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History
In 1866, the Cedar Rapids and Missouri River 
Railroad, now the Chicago and Northwestern 
Railroad, established its line through what is 
now Greene County.  In 1868, the first station 
house was built in the present location of 
Scranton, but the town was not plotted until a 
year later.  Scranton is named after the Scranton 
family from Scranton, Pennsylvania and was 
officially incorporated in July of 1880.  The first 
lot was bought in 1870 followed by construction 
of the first dwelling.  The new residents quickly 
established a lumber yard and post office.  Also 
in 1870, construction of a boarding-house and 
hotel, school house and a grain warehouse 
was completed.  Development was slow in 
the early years of existence. By 1874, Scranton 
experienced significant growth as many new 
dwellings, general stores, churches, elevators, 
a school, and a livery barn were constructed.  
Nearly forty buildings were completed that year.  
The population nearly tripled between 1885 and 
1895 reaching 714 residents.  

In 1883, the Scranton Norman Horse Company 
was incorporated and responsible for breeding 
superior horses for farm work.  In 1885, the 
Scranton Tile, Brick and Stoneware Company 
was established and stayed in business for 
fifteen years.  The Bank of Scranton was complete 
in 1877.  Churches constructed in Scranton 
included the United Brethren (1871), Methodist 
Episcopal Church (1871), The Christian Church 
(1886), the Catholic Church (1871) and the 
Christ’s Scandanavian Church (1898).

Three major fires occurred in Scranton’s early 
beginnings. The first occurred in 1884 and 
destroyed the Scranton House, a furniture store, 
drug store and two other buildings. The second 
fire destroyed the Cressler elevator.  The third fire 
happened in 1901 when twenty-one buildings 
were destroyed. 

Schools 
School-age children of Scranton and surrounding 
areas are part of the Greene County School 
District, which was created in 2013 by a merger 

of East Greene (Grand Junction and Rippey) and 
Jefferson-Scranton School Districts.  

The school in Scranton closed in 2009 and has 
been downsized and turned into the Scranton 
Community Center and City Hall.  After school 
programs are still available for Scranton area 
students after school in the building. 

Fire
The Scranton Fire Department is comprised of 17 
volunteers  There are currently four fire response 
vehicles, with the newest pumper/tanker truck 
acquired in 2012.  The existing fire station, like 
so many others in the area, is becoming too 
small to accommodate larger trucks and will 
eventually have to be replaced.  

With City Hall moving to the Scranton 
Community Center, the fire station now has a 
facility entirely to itself, but truck storage will be 
the driver in getting a new building.  

Police
The City of Scranton no longer has its own 
police officer and instead contracts with Greene 
County for law enforcement and protection 
services.  

Library
The Scranton Public Library, in a new building 
on the same block as the former, has three 
employees that operate the facility for 20 hours 
per week.  It has a moderate sized book collection 
and hosts many programs, both for adults and 
children.  The library also host Saturday Morning 
Coffeetime, where members of the community 
regularly gather.  

Intergovernmental Cooperation
The City of Scranton has a number of ways in 
which it works with both Greene County and 
Greene County Schools, including: 
• Greene County Schools has a lease agreement 
on the Scranton gym with the city that allows for 
school events to occur in the community;
• Greene County maintains the gravel in the city 
limits;
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Figure 1-1: 1930s Aerial Image



Figure 1-2: 1970s Aerial Image



Figure 1-3: 1990s Aerial Image



• Scranton partners with Greene County on salt 
and sand purchasing.
Greene County, especially the engineer’s 
department, has always been cooperative 
with city projects, from hauling to borrowing 
materials and the City looks forward to 
continuing the relationship. 

Similarly, the City of Scranton and Greene 
County schools can improve partnerships 
with after-school events, equipment-sharing 
and community events with Scranton as 
opportunities arise.  

Other Community Services
There are numerous facilities in Scranton that 
also help make the community a special and 
vibrant community for residents.  

Two churches are currently in operation, the 
Scranton United Methodist Church and the 
Church of Christ.  St. Paul’s Catholic Church has 
recently closed at the time of this plan.

A post office and bank are located on Main 
Street and are both important assets to the 
community.  

No day care operations are currently in place, 
something that is a challenge all across the 
region, but does provide a challenge for people 
that would like to live and work in the city with 
young children.  

Comprehensive Planning Process
The comprehensive plan is a process that is 
intended to guide the future development of 
the city as it is intended to align community 
goals with city policy.  From demographics, to 
future land use, all the items in this report are 
coordinated and based on data and trends.   
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Chapter 2:

DEMOGRAPHICS
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This chapter assesses the 
general characteristics of 
the Scranton population 
with available Census 
Bureau data. As people 
are the main consideration 
of the comprehensive 
plan, this information is 
intended to provide a basis 
for  designing policies that 
meet the needs of current 
and future populations.  
Topics include: population 
trends, race, age, 
education, household, and 
migration information. 



Historic Population
The first year that Scranton was recorded for 
a decennial census was 1890, when it had 
already achieved a population of 715.  The 
population peaked at 1,058 in 1930 and has, 
with an exception from 1990-2000, steadily 
declined.  The most recent Census in 2010 
recording 557 inhabitants.

Population decline through the last half of 
the twentieth century is a common trend 
throughout much of rural Iowa, due in large 
part to the inter-related factors of smaller 
families, industrialized agriculture, and 
younger populations seeking education, 
jobs, and amenities in larger markets. 

Greene County has suffered a similar 
population trajectory as Scranton for 
primarily the same reasons as Scranton, 
but the decrease has been much more 
pronounced since the 1940 Census, as 
presented in Figure 2-2.  Due to a historically 
more rapid population decline in the 
remainder of Greene County, particularly 
in unincorporated areas, the percent of 
the Greene County’s population living in 
Scranton continues to trend upward.  The 
percentage by decade as well as a slope are 
presented in Figure 2-3.  

Population Cohorts
Figure 2-4 on the following page is the 
2010 population “pyramid” for Scranton 
that divides the population into five-year 
age cohorts to present a more thorough 
demographic picture.  Its general shape 
is not uncommon for a rural Iowa 
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Figure 2-2: Greene County Historic Population

Figure 2-3: Scranton as a Percentage of  
Greene County Population
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Figure 2-1: Scranton Historic Population
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community, but there are some unique features.  
Typical to most rural communities is a large 
grouping of individuals above 50 and an 
absence of college-aged individuals, in which 
both appear to occur in the 2010 Scranton 
population pyramid.  A defined bump in the 30-
40 year old range where people either return 
or desire the benefits of raising a family in a 
small community is not uncommon, but the 
30-34 year old cohort in Scranton is especially 
pronounced, and of that group a large majority 
are males.  Additionally, of this group it could be 
inferred that:
     • Since there are many more men than   
women, many are unmarried;
     • A very low number of children 0-10  
years of age also indicates that many in this 
cohort are not parents, although this could help 
to explain a higher number of the 10-14 cohort; 
     • The defined drop beyond age 34 either  

indicates that there was some event that brought 
them to Scranton at once, perhaps hiring, or 
they are unlikely to remain in the community 
long-term as they seek different employment or 
to start a family elsewhere. 

Since this is 2010 data, it should be reviewed 
after the 2020 Census to see whether this 
group dissolves or becomes a permanent part 
of the community.  Regardless, such a large 
cohort does have implications on housing and 
community services. 

Also of note is the population above 50 years in 
age.  During the lifetime of this comprehensive 
plan, many of these individuals will be retiring in 
Scranton or elsewhere to be closer to amenities 
or family.  There will likely be an impact on 
community services that cater towards this 
population.

Figure 2-4: Scranton Population Pyramid, 2010

                            male   female
United States Census Bureau
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Median Age
The median age is an important factor when 
comparing cities, as it provides some insight into 
community composition, and how it compares 
regionally.  Figure 2-5 shows Bayard, Grand 
Junction, Arcadia, Breda, and Greene County as 
similarly-situated cities in size and proximity to 
their respective county seat.  The horizontal line 
is the median age of Iowa, 38.3 years.  Scranton is 
older than Iowa and the other comparison cities, 
with the exception of Bayard, but younger than 
Greene County as a whole. 

An older median age indicates that there is an 
absence of younger populations to balance 
older populations.  Absence of schools and child 
care centers, or perhaps the presence of large 
retirement homes could contribute to a higher 
median age.   

Households
All American Community Survey (ACS) information from the Census Bureau, which includes household 
data, is taken annually on a sample basis but can leave small areas like Scranton with dubious data 
results.  In order to avoid misrepresenting facts based upon these samples, ACS tables have been outfitted 

United States Census Bureau

TABLE 2-6:  HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE
Scranton Greene County

Estimate Percent CV Estimate Percent CV
    Total households 260 3969
      Family households (families) 142 55% 13 2606 66% 3
             With own children under 18 years 58 22% 20 1027 26% 6
             Married-couple family 117 45% 18 2135 54% 3
                        With own children under 18 years 40 15% 29 691 17% 7
             Male householder, no wife present, family 2 1% 91 124 3% 25
                        With own children under 18 years 2 1% 91 69 2% 28
             Female householder, no husband present, family 23 9% 34 347 9% 13
                        With own children under 18 years 16 6% 42 267 7% 14
      Non-family households 118 45% 16 1363 34% 6
             Householder living alone 107 41% 18 1161 29% 7
                        65 years and over 41 16% 27 612 15% 9

      Households with one or more people under 18 years 62 24% 20 1123 28% 6
      Households with one or more people 65 years and over 83 32% 18 1337 34% 3

      Average household size 2.23 8 2.29 2
      Average family size 3.11 8 2.83 3

2013 Census American Community Survey

Figure 2-5: Median Age Comparison, 2010
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with the coefficient of variation (CV) column to 
indicate the reliability of the data.  Generally, a CV 
value of less than 25 is reliable, 25-50 questionable, 
and anything in excess of 50 dismissable.  More 
generalized inputs and larger sample areas make 
for more reliable ACS data.     

Household data can also yield important 
community indicators, such as the types of 
families and living arrangements within the 
community.  Table 2-6 documents household 
data in both Scranton and Greene County.  Of 
the estimated 260 households in Scranton, 142 
are assumed to be family households, meaning 
that more than one person is in the household 
and related by marriage, guardianship, or other 
family ties.   Of those 142 family households, 58 
are believed to have children under 18 and of 
the 117 married couple family households, 40 
are estimated to have children under 18 years of 
age.          

Non-family households account for 45 percent 
of all households in Scranton, which is an 
unusually high rate, especially when compared 
to Greene County’s 34 percent.  In those 118 
non-family households, 107 are estimated to be 
living alone.   

This large number of single householders may 
be related to the disproportionate number of 
individuals that emerge in the 30-34 age range 
on the population pyramid, which is likely driven 

by the large number of manufacturing jobs in 
Scranton, Greene County, and surrounding 
areas.  An estimated 16 percent of the Scranton’s 
population is over 65 and living alone. 

Having such a large number of single 
householders is not typically a problem in 
communities with many apartments, duplexes, 
and townhouses, but there is a very limited 
number of these higher-density living units in 
Scranton.  Since the vast majority of Scranton’s 
housing is single-family homes, many of these 
units are likely rented to accommodate these 
householders, who are less likely to purchase a 
home or remain in town long-term. 

Race
With over 96 percent of Scranton filing as white 
in the 2010 Census, Scranton and Greene County 
continue to be heavily white in population 
(note that Hispanic and Latino populations 
are a specific Census subset of white). In many 
rural Iowa communities and counties people 
of Hispanic or Latino descent often help to 
stabilize falling populations, but that population 
decreased in Scranton between 2000 and 2010 
while only remaining stable in Greene County.  
Table 2-7 documents race responses from both 
the 2000 and 2010 Censuses for both Scranton 
and Greene County which documents that the 
previous decade was devoid of any racial shifts 
or changes.   

 TABLE 2-7: RACE, 2000 and 2010
Scranton Greene County

2000 2010
2010 

Percent
2000 2010

2010 
Percent

  Total population 604 557 100 10,366 9,336 100
                 White 583 537 96.4 10,175 9,108 97.6
                 Black or African American 0 0 0 15 26 0.3
                 American Indian and Alaska Native 0 0 0 16 25 0.3
                 Asian 1 0 0 25 30 0.3
                 Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 1 0.2 1 82 0.9
         Some other race 16 4 0.7 69 62 0.7
         Two or more races 4 15 2.7 65 87 0.9
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE
    Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 31 16 2.9 172 171 1.8

United States Census Bureau
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Greene County Inflow and Outflow
The Census Bureau and Internal Revenue 
Service have occasionally partnered to establish 
data about the movement of people between 
consecutive years.  The last data released was 
between calendar years 2010 and 2011, where 
tax returns from 2010 were compared to 2011 to 
document county residency changes.  While the 
data has aged, the underlying movement trends 
are likely to remain in effect to date.  Table 2-8 
calculates population inflow, or people that filed 
tax returns in Greene County in 2011 after residing 
in a different county in 2010;  Table 2-4 presents 
the opposite, or where people were living in 
2011 after having filed in Greene County in 2010.  

The number of exemptions column estimates the 
number of people in the tax filer’s family, and the 
aggregated income column calculates the sum of 
all incomes of those changing residency between 
the years.  Note, that since this is based on income 
taxes, individuals that did not pay taxes—namely 
the poor, elderly, and unemployed in 2010 and 
2011—are not counted.  The number of foreign 
migrants have not been tabulated to protect 
privacy.  

Between 2010 and 2011, as provided in Table 
2-8, Greene County had 178 people and 348 
exemptions move into the county to earn 
approximately $5,830,000.   Of those individuals, 
137 were from various counties across Iowa.  Of all 

Figure 2-8: Inflow into Greene County, Calendar Years 2010 to 2011

COUNTY INFLOW 
NUMBERS

Number of 
returns

Number of 
exemptions
(Graph at left)

Aggregate adjusted 
gross income

(Thousands of dollars)

Non-migrants 
(Greene County)

3,508 7,654 182,371

Dallas 21 46 739
Polk 19 36 593
Carroll 15 30 359
Boone 13 25 262
Other Iowa County 69 139 2,227
Different State 41 72 1,649
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Figure 2-9: Outflow from Greene County, Calendar Years 2010 to 2011

COUNTY OUTFLOW 
NUMBERS

Number of 
returns

Number of 
exemptions

(Graph at right)

Aggregate adjusted 
gross income

(Thousands of Dollars)

Non-Migrants
(Greene County)

3,508 7,654 182,371

Polk 32 43 916
Dallas 20 43 654
Story 17 32 806
Carroll 12 22 328
Guthrie 12 22 238
Other Iowa County 63 109 2,356
Different State 45 84 1,600

UNited states census bureau, internal revenue service
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the counties in Iowa, the most moved to Greene 
County from Dallas County (21), Polk (19), Carroll 
(15), and Boone (13).

On the outflow side, 201 people that filed a tax 
return in Greene County in 2010 filed elsewhere 
in  2011.  This out-migration accounted for a 
loss of 355 exemptions and $6,897,000 in gross 
income.  Of the 201 out-migrants, 156 remained 
in Iowa with Polk County (32) the most popular 
destination, followed by Dallas (20), Story (17), 
Carroll (12), and Guthrie (12). 

The difference between the inflow and outflow 
was only 23 income tax payers, and the per-
capita aggregate incomes were very similar 
($32,700 per capita in-migrants versus $34,313 
out-migrants).  While this is county-wide data, 
it does illustrate some of the challenges that 
Scranton faces in maintaining a population, 
especially when competing with metropolitan 
areas for residents.  Oftentimes however, these 
workers are moving to adjacent counties, 
perhaps to be closer to employment or possibly 
sacrificing a larger commute to live in a different 
community.  

There may be jobs and amenities in larger 
markets, like Polk and Dallas Counties, in which 
Scranton cannot compete, but for those electing 
to live in Greene County or surrounding areas, 
Scranton must continually assess how to attract 
these individuals and families looking to live in 
the area by leveraging its community assets, in 
which some include: a large workforce within its 
boundary, proximity to area cities of Jefferson 
and Carroll, highway access, a quality school, 
district, and a small town feel.   

Population Projection
Projecting the future population in Scranton is a 
difficult endeavor because of the uncertainties 
of the future.  Greene County has numerous 
manufacturing firms, which typically provide 
a stable workforce for many years, but not 
without some apprehension in a global, and 
technologically-advancing marketplace.  
Greene also has a growing number of 
employment opportunities in lower-wage areas 

that can provide for some secondary income 
opportunities.  Nearby Carroll County also has 
a similar workforce in which Scranton may 
capitalize.  

The Census Bureau contracts with Woods and 
Poole, Inc. to compile population projections 
on a county-by-county basis across the country 
using a proprietary formula for estimates.  Using 
the slope provided in Figure 2-3 of a growing 
Scranton percentage of all Greene County 
population, an extrapolation has been made to 
project Scranton in 2020, 2030, and 2040, which 
is provided in Figure 2-10.  Since this is based 
exclusively on past data, industrial expansions 
or initiatives as of 2015, such as Home Base 
Iowa, have not been considered.  

Industrial growth in the region is very 
constrained due to workforce challenges, but 
many area firms have indicated willingness to 
expand.  Scranton is situated to capture some 
growth, but must seek to expand housing 
opportunities, which is documented in Chapter 
4 of this plan.  With available housing options 
and industrial growth, markets for population 
growth could be targeted.

Educational Attainment 
Samples taken by the Census Bureau between 
2009 and 2013 feature a very low coefficient 
of variation for populations over 25, and 
are provided in Figure 2-11 to describe the 
educational achievements of Scranton’s 
residents compared to some other area cites 
and Greene County.  

