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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This plan lays out a vision for the future of Manchester, lowa, a community
of approximately 5,200 residents in Delaware County, Iowa. As both the
county seat and the most populous city in Delaware County, Manchester
has a significant role in the economic, social and environmental health
of the region.
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INTRODUCTION: MANCHESTER PLAN

This plan lays out a vision for the future of Manchester, Iowa, a community of ap-
proximately 5,200 residents in Delaware County, Iowa. As both the county seat and
the most populous city in Delaware County, Manchester has a significant role in the
economic, social and environmental health of the region. The following plan builds
on the success of Manchester’s 2009 “Good to Great Plan,” by identifying additional
issues and opportunities in areas such as land use, infrastructure, public facilities,
and environmental resources. The final section of this plan combines the goals and
visions of “good to great” with the findings of this report to create a flexible imple-
mentation program to achieve shared community goals.

MANCHESTER GEOGRAPHY

Manchester is situated along the Maquoketa River, near the crossroads of US High-
way 20 and State Highway 13. The city has a total area of 4.14 sq. miles, including
0.04 sq. miles of water bodies.

Manchester is locally referred to as the “heart of the golden triangle,” due to its central
location between three major cities: Cedar Rapids (46 miles to the south), Dubuque
(40 miles east) and Waterloo (45 miles west).

MANCHESTER HISTORY

Manchester was incorporated in the spring of 1866, thirty years after the first perma-
nent settler arrived in what is now Delaware County. Pioneer settler Robert Hutson
located a home site a few miles north of Manchester in 1836, near the present junc-
tion of Towa Routes 13 and 3.

Four years later, Delaware County was organized with a population of 168 persons.
The county seat was initially set in Delhi, approximately 6 miles southeast of the fu-
ture site of Manchester, and county population grew to 1,759 over the next 10 years.

In 1850, Steiner Eiversen purchased the first plot of land in what is now Manchester,
a few hundred acres of land near Manchester’s current Main Street. Five years later, a
Mr. Burrington officially platted the community and named it for himself (the name
was later changed from Burrington to Manchester). Burrington, in cooperation with
the founder of Dyersville, began promoting the Manchester area as the route for the
proposed Dubuque and Pacific Railroad. The team was successful in their campaign,
cementing the deal by negotiating a payment of $13,000 to the railroad company for

additional construction costs associated with the Burrington route.

A post office was established in Burrington in 1856, and was referred to as “Man-
chester” to avoid confusion with Burlington, Iowa. Two years later, the community
was renamed Manchester to eliminate the inherent confusion in this arrangement.

In 1859 the Dubuque and Pacific Railroad tracks were extended to Manchester, fol-
lowed closely behind by an extension through Manchester to Independence, Iowa.
The combination of the railroad connection and the post-Civil War agricultural
boom ensured Manchester’s rapid development in the following years. By 1869,




Manchester had begun to compete with Delhi for relocation of the county seat, argu-
ing that the seat should be located in the county’s most prosperous city. After an 11
year battle, Manchester was named the new county seat in 1880.

Throughout its development, Manchester served as a supply center for rural resi-
dents in the surrounding area, and a shipping center for agricultural produce. When
the agricultural economy began to change in the mid 20th century, the community
began efforts to adapt its economic base to keep pace with modern economic devel-
opment, an objective which continues today.

COMMUNITY & CULTURE

Manchester proudly offers a variety of attractions and opportunities in recreation,
dining, entertainment and shopping. The city recently constructed a community
recreation center, aquatic center and expansive baseball-softball complex. The City
maintains 4 tennis courts and 6 city parks and enjoys a proximity to Backbone State
Park, Iowa’s oldest state park. Manchester features several popular restaurants, two
full service hotels, a movie theatre, two golf courses, a bowling alley, archery range,
and a well-preserved Carnegie Public Library. Manchester offers a range of retail
stores and services, including antique and other specialty shops.

Manchester and Delaware County provide many employment opportunities, in-
cluding 1,600 jobs split between 19 industrial manufacturers in Manchester and 14
manufacturers in Delaware County. These industries produce products and services
such as lead acid batteries, dump bodies, aviation instrumentation, construction
equipment attachments, truck equipment installation, telemarketing, and special-
ized trailers. Other major employers include the medical center and West Delaware
school district.

The Regional Medical Center provides routine healthcare and emergency medical
treatment, while private organizations offer long term nursing care and assisted liv-
ing facilities. Educational needs are met through a private elementary school, public
elementary and high school, community college and university. Other colleges and
trade schools are located in nearby larger cities such as Cedar Falls, Dubuque and
Cedar Rapids.

A VISION FOR THE FUTURE

The Manchester Comprehensive Plan provides a comprehensive vision for the city’s
future and a set of concrete action steps to improve quality of life and make the city
more attractive for potential growth. The plan builds on the vision and goals of the
2009 “Good to Great Plan,” created as part of an extensive participatory public pro-
cess.

THE ROLES OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Comprehensive planning is a transparent public process in which residents create a
shared vision to promote the health, safety and prosperity of the community. A com-
prehensive plan has two fundamental purposes: First, the plan provides a legal ba-
sis for land use regulations by analyzing existing conditions and developing growth
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goals. Secondly, the plan presents a unified and compelling vision for a community
and establishes the specific actions necessary to fulfill that vision. These goals are
detailed in the following sections.

THE LEGAL ROLE

Section 414 of the Code of Iowa enables cities to adopt zoning and subdivision ordi-
nances to promote the “health, safety, morals or general welfare of the community”.
Land use regulations, such as zoning and subdivision ordinances, recognize that
people in a community live cooperatively and have certain responsibilities to coordi-

nate and harmonize the uses of private property. These regulations govern how land
is developed within a municipality and its extra-territorial jurisdiction. The Iowa
Code requires these ordinances to be in conformance with a comprehensive plan and
its corresponding vision for the community’s physical development. The Manchester
Comprehensive Plan therefore provides the legal basis for the city’s authority to regu-
late land use and development.

THE COMMUNITY BUILDING ROLE

A comprehensive development plan defines a shared vision and presents a unified
action program that will implement the city’s goals. The plan is designed as a work-
ing document that both defines future goals and provides a flexible implementation
program that can respond as demographic and economic environments change over
time.

IOWA’S SMART PLANNING LEGISLATION

In the spring of 2010, the Iowa State Legislature passed the “lowa Smart Planning
Act” as a way to guide and encourage the development of local comprehensive plans.
The legislation outlines 10 Smart Planning Principles and 13 comprehensive plan
elements that Iowa cities should use to develop their comprehensive plans. These
guidelines are intended to improve economic opportunities, preserve the natural en-
vironment, protect quality of life, and ensure equitable decision-making processes.

The smart planning principles and comprehensive plan elements as defined in the
legislation are listed below. Though the sets of elements and principles may look
similar, they differ in that the 10 smart planning principles are meant to be the over-
arching values that inform each of the 13 elements of the plan. A full explanation of
these principles and elements are included in Appendix A.

10 Smart Planning Principles

Broad Guiding Values For Comprehensive Plans

® Collaboration

® Efficiency, Transparency and Consistency
B Clean, Renewable and Efficient Energy

B QOccupational Diversity

® Revitalization




® Housing Diversity

B Community Character

® Natural Resources & Agricultural Protection
® Sustainable Design

® Transportation Diversity

13 Comprehensive Plan Elements

Sections to Include in All Comprehensive Plans

® Public Participation

® [ssues and Opportunities

® Land Use

® Housing

® Public Infrastructure and Utilities
® Transportation

B Economic Development

B Agricultural and Natural Resources
B Community Facilities

B Community Character

® Hazards

® Intergovernmental Collaboration

® Implementation

The Manchester comprehensive plan was created in compliance with the guidelines
of the Iowa Smart Planning Act. Appendix B provides an overview of this compli-
ance by matching the components of this plan with the corresponding principles and
elements of the legislation.

