY:	 BESS TRUMAN

DESIGNER: NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
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Figure 21: General  Plan, West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion.  Drawn by J.  Howe. August 22, 1957. Nat ional  Archives, 
Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record Group 79

ROSE GARDEN

YEAR:	 1957

PRESIDENT:	DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER

FIRST LADY: MAMIE EISENHOWER

DESIGNER: 	JAMES HOWE / NATIONAL 	
		  PARK SERVICE
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ROSE GARDEN

YEAR:	 1962

PRESIDENT:	JOHN F. KENNEDY

FIRST LADY:	JACQUELINE KENNEDY

DESIGNER: RACHEL MELLON/
		  PERRY WHEELER

Figure 22: Development and Plant ing Plan, West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion.  Rachel  Mel lon and Perry Wheeler. 
1962. Nat ional  Archives,  Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record 
Group 79



186

APPENDIX D: MELLON PLANTING PLANS

Figure 23: Development and Plant ing Plan, West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion .  March 12, 1962. Nat ional  Archives, 
Cartographic and Archi tectural  Records,  Records of  the Nat ional  Park Service,  Record Group 79 ( Image courtesy 
of  Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion)
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Figure 24: Plant ing Layout,  West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion, Washington, D.C. .  May 28, 1962. Oak Spr ing Garden 
Foundat ion

Figure 25: Plant ing Layout,  West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion, Washington, D.C. .  No date.  Oak Spr ing Garden 
Foundat ion
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Figure 26: Plant ing Layout,  West Garden -  Execut ive Mansion, Washington, D.C. .  March 4,  1963. Oak Spr ing Garden 
Foundat ion
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Figure 27: I l lustrated endpapers in Kramer,  The White House Gardens: A History and Pictor ia l  Record .  1973.  
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APPENDIX E: 1962 CONSTRUCTION

March 30, 1962 March 30, 1962

March 22, 1962 March 22, 1962

July 21, 1961

The following photographs provide a 
chronology of the installation of the Rose 
Garden in March and April 1962, together 
with photographs of the garden before and 
after construction.

All images are courtesy of the John F. 
Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum.
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Apri l  2,  1962 Apri l  4,  1962

Apri l  2,  1962 Apri l  2,  1962

March 30, 1962 Apri l  2,  1962



192

Apri l  10,  1962 Apri l  10,  1962

Apri l  4,  1962 Apri l  4,  1962

Apri l  4,  1962 Apri l  4,  1962
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Apri l  17,  1962 Apri l  17,  1962

Apri l  17,  1962 Apri l  17,  1962

Apri l  10,  1962 Apri l  17,  1962
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June 20, 1962 June 20, 1962

May 18, 1962 May 18, 1962

May 18, 1962 May 18, 1962



195

July 8,  1962 July 8,  1962

July 13, 1962 July 13, 1962

June 20, 1962 July 13, 1962



196

Urban Trees + Soils
James Urban, FASLA, ISA

915 Creek Drive Annapolis, Maryland 21403  jimtree123@gmail.com 410 693 9053

November 11, 2019

Eric D. Groft, FASLA | Principal / Vice President
OEHME, van SWEDEN | OvS
Landscape Architecture
800 G Street SE 
Washington, DC 20003

RE: West Garden – Soil Observations

Dear Eric:

On October 9, 2019 I visited the project site to make field observations of the soil conditions.  The 
purpose of the investigations was to determine the quality of the soil that would guide recommendations 
for changes to the soil during the propose renovations of the site.

The area of the project site consists of a large lawn panel with planting beds on the north and south 
sides of the lawn.  Steps lead down to the lawn from the west and the lawn ends on its east end at a 
stone walk.  Planting in the beds include boxwood hedges, annual plantings that replaced seasonally 
and small flowering trees.  

Grading and surface drainage:
The surface grade on the east west axis of the lawn slopes at 0.8% percent from west to east.  The 
recommended slope for lawn is 2.0%.  There is only one inlet at the east end of the lawn area in the SE 
corner of the lawn adjacent to the walk.  It was reported that water puddles on the lawn along the east 
walk.  At the NE corner of the lawn the lawn is not in good condition and appears to be declining 
partially from too much moisture and also is the point where many people enter the space from the 
building.  The grades in this corner are almost flat. The grade conditions in this location combined with 
the surface compaction and abrasion of many feet is creating the difficult turf maintenance condition.  
Any recommendations to the lawn should address these impacts.  

Soils General:
The soil properties observed indicate that 
they are all natural soils from local sources.  
Subsoils are likely original soils, but with 
localize disturbance at utility trenches.  This 
would be consistent with the approach to soil 
at the time of the gardens construction in the 
1960’s, as well as what is seen in the photos 
of the garden construction and other earlier 
photographs.  The 1960’s garden 
construction photos show significant 
disturbance of the top several feet of soil.  A 
deep trench on photo IMG_3155.JPG 
appears to show a soil profile with an upper 
layer of topsoil over a lighter subsoil.

APPENDIX F: SOILS REPORT
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 2

Five soil samples were removed and sent to Waypoint Analytical for chemical and physical analysis. 
The testing results are attached.  These results include recommendations for chemical modifications.

The soil in the garden are is loam soil. The subsoil, below 18-20 inches is lighter in color and denser
than the upper layer of soil. There is a sharp interface (change in soil color and type) between the 
lower and upper layer of soil.  The upper soils are likely topsoil from the garden area that were  
disturbed and, graded and or compacted during the garden construction and the several projects that 
preceded the 1960’s work.  The sharp soil interface between the lighter sub soil and the topsoil, a thin 
layer of greater sub soil density that was observed, but not in all places, and the consistency of the 
upper soil depth would all indicate a constructed or disturbed soil profile.  Traces of plaster debris,
observed in the subsoil, further indicate that the subsoil was exposed during some phase of the building 
construction, imported from off site or moved within the site with the topsoil then applied over the 
subsoil.  This disturbance could have occurred at any time during the long and complex construction 
work at the site.

A soil profile was dug in the bed on the east side of the garden under the magnolia trees as a reference 
soil outside of the influence of the garden construction.  The upper soil was sandy loam texture with 
significantly more sand and less clay that the garden soils.  This soil was inconsistent to the natural 
soils in this part of the city and likely is an imported soil. The subsoil was consistent with other subsoils 
found in the investigations

The soils texture and structure observed indicated good quality soil and should be preserved.  No 
issues were observed where soil texture was affecting plant or turf quality.

