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A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 7 – 9 April 2015 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Craig Edward Wrangles.   

The panel members were Mr John Elliott (lay panellist -  in the chair), Ms Fiona Tankard  

(teacher panellist) and Mrs Janet Draper (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mrs Luisa Gibbons of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Marios Lambis of 2 Hare Court 

instructed by Nabarro Solicitors. 

Mr Wrangles was present and represented by Sarah Gill, Regional Solicitor of NUT. 

The hearing took place in public save for the following. The panel heard in private an 

application for an adjournment and an application for part of the hearing to take place in 

private.  The decisions on both applications were announced in public.  The application 

for part of the hearing to take place in private was acceded to, and therefore parts of the 

hearing were conducted in private.  The hearing was recorded.   

  

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Craig Edward Wrangles 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth: 

NCTL Case ref no:  0011720 

Date of Determination: 9 April 2015 

Former employer:  Cowley International College, Merseyside 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 12 

November 2014. 

It was alleged that Mr Wrangles was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed at Cowley 

International College (“the College”), between November 2013 and January 2014: 

1. On one or more occasions, he inappropriately contacted Pupil A by: 

a Twitter 

b WhatsApp 

2. On 23 December 2013 he requested that Pupil A send him her mobile telephone 

number; 

3. In his communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, he inappropriately: 

a. sent message(s) expressing his love for her, 

b. sent message(s) in which he referred to Pupil A as “baby”, 

c. sent message(s) which were sexually suggestive, 

d. asked Pupil A to provide him with photographs of her, 

e. instructed Pupil A not to inform anyone about the communication(s); 

4. His actions as described at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above were sexually 

motivated. 

Mr Wrangles admitted allegations 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 3c and 3e; and admitted that those 

allegations constituted unacceptable professional conduct.  He denied allegations 3d 

and 4.   

C. Preliminary applications 

Adjournment application 

The panel considered an application by Mr Wrangles for an adjournment to obtain 

medical evidence.  This application was heard in private since it concerned matters 

relating to Mr Wrangles’ health. The panel carefully considered the application; the test in 

rule 4.54 as to whether it is fair and appropriate to adjourn; and the factors, that the panel 

could consider taking into account, that were drawn to its attention by the legal adviser.  

The panel balanced the public interest against the interests of Mr Wrangles and decided 
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to proceed because the public interest in having these matters dealt with expeditiously 

outweighed those interests.  However, the panel reserved the right to revisit this question 

at any stage of the proceedings. The notice of proceedings was sent on 12 November 

2014, and Mr Wrangles would have been aware of these proceedings some time before 

that, but his representative had not sought to obtain the further medical evidence for 

which an adjournment is now requested.  The panel noted the potential effect on Mr 

Wrangles of these matters being protracted, and the effect on the witnesses who had 

attended to give evidence.  The panel noted that if a medical report was obtained, it was 

not expected that this hearing could proceed for another 6 months, which would be 

almost 2 years after the events alleged, and the panel took into account the effect this 

would have on the memories of both the witnesses and Mr Wrangles himself.  The panel 

balanced this against the fairness to Mr Wrangles and noted that his representative could 

not, at this stage, say whether the report would be relevant to questions of motivation.  

However, the panel was of the view that motivation is a matter for the panel to determine.  

Application for parts of the hearing to be in private  

The panel then considered an application on behalf of Mr Wrangles that certain parts of 

his evidence be heard in private.  The application was heard in private, but the panel’s 

decision announced in public.   

The panel noted that the general rule is that hearings should be held in public and that 

any interference with the public nature of the proceedings is to be avoided unless justified 

by one of the specific exceptions to the general rule provided in the Regulations and the 

Procedures.  The panel determined to exercise its discretion under Regulation 11(3)(b) 

and the second bullet point of paragraph 4.57 of the Procedures that the public should be 

excluded during parts of Mr Wrangles’ oral evidence. 

The panel agreed that the quality of evidence Mr Wrangles would be able to give might 

be impeded by the private nature of the experiences in his account, which are interwoven 

with matters relating to his health.  However, hearing the evidence in private would not 

preclude any reference being made to specific events if relevant to the panel’s ultimate 

decision and recommendations.   