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: APPROACH AND
ORGANIZATION

The comprehensive plan takes a goal-oriented approach to the future development of
Manchester. The plan is laid out in three sections: the first identifies the city’s existing
conditions and growth needs; the second establishes a community vision; and the
third forms an action plan that responds to issues and goals of the first two sections.
The plan addresses all thirteen elements of a Comprehensive Plan required by the
Iowa Smart Planning Principles (see table 0.1), but is organized in a format that fits
Manchester’s unique needs. The full plan outline is detailed below.

INTRODUCTION
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PLAN SECTIONS

SECTION 1: ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES

This section of the plan reviews the city’s existing conditions and growth needs in
the following areas:

1. DEMOGRAPHICS AND ECONOMICS

Population trends, population projections, income levels, age and race/ethnicity dis-
tributions, existing employment and industries, and retail performance.

2. LAND USE

Existing land use inventory, housing trends, housing demand projections, and land
need projections

3. ENVIRONMENT AND STORMWATER

Environmental preservation principles, natural hazards, and an inventory of natural
features, including watersheds, air quality, drainage patterns, wetlands, open spaces,
soil conditions, stream corridors, and floodplains.

4. TRANSPORTATION

Street classifications, automobile levels of service, and alternative transportation
analysis, including bike and pedestrian systems

5. PARKS AND TRAILS

Facility classification, levels of service and quality evaluations

6. INFRASTRUCTURE

Existing Infrastructure systems, including Water, Sewer, Solid Waste, Recycling, and
Telecommunications

7. PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

City-owned, educational, and medical facilities

10



SECTION 2: A COMMUNITY VISION

The residents of Manchester play the most important role in establishing and realiz-
ing the vision for Manchester’s future. Section 2 draws on the recent “Good to Great”
strategic plan, which involved an extensive public participation process. The Good
to Great findings are summarized and paired with the profiles in section 1 to frame
key issues and establish the plan’s goals and guiding principles.

SECTION 3: COMMUNITY PLAN

This section considers how Manchester will grow, and provides a detailed strategy to
guide growth into both the traditional community core and into new strategically-
located growth areas. The city’s development strategy incorporates plans for all the
necessary components of a strong and vibrant community, including chapters on
future land use, economic development, parks and trails, transportation, infrastruc-
ture, and public facilities. The final chapter of this section draws together the analysis
and policies of the plan into an implementation program and timeline.

INTRODUCTION

11



12



Community Profile

SECTION 1

Chapter 1: Demographic Profile
Chapter 2: Land Use Profile
Chapter 3: Environmental Profile
Chapter 4: Transportation
Chapter 5: Parks and Recreation
Chapter 6: Infrastructure

Chapter 7: Public Facilities
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE | CHAPTER 1

Demographic Profile of Manchester

As Manchester plans for its future, the first step in the process is to
understand past demographic and economic trends. The analysis below
examines these trends and makes projections for the future, thereby
providing a solid foundation for subsequent components of this Plan.

15
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A DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF MANCHESTER

As Manchester plans for its future, the first step in the process is to understand past
demographic and economic trends. The analysis below examines these trends and
makes projections for the future, thereby providing a solid foundation for subse-
quent components of this Plan.

POPULATION HISTORY AND CHARACTERISTICS

This discussion presents important changes in the characteristics and dynamics of
Manchester’s population. Table 1.1 summarizes the historical population change in
Manchester. Table 1.2 includes comparisons with Dyersville, Independence, Pella,
Carlisle, Grimes and Clear Lake. Tables 1.1 and 1.2 indicate the following trends:

® Manchester population grew consistently from 1910-2000.
® Population decreased 1.5% from 2000 to 2010.

" Qver the past 50 years, growth has occurred in comparable communities such
as Dyersville, Pella, Carlisle and Grimes. The growth in the later three of these
communities could be attributed to their closer proximity to Des Moines.

B Manchester had a higher historic growth (1960-2000) than Dyersville and
Independence in 2000. By 2010 however, Dyersville population increased
slightly, while both Manchester and Independence lost population.

Table 1.1 Historical Population Change for Manchester, 1900-2000

Year Population Decade Percent Change
2010 5,179 2000-2010 -1.5%
2000 5,257 1990-2000 2.3%
1990 5,137 1980-1990 3.9%
1980 4,942 1970-1980 6.5%
1970 4,641 1960-1970 5.4%
1960 4,402 1950-1960 10.4%
1950 3,987 1940-1950 6.0%
1940 3,762 1930-1940 10.2%
1930 3,413 1920-1930 9.7%
1920 3,11 1910-1920 12.8%
1910 2,758 1900-1910 -4.5%
1900 2,887

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010
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Table 1.2 Population Change for Manchester and Other Iowa Cities, 1960-2000

% Change % Change

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 1960-2000 2000-2010
Manchester 4,402 4,641 4,942 5137 5,257 5,179 19.4% -1.5%
Dyersville 2,818 3,437 3,825 3,703 4,035 4,058 17.4% 0.6%
Independence 5,498 5,910 6,392 5,972 6,014 5,966 9.4% -0.8%
Pella 5,198 6,668 8,349 9,270 9,832 10,352 89.1% 5.3%
Carlisle 1,317 2,246 3,073 3,241 3,497 3,876 165.5% 10.8%
Grimes 697 834 1,973 2,653 5,098 8,246 631.4% 61.7%
Clear Lake 6,158 6,430 7,458 8,183 8,161 7,777 32.5% -4.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010

In addition to changes in total number of citizens, Manchester has also experienced
a shift in the age distribution of its population. These changes can have important
socio-economic implications, including new demands for jobs, housing, social eco-
nomic support, healthcare, and other goods and services.

Figure 1.1 shows the Manchester population divided into 5 year age increments, or
cohorts, for 2000 and 2010. Figure 1.2 shows the same set of information, but di-
vides the population by gender. Table 1.3 and Figure 1.3 group the population into
“life stage categories,” including children (under 19), young adults (20-34), mid-age
adults (35-59) and retirees (60 and older). Examining population change by these
categories can help inform policy recommendations regarding age-specific services,
such as recreation or employment. For example, a town with a growing senior popu-
lation could use age-cohort information to anticipate a growing demand for senior
services, such as healthcare or pedestrian amenities.

The age-cohort analysis revealed the following characteristics and trends:

® Population declined in the Children (-7.5%) and Young Adult (-12.1%) life
stage groups from 2000 to 2010

® Population increased in the Mid Age Adult (10.2%) and Retiree (5.2%) life
stage groups from 2000 to 2010. This is reflective of the “baby boomer” genera-
tion moving through its life cycle.

® Children (under 19) comprise the largest age group, followed by Mid Age
Adults and Retirees.

® At the cohort level, the 5-19 and 30-44 age groups decreased in population,
while the under 5 and 45-69 groups increased.

® There is no consistent variability in age distribution change with regards to
gender (i.e. - both genders appear to be changing in a roughly similar pattern)

® The median age in 2010 was 41.1, 3 years higher than the state of lowa median
age of 38.1

17
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Table 1.3: Population Change By Specific Age Group, Manchester, lowa 1900-2000

Life Stage Groups 2000 Population 2010 Population 200%“;391’3 %Change % ofTotal 2000 % of Total 2010
Children (Under 19) 1,519 1,405 -114 -7.5% 28.9% 27.1%
Young Adults (20 to 39) 1,269 1,116 -153 -12.1% 24.1% 21.5%
Mid Age Adults (40 to 59) 1,208 1,331 123 10.2% 23.0% 25.7%
Retirees (Over 60) 1,261 1,327 66 5.2% 24.0% 25.6%
Total 5,257 5,179 78 -1.5% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: US Census 2010

Manchester Population By Age - 2000 and 2010

80-84
70-74
60-64
50-54
40-44
30-34
20-24
10to14
Under 5

2000
2010

Age Group

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

Population

Figure 1.1 - This figure shows Manchester’s population by age cohorts for the years
2000 and 2010.

