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VILLAGE of SUTHERLAND
BOARD OF TRUSTEES Regular Meeting
May 28, 2025 at 6:00 P.M.

The Village of Sutherland Board of Trustees held a Regular Meeting on May 28, 2025, at
6:00 P.M. in the Village of Sutherland Meeting Room, located at 1200 First Street, Sutherland,
Nebraska. Notice of these meetings was given by posting notice in four public places, the
designated method by the Village Board of Trustees. The agenda for this meeting was kept
continuously current and available for inspection at the Office of the Village Clerk.

Chairman Meyer called the Regular Meeting of the Board of Trustees to order at 6:00
p.m. Members present upon roll call were Scott Meyer, Kimberly Backer, Felicia Patrick, Derek
Dempcy, and Justin Nelms. Quorum was established. Also present were Village Superintendent
Casey Kendall, Village Clerk Bonnie Ralston, and Village Attorney Rory Roundtree. The guests
present were Frank Fleecs, Gene Tacey, Linda Tacey, Muriel Clark, Jim Dickerson, Kathleen
McCune, Kaye Monie, Rob Monie, Trenda Seifer, Don Main, and Tory Copeland. If all the
names are not included, it is only by error, absence of signature or undecipherable signature in
the guest book.

The Board of Trustees and all present rose and recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

Chairman Meyer gave notice of the open meeting law poster and its location and proper
procedure for guests.

At this time, the Board opened the floor for comments from the public. Chairman Meyer
stated that all comments need to be directed to the Chair and that there was a five-minute time
limit. Chairman Meyer also said that there would be no discussion by the Board on comments by
the public had addressed items that were not on the agenda. With no comments forthcoming from
those in the audience, Chairman Meyer moved on to the agenda items.

Chairman Meyer asked for a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Motion Backer.
Second Dempcy. Voting yes: Dempcy, Patrick, Backer, Nelms, Meyer. Voting no: none. Motion
carries.

The Board read the minutes for the regular meeting of the Board of Trustees May 14, 2025.
Motion Patrick to approve the minutes as presented. Second Backer. Voting yes: Backer, Dempcy,
Nelms, Meyer, Patrick. Voting no: none. Motion carries.

With numerous people in the audience to address a new business agenda item, the agenda
was adjusted to this item.

NEW BUSINESS:

The agenda was adjusted at 6:02 PM to discuss the first new business item of
reconsideration of rejected Anchor Park bid. Edward Dunn from West Central Nebraska
Development District was available via zoom to discuss this with the Board. Attorney Roundtree
clarified that the reconsideration was placed on the agenda to allow the Board to discuss the last
bid received and rejected at the May 14, 2025 meeting. Roundtree stated that if a Board member
who voted in the affirmative to reject the previous bid motioned to reconsider the Board could
discuss the prior bid, but if no motion was made the Board could then move on to the next agenda
item of consideration of amended proposals. Meyer then asked if there was a motion to reconsider
the rejected bid. With no motion forthcoming, Meyer asked a second time if there was a Board
member who wanted to make the motion to reconsider. Dempcy motioned to reconsider the
rejection for the sake of discussion. For consideration of discussion, Backer seconded the motion.
Meyer then opened the topic for discussion. Dempcy addressed this and stated he personally would
like to hear from the public on this topic. Dempcy stated that his concern was fiscal responsibility,
only getting half the project done for almost the full amount of the grant awarded. Dempcy
estimated that the proposal was approximately 82% of the budget and only covered the playground
portion of the project. Backer also spoke up, stating that the proposal did not include the multi-
sport court at all. Backer explained that, although it was a plan for a very nice playground, the
consensus was that the price was high for only half the project. Kellie Schofield, from ABcreative,
was present to address the Board. Kelly stated that she had included the original proposal to reflect
where a lot of the pricing was coming from. Schofield stated the pour in place rubber is more
expensive but is also easier for maneuverability needed for the inclusive equipment. When
compared to the other options, such as engineered wood fiber, the pour in place is significantly
easier for wheelchair use. Edward Dunn also informed the Board that the prices are certainly in
line with what is seen in today’s economic budget for the playground equipment requested. Dunn
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also reminded the Board that this was the second time placing the project for bid and the only bid
received that was for at least one complete portion of the project. With this restructured second
bid, Dunn was hopeful there would be more bids. Dunn expressed gratitude to Schofield and
ABcreative, for their hard work, not only on the original bid, but also for coming up with amended
options as quickly as they did. Dunn stated he had reached out to Game & Parks Land and Water
Conservation Fund representatives, who confirmed that action could be taken tonight that would
allow the village to move forward with this, whether it be through accepting the original bid,
upholding the original rejection of the bid, or considering the amended options. Roundtree stepped
in to clarify the motion before the Board. A yes vote would allow the Board to reconsider the
original proposal, a separate motion would allow them to accept the proposal, a no vote would
reject the original proposal and allow the Board to consider the amended proposal options
submitted by ABcreative. Kaye Monie asked to address the Board. Monie expressed gratitude to
the Board for reconsidering the project. She stated that with all the work and time needed in the
application process for grants like this, it would be a bad idea to pass this one up. Monie then asked
if Dunn could explain what would happen with the multi-use court if the Board were to accept this
original proposal. Dunn stated that there was still a short window of time to attempt to get bids for
the court, but having placed this project for bid in multiple areas, including surrounding states,
Dunn was not sure a bid would be received. Gene Tacey questioned if bids were sent to whatever
company had built the courts in North Platte. Meyer stated that it was published in multiple
locations and all requirements were followed to ensure everyone had fair and equal bidding rights.
Kathleen McCune asked to speak and asked if companies were directly contacted about this
project. Dunn informed her that he did contact companies directly. Tory Copeland spoke next.
Copeland thanked the Chair and the Board for being so open to receiving public input on this
matter. Copeland also encouraged the Board to consider every possible option and find a way to
move forward with this project. He expressed concern that if the grant needed to be turned down
due to not being able to agree on bids it may be a long time before Sutherland is considered for a
grant like this again. Copeland also agreed that equipment like this is expensive but still urged the
Board to move forward with this. Copeland made a final point, stating that while he may not need
all-inclusive playground equipment right now, and others in the room may not need it, no one
knows who will need it in the future for their children or grandchildren. Edward Dunn asked if he
could introduce himself to the Board and the audience, as he had not already done so. Dunn stated
he is the Executive Director for WCNDD based out of Ogallala. WCNDD wrote the grant for the
village. Gene Tacey requested to speak again. Tacey reminded the Board of some of the history
and work that went into this grant process. Tacey reminded the Board that the Growth Committee
had put together pricing and realized they weren’t at the amount required to submit the grant. At
the same time, some citizens were asking for a pickleball court. It was decided to combine the two
requests to meet the threshold of the Land and Water Conservation Fund grant. While combining
the projects, it was determined that the court should be multi-use. Tacey also agreed that, while
the proposed numbers are high, he feels they are fair and stated that since this project was started
two years ago, everyone should have expected costs to increase. Tacey then asked if the “biggest
little village in Nebraska” could be the first to do something like this project. Meyer then stated
that there was a motion and a second on the floor to reconsider the rejected proposal. Explaining
again that a yes vote reconsiders the original bid, a no vote continues the prior rejection. Patrick
asked if the first proposal is reconsidered, would the Board still be allowed to consider the amended
proposals. Roundtree replied that if the Board approved the reconsideration, and they approved the
original proposal, no further bids could be considered. If the Board upheld the original rejection,
amended bids could be considered. Kaye Monie asked the Board if they chose to approve the
original grant, what would happen to the difference in amounts between the grant awarded and the
cost of the proposal. Mr. Dunn answered this, stating that the Game and Parks Land and Water
Conservation Fund would amend the match amount to reflect the amount of the project. He
followed up by saying the village can request up to 50% of the awarded amount, but that if the
cost of the project is lower than the awarded amount, the matching funds will still only be half of
the cost of the project. Muriel Clark asked for clarification on the current motion, Meyer explained
that if the Board votes yes on the current motion, the other amended options would not be
considered, but if the Board votes no then they can consider the presented amended proposals.
Kathleen McCune asked if the other options would still use the grant money. The Board assured
her the funding for any option would come from the grant. At this point, Meyer stated there is a
motion and a second on the floor, and he believed there had been open and fair discussion on this.
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Meyer then called for a vote. Voting yes: none. Voting no: Nelms, Backer, Meyer, Patrick,
Dempcy. Motion fails by vote.

