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From:
To:
Sul)ject: NEW Strong Objections to Variance Request; Case No. C15-2025-0027; 1752 Channel Road

Date: Friday, September 5, 2025 3:44:04 PM

External Email - Exercise Caution

Subject: New Strong Objections to Variance Request No. C15-2025-0027; 1752 Channel
Road

Dear Members of the Board of Adjustments,

We, Bruce and Niloofar Slayden, as representatives of the BRUCE & NELLIE SLAYDEN
REVOCABLE TRUST, the property owner of 1744 Channel Road, submit this formal and
vigorous objection to the variance request in Case No. C15-2025-0027 submitted by Mr. Tom
Davis Jr. for the property located at 1752 Channel Road.

The request seeks approval for a three-story dock extending 46 feet from the shoreline—an
egregious 154% of the 30-foot maximum allowed under the City of Austin Land Development
Code (LDC 25-2-1176). This request is not only excessive and unjustified, but more
importantly poses a threat to the Public’s navigation safety and freedom, the very intent and
purpose of the Code. The requested variance should be denied.

1. Excessive Dock Length Request — Exceeding Code Limit by 154%

The Land Development Code clearly limits the distance a dock may extend from the shoreline
to 30 feet. The requested variance proposes a dock length that is 154% of the maximum
allowable by Code—exceeding the 30-foot limit by a full 16 feet. The applicable Code length
—30 ft-- 1s set as a compromise between the lake residents’ enjoyment interests and Public’s
navigation safety and freedom interests. The applicant has offered no evidence—or any valid
or compelling reason to override the Public’s interest—by demonstrating that this increased
length is necessary for navigation safety, as required under LDC 25-2-1176.

The owner asserts they will have to dredge to obtain navigation safety (notably only for
itself) if limited to the Code’s 30 ft. length. That is a false statement. There are multiple
boats that can be docked at the current location at the 30 ft length limit. As evidenced by the
two new Code-compliant docks just built on neighboring properties at 1756 & 1758 Channel
Road directly upstream of this proposed dock --- notably they house “modern boats”. While
the owners may dream of docking an even bigger modern boat than their neighbors, that is
hardly a compelling reason to grant a variance from the Code. Moreover, if the owner desires
to dock an even bigger modern boat, then the owner can always apply for a dredging permit
for a 30ft Code-compliant dock. And note, with the constant weed harvesting on the lake,
dredging is a minor further disturbance of an already disturbed lake bottom. Simply put,
arguing that one must dredge at the 30 ft Code limit to dock a not yef purchased big modern
boat is not a justification to exceed the Code by 16ft for a new dock. The 1752 Channel Road
lot has always been depth challenged as evidence by their non-compliant existing 46 ft long
dock — this is not a new phenomenon and cannot now be used now to escape the restrictions of
the existing Code when seeking to build a new dock. It is hard to understand how the owner’s
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demand, “we want a bigger boat” should override the Public’s interest as protected and
codified by the Code.

2. Dangerous Precedent and Navigation Hazard

This proposal represents the only new residential multi-level dock in the area that would
extend more than 1.5 times farther from the shoreline than Code limits and thus, allowing the
continued limit on the Public’s navigation safety and freedom. Notably, the subject dock is
one of the first docks encountered by a new user of this Public waterway after launching
firom the 360 Bridge Public Launch. The Code limit was set as a compromise between the
interests of Lake Austin residents and the Public’s interest in a Public waterway. Those
interests include enjoyment (navigation/use freedom) and safety. The Board should not
approve any new structure that compromises the Public’s safety on Lake Austin or
unjustifiably limits the Public’s navigation freedom and enjoyment. Extending 1.5 times
farther into a Public waterway than allowable by Code, the oversized dock requested
necessarily decreases the Public’s Navigation Safety by limiting the amount of navigable
water and therefore, further narrowing the usable lake. Consequently, maintaining congestion
in an area already highly congested area of this Public lake. Thus, granting the request would
decrease the Public’s navigational freedom, enjoyment and more importantly safety. Simply
put, we need less 46 ft long docks on Lake Austin — not more and certainly not a new one..

3. Lack of Justification

This is not a request for repair or modest modification of an existing permitted Code-
compliant dock—it is an attempt to construct an oversized, new three-story multi-level dock
with an excessive and egregious footprint that blatantly exceeds code limitations by over fifty
percent (50%). The applicant has failed to demonstrate any legitimate or compelling need for
such an expansion that overrides the Public’s interest. The Board has no reasonable basis to
approve a variance of this magnitude. If the owner desires a new dock for a new big boat that
he/she dreams of purchasing, the Board should require the new dock to be Code-compliant
extending only 30 ft from the shoreline thus, respecting the Public’s interest in navigation
safety, freedom and enjoyment in this highly congested Public use area of the Lake. If the
owner demands a 47ft dock, they should have to live with their existing structure and repair it.