ManchesterPopulation by Age and Gender - 2000 and 2010

80-84
70-74
60-64
50-54
40-44
30-34
20-24
10t014
Under 5

O Males2000
OFemales2000
m Males2010
M Females2010

Age Group

250 200 150 100 50 0 50 100 150 200 250

Population

Figure 1.2 - This figure shows Manchester’s population for the years 2000 and 2010,
broken down by both age cohort and gender.
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Table 1.4 Racial and Ethnic Makeup of Population, 2000-2010

. Black/African . . Asian or Pacific Two or More
White American Native American Islander Other Race Races
2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010 2000 2010
Manchester 98.99%  97.70% 0.10% 0.60% 0.15% 0.27% 0.31% 0.43% 0.06% 0.15% 0.40% 0.85%

Delaware County 99.28%  98.55%  0.07%  0.27%  0.10%  0.10%  0.15%  0.29%  0.10%  0.14%  0.30%  0.65%

State of lowa 93.92% 91.31%  2.10%  2.93%  030%  036%  1.28%  1.81%  1.27%  1.84%  1.08%  1.75%

Source: US Census 2000

Population Change by Lite Stage Group, 2000-2010
1600

1400 -

1200 -

1000 -
800 -

Population

600 - m 2000 Population

400 - 2010 Population

200 -

Children (under 19)  YoungAdults{20- MidAge Adults (40- Retirees {Over 60)
39) 59)

Life Stage Group

Figure 1.3 - This figure shows the change in Manchester’s population by life stage
group, from year 2000 to year 2010.

Table 1.4 illustrates the racial composition of Manchester in 2000 and 2010.
Key Findings Include:

B 98.99% of Manchester residents identified themselves as white in 2000 census,
which lowered slightly to 97.7% in 2010.

B In both 2000 and 2010, Manchester had lower proportions of residents in non-
white racial classifications than the state of Iowa as a whole.

B Manchester’s racial composition did not change significantly between 2000
and 2010. There were slight increases in the proportion of minority population
groups in Manchester, Delaware County and the State of Towa.
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Population projections can help Manchester plan efficiently for future land use and
community service needs. These projections are formed by first evaluating Man-
chester’s historic trends in population and construction activity, and then projecting

these trends out toward the future.

Population dynamics are first assessed by comparing expected population, based on
birth and death rates, to actual census population numbers. These population figures

are also split by gender.

Table 1.5 Predicted and Actual Population Change, 2000-2010

2000 2010 Change Eﬁ;‘:;‘:
Fl::g:eiitz: Fs’l(::)\;lilvaatll(!)Z(nbirth rates) >257 2159 8 -1.86%
Actual Population 5,257 5179 -78 -1.48%
Predicted Male Population 2,453 2,436 =7 -0.71%
Actual Male Population 2,453 2,454 1 0.04%
Predicted Female Population 2,804 2,724 -80 -2.87%
Actual Female Population 2,804 2,725 =79 -2.82%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010

Table 1.6: Predicted and Actual Age Cohort Change

Age Cohorts Prggil(t)ed Azc(:lgl (actl?;flf;rrz?iciﬁted) % Variation
Under 5 283 384 101 35.7%
5t09 275 361 86 31.3%
10to14 296 312 16 5.4%
15-19 378 348 -30 -7.9%
20-24 427 249 -178 -41.7%
25-29 409 294 -115 -28.1%
30-34 253 304 51 20.2%
35-39 269 269 0 0%
40-44 342 311 -31 -9.1%
45-49 389 355 -34 -8.7%
50-54 374 364 -10 -2.7%
55-59 307 301 -6 -2.0%
60-64 259 285 26 10.0%
65-69 193 208 15 7.8%
70-74 170 216 46 27.1%
75-79 144 197 53 36.8%
80-84 157 221 64 40.8%
85+ 233 200 -33 -14.2%
Total 5,159 5,179 20 0.4%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; RDG Planning & Design, 2008
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Table 1.5 summarizes the findings of this analysis for Manchester, which include the
following:

® The actual 2010 population is slightly greater than predicted , indicating a small
net in-migration of residents.

® There is a noticeable gender difference in population growth. Male popula-
tion is increasing slightly (.04%) despite a negative change prediction, but the
female population is decreasing by appoximately 2.8%, as predicted. However,
females continue to outnumber males.

Table 1.6 compares the predicted and actual 2000 population cohorts. Average birth
and death rates are applied to cohort data from 2000 to determine the 2010 predicted
population. The comparison between actual and predicted provides an indication of
which cohorts experienced growth (or decline) beyond natural population change.
Several interesting variations emerge, including:

® Variation for the total population (all age groups) is positive .4%, indicating a
small in-migration of population.

B The 15 to 29 age group populations were lower than expected, possibly due to
young people moving to other communities for colleges and careers. This trend
could indicate a lack of employment or cultural/social opportunities for this
age group in Manchester.

® Corresponding positive variations in the 30 to 34 age group and under 14 age
groups could indicate in-migration of families with children. This may reflect
the community’s appeal as a desirable environment for families.

® Negative variation in population within the 40 to 59 age groups could be indi-
cation of lack of quality job growth. However, it is important to note that the
variation in these groups is very small (55-59 was lower by only 6 people, for
example), so the trend is less significant than those in other age groups.

® Positive variation among the 60 to 84 age group may be the result of Manchester’s
appeal as a retirement destination.

21
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Table 1.7 Residential Construction Activity 1996-2009

- —_ - - ) ) ) ) N N N N N n Y E _'80
Type v 8 v 8 S S S S S S S S S S = = <

=3 < oo © S = o vy = G = < & ) & < =
SF 17 10 8 7 1 12 6 1 10 10 1 15 6 7 141 10

2 - 4 Family 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Multi Family 24 12 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64 5
Total

Permits

Demolished 1 0 1 1 1 4 0 9 5 5 1 4 1 1 53 4

4 22 8 35 1 12 6 1 10 10 1 15 6 7 205 15 236

Net Total 30 22 7 34 10 8 6 2 5 5 0 1 5 6 152 1

Source: City of Manchester

Table 1.7 shows residential construction activity from 1996-2009. This activity is
an indicator of population growth and can be helpful in projecting future growth.
Figure 1.4 graphs the construction activity by housing type. Key trends are listed
below:

B Average residential construction from 1996 to 2009 was 15 dwelling units per
year (without considering demolition).

= Net Average residential construction from 1996 to 2009 was 11 dwelling units
per year (considering demolition).

B Average annual residential demolition from 1996 to 2009 was 4 units per year.

= Multi-family and 2-4 family dwellings were built only in 1996, 1997, and 1999.
In other years, only single family dwellings were constructed.

Residential Building Permits by Type

= Multifamily
2-4 Family
Single Family

T?FTt}}FftT

P A PR o <, 2
£ £, 2, £, 0 &, [ 0 a [+ [2 0
Y e % % % 6 o % o % g o d: 9

Figure 1.4 - This figure shows the number of residential building permits issued an-
nually from 1996-2009, categorized by dwelling type.
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Using the historic trends in population change and construction activity, population
is projected out to the year 2030. Table 1.8 and Figure 1.5 present various growth sce-
narios, and compare them with natural population change and recent construction

activity. A brief explanation of each scenario is included below:

Natural population change: The expected population based solely on births
to deaths (does not include migration in or out of Manchester). This is not a
realistic growth scenario; it is shown for comparison purposes only.

Negative 0.15% Growth Rate: Annual growth rate between 2000 and 2010.
This growth rate would result in a population of 5,025 in 2030.

0.25% Growth Rate: Annual growth rate between 1990 and 2000. This rate
would result in a population of 5,444 by 2030.

