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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 shorelineshows thatit protrudes into the lakeseveral feet where
the boat dock is
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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 Rd - Nonconforming 37’

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
LINE: 4050 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

-—

/DOCK LIGHTING PER:,
/ Loc 282176

TOP OF BULKHEAD-
4848

TT-LAKE AUSTIN SHORELIME—

4928 MSL

— 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



Applicants state “modern watercraft’ require 4’ water
depth; See Aqua Permit, Item 05/8 Presentation, p. 8

True: Modern lifts designed specifically to protect
‘modern watercraft” in shallow waters only need 2.5°
depth; no excess dredging

* Cantilever Lifts extend and retract 3’ to 6° into lake
for launching and docking Modern Watercraft ; e.qg.
HydroHoist Ultralift for 6500 Ibs watercraft, extends
4.5 into lake, min depth 2.5°

* Articulating Lifts
* Extending Lifts

THE PERFECT BOAT LIFT
SOLUTION FOR SHALLOW WATER
LOCATIONS

The HydroHolst Liltralift Shallow Water boat it delivers specialized protection for boaters with limited water depth, Designed |

with innovative low-profile technology, this prermium boat Roist provides the same legendany HydroHoist protection while
accommodating challengeng shallow water scenarnios:

¢ Shallow Coves: Perfect for Lakefront properties in protected, shallow water areas

« Fluctuating Water Levels: Ideal for locations that expenience seasonal water level changes

+ Receding Shorelines: Eszential protection for boats in areas with gradually decreasing water depth

= Canal Properties: Optimized for narmow waterways with limited depth
The Ltralitt Shallow Water boat lift featunas aur revolutionary extended tank design that requires mingmal water depth while
providing maxirmum lifting power for your valuable waterncraft.

PROTECT YOLIR BOAT WITH AMERICAS &1 SHALLOW WATER BOAT LIFT

Don't compromise on protection for your valuabde boat investment just bacavse you have limited water depth. The HydroHoist
UltraLift Shalkows Water delivers the same legendary quality and reliability that has made HydroHoist Amesica's #1 boat lilt
manufacturer since 1964,

REQUEST A BROCHURE » (/upper-navigation-
pages/request-a-brochure/?
productOfinterest=D&modelYear=2016&brandCode=SMR)

ElhllilI A;EEALER » (/upper-navigation-pages/find-a-
ealer/:
productOfinterest=D&modelYear=2016&brandCode=SMR)
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From $9,642.00 USD | T

5,200 lb Cantilever Lift - ¢ 5
THE PERFECT BOAT LIET Hydraulic Boat Lift System, |
SOLUTION FOR SHALLOW WATER 114" x 127" - Hewitt by Boat ‘
LOCATIONS Lift Distributors |

The HydraHolst Liltralift Shallow Water boat [ift delivers speclalized protection for boaters with limited water depth, Designed
with innovative low-profile technology, this prermium boat hoist provides the sarme legendany HydroHoist protection while
accommaodating challenging shallow water soenarnios:

+ Shallow Coves: Perfect for Lakefront properties in protected, shallow water areas

« Fluctuating Water Levels: Ideal for locations that expenence seasonal water level changes

+ Receding Shorelines: Eszential protection for boats in aneas with gradually decreasing water depth

= Canal Propertles: Optimized for narmow waterways with limited depth
The tralitt Shallow Water boat Lift featunes aur evolutionary extended tank design that requires minimal water depth while
providing maximum lifting power for your valuable watercraft.

SHORESTATION SS-V60120

BOAT LIFT DISTRIBUTORS | HYDRAULIC BOAT LIFT

Manufacturer: ShoreStation

Load Capacity: 6,000

FPROTECT YOLR BOAT WITH AMERICA'S #71 SHALLOW WATER BOAT LIFT

Item Type: Lift - Freestanding
Don't compromise on protection for your valuable boat investment just becavse you have limited water depth. The HydroHoist
Uitralift Shalkow Water delivers the same legendary guality and reliability that has made HydroHoist America's #1 boat lift
manufacturer since 1964,

REQUEST A BROCHURE » (/upper-navigation-
pages/request-a-brochure/?