The panel had regard to whether the request was contrary to the public interest.  The 

panel is required to announce its decisions in public as to whether the facts have been 

proven and whether those facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. In the event that the case continues 

any decision of the Secretary of State will also be in public.  The panel considered that in 

the circumstances of this case, the public interest would be satisfied by these public 

announcements.  Those public announcements would ensure that public confidence in 

these proceedings and in the standards of the profession are maintained. 
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Application to admit additional documents 

The panel then considered an application by Mr Wrangles’ representative to admit 

additional documents. The panel considered whether to exercise its discretion under 

paragraph 4.18 to admit these documents which had not been submitted to the panel and 

the other party to the proceedings at least 4 weeks prior to the hearing.  The panel noted 

that it may admit any evidence, where it is fair to do so, which may reasonably be 

considered to be relevant to the case.   

The panel decided to admit the documents.  The panel noted that the documents had 

only recently come into the possession of Mr Wrangles’ representative.  To the extent 

that the presenting officer objected to the admission of any of the documents, the panel 

considered the matters raised to be matters relevant to the weight to be attached to such 

documents.  The panel is able to take into account issues relating to the provenance of 

documentation and the inability to cross-examine the authors of such evidence when 

assessing  the weight to be attached to the documents.  The panel noted that there was 

no objection to the admission of a letter containing a decision relating to Mr Wrangles, 

and on that basis considered it fair to admit that document albeit that the panel noted it is 

not bound by the decisions of others and has to considers the matters before it 

independently. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1: Chronology and Anonymised Pupil List  Pages 1 – 3 

Section 2:  Notice of Proceedings and Response  Pages 4 – 13 

Section 3:  National College for Teaching and Leadership Witness Statements  

         Pages 14 – 26 

Section 4:  National College for Teaching and Leadership Documents 

         Pages 27 – 191 

Section 5: Teacher Documents     Pages 193 – 336 

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

The panel received the following additional documents: 
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Consultation Notes        Pages 337 – 341 

Email from former solicitor      Page 342 

Email from Mr Wrangles seeking testimonial evidence  Pages 343 – 346 

Letter containing decision relating to Mr Wrangles  Pages 347 – 349 

Pages of “Whatsapp” messages     Pages 350 – 352 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from Pupil A and the then head of upper school at Cowley 

International College both called by the presenting officer.  The panel heard oral 

evidence from Mr Wrangles himself, a friend of Mr Wrangles for 20 years and Mr 

Wrangles’ father. 

E. Decision and reasons  

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing and the additional documents produced by Mr Wrangles’ representative during 

the hearing.  The panel also viewed the video recording of Pupil A’s police interview. 

Mr Wrangles began work at the college in September 2013 as a science teacher.  Shortly 

afterwards, he was appointed as the maternity cover for the head of achievement for year 

11 post.  He had previously been employed at another school from September 1999 

where he had been a head of year.   

On 6 January 2014, Pupil A’s sister reported to the then head of upper school that she 

had discovered Twitter messages between Mr Wrangles and Pupil A on Pupil A’s Twitter 

account.  Mr Wrangles was suspended from work the following day and an investigation 

was commenced. On 28 January 2014, Mr Wrangles resigned from his position with 

immediate effect. 

Findings of Fact  

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these 

reasons: 
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1a. Whilst employed at Cowley International College (“the College”), between 
November 2013 and January 2014, on one or more occasions, you inappropriately 

contacted Pupil A by Twitter. 

Pupil A gave evidence that she and Mr Wrangles, her physics teacher, had followed each 

other on Twitter from around November 2013 and subsequently exchanged messages.  

Her sister had found the Twitter messages, and reported the matter to the College on the 

6 January 2014. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself.  

The panel has also seen screenshots of an exchange of Twitter messages between Mr 

Wrangles and Pupil A dated 21 and 23 December 2013. 

In light of Pupil A’s evidence, Mr Wrangles’ admission and the screenshots of Twitter 

messages seen by the panel, the panel found it proven that Mr Wrangles had contacted 

Pupil A by Twitter.  The panel considered it was inappropriate for Mr Wrangles to have 

engaged in communications with Pupil A on social media since it blurred the professional 

boundaries between them.   

1b. Whilst employed at the College, between November 2013 and January 2014, on 

one or more occasions, you inappropriately contacted Pupil A by WhatsApp. 

