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ORDTRANCE M0, ZE "'2;5'__

e Lt Ordained by the Pecpla of che City md Comty of Smu Pramedsco:

Sectioe L. The Aoard of Swpervisors bareby finds rhat The Gomlaan
Building locazed at 1117 Geary Strest, haing Lot 11 1o . Aessssor's Rleck Tk,
bas a2 wpecial charscter and opacig] historical, srchitectural asd asechytis
interest &d velus, end thar its dosignation as a Landmark will be in farthgr-
mce of md in conformance with tha purposss of Artisle 10 of the City Flm-
trg Code smd the suandards set ferth tharein.

(a) Pesjzngeion. Fursoamt to Sactise 1004 of the Ctry Flmuisg Code,
Chapter LI, Parc IY of the Smm Pramcisce Mmicipal Code, the Coodman Buildiag
is bereby designated as a Landoark; this dosignation enscted aftar the Bogrd
of Supervitors, ou sppual of erpmizations with a recognised imtarsst in

L) bisterical preservation, voted te svarrule the recommsedatiens for disgpprevsl

conzzined in Resclotion No. 720% of tha City Flmning Commiseiem, which
Resotutiom, slong with Resolutiom Mo, 107 of the Ledsarks Presarvacion ddvi-
sory Boam! initisting desiznation s wo file with tha Clerk of the Bogrd ot

Sypervisors under Pile No. %o >f-5./

7, (b) Reculred Dytg.

- 1.

Tue location mnd bounderies of the landmark site are s follows:

Beginning ar a point on the southerly lins of Geary Streat,
elsiznt thercon 137,25 feot weaterly froom the westsrly lisa af
Van lesr Averuc, thence wesierly azlemy che southerly lioa of
Cezzy Stoect for & distarce of $7.5 {est, thence at & right
&sle southerly for a distance of 120 feat to tha portharly
lipe of Hyrtle Streer, thence at & Tight mgle sastarly slemg
the northezly line of Myrtle Street for a distmnce of 97.5
feet, thence st a right angle northerly for a distance of 120
fect to the point of begionimg. Baizng Lot 1)1 in pssessor's
Block 714,
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1 2. Thie desigmarion (a spplicable ooly to thec It hure en ;
2 the aforemsntionsd afta knonn as the Coodagn Building whoss I
H eddrass {3 1117 Coary Street. Twe charsctaristice of tha I
4 Feodnsn Building which juacisfy irs deaignacion, and the parts~ ‘
[ ] sular faatures that should be predsrvad are described and
4 tacluded 12 the satd Rassluttion e, 107 of the Landmarts f
¥ Presarvation Abwisory Board bareby incorporatad haruin d -
[} mia & part barecf ¢ though fully eat forth, i
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P 4 for Gaosnd Reading Raad Second Time and Fraally Pasgad
Board of Supervisors, San Prancisco Board of Supervisors, San Prancisco

Ays: Supervisors Bartmgudats, Feinstein, Fraz-
x Al pp, Mendelmohr, Molinari, Nej-
Tumares, von Besuldingen,

cois, Gonzales, Ko
der, Peloai

o dANZZIIS

Aves: Supervisors Barbagetata, Feinstein, Fran-
cois, Gonzales, Kepp, Mendelsohn, Molisari, Nel.
der. Peloki. Tamuras, voo Beroldingen

I hereby cm:‘fr that the forcgoing ordinance war !
Enaliy parsed Ly the Board of Supervisers of the
Cuu and County oflan Fpmaciaco.
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SAN FRANCISCO
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO, 7208

WHEREAS, A proposal to designate the Goodman Building at 1117 Geary
Street as a Landmark pursuant to the provisions of Article 10 of the City
Planning Code was initiated by the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
on May 15, 1974, and sald Advisory Board, after due consideration, recom-
mended approval of this proposal; and

WHEREAS, The City Planaing Commission, after due notice given, held
a public hearing on July 11, 1974, %o consider the proposed designation
and the report of sald Advisory Board; and

WHEREAS, The Commission has determined that the Coodman Building has
had substantial architectural alterations since its original construction,
and is not sufficiently architecturally unique or meritoriocus; and

WHEREAS, It does not appear that this residential building played a
unique role in the history of San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, Reteantion of the building would be ifnconsistent with the
land use designation of the aite in the Westexn Addition Area A-Z Redevel-
opment Plan;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the ity Plaoning Commission determines
that the Goodman Building does not have sufficient merit or significance
to conform with the purposes and standards of Article 10 of the City Plan-
ning Code, and the Commission hereby DISAPPROVES the proposal to deglgnate
the Goodman Bullding at 1117 Geary Street as a Landmaxk.

