























































































































































































































on the county website. If the answer is that everything was properly

voted, that is a fine answer and I will publish it as readily as any other.

Jor=t
|

-lorida already pulled theirs

On August 31, 2026, in Engineering and Operations Memorandum No.
26-01, the Florida Department of Transportation revoked every
license plate reader approval it had issued to local law enforcement
for placement within the rights-of-way of the State Highway System.
Agencies got thirty days to take the equipment down; whatever

remains after that, FDOT removes itself.

The stated reasons were the sharp increase in deployments along
Florida roadways together with reports of misuse, data privacy
concerns, and surveillance schemes. The department's chief
operating officer grounded the action in Fla. Stat. § 316.0777, which
gives FDOT broad authority to approve or deny placement in state

right-of-way and to remove at the department's discretion.

Read that statute next to Tenn. Code Ann. § 55-8-198(f) and you are
looking at materially the same grant of discretionary authority. A state
DOT with permissive power to allow these installations has the same
power to stop allowing them. Florida's transportation department

exercised it. Tennessee's has not been asked.

I am asking.




The federal half of this is already drafted and sitting in Congress.

H.R. 8870, the BUILD America 250 Act, is the bipartisan five-year
surface transportation reauthorization from House Transportation
and Infrastructure — roughly $580 billion across FY2027 through
FY2031, written to replace the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs

Act. The committee approved it in May.

Two sections in it go directly at this problem. Section 1307 would bar
the Secretary from issuing a Federal-aid reimbursement eligibility
letter for roadside safety hardware that fails the crash test criteria in
MASH, Second Edition, and would direct a rulemaking to update
testing standards. Section 1308 would put the Department of
Transportation's Inspector General onto an audit of how the Federal
Highway Administration oversees roadside safety hardware, including

whether states are actually complying with current MASH standards.

That is a federal judgment, already written down, that hardware
placed beside a public road has to be demonstrably crashworthy. It is
the same principle Eimers is asking a state DOT to apply to camera

poles.

Loudon County's congressman sits on the committee that wrote it.
The existing highway authorization runs out September 30. That is a
short letter with a real deadline on it, and it is the rare ask where the
county is not taking a side in anything — it is backing a grieving

father's engineering point.

The resolution in front of us

Separately, a group of residents — GTFOH Loudon County —

submitted a draft resolution for a countywide prohibition on



surveillance technology. I want to be careful here, because I think

they did the county a service by bringing it forward and I would rather

improve it than pick at it.

The whereas clauses are largely sound. The patent point is real and

well made. The instinct behind it — that this decision belongs to the

public body and not to a procurement office — is correct.

But there are four things in it that would either sink it in committee or

make it unenforceable if adopted, and I would rather say so now than

watch it fail.

X

The definition sweeps in the county's own buildings. As drafted
it covers any system capable of recording data about the
location, movement or identity of members of the public,
including networked audio and video sensors — and then orders
all existing systems disclosed and discontinued. Read literally,
that turns off courthouse security cameras, jail video, the 911
dispatch location system and livescan fingerprinting. The carve-

outs for body cameras and for Crime Tracer and TITAN do not

reach any of those. This is the first thing an opponent finds.

There is no exception for a missing child. The only exception to
the ban on querying an outside network is a warrant issued on
probable cause in a specific criminal investigation. A missing
elderly resident or a missing child generates no probable cause
of a crime, because there is no crime. As written, a deputy could
not check a neighboring agency's system to find them. The state
statute itself names searches for missing or endangered persons
as a legitimate purpose. That hole needs closing before the first

person asks about it in open session.




X It commands a ffice this mmission does not coi
The Sheriff of Loudon County is elected by the same voters who
elected me, and he does not report to us. A resolution telling his
deputies which databases they may query is on ground the
county attorney is unlikely to defend. That is not a reason to do

nothing. It is a reason to use the powers we actually hold.

X The inventory comes after the order to shut things off. Section
5 orders existing systems discontinued. Section 6 orders the
inventory that would tell us what exists. Those are in the wrong

order, and they are two overlapping reports where one would do.

