
 

 

DATE:  July 28, 2026 
 
TO:  Sheriff Jim Cooper 
  Sacramento County Sheriff’s Office  
  4500 Orange Grove Avenue 
  Sacramento, CA 95841 
 
  Chief Shaun Hampton 

Rancho Cordova Police Department  
  2897 Kilgore Road 
  Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 
 
FROM: Sacramento County District Attorney’s Office 
 
SUBJECT: Officer-Involved Shooting Case No. SSO 2023-369374 
  Shooting Officer: Sheriff Deputy Matthew Bollinger (#215) 
     Sheriff Deputy Spencer Hettema (#1392) 
  Person Shot:  1 
      
The District Attorney’s Office, as an independent agency, has completed its investigation and 
review of the above-referenced officer-involved shooting. We only address whether there is 
sufficient evidence to support the filing of a criminal action in connection with the shooting of 

. For the reasons set forth, we conclude that the shootings were lawful. 
 
The District Attorney’s Office received and reviewed written reports and other documentary 
items. These items include Sacramento Sheriff’s Office Report 2023-369374, video and audio 
recordings, dispatch calls, witness interviews, photographs, diagrams, evidence logs, and 
Sacramento County District Attorney’s Office Laboratory of Forensic Services reports.  
 
FACTUAL SUMMARY 
 
On Monday, November 20, 2023, at approximately 10:24 a.m., Sacramento Sheriff’s Office 
(SSO) Deputies Matthew Bollinger and Spencer Hettema were assigned as contract officers to 
the Rancho Cordova Police Department. Both deputies were dressed in full patrol uniforms and 
driving a marked patrol vehicle. The deputies responded to Augibi Way regarding a disturbance 
involving a weapon. The homeowners reported to dispatchers that a woman approached their 

 
1 This person’s name is redacted pursuant to Penal Code sections 851.93 and 832.7(b)(7). 



 

front door with a knife and then entered their back yard. The homeowners confronted the 
woman, who claimed that she was looking for her stolen dog.  
 
Upon arrival, the deputies contacted the homeowners.  The homeowners showed the deputies 
Ring camera video of a white female adult holding a kitchen knife and entering their backyard 
without permission. The woman was wearing a black shirt and plaid shorts. The homeowner also 
stated that when she and her husband confronted the woman, the woman did not look well, and 
they believed she was under the influence of a narcotic.  
 
Another female resident on Malaga Way made a phone call to dispatchers. The caller stated that 
her neighbors had stolen her dog, and she requested officers’ presence. The caller was 
uncooperative, and the phone call disconnected multiple times.  
 
Dispatchers linked the two phone calls and believed a female named  may be 
related to the second call.  
 
Shortly thereafter, Deputy George Booth, also assigned to the Rancho Cordova Police 
Department and dressed in full uniform and operating a marked patrol vehicle, arrived on scene 
to assist. The three deputies coordinated to contact the female connected to the second call, who 
was believed to be associated with a nearby residence at Malaga Way. As the deputies walked up 
to the residence, they observed a white Dodge Challenger vehicle parked in the driveway. A 
white female adult matching the subject description, from the homeowners and images in the 
Ring video, was seated in the driver’s seat with a dog in the vehicle. The deputies approached the 
vehicle from both sides and initiated verbal contact with the occupant. The female subject was 
later identified as . 
 
Deputies approached the vehicle and issued verbal commands for  to exit. Deputy Booth 
initially maintained a position at the edge of the lawn and then moved behind the rear of the 
vehicle. Deputy Hettema approached the vehicle from the passenger’s side door and initially 
stood in front of the car in sight of . Deputy Bollinger approached along the driver’s side 
door to initiate contact with . Bollinger then instructed her to step out of the car. As Deputy 
Bollinger was contacting , Deputy Hettema then walked to the driver’s side and situated 
himself behind Deputy Bollinger. 
 

 refused, stating, “No, I didn’t do anything wrong,” and “Go away. Get away from me.” 
Deputies Bollinger and Hettema attempted to physically remove her from the vehicle by 
grasping her left arm.  resisted by bracing her foot against the door frame and reaching for 
the ignition. Both deputies told her, “Don’t start the car.”  
 