Series: FlexPower

Inside Opening: 120" Inside Width

C € £ < < X

productOfinterest=D&modelYear=2016&brandCode=SMR) 9 curren ha us.com Lift Cradle Travel: 54"
EINIE AIQEALER » (/upper-navigation-pages/find-a-

ealer/" "
productOfinterest=D&modelYear=2016&brandCode=SMR) » N £ 8 ~ _9 boatliftanddock.com X
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Cantilever Lifts prevalent on Lake Austin

HydroHoist Ultra Cantilever Lift; 6500 |bs watercraft, travels 54, 2.5 depth
Only 8.17 Cu Yds Dredge Volume

Less than 25 Cu Yds

No dredging needed past ~17.5 from shoreline

Z/EKIS'I'IHG BU ;;HDSE OF SLIP ‘__;BUAT ffLH‘E AUSTIN
e o 10 15° 20° 25 30" “DOCK 35 a0° ELE. 492 8'MSL

495",
494" -
493" I
492"\
491'|
490"}
489"
488" c
487"
= 30" B
EXISTING PROFILE
DREDGE: USING AVG. END AREA CALCULATIONS OF LAKE BED
(AVG. HEIGHT X 14' W X 30' L)= 31.01 CU YDS
MAX ALLOWABLE: 25 CU YDS
Methodology:

2.5 Depth (Red Line at 490.3’ ) applied to Applicant Data; Intersects “Existing Profile of Lake Bed” at 17.5" shoreline L, eliminating dredging from 17.5 to 30’
Using above data for Average End Area Calculation, Dredge Volume = (Ave Height 0.9' x 14'W x 17.5 L ) = 220.5 Cu Ft =8.17 Cu Yds
2.5 requires only 8.17 Cu. Yds of dredge across 17.5" from shoreline



Cantilever Lifts prevalent on Lake Austin
HydroHoist Ultra Cantilever Lift; 6500 |bs watercraft, travels 54, 2.5 depth
Only 9.72 Cu Yds Dredge Volume

Less than 25 Cu Yds
No dredging needed past ~17.5" from shoreline

Cantilever Lift g by
EXISTING BULKHEAD NOSE OF SLIP BOAT ] : -
i o 5 1 5 w / 25' pock ds extends,gut 4.5° 45 500
495
494"
493"
492 T
4971 -
A90r
489" '
488 il | S
487 +. '
L‘ —30 -

Applicants’ Ave. Height 1.75° EXISTING PROFILE

DREDGE: USING AVG. END AREA CALCULATIONS OF LAKE BED

(AVG. HEIGHT X 21.9'W X 30" L)= 42.18 CU YDS

MAX ALLOWABLE: 25 CU YDS

Methodology:

2.5 Depth (Red Line at 490.3’) applied to Applicant Data; Intersects “Existing Profile of Lake Bed” at 15" shoreline L, eliminating dredging from 15’ to 30’
Using above data for Average End Area Calculation, Dredge Volume = (Ave Height, Bulkhead & 15') 1.25' x 14'W x 15 L =9.72 Cu Yds
2.5 Depth requires only 9.72 Cu. Yds of dredge across 15.0° from shoreline
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NO HARDSHIP (1750)
Applicants Apply False/Misleading Data

FALSE TRUE
‘Modern Watercraft’ require water Modern lifts specifically designed to store, launch
depth of 4 ft” and dock 6500 Ibs modern watercraft in shallow

waters; 2.5 depths ; Cradle travels 4.5’

Forces excessive dredging greater

Cantilever Lift Significantly Reduce Dredging
than 25 Cu Yds

Dredge Volume: 8.17 Cu Yds

Dredge Volume: 31.01 Cu Yds
Average End Area Calculation using Applicants’

