
From: David Hawk <rep.david.hawk@capitol.tn.gov<mailto:rep.david.hawk@capitol.tn.gov>> 
Date: June 5, 2019 at 1:18:52 PM EDT 
To: Glen Casada 
<speaker.glen.casada@capitol.tn.gov<mailto:speaker.glen.casada@capitol.tn.gov>> 
Subject: Re: RE: 
 
Glen, 
 
So, is this what our Republican House Caucus can expect from you over the next two months, 
as you intend to hang on as Speaker?!  Do you and your remaining supporters in the House plan 
to continually attack those of us who have rightfully called for your resignation?!  You, trying to 
assign blame to others for your downfall is wrong on multiple levels.  Stop! 
 
Your audacity in thinking that you can set your own time frame for resignation as Speaker is 
unacceptable, as well.  Once again, I ask that you resign immediately from serving as Tennessee 
Speaker of the House. 
 
David Hawk 
 
Sent from my iPad 
============================================================================= 
 
On Jun 5, 2019, at 9:26 AM, Glen Casada 
<speaker.glen.casada@capitol.tn.gov<mailto:speaker.glen.casada@capitol.tn.gov>> wrote: 
 
Members, 
Representative Carter has taken the time to send you another email about the actions of the 
House Ethics Committee and the advisory opinion that I requested from the committee in May. 
While I continue to work with your leadership team to determine how best to facilitate a 
transition that is healthy for the caucus, I feel an obligation to provide you with what I know 
about the work of the House Ethics Committee and the circumstances that Representative 
Carter is referencing. 
Aside from providing the committee with a request to review how I handled Cade’s termination, I 
did not have any interaction with the committee whatsoever prior to the meeting he mentions 
taking place on May 13th. I have not reviewed a copy of the draft presented to Representative 
Carter so I cannot tell you whether or not the draft was accurate. I can report that since the 
initial letter Representative Carter sent out to members of the caucus on May 17th, I have talked 
to other members of the House Ethics Committee that do not share the same experience that 
he has outlined for us. 
I readily admit that two weeks ago was an incredibly tumultuous time for our caucus, and 
therefore I do not blame Representative Carter for his version of events considering all of the 
other misinformation that was being spread throughout the Cordell Hull Building. I do, however, 
believe it is disingenuous for him to address you again in this manner without acknowledging at 



any point that other acts he accused me of in his first letter have been proven and widely 
accepted as false considering that he states in the first sentence of his latest email that he 
stands “firmly and resolutely” by his letter from May 17th.  As a reminder to Representative 
Carter and the rest of my colleagues, I did not spend $7 million more than Speaker Harwell on 
operating expenses and I have not been involved in any felony cover up operations. 
I would submit to you that Representative Carter is using his position on the House Ethics 
Committee as a platform to run for Speaker, much in the same way he wrongfully accused me 
of trying to predetermine an outcome from the committee to remain as Speaker. Otherwise, he 
would have responded to my letter in full, instead of focusing in on the portions of events that 
were entirely out of my control. 
Sincerely, 
Glen 
 
======================================================================== 
From: Mike Carter [mailto:repmike29@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 31, 2019 5:32 PM 
To: Andrew Farmer; Andy Holt; Bill Dunn; Bill Sanderson; Bob Ramsey; Brandon Ogles; Bruce I. 
Griffey; Bryan Terry; Bud Hulsey; Cameron Sexton; Charlie Baum; Chris Hurt; Chris Todd; Clark 
Boyd; Clay Doggett; Curtis Halford; Curtis Johnson; Dale Carr; Dan Howell; Dave Wright; David 
Byrd; David Hawk; Debra Moody; Dennis Powers; Esther Helton; Gary Hicks; Glen Casada; Iris 
Rudder; Jason Zachary; Jay D. Reedy; Jeremy Faison; Jerome Moon; Jerry Sexton; Jim Coley; 
John B. Holsclaw, Jr.; John Crawford; John Ragan; Johnny C. Garrett; Justin Lafferty; Kelly 
Keisling; Kent Calfee; Kevin Vaughan; Kirk Haston; Lowell Russell; Mark Cochran; Mark Hall; Mark 
White; Martin Daniel; Mary Littleton; Matthew Hill; Micah Van Huss; Michael Curcio; Mike Carter; 
Mike Sparks; Pat Marsh; Patsy Hazlewood; Paul Sherrell; Rick Eldridge; Rick Tillis; Robin Smith; 
Ron Gant; Ron Travis; Rush Bricken; Ryan Williams; Sabi Kumar; Sam Whitson; Scott E. Cepicky; 
Susan Lynn; Terri Lynn Weaver; Tim Rudd; Timothy Hill; Tom Leatherwood; William Lamberth 
Subject: 
 
Dear Members: 
 
I stand firmly and resolutely by my letter from May, 17th. 
 
While reviewing the statement of facts presented by the Speaker a discussion was being held 
about the prepared opinion. I was asked the following: "Can you sign this." 
 
I was reading the statement of facts presented by the speaker and didn't notice who asked the 
question. I immediately responded that i could not sign ANY opinion based on that statement of 
facts because it appeared that the Speaker's statement of facts were at variance with what i 
had seen and read publicly. When handed the draft i turned to the last page and saw that no 
committee member had signed the document. 
 
To my knowledge i was the fifth or sixth member to be asked to sign. 



 
I am unaware in my seven years on ethics of any other time an advisory opinion exonerating a 
member has been drafted without the input of a single committee member. I was and remain 
stunned that an exonerating opinion was issued without input from any member, based on facts 
stated by the author without any investigation. When asked "can you sign this," i said no. How 
could an advisory opinion be created without the input of any member? For the ethics 
committee to be asked to prepare an opinion of full exoneration without a hearing or a review of 
the facts would be inappropriate. 
 
In scanning the three page opinion I saw no watermark DRAFT. While the first two pages 
contained a lot of information the third page merely had signature lines spread across the page. 
I cannot imagine not seeing a DRAFT watermark on the third page. Since i was not allowed to 
leave with any documents i have only my recollection to go on. 
 
If this was a rough draft, why were there no subsequent drafts or meetings? 
 
I never said i was was forced in any way to sign the document. I was merely asked "can you sign 
this?" 
 
How can an advisory opinion be requested and prepared including signature lines for all 
members without the input of any member? I have been on ethics seven years and have never 
seen anything happen remotely close to these events. It was my understanding that the advisory 
opinion was created without the input of any member. If I'm wrong I would like to know which 
members had input. 
 
In reviewing the correspondence you may note that although this meeting took place on 
Monday, May 13th, I made no statement concerning this meeting until another committee 
member expressed their concerns in various media outlets and to give time for notice of a 
meeting to be published. 
 
It has been suggested that my revelation of this action to you, the members, may be an ethical 
violation. Let me state this firmly, rules designed to protect the anonymity of those being 
accused or honestly seeking advise will always be respected and adhered to, but i will never 
allow appropriate rules to be subverted to prevent honesty, integrity and truth. 
 