YEAR
Projected 

Greene County 
Population

Extrapolated 
Percent of 

Greene County 
Population

Projected 
Scranton 

Population

2020 8,894 6.3% 560
2030 8,606 6.4% 548
2040 8,325 6.5% 537

Figure 2-10: Projected Population based upon 
County Extrapolation Method 

UNited states census bureau, Woods & poole
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The data indicates that Scranton has roughly 
the same rate of high school graduates as 
Grand Junction and Greene County, higher 
than Bayard, and a lower rate than Arcadia and 
Breda.  The only comparison community to 
have a lower percentage of bachelor’s degree 
holders is Bayard, which has an estimated seven 
percent of its population greater than 25 having 
obtained at least a bachelor’s degree.  

As education attainment is typically tied to 
income and local workforce needs. Judging 
from the data, it could be inferred that many 
area employers do not place a premium on 
education beyond high school.

Summary
When education, population cohorts, and 
housing statistics are analyzed holistically, a 
few emerging trends appear for the Scranton 
community to consider when planning for new 
activities and policies:
•  The population is aging, and expected to 
accelerate with a large group of baby-boomers;
•  An absence of young children and many 
more  males than females in the 30-34 age 
range appear to indicate a large percentage of 
the population that will not be in the city long-
term;

• A low college graduate rate could limit 
the amount of money (and time) that many 
residents can afford to spend on their home and 
in the community;
• A high number of rental housing units, despite 
few apartments or duplexes, is capable of 
stressing existing neighborhoods; and
• People moving to and from Greene County are 
likely to be from, and remain in, the region; With 
emerging indicators of industrial job growth, 
Scranton is poised to capitalize on new residents, 
especially those that may not have families that 
are looking to rent housing if current trends 
continue.  

 

    

   

TABLE 2-11: HIGHEST LEVEL OF  
EDUCATION ATTAINED

Scranton Arcadia Bayard Breda
Grand 

Junction
Greene County

Estimate CV Estimate CV Estimate CV Estimate CV Estimate CV Estimate CV
Population 25 years and over 419 314 337 315 495  6,509 
     Less than 9th grade 3% 1 4% 1 4% 2 5% 2 1% 1 3% 1
     9th to 12th grade, no diploma 10% 3 3% 1 12% 4 2% 1 11% 3 9% 1
     High school graduate (includes equivalency) 42% 4 55% 5 37% 6 41% 5 44% 5 36% 2
     Some college, no degree 30% 5 12% 3 29% 5 25% 4 22% 4 24% 2
     Associate’s degree 6% 2 9% 3 11% 3 11% 3 7% 3 12% 1

     Bachelor’s degree 8% 2 14% 4 7% 3 13% 4 11% 5 14% 1
     Graduate or professional degree 2% 1 4% 2 1% 1 2% 1 2% 1 3% 1
Overall Attainment, 25 years and over
     Percent high school graduate or higher 88% 3 94% 2 84% 5 93% 2 87% 3 89% 1
     Percent bachelor’s degree or higher 9% 2 18% 5 7% 3 16% 4 13% 5 17% 1

2009-2013 American community survey
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Economics
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As local economics are 
imperative to future 
opportunities within the 
community, this chapter 
specifically evaluates 
the economic conditions 
in Scranton, analyzing 
commutes, incomes, as well 
as types of jobs.  
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Household Incomes
Household incomes are important indicators 
of a community’s capacity to support new 
resources or investments in the community.  
Figure 3-1 provides a chart that compares 
Greene County and Scranton household 
incomes by distribution.  The largest group of 
household incomes in Greene County fall within 
the $50,000-$74,999 range whereas the bulk of 
Scranton households are within the $35,000-
$49,999 range.  The distribution is also not as 
far spread as Greene County, which has higher 
percentages of very high and very low incomes 
compared to Scranton, which features less of 
a range, likely as a result of an estimated 107 
householders living alone, and thus not able to 
aggregate incomes like places with more people 
per household.  

Because household income is such an important 
community metric, the median and average 
incomes for Scranton, Greene County, and the 
comparison communities are also provided 
in Figure 3-2.  All household income data is 
provided by 2009-2013 American Community 
Survey samples.

The median is statistically the best data tool for 
analysis as it is immune to outliers, which in this 
case could be very wealthy households that 
artificially weigh a community’s average higher.  
In median household income comparisons, 
Scranton is slightly lower than Greene County, 
higher than Grand Junction, and about even 

with Bayard and Breda.  Arcadia is an outlier 
in this data set, and helps push the average of 
all the cities and Greene County to $44,675.  
This data indicates that Scranton, while lower 
than Greene County, is not at any unique 
disadvantage compared to others in the region. 

Occupations and Industries
Beyond the community indicators of household 
income distribution, the types of industries 
and occupations within the industries provide 
a more rounded case for opportunities and 
threats to Scranton residents in the workforce. 
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Figure 3-2: Median Household Incomes Comparison
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Figure 3-3  charts in which industry Scranton and 
Greene County residents earned their income 
during ACS samples from 2009 to 2013.    Scranton 
(36%) is much more oriented towards production 
and transportation professions than Greene County 
(17%), while Greene County residents are more 
likely to partake in management, business, science, 
and arts occupations (32%) than Scranton (13%).  
All other sectors are comparable.

Connected to occupations, Table 3-4 documents 
the specific industries in which both Scranton 
and Greene County residents work.  All areas are 
relatively similar with the exceptions of health care, 

education, and social assistance, which is a much 
larger cohort at the county level, and manufacturing 
in Scranton, which employs nearly half of all 
Scranton residents.  Only 14% of Greene County 
residents are estimated to work in manufacturing.

Because the information is based upon sample data 
and some industries are very small on a local level, 
the coefficient of variation, which measures the 
reliability of data is provided in the following Table 
3-5 with employment by industry in the comparison 
cities.  The Scranton and Greene County information 
is the same data as used in Figure 3-4. 

Figure 3-3: Employment Occupation, Scranton and Greene County Residents, 2009-2013
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According to the data, Scranton, with an estimated 
46 percent of residents employed in some fashion 
with a manufacturing firm, is much more reliant on 
those industries than all the comparison cities by a 
large margin.  Scranton also has a lower percentage of 
education, health care, and social assistance than all 
the comparison cities.  Aside from those two sectors, 
all the cities and Greene County feature relatively 
similar numbers.   

Note that nearly all the information on the table, with 
the exception of Greene County, have less than reliable 
data, or CV values of 25 and greater, which equates to 
a large margin of error that could misrepresent reality.  
An overview of CV values is provided on Pages 6 and 7 
of this document.  

Laborforce and Unemployment
Since the recession of the early 2000s, where the 
laborforce of Greene County was at a low point, 
Greene County has regularly increased the amount of 

participants in the laborforce, from 4,924 in 2002 to 
5,610 in May 2015.  Figure 3-6 illustrates the increase, 
which also features a line of best fit in yellow, which 
is the slope  provided in the yellow box in the corner 
of the graph.  County-level data is used as it is the 
only measurement of unemployment and not as 
dependent on random samples.   

This data shows a promising trend for Greene County, 
but with a declining population, this indicates that a 
higher percentage of the population are choosing to 
work, which may be indicative of delayed retirements 
or younger people choosing to remain in Greene 
County to offset retirements.  

Figure 3-7 illustrates the unemployment rate for both 
Greene County and the State of Iowa in May annually 
since 2002.  The rate grew for the first half of the 2000s 
and declined from 2005 through 2007 before a sharp 
increase through 2008 and 2009.  It has annually  
decreased since its peak of 7.1% in February 2010 to 

TABLE 3-5: EMPLOYMENT BY 
INDUSTRY, 2009-2013

Scranton Greene County Arcadia Bayard Breda Grand Junction

Percent CV Percent CV Percent CV Percent CV Percent CV Percent CV

    Civilian employed population 16 years 
and over

281 12 4356 2 288 14 215 15 259 12 393 13

      Agriculture, forestry, fishing and 
hunting, and mining

3% 53 12% 10 5% 42 1% 91 7% 38 2% 68

      Construction 6% 41 7% 14 7% 54 10% 49 7% 41 8% 48

      Manufacturing 46% 17 14% 13 17% 39 15% 28 14% 36 13% 30

      Wholesale trade 1% 91 3% 25 10% 26 4% 47 7% 45 1% 91

      Retail trade 11% 30 13% 14 13% 25 27% 41 13% 34 16% 34

      Transportation and warehousing, and    
utilities

4% 41 5% 16 10% 36 4% 47 6% 38 5% 58

      Information 3% 87 2% 31 0% 122 3% 61 2% 91 4% 65

      Finance and insurance, and real estate 
and rental and leasing

6% 53 4% 19 6% 34 3% 71 3% 52 2% 61

      Professional, scientific, and 
management, and administrative and 
waste management services

2% 61 3% 23 5% 56 3% 61 2% 61 3% 66

      Educational services, and health care 
and social assistance

15% 27 26% 8 19% 28 24% 30 18% 25 35% 18

      Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and 
accommodation and food services

0% 182 2% 30 4% 50 1% 91 13% 46 2% 88

      Other services, except public 
administration

2% 61 4% 21 5% 39 5% 55 5% 43 5% 35

      Public administration 1% 61 4% 20 1% 91 0% - 2% 71 4% 76
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Figure 3-6: Annual May Greene County Laborforce, 2002-2015 (in thousands)

3.9% today.  The unemployment rate for the 
State of Iowa is also provided in the chart, and 
little variation between Greene County and the 
State of Iowa has occurred since 2002.  Iowa’s 
unemployment rate, recorded at 3.4% in May 
2015, has declined at a greater rate than Greene 
County since 2012 when both were nearly the 
same.        

Commuting Patterns
The commuting patterns for both Scranton 
residents and those that work in Scranton are 
of particular interest to this plan.   

The Census Bureau’s “On The Map” program 
has data last calculated from 2011 featured on 
the next page.  Of the 326 primary jobs (which 
provide most of an individual’s income) either in 
Scranton or held my Scranton residents, only 32 
were believed to live and work in Scranton.  To 
fill Scranton’s primary jobs, 294 people reported 
working in Scranton and living elsewhere, 
while 252 reported living in Scranton and 
working elsewhere.  Additionally, the origin 
and destination counties are provided as part 
of Figure 3-8.  Note that all sums equal 326, 
meaning the 32 individuals that live and work 
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Figure 3-8: 2011 Scranton Worker Inflow/Outflow

in Scranton are counted towards the Greene 
County total for both inflow and outflow.  
Workers could also work their primary jobs 
elsewhere through telecommuting or working 
from home.     

For a community with Scranton’s population, 
having 294 people come into the community 
for their primary job is a remarkable number.  
Not surprisingly, while nearly half of Scranton’s 
employees originate in Greene County, the bulk 
of the remainder come from adjacent counties, 
mostly Carroll, which provided for 22 percent of 
Scranton’s 2011 workforce.    

The outflow of many Scranton workers is not 
nearly as contained to Greene and surrounding 
counties as the inflow.  Scranton residents  were 
much more likely to be employed by a Polk 
County firm (18 percent) than one from Carroll 
(10 percent) in 2011.  This trend was echoed in 
Figure 2-9 of the previous chapter, as individuals 

who left Greene County were more likely to 
move to the Des Moines Metro area counties of 
Polk and Dallas than anywhere else.    

Together, the data provided in Figure 3-8 
indicate that Scranton has a large workforce 
with people that mostly travel in.  This provides 
opportunity for new housing options that could 
perhaps capture some of the market, and could 
probably be targeted towards those individuals 
without families where living near schools is not 
a priority.  

Long commutes can also pose many challenges 
to a community.  Long commutes often make 
civic engagement in local activities challenging, 
if not impossible, but also limit the amount 
that residents are spending locally as they will 
seek convenient of shopping closer to places of 
employment. 

The last part of commuting data available is 
by which means people travel to work.  Not 
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surprisingly, assessing both Greene County 
and Scranton, the vast majority drive alone to 
work and Scranton residents on average travel 
longer to their places of employment.  The data 
is provided in Table 3-9.    

Scranton and Greene County residents carpool 
at an estimated rate a little below 10 percent, 
but the vast majority are driving alone.  Overall, 
Greene County residents are more likely to walk 
to work than Scranton residents, but when 
factoring what the data indicates as a low in-
town workforce, walking is not an option for 
most.  

The mean travel time to work in minutes is also 
significantly longer for Scranton residents, but 
when considering the destinations in Figure 
3-8, the mean is likely heavily weighted by 18 
percent of the workforce regularly travelling to 
Polk County.    

Summary
This chapter serves as an extension of the 
demographics provided in Chapter 2, but 
specifically evaluating available economic 
health metrics.  A few factors that should be 
considered when developing programs or 
policies include:
•  The average household income in Scranton, 
based upon 2009-2013 samples in 2013 dollars 
is a little over $42,000, slightly lower than the 
Greene County average, but considering there 

are many single-person households and an 
absence of business and management positions, 
Scranton compares well to other nearby cities;  
•  Scranton residents are heavily reliant on 
manufacturing industries to provide income, 
much more so than comparison cities and even 
Greene County;
•  Despite a decrease in population, the Greene 
County laborforce is slowly growing and 
maintaining a dropping unemployment rate, 
which should provide opportunity for Scranton 
to grow its population by accommodating 
certain populations;
•  While most of the primary jobs for Scranton 
residents are located in Greene County, these 
commuters were also more likely to travel to 
the Des Moines Metro than Carroll County for 
employment despite commute times.

TABLE 3-9: MEANS AND TIME 
 OF COMMUTING TO WORK

Scranton Greene County
Number Percent CV Number Percent CV

    Workers 16 years and over 272 272 12 4,261 4,261 3
      Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 236 87% 15 3,320 78% 4
      Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 23 9% 40 339 8% 17
      Public transportation                        0 0% - 0 0% -
      Walked 9 3% 41 190 5% 20
      Other means 0 0% - 57 1% 54
      Worked at home 4 2% 76 355 8% 12

      Mean travel time to work (minutes) 25.1 22 18.8 6
2009-2013 American Community Survey
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Chapter 4:

Housing

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Using  data from the United 
States Census Bureau, the 
Greene County Assessor, 
and windshield survey 
results from Region XII 
Council of Governments, 
this chapter examines 
the existing housing 
conditions, values, renter 
composition, as well 
as infill development 
opportunities.  
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Housing Values
Throughout the comprehensive planning 
process, housing has served as a priority for 
members of the steering committee.  The vast 
majority of all houses in Scranton are single-
family, detached dwellings that feature an 
assessed 2010 combined dwelling and land 
median value of $32,200.  

The value distribution is provided in Figure 4-1 
with $10,000 increments.  With 253 residential 
buildings featuring a value of at least $1,000, 77 
percent of all lots with a house are assessed at less 
than $50,000.  In the entirety of Greene County, 
the median assessment of a residential property 
in 2010 was $62,700, with a median value of 
$48,000 for dwellings alone, not including land. 
Only 38 percent of all dwellings with land were 
assessed under $50,000 for Greene County.

This data is not only indicative of overall housing 
conditions but also the market, which is driven 
by the variety of available jobs, location, public 
services, and access to amenities and schools.  

Housing Age
The age of housing also provides bearing on the 
overall value within the city.  Table 4-2 provides 
an overview of the age of housing structures 
in both Scranton and Greene County.  Note 
that the Scranton information is vulnerable to 

medium and high CV values, but Greene County 
has more reliable data.  Aside from the estimate 
of total housing units, the number of houses 
built before 1940, or 54 percent of the entire 
Scranton housing stock, is a reliable estimate 
with a CV of only 13.  Scranton’s 54 percent is 
much higher than the 41 percent of Greene 
County overall.  Additionally, Greene County is 
estimated to have more housing units built in 
every decade since 1970.  The two percent of 
housing units estimated to have been built in 
Scranton since 2010, which does not match the 
results from the housing windshield survey, has 
a very high CV level.   
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Figure 4-1: Scranton 2010 Assessed Dwelling and Land Value Distribution 

Greene county assessor

TABLE 4-2: YEAR UNIT 
BUILT ESTIMATES

Scranton Greene County
Percent CV Percent CV

Total housing units 283 7 4,540 1
Built after 2010 2% 91 0% 78
Built 2000 to 2009 0% - 5% 20
Built 1990 to 1999 0% - 6% 17
Built 1980 to 1989 3% 81 6% 21
Built 1970 to 1979 7% 45 15% 10
Built 1960 to 1969 10% 36 9% 14
Built 1950 to 1959 13% 30 12% 14

Built 1940 to 1949 10% 37 6% 19

Built before 1940 54% 13 41% 5
2009-2013 American community survey
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Housing Types
The dominant form of housing in Scranton and 
Greene County are detached, single-family 
houses, which comprise an estimated 87 percent 
of all housing units in the city and 86 percent 
in the county, a typical figure to find across the 
region.  While the data is of a lower quality for 
the remaining housing types, the other types 
are comparable.  One unit, attached structures 
include units such as townhouses in which lots  
can be sold individually  unlike a duplex (2 units 
in Table 4-3), which are located upon one lot.

Not only witnessed in the windshield survey 
for this plan, but with the Census estimates in 
Table 4-3, Scranton appears to have an under-
abundance of housing units to accommodate 
a more traditional renter population, including 
duplexes or other multiplexes.  

Neighbors of more traditional rental properties 
often find these less tolling on the neighborhood 
for many reasons, but some issues with renting 
out detached, single family homes may include: 
cars, lawns, and neighbor unfamiliarity with 
often quick renter turnovers.  These stresses 
can carry through the neighborhood and apply 
downward pressure on property values, which 
could discourage property reinvestment.   

Housing Condition
As part of the comprehensive planning process, 
Region XII COG completed a housing assessment 
by driving down streets and individually 
assessing each property on a five point scale.  