Data at 2.5 Depth

10
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NO HARDSHIP (1752)
Applicants Apply False/Misleading Data

FALSE TRUE
‘Modern Watercraft’ require water Modern lifts specifically designed to store, launch
depth of 4 ft” and dock 6500 Ibs modern watercraft in shallow

waters; 2.5 depths ; Cradle travels 4.5’

Forces excessive dredging greater

Cantilever Lift Significantly Reduce Dredging
than 25 Cu Yds

Dredge Volume: 9.72 Cu Yds

Dredge Volume: 42.18 Cu Yds
Average End Area Calculation using Applicants’

Data at 2.5 Depth

11
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LDC 25-2-1176(A)(1): "A dock may extend up to 30 feet from the shoreline, except that the
director may require a dock to extend a lesser or greater distance from the shoreline if deemed
necessary to ensure navigation safety”

Navigation safety under LDC 25-2-1176(A)(1) includes navigation safety for the public, watercraft
operators, and other legal users of “a navigable waterway”

Applicants blatantly ignore “Navigation safety” for the Public and Lawful Users in the most
Congested area of a designated public Navigable Waterway

Applicants’ nonconforming structure egregiously disrupts the safest lane of travel in the most
congested and highest traffic area of a designated “navigable waterway;” see e.g. SB 1844

City of Austin’s Lake Austin Incident Data shows highest responder encounters within 1/2 mile of
360 Bridge Public Watercraft Ramp, including near Applicants’ proposed structures

We urge the Board to seek Legal advice in interpreting “NAVIGATION SAFETY” as codified
in LDC 25-2-1176(A)(1)

12



1752 Existing Impedes navigation visibility for neighboring
downstream docks, including 1744, 1746 & 1748 Channel

Watercraft operators returning to ramp often hug the West
side of lake as shortcut, saving 1600 feet of gas consumption
and avoids twice crossing 800’ of busy thoroughfare.

ITEMO2/73
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* Airplanes taking off and landing

* New to Watercraft operators

* Kids on floats

* Jet Skis (rental)

* New surfers and skiers falling

* Multiple watercraft accelerating from
Party cove and Boat ramp at no wake
buoys near Applicants’ properties

Gabby Ybarzabal
September 2024
Bachelor

14




92/75

Nonconforming 1750 & 1752 e
Docks Are Navigation Hazards to -
All Proximate Users

-

* “Navigation Safety” applies to all lake users; not just Applicant

* Most Watercraft accelerate from idle to high speeds starting at No
Wake Zone buoys

* Nonconforming Extending 6 and 16’ into Lake’s most congested and
highest usage thoroughfare

* Creates an artificial blind curve in a critical area

- -
2 =y 4 F 2

w R =
E__. : : -

- -

b ok )
* Disrupts and impedes visibility for all Watercraft, jet skiers, and public < » ;;?
users following shoreline and adhering to Lake Laws 5 1:'75 2 @hain N

* Unnecessary Navigational and Safety Hazard for e
* Watercraft, jet skiers, and public users near 360 Ramp . '

* Many Watercraft exiting “Party Cove,” numerous DUI

* Blocks watercraft visibility in congested area, reducing reaction time . Aise -
for watercraft operators e e, Watercraf

* Blocks visibility and reduces reaction time for downstream neighbors o i traffiC
entering or exiting their conforming docks

15



Nonconforming 1750 & 1752 Docks
Are Navigation Hazards for
Conforming Neighbors

* Applicants’ False statement: “Additionally, this dock’s design will not extend
further than nor impede access to any of the neighboring docks.”