I hareby certify that the forecoing resclution was adopted by the
City Planning Commission at its Regular Meetins on July 11, 1974,

Lynn E. Pio
Secretary

AYES: Cormissioners Farrell, TFleishhacker, Porter, Rueda
NOES: Commisgsioner Newman

ABSENT : Cormissioners Hellon, Nitchie

Passed: July 11, 1974




LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD GOCDMAN BUILDING
Final Case Report - May 15, 1974

OWNER:

LOCATION:

HISTORY:

gsan Francisco Redevelopment Agency

1117 Geary Street, south line of Geary Street between
van Ness Avenue and Franklin Street. The lot has a 97,5~
foot frontage on Geary Street, a 97,5-foot frontage on
Myrtle Street, and a 120-foot depth, being Lot 11 in
Assessor's Block 714.

In 1869, Joseph Emeric returned to San Francisco and erected
a residential structure on a portion of two fifty vara lots
which he owned on the south side of Geary Street between
Van Ness and Franklin Street,

Emeric, the son of a French naval officer, was born in
Nouelles, near Toulon, France, in the year 1815. At the

age of thirteen, he left home for Marseilles where he soon
became assistant bookkeeper for Renard & Company, an import
firm, At the age of twenty, however, he engaged in a duel

in which he wounded his adversary, a French naval officer,

and was forced to leave Marseilles for Paris. In April

1836, he sailed for Boston, having been appointed consular
agent as well as general ageat in the United States for
Renard and Company. In 1840, the company selected him to
head its New York branch where he bullt up a large commission
business in cotton. During this fanterval, he married Mary
Mestoyer, the daughter of s French planter from Santo Domingo,
and fathered two sons with only the younger, Henry, surviving,

In 1848, a commercial panic developed and Emeric was forced
to dispose of all his assets., After attempting to recover
his firm's losses, he left his family in New York and set
sall for California, arriving in late February 1849,
virtually penniless.

After engaging in unsuccessful business ventures in the
mining regions, he returned to San Francisco early in 1850
and worked on the wharves. Within a year he was financially
able to form a new partnership which engaged in cutting

and selling wood and making charcoal, Two years later, he
sold his interest and established a grain and commission
house in Alameda under the name of Emeric, Tams and Company.

In 1854, as part of the dissolution of that partnership,
Emeric acquired a portion of the San Pablo Rancho where,
in 1855, he engaged in farming and where,in 1856, his
family jolned him, By 1861, Emeric had increased these
holdings to 2,500 acres, During this same period he
served on the Contra Costa Board of Supervisors.




LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY DBOARD GOODMAN BUILDING

HISTORY s
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In 1869, the Emerics moved to San Francisco where Emeric

and Victor Dumont formed a partnership specisglizing in
French imports and wines from Mediterranean ports. In
addition to his residence on Geary Street, other property
holdings in the City included a building at Sansome and
Jackson Streets (where he had his office), the California
Hotel on Montgomery {Columbus} Avenue, a large parcel at
Third and Folsom Streets and an interest in the Front Street
Block.

Joseph Emeric died in 1889 leaving the bulk of his estate
to his son, Henry, who survived his father by ten years.
Although the younger Emeric is listed in the San Francisco
City Directories as having local residency during that in-
terval, he represented Contra Costa County in the 30th
session of the State Assembly from 1893 to 1895, He was
State Fish Commissioner from 1895 to 1897,

Some three years after Henry Emeric's death on August 15,
1889, his daughter Elizabeth Emeric Moitoza, sold the
residence on Geary Street to Abraham and Sarah Goodman who
had arrived in the City from New York in 1896. Mr. Goodman
waa engaged in the ladies tailoring business and for some
years after their purchase of the building in December
1900, it served as both business and residential address
for the family.

The records of the Spring Valley Water Company reveal that
water service for 1117 Geary Street was requested in May
1869 by a party who signed the application only with the
surname Emeric., For the next twenty-eight years, either
Joseph or Henry Emeric, and sometimes both, are listed in
the City Directory at this address.

The building survived the earthquake and fire of 1906 and in
all probability because of this disaster soon underwent
major remodeling to accommodate the immediate needs of

the City.

On June 6, 1906, Abraham Goodman filed Building Permit
Application No. 476 for 1117 Geary Street in which it was
stated that the proposed work was to:

Raigse a two~-story frame building, 397% X 653
feet, 12 feet, and erect five store rooms
as per plans.
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HISTORY:
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Indicated on the accompanying plans was that the five store
rooms were actually five stores for commercial use. Also
shown was that the upper two floors were to be converted

to hotel rooms and offices. In connection therewith, windows
were to be installed in the wall between the offices and
adjoining hallway.