Lawn soil:
The lawn soil upper 18-20” is USDA classified loam soil texture, dark brown in color.  Clay content at 
about 15% does not suggest potential drainage issues and is high enough to contribute to good soil 
ped development.  Soil pH is low at 6-. and  might benefit from the recommended lime application.  
Other soil chemistry is suitable for lawn.  A small application of sulfur is recommended by the soil test 
fertility guidelines.  Sulfur will slightly lower pH, but not significantly at the rates suggested.  Nitrogen 
application rates and schedule are likely already adequate given the turf color.  Nitrogen 
recommendations in this test is based on the relatively low organic matter 2.6% in the soil.  Low organic 
matter in turf is typically compensated by regular fertilizer applications.  No additional organic matter is 
recommended. While the soil organic matter is low it is not unusually 

The soil below the top 2” of surface soil is draining well.  The top 2” of soil in the lawn area was much 
more compacted that the soils below and a dense layer of soil directly under the turf was observed.  
This is typical of turf conditions where frequent use is experienced. The sod is adding its own soil 
interface as the sod thatch decomposes and the soil in the sod is a different soil type than the soil 
below. This likely increased irrigation in hot periods. There were places where there was a layer of 
excessively moist soil above the interface between the lawn soil and the subsoil below.  However, the 
upper lawn soil was not exhibiting grey color or mottling that would typically indicate that the water 
stays in the soil for any length of time.  This condition is normal for soils over denser subsoils but also 
indicates that the subsoil is draining sufficiently.

Planting bed soils:
The planting bed upper 18-20” soils was very dark brown to black with significantly greater organic 
matter than the lawn soil.  Soil textures was quite similar to the upper level lawn soil.  Subsoil was 
identical to the color and density of the lawn subsoil with the same sharp interface between the two 
soils.  The beds have experienced constant annual planting rotations and mulch applications.  The 
potting medium in the annual plants has changed the top 6-9” of the soil to be a soil heavily influenced 
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 3

by these activities, and bed soil levels have risen over the years because of the added potting material.  
Soil pH is 6.7, adequate for almost all plant types that may be proposed for this type of garden.  Soil 
chemistry is good with only small amounts of potassium and sulfur recommended.  Nitrogen is only 
needed when indicated by plant performance.

The upper soil layer is loose due to the constant planting.  The soil color does not exhibit any drainage 
issues at the soil interface with the subsoil.  

Discussion:
Plantings and turf are generally growing well.  Maintenance is excellent.  

In the lawn area, solving the puddling and slow drainage at the east end would help with turf quality.
There are several options to improve this condition.

1. Increasing the slope on the lawn by lifting the grade at the west end, eliminating one riser in the 
stair.  This has significant historic preservation issues, require bringing in additional lawn soil
and would increase the slope on the lawn to about 1.2%. However, this would not solve the 
most difficult issue of the low point in the NE corner.

2. Increasing the drainage rate in the soil along the walk. This would reduce maintenance.  This 
could be done by adding a vertical strip subdrain under the sod along the walk edge attached to 
the drain in the SE corner. (Example ADS - AdvanEDGE site drain pipe). Adding a drain to the 
NE corner that connects to the drain in the SE corner would pick up little of the surface water.
The survey indicates a minor low point further south along the walk edge. Adding a drain at this
low point would impose a significant visual interruption in the turf/walk edge.  

3. Reconstruct the walk paving, some portion of the small patio outside the Palm Room  and some 
portion of the patio at the east end of the lawn to remove the low point on the walk at the NE 
corner of the lawn and regrade about 30’ of the NE corner of the lawn from the centerline of the 
lawn to about the 5.43 spot elevation in the lawn to warp the lawn grade to meet the new walk 
elevation.  This would require minor amounts of soil to be added. This soil could be coarse sand 
mixed into the existing soil. In addition to raising the grades, this would serve to locally increase 
the soil drainage rate in this area. If combined with adding a strip drain along the walk edge as 
suggested in option 2, it is reasonably certain that the puddling would be eliminated.

In addition to the lawn grades and water ponding issue, the sod, particularly the NE corner suffers from 
compaction and abrasion from foot traffic.  While turf decline is often attributed solely to compaction, 
abrasion or wear of the turf  surface by feet and other physical impacts is a significant problem in high 
impact turf areas that receive repeated traffic.   The turf is accessed from limited points with the NE and 
SE corners particularly during event set up and maintenance activities. Small pieces (4’x8’) of 
temporary translucent matting similar to the types used by the National Park Service on the National 
Mall for turf protection, placed at these two critical points during maintenance and event set up would 
distribute traffic patterns as people and equipment turn the corner from the walk to the lawn and likely 
solve the majority of compaction and abrasion issues.  

The bed soils are performing well, however, the constant addition of potting soil from the annual 
rotations may eventually cause issues with grades and boxwood plantings as soil begins to mound up 
over the stems of the boxwood.  Attention to adjusting the relationship of grades and boxwood stems 
over time, should be considered.

Recommendations:
The following are recommendations for the work in the West Garden.

1. Retain the existing topsoil in place.  Plan project work approaches to protect the soils from 
compaction during construction.  Include in the specification some backhoe lofting or fracturing 
of the soil to reduce any construction induced compaction. Make the minor fertilization
modifications indicated by the soil test
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 4

2. Modify the grades in the lawn area and stone walk as described in option 3 above and add the 
strip subdrain noted in option 2 to correct the drainage issues in the NE corner of the lawn.

3. After project completion, adopt temporary turf protection at the critical east corners of the turf 
during event staging and significant maintenance operations such as changing out annual 
plantings.

4. Periodically remove soil in the bed areas to keep soil from rising on box wood stem and to 
reduce the buildup of potting soil in the upper layer of the soil.  When changing out annual 
plantings remove the previous plants potting soil to the extent possible.  

5. Continue with current turf management practices such as aeration, over seeding, fertilizing and 
irrigation.  

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns about this report and recommendations.

Sincerely,

James Urban, FASLA, ISA

Attachments:
Soil Testing and Profile Locations
Soil Profile Descriptions
Soil Testing Results
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 5

Soil Testing and Profile Locations

Notes:
1. Penetrometer testing indicated soil penetration resistance suitable for root growth with a 

consistent harder layer at about the depth of the subgrade soil noted in the soil profiles
2. Boring Sample locations were observed to the depth of the subgrade.
3. Boring 13 was an existing hole dug in the planting bed that showed the soil profile to the sub 

grade.  There were numerous such hole in the beds, preparation for new plants.  These holes 
indicated a consistent depth and condition of upper level planting soil.

