
STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE 

FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 

 

MICHELE WILLIAMS, 

 

   Plaintiff, 

         No.:   

 

vs. 

 

CITY OF SANTA FE, and ALAN WEBBER  

(in his official capacity as Mayor of the City of Santa Fe), 

 

   Defendants. 

 

COMPLAINT FOR DEFENDANTS’ VIOLATION OF THE  

WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION ACT AND DAMAGES 

 

Plaintiff Michele Williams, by and through undersigned counsel of record, brings this 

Complaint against Defendant City of Santa Fe and Alan Webber for violations of the New Mexico 

Whistleblower Protection Act and for recovery of damages caused by Defendants.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. In late 2019, Plaintiff Michele Williams’s career with the Santa Fe Police Department 

(“SFPD”) constructively came to an end following her communications concerning improper, if 

not unlawful, conduct by personnel employed by her employer, the above referenced Defendants. 

Upon Ms. Williams’s communications to her employer concerning acts of alleged time sheet fraud 

and SFPD evidence room improprieties, Ms. Williams was summarily moved from her position as 

a patrol supervisor to an administrative position which had previously not existed in the SFPD and 

where she supervised nobody.  

2. In this matter, instead of heeding the communications conveyed by Ms. Williams, 

Defendants retaliated against and harmed her with various economic, professional, and emotional 

distress injuries in violation of the New Mexico Whistleblower Protection Act (“WPA”) by placing 
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her in a situation where her career with the department was constructively over. In short, 

Defendants, retaliation for Ms. Williams’s whistleblowing communications, constructively 

discharged her from SFPD. 

In support of this Complaint, Ms. Williams states the following: 

II. PARTIES, JURISDICITON, AND VENUE 

5. Michele Williams (“Ms. Williams”) is a resident of Santa Fe County, State of New 

Mexico. At all times material to this complaint, the actions described herein occurred during the 

time period when Ms. Williams was employed by the City of Santa Fe as a SFPD police 

Lieutenant, and as such was a “public employee” of Santa Fe within the meaning of NMSA 1978, 

§ 10-16C-2(B). 

6. Defendant City of Santa Fe (“City”) is a government entity and political subdivision 

operating under the authority of the laws of the State of New Mexico and as such was a “public 

employer” of Plaintiff within the meaning of NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-2(C)(2). 

7. Alan Webber is a resident of Santa Fe County, State of New Mexico. Furthermore, at all 

material times, Defendant Webber was the Mayor of the City of Santa Fe, was the city’s chief 

executive, and had signature authority over personnel actions concerning SFPD employees and as 

such was a “public employer” of Ms. Williams within the meaning of NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-

2(C)(2). 

8. As a court of general jurisdiction, and pursuant to Article VI, Section 13 of the 

Constitution of the State of New Mexico, this Court holds jurisdiction over this matter. 

9. As the issues and actions alleged in this Complaint all occurred in the County of Santa 

Fe, pursuant to NMSA 1978, § 38-3-1 venue is proper in this Court. 
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10. Allegations against Defendants include violations of the New Mexico Whistleblower 

Protection Act, NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-1 et seq. 

11. Claims herein are not barred by any statute of limitations nor any affirmative defenses.   

12. Should Defendants’ proffer any affirmative defenses, and upon information and belief 

they are without the ability to offer any, Ms. Williams demands strict proof in support thereof. 

13. Defendant City and Defendant Webber are bound to obey laws of the State of New 

Mexico and common law. 

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

14. Defendant City is a government entity organized under the laws of the State of New 

Mexico. The SFPD is the City’s police department and operates in a paramilitary personnel 

structure. 

15. Defendant City and SFPD have various standard operating procedures and personnel 

regulations which include, or included at all times material to this action, requirements to comply 

with all federal lawS, state and municipal laws, rules, and regulations. 

16. SFPD operates under various City of Santa Fe rules and regulations which require its 

compliance to both City of Santa Fe ordinances, State of New Mexico statutes, and federal law. 

17. Defendants are subject to complying with the New Mexico Whistleblower Protection 

Act, NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-1 et seq. 

18. Ms. Williams was an employee for the City of Santa Fe for a period of years from on 

or about April 16, 2001, until her undesired and accelerated retirement went into effect on April 1, 

2020. 