The plans, drawn by Rousseau and Son, Architects, Pine and
Webster Streets,are on file in the Central Permit Bureau

and while not extensively detailed, help, along with older
photographs showing portions of the building, establish a
very general character of the building before the remodeling.
(They also indicate that the plans were not entirely carried
out as drawn.) Regarding the building's original character,
it appears to have been a single building instead of four
buildings, as reported, in which four two-story~cver-basement
residences of equal size were separated by party walls. Each
residence was the reverse plan of the one(s) adjoining. This
judgment is based on the Rousseau's 1906 plans which indicate
walls and stairs for removal and alsc show the existence

of bay windows which were to, and did for a time, remain

on the second story of the facade. The Rousseau plans
indicate bay windows on the third floor; nowever, a 1903
photograph taken four years before these plans were drawn

in 1907 clearly shows the westerly half of the then second
floor (now third floor) of the Goodman Building and no bay
windows. The photograph, when compared with the building
today, indicates that there has been no change in the
appearance of the facade at that level, save for the re-
moval of a parapet at the time the mansard roof was added.
Following the raising of the structure, the second story

bay windows were to have projected beyond the facade of

the stores below., However, & 1907 photograph showing the
stores constructed also shows a portion of the upper facade
with the second floor bays set back behind the plane in which
the street level facade cccurs. Todsy the bays no longer
exist and the front of the building at second and third

floor levels is essentially a flat plane in line with the
stores below -- indicative of a second major remodeling

to the structure, sometime after the 1907 photograph, in
which the facade was moved forward and the second floor bays
removed.
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Although there are no permits on file for major changes to

the building after the 1906 application, Mervyn Goodman,
Abraham's son, recalls that Architect Conrad W. Meussdorffer,
who also designed a number of multi-story Neo-classic structures
in San Francisco, completely remodeled the facade, a fact
verified by the architect's son,

Thus, based on the 1903 photograph, it is established that

the third floor facade remains intact today and from sgll
evidence remains unchanged from 1869, of which it is typiecal.
While the second floor facade has been altered by the removal
of bay windows, some of the extant detailing apparently came
from the original facade. In particular such details include
the arched window heads which contain the letter “E" (presumably
for Emeric) incorporated into the ornamental carved leaves and
scrollwork -- all representative of the early Itallanate

style of the late 186C's and early 1870's. Elements which
undoubtedly post-date 1906 are the ground floor, large rec-
tangular windows across the second floor level and the present
mansard roof,

This frame structure is four stories in height. The ground
floor is occupied by five stores of nearly equal width and
also by the entryway leading to the upper floors, which is
placed slightly to the right of the center of the building.

The facade of the second and third floors is surfaced with
rustic, or siding, with symetrically arranged irregularly
spaced windows,

Those at second floor level are comprised of two sizes and
shapes. Single windows near each end and a set of paired
windows in the center have rounded tops with horizontal
divisions ‘at the spring lines. Between each of these
groupings are two large rectangular windows with a hori-
zontal division at the same level as those arched. All
are capped with a straight cornice underscored by dentils
between supporting brackets at either end. All windows

at this level are slightly brought forward from the facade
and these projections are encased by quoin-like detailing.

The third floor windows all have semi-circular arched tops.
They are of two widths, both narrower than their arched
counterparts below. Single windows of intermediate width
appear centered above the second-story windows and narrower
paired windows above the rectangular cmes. At third-story
level, the windows are topped by a sloping horizontal cornice
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ARCHTTECTURE: with brackets and dentils matching those below., At each, a

(Continued)

ZONING AND
SURRCUNDING
LAND USE:

decorative infill appears between the arched top and the

cornice. A colonete separates the paired windows and the
raised effect, found on all second story windows, here is
revealed only where the window below it is arched.

This raised effect or forward extension is carried into the
cornice topping the third floor. The comice is supported
by brackets which are deeper and of a different design than
those previously referred to. Dentils and other decorative
infill are placed between the brackets. Single brackets
are located above the extremities of the third floor paired
windows; all other brackets are paired.

A mansard-type roof encloses the fourth floor. It is surfaced
in metal and capped by a simple cornice. This roof is
interrupted near the easterly end by a skylight deeply set
into the mansard and also by irregularly spaced rectangular
windows, also inset. The windows are topped by a simple
cornice and supported by brackets. A doorway at the westerly
end of the mansard opens onto a fire escape. Other fire
escapes are found at the extremities of the second and third
floors.

Zoning for the Geary-Van Ness area is C2 and is mixed com-
mercial. This lot is inciuded in Redevelopment Area AZ,