4. Boring 15 was dug outside the primary scope area to check the soil profile not impacted by the 
1960’s west garden work.

5. Boring 16 was dug in the lawn in a location where the turf was under performing the rest of the 
lawn.
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 6

Soil Profile Descriptions 1 of 3
Boring 13 Bed on north side of lawn

0 to 10” Loam, very dk brown, density SF, fine roots
             observed, moisture MO, Vermiculite, gravel and
              other potting soil remnants observed

10 to 20” Loam, very dk brown, density SF to FM, fine roots 
              observed and worms, moisture DP

(see soil test 13 A)

20” + Loam, light brown, density HD, moisture DP
(see soil test 13 B)

Note:
Profile was observed in a hole previously dug for a new plant.  Numerous other open planting holes on 
the north and south beds indicate a consistent bed profile similar that described above.

moisture code Density code
Dry DR Loose LS
Damp DP Soft SF 
Moist MO Firm FM
Wet WT Hard HD
Saturated SA Refusal R
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 7

Soil Profile Descriptions 2 of 3
Boring 15 Bed at east of West Garden under magnolia trees

0 to 2” Shredded bark mulch, moisture DR

2 to 11” Sandy loam, brown, density FM, coarse roots
             observed, moisture DR to DP

(see soil test 15 A)

11 to 19” Sandy loam / some small rounded gravel, brown,
                       density FM, fine roots observed, moisture DP

19 to 29” Sandy loam / some small rounded gravel, Light 
              brown, density FM, few roots observed, moisture
             DP (see soil test 15 B)

29” Auger Refusal 

Note:
Soil was unusually warm.  Staff reported that this soil pit may be over a structure below.

moisture code Density code
Dry DR Loose LS
Damp DP Soft SF 
Moist MO Firm FM
Wet WT Hard HD
Saturated SA Refusal R
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 8

Soil Profile Descriptions 4 of 3
Boring 16 Lawn in NE corner

0 to 1” Sod, moisture WT

1 to 2’ Loam, Grey Brown, density SF, moisture MO, Sharp 
             interface with layers above and below.

2 to 10” Loam, brown, density SF, moisture DP
(see soil test 16)

10 to 20” Loam, brown, density FM, Moisture MO
                       

20” + Loam, orange brown, density FM to SF, moisture MO, 
            Sharp interface with layer above, Soil included lumps of 
            white plaster, coal, burnt coal, gravel.

Note:

moisture code Density code
Dry DR Loose LS
Damp DP Soft SF 
Moist MO Firm FM
Wet WT Hard HD
Saturated SA Refusal R
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 9

Soil Testing Results 1 of 5
Soil test location 13 A (North Bed upper soil layer)
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 10

Soil Testing Results 2 of 5
Soil test location 13 B (North Bed lower soil layer)
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 11

Soil Testing Results 3 of 5
Soil test location 15 A (East Bed Upper Soil Layer)
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 12

Soil Testing Results 4 of 5
Soil test location 15 B (East Bed lower soil layer)
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RE: West Garden – Soil Observations 13

Soil Testing Results 5 of 5
Soil test location 16 (Lawn)
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APPENDIX G: HYDROLOGY REPORT

  

 
  

100% Employee-Owned | wileywilson.com

127 Nationwide Drive | Lynchburg, VA 24502 | 434.947.1901

Existing Hydrology 
 
The garden has a generally flat grade with less than a one percent gradient draining from 
west to east.  The central lawn area has a slight crown in the center that provides 
approximately one percent gradient towards the north and south lawn edges. Two small 
yard drains are located along the north and south lawn edges (See diagram page 57) that 
provide drainage of stormwater runoff.  
 
The site drainage is insufficient to support the intended uses of the garden.  Areas of poor 
drainage and/or ponding are located near the West Terrace steps, along the south lawn 
edge, and in the northwest corner.  This drainage condition is resulting in additional 
maintenance of the lawn and operational challenges during garden events. 
 
Hydrology Improvements 
 
The garden drainage improvements will include modifications to existing site grading and 
the subsurface drainage infrastructure.   The crowning of the lawn area will be regraded to 
provide a minimum of one percent drainage in both the east/west and north/south 
directions.   This regrading will provide consistent surface drainage towards the outer lawn 
edges.  New subsurface drainage infrastructure will be integrated into the hardscaping 
features along the north, west, and south lawn edges.  The drains will allow the surface 
runoff to infiltrate through the hardscape and into slotted pipes below the surface.  The 
new infrastructure and grading will eliminate ponding and enhance the operations and 
maintenance of the garden. 
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IRRIGATION 

The Garden has an existing irrigation system that was originally installed in 2006.  The system is part of 
the overall irrigation system for the White House Grounds and is controlled by the Central Computer 
located in the Maintenance Building southwest of tennis courts.  Currently, only the central lawn panel 
of the Garden is automatically irrigated as part of this system.  The remainder of the surrounding plant-
ings are hand-watered as needed.  The automated lawn system consists of a single zone of six turf rotors.  
The remote control solenoid valve for this zone is located in a polymer concrete valve box located just 
outside the southwest corner of the Garden.  There is a 3” mainline pipe and low voltage 2-wire path 
available at this location which can expand the system as needed to add additional zones for the proposed 
plantings if desired.  In addition, there are six quick-coupling valves located around the perimeter of the 
lawn.  These provide hose connections for general wash-down and hand-watering. 

The existing system is operational and appears to be in good condition.  

 

       

APPENDIX H: IRRIGATION REPORT
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2121 Wisconsin Avenue, NW 
Suite 220 
Washington, DC 
20007-2270  
  
 
202.337.1903 phone    
202.337.0047 fax  George Sexton Associates 
  

L    I    G    H    T    I    N    G        D    E    S    I    G    N          M    U    S    E    U    M        D    E    S    I    G    N 
 

Memorandum 
 
Date: November 22, 2019 
To: Lili Herrera, OvS 
From: George Sexton and Tina Sarawgi, GSA 
Subject: Existing Lighting Condition  
Project name: West Garden 
Project number: 19-068 
 
 
George Sexton Associates (GSA) visited the West Garden on October 9, 2019 to observe the 
existing lighting condition. Luminaires and accessories were found in a general state of disrepair 
operating within an obsolete infrastructure. Observations related to specific components are noted 
below:  
 

A. Uplight fixtures 
 
The uplight fixtures are mounted on stakes instead of being permanently installed on the 
ground. Many fixtures are corroded and are no longer working. 