What I am proposing instead

I have redrafted it twice now. The first pass fixed the definition and
the missing-child exception. Going back through it a second time
turned up a defect in my own draft worth admitting to: Sections 6 and
7 directed the County Mayor and the Road Superintendent, and
Section 9 called every fee office a "department" that answers to this
Commission. Those officials are elected by the same voters who
elected me. That is the identical overreach I flagged in the submitted
resolution, just aimed at different offices. Fixed now — the line below

is the corrected one.

This Commission cannot tell the Sheriff, the Mayor, the Road
Superintendent, the Assessor, or the Board of Education how to run
their offices. It can decide what the county buys, what the county
signs, what the county accepts as a gift, what stands on county
property and county roads, what applications go to Nashville with this

body's approval stamped on them, and what its own committees



PART
What

A — BINDING ON LOUDON COUNTY

the County itself appropriates, signs, permits, and

approves.

81

Covers systems that indiscriminately collect identifying data on the
general public — explicitly including student communications
monitoring, biometrics, and audio analytics. Expressly excludes
facility and jail security video, E-911, booking identification, records
databases, traffic counters, and body cameras without live biometric
capability. The school exclusion covers physical security cameras
only — not the monitoring software running on student devices,

which stays inside the resolution.

§2
No county money — general fund, capital, grant, forfeiture, donated,
pass-through, or county-issued debt — for testing, piloting, leasing,
buying, hosting, maintaining or operating it, in any county facility
including schools.

§3

No officer or employee executes, renews, extends or exercises a
renewal option on the County's behalf. No county funds are available

to satisfy anything signed anyway without a recorded vote.

84




Demonstration units, complimentary pilots, and grant awards all
require a recorded vote before the county accepts them — accepting
the award is itself the vote, not just applying for it. This is how these

programs usually arrive without one.

85

Every buy from the same vendor in a rolling twelve months counts as
one acquisition against the approval threshold. No phasing a program
into pieces that each land just under the number that would have

brought it to this floor.

86

No officer may represent to TDOT or any agency that this
Commission has approved a specific ALPR application absent a

recorded vote naming the equipment and the locations.

§7

Third-party hardware in a county road right-of-way requires MASH
certification of the pole, base and foundation — or documentation it
sits outside the clear zone — plus exact coordinates, insurance
naming the county, and removal at the owner's expense on

revocation.

§8

No county funds, staff time, equipment or network for standing
subscriptions to somebody else's surveillance network. Carve-outs
for a warrant, exigent danger, a missing or endangered person,
footage handed over voluntarily, and information another agency

sends on its own initiative.




§9

The County cannot require or accept, as a condition of rezoning or
plat approval, developer-installed cameras that feed to a government
agency. Private cameras on private property, run for the property's

own protection, are untouched.

§10

Any future approval requires a noticed public hearing on that specific
proposal, at least fourteen days out, with the full written submission

posted first.

§11

Every county office reports what it has — vendor, cost, locations,
retention, who else can query it — every year with the budget,
including solid waste center cameras and any assessor imagery
contract with automated change detection. The Commission votes

item by item on what to do with each, then it's published.

§12

Any gift, meal, trip, or demo unit a vendor offers a commissioner or
county employee gets disclosed in writing within thirty days, whether

or not it's accepted. Same for any lobbying contact. Published.

§13

The seven terms I published in September, corrected: no good-faith
disclosure clause, no perpetual data license, affirmative renewal
only, logged queries, fourteen-day retention

, mutual
indemnification plus cyber liability coverage, and an annual public

report. A floor, not an endorsement.



PART B — REQUESTS
Not directives, to the Sheriff, the Mayor, the Road

Superintendent, the Assessor, and the Board of Education alike.

Part B asks the Sheriff for the same inventory and a written query
policy. It asks the Board of Education to disclose what monitoring
software runs in the schools, and to tell parents what categories of
student activity it watches. It asks the Assessor to disclose any
change-detection aerial imagery contract. It asks TDOT to review
every outstanding ALPR license in this county and condition future
ones on MASH crashworthiness, as Florida has done. It asks the
General Assembly for statewide standards, and our congressional

delegation to carry Sections 1307 and 1308.

I would rather ask a fellow elected official plainly and be told no than

issue an order I cannot enforce and pretend it worked.

