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SUMMARY

The New Mexico Supreme Court holds that Brandon Villalobos was deprived of his constitutional
right to a speedy trial after spending nearly six years incarcerated awaiting trial. Applying the Barker
v. Wingo factors and the Serros/Stock framework, the Court concludes that defense counsel’s
negligent handling of competency proceedings, combined with the State’s failure to monitor and
advance the case, resulted in an unconstitutional delay. The Court reverses contrary decisions of the

district court and Court of Appeals.

CASE DETAILS
COURT Supreme Court of New Mexico

WRITING FOR THE COURT Michael E. Vigil, Justice; Julie J. Vargas, Chief Justice; C. Shannon
Bacon, Justice; David K. Thomson, Justice; Bryan Biedscheid, Judge,
sitting by designation

JURISDICTION Supreme Court of New Mexico

DECIDED May 18, 2026

DOCKET S-1-SC-40535

DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Original proceeding on certiorari from the New Mexico Court of

Appeals. The Supreme Court reviewed the Court of Appeals'
nonprecedential memorandum opinion affirming contrary district-

court rulings on Defendant's constitutional speedy-trial claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court deferred to the district court's factual findings but weighed

the Barker speedy-trial factors de novo.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published precedential opinion of the Supreme Court of New Mexico
PARTIES Brandon Villalobos, Defendant-Petitioner v. State of New Mexico,

Plaintiff-Respondent

TOPICS

speedy trial ~ criminal procedure  sixth amendment  appellate procedure  standard of review



PRACTICE AREAS

criminal procedure  constitutional law  appellate procedure  juvenile justice

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

2.

Whether Villalobos's constitutional right to a speedy trial was violated by the nearly six-year delay

between his arrest and second trial.

How competency-related delay caused principally by negligent defense counsel should be allocated
under the Barker v. Wingo analysis when the defendant has an intellectual disability and did not

personally cause or acquiesce in the delay.

3. Whether a defendant's intellectual disability reduces the weight assigned to the assertion-of-the-right

factor and permits prejudice to be presumed when the first two Barker factors weigh heavily in the

defendant's favor and the assertion factor weighs in the defendant's favor to any extent.

4. Whether the defendant's youth and intellectual disability must be considered in evaluating prejudice

from prolonged pretrial incarceration.

HOLDINGS

1.

Villalobos was deprived of his constitutional right to a speedy trial. The nearly six-year delay was

presumptively prejudicial and, after balancing the Barker factors, required reversal and dismissal.

. When extraordinary delay is caused by defense counsel's neglect, the delay is not weighed against the

defendant if the defendant did not personally cause or acquiesce in it; where the State also failed to

monitor and advance the case, the delay weighs against the State.

. In a speedy-trial case involving a defendant with an intellectual disability, the assertion-of-the-right

factor receives substantially less weight when the disability affects the defendant's ability to understand
or assert the right; the defendant need not bear responsibility for counsel-caused delay absent personal

acquiescence.

. When a defendant has an intellectual disability, prejudice from a speedy-trial violation may be presumed

when the length and reasons-for-delay factors weigh heavily in the defendant's favor and the assertion-
of-the-right factor weighs in the defendant's favor to any extent, even without affirmative proof of

particularized prejudice.

. A defendant's youth and intellectual disability are relevant circumstances that appellate courts must

consider when evaluating prejudice from prolonged pretrial incarceration under the Barker analysis.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the disturbing facts of this case, we hold that Defendant Brandon Villalobos—who has an intellectual
disability and was fifteen years of age at the time of the underlying incident, his arrest, and the start of his

extended pretrial incarceration—was deprived of his speedy trial rights.” (1 1)

“We first consider whether [the d]efendant is to blame for the delays in [a particular] case because [they
have] personally caused or acquiesced to the delay in [the] case. If not, then we consider whether the [s]tate

has met its obligation to bring [the d]efendant’s case to trial.” (Y 24)



“we conclude that prejudice resulting from a speedy trial violation is properly presumed in such cases where
the first two Barker factors weigh heavily in favor of the defendant and, in addition, the third, assertion-of-
the-right, factor weighs in the defendant’s favor, no matter to what extent.” (Y 41)

“For the foregoing reasons, we reverse the Court of Appeals and the district court and remand the matter to

the district court with instructions to vacate Defendant’s convictions and dismiss the indictment.” ( 46)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brandon Villalobos, who had an intellectual disability and an IQ of sixty-four, was fifteen when he was arrested
and charged with first-degree murder and tampering with evidence. He remained incarcerated because his family
could not post a $500,000 cash-only bond, and competency proceedings remained unresolved for approximately
three years and three months. Much of that competency-related delay resulted from defense counsel's failure to
schedule and properly arrange the evaluation, including misplacing discovery, while the State failed to
adequately monitor the case or move it forward. After a mistrial, Villalobos was retried and convicted of second-
degree murder and tampering with evidence, receiving an aggregate eighteen-year sentence with nearly seven

and a half years of presentence confinement credit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Villalobos was arrested in 2014 and remained incarcerated for nearly six years before his second trial. His first
trial ended in a mistrial; his second trial resulted in convictions for second-degree murder and tampering with
evidence. The district court and Court of Appeals rejected his speedy-trial claim. The New Mexico Supreme
Court reversed those decisions, ordered the convictions vacated, and directed dismissal of the indictment.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the Court of Appeals and district court, remand to the district court, vacate Villalobos's convictions, and

dismiss the indictment.
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