 

 
 
 

APPENDIX I:  LIGHTING REPORT
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George Sexton Associates 

 
 

Memorandum 
2 | P a g e  
2 2   N o v e m b e r   2 0 1 9  

L    I    G    H    T    I    N    G        D    E    S    I    G    N          M    U    S    E    U    M        D    E    S    I    G    N 
 

 
B. Tree mounted fixtures 

 
Wiring leading up to the tree-mounted fixtures are visible. The wire color should match the tree 
trunk and branches to blend in the landscape. 
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George Sexton Associates 

 
 

Memorandum 
3 | P a g e  
2 2   N o v e m b e r   2 0 1 9  

L    I    G    H    T    I    N    G        D    E    S    I    G    N          M    U    S    E    U    M        D    E    S    I    G    N 
 

 
C. Junction boxes 

 
Junction boxes are located above grade in the garden. Most are obsolete and in a state of 
disrepair.  

 

    
 

D. Wiring 
 
Loose and exposed wires were found everywhere and connected using electrical tape. All 
wiring should be concealed and connected as per code. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

George Sexton Associates 

 
 

Memorandum 
4 | P a g e  
2 2   N o v e m b e r   2 0 1 9  

L    I    G    H    T    I    N    G        D    E    S    I    G    N          M    U    S    E    U    M        D    E    S    I    G    N 
 

 
E. Lighting Control 

 
The current lighting control system is not operational. Based on comments from our meeting, a 
new dimming system should be installed. 

 
 

Please contact us with questions or comments. Thanks. 
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APPENDIX J: TREE REPORT 

Evaluation of the Jackson magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora) 
November 8, 2017  
 

U.S. National Arboretum staff, Carole Bordelon (Magnolia curator), Christopher Carley (IPM specialist) 
and Kevin Tunison (Arborist) were requested by the White House to evaluate the condition of the 
Jackson magnolia. 

The prominent Jackson magnolia located on the west side of the South Portico of the White House has 
been declining for well over a half century based on visual evidence and background information.  We 
believe the tree originally had three leaders emanating from the base.  These three co-dominate leaders 
developed extensive included bark between each of these trunks, creating weak attachments between 
each of the leaders.   At some point before 1970, a large leader broke out from the other two leaders 
and was removed.  This created very large cavity of exposed wood, which was quite susceptible to 
decay.  The tree was unable to compartmentalize this decay and unable to seal off this extensive wound. 
Per the White House staff, the cavity was filled with cement long ago, and in 1981 the cement was 
removed when a pole and cable system was installed to support the remaining two leaders.   

The outdated practice of filling cavities with cement was thought to provide strength to a weakened 
trunk. We understand today that filling cavities with cement has numerous drawbacks, including the 
physical abrasion between the cement and living wood, which allowed further decay.  This decay has 
destroyed the heartwood, to the point where in 1981, a support system was installed.  

The overall architecture and structure of the tree is greatly compromised and the tree is completely 
dependent on the artificial support.  Without the extensive cabling system the tree would have fallen 
years ago. Presently, and very concerning, the cabling system is failing on the east trunk, as a cable has 
pulled through the very thin layer of wood that remains. It is difficult to predict when and how many 
more will fail. There are numerous defects throughout the east limb, including compression stress near 
the ground, the absence of heartwood and sapwood in the lower part of the tree, and, in addition, the 
cambium and bark layer is also rotting away, as it is possible to punch large holes in the remaining bark 
layer.  Also, the upper canopy of the east leader is thin, and showing indications of decline. Further 
cabling and support of the east leader is not an option due to the fragile almost non-existent lower 
trunk. There is no longer a sound foundation, and the upper portion lacks sound wood for cabling.  This 
half of the tree is considered a hazard.  

The west leader, on the other hand could possibly be saved for a time, but will eventually succumb to 
the same fate. In addition, the high winds resulting from frequent helicopter landings, complicates the 
future of the limb, it may fail in an unpredictable way.  If the west leader is to remain, all the cables need 
to be inspected and replaced or tightened as necessary. The removal of only the eastern leader would 
make the remaining support system more prominent, very visible for the South Portico. Removal of the 
entire tree would improve the aesthetics of the area which would include the removal of the support 
system.   Additionally, removal of the entire tree would be beneficial to the second magnolia close by, 
allowing more light to reach the tree, and more space to grow.   

If this was any ordinary tree, it would have been removed long ago. We understand this is a historic tree, 
and all measures have been used to save it to this point in time. While we cannot comment on the need 
to preserve the tree as long as it stands, we believe eventually, the tree will fail.  
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We would like to offer the facilities of the US National Arboretum, should there a desire to clone this 
particular plant, to save it for future generations. We would attempt to root cuttings, and create 
propagules through tissue culture. Our director, Richard Olsen, pointed out another option that may be 
viable is to remove the top and allow the stump to resprout. Magnolia grandiflora can sucker and sprout 
readily, so it is worth a shot before removal of the stump. Select the strongest of the resprouts, and it 
will grow very quickly. 
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A  G U I D E  T O  C U L T U R A L  L A N D S C A P E  R E P O R T S88

Standards for Preservation

1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given
a new use that maximizes the retention of distinctive
materials, features, spaces, and relationships. Where a
treatment and use have not been identified, a property
will be protected and, if necessary, stabilized until
additional work may be undertaken.

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The replacement of intact or repairable historic
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial
relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of
its time, place, and use. Work needed to stabilize,
consolidate, and conserve existing historic materials and
features will be physically and visually compatible,
identifiable upon close inspection, and properly docu-
mented for future research.

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic
significance in their own right will be retained and
preserved.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that character-
ize a property will be preserved.

6. The existing condition of historic features will be
evaluated to determine the appropriate level of interven-
tion needed. Where the severity of deterioration
requires repair or limited replacement of a distinctive
feature, the new material will match the old in composi-
tion, design, color, and texture.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments
that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved
in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.

Standards for Rehabilitation

1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given
a new use that maximizes the retention of distinctive
materials, features, spaces, and relationships.

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize a property will be avoided.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its
time, place and use. Changes that create a false sense of
historical development, such as adding conjectural features
or elements from other historic properties, will not be
undertaken.