The part I'd ask you to read even if you skip the rest

Everything above this line is a restriction. That's a hard vote for
anyone who ran on public safety, and it gives the Sheriff nothing. So
the draft also includes a procurement standard — not a ban, a
process. Any future request for public safety technology goes to the
Budget Committee on a standard form: the problem it solves, what
data it collects and from whom, five-year total cost, what was
considered instead, published evidence it works, who gets access,
and how the Commission will know later whether it was worth it.

Then it gets a public hearing.

And the Sheriff gets a standing invitation, on his own schedule, to
bring the Commission an assessment of what his office actually
needs — heard in open session, weighed in the regular budget cycle
like any other department's request, with the Commission required to

say why in public if it says no to any part of it.



That's the section that turns this from a fight into a negotiation. The
question stops being whether the Sheriff gets to have technology. It
becomes how the county buys it — on a record, against a cost, with a

way to check later whether it worked.

AThat +hic AAasce At A
What this does not do

It does not touch the courthouse cameras, the jail's physical security
systems, hallway cameras at the schools, or 911 dispatch. It does not
stop a deputy from working a stolen vehicle, a missing child, or an
Amber Alert. It does not stop anyone from handing law enforcement
their own security footage. It does not ban a private business or a

homeowner from running a camera on their own property.

It does not accuse the Sheriff's Office, the Mayor's office, or any other
county official of anything. Nothing in this county has been shown to
be improper, and I have said from the start that I am not hostile to the

Sheriff's Office — I worked in it for thirteen years.

What it does is make sure that a decision this consequential arrives at
this Commission, on a written record and in public, before it arrives at
a pole or a classroom — and that when the county does say yes to

something, everyone can see what it cost and whether it worked.
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ing in my own drafting: two
the County Mayor and the Road Superin’ 1t, and the
inventory section called every fee office a department that
answers to this Commission. Same overreach I flagged in the
submitted resolution, aimed at different offices. That's fixed,

and the corrected version is what's linked below — thirteen

pages, with eight open questions flagged for the County

Attorney in the margin.

The records request to th
|

0,

> TDOT Excess Land Office goes out
this week. Whatever comes back gets posted here and placed

on the agenda, whichever way it reads.

If you live in District 2 and you think I have this wrong, I would
rather hear it before the roll call than after. Reach me through

the contact page.

|
|
|
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Read the full draft resolution (PDF) Word version, for markup

Earlier: the two resolutions and the contract grade — |

The Word file is there so anyone — commissioner, resident, or the county attorney — can
redline it and send it back.

Jason Tuttle - Loudon County Commission, District 2 Seat A

Statements attributed to Steve Eimers are drawn from published broadcast and print

interviews. TDOT and FDOT provisions are summarized from the agencies' own



published application materials and memoranda. Bill sections are cited to H.R. 8870 as

approved in committee. Nothing on this page is legal advice.






A RESOLUTION DELEGATING TO THE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
BOARD OF LOUDON COUNTY THE AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE AND
ACCEPT CERTAIN PAYMENTS UNDER A LEASE AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IN SUPPORT OF AN ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND FINDING THAT SUCH PAYMENTS ARE
DEEMED TO BE IN FURTHERANCE OF THE PUBLIC PURPOSES OF THE
BOARD AS DEFINED IN TENN. CODE ANN. § 7-53-305

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners (the “Governing Body”) of Loudon County, Tennessee
(the “County”) has met pursuant to proper notice; and

WHEREAS, the Industrial Development Board of Loudon County (the “Board”) is as an industrial

development board duly organized and existing under the provisions of Title 53 of Chapter 7, Tennessee
Code Annotated; and

WHEREAS, the County has been informed that CHM Tellico, LLC or an affiliate thereof (the
“Company”) intends to cause the acquisition and construction of an approximately 58,000 square foot retail
center to include a class A grocery anchor and retail shops (collectively, the “Project”) to be generally
located at the northeast corner of Tellico Parkway and Poplar Ridge Road in Loudon County, Tennessee
(the “Property™); and

WHEREAS, the Company expects: (i) to incur approximately $26,000,000 in capital expenditures
in connection with the acquisition and construction of the Project, (ii) during construction, the Project will
result in approximately 300 construction related jobs, (iii) following the completion and opening of the
Project, the Project will result in (A) approximately 216 retail related jobs, (B) approximately $560,000 in
new local option sales tax revenues paid to the County each year; and (C) approximately $60,000 in
aggregate payments paid to the County each year equal to the property tax amount with respect to the