During this time, Deputy Booth walked behind Deputies Bollinger and Hettema and was 
positioned in front of the vehicle. As Deputies Bollinger and Hettema were pulling  from 
the vehicle,  turned the ignition and placed the vehicle in reverse. 
 
As the vehicle began to move backward, Deputies Bollinger and Hettema disengaged and moved 
away from the open driver’s door. Deputy Booth, who had moved to the front of the vehicle, 
observed the car reverse approximately four to five feet into the gutter. The vehicle then stopped 



 

momentarily. Deputy Booth unholstered his firearm in anticipation that the vehicle might 
accelerate forward. 
 
Deputy Bollinger started to move rapidly past the front of the car and to the front yard of the 
house, which had a substantial tree near the center of the yard. Deputy Hettema stepped back to 
make space between the vehicle and himself.  
 
Immediately,  then shifted the vehicle into the “drive” position, turned the steering wheel 
sharply to the right, and accelerated towards Deputy Bollinger. At the moment of acceleration, 
Deputy Bollinger was directly in the path of the vehicle. 
 

 
Screen capture from Deputy Hettema’s body-worn camera. 

 
Deputy Hettema believed Deputy Bollinger’s life was in danger as he observed the vehicle 
“barreling” toward Deputy Bollinger. Deputy Booth later told investigators, “It was 100 percent 
not an if. It’s happening. She’s doing it…she was going to hit him” Deputy Bollinger, who had 
been running across the yard, turned and observed the vehicle coming around a tree directly 
toward him. There was no doubt in his mind that ’ intent was to hit him with her car and kill 
him. 



 

 
Screen capture from Deputy Hettema’s body-worn camera. 

 
Deputy Bollinger drew his department-issued Glock 19 firearm and discharged it at the vehicle 
several times. At the time Deputy Bollinger fired his weapon, he was on the passenger’s side of 
the vehicle as it passed him on the front lawn and proceeded down the street.  
 
Deputy Hettema, observing the vehicle’s trajectory and Bollinger’s position, also discharged his 
department-issued Glock 17. Deputy Hettema fired approximately three to four rounds at the 
vehicle from behind the vehicle to the east as it drove past Deputy Bollinger. Deputy Booth did 
not discharge his weapon. 
 
The vehicle continued eastbound on Malaga Way and fled the scene. Deputy Booth broadcasted 
over the radio, “Shots fired,” and reported that ’ vehicle was a white Dodge Challenger 
fleeing eastbound. Deputies Bollinger and Hettema returned to their patrol vehicle and initiated a 
search for . 
 
At approximately 11:10 a.m., Deputy Adam Womack located ’ vehicle traveling eastbound 
on Folsom Boulevard. Deputies conducted a vehicle stop near Mather Field Road.  exited 
the vehicle and was taken into custody without further incident. She had a gunshot wound to her 
right shoulder. Deputies requested medical assistance and applied gauze to her shoulder.  
was transported by ambulance to UC Davis Medical Center for further care. 
 
The primary scene consisted of a single-family residence on Malaga Way with a front yard 
containing dark mulch, a driveway on the left side of the residence, and a street-facing window. 
Ten spent 9mm shell casings marked “FC 9MM LUGER” were recovered by investigators—nine 
from the roadway on Malaga Way and one from the front yard of the residence. A deformed 



 

copper-jacketed lead projectile was recovered from the north wall of the living room. Apparent 
tire impressions and scuff marks were noted in the front yard and roadway. 
 
The white Dodge Challenger was processed by investigators. Six apparent bullet impacts were 
noted on the passenger side of the vehicle, including the front door, rear quarter panel, and rear 
tire. One bullet hole was observed in the trunk lid, and another in the interior driver’s door panel. 
Two expended bullets were also recovered. 
 
The Sacramento County District Attorney’s Office’s Laboratory of Forensic Services analyzed a 
blood specimen from . The analysis confirmed the presence of cocaine, benzoylecgonine, 
and 11-nor-9-carboxy-THC.  
 