0.5% Growth Rate: Annual growth rate between 1960 and 2000. Applying this
rate to 2010 census estimate results in a population of 5,722 by 2030. This rate
indicates the city’s desired rate of growth which will increase its population
over 5,257 (2000 census level) by 2015.

0.75% Growth Rate: An aggressive rate of growth which would increase the
city’s population to 6,014 by 2020. Based on historic growth patterns and con-
struction rates, this growth rate is unlikely.

Construction Rate (Average 15 dwelling units/year): The construction rate
scenario shows the population that can be accommodated if the current rate of
dwelling unit construction continues (15du/yr from 1996 to 2009).

Population

Projected Population Scenariosfor Manchester, lowa

6,500
6,319

6,000 / 5014 = 1%Growth Rate
5,872 i
5,500 /

— ). 5% Growth Rate
5,444

517
5.1 e (), 2 5% Groweth Rate
5,000
5,025 e cinistruction Rate
(Ava. 15 dufyr)
— (1.1 5%) Growth
4,500 Rare

4,000

% 2 ) ) \) ) 5,
% % o s N ) %

Year

Figure 1.5 - This figure shows multiple scenarios for Manchester’s population growth
through the year 2030. This plan recommends the 0.5% annual growth rate, shown

here in red.
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Table 1.8 Projected Population

2000

2010

2015

MOTOR |
VEHICLES

2020 2025 2030
Natural Popn. Change 5,257 5,159 5,173 5,204 5,204 5,163
(0.15%) Growth Rate 5,257 5179 5,140 5,102 5,063 5,025
0.25% Growth Rate 5,257 5179 5,244 5310 5377 5,444
0.5% Growth Rate 5,257 5,179 5,310 5,444 5,581 5,722
0.75% Growth Rate 5,257 5179 5,376 5,581 5,793 6,014
1% Growth Rate 5,257 5179 5,443 5721 6,013 6,319
Construction (Avg. 15du/yr) 5,257 5,179 5,352 5,526 5,699 5,872
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Figure 1.6 - Manchester’s location in relation to three of northeast Iowa’s major population centers: Waterloo, Dubuque and
Cedar Rapids.
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This plan recommends using an average annual growth rate of 0.5%. Although re-
cent growth is not this high, the 0.5% rate of growth reflects larger historic trends
(1960-2000) and exceeds the city’s growth goal by bringing the population back up
to 2000 numbers by 2015. This growth rate also corresponds well with the city’s con-
struction trends; as shown in Table 1.8, the 1996-2009 average construction of 15 du/
yr will keep pace with the 0.5% level of growth.

ECONOMIC FACTORS

Manchester is economically independent, but strongly connected to the larger re-
gion. While Manchester provides numerous jobs in the industrial, commercial, ag-
ricultural, retail and service sectors, its job market is heavily influenced by proxim-
ity to nearby larger communities, including Cedar Rapids, Dubuque and Waterloo
(Figure 1.6 shows the proximity of Manchester to these cities). The following section
reviews the Manchester’s employment and income trends.

EMPLOYMENT

Employment within a community can be assessed in terms of both occupation and
industry. Employment by occupation describes the kind of work a person does on
the job, while industry reflects the kind of business conducted by a person’s employ-
er. For example, an individual might be an accountant (their occupation) for a major
manufacturer (the industry). Tables 1.9 and 1.10 examine Manchester’s employment
trends by occupation and then by industry. At the time this report was written, 2010
employment numbers were not yet available. These data reveal the following trends:

B Over 25% of Manchester’s residents are employed in management and profes-
sional occupations while another 25% are employed in production and trans-
portation occupations.

B In comparison Delaware County and Iowa, Manchester has a lower percent-
age of their population employed in Management, and a higher percentage of
employment in Service.

B Manchester experienced significant employment increases in the following
industries: Arts and Entertainment (1900%), Construction(37.5%), and Public
Administration (79.2%)

® Manchester experienced significant employment decreases in the following
industries: Wholesale Trade (-33.7%) and Transportation and Warehousing
(-54.6%)

® More than 40% of Manchester residents are employed by either Manufacturing
or Educational, Health and Social Services. These industries grew from 1990 to
2000 by 13.1% and 17.2%, respectively.
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Table 1.9: Employment by Occupation, Manchester 2000

Manchester Delaware County State of lowa
Number % Number % Number %
Management, professional, and related occupations 631 25.3% 2,719 29.2% 466,436 31.3%
Service occupations 418 16.8% 1,141 12.3% 219,837 14.8%
Sales and office occupations 554 22.2% 1,971 21.2% 385,794 25.9%
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 18 0.7% 145 1.6% 15,877 1.1%
Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations 233 9.4% 1,026 11.0% 132,530 8.9%
Production, transportation, and material moving occupations 636 25.5% 2,296 24.7% 269,342 18.1%
Total Employed 2,490 100.0% 9,298 100.0% 1,489,816  100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

Table 1.10: Employment by Industry, Manchester 1990-2000

% % of Total
1990 2000 Change Change Emt)zlgy{?)ent
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, mining 110 105 5 -4.5% 4.2%
Construction 144 198 54 37.5% 8.0%
Manufacturing 465 526 61 13.1% 21.1%
Wholesale trade 104 69 35 -33.7% 2.8%
Retail trade 459 374 -85 -18.5% 15.0%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 108 49 -59 -54.6% 2.0%
Information* 44 44 = 1.8%
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 109 94 -15 -13.8% 3.8%
:::)‘Zecs:onal, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management 169 183 26 15.4% 5 70
Educational, health and social services 487 571 84 17.2% 22.9%
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food services 7 140 133 1900.0% 5.6%
Other services (except public administration) 71 82 1 15.5% 3.3%
Public administration 53 95 42 79.2% 3.8%
Total 2,286 2,490 204 8.9% 100%

* New Category in 2000 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000
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Table 1.11: Commuting Patterns, 2000

Figue 1.7 - po Workplace Destinations

for Residents of Manchester, by County

Average Travel time to Work 9% Who walked to work

(min)
Manchester 18 5.0%
Independence City 20 6.5%
Dyersville City 14 3.8%
Pella 1 13.7%
Carlisle 27 1.5%
Grimes 20 1.2%
Clear Lake City 15 5.7%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010
COMMUTING PATTERNS

Commuting patterns provide one indication of how well the city is fulfilling its citi-
zens employment needs. In 2000, the average commute for a Manchester resident
was 18 minutes, indicating that many residents worked outside in immediate area.
Figure 1.9 displays the top workplace destinations for Manchester residents in 2008.
While the majority of residents work in Delaware County, 47% work outside of the
county, primarily in Dubuque and Linn counties.

Table 1.A compares average travel time to work and percentage of residents who
walk to work in Manchester and other comparable communities. Manchester ranks
4 out of 7 for both lowest travel time and highest percentage of commuters who walk.
About 5% of residents in Manchester walk to work, in contrast to 13.7% of Pella
residents. Pella’s significantly higher pedestrian commute ratio is likely the result of
stronger pedestrian amenities, a more compact development pattern, and/or higher
concentration of employment centers.

INCOME

Household income levels are another important indicator of local prosperity and
growth potential. Table 1.11 describes the year 2000 income distribution for Man-
chester, Delaware County, the State of Iowa and several comparison communities
that are demographically similar to Manchester. Table 1.12 shows the change in an-
nual median income from 1990-2000 for Manchester and comparison communities.
At the time this report was written, 2010 data were not yet available. The income data
reveal the following:

® Manchester’s median household income in 2000 and 2009 (estimated) was the
lowest out of Delaware County, the State of Iowa and all comparison communities.