19. On or about December 17, 2018, Ms. Williams submitted a complaint regarding Robert 

Vasquez, a SFPD Deputy Chief of Police. At the time of her complaint, Mr. Vasquez was in Ms. 
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Williams’s direct chain of command as she was the training and recruiting Lieutenant and he was 

the deputy chief of SFPD’s administrative division. See Exhibit No. 1 

20. The complaint against Mr. Vasquez alleged various improper, if not unlawful, acts of 

misconduct including, but not limited to: 

a. Mr. Vasquez claiming time worked when he was not at work; 

b. Mr. Vasquez failing to submit leave requests whereby he was paid regular time as 

if he was at work; 

c. Approval of Mr. Vasquez’s timesheet by SFPD Chief of Police Andrew Padilla. 

21. Ms. Williams communicated her concerns about Mr. Vasquez to Defendant City of 

Santa Fe’s then city manager, Eric Litzenberg, because SFPD’s Chief of Police signed off on Mr. 

Vasquez’s submitted timecard and thus was involved in the concerns communicated by Ms. 

Williams and would be a witness in any investigation into Mr. Vasquez’s conduct. 

22. In submitting her December 17, 2018, complaint regarding Mr. Vasquez, Ms. Williams 

communicated to Defendant City her reasonable belief that Mr. Vasquez had violated City rules 

and regulations and may have committed a criminal offense. 

23. On or about August 21, 2019, SFPD issued to Ms. Williams a determination concerning 

her previously filed complaint and did not sustain any of her allegations. 

24. As of the filing of this complaint, it is unknown on what basis the City did not sustain 

the allegations concerning Mr. Vasquez’s conduct as alleged by Ms. Williams as no report was 

ever presented to her for her review. 

25. On or about July 15, 2019, Mr. Vasquez filed a charge of discrimination against Ms. 

Williams asserting she had discriminated against him in various forms. Upon information and 

belief no findings were sustained against Ms. Williams with respect to Mr. Vasquez’s allegations 
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against Ms. Williams. 

26. On or about August 16, 2019, Mr. Vasquez retired from SFPD and left employment 

with the SFPD. 

27. On or about August 21, 2019, the same date SFPD determined there were no sustained 

findings against Mr. Vasquez, without any notice or discussion, SFPD transferred Ms. Williams 

from her position as a field lieutenant to an administrative position. In transferring Ms. Williams 

to this position, she was relieved of supervising any other officers and was placed in a position 

that, upon information and belief, had not previously existed. See Exhibit No. 2. 

28. At the time of Defendant City’s transfer of Ms. Williams’s to an administrative 

assignment, Mr. Vasquez had retired from SFPD and was no longer working with, or otherwise 

supervising, Ms. Williams. 

29. The basis and decision for moving Ms. Williams from her position as a field lieutenant 

to an administrative position was not disclosed to Ms. Williams and remains unknown. 

30. On August 21, 2019, Ms. Williams was also served with notice by SFPD that she was 

the target of an internal affairs investigation. Absent from this notice was any disclosure to Ms. 

Williams as to the facts or circumstances of the given occasion which led to SFPD targeting her 

for an internal affairs investigation. See Exhibit No. 3. 

31. Upon being placed in her new administrative position, Ms. Williams was no longer 

listed on the SFPD roster. See Exhibit No. 4.  

32. In transferring Ms. Williams to an administrative position, Ms. Williams incurred a 

variety of financial losses including a five-percent (5%) shift differential in additional pay and the 

loss of over-time opportunities. 

33. In transferring Ms. Williams to an administrative position, Ms. Williams’s duties were 
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significantly changed as she no longer supervised any persons and was no longer engaged in active 

law enforcement activities. 

34. In transferring Ms. Williams to an administrative position, upon information and belief, 

such action by Defendant City was distinctive as such a transfer is unusual and reserved for the 

most serious allegations of misconduct against SFPD personnel. 

35. Following Defendant City’s transfer of Ms. Williams to an administrative position, Ms. 

Williams was excluded from SFPD staff meetings 

36. In June of 2019, an organization known as New Mexicans to Prevent Gun Violence 

(“NMPGV”) held an event whereby it received firearms from citizens in exchange for gift 

cards/vouchers. The SFPD evidence unit functioned as the repository whereby surrendered 

firearms and firearm accessories were stored until they were to be retrieved by NMPGV for 

subsequent destruction. 

37. On November 15, 2019, Ms. Williams was assigned to be the member of SFPD that 

would supervise and monitor NMPGV retrieving the firearms from the SFPD’s evidence unit and 

confirm the destruction of the items.  

38. Upon presenting the firearms to NMPGV, Ms. Williams and an organizer from 

NMPGV identified that there were at least two (2) firearms missing from SFPD evidence unit. 