Investigators interviewed multiple neighbors.  One witness reported seeing deputies approach the 
residence. The witness observed a white car back into the gutter and then drive forward toward 
the officers. The witness stated, “It looked as though the driver of the car was trying to run 
deputies over.” The witness heard gunfire before the vehicle drove away. Another witness 
observed deputies approach the vehicle and heard yelling. The witness reported that the vehicle 
revved loudly, reversed, and then drove forward toward a deputy, who had to move out of the 
way. The witness stated, “The deputies started shooting and the car drove off.” 
 

 
 

.2 
 
USE OF FORCE AND HUMAN FACTORS ANALYSIS 
 
The District Attorney’s Office requested that David Blake of Blake Consulting & Training 
Group assess the use of force and human factors involved in this incident. He provides 
consultation and expert witness services in police practices, use of force, and human 
performance science consisting of perception, attention, reaction time, and memory. 
 
Dr. Blake earned a B.Sc. from Union Institute and University (Criminal Justice Management), an 
M.Sc. from Kaplan University (Psychology), and a Ph.D. from Grand Canyon University 
(Performance Psychology). He is a retired California peace officer with over 20 years of 
experience at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Force Division, San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit Police Department, and Livermore Police Department. Dr. Blake is certified 
as a Force Science Analyst by the Force Science Institute.3 He was a Human Performance 
Science instructor with Human Performance Training Institute, Inc.,4 as well as a Law 

 
2 This information is redacted pursuant to Penal Code sections 851.93 and 832.7(b)(7). 
3 The Force Science Institute is a team of physicians, psychologists, behavioral scientists, attorneys, and other 
professionals who study areas associated with human factors, including human movement, action/reaction times, 
how the mind works during rapidly unfolding events, and decision-making under stress to provide information on 
human behaviors to those who are tasked with evaluating and investigating the behavior of individuals involved in 
those types of events. 
4 Human Performance Training Institute, Inc. provides specialized human performance training to the law 
enforcement, military, aviation, and government communities. The program educates students to assess threat, and 
to avoid or mitigate errors that lead to accidents or incidents in the workplace. 



 

Enforcement Practices/Use of Force Expert with Martinelli & Associates.5 Dr. Blake was also 
employed by the Alameda County Sheriff’s Office as a Force Options Simulator instructor. Dr. 
Blake is a California Peace Officer Standards and Training instructor with certifications for 
Firearms, Defensive Tactics, and Force Options Simulator. He has been retained as a subject 
matter expert in California, Colorado, Texas, and Connecticut. Dr. Blake is a member of the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police, Human Factors and Ergonomics Society, Academy 
of Criminal Justice Sciences, Association of Force Investigators, California Force Instructors 
Association, and the Human Factors & Ergonomics Society. He has also published articles on 
performance psychology, tactics, and officer safety considerations in various scientific and 
professional periodicals. 
 
In reviewing this incident, Dr. Blake evaluated the reasonableness of force used by Deputies 
Bollinger and Hettema, and what, if any, human factors issues may have been involved. He 
reviewed their actions in light of contemporary law enforcement training, policy, and human 
factors psychology. 
 
Dr. Blake found that the deputies’ initial approach and attempt to detain  were consistent 
with their training and departmental policy. He noted that the deputies employed verbal de-
escalation techniques and used minimal force in their attempt to remove her from the vehicle. 
The decision to go “hands-on” was supported by the deputies’ observations of erratic behavior, 
the potential presence of a weapon, and the risk posed by an apparent impaired individual in 
control of a vehicle. Dr. Blake further stated, “Deputies Bollinger and Hettema utilized a low 
level of force to attempt to control ’ left arm and escort her from the vehicle.  actively 
resisted deputies by bracing herself in the vehicle and fleeing the scene.” 
 
Importantly, Dr. Blake emphasized that the deputies’ actions were not only tactically sound but 
also aligned with the legal authority granted under California law, including provisions for 
detaining individuals suspected of being a danger to themselves or others due to mental illness or 
intoxication. 
 