Property (which represents an incremental growth of over $58,000 over the current annual property tax
amount for the Property); and

WHEREAS, the Company has requested the Board to hold ownership of the Property and to lease
the Property to the Company pursuant to which lease the Company will pay an amount equal to the full
property tax amount with respect to the Property and will also pay certain additional amounts to the Board
that will be used by the Board to pay and/or reimburse certain Project and infrastructure related costs of the
Project (collectively, the “Payments™).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Commissioners of Loudon County,
Tennessee, as follows:

1. The Governing Body hereby finds that the negotiation and acceptance by the Board of the
Payments consistent with this resolution are deemed to be in furtherance of the public purposes of the Board
as defined in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 7-53-305, and the Governing Body hereby consents and
delegates to the Board the right to negotiate and accept such Payments from the Company; provided,
however, that THE PAYMENTS PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY SHALL BE EQUAL TO THE FULL
PROPERTY TAX AMOUNT THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY WITH
RESPECT TO THE PROPERTY, AND IN NO EVENT SHALL THIS RESOLUTION AUTHORIZE A
REDUCTION IN SUCH AMOUNTS PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY.

2. The Board shall not and shall have no right or power to reduce the assessed value of the
Property. This resolution and the transactions contemplated herein shall not result in any reduction in the



assessed value of the Property or any reduction in the amount of real property taxes, personal property taxes
or sales and use taxes that would otherwise be payable to the County with respect to the Property.

3. The terms of the lease and economic development agreement between the Board and the
Company shall require a payment to the County each year in an amount equal to the full property tax amount
that would otherwise be payable to the County with respect to the Property and shall include such other

terms and administrative provisions approved by the Board and consistent with the provisions of this
resolution.

4, All other resolutions and orders, or parts thereof, in conflict with the provisions of this
resolution are, to the extent of such conflict, hereby repealed, and this resolution shall be in immediate
effect from and after its adoption.

Adopted this the __ day of , 2026.
Mayor
ATTEST:
County Clerk

51962880.2






A RESOLUTION DELEGATING TO THE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
BOARD OF LOUDON COUNTY THE AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE AND
ACCEPT CERTAIN PAYMENTS UNDER A LEASE AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IN SUPPORT OF AN ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND FINDING THAT SUCH PAYMENTS ARE
DEEMED TO BE IN FURTHERANCE OF THE PUBLIC PURPOSES OF THE
BOARD AS DEFINED IN TENN. CODE ANN. § 7-53-305

WHEREAS, the Ceunty—CemmissionBoard of Commissioners (the “Governing Body”) of
Loudon County, Tennessee (the “County”) has met pursuant to proper notice; and

WHEREAS, the Industrial Development Board of Loudon County (the “Board”) is as an
industrial development board duly organized and existing under the provisions of Title 53 of Chapter 7,
Tennessee Code Annotated; and

WHEREAS, the County has been informed that CHM Tellico, LLC or an affiliate thereof (the
“Company”) intends to cause the acquisition and construction of an approximately 58,000 square foot
retail center to include a class A grocery anchor and retail shops (collectively, the “Project”) to be
generally located at the northeast corner of Tellico Parkway and Poplar Ridge Road in Loudon County,
Tennessee (the “Property”); and

WHEREAS, the Company expects: (i) to incur approximately $26,000,000 in capital
expenditures in connection with the acquisition and construction of the Project, (ii) during construction,
the Project will result in approximately 300 construction related jobs, (iii) following the completion and
opening of the Project, the Project will result in (A) approximately 216 retail related jobs, (B)
approximately $560,000 in new local option sales tax revenues paid to the County each year; and (C)
approximately $60,000 in aggregate payments paid to the County each year equal to the property tax
amount with respect to the Property (which represents an incremental growth of over $58,000 over the
current annual property tax amount for the Property); and

WHEREAS, the Company has requested the Board to hold ownership of the Property and to
lease the Property to the Company pursuant to which lease the Company will pay an amount equal to the
full property tax amount with respect to the Property and will also pay certain additional amounts to the
Board that will be used by the Board to pay and/or reimburse certain Project and infrastructure related
costs of the Project (collectively, the “Payments”).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County-CommissienBoard of Commissioners
of Loudon County, Tennessee, as follows:

1. The Governing Body hereby finds that the negotiation and acceptance by the Board of
the Payments consistent with this resolution are deemed to be in furtherance of the public purposes of the
Board as defined in Tennessee Code Annotated Section 7-53-305, and the Governing Body hereby
consents and delegates to the Board the right to negotiate and accept such Payments from the Company;
provided, however, that THE PAYMENTS PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY SHALL BE EQUAL TO
THE FULL PROPERTY TAX AMOUNT THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE PAYABLE TO THE
COUNTY WITH RESPECT TO THE PROPERTY, AND IN NO EVENT SHALL THIS RESOLUTION
AUTHORIZE A REDUCTION IN SUCH AMOUNTS PAYABLE TO THE COUNTY.

2, The Board shall not and shall have no right or power to reduce the assessed value of the
Property. This resolution and the transactions contemplated herein shall not result in any reduction in the
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Tellico Parkway Retail Development — Project Summary

The proposed project will be located at the intersection of Tellico Parkway and Poplar Ridge Road
in Tellico Village, as shown in the preliminary site plan provided below (the “Property”). It will developed
by CHM Tellico, LLC (the “Developer”) and will incorporate a Class A grocery anchor and small shops
offering general retail services. The proposed grocery anchor will occupy approximately 50,239 square feet
and will include a full-service pharmacy. The retail shops will be approximately 8,000 square feet, occupied
by general retailers typically found in a Class A shopping center. This project will also include significant
sitework, road improvements and the installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of Tellico

Parkway and Poplar Ridge Road.

Due to the elevated development and infrastructure costs for the project, the Developer has
requested the Industrial Development Board of Loudon County (the “Board”) to assist in the development
of the project by leasing the Property to the Developer. Under the lease, the Developer will pay an amount
equal to the full property tax amount with respect to the Property, and such amount will be remitted to the
County. The Developer will also pay certain additional amounts to the Board derived from the retail tenants
that will be used by the Board to pay and/or reimburse certain project and infrastructure related costs of the
project. The retail tenants are willing to pay such amounts in order to make the development of the project
feasible. The approval by the County of the enclosed resolution would authorize the Board to enter into the

lease and the transactions described above.

Under Tennessee law, the Board does not have the right or power to reduce the assessed value of
the Property. Furthermore, the approval by the County of the enclosed resolution and the consummation of
the transactions described above will not result in any reduction in the assessed value of the Property or any
reduction in the amount of real property taxes, personal property taxes or sales and use taxes that would
otherwise be payable to the County with respect to the Property.
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Project Estimates from Developer

The Developer expects: (i) to incur approximately $26,000,000 in capital expenditures in
connection with the acquisition and construction of the project, (ii) during construction, the project will
result in approximately 300 construction related jobs, (iii) following the completion and opening of the
project, the project will result in (A) approximately 216 retail related jobs, (B) approximately $560,000 in
new local option sales tax revenues paid to the County each year; and (C) approximately $60,000 in
aggregate payments paid to the County each year equal to the property tax amount with respect to the
Property (which represents an incremental growth of over $58,000 over the current annual property tax
amount for the Property).

Summary of Project Costs

Infrastructure Costs
Site Grading $2,000,000.00
Storm Drainage $550,000.00
Domestic Water & Fire $263,650.00
Asphalt Paving $1,272,500.00
Sanitary Sewer $208,200.00
Tellico Parkway Improvements $383,250.00
Poplar Ridge Road Improvements $255,500.00
Traffic Signal Design $50,000.00
Traffic Signal installation $350,000.00
Total Infrastructure Costs $5,173,500.00
Total Project Cost
Land Cost $2,000,000.00
Sitework (Includes Infrastructure) $6,400,000.00
Building Cost $13,110,190.00
Soft Cost $4.624.,444.00
Total Project Cost $26,134,634.00
Property Tax Analysis
Current Anticipated Incremental Growth
Appraised Value $1,029,000 $13,905,000.00 $13,383,600.00
Assessment Rate 25% 40%
Assessed Value $257,250.00 $5,562,000.00 5,431,650.00
County Tax Rate $1.0944 $1.0944
Total Revenue $2,815.34 $60,870.52 $58,055.19
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