* All newly constructed docks along Channel Rd, including 1704, 1744, 1756
and 1758 Channel Rd., conform with shoreline length requirements of LDC
25-2-1176(A)(1)

* Non-Conforming Structures: Disrupts 6’ and 161" into navigable waterway.
Creates artificial blind curve

* |Impedes Visibility of watercraft approaching downstream neighbors entering
or exiting their docks at slow speeds, leaving minimal reaction opportunities
for approaching vessels

* |mpedes visibility of downstream neighbors entering or exiting their docks at
slow speeds, leaving minimal reaction opportunities for docking vessel

* Removes 16°1" of visibility for watercraft operations in Lake’s most congested
and highest use thoroughfare

* Navigational and Safety Hazard for the immediate three conforming
downstream dock users ~30’ of shoreline

* Penalizes conforming new structures
16
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November 10, 2025

Nellie Slayden, University of Texas, Austin, B.S. Petroleum Engineering, EIT
Adversely Impacted Neighbor

1744 Channel Road, Austin, Texas 78746

The Honorable Members of the Board of Adjustment
City of Austin, Texas

P.O. Box 1088

Austin, Texas 78767

Re: Opposition to Variance Requests for 1750 & 1752 Channel Road; Case Nos.
C15-2025-0026 & 0027

Dear Madam Chair and Honorable Board Members:

| am a Petroleum Engineer (B.S. Petroleum Engineering, University of Texas at Austin) and
professionally trained in the analytical methods used to determine dredge volumes. (See
Section VIl for details.) These are standard engineering techniques used across petroleum, civil,
and architectural engineering disciplines. Because these calculations are fundamental to
engineering design, my education and experience directly qualify me to evaluate dredge-volume
analyses and identify when they deviate from accepted engineering standards or employ
misleading assumptions.

I. VOLUNTARY RELINQUISHMENT OF GRANDFATHERED RIGHTS AND ARBITRARY
RE-EXPANSION

Unlike upstream neighbors —also represented by Applicants' Agent— Applicants are voluntarily
demolishing and relinquishing two grandfathered dock footprints. They now seek to recapture
and enlarge those relinquished footprints by presenting manipulated dredge data to inflate
calculated dredge volumes beyond the statutory 25 cubic-yard limit.

This is an attempt to make an end-run around LDC § 25-2-1176. We urge the Board to follow
Board precedent that requires credible engineering evidence to determine the minimum
lengths of the docks that respect the public’s navigation safety. See, e.g., the Board’s precedent
relying upon the Professional Engineering Analysis of Professional Engineer Janice Smith in
Variance C15-2019-0047 and in Variance C15-2019-0010.
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Il. ADMISSIONS UNDERMINE CLAIMED HARDSHIP

Applicants concede that a dredge volume of 24 to 25 cubic yards provides navigation safety
and eliminates any alleged hardship under § 30-5-652:

“In most cases where the lake is shallow and a new boat dock is proposed, the allowable 25
cubic yards of dredge per LDC 25-2-1176(A)(1) is sufficient to allow navigational safety.”
— Applicants’ Letter to the Board, Aug. 18, 2025 (Exhibit B).

This admission directly contradicts Applicants’ asserted hardship.

lll. APPLICANTS FAIL TO CALCULATE MINIMUM DOCK LENGTHS CONSISTENT WITH 25
CUBIC-YARD DREDGE LIMIT AS REQUIRED FOR LDC 25-2-1176 VARIANCES

This Board has properly balanced competing interests before, and granted variances when
licensed professional engineers offered credible, trustworthy documentation that the
dock length (greater than 30’) is minimized to yield a dredge volume just less than 25 cubic
yards. This Board has endorsed 24 cubic yards of dredge to balance interests. See
Variance C15-2017-0047, Professional Engineering Analysis & Variance C15-2019-0010,
Professional Engineering Analysis.

The Applicants’ docks are in a highly congested main body of Lake Austin, and LDC §
25-2-1174 requires all docks to be designed NOT to pose a public navigation hazard.

This Board has carefully scrutinized dredging and volume submissions in LDC §
25-2-1176(A)(1) variances. Dredging volumes are especially vulnerable to data and assumption
manipulation, and the windfall for owners and their agents is tempting. Owners gain transferable
rights to one of the most valuable surface areas of Texas at great expense to the public, the
State, and conforming impacted neighbors.

