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Eyes on County Council – July 24, 2025 

Land Use Reform Working Group  

Meeting #7 – Draft Recommendations 

Overview: 

• Working Group continues in the “draft recommendation stage” 

• Consultant/County officials, with input from group members, revised/expanded/combined the 

list of draft recommendations from 22 to 17.    

• This meeting the Group was charged with reviewing all 17 items and gaining general 

concurrence. (see attached list below) 

• Group stalled at the 8th item related to transportation – several members were frustrated with 

lack of clarity, omissions and other concerns. 

• Jill Hicks (SPC) made the strong point that the recommendations exclude addressing the goal 

of infrastructure preceding growth.  We suggest you watch the broadcast starting at the 1 hour 

18 minute point to see this interaction.  Others supported her position. 

• Consultant was forced to adjust his timeline and will require the August 21st meeting to finalize 

the recommendations.  Next meeting on August 5th will be used to complete review. 

Highlights  

• At the outset of the meeting, members voiced their concerns regarding the new list.  It 

appeared they only received the copy a day earlier.  Some of the issues were: 

o Horner/Rieman asked why their idea of streamlined public hearings was excluded 

o Various members called for clarity, more specifics in the recommendations 

o Hicks cited need for definitive unit per acre number for building in non-growth AR-1 

zones 

o Toulou wondered why an alternative revenue model (versus reliance on transfer taxes) 

was not considered 

• County officials offered their reasoning for these questions – need for prioritization, items 

covered elsewhere, etc. 

• Group proceeded to discuss each recommendation: 

o #1 – agreement on need to align future land use map to “designate the boundaries of 

the Growth Areas and the Rural Areas”.  

o #2 and #3 – concurrence on comprehensive rezoning and establishing clear standards, 

“countywide rezoning effort beginning with AR-1 Zoning District to align zoning 

regulations with current land use goals, infrastructure and growth policies”. It was called 

“proactive rezoning” by one member.   
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o #3 – Del Collo (Affordable Housing Advocate) emphasized that areas of growth must 

allow # of units that support affordable housing units needed, must be specific in the 

description 

o #4, #5 and #6 – addressed need for missing middle style housing.  “Establish clear 

definitions for Missing Middle Housing types, including duplexes, triplexes, stacked flats, 

and cottage courts as distinct from the current overly broad term “multifamily dwelling” in 

the zoning code”. Rieman asked for more clarity in #5 regarding what is allowed in each 

zone type.  #6 called for other density desirables: lot sizes, widths, setbacks, building 

heights.   

o #7 – no stated issues for item to “update commercial zoning districts (CR-1/CR-1-C4)to 

allow walkable mixed use development in designated growth areas/corridors with 

multimodal opportunities”. 

o #8 – method for phasing coordination of transportation improvements was agreed upon, 

this would codify the process.  However, there was strong debate/pushback from 

members on various related topics: 

▪ Hicks – not far enough, does not address the traffic concerns.  Cited absence of 

recommendation on the goal of infrastructure improvements before development. 

▪ Horner – extend use of TID’s to every growth area, how do we fund new roads? 

▪ Luszcz (DelDOT) – Sussex Level of Service (LOS) standards are not adequate, 

growth areas require higher LOS.  DelDOT is always in a catch-up mode!  He 

stated emphatically – “no way to increase capacity of Route 1”. 

▪ Rieman – eliminate #8 and insert Hick’s macro suggestion.  TID’s may be the 

answer. 

▪ Hicks – reasserted her contention that the LURWG mission included addressing 

infrastructure, Sussex has allowed development in non-growth areas. 

▪ Baxter – interconnect developments with roads to improve traffic trips. Also, all 

roads need improvement – add shoulders, repave, etc.  Old two lane rural roads 

cannot handle agricultural equipment. 

• Bing closed the meeting recognizing they did not complete the meeting’s objective to complete 

all recommendations review.  Will pick up at next meeting. 

 

Public Comments: 

• Rich Barraso – cited insufficient amount of homes built in Sussex under $350,000.  Posed 

questions to the group: will they identify the types of housing affordability gaps, will 

recommendations address these gaps and can land use decisions alone solve these matters. 

 

Next Meetings: 

Location: Sussex County Public Safety Complex, 21911 Rudder Lane, Georgetown (near airport) 

Date/Time:    

• Meeting #8: Tuesday, August 5, 10:00am–12:00pm   

• Meeting #9: Thursday, August 21, 10:00am–12:00pm 

 

Broadcast of Meeting:  

 

Land Use Reform Working Group Meeting - July 24, 2025 

https://mediasite.sussexcountyde.gov/mediasite/Play/454869851f6f41eabe725501aa7601961d?catalog=8d90f956ca1b42b580980bfa8ad1ffa021
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Copy of 7/10 Meeting Presentation: 

Land Use Reform Working Group Presentation 7.24.2025 

 

Land Use Reform Working Group Draft Recommendations List-Meeting 7 (July2025) 

 

Related Articles 

Sussex council begins planning for development recommendations | Cape Gazette 

 

Another try | Cape Gazette – cartoon related to the LURWG 

https://sussexcountyde.gov/sites/default/files/PDFs/Land_Use_Reform_Working_Group-Presentation-7.24.2025.pdf
https://sussexcountyde.gov/sites/default/files/PDFs/Draft_Recommendations_List-Meeting%207%20%28July%202025%29.pdf
https://www.capegazette.com/article/sussex-council-begins-planning-development-recommendations/293837
https://www.capegazette.com/article/another-try/294123?amgee-source=dh