A score of five points was given to houses in a 
dilapidated condition, or where it would likely 
cost more to rehabilitate the structure than its 
value would allow.  A score of one point is for 
newer houses,  and none were recorded during 
the survey in June 2015.  Structural items, such 
as a cracking foundation visible from the street 
or sagging roofs were considered on the scale 
in addition to more cosmetic or modernization 
items like windows, shingles, paint, as well as 
properties with poor landscaping.  While the 
survey is obviously not an intensive assessment 
of each property, these items typically correlate 
to the condition of the entire building.

Figure 4-4 on the following page is a “heat map” 
of the results from the windshield survey, using 
the five-point scale.  Darker pockets in the town 
are indicative of areas that tend to have lower-
than-average scores.  The city was found to have 
a median condition number of 2.8, meaning 
that from what could be seen from the street, 
generally most of the houses tended to be in 
good structural condition but could use some 
modernizing or cosmetic improvements.

The map has been balanced in a way to avoid 
identifying single houses in poor shape but also 
specific enough where improvements could be 
targeted on a block-by-block basis.    

While the conditions of every block are not the 
same, one way the strategic goal of improving 
the overall housing condition in Scranton 
could be realized is through infill development, 
or building on vacant or under-used parcels 
already within the community.  It could be 
inferred that those interested in building a new 
house within the community, if not concerned 
about construction costs, would choose to 
avoid the darker blocks on the map to protect 
their long-term appraisal values.  Thus, if only 
a handful of infill projects are to be completed, 
duplexes could be targeted towards available 
lots nearer the dark portions to not only take 
advantage of lower land costs but perhaps to 
promote investment in the area.    

TABLE 4-3: DWELLING TYPE 
ESTIMATES, 2009-2013

Scranton Greene County
Percent CV Percent CV

1-unit, detached 87%  9 86%  2 
1-unit, attached 2%  91 1%  32 
2 units 0% - 1%  58 
3 or 4 units 7%  35 4%  26 
5 to 9 units 3%  84 4%  31 
10 to 19 units 0% - 0%  75 
20 or more units 0% - 2%  27 
Mobile home 1%  162 2%  30 

2009-2013 American community survey
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Infill Opportunities
Infill development is a priority for the City of 
Scranton as the land is typically subdivided and 
will be able to immediately access street, water, 
and sewer services without expanding any 
infrastructure.  

A primary challenge with infill development 
is that current housing standards tend to take 
more space than many parcels, which coincided 
with house sizes as the town was originally 
developed, and often conflicts with the zoning 
ordinance.  

While the zoning ordinance is designed to 
grant leniency for setbacks in established 
neighborhoods, the lots are often still too 
constrictive for homeowners to fulfill their vision 
for a home, especially as modern homes tend to 
favor wider frontages with attached multi-car 
garages.  

Infill development opportunities are provided 
in the following map in Figure 4-5.  The map is 
not intended to be an exhaustive analysis of 
infill opportunities within Scranton, but serve 

as an foundation to help city leaders evaluate 
opportunities, especially with duplexes in mind, 
as the steering committee believes designated 
rental housing is a community need. 

The selected lots had to be either a large single 
lot without a house, two adjacent lots without 
houses, or a single lot adjacent an unusually  
large lot with a house located a fair distance 
away.  Some public land is included near the 
community center building, which were included 
as they do provide the city with development 
leverage, and if there is park equipment on the 
site, it could realistically be moved to land closer 
to the ball diamond or community center to 
accommodate development.   

Owner and Renter Composition
The 2009-2013 American Community Survey 
results, placed in Figure 4-6, show the 
composition of renters and owners in occupied 
units in Scranton, Greene County, and the 
comparison cities.  

Scranton has a slightly higher percentage of 
owner-occupied homes than Greene County, 

This picture of a vacant lot at the corner of Eagle and High Streets features a carriage walk, indicating the site has likely been served 
with water and sewer service in the past, and would be an ideal candidate for a residential infill development site. 
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Figure 4-6: Owner-Occupied and Rental-Occupied Composition Comparison

2009-2013 American community survey
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but lower than all the comparison cities, with 
the exception of Grand Junction.  The ownership 
composition is likely driven by an affordable 
housing stock in exchange for what often mean 
longer daily commutes, while renters are also 
seeking economical housing, and in many cases 
short-term arrangements, near places of work.   

Absence of a school also likely suppresses owner-
occupied housing, as families looking to purchase 
will often opt for a community that has a school for 
their children to attend.  

Figure 4-7 compares the household sizes in both 
owner-occupied and renter-occupied units for 
Scranton, Greene County, and the comparison 
cities.  Scranton has the largest disparity of all 
the comparison entities and the lowest average 
household size as it features the lowest average 
household size for owner-occupied units and 
the largest for renter-occupied units.  This is likely 
driven by older individuals, without children, more 
likely owning their homes.  

Larger households, which could be families with 
children or possibly unrelated people living together, 
are more likely to be renting in Scranton.  This could 
be an important consideration for the future of the 
community as families with less financial means 

may be attracted to Scranton, perhaps driving the 
demand for affordable entertainment and events, 
activities for children that may not be in day care, 
but also affordable day care itself.  Other incentives 
or programs to help these renters become owners 
could also be beneficial for the community to 
encourage neighborhood investment.
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Public Input Survey Considerations
The Comprehensive Planning Steering 
Committee was interested in asking in the public 
input survey a few questions about condition 
of Scranton’s housing in general as well as what 
respondents thought about future housing 
investment in the community.  Although the 
survey is not scientific, and its respondents did 
skew older than the community overall, the input 
is an important consideration.  A brief summary:
•  88 percent of the respondents indicated that 
they believe Scranton’s housing is in fair or good 
condition;
•  65 percent indicated that they believe there are 
not enough housing options, in terms of type, 
costs, and condition, while another 25 percent 
indicated that they were not sure;
•  Only 10 percent said they consider building a 
house in Scranton, while 31 percent indicated 
they would only be interested with the right 
incentives, of which the popular choices were in 
the form of  both tax abatement and land; and
•  73 percent believe that Scranton needs more 
single family houses under $100,000 in value, 
followed next by multi-family apartments (33%), 
and senior living facilities (29%).   

The entirety of the results are presented in 
Appendix A, figures 12 through 16.   

Summary
Existing housing in Scranton is comprised of 
many older, smaller structures with a median 
2010 assessment value of $32,200.  This affordable 
housing stock was generally found to be in good 
condition during the Region XII COG windshield 
survey as the majority of houses showed few 
signs of structural problems but did often feature 
indications of needed investment in the form of 
new paint, shingles, or windows.

Scranton also has a high number of renters 
within the community, which provides for some 
challenges to the overall housing condition as 
homeowners have a vested interest to maintain 
an attractive, up-to-date property, while renters 
often have no financial interest to do so.  The 
renter population also has significantly higher 

average household size than owner-occupied, an 
indication that owners are more likely to be older 
without children in the house, while renters are 
likely to have children, or possibly roommates.

Scranton also has a number of vacant lots within 
the city that could be easily developed without 
expanding the city’s infrastructure, including a 
few publicly-owned sites in which the city has 
leverage.   

Overall, the data in this section indicate that 
Scranton appears to have ample opportunity to 
grow its population, whether its is individuals 
or families seeking first-time homeownership, 
or with additional rental units to supply the 
area workforce.  Finding private investors will 
continually be a struggle as low housing values 
often stymie the 

Community Goals and Ideas  
The committee generally feels that the houses in 
Scranton are in good condition, but the variety of 
available, quality housing is very limited.  Another 
concern is the upkeep of property and nuisance 
abatement to keep neighborhoods looking good.  

With such an industrial presence in the 
community, there appears to be opportunity 
to draw single people into the community 
from around the state that are not necessarily 
concerned with schools, but instead of affordable, 
quality living conditions.  These individuals 
would likely frequent any new restaurants or bars 
opened in the city, and perhaps also get involved 
in community affairs.

New housing has been viewed as something 
that would be in respectable demand, but with 
low property values it is unclear whether the 
investment would be worthwhile.  Finding ways 
to make housing a good investment, either 
through the existing housing stock or by new 
construction is something that the community 
would like to see.  
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Chapter 5:

parks and CULTURE

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Parks and culture are 
important to the fabric 
and appeal of the City of 
Scranton.  Additionally, 
these items are some of 
the most visibly important 
items to residents, 
gathering some of the most 
interest.  
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Park Amenities and Conditions
A brief assessment of each park includes a list of 
all the assets as well as their conditions in Table 
5-1.  These conditions, as of August 2015, only 
account for the features and amenities which 
the park already possesses.  If absent an item, 
it cannot count against the park condition--
with the exception of accessibility–which when 
absent can be problematic with safety and 
equality of residents.  The steering committee 
and other residents familiar with the parks 
system was asked to take the intensive survey 
where everything from drinking water (amenity) 
to tree conditions (landscape) and sidewalk 
connectivity (accessibility) were assessed.    

East and West Parks Accessibility
Scranton maintains four parks within the city, all 
featuring different amenities.  Figure 5-2 maps the 
four different parks which total approximately 35 
acres of the city.  

The map on the following page provides a 
quarter-mile radius around East and West 
Parks, both parks that could reasonably expect 
to attract families by walking because of the 
play equipment and neighborhood proximity.  
Note that since it is a radial analysis, actual 
walking distance can exceed a quarter of a 
mile, but it does provide a basis for assessing 
park service areas.  A distance of a quarter-
mile is used as most people are typically willing to 
walk that distance to reach a neighborhood park.  
Pond (inaccessibility without a car or bicycle) and 
Gazebo Parks (few amenities) are not included in 
the assessment as they do not offer the features 
that typically compose a neighborhood park.  
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East West Pond Gazebo
Amenities 2.6 2.73 2.65 3.19
Landscape 2.22 2.64 2.93 3.63
Accessibility 1.76 1.38 1.64 3.68
Overall 2.19 2.25 2.41 3.50

Figure 5-1: Park Assessment Survey Results
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Figure 5-2: Scranton Parks and Service Areas
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Within the quarter-mile buffer, the West Park 
service area is 60 households, or 24% of the 
housing structures in Scranton.  On the opposite 
side of town, similarly situated in that it is also 
located on the edge of town, East Park has a 
service area of 123 houses, or about 50% of 
Scranton’s 245 housing structures.  

This should be a consideration for planning 
the future of Scranton’s parks as East Park has 
numerous advantages already in place in addition 
to its closer proximity to the Community Center, 
Library, and downtown while not requiring any 
railroad or highway crossings.       

The shelter house, built in the 1960s, is a popular 
gathering place with a large fireplace and visible 
location.  Due to its age, the fireplace is in need of 
tuckpointing.  The roof is steel and was recently 
replaced, helping to keep the original structure   
The condition of the concrete floors has also 
been an item of concern that may need attention 
in the near future.

Arguably the main feature of East Park is the 
Scranton Athletic Association ballpark, which has 
been part of the community for many decades.  
The playground, basketball court, and concession 
building does lend East Park as suitable for large 
community events.  

Pond and Gazebo Parks 
Pond Park was completed in the 1980s as a dredge 
pit was necessitated for completion the adjacent 
Highway 25 overpass.  The existing shelter and 
landscaping is a product of the Iowa DNR REAP 
program.  The pond is occasionally stocked with 
catfish by the Iowa DNR. 

Gazebo Park is an attractively landscaped pocket 
located in the middle of Downtown Scranton.  
Numerous trees, plants, and benches surround a 
large gazebo that can be used as a meeting place 
or integrated into community events.   

Historic Resources
The National Register of Historic Places, the most  
high profile depository for historic structures 
does not list any items in Scranton.  The Lincoln 
Highway however is a major draw that brings 

many tourists through the community on a yearly 
basis.  Coming into Scranton from Jefferson on 
what is now Greene County Road E-53, it twists 
up into Main Street and follows State Street 
west to Locust Street (Iowa Highway 25), where 
eventually it crosses what is now US Highway 30. 

The Lincoln Highway is a significant portion of 
community heritage and tourism and while there 
are signs and highway remnants in Scranton, 
this may be a key resource in promoting the 
community into the future.  

While there are numerous buildings in the 
town that help define Scranton’s character, the 
most important feature that helps differentiate 
Scranton from all others is the historic water 
tower.  Built in 1897, the working steel structure is  
the oldest in Iowa and ninth oldest water tower in 
the country.  Combined with the Lincoln Highway, 
the water tower is an important attraction to the 
city.   

Cultural Events
Unlike many communities, Scranton does 
not have an annual all-entailing community-
wide festival.  Instead, community members 
participate in various fundraiser activities as well 
as library programs and Fishing Day at Pond Park.

The most popular of the events in the Community 
Survey was the various fundraisers category, 
in which the majority of respondents regularly 
participated.  Neither library programs nor Fishing 
Day attracted as many people, with Fishing Day 
the least popular.  The demographics of the 
people that responded to the survey does skew 
older, so it could be expected that community 
organization fundraisers would be more popular 
and other events with younger draws might be of 
less interest to survey-takers.  

The steering committee indicated that like many 
events or organizations in the city, it is many of 
the same people organizing and participating 
in the events.  Finding ways to better integrate 
many of the younger or newer community 
members is something that is important for the 
cultural viability of the city and something that 
community leaders must continually address.   
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Park Improvements
Improving city parks was a primary goal through 
the development of the comprehensive plan.  
This has been seen as an item that will work to 
improve Scranton’s appearance, better attract 
families, and also develop amenities for all 
citizens to enjoy.    

First, there are simple items that the existing park 
system could accommodate.  Horseshoe pits, 
which seem to be regaining traction as a popular 
lawn game, or painted concrete items such as 
four-square.  

A game with growing popularity at the time of 
this plan is pickleball.  It is a game played with a 
plastic ball and wood paddles on concrete with 
court dimensions similar to badminton with 
game play similar to a tennis and ping-pong 
cross.  This sport can be enjoyed by all age groups 
but and is becoming especially popular with 
aging Americans.

While only examples, these are simple 
investments that can provide a renewed interest 
in Scranton’s parks.  The Scranton parks board 
should continue to be receptive to new ideas to 
encourage park use and relay those interests to 
the City Council.  Individuals aging in Scranton 
could be as much a target audience as children in 
many aspects as baby boomers, and generations 
to follow, will have extra vigor for living active 
lifestyles.  If parks can accommodate the needs 
of these populations, perhaps there will be less 
interest in retiring to other communities.        

Another consideration for park improvement is 
the necessary equipment needed to participate 
in the activities.  Horseshoes, badminton sets, 
bocce ball sets, soccer goals, pickleball sets, or 
even basketballs are some of the many items 
that could encourage park use by all.  Children 
and families that may not otherwise be able to 
participate in activities because of the up-front 
expense could benefit from a central location, 
like the library, where items could be rented at 
little or no cost.

In addition to encouraging more usage through 
the provision of equipment, programs operated 

by local volunteers to teach, coach, or work 
with area citizens to enable interest to grow 
could help differentiate Scranton from other 
area communities by providing new civic 
opportunities in which area residents may 
interact.  

Public Input Survey Considerations
Parks and recreation was the most maligned in 
the public input survey, ranking slightly below 
the library in the “less important/least important” 
governmental service rating.  It also received the 
most “poor” ratings in the quality of governmental 
services question, and was viewed as about the 
same level of quality as public works.  

Only 15 percent indicated that parks and 
recreation services should be cut with additional 
financial restraints.  On the other hand, only  
seven percent of responded in the survey that 
these facilities are not important to them or 
their families, with all other indicating that these 
were important services to their families, and 
51 percent indicating that parks and recreation 
facilities are important or very important.     

Summary
Of all the cultural items in Scranton, the item that 
has been the most emphasized is parks.  Making 
strategic investments in parks will be important 
to the community in the future, including:
•     Parks in which to invest;
•     Developing amenities that account for the  
entire population; and
•  Finding ways to encourage more usage, 
whether through programs or the provision of 
rental equipment. 

On the cultural side, local events like fundraisers 
are often popular with the community, but tends 
to be limited to many of the same invested 
residents.  Finding ways to encourage more 
participation will be an important aspect when 
addressing the goals presented in this section. 

Community Goals and Ideas
With limited financial resources, trying to spread 
services evenly between the two parks ultimately 
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detracts from both facilities.  The advantages of 
East Park pointed out by the Steering Committee 
include:
•  Existing playground and sports facilities;
•  Adjacent the community center and city hall;
•  Does not require railroad or highway crossing   
    for the vast majority of residents; 
•  Proximity to downtown;
•   Twice the service area within 1/4 mile compared  
    to West Park; and
•  Easily accessible by road and sidewalk.
With these advantages, it has been determined 
that East Park has significantly more upside for 
events and gatherings.  Assuming it becomes the 
main community park, continuing to invest in 
play equipment at the site will be a priority, and 
development of a new shelter house to serve the 
site will also be pursued. 

Focusing on gatherings of East Park will also 
open up West Park for a more specialized role 
in Scranton’s park system.  With a dump station 
already on site, highway visibility, and proximity 
to Casey’s, shifting West into an RV facility could 
be an opportunity for the city to expand its 
appeal and possibly even generate revenues 
from visitors.

Planning the site for cost estimates, from the 
number of pads to amenities, will be the next 
step in evaluating the feasibility.  There is 
little doubt that RVs are popular among many 
American travelers, and if Scranton can find a 
way to capitalize on bringing visitors into the 
community, the avenue should be explored.  

Pond Park, due to common floods and access 
problems, is envisioned to remain similar to 
how it currently stands.  Due to its high visibility, 
keeping the park in quality aesthetic shape is 
important, but with utility problems and relative 
isolation from the rest of the city, investing 
much in a park  is not a priority at this time.  Due 
to its isolation, the park is currently a popular 
spot for dog owners to exercise their pets in an 
informal manner.  If community interest evolves 
on designating a dog park, which feature some 

permanent play objects in an open, fenced 
location, and occasionally integrating water, like 
the pond, this could be a regional attraction as 
there are few similar facilities in the area.  Aside 
from the initial costs, it is unlikely that many 
additional expenses would be incurred by the 
city, and has potential to be a revenue-seeking 
facility.  