The Applicants have not submitted certified engineering analyses determining the minimum
dock lengths that yield respective dredge volumes of just less than 25 cubic yards per §
30-5-652. The Board has routinely demanded this critical due diligence in similar variances to
guard against improper analyses or unconventional assumptions and methods. See Variances
C15-2017-0047 & C15-2019-0010.

Accordingly, we urge the Board to follow its precedent of scrutiny and require Applicants to
present a professional engineer’s stamped analysis demonstrating the minimum necessary
dock extensions beyond 30’ that both (1) ensures navigation safety pursuant to LDC §
25-2-1174 and (2) keeps dredge volumes just below the 25 cubic yards limit of § 30-5-652.
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IV. APPLICANTS’ SUBMISSIONS CONFIRM OVERSIZED DESIGNS AND TECHNICAL
INCONSISTENCIES

Applicants' own presentations and asserted dredge volumes establish that their dock lengths
are oversized and arbitrary, even for an unsubstantiated arbitrary 4’ depth demand. Much
shorter docks provide both navigation safety and yields = 24 cubic yards within the §
30-5-652 limit of 25 cubic yards:

e 1752 Channel using applicants’ asserted dredge volumes:
o 30 ft dock = 42.18 cubic yards dredge volume
o ? ft dock = 24 cubic yards dredge volume
o 46 ft1in. dock = 3.25 cubic yards dredge volume

The appropriate 1752 dock length-- the “sweet spot’-- exists somewhere in between 30 ft and
46 ft 1 in. which yields = 24 cubic yards of dredge, within the § 30-5-652 limit of 25 cubic yards.

e 1750 Channel using applicants’ asserted dredge volumes:
o 30 ft dock = 31.01 cubic yards of dredge volume
o ?ftdock = 24 cubic yards of dredge volume
o 37 ft dock = 12.04 cubic yards dredge volume

The appropriate 1750 dock length — the “sweet spot” -- exists somewhere in between 30 ft and
37 ft, which yields = 24 cubic yards of dredge, within the § 30-5-652 limit of 25 cubic yards.

Applicants have failed to provide the Board with a licensed engineer’s analysis identifying the
minimum dock lengths over 30 feet. Variances cannot be granted on this record.

V. MANIPULATED AND INCONSISTENT DATA

Applicants have now submitted multiple dredge volumes, each replete with inconsistencies,
improper application of conventional engineering methods, unsupported assumptions, and
manipulated data. These inconsistencies demonstrate their Agents’ confusion, lack of technical
engineering skills required for the task, or an intent to manipulate and/or confuse the Board.

In addition to omitting the due diligence step described above in Section Ill, Applicants’ dredge
volume “calculations” are fatally flawed with erroneous and unconventional analysis and
misleading or unsubstantiated assumptions:

1. Inflated 4’ Minimum Depth - Note, dredge volume is directly proportional to depth.
Applicants’ 4-foot minimum dredge depth is excessive and unreasonably increases dredge
volumes and thus, dock lengths. A seemingly minor 6-inch depth variation balloons the
Applicants’ asserted dredge volumes.

This Board has not previously approved a 4-foot minimum dredge depth that increases the
allowed dock length in this congested, high-speed thoroughfare area of Lake Austin. Applicants
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offer no rationale for deviating from the Board’s depth precedents to arbitrarily inflate dredge
volumes.

2. Inflated Minimum Depth Profiles. Applicants initially assumed a uniform 4-foot
dredge profile across the entire respective dock footprints—including non-navigable areas under
walkways and between bulkheads and slip noses—artificially inflating their dredge volumes.
Applicants have since revised their dredge profiles away from the bulkhead, but instead
introduced a sharp vertical 3'-4’ underwater dredge wall. Depending on the composition of the
sedimentary accumulation, the wall will likely collapse under waves and the bank effect. This
also evidences the lack of relevant engineering knowledge necessary for this technical analysis.