Meyer then moved to the Consideration of Amended Proposals agenda item. Mr. Dunn
addressed the Board and stated he felt it would be beneficial for Kellie Schofield to present the
amended options. Meyer agreed and turned the floor over to Schofield. ABcreative had put
together several options for the Board, Schofield explained that these options can be combined as
the Board chooses in the hope that both portions of the project can be completed. Option 1b is
essentially the same as the original playground proposal, but with engineered wood fiber instead
of the poured in place rubber and has timbers instead of a concrete curb. This option comes in at
$133,068.00. Meyer asked about the proposal for the concrete painted sport court. This was
presented at a cost of $91,339.00. These options combined come to $224,407.00. Schofield stated
that the court options were all designed to be combined with playground options to fall under the
budget. Schofield also stated that the court size was smaller than originally requested in the bid
sheets and would be 30 x 60°’. The court options provided all include the sports equipment
requested. Superintendent Kendall asked about the fencing around the playground that is detailed
on the bids. He stated he thought the fencing was to go around the court. Schofield and Meyer both
said that there were options presented that did not include fencing. Schofield then presented Option
2 to the Board. It includes the poured in place surfacing but reduced the number of pieces of
equipment. The fencing option is also included in this one. The pieces removed from this proposal
were not the all-inclusive ones, they were two spring riders. Option 2 has a price of $157,158.00.
This was presented with the asphalt unpainted court for $72,183.00. Combined this would be
$229,341.00. Schofield said she presented an unpainted option to try and stay within budget, and
suggested perhaps someone in the community would be willing to paint the court as a donation or
at a reduced cost. Option 2b was presented to the Board by Schofield, this would be the same size
footprint as option 2 as far as surface and equipment. It would include the poured in place surfacing
but has no fencing option. This comes at a price of $150,501.00. The final court option presented
was for an asphalt painted court with a cost of $78,419.00. The total of these two options is
$228.920.00. Superintendent Kendall asked Schofield what the lifespan of the concrete court was
versus the asphalt. Schofield replied that concrete does have a longer lifespan, but since there
would only be foot traffic and provided regular maintenance was done, the asphalt should last 15-
20 years. Meyer asked about the engineered wood fiber option as opposed to the poured in place
rubber. He asked Schofield for her professional opinion on which option would be more
wheelchair friendly since it would surround the all-inclusive equipment. Schofield stated that the
poured in place was the most common option in a situation like that for ease of maneuverability.
She also suggested that the rubber surface could be poured at a later date if the Board chose to go
with the EWF option at this time. Kaye Monie asked to address the Board and questioned if there
was a reason behind the fencing options for the playground. She wondered if there was a
requirement to have it in place. Schofield responded that there is no requirement, the fence was
included in the request for proposal. Gene Tacey also addressed this and said that while researching
the grant proposal they did not come across any requirements for fencing, but he felt it would be a
good idea to have fencing around the court, at least on the ends. Schofield also stated that the
fencing could be moved around and placed around the court instead of the playground. Mr. Dunn
also said that the fence was included in the original grant information and that is why it was
included in the proposals. Linda Tacey spoke and said that the original had included the fencing
around the court, not the playground. Dunn replied that there was no clear direction in the original
paperwork, just the number of linear square feet of fencing requested. Some discussion was held
on fencing surrounding the court and shifting it from the playground area. Kathleen McCune asked
for clarification on the included sports equipment. Schofield explained that the ground sleeves
allow for net posts to be locked in. She said that the posts are in-ground mounted but can be
removed for storage in the winter or if someone wanted to use the court for basketball. There will
also be plugs so the holes are covered if not in use. McCune was concerned that the nets would
not be sturdy, Schofield stated that they would function like permanent nets and would not blow
or fall over. Kaye Monie again addressed the Board, expressing her appreciation for the Board
considering more options to move forward with the park project and to ABcreative for getting so
many options put together. Monie also asked if these are the only options, Schofield stated that
options could be mixed and matched or tweaked a little as needed. Meyer had put together two
options that he thought would satisfy the needs of the community. He said that he had looked at
option 2, shifting the fencing to the multi-sport court, and the painted asphalt court. This would
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total at $235,557.00. Meyer felt this would be a good option for the needs of the Village. Dunn
clarified that the total amount of the grant was for $229,445.00. Anything above that would need
to be paid by the Village. Then half of the grant award amount would be reimbursed once the
project was completed and the receipt turned over to West Central. Linda Tacey had a question on
the reduced court size and wondered if it would be a full-size basketball court. Kendall responded
and said it would be half court sized. It would still be a full-size tennis court and would be two
pickleball courts. Gene Tacey spoke to the Board, commenting that some of the pieces of
equipment were not inclusive, and asked if the pour in place could be placed only around those
pieces and the engineered wood fiber around the rest. G. Tacey stated he felt the donations would
increase if both portions of the project were being done. Schofield stated that ABcreative would
be happy to provide vision boards to assist with fundraising efforts. Some discussion was then held
on how many pickleball courts could be placed on a full-size tennis court. Muriel Clark stated that
four pickleball courts would fit on one tennis court. Jim Dickerson asked the Board if this grant is
guaranteed. Meyer responded and said that it is guaranteed, the Village has already been awarded
the grant. Nelms asked how easy it is to switch or maneuver the netting. Schofield stated that the
nets are easy to change out and adjust. Patrick asked Schofield which court surface was best in her
opinion. Patrick expressed that she felt if the Village was going to spend the money then the best
option should be chosen. Schofield said that she believes that the concrete would have a longer
lifespan, asphalt is more budget friendly and with regular maintenance it can last a long time.
Kendall stated that the asphalt would need sealed and require more maintenance than concrete.
Timeline was then discussed by the Board. Dunn clarified that the full completion date for the
project is September of 2026. This is full completion, and all receipts submitted, and funds
requested. Patrick and Meyer discussed option 4, which would be combining the concrete painted
sport court and playground option 2, which includes the poured in place rubber surface. The total
of this option would be $248,497.00. L. Tacey had a question on the ending date. The LWCF
paperwork states September 2027 as end date, Dunn answered this and stated September 2026 is
the deadline, if there were a request for an extension one could be granted through September 2027
with a 120-day extension for filing of grant closeout paperwork. Kaye Monie questioned if the
fence was going to be removed from the playground portion, Meyer said that the fence could be
moved to the sport court. Having had fair and honest discussion and asking the Board to keep in
mind that this is an investment in the community, Meyer asked for a motion on this agenda item.
Patrick motioned to accept her proposed Option 4 which combined the concrete painted court for
the cost of $91,339.00 with a fence around it and playground option 2 for $157,158.00 for a total
of $248,497.00. Patrick also stated she felt some more fundraising should be held to offset the
extra cost of choosing the better court option. Second Dempcy. Meyer then stated he would like
some additional discussion. With a difference of $19,052.00, Meyer asked the Board if the
additional funds would come out of Keno or another account. Dunn reminded the Board that the
reimbursable portion of the grant would not be given back to the Village until project completion
and asked them to keep that in mind as budget season approaches. Voting yes: Meyer, Nelms,
Patrick, Dempcy, Backer. Voting no: none. Motion carries. G. Tacey asked the Board how much
he Village will have to pay for the project. Meyer stated that the Village will pay the entire
$248,497.00 up front, after completion the Village will be reimbursed half of the original grant
amount which is $114,722.50. Total Village responsibility is $133,775.00. K. Monie commented
that the Chamber had donated just over $20,000.00, which leaves approximately $113,722.00 out
of Village funds. Schofield will send the coordinating proposals and signature pages to the office.
At 7:03 the agenda was adjusted back to the original order of business.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