The Community Visioning Program from 
Trees Forever and the Iowa Department 
of Transportation should be requested to 
provide new ideas or guidance on how to 
improve Scranton’s park system before capital 
improvements are planned to better integrate 
community members in an engaging planning 
process that is of no cost to the city.  
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Chapter 6:

Transportation

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Considerations for the 
mobility of residents, 
whether walking by foot 
or vehicle, is a major 
consideration during 
comprehensive planning as 
the ability to move around 
Scranton impacts everyone 
daily.   This chapter 
will evaluate available 
traffic counts, sidewalk 
conditions, as well as 
connections between key 
areas of the community.  
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Vehicular Traffic
The Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT) 
regularly tabulates street traffic data statewide 
through the use of recorders and manual counts.    
Scranton had a manual count at State and Locust 
Streets (Highway 25) in 2011 and recorders 
spread throughout the city in 2012.

The data is provided in Figure 6-1, which maps 
the traffic counts provided by the DOT, with 
the location of the count marks the location 
of the recording devices, if used.  Note that the 
roadways are colored to illustrate traffic counts, 
but are extrapolated from a single count on one 
block, so particular block counts vary from the 
provided number.  

Locust Street or State Highway 25 was the busiest 
road in the city with an average of over 1,220 daily 
vehicles, depending on the exact location.  The 
second busiest road in the city was State Street 
west of Locust, and the fourth State Street east of 
Locust, making for a very busy intersection.

Main Street was the third busiest road with a 
recorder just south of the railroad recording an 
annual average daily traffic count of 460.

High vehicle counts on city-controlled roadways 
should be a consideration for future pedestrian 
facility improvements, such as sidewalks, 
crosswalks, and lighting as new challenges or 
opportunities emerge in the coming decades.  

Transit Services
Western Iowa Transit provides public 
transportation to Scranton and Greene County.  
Western Iowa Transit is a demand-based system 
that allows customers to schedule rides at a 
certain time to specific locations.  Most of the 
clients are students, senior citizens, and those 
with disabilities, but the general public also uses 
the services.  The fee-based service is not limited 
to any specific service area.  Western Iowa Transit 
also operates the JobJet, a ride-share program 
that provides transportation to groups of workers 
who commute to other cities.  The costs are 
figured on the number of passengers and miles.  

Pedestrian Travel
Sidewalks emerged through the community input 
survey as the most frequently used recreation 
facility in Scranton as well as the overwhelming 
favorite for recreational facility to improve.  
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Locust Street (Iowa Highway 25) facing south from West Park spans the Union Pacific railroad tracks.  Highway 25 carries the most 
traffic in Scranton on a daily basis. 
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Figure 6-1: Annual Average Daily Traffic Count, 2012



With extra community focus placed on 
the nearly 5.4 mile network, sidewalk 
locations and their conditions are 
mapped in Figure 6-3.  Because Google 
Street View was a tool used in the 
assessment of sidewalk conditions, the 
conditions date to the summer of 2013, 
and some changes may have occurred 
since.

The sidewalk map also features nodes, 
which are points where pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic could be expected to 
converge.  Two major nodes, one at 
Locust and State and the other at Main 
and Madison are listed as major nodes 
not only because of the amount of 
traffic they could be expected to handle, 
but also because these intersections 
are important gateways in developing 
an impression on visitors and residents 
alike.  The minor nodes are areas of 
convergence, but of lesser importance 
than those major points.  

Ideally, sidewalks connect all the nodes 
and destinations, whether home, work, 
or social venues, and are in quality 
enough shape to accommodate foot 
travel, children’s bicycles, strollers, and 
wheelchairs.

Sidewalk Conditions
For the most part, the nodes are 
connected with quality sidewalks 
as State Street west of Main as well 
as Main Street is in mostly good or 
excellent condition.  North of State 
Street, the most sidewalk is on Lincoln 
Street, but few east-west links between 
existing sidewalks, most notably 
Jefferson, Chicago, and High Streets 
halt connectivity.  Sidewalks are also 
absent in much of the city north of 
State Street, especially the northwest 
portion, but few assets of community-
wide importance or high-traffic streets 
help minimize problems that may stem 
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Figure 6-2: Sidewalk Condition Assessment
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Figure 6-3: Sidewalk Conditions and Nodes, 2013



from the absence of sidewalks.

Table 6-2 gives a brief criteria of how the 
sidewalks were evaluated.  While this criteria is  
not thorough, it is intended to give a large-scale 
overview of sidewalk conditions in Scranton as 
of September 2013.  

Note that in the Scranton Code of Ordinances 
6-13-2 (1), last updated in 2014, specific details 
on what defines a defective sidewalk are 
provided.  The individual squares that make up 
a sidewalk are each evaluated by eight criteria 
based on spalling, separations, and cracks.  The 
City Code also specifies that maintaining the 
sidewalk to acceptable form is the responsibility 
of the abutting property owner.  

The conditions map in Figure 6-3 is not related 
to any definitions or compliance as provided in 
the City Code.  It is only intended to evaluate 
existing conditions and provide a basis for 
improvement strategies. 

Also note that sidewalk ramps from the street, 
even in some areas with sidewalks in excellent 
condition, are missing.  Not only does this make 
safely accessing sidewalks very difficult for the 
mobility-impaired (particularly with wheelchairs 
or scooters), but also provides a hindrance for 
children on bikes, strollers, and other similar 
items to safely and effectively use the available 
sidewalks, encouraging more street use.

Main Street from the railroad to State Street 
is entirely accessible, but the busier roads in 
the community should be prioritized for ramp 
development.  State Street, for example, has a 
high vehicle count as the main east-west road 
in the city and also connects almost all public 
assets in the city: downtown, community center, 
parks, and nodes.  Unfortunately, State Street 
has very few ramps to promote safe pedestrian  
movement.     

Railroad
A defining characteristic of Scranton throughout 
its history has been the association with what 
is now the Union Pacific railroad on the city’s 
south side.  Union Pacific’s two main line tracks 

run through the city, with an average of 56 trains 
travelling at speeds of up to 70 miles per hour 
passing through daily.  There is also a third rail, 
or a siding, to the south of the main line that 
accesses the elevator.  There is only one at-
grade crossing in Scranton, minimizing safety 
problems and additional train horn noise that 
occurs with multiple crossings.   
The railroad does serve as a large barrier for 
accessing the portion of the city to the south 
of the tracks, as few roadway crossings and 
additional challenges in laying utilities under 
the tracks.  Pond Park is disconnected from the 
remainder of the city, and is difficult to access 
without vehicles as it is located upon a gravel 
road across the tracks from the main portion of 
town.  Highway 25 is bridged across the railroad 
but with high speeds and low visibility, not a 
safe means for pedestrian travel.  
Serving as a large barrier for people movement 
and infrastructure, the railroad limits southern 
development options within Scranton’s existing 
corporate boundary unlike the parts of the city 
to the north of the tracks.    

Western Iowa Transit
Scranton is served by Western Iowa Transit (WIT), 
a service operated by the Region XII Council of 
Governments.  WIT is a demand-responsive 
system that allows customers to schedule rides 
at a certain time to specific locations.  Most of 
the clients are students, senior citizens, and 
people with disabilities, but the general public 
also frequently uses the service.  The fee-based 
service is available to every resident of Scranton, 
and is not limited to any specific service area.

Another service provided by Western Iowa 
Transit is JobJet, a ride share program that 
provides the transportation to groups of workers 
that commute to other cities.  The costs are 
figured by the miles and number of passengers  
participating in the round-trip commute. 

Public Input Survey Considerations
Those that completed the public input survey 
viewed sidewalks as a very popular community 
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recreational resource. On the other hand, when 
compared to other city infrastructure like water, 
sewer, and roads, sidewalks were not viewed as 
very important.  

Of all recreational facilities, sidewalks were 
the most likely facility to be used daily and 
overwhelmingly were favored to be improved 
or upgraded.  The overall condition of sidewalks 
was viewed as comparable to the streets in town 
with “fair” and “poor” conditions combined, but 
more people did give sidewalks a “poor” rating 
compared to streets in the same question.  

While the majority of survey-takers supported 
downtown improvements, updating the fire 
station, and improving sidewalks as posed in 
question 24 of the survey, improving sidewalks 
did receive the highest amount of support.   

Summary
Sidewalks are an important topic in Scranton, 
mostly because of their safety, aesthetics, and 
expense.  While there are numerous sidewalks 
that could be improved to better the city, curbs 
are also an issue that will receive more scrutiny 
in the coming years.  

As more people wish to age in place, increased 
emphasis is going to be placed on mobility 
in the city.  Legal pressures also continue to 
mount on municipalities to improve pedestrian 
accessibility within communities.   

Community Goals and Ideas
The Scranton Streets Committee has planned 
on making a sidewalks plan prior to this 
Comprehensive Plan.  The plan will develop 
strategies on location prioritization, installation 
of ramps at intersections, and recommendations 
for how to finance improvement projects. 

Developing crosswalks downtown, with even 
simple painted lines are also something that the 
Steering Committee identified as something 
that can drastically improve the appearance of 
Scranton’s Downtown.  

Depending on how the park system evolves, 
special crosswalks across Highway 25 could also 
be developed with cooperation from the DOT to 
increase safety for pedestrians.   
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Lincoln Street on Scranton’s north side is one of many roads in that area with incomplete sidewalks and was not built with curb and 
gutter. 
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Infrastructure  
and Watersheds

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

The most important 
consideration in 
coordinated future 
development of the city 
is the ability to efficiently 
invest in the numerous 
infrastructure components. 
Additionally, since storm 
water has been a topic 
of concern that must be 
dealt with by the city, a 
detailed overview of storm 
water infrastructure and 
watersheds is provided in 
this section.    

Chapter 7:

4 5



Infrastructure are all the systems that allow 
Scranton to not only grow, but exist in the first 
place.  Some infrastructure, like roads, are highly 
visible and defects noticeable. Hidden systems 
like water, sewer, and gas are very important 
to the safety and quality of life of residents, but 
improvements are not nearly as visible.  The 
vast majority of large city expenditures are in 
the infrastructure realm and must be carefully 
planned to maximize its benefit as there is 
always more items needing improvement than 
the city can afford. 

Due to long-term debt obligations at the writing 
of this document, the City of Scranton has 
deferred on many capital improvements and 
instead has placed priority in maintenance and 
emergency improvements as needed.  

Roads
Like most cities, Scranton’s roads feature a variety 
of surface types and conditions.  Most of the city 
has curb-and-gutter street linings, but there are 
a few areas without that feature, mostly in the 
northern residential reaches as well as Stanton 
Street west of downtown.  

The Iowa State University Institute for 
Transportation operates the Iowa Pavement 
Management Program (IPMP), which has high-
tech vans capable of evaluating roadway 
conditions.  The evaluation takes into 
consideration that all surfaces are not equal, so 
the conditions that would make for a Portland 
concrete surface to score poorly would not 
necessarily be the same for an asphalt, or seal-
coated surface.  Sub-surface conditions are also 
evaluated where applicable.  

IPMP scans roughly half the roads in the state 
annually, with the last time in Scranton being 
2014.  Based on the automated evaluation of 
issues in roadway segments, the program has 
a scale ranging from “very poor” to “excellent”.  
The overwhelming majority of Scranton’s roads 
are in “good” condition, followed by “fair”, and 
a few “poor” stretches.  The map is provided in 
item 7-1 on the following page. 

Water
The focal point of Scranton is also the centerpiece 
of a very important water distribution network.    
Built in 1897, the water tower remains an 
important asset to the city.  The tower has the 
capacity to deliver additional water to the 
community, and source water is provided by 
X wells on the city’s south side with no known 
supply issues.
Like much infrastructure, the water system 
is aging and leaks are an inevitable issue.  It 
has been estimated that there is a substantial 
amount of treated water that is leaving the tower 
but is not billed.  The city is actively searching 
for leaks in the system and is correcting issues 
as they arise.  All improvements to the system 
have been completed using the more reliable 
PVC material.  

Wastewater
The City of Scranton treats all wastewater at 
the lagoons on the city’s southeast corner.  The 
equipment used in treatment is somewhat 
unusual and more complicated than many 
area cities, but the DNR has ordered that the 
facility be upgraded.  In order to meet clean 
water standards and to address any industrial 
waste contamination that could occur with the 
existing industries in the city, a new treatment 
facility is in the planning stages.  

Existing industries in Scranton using heavy 
chemicals and metals use their own additional 
treatment procedures, but the City of Scranton 
is also tasked with ensuring those industrial 
residues do not make it into any city discharge.  

Natural Gas, Electricity, Communications
Private utilities, although out of the purview of 
the local government are very important to the 
community’s ability to attract new residents and 
businesses.  Gas and power are both operated 
by large, interstate and investor-operated 
companies, while the Scranton Telephone 
Company is operated locally with an office in 
town.

The natural gas provider in Scranton is provided 
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Figure 7-3: Internet Download Speeds



by Black Hills Energy, an investor-owned utility 
which serves nearly 150,000 Iowans.

Alliant Energy, an investor-owned utility that 
serves over 470,000 customers statewide is the 
electric provider in Scranton.    

The Scranton Telephone Company provides 
cable, internet, and telephone services to 
Scranton residents in a variety of packages.  Most 
of the high-speed internet is operated through 
DSL connections but Scranton Telephone has 
some fiber capacities which it has been installing 
to residences since 2012.  Maps 7-2 and 7-3 
are 2015 Connect Iowa maps that show the 
broadband types as well as download speeds of 
Greene County and its communities.  Note that 
the fiber availability is not listed on the maps, 
although it is available to Scranton residents 
and businesses.  

Stormwater
The soils and topography of Scranton are 
unique in how heavy rainfall events impact 
the city.  Heavy rainfall events have frequently 
overwhelmed the storm water pipes and led to 
standing water in many spots around the city.  
Most of the captured water from streets is fed 
into a tile that drains east of town, but the pipes 
have been known to fill during heavy events.

Similarly, heavy rainfall on the city’s west side, 
especially with the flow that originates and 
flows through the Scranton Manufacturing site,  
channels down next to the rail, where a tile runs 
underneath into the pond at Pond Park.  The tile 
under the tracks has limited the drainage above 
the tracks and to the west.

The pond at Pond Park also floods during these 
events and due to its slow tile outlet also limits 
any sorts of investment that may occur at the 
park.

The stormwater drain and tile system is mapped 
on the following page.  Map 7-4 features three 
HUC-12 watersheds, or the smallest watershed 
unit used by the United States Geological 
Survey; the blue areas differentiate the smaller 
watersheds, and the middle, unshaded area that 

makes up most of Scranton is its own HUC-12 
watershed but not shaded for clarity.  The arrows 
indicate the general flow of water that falls 
during rain events as it makes its way towards 
the Raccoon River through the watershed. Area 
watersheds are outlines in Map 7-3.  

The storm sewer lines and tiles are also provided 
on the map, and where the diameter is known, 
labeled.  Most of the precipitation that falls in 
the agricultural parts of Scranton’s north side 
naturally flow northeasterly away from the city.  
On the west side of the map, precipitation is 
channeled towards the railroad tracks, where a 
tile carries it into Pond Park, and from there water 
escapes through tiles heading in a southeasterly 
direction.  The majority of developed Scranton 
drains into storm sewers that converge at Eagle 
and State Streets where it is piped east of town.

Area Watersheds
Map 7-5 gives a larger-scale view of the 
watersheds around Scranton.  The HUC-10 
watersheds are shaded on the map and named 
with white letters.  The HUC-12 watersheds, 
which make up the HUC-10 watersheds, are 
named in yellow text.  As illustrated in the last 
map, Scranton has three HUC-12 watersheds 
and two HUC-10 watersheds within it’s corporate 
boundaries, all of which drain into the Raccoon 
River.  Scranton is situated at nearly the top of 
each watershed.

Public Input Survey Considerations
In the community input survey, stormwater 
was considered both very important and also 
received the most fair and poor assessments.  
Streets received the next most fair or poor votes, 
although the majority of streets were evaluated 
as fair.  Sewer service ranked the next lowest, 
followed by water.  Gas and electric were held in 
the highest regard, while internet and television 
services received numerous responses in all 
categories, which is likely a product of the 
different ages of the individuals participating in 
the survey.  
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Summary
The City of Scranton has numerous 
infrastructure challenges that will eventually 
need to be addressed.  With limitations on 
bonding capacity for capital improvements as 
well as restricted means of revenue, the City 
of Scranton will have to make very targeted 
improvements.  Like all cities, aging water, 
sewer, gas, and road infrastructure is aging and 
will need to  eventually be replaced, although 
many improvements may be able to wait until 
the twenty year horizon of this plan passes.
Stormwater has become an important 
discussion in the city as tiles with limited 
diameters have frequently backed up into roads 
and yards.  Any future development in the city 
will have to address minimizing its contribution 
to the existing storm water infrastructure during 
heavy rain surges.  