Pupil A gave evidence that, after 23 December 2013, Mr Wrangles began sending her 

messages on WhatsApp. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself. 

In light of Pupil A’s evidence and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the panel found it proven that 

Mr Wrangles had contacted Pupil A by WhatsApp.  The panel considered it was 

inappropriate for Mr Wrangles to have engaged in communications with Pupil A on 

WhatsApp since it blurred the professional boundaries between them.   

2.  On 23 December 2013 you requested that Pupil A send you her mobile 

telephone number. 

The panel has seen a message from Mr Wrangles dated 23 December 2013 stating 

“Number”. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself. 

In light of the Twitter message stating “Number” and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the panel 

found it proven that he had requested that Pupil A send him his mobile telephone 

number.  
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3a. In your communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, you 

inappropriately sent message(s) expressing your love for her, 

The panel has seen Twitter messages from Mr Wrangles to Pupil A and vice versa, both 

of whom had sent messages stating “love ya”, “love you” and “love you most”.   

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself.  In his oral evidence to the panel, Mr Wrangles stated that he had adopted 

“teenager speak” as part of his teaching style and this was an example of that.  The 

panel accepted that explanation. 

In light of the Twitter messages seen by the panel and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the 

panel found this allegation proven.  The panel considered the messages to be 

inappropriate since they blurred the professional boundaries between Mr Wrangles and 

Pupil A.  

3b. In your communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, you 

inappropriately sent message(s) in which you referred to Pupil A as “baby”, 

The panel has seen a Twitter message from Mr Wrangles to Pupil A stating “right I gotta 

go baby”. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself.  Mr Wrangles stated that this was another example of “teenager speak”.  The panel 

accepted that explanation. 

In light of the Twitter message seen by the panel and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the panel 

found this allegation proven. The panel considered the message to be inappropriate 

since it blurred the professional boundaries between Mr Wrangles and Pupil A. 

3c. In your communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, you 

inappropriately sent message(s) which were sexually suggestive, 

The panel has seen an exchange of Twitter messages between Mr Wrangles and Pupil A 

which had sexually suggestive content. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself. 

In light of the Twitter messages seen by the panel and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the 

panel found this allegation proven. The panel considered the messages to be 

inappropriate since they blurred the professional boundaries between Mr Wrangles and 

Pupil A. 

3d. In your communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, you 

inappropriately asked Pupil A to provide you with photographs of her, 
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One of the messages seen by the panel sent by Mr Wrangles states, “Can you send pics 

on here”.  It is apparent that Mr Wrangles subsequently sent a picture, stating, “Was just 

showing you can send pics”.  Pupil A responded, “Idk [understood by the panel to mean I 

don’t know] how to send pictures on twitter”, to which Mr Wrangles replied, “There’s a pic 

button next to where I type on mine”.  

Mr Wrangles stated that he had previously received numerous unsolicited pictures from 

Pupil A of herself on Snapchat, and that he had asked Pupil A to delete him from 

Snapchat.  In evidence, Pupil A accepted that she could have sent these Snapchats as 

part of a group Snapchat, but that she could not remember.  Mr Wrangles stated that he 

had made clear that he did not want to receive photographs from Pupil A at all, and that 

in sending the message to her, he had meant that if she was going to send them, she 

should do so on Twitter, rather than Snapchat.    

Whether Mr Wrangles had wanted to deter Pupil A from sending photographs on 

Snapchat or not, it was apparent to the panel from the Twitter exchange that he had sent 

a message asking her to send him pictures on Twitter. Given the explanation Mr 

Wrangles gave of the photographs he had received from Pupil A on Snapchat, it was 

implicit to the panel that the references in the messages to pictures, was a reference to 

photographs of Pupil A.  The panel therefore found this allegation proven.  The only 

account that there had been a specific request for photographs of an inappropriate nature 

was retracted in oral evidence.  

The panel considered the request for photographs to be inappropriate since it blurred the 

professional boundaries between Mr Wrangles and Pupil A.   

3e. In your communications with Pupil A, on one or more occasions, you 

inappropriately instructed Pupil A not to inform anyone about the 

communication(s); 

Pupil A stated that Mr Wrangles had asked her in a Twitter message not to tell anyone 

about their messages as his job could be on the line.  Pupil A was unable to recall the 

date of this message, nor did she have a copy of the message sent. 