SFPD evidence personnel attempted to replace the two (2) missing firearms with two (2) other 

weapons that were present but did not have any evidence tags on them. Ms. Williams objected to 

their inclusion and the two unlabeled weapons which were thereafter returned to the evidence 

room. 

39. Based off of the records of the guns received by NMPGV earlier in June, Ms. Williams 

thereafter completed SFPD evidence tags for the two missing guns and the two un-labeled guns. 
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40. Ms. Williams was aware of and concerned about previous issues involving the SFPD’s 

evidence unit’s purported mishandling of evidence. Such concerns included, but were not limited 

to, missing evidence in high profile cases and the sharing of evidence log-in usernames and 

passwords. 

41. Personnel from NMPGV thereafter contacted the New Mexico State Police to report 

the discrepancy in missing guns between what they received in their June 2019 buyback program 

and what they reclaimed from SFPD on November 18, 2019. 

42. Ms. Williams thereafter conducted a review of NMPGV’s receipts and counts of the 

firearms herself. In her review, she determined that there were some errors in the collection of the 

guns and NMPGV’s records concerning those guns. Furthermore, Ms. Williams further confirmed 

that one of the rifles presented from the SFPD evidence unit included a rifle that did belong to 

NMPGV and that the other rifle was without any records.  

43. Ms. Williams further raised concerns about the possibility of a NMPGV rifle that had 

optics mounts but was not retrieved with a scope when NMPGV reclaimed the guns on November 

15, 2019.  

44. On November 18, 2019, Ms. Williams submitted a memo to SFPD Deputy Chief of 

Police Ben Valdez concerning the SFPD evidence unit discrepancies as involved with the NMPGV 

gun buyback program. See Exhibit No. 5. 

45. On November 19, 2019, a day after Ms. Williams submitted her memo to SFPD Deputy 

Chief Valdez about alleged improper, if not unlawful, actions in SFPD’s evidence unit as related 

to NMPGV reclaiming guns, Ms. Williams was issued another target letter informing her that she 

was the target of yet another internal affairs investigation. See Exhibit No. 6. 

46. As with the previous target letter issued to Ms. Williams on August 21, 2019, this letter 



Page 8 of 11 
 

also omitted any information concerning the facts or circumstances by which she was alleged to 

have committed misconduct. Upon receiving the target letter, Ms. Williams was told by the 

Internal Affairs Lieutenant that the investigation concerned the memo Ms. Williams had 

previously submitted. 

47. Because Ms. Williams was still on administrative assignment and because of the 

second internal affairs target letter being issued to her following her reporting alleged improper, if 

not illegal, conduct by SFPD personnel, it was clear to Ms. Williams that she had no future with 

SFPD.  

48. Following submission of her November 18, 2019, memo concerning alleged improper, 

if not illegal, conduct by SFPD personnel, Defendant Webber, upon information and belief, was 

overheard at a city event stating that SFPD needed to “deal with Williams” or words to that effect.  

49. Following submission of Ms. Williams’s November 18, 2019, memo to Deputy Chief 

Valdez, upon information and belief, Mayor Webber spoke with NMPGV personnel regarding the 

missing scope and missing gun and asserted that the scope had been found. 

50. In asserting SFPD needed to “deal with Williams,” upon information and belief, 

Defendant Webber meant to render an adverse action upon Ms. Williams or otherwise discharge 

her from her position with SFPD. 

51. As of the filing of this complaint, it is unknown whether the missing gun was ever 

found. 

52. Defendants took adverse actions upon and targeted Ms. Williams in retaliation to her 

communications concerning improper if not unlawful conduct as committed by SFPD personnel 

and such actions led to Ms. Williams unplanned and undesired retirement. 

53. Defendant City thus subjected Ms. Williams to emotional distress, economic harm, and 
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loss, including but not limited to past and future wages and benefits, attorney fees and costs, for 

which she now sues under the state’s Whistleblower Protection Act, NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-4 et 

seq. 

54. With Defendants having taken two retaliatory actions upon Ms. Williams for her 

reporting to her employer communications regarding improper, if not illegal, acts, Ms. Williams 

reasonably believed she had no future with the department and reasonably feared her employment 

would be terminated following her indefinite period of administrative assignment. 

55. In an effort to avoid further injury, Ms. Williams paid approximately $48,320.26 

towards her PERA account so that she could retire from the SFPD. 