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic
significance in their own right will be retained and
preserved.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that character-
ize a property will be preserved.

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather
than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration
requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new
material will match the old in composition, design, color,
texture, and where possible, materials. Replacement of
missing features will be substantiated by documentary and
physical evidence.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments
that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved
in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction will not destroy historic materials, features,
and spatial relationships that characterize the property.
The new work will be differentiated from the old and will
be compatible with the historic materials, features, size,
scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity
of the property and its environment.

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

APPENDIX K: TREATMENT STANDARDS

The following excerpt is taken from The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (1995, pp. 19, 49, 91 and 129). The standards listed 
originally referred to historic properties, but can additionally be applied to historic 
landscapes. 
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89

TREATMENT

P R E P A R I N G  A  C U L T U R A L  L A N D S C A P E  R E P O R T

10. New additions or related new construction will be
undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.

Standards for Restoration

1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given
a new use that reflects the property's restoration period.

2. Materials and features from the restoration period will be
retained and preserved. The removal of materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the period will not be undertaken.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of
its time, place and use. Work needed to stabilize,
consolidate, and conserve materials and features from the
restoration period will be physically and visually compat-
ible, identifiable upon close inspection, and properly
documented for future research.

4. Materials, features, spaces, and finishes that characterize
other historical periods will be documented prior to their
alteration or removal.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that character-
ize the restoration period will be preserved.

6. Deteriorated features from the restoration period will be
repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive
feature, the new material will match the old in design,
color, texture, and where possible, materials.

7. Replacement of missing features from the restoration
period will be substantiated by documentary and physical
evidence. A false sense of history will not be created by
adding conjectural features, features from other proper-
ties, or by combining features that never existed together
historically.

8. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments
that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

9. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved
in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.

10. Designs that were never executed historically will not be
constructed.

Standards for Reconstruction

1. Reconstruction will be used to depict vanished or non-
surviving portions of a property when documentary and
physical evidence is available to permit accurate recon-
struction with minimal conjecture, and such reconstruc-
tion is essential to the public understanding of the
property.

2. Reconstruction of a landscape, building, structure, or
object in its historic location will be preceded by a
thorough archeological investigation to identify and
evaluate those features and artifacts which are essential
to an accurate reconstruction. If such resources must be
disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

3. Reconstruction will include measures to preserve any
remaining historic materials, features, and spatial relation-
ships.

4. Reconstruction will be based on the accurate duplication
of historic features and elements substantiated by
documentary or physical evidence rather than on
conjectural designs or the availability of different features
from other historic properties. A reconstructed property
will recreate the appearance on a nonsurviving historic
property in materials, design, color, and texture.

5. A reconstruction will be clearly identified as a contempo-
rary re-creation.

6. Designs that were never executed historically will not be
constructed.

(Excerpted from The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, 1995.)
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ADDENDUM: FURTHER DESIGN PROCESS 

The fol lowing pages document fur ther design development processes that  
subsequent ly evolved af ter  the in i t ia l  report  was f in ished at  the end of 
January 2020. 



3R 2R

8'-0"

24
'-0

"

12'-0"

4'
-0

"
4'

-0
"

2%
2%

6'-0" 86'-8" 4'-0"

21
'-0

"
21

'-0
"

UP

+ 53.37

S O U T H

D R I V E W A Y
 G R O U N D S

DOOR
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

CL
COLUMN

CL
COLUMN

CL
DOOR

WINDOW
CL

DOOR
CL

PALM ROOM

OVAL
OFFICE

WEST
WING

OFFICES

5'-0"

R
ev

is
io

ns
D

at
e

# 
   

   
 o

f

Ti
tle

Sh
ee

t #

C
ad

 F
ile

Sc
al

e
D

at
e

C
he

ck
ed

 B
y

#

Pr
oj

ec
t #

D
ra

w
n 

By

PROGRESS PRINT - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
4 1680

Scale: 1/8"=1'-0"

19
04

7.
00

2/
4/

20
20

AS
 S

H
O

W
N

 

BH
W

EG
, L

H

R
O

SE
 G

AR
D

EN
16

00
 P

EN
N

SY
LV

AN
IA

,  
N

.W
.

W
AS

H
IN

G
TO

N
, D

.C
. 2

00
01

TH
E 

W
H

IT
E 

H
O

U
SE

Note: The base plan is derived from CAD drawing titled "Site Plan" received August 28, 2019 from the office of the
Chief Usher of the White House; additions by OvS based on site reconnaissance on 10/30/2019 and 10/02/2019. L-

X.
X

Ba
nd

in
g 

an
d 

Pe
re

nn
ia

l
G

ar
de

n 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
I

 
R

os
e 

G
ar

de
n

Design Process: Rose Garden, Alternative I  -  presented to the Chief  Usher ’s Off ice and two members of  the CPWH Grounds by Oehme, van Sweden on February 2,  2020.
This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



3R 2R

8'-0"

24
'-0

"

12'-0"

4'
-0

"
4'

-0
"

2%
2%

6'-0" 86'-8" 4'-0"

21
'-0

"
21

'-0
"

UP

+ 53.37

S O U T H

D R I V E W A Y
 G R O U N D S

DOOR
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

CL
COLUMN

CL
COLUMN

CL
DOOR

WINDOW
CL

DOOR
CL

PALM ROOM

OVAL
OFFICE

WEST
WING

OFFICES

5'-0"

R
ev

is
io

ns
D

at
e

# 
   

   
 o

f

Ti
tle

Sh
ee

t #

C
ad

 F
ile

Sc
al

e
D

at
e

C
he

ck
ed

 B
y

#

Pr
oj

ec
t #

D
ra

w
n 

By

PROGRESS PRINT - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
4 1680

Scale: 1/8"=1'-0"

19
04

7.
00

2/
4/

20
20

AS
 S

H
O

W
N

 

BH
W

EG
, L

H

R
O

SE
 G

AR
D

EN
16

00
 P

EN
N

SY
LV

AN
IA

,  
N

.W
.