4. No Posted Notice for September 8" Meeting

Unlike the last meeting, there has been no public posting giving notice of a September gth
meeting. Multiple neighbors may or may not know of the meeting. In fact, we were confused
by the lack of posting and are submitting new objections to the request assuming a September
gth meeting is set. We do note that the September gth Meeting, if held, will not be Code
compliant and we thus, object to the non-noticed meeting in its entirety.

For these reasons, we object and urge the Board in the strongest possible terms to reject this
variance application. Approving it would not only violate City Code, but would also
jeopardize public and boaters safety, degrade the integrity of the lakefront community, and
erode trust in the variance process.

We expect and trust that the Board will uphold its duty to enforce the Code fairly and
consistently. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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From: Nelle

Tot

h end emall to supplement objections filed by Sieyden to Case No. C15-2025-0026; 1750 Channel Raad. AND Case No. 2025-0027; 1752 Channed Raad. Thank you
3 ' 2025 8:19:38 PM

Extemnal Email - Exercise Caution

Please add this email and these photos to objections filed by Slayden. 1744 channel Rd to Variance Case No. C15-2025-0026; 1750 Channel Road. AND vaniance Case No. 2025-0027;
1752 Channel Road. Thank you

Applicants submission is misleading. Watercraft's returning to the 360 bridge public boat ramp routinely do NOT adhere to the traffic flow shown on applicants diagrams.

The below pictures show the sensitive location of proposed docks at 1750 and 1752 Channel Rd. These Docks are very close to the beginning/end of the no wake zone line and should
NOT exceed 30 feet + or - 10 % from the shoreline as required by the code.

If the applicants’ variances are granted, new noncompliant docks will inue to compromi stelmesammdﬂnscongmtedbend,creatmgahlmdcumandmece

navigation hazards. Boats suddenly accelerate at the end of the no wake zone. M hile we routinely and fre and jet skis ing at high speeds to the 360
Bridge public dock on this same side of the lake as the speeding traffic leaving the 360 Bridge no wake zone near the pmposed docks.

WEH.AVE WITNESSED numerous near misses of hgadoncolhsxons non liant docks g further than 35feetatﬂnsloca1mncxute ablmdmve Granting the
i will cause y navig: ds that compromi thesaﬁetyofthepublu:hkeusets and is particularly ming when sp g boats do not see downed
surfer or wakeboard which happ inely in this particular area.

A Board Member familiar with this particular area of the lake confirmed the compromise site lines and the blind curve created by the non compliant docks extending into the navigati
area near and at 1752 channel rd at the August 2025 meeting. This is problem that impacts every users of the public boat ramp.

]

Allowing docks to extend more than 36 feet or more, creates an unnecessary blind curve and causes a navigation hazard that impacts the safety of so many people using a congested area
around the most used public Boat ramp on lake austin.

The Board can easily avoid 1 'y navigation | ds in this highly sensitive area by requiring docks comply with the code requiring docks to be limited to 30 feet + or
-10% of the shoreline.

Run - Wildli

-

-
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Sincerely

Nellie Slayden
l !! &l rd.
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October 10", 2025

Letter of Support for Variance Requests C15-2025-0026 & C15-2025-0027

Dear Chair Cohen and Members of the Board of Adjustments,

I am writing in support of variance requests C15-2025-0026 and C-15-2025-0027. | grew up
visiting my great grandmother at these properties and now live here as | moved to Austin
just a year ago. Our family has made these two lots our home over the last 60 years, and we
have all grown to love and respect the lake. Our current boat docks were designed by my
great grandfather and extend more than 30 feet into the lake as that is how long they
needed to be to dock a boat. These boat docks pre-date the iconic 360-bridge and were not
designed to optimize view, they were designed to allow for navigation.

| can assure you that our intention is not to “abuse the code” as our opposition claims. In
fact, we have designed the length of the boat docks to the minimum length needed to dock
a boat, and we need this variance to navigate. The proposed dock at 1752 Channel Road
will be almost four feet shorter than the existing structure, and the proposed dock at
1750 Channel Road will be six inches shorter. | have included images measuring the lake
depth at 30 feet from the shoreline where the 1752 dock is proposed and the lake depth is
currently 2’9.5” (Exhibit A). As you can see, at this depth docking a boat would not be
possible. Moreover, where the hull of the boat would sit would be even shallower, currently
measuring 2’1.5” (Exhibit B). Moreover, the proposed plan would limit disruptions to the
lakebed which is of great importance to us, our neighbors, and the greater Lake Austin
community.

It is my understanding that a variance application concerns the specific property that
is applying and that property’s specific hardship. The presentation clearly
demonstrates that the lake is abnormally shallow in front of both properties with data
from Austin GIS, which is a clear hardship that wouldn’t allow for watercraft navigation
at 30 feet. We also show that the lake is deeper near the downstream neighbors,
illustrating why the downstream neighbors didn’t need a variance - they do not have a
hardship.