Other Counties,
21%

Dubuque, 10% Delaware, 53%

Linn, 16%

* Excludes self-employed residents
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Table 1.11: Income Distribution for Household by Percentage,2000
Under $15,000- $25,000- $35,000- $50,000- Over 2000 Median
$15,000 24,999 34,999 49,999 74,999 $75,000 Income
Manchester 20.4% 22.1% 13.9% 13.5% 19.3% 10.7% 31,099
Delaware County 27.5% 20.5% 20.1% 17.9% 9.5% 4.5% 37,168
State of lowa 11.3% 11.3% 12.2% 17.3% 22.1% 25.7% 39,469
Independence City 35.0% 21.9% 14.6% 15.4% 9.2% 3.9% 36,554
Dyersville City 24.9% 25.2% 14.2% 19.8% 11.6% 4.2% 38,469
Pella 16.7% 21.4% 22.0% 21.8% 11.3% 6.8% 45,496
Carlisle 25.6% 12.4% 17.2% 24.8% 16.2% 3.9% 47,528
Grimes 14.4% 20.5% 14.3% 29.2% 19.5% 2.1% 56,275
Clear Lake City 23.1% 22.9% 20.1% 19.0% 12.1% 2.7% 35,097

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; City Data.com

Table 1.12: Change in Annual Median Household Income

1990 2000 2009 estimate (hange 1990 %Change 2000
Manchester 25,833 31,099 36,079 20.4% 16.0%
Delaware County 25,757 37,168 45,243 44.3% 21.7%
State of lowa 26,229 39,469 48,044 50.5% 21.7%
Independence City 21,565 36,554 47,687 69.5% 30.5%
Dyersville City 24,884 38,469 45,326 54.6% 17.8%
Pella 30,392 45,496 55,580 49.7% 22.2%
Carlisle 32,732 47,528 58,702 45.2% 23.5%
Grimes 35,444 56,275 66,809 58.8% 18.7%
Clear Lake City 27,418 35,097 43,239 28.0% 23.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; City Data.com

B Manchester’s percent increases in median household income from 1990-2000
and 2000-2009 were about 20% and 16% (respectively), the lowest among all
comparison communities.

B Over 56% of Manchester households earn less than $35,000. Delaware County
has relatively more residents in this lower income category (68.1%), while the
State of Towa has significantly fewer (34.8%).

® Over 30% of Manchester households earn higher than $50,000. Delaware County
and comparison communities have significantly fewer residents in this category
(13.1%-21.6%), while the State of Iowa has more higher income residents (47.8%)

® Manchester has the largest percentage of households in the highest income
bracket (Over $75,000) out of all comparison communities.
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Table 1.13: Taxable Retail Sales ($000,000’s)

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2'{;’0%“;833
Manchester 69.40 68.18 69.68 66.17 63.16 67.23 70.26 1.2%
Delaware County 101.00 99.14 99.70 97.77 97.62 102.62 109.90 8.8%
State of lowa 28,446.62 28,704.90 29,099.28 29,805.30 31,108.39 31,645.72 33,089.02 163%
Independence City 65.17 64.43 66.98 70.49 72.92 71.00 83.98 28.9%
Dyersville ity 70.65 63.72 67.90 69.00 71.82 7034 68.80 -2.6%
Pella 11378 118.83 115.88 115.48 12423 127.64 137.85 21.2%
Carlisle 12.9 12.80 1327 14.12 14.98 17.76 16.80 29.6%
Grimes 98.38 106.88 114.25 133.14 175.65 152.13 129.90 32.0%
Clear Lake City 75.62 72.48 79.67 71.41 79.52 82.20 84.62 11.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000

RETAIL SALES
The retail market analysis below reveals opportunities for Manchester to expand its
total sales. Table 1.13 describes the retail sales for Manchester and comparison com-
munities from 2002 to 2008. Key findings include:

® Manchester’s net retail sales increased by 1.2% from 2002 to 2008

® Manchester had the second lowest percent increase in retail sales among com-
parison cities, Delaware County and the State of Iowa.

Annual Retail Trade Analysis Report

In addition to the information above, Iowa State University provides a report on re-
tail trade to help Jowa Communities gauge their economic performance. The Analy-
sis is based on reported sales of goods and services that are subject to the statewide
sales tax. Figure 1.8 shows that while sales in the state of Iowa have stayed relatively
constant, Manchester’s retail sales decreased to between 80-90% of 2000 levels.

Total Taxable Sales Trends
(Real Sales as a Percentage of FY 2000 Sales)

110%

100U oo E— 55 s S o s
90% s

80% —

70%
FYOD FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO7 FYDB FY09

= Manchester = = = State of lowa

Figure 1.8 - Total Taxable Sales for Manchester and the State of Iowa in Fiscal
Years 2000-2009, shown as a percent of FY 2000 sales.

Source: ISU Retail Trade Analysis Report, 2009
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The Iowa State University report also provides a “pull-factor” analyses, which com-
pare a city’s actual sales performance with the total sales one might expect for a city
of its size and income level. Pull factor analysis includes an analysis for trade surplus
or leakage, trade area capture, and pull factor ratio, explained below.

Trade surplus and trade leakage -

Trade Surplus and Trade Leakage measure the difference between a city’s total retail
sales and the total retail sales that would be generated if residents met all their
retail needs within the city. When a city is not satisfying all the retail needs of their
residents, they are experiencing trade leakage. When a city’s sales are higher than
would be necessary to meet the retail needs of their residents, they are said to have
a trade surplus.

Figure 1.9 shows that Manchester has experienced sales surplus in all years from
2000-2009. However, the estimated trade surplus has decreased since 2000, reach-
ing a low of approximately $17 million in 2006 before beginning to rise again in the
following three years.

Trade Area Capture

Trade Area Capture is another way to measure how many of residents’ retail dollars
are being “captured” by local businesses. The city’s total annual retail sales are di-
vided by the expected annual retail spending of its residents, to determine the “an-
nual shopper equivalents” whose needs are satisfied by the city. When the number
of shopper equivalents is higher than the population, the city’s trade area is serving
both residents and non-residents.

Manchester’s “annual shopper equivalents” have been consistently higher than its
population would suggest, and follow a similar trend as the trade surplus numbers,
indicating that Manchester retailers are successfully capturing retail spending from
consumers out-side the city, but to a lower degree than in years past.

Pull Factor Ratio

Pull Factor Ratio measures the attractiveness, or “pull,” of the city’s retail environ-
ment with regards to consumer spending. The ratio is calculated by dividing trade
area capture (see above) by population. A ratio greater than 1 suggests that local
businesses are attracting shoppers from outside the city, while a ratio lower than 1
indicates that residents are leaving the city to make purchases.

Figure 1.10 compares Manchester’s Pull Factor with the median pull factor of a peer
group of similar cities. For all years analyzed, Manchester’s pull factor was consis-
tently higher than the group median.
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Figure 1.9 - Estimated Sales Surplus for Manchester, Iowa, calculated annually
for Fiscal Years 2000-2009.

Source: Iowa State University Retail Trade Analysis Report, 2009

Pull Factor Comparison With Peer Group

1.75

Break even 1.00 |
0.75
0.50

0.25 4

0.00 -
FY0O FYol FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FYD8 FY09

Manchester 1.53 1.47 1.46 1.44 1.43 141 132 1.35 138 1.42
*® Peer Median  1.22 1.17 1.18 1.19 117 1.18 1.16 118 119 1.16

Figure 1.10 - Pull Factor Comparison of Manchester and City Peer Group for Fis-
cal Years 2000-2009.

Source: Iowa State University Retail Trade Analysis Report, 2009
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Regional Shopping Distribution
The distribution of local shopping destinations can provide further insight into the

relative retail strength of each community. The figures below illustrate the geographic
distribution of retail purchases throughout Delaware County and the larger region.

Figure 1.11 shows Manchester’s percentage share of Delaware County’s taxable sales
in 2009 in comparison to its share of population in 2008. Although Manchester’s
share of the county population is only 28.3%, their share of county taxable sales is
comparatively large, at 65.2%. This is likely due to the fact that there are fewer shop-
ping opportunities in the non-urban areas of the county. Many county residents may
be doing much of their shopping in Manchester.