Community Goals and Ideas
The committee has stressed that the city will 
likely remain in maintenance mode through 
updating and fixing select infrastructure as 
needed, especially as it is being forced into 
updating its wastewater treatment operations.  
Storm water studies are underway at the time of 
this report that have listed numerous options for 
addressing that growing concern,and any new 
development will have to address that situation 
as not to exacerbate the existing condition.  
Cooperative watershed management strategies 
are being implemented across the state and 
allowing for new revenue sources to invest in 
not only infrastructure to handle heavy rainfall 
events but also to aid in providing cleaner 
streams, rivers, and lakes downstream.  
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Chapter 8:

land use

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

One of the most 
important aspects of 
the Comprehensive Plan 
is the future land use 
concept as it has important 
bearings on the tax base, 
infrastructure investments, 
as well as community 
identity.  Part of the 
assessment is to look at the 
existing land use mixes
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With a large corporate boundary, the City of 
Scranton is dominated by agricultural land 
uses, or about 73 percent of all land within 
Scranton.  As few services are typically provided 
to agricultural areas of the city, Chart 8-1 above 
only breaks down land use by non-agricultural 
uses.  The data is based upon how the properties 
are assessed by the Greene County Assessor, 
but some adjustments have been made in 
agricultural areas to split the part of the property 
with the house from land used for crops.   

Current Land Use
Scranton has a strong proportion of industrial 
(23 percent) to residential land use (44 percent).  
City-owned land, which is colored gray in both 
Figure 8-1 and the map in Figure 8-2, accounts 
for 15 percent of the non-agricultural land uses 
in the community.  Half of the city figure is a 
result of land committed to two large parks: 
Pond Park, featuring 8.8 acres, and East Park 
with 6.6 acres.

Railroad and tax-exempt properties both 
have larger total acres than non-industrial 
commercial areas in the city.  With only six 
percent of the non-agricultural land taxed at a 
commercial rate, Scranton is fortunate to have 
a large industrial presence to offset the limited 

number of commercial operations, particularly 
retail.  Public input and the Steering Committee 
have indicated that commercial development is 
both a challenge and an opportunity for the city, 
especially Downtown, but development space 
is constrained.     

Commercial and industrial property taxes 
have increasing importance to tax revenues in 
Iowa communities as the state imposes very 
restrictive measures on how local property taxes 
may be collected. 

Future Land Use
The future land use of Scranton for the most part 
echoes the previous land use plan established in 
1966.  

Single-Family Housing
New housing will be best suited to the north on 
the east side of Locust Street (Highway 25) as 
water, sewer, and street connectivity can easily 
be accommodated in that area.  The lot sizes 
and street layouts are also envisioned to be 
compatible with the already built areas.  

The area between Moulton and Elm Streets 
on the city’s south side were also suggested in 
the 1966 plan, and could be suited for large-lot 
development but is not ideal for typical single-
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Figure 8-1: Non-Agricultural Land Use Composition
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family houses like those found in the remainder 
of the city due to a lack on connectivity.  

Multiple-Family Housing
With the number of workers in the community 
as well as the number of jobs in the area and 
a regional lack of housing options, multiple-
family units could have some potential.  Since 
duplexes are allowed in the typical residential 
districts of Scranton, the multiple family units 
are new buildings with a minimum of three 
units, but could range much higher depending 
on design.  The location for these units is behind 
the Main Street businesses where services are 
nearby and parking lots would not disrupt the 
neighborhood feel.  

Industrial
Likewise, Scranton Manufacturing has also 
built a strong presence west of Locust Street, 
and future industrial land uses are meant to 
complement that existing operation.  Clustered 
industries enable the city  to more efficiently 
invest in infrastructure as industrial operations 
oftentimes demand more from utilities and 

infrastructure than other commercial operations. 

Downtown Commercial
With downtown being a vital part of any 
community, Scranton has placed an emphasis 
on its future development.  A major issue that 
needs to be addressed is the aging buildings 
downtown that require extensive work to even 
make them serviceable for retail or restaurant 
establishments, which often have owners that 
cannot afford to spend the money to invest 
in the building when simply trying to start a 
business.  

Something similar to what was accomplished in 
Guthrie County’s Yale is something that could 
merit consideration in Scranton.  In Yale, older 
buildings were removed, and the city paid for 
the shell structure.  A condo association was 
created and the partitioned building is owned 
by a number of individuals.  The retail venues 
have led to a business presence that may not 
otherwise exist in Yale.    

Other Commercial
Many commercial retail outlets are unwilling 
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Many of the retail units in Yale, Iowa were created by demolishing older buildings and creating a new, handicap-accessible retail 
area with storefronts that require little up-front costs in which to start doing business.  The building currently houses a post office, 
bar and grill, as well as a salon.  It is managed by a condo organization that was created after the building was constructed.  



to move into Main Street areas because of 
highway, surface parking, or other requirements.  
As a result, some other commercial areas are 
planned near nodes that have already been 
impacted by a business presence.  This provides 
for a potentially good mix of commercial sites 
available to willing investors in the city. 

Stormwater
Stormwater, as it will remain an issue in any of 
the city’s  development, will likely need to be 
accommodated to not further stress the drainage 
lines during large rain events.  As such, a public 
area with some water storage capacity is located 
on the map that would help to hold surges of 
water and give the streets more time to drain.  
The area on the map is only conceptual, but can 
ideally also be integrated into an attractive, low-
maintenance public space that serves as a park.  

A similar stormwater facility could also be 
beneficial on the city’s west side with any new 
industrial growth to lower the number of back-
ups at the tile under the railroad that feeds into 
Pond Park.  

Highway 30 Expansion Zone
The Highway 30 expansion zone is something 
to be considered with any development of the 
Highway 30 corridor, although the highway’s fate 
at the time of this plan is anything but certain.  
If improvements become planned for the 
highway, the City of Scranton should consider 
annexation to maximize its economic potential 
of the area, and then do some planning as to 
how the area would be best served.  The future 
land use plan is an item that can be amended 
to reflect any changes that will ultimately be 
impacted by infrastructure and zoning.  

Note that assessed land uses are different than 
future development zoning as city.  The future 
land use map is the basis for future zoning, and 
while not a blueprint, should guide development.  
Likewise, future land use planning should not be 
seen as determining what people can do with their 
property, as present uses will generally remain 
unencumbered, but instead allows owners to 

transition to new uses or sell to a developer after 
it is rezoned. Future land use maps must not be 
evaluated on a parcel-by-parcel basis but instead 
as cohesive zones. 

Public Input Survey Considerations
Mostly repeated from the housing section 
of this plan due to the importance of future 
housing  strategies, those figures follow: 65 
percent of Individuals that took the public 
input survey do not believe there are enough 
housing choice in Scranton, based on type, 
costs, and condition, with another 25 percent 
indicating that they were not really sure if there 
was enough choice.  79 percent of participants 
believed existing housing was in “fair” or “good” 
condition, indicating that the variety was the 
primary driver of housing choice question.  

Single-family housing with valuation of less 
than $100,000 was the what most people 
overwhelmingly believed Scranton needs 
more of, followed distantly by multiple-family 
apartments and senior living facilities.  Almost 60 
percent of respondents also believed they would 
not consider building a house in Scranton, and 
of the approximate one-third of survey-takers 
that would consider building with incentives,  
that tax abatement and land incentives would 
be necessary conditions.   

Summary and Community Ideas
The City of Scranton is well situated in regard to 
the presence of industrial operations to bolster 
its tax base, but a low commercial presence and 
very little room for additional housing provide 
the basis for how future land use development 
will be shaped.  A renewed interest in making 
downtown a more viable area for business, 
more highway-oriented commercial operations, 
and ample residential and industrial room  for 
growth are the main takeaways from this section.
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Chapter 9

HAZARDS

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

In 2013 the City of Scranton 
participated in a hazard 
mitigation plan with all 
other Greene County 
governments, including 
schools, cities, and the 
county.  The purpose of this 
section is to recognize that 
important and active plan 
so that the Comprehensive 
Plan may work in 
conjunction. 

6 1



The hazard mitigation process is a process 
guided by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to work with communities in identifying, 
and preparing for, natural and human-made 
disasters.  Residents of Early participated in the 
planning process for the Greene County Multi-
jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, which was 
approved by the Scranton City Council in 2013.  
As part of the process, critical infrastructure, 
risk assessments, goals, and action steps were 
assembled by a group of volunteer residents and 
city officials.  The plan is an intensive document 
that provides an overview of Scranton as well as 
mitigation strategies for potential threats to the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community.      

Critical Infrastructure
The critical facilities identified by the committee 
in the hazard mitigation planning process are 
listed in Table 9-1 and mapped in item 9-3.  
Critical infrastructure are specific items that the 
Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee believe 
would pose a threat to the functioning of the 
community if impaired.      

Risk Assessment
All potential threats were organized by the 
Hazard Mitigation Committee in order to help 
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TABLE 9-1: IDENTIFIED CRITICAL FACILITIES
Fire Station
Church of Christ
Methodist Church
City Hall and Community Center
West Central
Storm Siren
Cell Phone Towers, Telephone Office
Sewer
Water
Wells
Scranton Manufacturing
B & D Manufacturing
Senior Citizen Homes
Substation
Natural Gas
Water Tower and Underground Storage
Gas Station
Machine Shop
County Shed
City Shed
Map 9-2 maps these facilities from the plan. 



TABLE 9.2: HAZARD RISK 
ASSESSMENTS

Previous 
Occurrence?

Likely to 
Experience?

Probability
Magnitude/

Severity
Warning 

Time
Duration

Hazard 
Score

Rank

N A T U R A L  H A Z A R D S
Tornado Y Y 3 3 4 1 2.95 1

Grass or Wild Land Fire Y Y 4 1 4 1 2.80 2

Thunderstorm and Lightning Y Y 4 1 4 1 2.80
Windstorm Y Y 4 1 4 1 2.80
Hailstorm Y Y 4 1 3 1 2.65 5
Extreme Heat Y Y 3 1 2 3 2.25 6
Severe Winter Storms Y Y 3 1 2 3 2.25
Drought Y Y 3 1 1 4 2.20 8
Flash Flood Y Y 1 3 4 2 2.15 9
River Flooding N N 1 1 4 4 1.75 10
Sink Holes Y N 1 1 4 3 1.65 11

H U M A N - C A U S E D  H A Z A R D S
Transportation Incident Y Y 4 2 4 3 3.30 1
Hazardous Material Y Y 3 2 4 3 2.85 2
Infrastructure Failure Y Y 3 2 4 3 2.85
Animal/Plant/Crop Disease Y Y 3 2 2 3 2.55 4
Human Disease Y Y 2 3 2 4 2.50 5
Radiological N N 1 1 4 1 1.45 6
Terrorism N N 1 1 4 1 1.45

prioritize projects.  Considerations were made 
for each threat depending on magnitude, 
severity, likelihood, previous experiences, and 
duration in order to complete a prioritized list of 
threats.  Tornadoes were evaluated as the largest 
threat to Scranton as a result of the potential 
for damage and well as limited warning time.  
Transportation incident was listed as the most 
dangerous human-caused hazard as a result of 
heavy railway and highway traffic in the city.   

Full explanations and more details about the 
hazard mitigation planning process is provided 
in the 2013 Greene County Multi-jurisdictional 
Hazard Mitigation Plan.   

Community Goals and Ideas
The mitigation plan provided as part of the 
Hazard Mitigation Plan is provided in the 

implementation section of this document.  While 
this plan is not intended to supercede what 
items are in the Hazard Mitigation Plan, some of 
the items listed in the Hazard Mitigation Plan are 
not listed in this report as some items have been 
accomplished and others deemed unnecessary 
as individual projects.  
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Chapter 10:

Implementation

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

The comprehensive plan 
provides a vision for 
achieving progress as a 
community.  In order to  
help the city move forward 
with the goals of this 
plan, the implementation 
chapter provides a guide as 
to time frames and people 
or organizations that 
can help the ideas of this 
document become a reality. 

6 5



The following table lists many of the community goals established over the course of this project.    
The partners are the organizations that could have a role in bringing ideas and projects to fruition.  
Time frame is also provided and is based upon how complicated the goals are to accomplish, 
starting with the shortest term being a matter of a few years.  
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Potential Project Partners Time Frame
Participate in Community Visioning Program Trees Forever, City Short
Seek new recreational activities for residents of 
all ages City, Parks Board Medium

Market and vacant lots City Ongoing
Develop plan for West Park City Medium
New shelter house at East Park City, Parks Board Long
Maintain or increase existing parks level of 
service City Ongoing

Enforce nuisances City, County Sheriff Ongoing
Encourage more citizen participation City, Community Groups Ongoing
Establish new retail spaces downtown City, Businesses, GC Chamber Long
Develop sidewalk improvement strategy Streets Committee, City Short
Develop a Highway 30 growth plan if the 
roadway is expanded to four lanes City Long

Continue monitoring and develop new 
construction incentives City Medium

Research feasibility of RV park Parks Board, City Medium
Research feasibility of dog park Parks Board, City Medium
Improve street appearance in downtown City, Businesses Medium

New entrance signs and Highway 30 sign Community Betterment, City, 
DOT Medium

Expand fire station City Long
Improve Ballfield City Medium
Improve city’s relationship to the historic Lincoln 
Highway City, Businesses Medium

Seek opportunities to improve housing
Welcoming Committee City, Betterment Committee Short
Maintain working relationship with Greene 
County and Greene County Schools City Ongoing

Invest in stormwater management facilities City Long
Continue fire hydrant replacement program City Short
Provide information on tornado shelters and 
warming centers City Short

Build a new wastewater treatment facility City Short

Figure 10-1: Project Implementation Schedule



Appendix A:

SWOT ANALYSIS

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Public input was central 
to the assembly of the 
comprehensive plan.  Over 
a month in June and July 
2015, the survey was made 
available in printed form 
in the library, bank, and 
City Hall in addition to a 
link on the Region XII COG 
homepage.  A summary of 
each question in graphical 
form follow in addition to 
constructive comments 
provided by residents at 
the end of the survey. 

6 7



Strengths
• Large employers
• Community center
• Parks (4)
• Children activities
• Off  the highway
• Two active churches
• Fire Department
• Good school districts in the area
• Entertainment
• Close to opportunities in Jeff erson and 

Carroll
• Lincoln Highway
• Library
• Near medical services
• VA services in Carroll
• Greene County Economic Development

Weaknesses
• Aging infrastructure
• Housing stock
• Renter home maintenance
• Core businesses (grocery, restaurant)
• Downtown storefront vacancies
• Highway 25 and 30 have few businesses 

and don’t draw travelers in
• Patchwork sidewalk network (some miss-

ing, many parts in poor condition)
• Vacant or dilapidated housing
• Rescue units
• Poor drainage in areas
• Infi ll lots too small for modern houses, no 

land for subdividing
• Visual blight
• Same people doing everything in town
• Regional workforce (limited)
• Transportation for those without cars
• Greene County Chamber doesn’t think 

outside of Jeff erson
• No childcare in town

Comprehensive Plan 
Steering Committee 

SWOT Analysis - Summary from March 23 Meeting

CITY OF SCRANTON
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Opportunities
• Available lots for development
• More businesses
• Available land
• Sewer treatment
• Proximity to Carroll and Jeff erson
• Highway 30
• Lincoln Highway tourism
• Opportunity to promote the community
• Job opportunities (Scranton 

Manufacturing, Home Base Iowa)
• Trail system around the area
• Senior Housing
• Increase owner-occupied units

Threats
• Ineffi  cient buildings
• No subdivisions
• City-incurred risk of subdivision expansion
• Decreasing housing units lead to less 

population (and less formula funding)

SWOT Analysis (continued)

Future Goals and Potential Projects (April Meeting)

• Housing Developments 
• Fill Main Street vacancies
• Get Main Street going again
• Continue to attract families
• Maintain attractive parks
• Remove dilapidated houses
• Perhaps more strict rental codes 

(inspections, serve notices needed but 
costly process)

• Keep infrastructure at a grade that 
maintains industry

• Generate more community interest and 
involvement 



Opportunities
• Available lots for development
• More businesses
• Available land
• Sewer treatment
• Proximity to Carroll and Jeff erson
• Highway 30
• Lincoln Highway tourism
• Opportunity to promote the community
• Job opportunities (Scranton 

Manufacturing, Home Base Iowa)
• Trail system around the area
• Senior Housing
• Increase owner-occupied units

Threats
• Ineffi  cient buildings
• No subdivisions
• City-incurred risk of subdivision expansion
• Decreasing housing units lead to less 

population (and less formula funding)

SWOT Analysis (continued)

Future Goals and Potential Projects (April Meeting)

• Housing Developments 
• Fill Main Street vacancies
• Get Main Street going again
• Continue to attract families
• Maintain attractive parks
• Remove dilapidated houses
• Perhaps more strict rental codes 

(inspections, serve notices needed but 
costly process)

• Keep infrastructure at a grade that 
maintains industry

• Generate more community interest and 
involvement 
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Appendix B:

Community Survey Results

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Public input was central 
to the assembly of the 
comprehensive plan.  Over 
a month in June and July 
2015, the survey was made 
available in printed form 
in the library, bank, and 
City Hall in addition to a 
link on the Region XII COG 
homepage.  A summary of 
each question in graphical 
form follow in addition to 
constructive comments 
provided by residents at 
the end of the survey. 

7 1



70%

30%

City of Scranton

Surrounding Area

1: Where do you live in relation to Scranton?

55%
45%

Male

Female

2: Are you male or female?

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

3: How many people are in your household?
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0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

17 or
younger

18-20 21-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80 or
older

4: What category describes your age?

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

Less than
$20,000

$20,000 to
$34,999

$35,000 to
$49,999

$50,000 to
$74,999

$75,000 to
$99,999

$100,000 to
$149,999

$150,000 or
More

5: Please estimate how much total combined income did all members 
of your HOUSEHOLD earn in 2014? This includes money from jobs; net 

income from business, farm, or rent; pensions; dividends; interest; social 
security payments.



0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Currently
attending K-12

Some High
School

High
School/GED

Degree

Some College 2 Year -
Associates

Degree

4 Year -
Bachelors

Degree

Masters Degree

6: What is your level of education?