56. Ms. Williams had planned to remain with the SFPD and continue promoting within the 

department to achieve the ranks of Captain, Deputy Chief of Police and even apply to be the 

department’s Chief of Police one day. Such plans however were interrupted and ended by 

Defendants retaliatory action upon Ms. Williams. 

III. CAUSES OF ACTION 

Count 1 

WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION ACT –RETALIATION UPON MICHELE 

WILLIAMS 

 

57. Ms. Williams incorporates all preceding paragraphs as if fully stated herein. 

58. Each Defendant is or was a public employer as defined by NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-2. 

59. During all times relevant to this Complaint, Ms. Williams was a public employee as 

defined by NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-2B. 

60. Ms. Williams twice by her reports to Defendant Santa Fe: 

a. communicated to the “public employer” or a third-party information about an action 

or failure to act that the public employee believes in good faith constitutes an 

unlawful or improper act; 
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b. provided information to a public body as part of an investigation, hearing or inquiry 

into an unlawful or improper act; and 

c. objected to or refused to participate in an activity, policy or practice that constitutes 

an unlawful or improper act. 

See NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-2(C)(3). 

61. Ms. Williams’s whistleblower, (aka protected) communications to Defendants 

included, but were not limited to, her November 18, 2019, memo to DCOP Valdez regarding SFPD 

evidence room actions and concerns about the missing gun(s) and scope. 

62. Additionally, Ms. Williams’s whistleblower, (aka protected) communications to 

Defendants included, but were not limited to, her December 17, 2018, communication to City 

Manager Litzenberg regarding alleged timesheet improprieties and the processing of the claimed 

time by Mr. Vasquez and Chief Padilla. 

63. Public policy encouraged Ms. Williams to speak out concerning the misconduct by 

employees of Defendant Santa Fe. 

64. Defendants took retaliatory actions against Ms. Williams for her communications 

leading to and culminating with her forced and accelerated retirement on April 1, 2020. 

65. On such basis, Defendants committed whistleblower retaliation in violation of NMSA 

1978, § 10-16C-3. 

66. Under NMSA 1978, § 10-16C-4, Defendants are liable to Ms. Williams for actual 

damages, including but not limited to back pay, front pay, lost employee benefits including but not 

limited to retirement benefits under the Public Employee Retirement Association, and emotional 

distress, reinstatement with the same seniority status she would have had but for the violation, two 

times the amount of back pay with interest on the back pay, compensation for special damages 
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including emotional distress sustained as a result of the violation, litigation costs, and reasonable 

attorney’s fees. 

V. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Ms. Williams respectfully pray this Court for judgment in her favor against 

Defendants as follows: 

A. Assume jurisdiction over this matter. 

B. Award Ms. Williams reasonable costs and attorney’s fees. 

C. Award actual damages, lost past and future wages, lost employment benefits, lost 

overtime, humiliation including loss of professional reputation, standing, career 

advancement, loss of opportunities for promotion, emotional distress and other 

compensatory damages;  

D. Award Ms. Williams pre-judgment and post-judgment interest; 

E. And for such other further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

        /s/ Thomas R. Grover 

       ______________________________ 

        Thomas R. Grover 

        GROVER LAW, LLC 

        9400 Holly NE, Bldg. 4 

        Albuquerque, NM 87122 

        Office: (505) 695-2050 

        thomas@grover-law.com 

        Attorney for Michele Williams 

 

 

 







 

 

On Tuesday, November 20th, 2018 I received a text message from Deputy Chief Robert Vasquez stating 

that date.  I later learned he also communicated, via text message, with another subordinate, Nancy 
Jimenez, Police Department Fiscal Administrator, that he would not be at work on November 20th, 2018 
to stay home with his son (presumably sick leave).   

I submitted a public records request to the City of Santa Fe on December 7th, 2018 ll timesheet 
records for Police Department employee Robert Vasquez for the pay period of 11/30/18 to 12/14/18. 
Include Kronos timekeeping records, all approved/denied leave requests (P30s), and roster showing 
appropriate codes for present, vacation, sick, etc. d 
time card for the pay period covering 11-17-18 through 11-30-18, a leave slip for November 26th, 2018 
which was approved by Chief Padilla on 12-3-  which 

n November 20th, 2018.     

DC Vasquez communicated to two of his subordinates on November 20th, 2018 that he was on leave and 
not in the office on this date.  However, all time records show he did not submit a leave request for this 
date and he was paid as if he was present at work.  This is likely a violation of city rules and regulations 
and could denote fraud.   

 

M. Williams 

12-16-18 

  






