W
AS

H
IN

G
TO

N
, D

.C
. 2

00
01

TH
E 

W
H

IT
E 

H
O

U
SE

Note: The base plan is derived from CAD drawing titled "Site Plan" received August 28, 2019 from the office of the
Chief Usher of the White House; additions by OvS based on site reconnaissance on 10/30/2019 and 10/02/2019. L-

X.
X

Ba
nd

in
g 

an
d 

Pe
re

nn
ia

l
G

ar
de

n 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
I

   
   

  R
os

e 
G

ar
de

n
 

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

II

Design Process: Rose Garden, Alternative I I  -  presented to the Chief  Usher ’s Off ice and two members of  the CPWH Grounds by Oehme, van Sweden on February 2,  2020.
This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



3R 2R

8'-0"

24
'-0

"

12'-0"

4'
-0

"
4'

-0
"

2%
2%

6'-0" 86'-8" 4'-0"

21
'-0

"
21

'-0
"

UP

+ 53.37

S O U T H

D R I V E W A Y
 G R O U N D S

DOOR
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

COLUMN
CL

WINDOW
CL

CL
COLUMN

CL
COLUMN

CL
DOOR

WINDOW
CL

DOOR
CL

PALM ROOM

OVAL
OFFICE

WEST
WING

OFFICES

5'-0"

R
ev

is
io

ns
D

at
e

# 
   

   
 o

f

Ti
tle

Sh
ee

t #

C
ad

 F
ile

Sc
al

e
D

at
e

C
he

ck
ed

 B
y

#

Pr
oj

ec
t #

D
ra

w
n 

By

PROGRESS PRINT - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
4 1680

Scale: 1/8"=1'-0"

19
04

7.
00

2/
4/

20
20

AS
 S

H
O

W
N

 

BH
W

EG
, L

H

R
O

SE
 G

AR
D

EN
16

00
 P

EN
N

SY
LV

AN
IA

,  
N

.W
.

W
AS

H
IN

G
TO

N
, D

.C
. 2

00
01

TH
E 

W
H

IT
E 

H
O

U
SE

Note: The base plan is derived from CAD drawing titled "Site Plan" received August 28, 2019 from the office of the
Chief Usher of the White House; additions by OvS based on site reconnaissance on 10/30/2019 and 10/02/2019. L-

X.
X

Ba
nd

in
g 

an
d 

Pe
re

nn
ia

l
G

ar
de

n 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
III

 
R

os
e 

G
ar

de
n 

 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
III

Design Process: Rose Garden, Alternative I I I  -  presented to the Chief  Usher ’s Off ice and two members of  the CPWH Grounds by Oehme, van Sweden on February 2, 
2020.
This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



4" CONCRETE SLAB WITH 6X6 WELDED WIRE MESH

3
4" MORTAR SETTING BED

4' X 2' LIMESTONE BAND; SET ON MORTAR BED WITH SAND
SWEPT JOINTS

1'

TO
 F

R
O

ST
 L

IN
E

15" X 9" LIMESTONE EDGING WITH FOOTING

STAINLESS STEEL DOWEL

AGGREGATE BASE

UNDISTURBED COMPACTED SUBGRADE TO 95% DENSITY

PLANTING BED; PREPARED SOIL

1
2" EXPANSION JOINT

CONCRETE FOOTING WITH #4 REBAR @ 6" O.C.

3/
4"

1'
-3

 3
/4

"

1'-3"

3/
4"

2"
4"

8"

R1"

3"

R
2'

4" PERFORATED DRAINAGE PIPE WRAPPED IN FILTER FABRIC
@ 1% MIN. SLOPE

2" MULCH

LAWN

SAND

R
2'

3/
8"

3/4"

R1"

R1/2"

9"

6"

7 
5/

8"

7 
1/

8"

R
ev

is
io

ns
D

at
e

# 
   

   
 o

f

Ti
tle

Sh
ee

t #

C
ad

 F
ile

Sc
al

e
D

at
e

C
he

ck
ed

 B
y

#

Pr
oj

ec
t #

D
ra

w
n 

By

PROGRESS PRINT - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

19
04

7.
00

2/
4/

20
20

AS
 S

H
O

W
N

 

BH
W

EG
, L

H

R
O

SE
 G

AR
D

EN
16

00
 P

EN
N

SY
LV

AN
IA

,  
N

.W
.

W
AS

H
IN

G
TO

N
, D

.C
. 2

00
01

TH
E 

W
H

IT
E 

H
O

U
SE

Note: The base plan is derived from CAD drawing titled "Site Plan" received August 28, 2019 from the office of the
Chief Usher of the White House; additions by OvS based on site reconnaissance on 10/30/2019 and 10/02/2019. L-

X.
X

LIMESTONE EDGING AND BANDINGA SCALE: 3"= 1' - 0"

Ed
ge

 / 
Tr

en
ch

 D
et

ai
l

Design Process: Edge /  Trench Detail  -  presented to the Chief  Usher ’s Off ice and two members of  the CPWH Grounds by Oehme, van Sweden on February 2,  2020.
This plan has been reduced to 40% of i ts actual  s ize. 



223

b I B L I O G R A P HY



224

ALLEN, Steve and Robert J.  THOMPSON.  2019. ‘Televis ion in the Uni ted States. ’ 
Encyclopaedia Br i tannica .  Accessed onl ine:  www.br i tannica.com/art / te levis ion-
in- the-uni ted-states 

BEALES, Peter.  1985. Classic Roses: An I l lustrated Encyclopaedia and Grower ’s 
Manual of  Old Roses, Shrub Roses and Cl imbers .  New York:  Hol t ,  Rinehart  and 
Winston 

BETTS, EDWIN M. and Hazlehurst Bolton PERKINS. Revised and enlarged 
by Peter J.  HATCH.  2000. Thomas Jefferson’s Flower Garden at  Mont icel lo . 
Char lot tesvi l le and London: Universi ty Press of  Virginia for  the Thomas Jefferson 
Memorial  Foundat ion 

[BINGHAM, Theodore A.]  U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers.  1900. Annual Report 
Upon the Improvement and Care of  Publ ic Bui ld ings and Grounds, Appendix 
HHH of the Annual  Report  of  the Chief  of  Engineers for  1900 .  Washington, D.C.: 
Government Pr int ing Off ice,  pp.  5227-5316

BOYLE, Susan Calafate,  et  al .  2001. The White House and President ’s Park: 
Cul tural  Landscape Report ,  Si te History,  and Evaluat ion,  1791 -  1994.  Washington, 
D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

CORNETT, Peggy.  2004. ‘Encounters wi th America’s Premier Nursery and Botanic 
Garden. ’ Twinleaf Journal ,  pp.  1-12

DEITZ, Paula.  1982. ‘The Pr ivate World of  a Great Gardener. ’ New York Times, 3 
June 1982 .  Accessed onl ine:  www.proquest.com