I have included images that show the shoreline from the property (Exhibit D). As you can
see, the downstream neighbor’s shoreline extends much further into the lake than the
existing and proposed boat docks, further illustrating why our properties have a hardship.
Additionally, the image shows that the boat dock which is 36 feet long actually extends
much less into the lake than the adjacent neighbor’s dock which is 30 feet long (Exhibit C).
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The proposed boat docks will be further from the middle of the lake than the adjacent boat
docks on either side; therefore, no hazard will be created with these docks. In fact, the new
boat docks will extend less into the lake than the current structures; therefore, if anything,
the proposed boat docks would make the lake safer.

| understand that the opposition is concerned about the docks impacting their view of the
iconic 360 bridge. To be respectful of our neighbors, we have thoughtfully designed an open
boat dock that will allow our neighbors to see the bridge; however, the reality is that we are
located closer to the bridge, and the view of the neighbors isn’t protected in the State of
Texas. Despite this we are doing our best to be good, thoughtful neighbors. The opposition’s
other claims about creating hazards and not needing a variance are unfounded and made
only with the goal of protecting their view.

Please approve this variance request as we have thoroughly demonstrated the hardship at
1750 & 1752 Channel Rd and will continue to be thoughtful of the Lake Austin community
and our neighbors. Our goal is to build a boat dock that we can safely navigate to and that
our family can enjoy for the next 60 years.

Sincerely,
o= nd Ll

Nina Wells

Lifelong Visitor and Current Resident of 1750 & 1752 Channel Road
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Exhibit A: Image from 09/24/2025 showing the lake depth is 2°9.5” 30 ft from shore

33.5inches

2 feet9.5inches
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Exhibit B: Image from 10/09/2025 showing the lake depth measure 2’°1.5” where the
hull of a boat would sit with a 30ft long boat dock

25.5inches

2 feet1.5inches
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Exhibit C: Images showing existing structures extend less into the lake than the
downstream neighboring dock which is 30ft in length.

1748 dock
(downstream)

— -

T

1748 dock extends

— much further into
= thg lake

Existing
1750 dock

Current structure which is 6 inches longer than the proposed is further from the middle of
the lake than the adjacent downstream neighbors 30 foot dock.
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Exhibit D: Downstream shoreline curves into the in front of the dock creating several
feet of length into the lake.

Closeup of neighboring shoreline shows that it protrudes into the lake several feet where
the boat dockiis.
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Opposition to Variance

2 CASES C15-2025-0026 and C15-2025-0027
1 Site Plan SP-2025-0119D
1750 Channel Rd. & 1752 Channel Rd.

By: Bruce & Nellie Slayden, Conforming dock at 1744 Channel Rd.



1750 Channel

Existing nonconforming:
Never Permitted

1 story

Uncovered fishing pier
NO watercraft slips

| ISR SR FS— T -

A VIEW FROM DOWNSTREAM

ELEVATION OF HIGHEST STRUCTURAL MEMBER: 517.8° MSL

] - COA AND FEMA FULLY DEVELOPED
1 FLOODPLAIN LINE: 508.0° MSL.

“~DOCK LIGHTING PER
LDC 26-2-1178

_~COA AND FEMA
" FULLY DEVELOPED FLOCOPLAIN
A UNE: 495.0° MSL

ELEVATION OF TOP OF DECK: 484 & MSL

ELEVATION OF LOWEST STRUCTURAL
MEMBER: 4535 MSL

AN
AUSTIN
SHORELINE 482 &' MSL

B§ TEEL PILING | .
DRIVEN TO REFUSAL “-MATURAL LAKE GRADE

240 -

/DOCK LIGHTING PER:,
/ Loc 282176

TOP OF BULKHEAD-
4848

TT-LAKE AUSTIN SHORELIME—

4928 MSL

onconforming 37’

— L —— T —

4 VIEW FROM UPSTREAM
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1752 Channel Rd -
Nonconforming 47° or 4

Existing nonconforming structure:
Never permitted
1-story
1-watercratft slip
47" Length

Proposed nonconforming:

* 3 stories across entire structure

* 2 watercraft slips - ,

* 461" shoreline L is 16'1" (154% of) over 0 VIEW EROM DOWNSTREA
statutory 30’ N

e 22" W vs. 14'W Existing

* 2 flights of stairs

* Proposed dimensions and location different
than existing
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NO HARDSHIP

Applicants False/Misleading Assumptions for Alleged Hardship

Applicant FALSE assumption “a modern watercraft’ requires water depth of 4
feet”

True: Numerous modern watercraft require much less than 4. "Modern
watercraft’ operate in 2.5'depths:

* |Inboard/Outboard \Watercraft
* Pontoon Watercraft

* Tritoon Watercraft

* Outboard Watercraft

* Jet Watercraft