Dr. Blake concluded that the deputies’ use of deadly force was consistent with both legal 
standards and departmental training. He emphasized that the deputies attempted de-escalation, 
used minimal force initially, and only escalated to deadly force when faced with an immediate 
threat. Dr. Blake opined that the deputies “acted in accordance with [their] training when making 
a split-second decision to use deadly force to stop a rapidly evolving threat of death or serious 
bodily injury to another.” 
 
Dr. Blake concluded that the use of deadly force by Deputies Bollinger and Hettema was 
reasonable and necessary under the circumstances. Dr. Blake detailed how ’ actions such as 
reversing and nearly striking deputies with the open driver’s door of her vehicle, then 
accelerating directly at Deputy Bollinger, constituted an imminent threat of serious bodily injury 
or death. He highlighted that Deputy Bollinger had no viable cover and was forced to make a 
split-second decision to defend himself. 
 

 
5 Martinelli & Associates is a training and consulting firm specializing in forensic investigations and law 
enforcement practices. 



 

Dr. Blake also addressed the timing of the shots fired, noting that both deputies ceased fire 
within seconds of the threat passing. “Deputies responded to a rapidly evolving life-threatening 
situation by starting and stopping a shooting response in about 2 seconds.” He explained that 
human response time, including the delay between perceiving a change and initiating or halting 
an action, is a scientifically validated factor in high-stress encounters.  
 
The application of human factors psychology was addressed in detail by Dr. Blake. He explained 
how stress, divided attention, and perceptual narrowing (i.e., tunnel vision) can affect an officer’s 
ability to perceive threats and respond appropriately. He cautioned against over-reliance on 
body-worn camera footage, which may not accurately reflect the officer’s field of view or 
perceptual experience. He further noted that the deputies’ actions were consistent with how 
trained officers are expected to respond under such conditions, and that their perceptions were 
consistent with the body-worn camera footage. 
 
Dr. Blake opined that both deputies acted in accordance with their training and the legal 
standards governing use of force. He found no evidence of misconduct or deviation from policy. 
  
LEGAL ANALYSIS 
 
An officer who has reasonable cause to believe a person has committed a public offense or is a 
danger to others may use reasonable force to affect arrest or detention, to prevent escape, or to 
overcome resistance.  (Tennessee v. Garner (1985) 471 U.S. 1, 11; Graham v. Connor (1989) 
490 U.S. 386, 396; Kortum v. Alkire (1977) 69 Cal.App.3d 325; California Penal Code section 
835a(b); CALCRIM 2670.)  The person being detained or arrested may be subjected to such 
restraint as is reasonably necessary for his arrest and detention and has a concomitant duty to 
permit himself to be detained.  (People v. Allen (1980) 109 Cal.App.3d 981, 985; CALCRIM 
2670, 2671, 2672.)  Officers do not need to retreat or desist their efforts if the person they are 
arresting or detaining resists or threatens resistance; nor shall the officer be deemed an aggressor 
or lose the right to self-defense by use of reasonable force.  (California Penal Code section 
835a(d).)  
 
In the present matter, Deputies Bollinger and Hettema responded to a report of a woman who 
entered a neighbor’s backyard while armed with a kitchen knife and was exhibiting erratic 
behavior. Upon locating  sitting in the driver’s seat of a vehicle, the deputies observed that 
she appeared to be under the influence of narcotics and potentially experiencing a mental health 
crisis. Deputies Bollinger and Hettema clearly had sufficient reason to detain  to prevent her 
from driving under the influence and investigate the matter further. When asked to exit the 
vehicle,  refused multiple commands and physically resisted the deputies’ attempts to 
remove her from the vehicle. As the deputies attempted to detain her, she started the vehicle, 
placed it in reverse, and nearly struck them with the open driver’s side door while backing up. 

 had a duty to submit herself to the deputies’ custody but failed to do so. As a result, 
Deputies Bollinger and Hettema reasonably determined that use of force was necessary to effect 
an arrest of  to protect the safety of the deputies and others on the street. 
 