Mr Wrangles admitted this allegation in writing on 9 December 2014 and at this hearing 

itself. 

In light of Pupil A’s evidence and Mr Wrangles’ admission, the panel found this allegation 

proven.  The panel considered it inappropriate and unprofessional for Mr Wrangles to 

have sought to influence Pupil A in this manner. 

 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 
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4.   Your actions as described at paragraphs 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above were 

sexually motivated. 

The panel examined the content of Twitter messages sent by Mr Wrangles and was of 

the view that the words used could reasonably be thought to be sexual and the panel has 

already found that such messages were sexually suggestive. 

The panel went on to consider whether Mr Wrangles’ motive in sending such messages 

was sexual.  

In evidence, Mr Wrangles stated that he felt that he had trapped himself, once he had 

sent the first message by Twitter to Pupil A asking her to delete a public tweet that read 

something like “waiting for my science teacher to Snapchat me”.  He stated that Pupil A 

had told him that having messaged her once, he would have to continue.  He thought he 

could handle the situation himself without reporting his concerns to the College. He 

believed that as someone in a new position who had not yet established himself in the 

College which had a very different culture from his previous school, he would be 

vulnerable if he reported the issue.  The panel heard persuasive evidence that, 

throughout his life, he had internalised issues rather than talking about them and avoided 

issues rather than confronting them.  

Nonetheless, the panel found that there had been numerous opportunities for Mr 

Wrangles to disengage and stop the pattern of behaviour that had developed between 

him and Pupil A.  He failed to disengage. For example, this included an opportunity to do 

so when the head of science asked him whether he had any of the pupils on Snapchat.  

Rather than effectively addressing the issue, he instead tried to move Pupil A away from 

using Snapchat, and use a different medium to continue to play along.  

The panel noted the evidence of Pupil A that she had had no intention of pursuing any 

kind of sexual contact with Mr Wrangles, and Mr Wrangles likewise, stated that he had no 

sexual interest in Pupil A.   The panel found this evidence persuasive.  Although sexually 

suggestive, and clearly inappropriate given the teacher-pupil relationship, the panel 

considered the messages to have been of a flirtatious and playful nature, rather than 

there having been any serious sexual intention on either part.  

The panel therefore found this allegation not proven. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute  

In considering the allegations that the panel has found proven, the panel has had regard 

to the definitions in The Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice, which we 

refer to as the ‘guidance’. 
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The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Wrangles in relation to the facts found 

proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.  The panel considers that by 

reference to Part Two, Mr Wrangles is in breach of the following standards: 

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect, 

and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s 

professional position; 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality; 

The panel considered that Mr Wrangles had breached the boundaries expected 

between a teacher and pupil.  The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Wrangles 

fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 

The panel notes that the allegations found proven took place outside of the education 

setting.  However, Mr Wrangles risked his intentions being misconstrued by both Pupil 

A and others and therefore his actions affect the way he performs his teaching role.    

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Wrangles is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others 

and considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in 

the community.  The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that 

teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role 

models in the way they behave. 

The panel does consider that the conduct displayed would be likely to have a 

negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher and would be potentially 

damaging to the public perception. 

The panel therefore finds that Mr Wrangles’ actions constitute conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, it is necessary for the panel to go on to 

consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a prohibition 

order by the Secretary of State. 
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In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so.  Prohibition orders should not 

be given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although 

they are likely to have punitive effect.   

The panel has considered the particular public interest factors set out in the Guidance.  

The panel considered the risk of repetition to be negligible, given the level of insight and 

remorse demonstrated by Mr Wrangles at the hearing and the absence of sexual 

motivation in this case.  Therefore the panel did not consider that pupils require 

protection from Mr Wrangles in the future.  The panel considered that the maintenance of 

public confidence in the profession and the declaring and upholding proper standards of 

conduct were relevant considerations, but felt these had been appropriately and 

proportionately met by the public hearing of the case, and by the panel’s findings of 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute.        

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Wrangles.  The panel took further account of the guidance, which suggests that a 

prohibition order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven.  

In the list of such behaviours, the following were brought to the panel’s attention as being 

potentially relevant in this case. 

Serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards 

Whilst the panel has found that there has been a serious departure from the Teachers’ 

Standards, the panel considered Mr Wrangles’ actions to be at the lower end of the 

scale.  

Misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils, and particularly 

where there is a continuing risk  

The panel heard evidence from the then head of upper school that the messages did not 

appear to be a significant issue for Pupil A.  The panel did not believe Pupil A had been 

seriously affected by the messages and thought that, at the time, she had perceived it as 

playful banter.   

Abuse of position or trust (particularly involving vulnerable pupils) or violation of the rights 

of pupils 

The panel did consider that it would be of concern to parents to know that Mr Wrangles 

had engaged in communications that were sexually suggestive with a pupil.   
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Sexual misconduct, eg involving actions that were sexually motivated or of a sexual 

nature and/or that use or exploit the trust, knowledge or influence derived from the 

individual’s professional position 

Whilst the communications were sexually suggestive, they were not sexually motivated. 

Even though there were behaviours that could point to the appropriateness of a 

prohibition order, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient 

mitigating factors to militate against a prohibition order, particularly taking into account 

the nature of the behaviour in this case.   

The panel considered that although Mr Wrangles felt that he had trapped himself, he had 

failed to avail himself of opportunities to disengage from the behaviour, and in that 

respect the panel considered his actions were deliberate. 

There was no evidence to suggest that the teacher was acting under duress.  There was 

evidence, however, that he had a tendency to avoid issues rather than confronting them.  

There was also evidence that his life had been impacted by a significant event that had 

recently resurfaced which had caused him considerable distress.  Rather than obtaining 

support, he distracted himself by immersing himself in work.  

Mr Wrangles has a previously good history and the panel accepts that the incident was 

out of character.  He had worked successfully at his previous school since 1999, 

reaching a senior management position.  He has produced character references from 19 

friends, 5 teacher colleagues and 4 family members all attesting to his good character.  

The head teacher at his previous school, who had been made aware by the College of 

the nature of the allegations, subsequently provided a favourable reference attesting to 

his good relationship with pupils, his commitment to pupils, the quality of his teaching and 

his desire to see the best outcomes for pupils.  The retired deputy head from his previous 

school also stated that he had found Mr Wrangles to be conscientious in his 

management of some very difficult and damaged young people, being always willing to 

support them and to re-engage them in their education.   

The panel is not of the view that prohibition is an appropriate and proportionate response.  

The panel was persuaded that Mr Wrangles had realised for himself the need to 

reconsider his teaching style in the future, and the need to report issues as they arise.  

The panel noted that he is addressing the difficulties he has in confronting problems and 

the panel believes he is highly unlikely to repeat his actions. Given that the nature and 

severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the scale and in light of the 

mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel has determined that a 

recommendation for a prohibition order will not be appropriate in this case. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel in 

this case. Those allegations found proven relate to Mr Wrangles’ use of social media to 

communicate inappropriately with Pupil A. The panel did not find that in so doing his 

intentions were sexually motivated. 

The panel have given very careful consideration to the evidence and have found that Mr 

Wrangles’ behaviour amounts to both unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In considering whether to recommend a prohibition order, the panel have balanced the 

interests of the public with those of the teacher. The panel considered the risk of 

repetition to be negligible, given the level of insight and remorse demonstrated by Mr 

Wrangles at the hearing and the absence of sexual motivation in this case. Therefore 

they did not consider that pupils require protection from Mr Wrangles in the future. The 

panel considered that the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct were relevant considerations, but 

felt these had been appropriately and proportionately met by the public hearing of the 

case, and by the panel’s findings of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute.   

The panel found that Mr Wrangles’ actions were deliberate and that he wasn’t acting 

under duress albeit there was evidence that he had a tendency to avoid issues rather 

than confronting them.  There was also evidence that his life had been impacted by a 

significant event that had recently resurfaced which had caused him considerable 

distress. Mr Wrangles had a previous good history and the panel have seen a 

considerable weight of positive references from colleagues, friends and relatives. 

In the circumstances I agree with the panel’s recommendation that findings of 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute are of themselves a proportionate and appropriate way of concluding this case.   

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 

Date: 10 April 2015 

This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State.  

 