Figure 1.12 ranks Manchester and neighboring communities by their retail sales lev-
els, providing an indication of the regional magnets for trade activity. Although
Manchester ranks 1st in population, it ranks 3rd in retail sales, just behind Edge-
wood and Dyersville.

Manchester Shares* of Delaware County Totals

Taxable Sales Population

*Sales may be inflated for multi-county cities,
Figure 1.11 - Manchester share of total taxable sales in Delaware County, as com-

pared to its share of population.

Per Capita Average Retail Sales in Neighboring Communities

517,361
16,519

Selected neighbors (and their esti d 2008 population)

B

Figure 1.12 - Per Capita Average Retail Sales in Manchester, lowa and neighboring
communities.
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HOUSING ANALYSIS

The quality and occupancy of a community’s housing stock are key indicators of
economic prosperity. Table 1.14 compares changes in housing occupancy from 1990
to 2009, revealing the following trends:

= Total housing units increased by approximately 10% from 1990 to 2000 but
growth slowed down significantly to 1.1% in the following decade.

® The percentage of occupied units that are renter-occupied units in Manchester
is 29.5%. This ratio falls very close to the 30-35% range that is considered a
“balanced market” between renter and owner units.

= The city’s vacancy rate increased by a little more than 1% from 1990-2000, but
remained relatively steady from 2000-2010. Low vacancy rates limit the amount
of choice that potential buyers have in the market while higher vacancy rates
indicate empty neighborhoods and lack of housing demand. Manchester’s 6%
vacancy rate is within the range of what is considered healthy.

Table 1.15 presents a comparison of housing values in Manchester and comparison
cities. Manchester has the lowest median housing value and the second lowest per-
cent of owner occupiers. Pella’s higher rental rate likely results from Central College

students.

1990 2000 2010 60000 S8 oa0a0ne 20003000
Total Housing Units 2,102 2,315 2,341 213 26 10.1% 1.1%
Total Occupied Units 1,992 2,167 2,199 175 32 8.8% 1.5%
Owner Occupied Units 1,407 1,538 1,551 131 13 9.3% 0.8%
% Occupied units that are Owner Occupied 70.6% 71.0% 70.5% 0.4% 0.5% = =
Renter Occupied Units 585 629 648 44 19 7.5% 3.0%
% Occupied units that are Renter Occupied 27.8% 29.0% 29.5% 1.2% 0.5% = =
Vacant Units 110 148 142 38 -6 34.5% -4.1%
Vacancy Rate 5.2% 6.4% 6.1% 1.2% -0.3% = =
Median Value $47,000 $74,400 PR $27,400 $16,949 % 58.3% 22.8%*

(2009 est.)

Median Contract Rent $301 $298 NA ($3) NA -1.0% NA

Source: Census Bureau, 2010. Claritas Inc.

*Median Value is a 2009 estimate. At the time this report was written, 2010 data were not available.
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Table 1.15 Comparative Housing Trends, Manchester and Other Communities, 2000 and 2009 Estimates

2000 2010

% Owner Occupied Median Value % Owner Occupied Median Value*
Manchester 70.9% $74,400 70.5% $91,349
Independence 72.7% $76,600 71.4% $100,391
Dyersville 82.3% $93,900 81.0% $124,293
Pella 67.8% $116,600 66.4% $159,663
Carlisle 77.4% $92,600 78.3% $124,882
Grimes 81.1% $108,000 84.6% $153,433
Clear Lake 74.8% $88,880 71.4% $116,793

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; * Claritas, Inc. 2009 Estimates

*Median Value is a 2009 estimate. At the time this report was written, 2010 data were not available.
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Land Use Profile

Land Use is the central element of a comprehensive plan because it
establishes the overall physical configuration of the city, including the
mix and location of uses and community systems that support them. This
chapter reviews existing land use conditions, followed by projected needs
for future land and housing.
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A LAND USE PROFILE OF MANCHESTER

Land use is the central element of a comprehensive plan because it establishes the over-
all physical configuration of the city, including the mix and location of uses and com-
munity systems that support them. Because the land use plan is a statement of policy,
public and private decision makers depend on it to guide individual actions such as land
purchases, project design, and land review and approval processes. This chapter reviews
existing land use conditions, followed by projected needs for future land and housing.

LAND USE PATTERNS IN MANCHESTER

The City of Manchester (incorporated area) covers approximately 4.8 square miles,
approximately 64% of which is developed. Developed land was inventoried by parcel,
and categorized according to a land use. Table 2.1 and Figures 2.1 and 2.2 show the
distribution of land uses in Manchester in 2010. Land Use can be summarized into
five major categories:

RESIDENTIAL USES

Residential uses comprise the largest land use category, accounting for 43% of the
City’s developed area.

® Low density, Single Family Residential properties are the most prevalent residen-
tial use in Manchester, accounting for approximately 95% of residential land use.
® Multi-family housing accounts for approximately 3.2% of residential land use.

® Manchester has a net density of approximately 6.35 people per residential acre,
or 2.66 people per developed acre.

COMMERCIAL USES

Commercial development covers approximately 8.5% of developed land in Manches-
ter. This category includes uses such as offices, restaurants, services, retail stores and
auto services.

® Primary commercial nodes in the city include the Downtown and parts of the
Main Street Corridor.

® Some Commercial uses exist along N Franklin Street at the northern city limits

INDUSTRIAL USES

Industrial uses (excluding transportation infrastructure and utilities) constitute ap-
proximately 11% of the total development area and include storage, warehousing,
light industrial and heavy industrial uses.

® Industrial uses are located close to US 20 and Iowa 13, with primary nodes on
the south side of town

® Other industrial uses exist along Main street east of Bailey Dr and along Quaker
Mill Dr, north of town
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Table 2.1: Land Use in Manchester, 2010

Land Use Category Acres % of Developed Land  Acres per 100 People
Residential 815.08 42.7% 15.74
Single-Family 780.64 40.9% 15.07
2 Family/Duplex - -
Multi-Family 26.46 1.4% 0.51
Mobile Home 8.00 0.4% 0.16
Commercial 162.94 8.5% 3.15
Office 30.12 1.6% 0.58
Retail 113.12 5.9% 2.18
Downtown Mixed Use 19.70 1.0% 0.38
Industrial 207.14 10.8% 4.00
General Industrial 198.34 10.4% 3.83
Lt. Industrial/Warehousing 8.80 0.5% 0.17
Civic 321.81 16.8% 6.21
School 32.02 1.7% 0.62
Public-Semi Public/Health Facilities 74.22 3.9% 1.43
Civic 132.53 6.9% 2.56
Parks & Rec. 83.04 4.3% 1.60
Transportation/Utilities/Other Miscellaneous 403.75 21.1% 8.43
Utilities/Parking 27.07 1.4% 0.52
Roads/ROW 376.68 19.7% 7.27
Total Developed Land 1910.72 100.0% 36.89
Agriculture, Open Space, and Water 1,010.81 19.52
Vacant Urban Land 93.50 1.81
Maquoketa River 32.68 0.63
Total Land In City Limits 3,047.71 58.85

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011

CIVIC/PARKS AND RECREATION USES

Civic and park uses account for approximately 17% of developed land area. This cat-
egory includes uses such as schools, religious institutions, churches, public buildings,
parks, recreation facilities, libraries, and government offices.

Approximately 26% of Civic Land falls under the Parks and Recreation system. Parks
and recreation facilities are important factors for community quality of life and will
be further analyzed in a later chapter.