A peace officer may use deadly force under circumstances where it is reasonably necessary for 
self-defense or defense of another.  California law permits the use of deadly force if the officer 



 

actually and reasonably believed he was in imminent danger of death or great bodily injury. 
(CALCRIM 505, 507, 3470; California Penal Code section 835a(c)(1)(A).)  An officer who uses 
deadly force must actually believe that force is necessary.  The appearance of danger is all that is 
necessary; actual danger is not. (People v. Toledo (1948) 85 Cal.App.2d 577; People v. Jackson 
(1965) 233 Cal.App.2d 639.)  Thus, the officer may employ all force reasonably believed 
necessary. (CALCRIM 3470.)  The reasonableness of a particular use of force must be judged 
from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with 20/20 hindsight.  The 
calculus of reasonableness must embody allowance for the fact that police officers are often 
forced to make split-second judgments – in circumstances that are tense, uncertain, and rapidly 
evolving – about the amount of force that is necessary in a particular situation. (California Penal 
Code section 835a(a)(4); Graham v. Connor (1989) 490 U.S. 386.)   
 
California Penal Code section 835(c)(1)(B) provides that a peace officer is justified in using 
deadly force upon a fleeing person if the officer reasonably believes, based on the totality of the 
circumstances, that such force is necessary “to apprehend a fleeing person for any felony that 
threatened or resulted in death or serious bodily injury, if the officer reasonably believes that 
the person will cause death or serious bodily injury to another person unless immediately 
apprehended.  Where feasible, a peace officer shall, prior to the use of force, make reasonable 
efforts to identify themselves as a peace officer and to warn that deadly force may be used, 
unless the officer has reasonable grounds to believe the person is aware of those facts.” 
 
After starting the vehicle, reversing abruptly, and nearly striking the deputies with the open 
driver’s side door,  subsequently accelerated the vehicle forward through the front yard in 
the direction of Deputy Bollinger, who was retreating across the yard approximately five feet 
from the hood of the accelerating vehicle. Witnesses described the vehicle as accelerating rapidly 
toward the deputy, and body-worn camera footage showed the vehicle’s wheels turned in his 
direction as it moved forward. Deputy Bollinger was in close proximity to the vehicle with no 
apparent cover, and Deputy Hettema observed the vehicle bearing down on his partner.  
rapidly accelerated her vehicle rightward in a crescent shaped arc in the direction of Deputy 
Bollinger, creating tracks across the yard and around the tree.  could have continued to back 
up into the street and then drive away if her intent was to flee. Instead,  chose an 
inexplicable path of travel by placing her Challenger into drive and accelerating across the front 
yard and in the exact direction that Deputy Bollinger was retreating. The situation evolved 
quickly, and based on body camera footage, Bollinger fired 7 rounds in approximately 2.4 
seconds and Hettema fired 3 rounds in approximately 1.8 seconds.  
 
Under these circumstances, the deputies were confronted with a rapidly evolving situation in 
which they were required to make split-second decisions. The facts support that Deputy 
Bollinger was faced with an imminent threat of death or great bodily injury, and the deputies 
responded with force they actually and reasonably believed was necessary to defend themselves 
or each other. The use of deadly force in this context is evaluated under the Fourth Amendment’s 
reasonableness standard, which considers the severity of the suspected offense, the immediate 
threat posed to officers or others, and the suspect’s active resistance or attempt to flee. Here, 

’ conduct, including her use of a vehicle in a manner that threatened serious physical harm, 
provided a factual basis for the deputies to perceive an imminent threat and respond accordingly. 
 
 



 

CONCLUSION 
 

 presented an immediate danger of death or serious bodily injury to Deputy Bollinger.  
ignored commands designed to deescalate the situation, resisted arrest, and drove her vehicle 
over her lawn towards Deputy Bollinger, leading Deputy Bollinger and Hettema to reasonably 
believe that she was going to cause serious physical harm to Bollinger. Deputies Bollinger and 
Hettema responded by discharging their firearms. The use of deadly force was reasonable under 
the circumstances.  
 
Accordingly, we will take no further action in this matter. 
 
cc:  SSO Deputy Matthew Bollinger 
 SSO Deputy Spencer Hettema 
 SSO Sergeant Courtney Bartilson  
 Eric Kane, Sacramento County Office of Inspector General 
 
 

 
 

 
 