FENTON, Robert F.  1960. The White House: Nat ional  Survey of  Histor ic Si tes 
and Bui ld ings .  Washington, D.C.:  Nat ional  Park Service

FLEMING, Phil ip B. and W.E. Reynolds .  [1944].  Report  to the President of 
the Uni ted States on the Proposed Landscape Improvements for  the Execut ive 
Mansion Grounds .  Washington, D.C.:  Federal  Works Agency and Publ ic Bui ld ings 
Administrat ion

GAMBLE, James Alexander.  1953. ‘The White House Rose Garden. ’ American 
Rose Annual .  Harr isburg,  PA: The American Rose Society

GORDON, Meryl.  2017. ‘How Bunny Mel lon Re- invented the White House Rose 
Garden. ’ Vanity Fair.  Accessed onl ine:  www.vani tyfair.com/sty le/2017/09/how-
bunny-mel lon- invented-the-white-house-rose-garden

GRISWOLD, Mac Keith.  2008. ‘First  Lady Edi th Kermit  Carow Roosevel t ’s 
“Colonial  Garden” at  the White House. ’ White House History 23: Journal  of  the 
White House Histor ical  Associat ion ,  pp.  4-17

HOLDEN, Linda Jane.  2018. The Gardens of  Bunny Mel lon .  New York:  Vendome

HUMPHREY, Robert L.  and Mary Elizabeth CHAMBERS.  1985. ‘Ancient 
Washington: American Indian Cultures of  the Potomac Val ley. ’ G.W. Washington 
Studies #6. Washington, D.C.:  George Washington Universi ty 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 



225

ALLEN, Steve and Robert J.  THOMPSON.  2019. ‘Televis ion in the Uni ted States. ’ 
Encyclopaedia Br i tannica .  Accessed onl ine:  www.br i tannica.com/art / te levis ion-
in- the-uni ted-states 

BEALES, Peter.  1985. Classic Roses: An I l lustrated Encyclopaedia and Grower ’s 
Manual of  Old Roses, Shrub Roses and Cl imbers .  New York:  Hol t ,  Rinehart  and 
Winston 

BETTS, EDWIN M. and Hazlehurst Bolton PERKINS. Revised and enlarged 
by Peter J.  HATCH.  2000. Thomas Jefferson’s Flower Garden at  Mont icel lo . 
Char lot tesvi l le and London: Universi ty Press of  Virginia for  the Thomas Jefferson 
Memorial  Foundat ion 

[BINGHAM, Theodore A.]  U.S. Army, Corps of Engineers.  1900. Annual Report 
Upon the Improvement and Care of  Publ ic Bui ld ings and Grounds, Appendix 
HHH of the Annual  Report  of  the Chief  of  Engineers for  1900 .  Washington, D.C.: 
Government Pr int ing Off ice,  pp.  5227-5316

BOYLE, Susan Calafate,  et  al .  2001. The White House and President ’s Park: 
Cul tural  Landscape Report ,  Si te History,  and Evaluat ion,  1791 -  1994.  Washington, 
D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

CORNETT, Peggy.  2004. ‘Encounters wi th America’s Premier Nursery and Botanic 
Garden. ’ Twinleaf Journal ,  pp.  1-12

DEITZ, Paula.  1982. ‘The Pr ivate World of  a Great Gardener. ’ New York Times, 3 
June 1982 .  Accessed onl ine:  www.proquest.com

FENTON, Robert F.  1960. The White House: Nat ional  Survey of  Histor ic Si tes 
and Bui ld ings .  Washington, D.C.:  Nat ional  Park Service

FLEMING, Phil ip B. and W.E. Reynolds .  [1944].  Report  to the President of 
the Uni ted States on the Proposed Landscape Improvements for  the Execut ive 
Mansion Grounds .  Washington, D.C.:  Federal  Works Agency and Publ ic Bui ld ings 
Administrat ion

GAMBLE, James Alexander.  1953. ‘The White House Rose Garden. ’ American 
Rose Annual .  Harr isburg,  PA: The American Rose Society

GORDON, Meryl.  2017. ‘How Bunny Mel lon Re- invented the White House Rose 
Garden. ’ Vanity Fair.  Accessed onl ine:  www.vani tyfair.com/sty le/2017/09/how-
bunny-mel lon- invented-the-white-house-rose-garden

GRISWOLD, Mac Keith.  2008. ‘First  Lady Edi th Kermit  Carow Roosevel t ’s 
“Colonial  Garden” at  the White House. ’ White House History 23: Journal  of  the 
White House Histor ical  Associat ion ,  pp.  4-17

HOLDEN, Linda Jane.  2018. The Gardens of  Bunny Mel lon .  New York:  Vendome

HUMPHREY, Robert L.  and Mary Elizabeth CHAMBERS.  1985. ‘Ancient 
Washington: American Indian Cultures of  the Potomac Val ley. ’ G.W. Washington 
Studies #6. Washington, D.C.:  George Washington Universi ty 



226

JACOBS, James A.  2015. ‘The President,  the Press,  and Proximity:  the Creat ion 
of  the White House Press Center. ’ White House History 37: Journal  of  the White 
House Histor ical  Associat ion,  pp. 4-23

KENNEDY, Jacqueline Bouvier.  [1966].  The Rose Garden .  Large elephant c loth-
bound fol io scrapbook with manuscr ipt ,  photographs and newspaper cut t ings. 
Held at  Oak Spr ing Garden Foundat ion

KENNEDY, Jacqueline Bouvier.  Textual  Mater ia ls.  Pamela Turnure Fi les.  Subject 
Fi les:  White House: Grounds. JBKOPP-SF034-001 .  John F. Kennedy President ia l 
L ibrary and Museum

KENNEDY, John F.  1959. ‘A Force that has Changed the Pol i t ical  Scene. ’ TV 
Guide. Accessed onl ine:  www.museum.tv/debateweb/html/equal izer/pr int /
tvguide_j fkforce.htm

KRAMER, Frederick L with a commentary by Mrs. Paul MELLON.  1973. The 
White House Gardens: A History and Pictor ia l  Record .  New York:  Great American 
Edi t ions

LEWIS, Tom.  2015. Washington: A History of  our Nat ional  Ci ty .  New York:  Basic 
Books