The topic of storm/sewer drainage was addressed, as was the sewer lagoon drainage.
Superintendent Kendall stated that TC Engineering was waiting on core samples.

Walnut Street property was addressed. Attorney Roundtree stated he is still waiting on the
additional documents he had requested.

Billing software was next on the agenda. Clerk Ralston stated she did not have time to go
to Paxton and look at their software. This will remain on the agenda for next meeting to allow
Ralston time to get an in-person demonstration.
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NEW BUSINESS:

Ballfield sidewalk was discussed next. Letters have been sent to homeowners explaining
the project. Discussion was held on how to set the date for final removal of property from Village
property behind these lots. Roundtree advised sending a letter with a specific date to the
homeowners informing them that personal property needs to be removed before that date.

Trash pick-up on 2™ Street was next on the agenda. This also concerns the homes that
back up onto the ballfield parking lot. Currently, several of those homes get their trash picked up
at the back of the house instead of curbside. Clerk Ralstons has spoken with Schaben Sanitation
and advised the Board that Schaben’s had requested a few weeks to inform their drivers that all
pick up along that stretch of 2nd street will be curbside from now on. The office and Schaben’s
had set June 18" as the first date pick up will be curbside. Roundtree suggested setting June 18"
as the date for both items and sending one letter to each homeowner.

