
































POLICE OFFICER PEDRO SERRANO 11

Respondent has acknowledged that he wanted the summons quashed but he never
asked for that. To the extent that any conversation was had regarding “fixing” that
summons it was initiated by the delegate.

During the proceeding in this matter some discussion was held on this issue. The
Assistant Department Advocate (Advocate) claimed that the discussion. of fixing the
summons began near the outset of the conversation when Respondent used the word
“business” to describe his having received a summons. I find nothing about the use of
that word to suggest ticket fixing.

The Advocate also cited to the fact that the delegate asked for the name of the
officer, his tax number and the summons number. All of this is near the end of the
conversation. The request for the officer’s name and tax number is consistent with any
effort to address the issue of an officer who was disrespectful. The summons number of
coufse Iis related to the ticket fixing but again this occurs near the very end of the
conversation and again it is a question asked by the delegate and not anything that
Respondent initiated.

Having considered the Advocate’s argument and having reviewed the audio
recording, it is my conclusion that the principal reason for the call was to compl.ain about
mistreatment by a fellow officer. As noted the summons issue did not come up until the
end of the conversation and was not raised by Respondent. The delegate said he would
take care of the summons and Respondent thanks him.

While I have rejected other claims of mitigation in similar cases this one is
different as the mitigating factor goes to the very nature and purpose of the interaction in

the wiretapped telephone conversation.