UNDEVELOPED AREAS

Undeveloped areas include agricultural uses, open space, water, vacant urban land,
and Maquoketa River. Approximately 37% of the area inside Manchester city limits is
undeveloped. The land use plan in section three of this document will examine what
portion of that area is best suited for potential future development.
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Tables 2.2 and 2.3 show how Manchester’s land use distribution compares to other
Iowa towns. , Pella, Clear Lake and Kalona are “independent” Iowa small commu-
nities, and Grimes, Carlisle and Polk City are suburban communities in the Des
Moines metro area. These two types of communities often vary in their land use
distribution, due in part to differing demands for density and commercial/indus-
trial services. Suburban communities, while notably different from Manchester, can
therefore serve as an interesting point of comparison. The comparison reveals the
following trends and characteristics:

® Manchester’s percentage of residential use is similar to Carlisle, Clear Lake and
Kalona, but much lower than Polk City and approximately 10-15% higher than
Grimes and Pella. From this comparison, it appears that Manchester’s residen-
tial land use percentage is in a reasonable range. Manchester’s has a relatively
balanced land use mix, with an appropriate level of economic and civic uses in
relation to residential acreage.

® Compared with the other independent communities, Manchester has more
commercial ground than Pella, but substantially less than Kalona and Clear
Lake. Pella is a relatively compact city, with a dense thriving downtown area
and a relatively small amount of “strip commercial” area. Clear Lake has a large
amount of strip commercial area along Highway 218. Manchester’s commer-

Table 2.2: Comparative Land Use by Percentage of Developed Area

“Independent” Communities Suburban Communities
Manchester Pella Clear Lake Kalona Grimes Carlisle Polk City
Residential 42.7% 26.8% 42.3% 41.5% 32.1% 42.6% 60.2%
Commercial 8.5% 4.3% 14.4% 13.9% 10.7% 1.5% 4.6%
Industrial 10.8% 18.0% 19.9% 5.1% 18.9% 11.2% 0.5%
Civic 16.8% 31.3% 15.6% 13.4% 25.9% 10.9% 11.4%
Transportation 21.1% 19.6% 14.0% 26.1% 22.0% 33.8% 23.4%
Total Developed Area 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Table 2.3: Comparative Land Use by Acres per 100 Residents
“Independent” Communities Suburban Communities
Manchester Pella Clear Lake Kalona Grimes Carlisle  Polk City
Residential 15.74 9.75 13.23 12.86 9.67 12.76 12.49
Commercial 3.15 1.56 4.51 431 3.22 0.45 0.96
Industrial 4.00 6.53 6.21 1.58 5.69 3.34 0.1
Civic 6.21 11.38 4.88 4.15 3.63 3.27 235
Transportation 7.80 7.12 436 8.07 71.87 10.11 4.85
Total Developed Area 36.89 36.34 33.19 30.98 30.09 29.93 20.75

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011
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cial percentage reflects its healthy downtown commercial area and reasonable
amount of strip commercial areas.

B Manchester’s industrial percentage is substantially lower than Pella, Clear Lake
and Grimes and just below Carlisle. This percentage reflects existing industrial
uses, not designated industrial areas, and indicates that Manchester may lag
behind in its percentage of industrial uses.

® Manchester has the highest number of both residential acres per resident and
total acres per resident, making it the least dense of all comparison cities.

® Civic acres per resident is noticeably higher than most comparison cities (with
the exception of Pella). This high percentage reflects the location of the county
fairgrounds within the city borders.

LAND NEED ANALYSIS AND PROJECTIONS

The population projections in the previous chapter and the current land use condi-
tions described above guide forecasts for land needs through the year 2030. Chapter
1 presented a population growth scenario that would create a 2030 population of
5,700 (Chapter 1, Table 1.8). This population growth will increase the need for resi-
dential, commercial and industrial lands. In order to project the amount of residen-
tial land, the analysis first projects the number of housing units that will be needed
in the coming decades.

HOUSING PROJECTION

Methodology

Table 2.4 builds a 20 year housing demand model based on the population projection
of 5,700. Housing unit demand is calculated through the following process:

® Household population is calculated by multiplying the total population by the
percentage of the population in households (based on 2010 census data). This
percentage excludes population living in institutions, such as nursing homes.

® Household demand is calculated by dividing household population by the
number of people per household (based on 2010 census data). This determines
the number of households in need of housing.

® Household demand is added to the projected number of vacant units (based on
2010 vacancy rate) to determine the housing unit need.

B Replacement need is estimated based on the number of housing units expected
to be demolished or converted to other uses. Cities with older housing stock
tend to have a higher replacement need, while cities with newer or well-main-
tained housing stock have a lower replacement need.

® Replacement need is added to housing unit need to determine the cumulative
need, which indicates the total number of housing units that must be built
during the planning period.

® These calculations are recorded below by 5-year periods. In each column, the
written year indicates the final year of the 5-year period.
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The model makes the following assumptions:

B Average people per household is expected to remain constant at 2.31 over the
next twenty years.

® The vacancy rate over the next twenty years will increase from 6.07% to 7.57%
by 2030 in order to maintain a healthy level of vacancy. Manageable housing
vacancy provides housing choice for new residents moving to a community.

Findings

The projections in Table 2.4 indicate a cumulative need of 367 housing units between
2010 and 2030. This indicates an average annual construction of 18 housing units,
which is slightly higher than Manchester’s historic average of 15 units per year (1996-
2009). The difference between historic and projected rates is due to the slightly opti-
mistic population growth rates that form the basis of this analysis (see chapter 1 for
details on growth rate selection) and a slight decrease in household size.

These housing projections heavily inform the residential land need projection de-
tailed in the following section.

RESIDENTIAL LAND NEEDS PROJECTION

Single family detached units are the predominant housing form in Manchester, and
will likely retain their prominence throughout the planning period. However, town-
homes, attached units, condominiums and apartments are growing more popular
among young families and seniors. The economic downturn of 2008, declining resi-
dential construction rates, and changing demographics are increasing the demand
for more affordable home-ownership and rental options. In particular, the aging of
the “baby boom” generation will drive the need for more condominium and senior
housing options.

Table 2.5 displays the amount of land that will be required for new residential devel-
opment from 2010-2030. The projections are based on the housing demand projec-
tion in the preceding section and the following assumptions:

Table 2.4: Projected Housing Development Demand

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 Total
Population at the end of period 5179 5,310 5,444 5,581 5,722
Household population at end of period 5,073 5,201 5,332 5,467 5,605
Average people/household 2.31 231 2.31 2.31 2.31
Household demand at end of period 2,196 2,252 2,308 2,367 2,426
Projected vacancy rate 6.07% 6.57% 7.07% 7.32% 7.57%
Housing unit need at end of period 2,338 2,410 2,484 2,554 2,625
Replacement Need 20 20 20 20 80
Cumulative Need 92 94 90 92 367
Average Annual Construction 18 19 18 18 18

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011
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" Approximately 75% of new units will be single family detached homes, 10%
will be single family attached homes (townhomes or duplexes) and 15%
will be multi-family homes (apartments and condominiums). (As of 2000,
Manchester had approximately 74% single-family detached homes, 8% single
family attached/duplex, 14% multi-family and 4% mobile homes/trailers).

® Gross Densities will equal approximately 3 units per acre for single family
homes, 6 units per acre for single family attached homes, and 12 units per acre
for multi-family homes.

® Land designated for residential development during the planning period will
be twice the area needed for actual construction to provide market choice and
prevent artificial inflation of land cost.

Under these assumptions, total residential land need is calculated through the fol-
lowing method:

® The cumulative housing unit need (see previous section) is split up by type
(single family, multi-family, etc.), based on existing housing distribution.

® The housing unit need for each housing type is divided by the gross density for
that housing type to determine the number of acres needed.

® The number of acres needed is multiplied by 2 to allow for optimal market
function (see above assumption)

® The land need for each housing type is added together to determine the total
land need

® Land Need estimates are divided into two 10-year periods, 2010-2020 and
2020-2030.

To accommodate the projected population growth, the City should reserve approxi-
mately 205 acres of land for new residential development in the next 20 years. The
development concept outlined later in this document identifies the areas in which
this potential development should occur.

