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Trujillo v. State
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SUMMARY

The Arkansas Supreme Court denied Ramon B. Trujillo’s petition for a writ of certiorari challenging

the circuit court’s imposition of $300,000 cash-only bail. The court held that cash-only bail is

permissible under article 2, section 8 of the Arkansas Constitution and Arkansas Rule of Criminal

Procedure 9.2, while concluding that Trujillo’s excessive-bail claim was moot after his guilty plea.

Chief Justice Brill and Justice Hart dissented.
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Trujillo petitioned the Supreme Court of Arkansas for a writ of
certiorari to review the circuit court's order imposing $300,000 cash-
only bail. While the petition was pending, he pleaded guilty and was

taken into the custody of the Arkansas Department of Correction.

A writ of certiorari requires a plain, manifest, clear, and gross abuse of
discretion and is available to correct proceedings erroneous on the face
of the record when no other adequate remedy exists. Constitutional

interpretation is reviewed de novo.
Published Arkansas Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Arkansas Constitution article 2, section 8 permits a court to impose cash-only bail.
2. Whether the $300,000 bail amount was excessive.

3. Whether the petition for writ of certiorari could be considered after Trujillo pleaded guilty and the bail

controversy became moot.

HOLDINGS

1. Although Trujillo's individual bail dispute had become moot, the court would review the cash-only-bail

issue under the exception for questions of substantial public interest.

2. The Arkansas Constitution permits cash-only bail because the phrase "sufficient sureties" encompasses a
broad range of methods of assuring the defendant's appearance, including cash, when bail is set pursuant

to Arkansas Rule of Criminal Procedure 9.2.

3. The court did not reach the excessive-bail challenge because Trujillo's guilty plea rendered that

individualized issue moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, based on the plain language of the constitution and our stated purpose for bail, we hold that
the term “sufficient sureties” refers to a broad range of methods to accomplish “sufficient sureties,”

including cash.” (7)

“Accordingly, our constitution permits cash-only bail, as determined by the circuit court pursuant to Rule 9.2,

and is subject to the constitutional protections of article 8, section 2 of our constitution.” (7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Trujillo was arrested in Benton County after allegedly physically abusing his pregnant girlfriend and her one-
year-old son. He was initially released on $25,000 cash-or-surety bail, but the State later alleged that he violated
a no-contact order. Following bail hearings, the circuit court set bail at $300,000 cash only. Trujillo subsequently
pleaded guilty to aggravated assault and domestic-battery charges, rendering his challenge to the amount of bail
moot.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Trujillo was initially released on $25,000 cash-or-surety bail. After the State alleged that he violated a no-contact
order, the circuit court held bail hearings and increased bail to $300,000 cash only. Trujillo sought certiorari,
challenging both the legality of cash-only bail and the amount as excessive. The Supreme Court treated the
petition as a case, reached the constitutional cash-only-bail issue under the substantial-public-interest exception

to mootness, declined to reach the excessive-bail challenge as moot, and denied the writ.
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