The location for the roll off and the compost site was addressed next. Patrick had requested
this be placed on the agenda. There was a social media post concerning the compost site being
closed early. Also, Patrick had been asked by several residents if there was another option for
placement of the roll off so the compost site could be open all the time again. Some discussion
was held about the hours and the early closure. Kendall stated that the day the post referred to was
one where the compost site had closed due to storms rolling in. Kendall also said that having the
attendant there and locking it when it is unmanned is necessary to keep people from dumping
things that are not supposed to be dumped there. Some discussion was held on the cameras at the
location, Kendall told the Board that the last time items were dumped there that should not have
been, the camera was blocked and could not see enough to identify who it was. Hours of operation
were also discussed. Patrick questioned if the hours could be adjusted. Kendall stated that Monday,
Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday the hours are 4-7 PM. Wednesday and Saturday hours are 9-12
AM and 1-4 PM, with the only day not open being Sunday. Discussion was held about placing the
roll off at the North Lot. Kendall stated the issue with that is the open hours then are business hours
for the shop, or overtime for Kendall or Trusty-Solko to have it open evenings and weekends.
Ultimately the Board decided to leave things as is.

A chicken permit for 531 Pine Street was submitted. Kendall reported he had no issues
with this. Motion Backer to approve the permit. Second Patrick. Voting yes: Dempcy, Patrick,
Backer, Nelms, Meyer. Voting no: none. Motion carries.

NRWA fall conference registration was discussed next. This counts towards the continuing
education hours that Kendall and Trusty-Solko are required to have. The conference is in Gering
from September 30 to October 2. Kendall stated he would like to send two people to the
conference. Motion Backer to approve the registration. Second Nelms. Voting yes: Backer,
Dempcy, Nelms, Meyer, Patrick. Voting no: none. Motion carries.

The last agenda item was Meter tower and reader. Meyer had asked the office to add this
to the agenda since it had been under discussion for years. This tower and reader would provide
more frequent reads to the office, which would allow the discovery of any leaks or high usage
much sooner. It would also allow the office to set a time and date for reads and complete them
from the office for the billing cycle. Meyer stated that if the Board chose to move forward with
this, it would have to be sent out for bid due to the amount. Backer questioned integration with
billing software if the Board chooses to go with a new software provider. Ralston said she had
discussed this with both companies and was told that this would integrate with all billing software
that are currently being considered. Frank Fleecs was in attendance and asked Kendall
approximately how long is spent gathering reading with the current system Kendall responded by
estimating anywhere between 2 hours and half a day. Fleecs replied that he personally didn’t see
the monetary advantage when figuring the yearly salary for the time spent gathering readings and
the yearly fee for the new tower and reader. Some discussion was also held on people going on
vacation and the software alerting the office to unusually high usage that could signify a leak. The
Board decided not to move forward with this so it will come off the agenda.

OTHER:

e Claims in the amount of $67,285.97 were presented to the Board. Backer asked for
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291 clarification on the claim for $41,024.25 to NDEE. Clerk Ralston stated it was a bond
292 payment. Motion Backer to approve the claims as presented. Second Dempcy. Voting
293 yes: Dempcy, Backer, Meyer. Absent and not voting: Patrick and Nelms. Voting no:
294 none. Motion carries.

295 e Payroll Reports were presented to the Board for the May 23, 2025 payroll.

296 e Comp Time Reports were also included in the packet.

297 e Balance of Accounts was included in the packet.

298 e Profit and Loss Statement was included in the packet.

299

300

301 FEYIINFORMATION:

302

303

304

305

306 REPORTS:

307

308 e Superintendent Kendall reported that the pool is up and running. He also informed the
309 Board that he will be adding sirens to the next agenda, after they failed to sound with a
310 tornado on the ground. Kendall was told the issue was fixed, but they also did not go off
311 for the scheduled test and residents have asked if there was anything that could be done.
312 The village owns the sirens, but they are run by the fire department. Kendall also reported
313 the water project is going well.

314 e Clerk Ralston had nothing to report.

315

316 Trustees Reports:

317

318 e K. Backer had nothing to report.

319 e D. Dempcy had nothing to report.

320 e F. Patrick had nothing to report.

321 e J. Nelms had nothing to report.

322 e S. Meyer had nothing to report.

323

324

325 With no further agenda items to discuss Meyer asked for a motion to adjourn. Motion
326 Dempcy to adjourn the meeting. Second Nelms. Voting yes: Backer, Dempcy, Nelms,
327 Meyer, Patrick. Voting no: none. Motion carries. Meeting is adjourned at 7:25 P.M.
328

329

330 These minutes are set to be approved at the June 11, 2025, regular meeting.

331

332

333

334

335

336 Scott Meyer, Chairman

337 Board of Trustees, Village of Sutherland
338

339

340

341

342

343

344

345 [Seal] Bonnie Ralston, Clerk

346 Village of Sutherland
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