3. One Profile Lakebed Contours. Aqua Permits drafted the Contour on the Existing
and Proposed Plans. Any Engineer applying the Average End Areas formula will average the
two end areas of the lakebed to determine dredge volumes. While Applicants' calculations
assume that the lakebed contour is uniform, Applicants only select and use one end area, a
single discrete cross-section that is most likely selected to increase dredge volume instead of
the average of the two ends. Following our submissions, Applicants have now changed the
lakebed cross-sections for both docks. The contour plan provides all the information that a
skilled engineer needs to determine the two end areas and their averages. See Applicants’
Dredge and Lakebed Profiles Compilation, 2025 (Exhibit D).

4. Ever-Changing Profiles. Applicants altered their lakebed profiles multiple times during
this proceeding, each time increasing dredge volumes to support a contrived hardship. This
practice is inconsistent with engineering norms. Applicants drafted the contour plan. Thus,
they have access to the data they need to define and average both ends of a cross-section,
instead of just one end. According to Board precedent, Applicants must employ a professional
licensed engineer to apply the proper methods to calculate dredge volumes according to the
conventional Average End Areas Methodology to determine minimum dock lengths.

VI. LACK OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING CERTIFICATION

Applicants’ Agents, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. Fichter, and Aqua Permits are not licensed Professional
Engineers subject to independent regulatory oversight. It is abundantly clear that Applicants’
Agents do not possess the skills or knowledge necessary for these types of calculations and
analyses.

The Board has required a stamped Professional Engineer’s report for variances involving
dock extensions into navigable waters. See Variances C15-2019-0047 and C15-2019-0010. Any
reliance on this Agent’s unlicensed and unverified opinions would be inconsistent with the
Board’s precedent. The Agent’s assertions regarding hardship, reasonableness, and adverse
impact are based on bald, unsupported statements and manipulated and contradictory
assumptions. The presentations must be summarily rejected as defective, untrustworthy, and
unreliable.
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VII. ENGINEERING QUALIFICATIONS TO EVALUATE DREDGE VOLUME

As a Petroleum Engineer (B.S. Eng., Univ. of Texas Austin), | am professionally trained in
the same analytical methods used to determine dredge volumes. My background includes
calculating volumes of earth and fluid between mapped surfaces—procedures identical in
principle to calculating how much lakebed material must be removed to achieve a safe
navigational depth under a dock.

This process involves reading depth-contour maps, developing cross-section profiles from
these elevations or contours, and applying standard volumetric formulas, including
average-end-areas methods pertinent here. These are known engineering techniques used
across petroleum, civil, and environmental engineering disciplines. In practical terms, the
calculation is the same whether estimating the cubic yards of dredge in a boat slip or the volume
of a subsurface pay (e.g., rock, shale, or sediment hydrocarbon reservoirs). Both require
interpreting contour data to calculate depths and volumes.

Because these calculations are fundamental to engineering design and construction, my
education and experience directly qualify me to evaluate dredge-volume analyses and identify
when they deviate from accepted engineering standards or employ misleading assumptions.

VIIl. CONCLUSION AND REQUEST
For the foregoing reasons, | request the Board:

1. Reject Applicants’ dredge-volume calculations and hardship allegations based thereon
for failing to meet the Board’s precedent and requirements for a Sealed or Stamped
Professional Engineering Analysis calculating the minimum dock length required to yield
just less than 25 cubic yards of dredge material in compliance with the § 30-5-652
dredge limit of less than 25 cubic yards. See Board precedent: Variances
C15-2019-0047 & C15-2019-0010.

2. Deny the variance requests for 1750 and 1752 Channel Road.

3. Advise Applicants to submit Stamped Professional Engineer Analyses
demonstrating the minimum dock lengths (the “sweet spots”) required to yield just less
than 25 cubic yards of dredge material for each dock in any future LDC 25-2-1176(A)(1)
Variance Requests for these Properties.

Respectfully submitted,
(J\%%N

Nellie Slayden, Univ. of Texas at Austin, B.S. Petroleum Engineering, EIT
Adversely Impacted Neighbor