Table 2.5: Required Residential Land 2010-2030

wofbemand s bty landeed Desraie g
2010-2020
Single Family Detached 75% 140 3 47 93
Single Family Attached 10% 19 6 3 6
Multi Family 15% 28 12 2 5
Total 100% 186 52 104
2020-2030
Single Family Detached 75% 136 3 45 91
Single Family Attached 10% 18 6 3 6
Multi Family 15% 27 12 2 5
Total 100% 181 51 101
Total 2010-2030 367 103 205

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011
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Commercial Projections

Population growth and new residential development spur demand for additional com-
mercial services. Commercial growth is an important part of the city’s overall economic
development strategy, and it is important to correctly anticipate land needs for commer-
cial and retail activities. While too little commercial land can limit growth, designating
too much commercial land can produce inefficient land patterns, scatter development,
restrict other land uses, and require customers to travel excessive distances, usually by
private automobile. Sustainable land development patterns should locate commercial de-
velopment close to customers and be designed to encourage active transportation modes
such as pedestrian, bicycle, and potentially public transportation.

Industrial Projections

The demand for industrial development is linked in part to industrial attractors such
as infrastructure capacity and labor force characteristics, rather than exclusively to
population growth. In contrast to typical residential or commercial development, a
single major corporate decision can dramatically increase (or decrease) the projected
industrial land demand in a community. Active recruitment of industrial develop-
ment can also affect land needs beyond those dictated by population growth. Acces-
sibility to major corridors such as Highway 20 and Iowa 13 and proximity to major
population centers (Waterloo, Dubuque, Cedar Rapids) make future attraction of
industrial facilities probable for Manchester. Existing facilities may also choose to
expand or relocate within the city. Though these factors make it difficult to predict
industrial land need, an estimate is calculated using the methods below.

PROJECTION METHODS - COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL

Population Proportion Method

This projection method assumes that the current proportion of commercial/indus-
trial land per 100 people will remain the same as Manchester grows. New commer-
cial/industrial development will therefore grow in proportion to population growth.

Table 2.6: Required Commercial Land 2010-2030

LAND USE PROFILE | CHAPTER 2

2010 2020 2030 Conversion Need Designated Land (x1.5)
Population Proportion Method
Projected Population 5,179 5,444 5,722
Commercial Use/100 Residents 3.15 3.15 3.15
Projected Commercial Use (acres) 163 172 180 17 26
Residential Use Proportion Method
Residential Land (acres) 815 867 917
Commercial/Residential Ratio 0.20 0.20 0.20
Projected Commercial Use (Acres) 163 173 183 21 31

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011

45



MANCHESTER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Residential Use Proportion

This projection method assumes a constant relationship between the amount of resi-
dential land and the amount of commercial/industrial land. New commercial/indus-
trial development will therefore grow in proportion to residential growth.

Table 2.6 shows the results of these projection methods for commercial land use. The
“hard demand” for new commercial land is estimated to be between 17-21 acres. To
provide alternative site options and allow the market to function efficiently, the land
use plan should designate 1.5 times the “hard demand,” approximately 26-31 acres.

This analysis emphasizes neighborhood and community-oriented commercial de-
velopment and de-emphasizes possible regional retail facility growth. Because re-
gional commercial development is not closely related to changes in a community’s
population, it is extremely difficult to accurately estimate future demand for this type
of development. Additional land above this projected amount may need to be added
at the Highway 13/20 interchange to reflect its potential as a site for regional com-
mercial development.

Table 2.7 calculates additional industrial land needs within the city. Based on the
projection methods described above, Manchester should plan for between 33-39
acres for industrial and business park uses. It is important to note that this projected
demand includes existing vacant industrial park land. There are currently 66 acres
of undeveloped industrial land in the Enterprise Avenue industrial park area, an-
other 8 acres of vacant land on the south side of East Main Street at the east end of
Manchester, and 48 acres of vacant industrially-zone land in other locations (South
side, east of the railroad and north of Grant Street on either side of the railroad).
Thus, a total of 122 acres of industrially-zoned land are available for development
in Manchester. Since the projected demand for industrial land is only 33-39 acres,
it is unlikely that additional industrial land will be needed beyond what is currently
zoned for industrial.

Table 2.7: Estimated Industrial/Business Park Land Requirements, 2010-2030

2010 2020 2030 Conversion Need Designated Land (x1.5)
Population Proportion Method
Projected Population 5,179 5,444 5,722
Commercial Use/100 Residents 4.00 4.00 4.00
Projected Commercial Use (acres) 207 218 229 22 33
Residential Use Proportion Method
Residential Land (acres) 815 867 918
Commercial/Residential Ratio 0.25 0.25 0.25
Projected Commercial Use (Acres) 207 220 233 26 39

Source: RDG Planning & Design, 2011
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Environmental Profile

A town’s environmental structure helps define a sense of place and has a
tremendous impact on quality of life. This plan will encourage sustainable
use of Manchester’s natural resources, such as its rolling farm ground,
the Maquoketa River and natural drainage corridors.

47



MANCHESTER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE

PHYSICAL CHARACTER OF MANCHESTER

Each community has natural assets and features that affect how it can develop and
grow. Before determining a land use plan, a comprehensive plan should consider how
to preserve natural resources and work with, rather than against, natural systems. A
town’s environmental structure helps define a sense of place and has a tremendous
impact on quality of life. This plan will encourage sustainable use of Manchester’s
natural resources, such as its rolling farm ground, the Maquoketa River and natural
drainage corridors.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND HAZARDS

WATERWAYS AND FLOODPLAINS

Creeks, lakes, and wetlands provide important aquatic habitat for a myriad of plants
and animals, and can provide valuable recreational opportunities for city residents.
They also perform a critical function in conveying stormwater and protecting urban
areas from flood damage. A comprehensive plan should address goals and policies
related to conservation of water resources and existing floodplains in the city and
surrounding areas.

Manchester’s primary water feature is the Maquoketa River, which runs directly
through the center of town, providing a valuable natural amenity for both neighbor-
hoods and the downtown area. Figure 3.1 shows the Maquoketa River and associated
drainage corridors, including: a north-south drainage corridor running through the
eastern half of Manchester; an east-west corridor that runs west from the Maquoketa
to city limits; and multiple other minor corridors. The 100 and 500-year floodplains
that surround these waterways are also shown in the figure. Floodplains are areas
adjacent to water bodies which are susceptible to flooding during periods of exces-
sive rain or runoff. A 100-year floodplain has a 1% chance of flood in any given year,
while a 500-year floodplain has a .2% chance of flooding in any given year.

A significant amount of development has occurred in Manchester’s 100 and 500 year
floodplains, including the area between E Main Street and E Acers Street, between
Tama Street and Stiles. This area developed prior to the time when identification of
floodplains and restriction of development in these areas began. Today, Manchester
has regulations limiting or restricting development in the floodplain and floodway.
In addition to the obvious risk of property damage, development in a floodplain has
the potential to hinder the floodplain’s natural function for handling excess water, re-
sulting in increased flooding and damage upstream and downstream. These impacts
can be mitigated with strategic storm-water management techniques, by decreasing
the level of impervious surface in the floodplain, or through development restric-
tions or prohibitions. Waterways and floodplains are often preserved as greenways
and links to the city’s parks and recreation system.
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Manchester has two significant wetland areas along the Maquoketa River: in the
northwest, West of N Franklin and South of Seeley; in the southwest, east of the in-
tersection of Grant St and 3rd St (Figure 3.1). Smaller wetland areas are shown scat-
tered throughout the city. Wetlands are areas of poorly drained soils characterized by
permanent or temporary soil saturation and occasionally standing water. Wetlands
perform an important ecological function by both absorbing and slowing floodwa-
ters, and providing a unique habitat for plants and