LITTLE, Barbara, Erika Martin SEIBERT, Jan TOWNSEND, John H. Sprinkle 
and John KNOERL.  2000. Brief  36:  Protect ing Cul tural  Landscapes, Planning, 
Treatment,  and Management of  Histor ic Landscapes .  Washington, D.C.: 
Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

McDONALD, Travis.  2011. ‘The East and West Wings of  the White House: History 
in Archi tecture and Bui ld ing. ’ White House History 29: Journal  of  the White House 
Histor ical  Associat ion,  pp. 44-87

McDOWELL, Marta.  2016. Al l  the Presidents’ Gardens: Madison’s Cabbages to 
Kennedy’s Roses -  How the White House Grounds have Grown with America . 
Port land, OR: Timber Press

McFARLAND, J.  Horace (editor) .  1920. The 1920 Year-Book of  Rose Progress . 
Harr isburg,  PA: American Rose Society

MELLON, Rachel Lambert.  1983. ‘President Kennedy’s Rose Garden. ’ White 
House History 1:  Journal  of  the White House Histor ical  Associat ion ,  pp.  4-11

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  September 2014. Foundat ion Document:  The White 
House and President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of 
the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  2019. ‘Nat ive People of  Washington, D.C. ’ Accessed 
onl ine:  www.nps.gov/art ic les/nat ive-peoples-of-washington-D.C..htm

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  September 2014. Foundat ion Document:  The White 
House and President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of 
the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service



227

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  December 2001. Administrat ive History 1791-1983 
with Epi logue 1983-1997: The White House and President ’s Park,  Washington, 
D.C .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  May 2000. Comprehensive Design Plan for the White 
House and President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of 
the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  December 1997. Design Guidel ines:  The White 
House and President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of 
the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.  1997. National  Register Bul let in 15: How to Apply 
the Nat ional  Register Cr i ter ia for  Evaluat ion .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of 
the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  Char les A. Birnbaum with Chr ist ine Capel la Peters 
(edi tors) .  1996. The Secretary of  the Inter ior ’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Histor ic Propert ies wi th Guidel ines for  the Treatment of  Cul tural  Landscapes . 
Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [2016].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
2013 -  2016 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [2012].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
2009 -  2012 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [2008].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
2004 -  2008 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [2004].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
2000 -  2004 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [2000].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
1996 -  2000 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1996].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
1992 -  1996 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1992].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
1988 -  1992 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1988].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
1984 -  1988 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1984].  The White House Grounds and Gardens 
1980 -  1984 .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1981].  The Execut ive Residence and Grounds . 
Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1979].  Gardens of  the White House Grounds . 
Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service 



228

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1978].  Shrubs of  the White House Grounds . 
Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  [1977].  Trees of  the White House Grounds . 
Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

[NATIONAL PARK SERVICE].  J.  Timothy Kel ler  and Genevieve P. Kel ler.  N.D. 
National  Register Bul let in 18: How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed Histor ic 
Landscapes .  Washington, D.C.:  Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service

OLMSTED BROTHERS, Landscape Architects.  1935. ‘Report  to the President of 
the Uni ted States on Improvements and Pol icy of  Maintenance for the Execut ive 
Mansion Grounds. ’ On f i le at  the Off ice of  the Curator,  the White House; the 
Execut ive Support  Faci l i ty,  White House Liaison, Nat ional  Park Service;  Olmsted 
Associates Papers,  Manuscr ipts Div is ion,  L ibrary of  Congress; and the Freder ick 
Law Olmsted Nat ional  Histor ic Si te,  Brookl ine,  MA. 

PAGE, Robert R.,  Cathy A. GILBERT and Susan A. DOLAN.  1998. A Guide to 
Cul tural  Landscape Reports:  Contents,  Process, and Techniques .  Washington, 
D.C.:  US Department of  the Inter ior,  Nat ional  Park Service Cul tural  Resource 
Stewardship and Partnerships

PLISKA, Jonathan.  2016. A Garden for the President:  A History of  the White 
House Grounds .  Washington, D.C.:  White House Histor ical  Associat ion

POUSSON, John F. and Christine HOEPFNER.  March 1995. Archeological 
Evaluat ion:  President ’s Park,  Washington, D.C.  Denver Service Center:   Nat ional 
Park Service,  Eastern Appl ied Archaeology Center

REAGAN, Ronald.  1986. Proclamat ion 5574 -  Designat ion of  the Rose as the 
Nat ional  Floral  Emblem of the Uni ted States of  America .  Accessed onl ine:  www.
reaganl ibrary.gov/research/speeches/112086a

REDMOND, Robert.  February 19, 1947 (revised).  The White House Garden .  On 
f i le at  Execut ive Support  Faci l i ty,  White House Liaison, Nat ional  Park Service

SEALE, Wil l iam.  2008 (second edi t ion).  The President ’s House, A History. 
Washington, D.C.:  White House Histor ical  Associat ion

SEALE, Wil l iam.  2015. ‘The West Garden: A Succession of  Ideas. ’ White House 
History 38: Journal  of  the White House Histor ical  Associat ion ,  pp.  32-35

SEALE, Wil l iam.  2015. ‘President Kennedy’s Garden: Rachel  Lambert  Mel lon’s 
Redesign of  the White House Rose Garden. ’ White House History 38: Journal  of 
the White House Histor ical  Associat ion ,  pp.  36 -  77

SMITH, Margaret Bayard (edited by Gail lard Hunt).  1906. The First  Forty Years 
of  Washington Society,  Portrayed by the Family Letters of  Mrs.  Samuel Harr ison 
Smith f rom the col lect ion of  her Grandson, J.  Henley Smith .  New York:  Scr ibner

TANKARD, Judith.  1996. The Gardens of  El len Biddle Shipman .  New York: 
Sagapress in associat ion wi th the Library of  American Landscape History



229

TEMPLE, Dottie and Stan FINEGOLD.  2002. Flowers,  White House Style .  New 
York:  Simon & Schuster

TOMASI,  Lucia Tongiorgi.  1997. An Oak Spr ing Flora:  Flower I l lustrat ion f rom the 
Fi f teenth Century to the Present Time. A Select ion of  the Rare Books, Manuscr ipts 
and Works of  Art  in the Col lect ion of  Rachel  Lambert  Mel lon .  Uppervi l le,  VA: Oak 
Spr ing Garden Library

WILLIAMS, Irvin M.  Recorded interview with Pamela Turnure,  March 19, 1965, 
John F. Kennedy Oral  History Program


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-06-27T06:36:02-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