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

Once per week 2-4 times per
week

Once per month 2-4 times per
month

1-2 times per
year

Never

7: How often do you use the Scranton Public Library?
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8: Do you believe that the existing Scranton Public Library is adequate in 
terms of the following:

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Yes No Not Sure

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50

Greene County Sheriff Greene County EMS
(Ambulance)

Administration (Mayor
and Council, etc)

Parks and Rec Public Works (Streets,
Water, Sewer)

Excellent Good Fair Poor

9: Please rate the quality of the following governmental services:
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0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Fire Parks and Rec Public Works
(Streets, Water,

Sewer)

Library None

10: What governmental services would you be willing to  
reduce due to financial constraints?

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40

Police (Provided
by Greene

County)

Fire Ambulance
(Provided by

Greene County)

Parks and Rec Public Works
(Streets, Water,

Sewer)

Library

Most Important Important Neutral Less Important Least Important

11: What governmental services are the most important to you?   
(Only one answer per column)
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0%

12%

67%

21%

0%

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Dilapidated (beyond reasonable
repair)

12: Overall, how would you rate the condition of Scranton’s housing?

10%

65%

25%

Yes

No

Not Sure

13: Do you think there is an adequate supply of housing choices 
 (type, cost, condition) in Scranton?
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0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%

Single Family
Residential

(under
$100,000

value)

Single Family
Residential
($100,000 -

$200,000
value)

Single Family
Residential

(over
$200,000

value)

Duplexes Multi-family
Apartments

Senior Living
Facilities

No additional
Housing Stock

is needed

14: What type(s) of housing do you think needs to be added in  
Scranton (if any)?  Please check all that apply.

10%

59%

31%
Yes

No

Yes, if the right incentives
are available

15: Would you consider building a house in Scranton?
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0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Tax abatement Land

16: If you indicated that incentives would be necessary in the above 
question, what types would you need?

9%

42%42%

7%

Very Important

Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

17: How important are parks and recreational facilities  
to you and your family?

OTHER COMMENTS: Financing assistance; Also help with building costs; If I wanted to move to town; Help - an old house; 
Money and supplies; I have my own land.
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0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

Greene County
Community

Center

Sidewalks for
walking/running

Ball fields City parks Scranton
Community

Center

Basketball courts Shelter house Fishing Private exercise
facilities

Daily 2-4 Times per week 2-4 Times per month Monthly 2-4 Times per year Never

18: How often do you or your family members utilize the following 
recreational facilities (when open if a  seasonal activity facility)  

in and around Scranton?

19: Please rank which recreational facilities should be upgraded or added?  
 (Only one answer per column)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Sidewalks for
walking/running

Ball fields City parks Scranton Community
Center

Basketball courts Shelter house

Most Important to be Improved/Added Important Neutral Less Important Least Important to be Improved/Added
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0

10

20

30

40

50

Various fundraisers Fishing Day Library Programs

No
Yes

20: Have you attended any of the following cultural events in  
Scranton in the past year?

53%

19%

28%

Yes

No

Not Sure

21: Do you believe that there are adequate opportunities to attend 
cultural events in Greene or surrounding counties?
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0

5

10
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45

50

Excellent Good Fair Poor

22: Please rate the condition of the infrastructure in the 
City of Scranton.

0
5

10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50

Water Sewer Storm
Sewer/Storm

Water
Drainage

Streets Electrical
System

Gas Utility Internet Sidewalks Television
(Cable,

satellite)

Very Important Important Somewhat Important Not Important

23: Please rate how important the following services are to  
Scranton’s existing infrastructure.
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0

10

20

30

40

50

Sidewalks Fire Station Improving
Downtown

No
Not Sure
Yes

24: Do you feel that the following projects are worthy of  
future investment?

43%

35%

22%

Yes

No

Not Sure

25: Are there adequate employment opportunities within  
the Scranton area?
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• More things for kids to do (like a swimming pool) and places for kids to hang out so they  
 do not get into trouble.

• It would be nice if they would take care of the Northwest of town on the flooding and  
 backup sewage.  Top or opening of the storm drains need to be cleaned off more often  
 cause they are plugged up.  Scranton needs to have someone working all week.

• Fix storm drainage at Casey’s Northeast corner.

• Need police.

• Fix street drainage issues and all sidewalks.

• Consolidate city services at Community Center.

• Recruit younger community members to serve on council.

• Vigorously enforce abatements.

26: Other Comments:
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 Appendix C:

PARKS ANALYSIS

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

The following is the survey 
form and guidance to 
how the parks system in 
Scranton was evaluated by 
volunteers.  

8 5
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East West Pond Gazebo

Amenities 
Playset (attached slides and climbing 
equipment) #

Swings # #
Seesaw #
Merry-go-Round #
Basketball # #
Baseball/softball #
Volleyball # #
Benches/Tables # # #
Restrooms # #
Shelter # #
Concessions #
Drinking water #
Lighting #
Electricity Access #
Grills
Trash Receptacles #
Dock #
Landscape
Trees # # # #
Grass # # # #
Garden #
Play area ground cover # #
Play area edging # #
Water Condition/Access #
Accessibility
Sidewalks/Paths # # # #
Parking # # # #
Surrounding Sidewalks # # # #
ADA # # # #
Amenities Average 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscape Average 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Accessibility Average 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Overall Condition 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Scranton Comprehensive Plan Process - Parks Scoring Criteria
Please take a minute to complete a survey on the features of Scranton’s four city parks: East, West, Pond, and 
Gazebo.  Each factor will be rated on the scoring sheet on a scale of 1-5 if it present within the park, all other 
items can remain blank. In order to help, the following table helps differentiate categories.  The results will be 
summarized so that the parks can numerically be evaluated as a sum of its parts to help the city prioritize future 
investment strategies.  Feel free to leave notes on the back side of the response sheet.  Thank you for your 
participation.  
Category Not 

Applicable
1-Poor 2-Substandard 3-Fair 4-Good 5- Excellent

Amenities Park does 
not have 
this item.

Items in this 
category exist 
at the park but 
are unusuable 
as intended due 
to defections or 
safety hazards.  
Replacement 
is probably 
necessary.     

Items that need 
to be improved 
in order to work 
as intended.  
Substandard 
items can be 
returned to 
good condition 
with investment.    

Amenities 
that serve 
their purpose 
but may be 
missing parts 
or are showing 
significant 
signs of aging. 

Items that may 
be showing 
minimal signs 
of wear due 
to usage or 
age but are 
in generally 
good 
condition.

New or like-
new items 
that do not 
have defects 
or wear 
associated 
with 
most park 
equipment.   

Landscape Park does 
not have 
this item.

Features at the 
park are possibly 
worn, dead, thick 
with weeds, or 
otherwise poor 
appearance 
detracts from 
the park.  Edging 
missing or not 
containing ground 
cover. 

These landcape 
features are in 
less than quality 
shape. Outdated 
or thin play area 
ground covers 
fall into this 
category. 

Landscape is 
in acceptable 
condition.  
Grass could be 
patchy at spots 
or weeds in 
limited areas.  
Playground 
covers are 
acceptable. 

Features are 
in a good 
condition with 
little signs 
of wear. In 
grassy areas, 
weeds do not 
detract from 
appearance.  
Edging 
contains 
nearly all 
ground cover.    

Landscape 
features are 
in an ideal 
condition.  
Trees 
manicured, 
grass thick, 
and edges 
crisp.  

Accessibility Park does 
not have 
attached 
sidewalks 
connecting 
to adjacent 
streets.  
Parking 
is not 
available on 
city land or 
streets. 

Park does not 
have a quality 
parking area on 
site.    

Sidewalks 
exist, but no 
ramps nearby.  
Sidewalks do 
not directly 
connect to 
facilities within 
park. No 
preventative 
measures to 
avoid parking 
on grass.  

Sidewalk 
access to park, 
but missing 
ramps at 
curbs or other 
difficulties 
for disabled 
access.  
Parking 
lot area is 
defined and 
maintained.  

Designated 
parking area 
connected 
to the park.  
Sidewalks 
available to 
park facilities.    

Concrete 
access to 
park features.  
No steps on 
sidewalk.  
Paved 
parking stalls 
seamlessly 
connect 
visitors to 
park.



 Appendix D:

Retail trade analysis

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

Every year, the Iowa State 
University Department 
of Economic publishes a 
retail trade analysis report 
for every city and county 
in Iowa.  The reports look 
at a number of factors, 
including statewide 
demand, commuting 
patterns, and national 
spending attitudes.  A 
few select pages that deal 
primarily with Scranton 
have been taken from 
the full report, which is 
available online at http://
www.icip.iastate.edu/retail/
city
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This report examines local retail sales and related economic trends in 
Scranton, Iowa, using a variety of comparative performance measures.   

The retail analysis is based on state-reported sales of goods and services that 
are subject to Iowa’s statewide sales tax.  Please refer to the Data Notes 
section for detailed information about the types of retail activity included in 
taxable sales.  The data notes also include denitions and guidelines for 
interpreting retail measures and other indicators in this report.    

Except where otherwise noted, retail sales data for preceding years have been 
adjusted for ination and are stated in Fiscal Year 2014 dollar equivalents.  
The 2014 scal year began on July 1, 2013, and ended on June 30, 2014.   

Overview 

Key Retail Indicators for Scranton  

Contents: 

10-Year Sales Summary 2 

Local Economic Conditions 3-4 

Peer Group Analysis 5-6 

Pull Factor Analysis 7-8 

Regional Competition 9-11 

Historical Trends 12 

Sales by Business Group 13-15 

Consumer Characteristics 16-17 

Data Notes 18-22 

Frequently-Asked Questions 23 

About Scranton: 

• Scranton is located  within Greene 
County, Iowa.       

• Scranton is not contained within any of 
Iowa's metropolitan or micropolitan 
sta s cal areas. 

• Scranton recorded a total popula on of 
557 residents in the 2010 Census   . 

Iowa State University 
Department of Economics 

Scranton 

Retail Trade Analysis Report 
Fiscal Year 2014 

Issued February, 2015 

   

Scranton FY2013 FY2014

Real total taxable sales ($) 2,973,299 3,690,103 24.1% 

Number of reporting firms (annualized) 33 33 0.0% 

Population 544 543 -0.2% 

Average sales per capita ($) 5,466 6,796 24.3% 

Average sales per firm ($) 90,100 111,821 24.1% 

% Change

89         2015 Scranton Appendix D



ISU Department of Economics Page 2  

 

Taxable Retail Sales Per Capita 

10-Year Summary Retail Sales Tax Sta s cs 

 Real Total Taxable Sales in Scranton 

Annualized Number of Repor ng Firms in Scranton 

2,500

5,000

7,500

10,000

12,500

FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14
Scranton 4,254 4,236 4,642 4,614 4,206 4,278 4,244 5,660 5,466 6,796
State of Iowa 11,980 12,069 11,935 12,040 11,997 11,240 11,318 11,551 11,425 11,565

Real
Sales
Per
Capita
($)

31 32
35

38 36
35 34 35

33 33

FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

Average               
number

of   
returns filed
per quarter

2.5 2.4
2.6 2.6

2.3 2.4 2.4

3.1 3.0

3.7

FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

Real
annual

taxable
retail sales
($ millions)
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Regional Compe on 
Communities within a region compete with each other for shares of overall regional economic activity.  This section 
explores some of the competitive forces at work in the area surrounding Scranton.  First, the distribution of trade among 
cities in Greene County is assessed.  Next, important interactions with surrounding cities and counties are examined 
using data on worker commuting ows.  Finally, retail trade patterns in the broader region are illustrated by comparing 
average per capita sales and pull factor ratios for nearby cities and counties. 

Role Within the County 

The relative contributions of 
Scranton as a trade and population 
center within Greene County are 
illustrated at right.  The left-most 
chart shows the percentage of Greene 
County taxable sales occurring within 
the city of Scranton.  The right-most 
chart displays the percentage of 
Greene County residents who live 
within Scranton. 

Taxable Sales, 5% Popula on, 6% 

Scranton Percentage Shares 
 of Greene County Totals 

 Greene County Jurisdic ons Repor ng  
Taxable Retail Sales in FY 2014 

Average Sales 
Area Name Population # Filers ($millions)
Greene Total 9,127 328 69.6
Churdan 375 22 1.2
Grand Junction 795 29 7.6
Jefferson 4,264 197 50.9
Paton 233 19 4.5
Rippey 280 15 1.0
Scranton 543 33 3.7

Other areas in Greene County 2,637 13 0.8

Other Trade and 
Popula on Centers Within 
the County 
The table at right lists cities in 
Greene County with reported taxable 
sales activity during Fiscal Year 2014.  
Data for cities with 10 or fewer permit
-holders ling sales tax returns are 
suppressed.  Sales amounts for those 
smaller jurisdictions are included 
within the “other areas in county” 
values. 

Amounts shown for each city reect 
the population and reported sales for 
the city as a whole, regardless of 
whether it crosses into a neighboring 
county.  Any cities with reporting 
rms that fall within a neighboring 
county are indicated with an asterisk 
(*), and the neighboring county’s 
portion of sales, if any, are noted 
below the table. 
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Regional Trade Pa erns 
Regional shopping patterns may be inferred 
from the relative trade levels in surrounding 
counties and cities.  The graphics on this 
page illustrate which counties and cities in 
the region serve as regional magnets for 
retail trade activity.   

The map at right illustrates county retail 
pull factors for Fiscal Year 2014 (see Page 8 
for a denition of pull factors).  The 
counties with a pull factor exceeding 1.0, 
identied in the map with large blue dots, 
are likely exerting a strong retail inuence 
on trade centers in neighboring counties.  
Counties with pull factors below 1.0 are 
leaking sales on a county-wide basis, but 
might still contain one or more strong local 
trade centers. 

$22,647 22,356

11,937
11,055

9,505 9,424
8,161 7,835

7,057 6,796
5,828

Per Capita
Sales ($)

Neighboring Community Comparison of Per Capita Retail Sales

The bar graph below compares Fiscal Year 2014 per capita sales in Scranton to average sales in neighboring 
communities with 500 or more residents.  The comparison group includes the ten communities nearest to Scranton, as 
measured from the center of each city.  The cities are listed from left to right in descending order by their per capita 
sales.  Population sizes for each city, as of the 2010 Census, are also indicated.   
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Historical Trends in Taxable Sales 

Historical retail sales statistics for Scranton and the State of Iowa are presented in the table below.  All dollar values, with the 
exception of nominal total sales, have been adjusted for ination and are shown in Fiscal Year 2014-equivalent dollars.   

**NOTE:  Values for Fiscal Year 2009 and later measure retail activity during a July 1-June 30 scal year period.  Values for Fiscal 
Years 2008 and earlier were compiled on an April 1-March 31 scal year basis.      

Historical Statistics for Scranton:

Fiscal Year Reporting Firms Nominal Real Per Firm Per Capita Per Firm Per Capita
1976 39 2,018,295 6,993,096 179,310 9,349 363,254 10,311
1977 36 2,231,650 7,310,856 201,679 9,761 374,517 10,919
1978 40 2,167,512 6,656,759 167,466 8,923 368,990 11,161
1979 38 2,643,199 7,533,172 199,554 10,071 374,227 11,660
1980 35 3,115,448 8,054,284 230,122 10,739 367,085 11,628
1981 34 2,649,764 6,220,372 184,307 8,395 326,677 10,558
1982 34 2,584,009 5,674,318 169,383 7,784 314,117 10,161
1983 37 2,524,984 5,287,032 141,934 7,364 305,351 10,044
1984 35 2,280,625 4,589,013 133,015 6,500 299,080 9,961
1985 36 2,212,053 4,299,016 120,252 6,240 295,755 9,937
1986 35 2,273,066 4,286,570 123,355 6,436 289,931 9,922
1987 34 2,092,921 3,862,244 114,437 6,007 306,594 10,350
1988 34 2,208,735 3,930,201 114,750 6,288 308,087 10,407
1989 36 2,195,513 3,742,515 105,423 6,115 313,156 10,501
1990 37 2,130,397 3,493,098 93,774 5,812 317,183 10,605
1991 34 2,147,429 3,376,973 100,058 5,638 318,617 10,545
1992 33 2,104,814 3,223,456 96,946 5,346 319,075 10,637
1993 33 2,159,647 3,222,350 96,913 5,317 319,369 10,770
1994 35 3,208,988 4,685,894 135,823 7,720 326,139 11,002
1995 32 3,364,071 4,806,434 152,585 7,931 332,925 11,225
1996 32 1,957,997 2,743,406 86,406 4,520 333,866 11,475
1997 30 2,209,829 3,032,016 101,067 4,979 350,982 11,663
1998 32 2,021,668 2,743,412 85,067 4,497 353,310 11,866
1999 33 1,943,118 2,611,590 79,743 4,295 378,103 12,363
2000 30 2,365,261 3,113,115 102,913 5,154 385,324 12,420
2001 31 2,031,142 2,610,073 84,196 4,357 386,171 12,457
2002 34 1,907,669 2,421,296 72,277 4,076 387,532 12,310
2003 36 2,091,274 2,604,351 73,362 4,414 404,760 12,167
2004 34 2,197,408 2,682,379 78,318 4,585 411,887 12,050
2005 31 2,081,531 2,475,729 80,512 4,254 410,248 11,980
2006 32 2,107,747 2,431,583 75,987 4,236 421,049 12,069
2007 35 2,337,276 2,636,460 74,793 4,642 413,218 11,935
2008 38 2,377,628 2,602,224 69,393 4,614 413,841 12,040

2009** 36 2,170,361 2,346,737 64,738 4,206 405,766 11,997
2010 35 2,226,314 2,382,739 69,065 4,278 389,751 11,240
2011 34 2,243,376 2,359,490 69,397 4,244 404,311 11,318
2012 35 3,031,381 3,112,936 89,581 5,660 412,476 11,551
2013 33 2,936,559 2,973,299 90,100 5,466 407,603 11,425
2014 33 3,690,103 3,690,103 111,821 6,796 424,500 11,565

Total Taxable Sales ($) Real Average Sales ($) Statewide Real Average ($)
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Areas of strength or weakness in the local retail sector may be revealed through a comparative analysis of sales by specic types 
of businesses.  The following table presents taxable sales statistics by business group for Greene County.  NOTE:  Sales data by 
business group are not available for individual cities (see Page 23 for more information).   

The top section shows the annualized number of reporting rms (average returns led per quarter ), taxable sales, and average 
sales per rm in 12 types of retail businesses.  The bottom section shows sales by business group on a per capita basis.  Real 
averages for the prior 3-year period are provided to identify areas of recent growth or decline.  Median values for similar 
counties and statewide averages for the current scal year are also provided for benchmarking purposes.  County data are 
suppressed for business groups that did not meet a minimum threshold for number of reporting rms.   

Sales by business group should not be confused with sales by merchandise category.  The business group sales data reect the 
broad business classication of the rms making the sales, not the specic goods and services that were sold.  See Page 15 for a 
more detailed list of the types of rms included within each business group.  

Sales by Business Group 

Reporting Greene State of
Type of Firm Total Sales ($) Firms County Iowa

#N/A #N/A #N/A 667,866
3,650,872 7 540,870 1,675,685
6,336,791 26 243,723 509,700

10,056,954 14 718,354 985,917
#N/A #N/A #N/A 5,894,287
#N/A #N/A #N/A 774,098

2,462,788 50 49,011 196,805
9,574,346 142 67,544 155,506
8,876,485 40 223,308 229,431
2,422,824 9 269,203 715,125

12,377,441 12 1,076,299 947,704
10,204,468 19 537,077 835,504

Average Sales Per Capita
Non-Metro State of

Type of Firm FY11 - FY13 FY14 Median Iowa
#N/A #N/A 112 337

559 400 408 819
515 694 692 1,235
NA 1,102 1,010 1,018

875 #N/A 1,242 1,500
#N/A #N/A 152 390

376 270 364 894
836 1,049 1,005 1,577
402 973 811 904
NA 265 408 550

1,086 1,356 620 1,124
1,579 1,118 789 1,217

Service Establishments
Miscellaneous Retail Firms
Automotive and Related Stores
Utilities and Transportation Services
Other

Eating and Drinking Establishments
Food Stores (excluding non-taxable food items)
General Merchandise Stores
Home Furnishings Stores
Specialty Retail Stores

Utilities and Transportation Services

Benchmark Values for FY14

Apparel Stores
Building Materials Stores

Real per capita averages ($)
Greene County Trends

Total Sales and Average Sales Per Firm Greene County FY14 Totals Average Sales Per Firm ($)

Home Furnishings Stores
Specialty Retail Stores
Service Establishments

Other

Apparel Stores
Building Materials Stores
Eating and Drinking Establishments

Miscellaneous Retail Firms
Automotive and Related Stores

Food Stores (excluding non-taxable food items)
General Merchandise Stores

Greene County Taxable Sales Summary by Business Group  
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Per Capita Sales by Business Group 

The chart below compares actual per capita sales by business group in Greene County with the median value for all 78 non-
metropolitan counties in Iowa (see table on previous page for underlying data).  Greene County per capita values are shown 
with red dots.  The non-metropolitan median values appear as blue dashes.  County data are suppressed for any business 
groups that did not meet a minimum threshold for number of reporting rms.        

Distribu on of Taxable Sales by Business Group  
The following chart illustrates the percentage distribution of Greene County’s total taxable sales across the major retail 
business groups.  Greene County values are shown with red dotted lines.  Statewide averages are shown with blue bars.  County 
data are suppressed for any business groups that did not meet a minimum threshold for number of reporting rms.        
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  Appendix E:

SChool district profile

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

School district profiles are 
helpful considerations in 
decision making.  The last 
profile was completed in 
2013 before the Jefferson-
Scranton and East Greene 
School Districts merged.  
School district profiles help 
to give a better idea of 
school-age students in the 
area as far as educational 
proficiency, attainment, 
and neighboring district 
comparisons.  Other district 
profiles are located online 
at http://www.icip.iastate.
edu/special-reports/school-
districts. 
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This profile describes enrollment trends, student performance, 
income levels, population, and other characteristics of the Jefferson-
Scranton public school district.   

The report utilizes publicly-available data from the Iowa Department 
of Education, the Iowa Department of Management, and the U.S. 
Census Bureau.  Historical trend data have been aggregated and 
allocated where possible to align with school district consolidations 
through the years. 

For selected indicators, Jefferson-Scranton 
district values are compared to those of 
neighboring school districts.  The comparison 
group includes the ten public school districts 
nearest to Jefferson-Scranton.  Those districts are 
listed below. 

Neighboring District Comparisons 

Overview 

Iowa School District Profiles 

Jefferson-Scranton 

Contents: 

District Quick Facts 2-3    

AYP Test Scores 4 

Enrollment Trends 5-6 

Demographic Data 7-8 

Income Data 9 

Comparison Charts 10-12 

Data Notes 13 

June 2013 

Department of Economics 

About the District: 

• Jefferson-Scranton had 1,096 

students enrolled in grades PK-

12 during the 2012-2013 

academic year. 

• Among Iowa’s 348 public school 

districts, Jefferson-Scranton 

ranked #109 in enrollment size 

in 2012-2013. 

• Administrative offices for the 

district are located in Greene 

County, Iowa. 

Except where otherwise noted, average values for the neighboring 
district comparison group are unweighted, meaning that each 
district’s score contributes equally to the average, regardless of its 
enrollment size. 

Carroll Ogden

Coon Rapids-Bayard Panorama

East Greene Paton-Churdan

Glidden-Ralston Perry

Guthrie Center Southern Cal

Neighboring District Comparison Group
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Page 2 Iowa School District Profiles 

District Quick Facts1 

Notes: 

1) Unless otherwise noted, data in the District Quick Facts tables were obtained from Iowa Department of Education (IDE) tabulations for the 
2012-2013 academic year.  Readers are encouraged to visit the IDE Web page (at http://educateiowa.gov/) for more detailed data and 
documentation. 

2) In order to avoid confusion arising from differences between Iowa Department of Education and U.S. Census Bureau practices for reporting 
race and ethnicity, enrollment figures by specific race group are not reported here.  More detailed tabulations of enrollment by race may be 
obtained directly from the Iowa Department of Education Website (http://educateiowa.gov/).    

3) Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE), U.S. Census Bureau, 2011.  SAIPE data are reported using point estimates for district-level 
poverty rates and a 90-percent confidence interval for the state-level rate.  See the Data Notes for more information about the sources of 
poverty data appearing in this report.   

Enrollment Size

Total PK-12 enrollment.............................................................................................. 1,096

Median enrollment size............................................................................................. -          490 700

Enrollment by Hispanic/Latino Origin

Students of Hispanic or Latino origin....................................................................... 58

Percentage of PK-12 students of Hispanic or Latino origin.................................. 5.3 8.3 9.3

Minority Group Enrollment 2

Students of Hispanic or Latino origin, regardless of race, plus all students

of any race other than White alone....................................................................... 103

Percentage of PK-12 students in one or more minority groups........................... 9.4 10.9 20.2

English Language Learners

Students with limited English proficiency................................................................ 6

Percentage of PK-12 students with limited English proficiency........................... 0.5 2.4 4.8

Eligibility for Free/Reduced School Lunch

Eligible for free lunch.................................................................................................. 436

Eligible for reduced-price lunch................................................................................. 87

Total eligible for free or reduced-price lunch........................................................... 523

Percentage of PK-12 students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch................... 47.7 40.5 40.3

Poverty Estimates 3

School district total population................................................................................. 6,093

Number of children ages 5 to 17 years.................................................................... 1,015

Children ages 5 to 17 years in families in poverty.................................................. 193

Percentage of children ages 5-17 years in families in poverty............................ 19.0 13.7 14.5 - 16.3

Jefferson-Scranton
Neighboring 

Districts
State of

Iowa
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District Quick Facts, continued 

Notes: 

4) Valuations for FY 2013 School Budgets, Iowa Department of Management. 

5) Staff members with teaching position codes (TPC) may also serve in additional administrative or support capacities.  

6) Regular salary covers direct position responsibilities and includes teacher salary supplement and professional development.  Total salary 
includes regular salary plus extra salary paid for extracurricular and extra duties.    

7) Graduates in the 4-year cohort include first-time 9th grade students in fall of 2008 who graduated in 2012 or before, plus students who 
transferred into that cohort and graduated in 2012 or before.  Dropout rates measure the percentage of students in grades 9-12 who 
dropped out during the one-year period beginning October 1, 2011.   

Property Tax Rates 4

School district property tax rate per $1,000 valuation.......................................... $14.90 $13.90 $15.01

Teaching Staff 5

Full-time teachers....................................................................................................... 78

   with teaching position codes (TPC)........................................................................ 61

Part-time teachers...................................................................................................... 2

All other teachers, including shared positions........................................................ 11

Student-to-Staff Ratios

Certified enrollment.................................................................................................... 1,002

Ratio of certified enrollment to full-time teachers................................................. 12.8 12.4 14.0

Ratio of certified enrollment to full-time teachers w/TPC.................................... 16.4 15.8 16.6

Teacher Salaries 6

Average regular salary ($) for full-time teachers w/TPC......................................... 50,166 45,301 51,017

Average total salary ($) for full-time teachers w/TPC............................................. 51,707 46,178 52,145

Minimum total salary ($) for full-time teachers w/TPC......................................... 34,248 33,766 28,000

Maximum total salary ($) for full-time teachers w/TPC......................................... 68,987 60,262 96,823

Teacher Education and Experience

Number of full-time teachers with advanced degrees............................................ 23

Percentage of full-time teachers with advanced degrees..................................... 29.5 14.2 32.8

Average total years of experience for full-time teachers........................................ 20.3 15.1 14.1

Average age in years of full-time teachers............................................................... 47.2 42.1 41.4

High School Graduation and Dropout Rates 7

4-year cohort graduation rate for the Class of 2012.............................................. 94.4 95.5 89.3

Dropout rate for students in Grades 9-12 during 2011-2012............................... 3.0 2.7 3.2

Jefferson-Scranton
Neighboring 

Districts
State of

Iowa
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Page 4 Iowa School District Profiles 

Math Proficiency by Grade, 2012 

The Iowa Assessment Reading and Math Tests are used to evaluate adequate yearly progress of students in 
Iowa’s school districts.  The following charts illustrate the percentage of Jefferson-Scranton students designated 
as “proficient” or “advanced” in reading and math based on their standardized test scores for 2012.  Source data 
were obtained from the Iowa Department of Education. 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in Reading and Math 

Reading Proficiency by Grade, 2012 

50

75

100

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 11

Jefferson-Scranton 76.4 85.9 84.7 69.5 71.9 72.6 92.4 

Neighbors 77.6 75.9 73.7 64.8 59.8 61.8 84.5 

State 76.9 74.4 74.3 64.6 67.5 66.1 83.9 

%
proficient

50

75

100

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 11

Jefferson-Scranton 83.3 83.1 79.7 74.4 86.0 79.5 83.3 

Neighbors 76.7 80.5 78.5 72.7 76.3 73.1 80.2 

State 79.5 78.2 78.0 71.6 78.8 74.6 82.8 

%
proficient
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State of Iowa:  PK-12 enrollment benchmarked to 1997-1998 

Jefferson-Scranton:  PK-12 enrollment benchmarked to 1997-1998 

Neighboring Districts (aggregated total):  PK-12 enrollment benchmarked to 1997-1998 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1,376 1,416 1,421 1,440 1,382 1,271 1,260 1,216 1,181 1,147 1,150 1,159 1,128 1,132 1,138 1,096

1,376

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

8,092 8,098 7,945 8,029 7,763 7,781 7,745 7,695 7,700 7,547 7,539 7,772 7,723 7,749 7,635 7,374

30,794

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

498,900 496,214 494,962 492,022 485,932 482,210 481,226 478,319 483,482 483,122 485,115 487,559 490,417 495,897 496,009 500,601

498,900

Recent Enrollment Trends  

June 2013 Page 5 
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Projected Changes in Certified Enrollment 
(as a percentage of 2012-2013) 

Enrollment and Percentage of Enrollment by Grade, 2012-2013 

Grade Level

Pre-Kindergarten...... 81 7.4 9.1 5.5

Kindergarten............. 89 8.1 6.4 8.3

Grade 1...................... 85 7.8 5.9 7.3

Grade 2...................... 76 6.9 5.2 7.2

Grade 3...................... 73 6.7 6.0 7.1

Grade 4...................... 80 7.3 6.1 7.1

Grade 5...................... NA 0.0 9.1 7.0

Grade 6...................... NA 0.0 8.7 7.1

Grade 7...................... 114 10.4 5.8 7.2

Grade 8...................... 106 9.7 5.8 7.1

Grade 9...................... 97 8.9 7.5 7.3

Grade 10.................... 105 9.6 8.5 7.3

Grade 11.................... 94 8.6 7.8 7.1

Grade 12.................... 96 8.8 8.1 7.3

Total enrollment....... 1,096 100.0 100.0 100.0

Jefferson-Scranton

Number of 
students

Percentage of total Neighboring Districts State of Iowa

95%

100%

105%

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Jefferson-Scranton

95%

100%

105%

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Neighbors (aggregated total)

95%

100%

105%

2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

State of Iowa

The Iowa Department of Education projects an overall 
gain of  of 1.4 percent in Jefferson-Scranton certified 
enrollment through the next five academic years, from 
a baseline of 1,002 students in 2012-2013.   

Note:  Certified enrollment may differ from total enrollment 
values reported elsewhere in this profile.  See the Data Notes 
for more information. 
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The decennial population census, last conducted in 2010, provides the most accurate data available on school 
district population size; population by age, race, and ethnicity; and number and types of households and 
families.  The following table summarizes 2010 Census data for Jefferson-Scranton.   

American Community Survey Profiles, U.S. Census Bureau 

2010 Census Demographic Summary, U.S. Census Bureau 

The American Community Survey (ACS) is an ongoing survey of households conducted by the U.S. Census 
Bureau.  The ACS supplements the decennial census program by providing more up-to-date and detailed socio-
economic data for the nation, states, and smaller geographic areas.  Published ACS estimates for small areas 
such as school districts represent rolling averages of survey responses received during a five-year data collection 
period.  The most recent ACS data release describes average conditions during 2007-2011. 

ACS estimates are derived from a sample of the population, as opposed to a complete enumeration.  To reflect 
the degree of sampling error inherent in the survey process, the Census Bureau reports a margin of error (MOE) 
value with each published ACS estimate.  This report applies the MOE values in two ways:  (1) to construct a    
90-percent confidence interval showing lower and upper bounds for an estimate’s likely values, and (2) to 
calculate a coefficient of variation (CV) score for each estimate.  The CV score, a ratio of the standard error of 
an estimate to the estimate itself, provides a convenient way to evaluate whether the sampled population was of 
sufficient size to reasonably represent the true population.   

The following tables contain ACS demographic and income data for the district.  Readers should evaluate any 
published ACS estimate within context of its CV score, as indicated by a color-coded data quality flag.  
Estimates with a CV greater than 50 percent are not recommended for use; however, readers may decide for 
themselves whether the data quality for a given measure is adequate for their specific needs.   

Number Percentage

Total population.......................................................................... 6,127

Under 18 years of age................................................................................... 1,377 22.5 24.4 23.9

Age 65 years or older.................................................................................... 1,373 22.4 18.6 14.9

Hispanic or Latino, any race......................................................................... 122 2.0 4.3 5.0

Race other than White alone, regardless of Hispanic/Latino origin........ 141 2.3 3.8 8.7

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino............................................................ 5,927 96.7 94.0 88.7

Households................................................................................ 2,647

In owner-occupied housing units................................................................. 1,972 74.5 77.2 72.1

Family households......................................................................................... 1,685 63.7 66.5 64.7

Householder age 65 years or older............................................................. 707 26.7 24.3 19.3

Families with related children < 18 years of age.............................. 681

Married couple families................................................................................ 459 67.4 72.2 69.4

Female householder, no husband present................................................. 160 23.5 18.0 21.7

State of
Iowa

Neighboring 
Districts

Jefferson-Scranton

June 2013 Page 7 
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Demographic Profile, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

Jefferson-Scranton
Point

Estimate
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Total population............................................................................... 6,379 6,179 ... 6,579 c

Age 65 years or older (% of all persons)............................................... 21.9 20.8 ... 23.0 c

Race and ethnicity (% of all persons)

White alone........................................................................................................... 96.9 96.1 ... 97.7 c

Black alone............................................................................................................ 0.2 0.0 ... 0.4 ccc

American Indian/Alaska Native alone................................................................ 0.0 0.0 ... 0.4 ccc

Asian alone............................................................................................................ 0.0 0.0 ... 0.4 ccc

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander alone................................................... 0.0 0.0 ... 0.4 ccc

Other race alone................................................................................................... 0.9 0.2 ... 1.6 cc

Two or more races................................................................................................ 2.0 1.6 ... 2.4 c

Hispanic, any race................................................................................................. 2.2 1.8 ... 2.6 c

Educational attainment (% of adults age 25 years or older)

High school diploma or equivalent.................................................................... 85.1 82.5 ... 87.7 c

Bachelor's degree or higher................................................................................. 19.3 16.1 ... 22.5 c

Children in households by family type (number of children)

Total children........................................................................................................ 1,457 1,354 ... 1,560 c

In married couple family...................................................................................... 1,071 929 ... 1,213 c

Male householder, no wife present................................................................... 44 0 ... 90 ccc

Female householder, no husband present (NHP)............................................. 340 221 ... 459 c

Non-family household......................................................................................... 2 0 ... 6 ccc

Children by employment status of parents

Number of own children < 6 years with all parents in labor force................. 418 319 ... 517 c

Percentage of own children < 6 years with all parents in labor force............ 84.3 73.9 ... 94.7 c

Number of own children 6-17 years with all parents in labor force.............. 778 650 ... 906 c

Percentage of own children 6-17 years with all parents in labor force......... 85.4 77.2 ... 93.6 c

Range of Likely Values

Data 
Quality 
Flag

See Page 7 for more information about interpreting ACS data. 

Page 8 Iowa School District Profiles 

DATA QUALITY KEY

Flag Degree of uncertainty based on coefficient of variation (CV) score Guidelines for data use

c Acceptable degree of uncertainty (CV < 25 percent) Use data with relative confidence

cc Moderate degree of uncertainty (CV = 25 to 50 percent) Use data with caution

ccc High degree of uncertainty (CV > 50 percent) Data use is NOT recommended
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Income Profile, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

*Note:  The child poverty rates reported above may differ from the single-year estimates reported on Page 2, which were 
obtained from the Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) program, U.S. Census Bureau.  SAIPE estimates, 
which the Census Bureau considers more precise, are used for Title I allocations to school districts.  

See Page 7 for more information about interpreting ACS data. 

Jefferson-Scranton
Point

Estimate
Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Income characteristics ($)

Median household income.................................................................................. 45,712 40,986 ... 50,438 c

Mean household income..................................................................................... 60,839 54,303 ... 67,375 c

Median family income......................................................................................... 63,686 58,796 ... 68,576 c

Mean family income............................................................................................ 76,419 66,857 ... 85,981 c

Per capita income................................................................................................. 27,052 24,211 ... 29,893 c

Families in poverty (number of families)

All families in poverty.......................................................................................... 106 71 ... 100 c

Married couple families in poverty.................................................................... 14 0 ... 28 ccc

Male householder no wife present with related children in poverty............. 11 0 ... 28 ccc

Female householder NHP with related children in poverty............................ 72 44 ... 100 c

Families at selected ratios of income to poverty level (number of families)

Under 130%.......................................................................................................... 205 139 ... 100 c

130% to 149%....................................................................................................... 71 21 ... 100 cc

150% to 184%....................................................................................................... 123 52 ... 100 cc

Poverty rates for selected family types (% in poverty)

Families with related children under 18 years.................................................. 12.1 8.3 ... 15.9 c

Female householder NHP w/related children under 18 years........................ 34.0 21.4 ... 46.6 c

Child poverty rates* (% in poverty)

All children............................................................................................................ 9.8 6.4 ... 13.2 c

Related children under 5 years of age................................................................ 9.1 2.7 ... 15.5 cc

Related children ages 5-17 years........................................................................ 9.0 5.5 ... 12.5 c

Range of Likely Values

Data 
Quality 
Flag

June 2013 Page 9 

DATA QUALITY KEY

Flag Degree of uncertainty based on coefficient of variation (CV) score Guidelines for data use

c Acceptable degree of uncertainty (CV < 25 percent) Use data with relative confidence

cc Moderate degree of uncertainty (CV = 25 to 50 percent) Use data with caution

ccc High degree of uncertainty (CV > 50 percent) Data use is NOT recommended
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Ten-Year Percentage Change in PK-12 Enrollment, 2002-2003 to 2012-2013 

(Iowa Department of Education) 

Total PK-12 Enrollment, 2012-2013 

(Iowa Department of Education) 

Neighboring District Comparison Charts 

1,096

1,906

1,856

765

703

577

402

363

337

265

200

Perry

Carroll

Jefferson-Scranton

Panorama

Ogden

Guthrie Center

Coon Rapids-Bayard

Glidden-Ralston

Southern Cal

East Greene

Paton-Churdan

- 13.8%

7.6%

5.2%

5.5%

- 15.8%

- 21.2%

- 7.6%

- 43.8%

- 33.1%

- 4.3%

Perry

Carroll

Jefferson-Scranton

Panorama

Ogden

Guthrie Center

Coon Rapids-Bayard

Glidden-Ralston

Southern Cal

East Greene

Paton-Churdan
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Neighboring District Comparison Charts 

19.0%

16.3%

10.4%

12.2%

10.5%

12.0%

13.5%

11.7%

16.4%

19.9%

14.4%

Perry

Carroll

Jefferson-Scranton

Panorama

Ogden

Guthrie Center

Coon Rapids-Bayard

Glidden-Ralston

Southern Cal

East Greene

Paton-Churdan

47.7%

62.8%

32.3%

33.2%

22.9%

36.9%

48.8%

25.6%

35.6%

54.3%

52.5%

Perry

Carroll

Jefferson-Scranton

Panorama

Ogden

Guthrie Center

Coon Rapids-Bayard

Glidden-Ralston

Southern Cal

East Greene

Paton-Churdan

Percentage of School-Age Children in Families in Poverty, 2011 

 (SAIPE, U.S. Census Bureau) 

Percentage of Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch, 2012-2013 

(Iowa Department of Education) 

June 2013 Page 11 
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Neighboring District Comparison Charts 

School District Property Tax Rate Per $1,000 Valuation, FY 2013 

(Iowa Department of Management) 

Minority Group Percentage Share of PK-12 Enrollment, 2012-2013 

(Iowa Department of Education) 

14.90

19.42

10.68

13.85

18.52

15.26

12.19

10.55

13.52

13.88

11.14

Perry

Carroll
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9.7%
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8.0%
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East Greene
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Iowa State University does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, age, religion, national origin, sexual 
orientation, gender identity, sex, marital status, disability, or status as a U.S. veteran. Inquiries can be 
directed to the Director of Equal Opportunity and Diversity, 3680 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-7612. 

Iowa Community Indicators Program 
Liesl Eathington 
175 Heady Hall 
Ames, Iowa  50011 

• Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP), teaching staff, and 
student data such as eligibility 
for Free or Reduced School 
Lunch and English language 
proficiency were obtained 
from the Iowa Department of 
Education. 

• Property tax rates were 
obtained from the Iowa 
Department of Management. 

• Poverty data were obtained 
from the Small Area Income 
and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE) 
and American Community 
Survey programs, both 

• Current and historical 
enrollment data were 
obtained from the Iowa 
Department of Education’s 
Basic Educational Data Survey 
(BEDS) tabulations.  These 
values may differ from certified 
enrollment totals, which are 
used for allocation of state 
funding and other 
administrative purposes. 

• Projected enrollment data, 
describing expected short-
term changes in certified 
enrollment, were obtained 
from the Iowa Department of 
Education. 

Phone: 515-294-2954 
Fax: 515-294-0592 
E-mail: leathing@iastate.edu 

Data Notes and Sources 

www.icip.iastate.edu 

Iowa State University 

Department of Economics 

administered by the U.S. 
Census Bureau.  The SAIPE 
estimates are preferred for 
official reporting of student 
poverty rates and for allocation 
of Title I funding.  The ACS 
data provide additional detail 
to help characterize poverty 
levels among individuals and 
families within the district.   

• Other population and 
income data were obtained 
from the 2010 Census and the 
American Community Survey, 
U.S. Census Bureau. 
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ISU EXTENSION OVERVIEW

2 0 1 5  S c r a n t o n  C o m p r e h e n s i v e  P l a n

The following document 
is an overview of 
comprehensive planning 
in Iowa, provided by Iowa 
State University Extension. 
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growth or slow growth also can bring problems,
including stagnant or declining tax revenues and
deteriorating public infrastructure.

How then is a comprehensive plan important to
communities? First, it must be recognized that all
places, large and small, face problems and challenges
that a comprehensive plan can help address. Other,
more subtle reasons for a comprehensive plan also
deserve attention. For instance, rural subdivisions
may seem like good additions to an area’s housing
mix, and county officials may view such develop-
ments as additions to the property tax base. However,
rural subdivisions often take up at least twice as
much land and cost about 40 percent more to provide
with public services than do subdivisions within or
adjoining existing communities. Further, this devel-
opment trend leads to the loss of productive farmland
and to conflicts with neighboring farmers over dust,
odors, and other aspects of modern farming.

A comprehensive plan that addresses where and how
future development should take place can help com-
munities avoid these types of problems and make
sound decisions about their growth.

How is the Plan Implemented?
Zoning and subdivision regulations are two methods of
implementing the comprehensive plan and controlling
future development. Many communities use these tools
to prevent unwanted development and its undesirable
side effects. The Iowa Code states that zoning and
subdivision regulations should be based on the
community’s comprehensive plan.

When a comprehensive plan is in place, the community
and potential residents or developers have advance
knowledge of the intentions of the city or county. Thus,
zoning and subdivision regulations are stronger and
less susceptible to legal challenges when based upon a
comprehensive plan. With a plan in place, a commu-
nity has a better idea of how to use zoning, subdivision
regulations, budgeting, capital improvements program-
ming, and all other functions to achieve its goals and
allow the area to grow or change in positive ways.

What is a Comprehensive Plan?
A comprehensive plan, also known as a master or
general plan, is a collection of information and materials
designed to guide the future development of a city or
county. Such a plan can provide a community with a
firm foundation for policy and action that will allow it
to function more efficiently and effectively. It can
strengthen communities’ policies and legislation, and it
also can promote a more certain future.

Although a comprehensive plan can do all of this and
more, many places have outdated plans that serve little
function. Some cities have more current plans but fail to
rely on them in making development decisions. This
publication will describe what a comprehensive plan is,
what it contains, and what it can do for a city or county.

Characteristics of the Comprehensive Plan
A comprehensive plan is general in nature. It does not
call for specific action or encourage any particular
legislative strategy. Rather, it provides a framework and
policy context within which to make all decisions
relating to land use and future development.

The comprehensive plan also must be long-range. Because
it deals with issues as many as thirty years down the road,
the plan cannot chart a highly specific course. Instead, it
points the way toward goals and objectives and acts as a
reminder of the general policies that the city should
consider when making development decisions. While
short-term, more exact planning is important, it is not
within the scope of the comprehensive plan.

Finally, the comprehensive plan must be physically and
functionally all-encompassing. Given that growth and
change can affect every aspect of a city or county, it is
important that the plan cover all aspects of the
community’s future.

Why is a Plan Needed?
Communities across Iowa are experiencing growth and
change. Increasing growth and development pressure
can strain local resources, damage the environment, and
inconvenience homeowners and other residents. No

PM 1868f     February 2001

The Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Series

Extension to Communities
College of Design
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Inconsistent or unguided decisions by planners and
elected officials alike can do damage in a variety of
ways. While each individual decision may be reason-
able, the combined effect of many different decisions
may negate the expected benefit, or may cause a
negative outcome not foreseeable from the standpoint of
the individual case. Because each decision can have a
lasting effect, it is important to try to determine, as
specifically as possible, what that effect will be. A
comprehensive plan makes it easier to identify and
predict outcomes and to determine how they mesh with
the community’s overall plans.

History of the Comprehensive Plan
While often thought of as a modern pursuit, planning
has a long history. Hippodamus of Miletus is considered
the first city planner because of his efforts in several
Greek cities in the fifth century B.C. These plans, and
much of the collective efforts throughout history, were
largely architectural in focus. Much of the consideration
that goes into modern plans was of no concern, as most
of the work was in designing street layouts and calling
for park space and monumental government buildings.

The comprehensive plan as it is known today has been
around for a little more than 80 years. Planners’ affilia-
tion with a professional society began about the same
time. The American Institute of City Planning was
founded in 1917. Then, the creation of the Standard
City Planning Enabling Act in 1928 touched off a flurry
of planning activity across the country. State after state
enacted this enabling legislation so that cities could
legally undertake planning activities.

However, the act was not perfect. Most critics point to
four major weaknesses:

• First, the act was not clear or consistent in its distinc-
tion between the comprehensive plan and the zoning
ordinance. The plan should provide the type of
guidance needed for the creation of a zoning ordi-
nance, but this ordinance is not a part of the plan.

• Second, the act allowed for piecemeal adoption of
plan components. It was clear that all parts of the
plan related to one another, but the act said there
was no reason to wait for all areas to be completed
before publishing those that were. The result was a
rash of “master” plans for streets or public facilities
that should have been only one part of the compre-
hensive plan.

• The third weakness of the Standard City Planning
Enabling Act was that it provided no definition or
outline for what technical elements the plan should
contain. The next section of this publication will
address this question.

• Finally, the act failed to make the legislative body
an important part of the planning process. As a
result, the plan often lacked the power and politi-
cal will needed for complete implementation.

Over the past decades most of these problems have
been corrected. Although the process remains imper-
fect, a much more successful and accepted definition of
the comprehensive plan exists today.

Elements of a Comprehensive Plan
A comprehensive plan is one document with many
distinct sections. While these sections cover different
aspects of the community, they all are related. The
document will contain written text, maps, illustrations,
tables, and whatever else is needed to clearly describe
the city and its conditions and goals. The plan should
be easy to read and easy to update so that local employ-
ees, officials, and citizens can all use it comfortably.

The first part of the plan is an introduction, which
should include a brief description of what a plan is and
why the community needs one. The resolution adopt-
ing the plan usually appears here, to provide a list of
reasons for its adoption. A table of contents should be
included, and an explanation of how the actual plan
was formulated is also helpful.

The next section of the plan is often a brief history of
the area and an enumeration of existing conditions.
Data on those conditions also can be used to begin to
make estimates about future directions. It should be
apparent to the reader how the planner or author
arrived at his or her conclusions based upon the past
and present situation. The locality’s strengths, weak-
nesses, opportunities, and threats should be described
and evaluated.

Next are a number of different areas that need to be
addressed. This is where the plan becomes comprehen-
sive. Population and demography, land use, traffic
circulation and transportation, parks and open space
(natural resources), housing, utilities and services,
urban design, community facilities, economic develop-
ment, historical preservation, and other elements are
all areas that may be covered in the plan. The goals and
objectives for the overall plan, as well as for each of
these specific areas of study, should be included. A
portion describing the workings of the local political
system and setting guidelines for intergovernmental
cooperation might also be useful for some communities.

Population and demography should be looked at in
terms of existing conditions and future trends. An
accurate population projection will be necessary for
good planning. Ethnic makeup and age breakdowns are
among the useful calculations.
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Land use is an important plan piece. The existing land-
use map should be included along with projections of
future use. These maps should be based on the goals
and projections from the many other areas of the plan.
The maps of future land use will be one of the most
studied portions of the plan. Landowners and other
citizens will carefully review the maps to learn how
specific parcels of land will be treated. Accompanying
text should explain the rationale behind the various
land uses.

Traffic circulation and transportation are increasingly
important aspects of the comprehensive plan. As
automobile use rises and traffic worsens, the need for
roadway expansions, system improvements, and public
transportation increases. All planned and potential new
construction should be discussed in the plan. However,
the comprehensive plan is not an exact outline of every
future project. That level of detail should be left to the
capital improvement program, a separate document
that describes public capital expenditures over a five-
year period.

The park and open space element is fairly easy to
grasp. Changes to the existing system should be
outlined as well as projections of future need based
upon forecasted growth. Conservation interests also
should be discussed. Other common areas of interest
are farmland, wetlands, and special habitat areas.

Housing information can include provisions for
affordable housing, planned residential growth, and
building and density requirements. Good planning in
this area will be necessary for efficient and effective
growth.

Utilities and services should include water, sanitary
and storm sewer, and treatment information. This
section also will be less specific than what is contained
in the capital improvement program.

Some portion of the plan should deal with urban
design. Subdivision standards, neighborhood redevel-
opment, and even historical preservation may be
included.

Community facilities include hospitals, schools and
government buildings, and so forth. Theses entities are
an important part of a growing community and should
be considered in the comprehensive plan. Further,
carefully planned public projects of this type may be
used to spur redevelopment and set the standard for
neighborhood renovations.

Economic development will also be a necessary
element of the plan for most communities. Whether
geared toward serious efforts to attract major employ-
ers or toward business retention and improvement, an
economically strong community is a common goal.

How Is a Comprehensive Plan Created?
The creation of a useful comprehensive plan involves a
great deal of research, calculation, and discussion. The
development of many of the plan elements requires a
high degree of technical knowledge. For this reason,
the process is best guided by trained professionals.
Even cities with a planning department often hire a
consultant to create their comprehensive plan. Either way,
the plan should include significant public participation.
Numerous public meetings should be arranged and
special effort should be made to encourage attendance
and disseminate information about the process.

The entire process can take years to complete. Once the
plan is finished, the planning commission and the city
council should formally approve the document.
Although the comprehensive plan does not contain
actual laws or regulations, this formal approval will
lend strength to future legislation that is based upon
the plan. Likewise, future work by any city agency or
body should be compared to the comprehensive plan
and should be consistent with it.

Finally, it is important to realize that once in place, the
comprehensive plan is not an infallible or unchange-
able document. Times and conditions change, and
some of the forecasts the plan was based on may prove
inaccurate. The plan should not be changed out of
convenience but can be updated when necessary so
that it continues to provide an accurate picture of how
the community wishes to progress.
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File: Communities 2

. . . and justice for all

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all
its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin,
gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, and
marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.)
Many materials can be made available in alternative formats for ADA
clients. To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Office of Civil
Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call 202-720-5964.
Issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, Acts of May 8 and
June 30, 1914, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Stanley R. Johnson, director, Cooperative Extension Service, Iowa
State University of Science and Technology, Ames, Iowa.

Prepared by Stuart Huntington, extension community
development specialist, and Chad Weaver, graduate
student in community and regional planning, with
support from the Institute for Design Research and
Outreach, College of Design, Iowa State University.
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