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l. Introduction

OnJuly 19, 2025, A.R." died in Sonoma County as a result of a solo vehicle traffic
collision which occurred while he was a passenger in a vehicle being driven by an
intoxicated driver, traveling at a high rate of speed to evade law enforcement. Minutes
earlier, in the city of Petaluma, the vehicle had been reported to law enforcement as a
possible driver under the influence. Petaluma Police caught up to the vehicle at the
intersection of Frates and Lakeville Highway, stopped at the intersection travelling
southbound on Lakeville. As the Petaluma Police officer attempted a traffic stop, the
driver of the vehicle sped away on Lakeville Highway. The vehicle reached speeds that
exceeded 90 mph, swerved into the opposing lane of traffic multiple times, and its driver
eventually lost control near Old Lakeville Highway 1, where the vehicle overturned and
rolled multiple times, ejecting all four of its occupants. A.R. was declared deceased at the
scene. The other three occupants, all minors, including the driver, sustained various levels
of injury and were transported to local area hospitals.

The role of the Sonoma County District Attorney’s office in a law enforcement
employee involved critical incident is to review the investigation to determine if there exists
any criminal liability on the part of the law enforcement employee. Further, the District
Attorney’s Office may provide assistance to the investigating agency regarding legal issues,
supplement the investigation when necessary and, when appropriate, prosecute those
persons believed to have violated the law.

Once the investigation is complete, the District Attorney is required to complete a
thorough review of the investigation and prepare a report summarizing the investigation
and documenting her conclusions. The following report includes a summary of facts
surrounding the death of A.R., a review of the relevant law, an analysis of the facts and law,
and the District Attorney’s conclusion. The District Attorney will provide a copy of this
report to the foreperson of the Sonoma County Grand Jury.

. Scope of Review

The purpose of the District Attorney’s investigation and review of any critical
incidentis to establish the presence or absence of criminal liability on the part of any
involved party, including law enforcement employees.

The District Attorney does not examine issues such as compliance with the

L A.R. was a minor at the time of his death. Under most circumstances the Sonoma County District Attorney’s
Office does not release the names of minors who are associated with investigations. A.R., as well as other minors
who were involved in the incident described in this report, are identified by their initials only.



policies and procedures of any law enforcement agency, police training, orissues
involving civil liability. This report should not be interpreted as expressing an opinion on
those matters.

I"l. Standard of Review

The District Attorney is the chief law enforcement official of Sonoma County. The
District Attorney is responsible for deciding what cases to prosecute and has the
responsibility to review and approve the filing of all criminal cases in the county. The
District Attorney has discretion to determine whom to charge, what charges to file and
pursue, and what punishments to seek.

The California Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 3.8, provides that prosecutors
shall not institute criminal charges when the prosecutor knows that the charges are not
supported by probable cause. Although a prosecutor can institute criminal charges when
supported by probable cause, in filed criminal cases the District Attorney has the burden of
proving a defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt, the highest burden of proof found in
the law. A defendant facing criminal charges is entitled to have the question of their guilt
determined by a jury. That jury, consisting of twelve people from the community, must vote
unanimously for guilt before a defendant can be convicted of a charged criminal offense.

When determining whether criminal charges are appropriate the District Attorney
must consider all of the evidence, including evidence that supports an affirmative defense,
such as a claim of self-defense or defense of others. Criminal charges are warranted only
when the District Attorney determines that the evidence of guilt is of such convincing force
that it would support a conviction for the crime charged by a reasonable and objective jury
after hearing all the admissible evidence, including evidence of any defenses.

IV.  Summary of Facts

The following is a summary of facts intended to assist the reader in understanding
this report and its conclusion. Itis not a substitute for the reports, interviews, and other
evidence from which itis derived. Itis, however, an accurate composite of what the District
Attorney believes the material facts in this case to be.
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Petaluma Officers Dispatched to Report of a Drunk Driver

OnJuly 19, 2025, at 10:06 p.m. Petaluma Police dispatch received a call from a
concerned citizen reporting a person driving under the influence. The concerned citizen
stated they had observed a black Kia Soul driving eastbound on Highway 116 in Petaluma.
The Kia was originally in the left lane and veered into the right lane. The Kia then cut over all
lanes of traffic to the left across the double yellow lines into the Speedway Gas Station,
near the intersection at Casa Grande Road. The concerned citizen continued driving
eastbound on Highway 116.

Officer Benjamin Schott is a Petaluma Police Department officer with more than
nine years of experience. Officer Schott has specialized training in DUl investigations,
traffic collision investigations, and he is a certified Drug Recognition Expert (DRE). Officer
Schott was on duty that evening, working the swing shift DUl patrol. He was also assigned
to supervise a trainee that evening, Officer Zachary Cox. Officer Schott was dispatched to
the Speedway Gas Station to investigate the possible DUI driver operating the black Kia
Soul. Officer Schott was driving a fully marked 2024 Chevrolet Blazer EV patrol vehicle.
Officer Cox occupied the front passenger seat.

Upon arrival at Speedway Gas, Officer Schott observed the black Kia Soul in the
parking lot. As Officer Schott repositioned his patrol vehicle he observed the Kia Soul exit
the Speedway Gas parking lot, cross the westbound lanes of Highway 116 in an unsafe
manner and nearly collide with other traffic. The Kia Soul proceeded eastbound on 116.
Officer Schott made a U-turn and began to follow the Kia eastbound on 116 (Lakeville
Highway). Officer Schott observed the Kia being driven erratically, including abnormal
swerving and over-correction within its lane. Based on those observations, he activated his
vehicle’s emergency lights to initiate a traffic stop. The Kia came to an abrupt stop at ared
light at the intersection of Frates and Lakeville. As the light turned green the Kia proceeded
through the intersection and failed to yield. Officer Schott activated his siren at that time
and notified dispatch regarding intent to effect a traffic stop.

The Pursuit

Once the Kia proceeded through the intersection, its driver failed to yield and the
vehicle began to gain speed. Officer Cox relayed their position and speed to dispatch over
the radio. The weather was clear. At this location, Lakeville turns into a two-lane highway
separated with no pass center yellow lines. As the Kia passed the Kaiser facility on
Lakeville it was travelling at approximately 80 miles per hour. The Kia continued to pick up
speed and moments later hit speeds of over 110 miles per hour. Officer Schott kept several



car lengths apart to maintain safety. The Kia then merged into the oncoming traffic lane to
pass an eastbound vehicle, nearly colliding with a vehicle travelling westbound. The Kia
abruptly returned to the eastbound lane and continued speeding and swerving within its
lane. Approximately 30 seconds later, the Kia attempted to pass another vehicle by
swerving into the lane of oncoming traffic. The Kia then swerved back into its own lane to
avoid colliding with an oncoming vehicle but immediately swerved back into opposing
traffic to pass the eastbound vehicle, nearly forcing that vehicle off the road. About 10
seconds later the Kia abruptly crossed over the double yellow lines to pass three more
eastbound vehicles. Officer Schott, while keeping several car lengths distance, maintained
his speed of over 90 miles per hour to keep up with the Kia. After passing all three vehicles,
the Kia swerved back into the eastbound lane.

At this point the pursuit was passing the location of Ernie’s Tin Bar. Officer Cox
relayed the speed of the Kia as going 90 miles per hour. Moments later the Kia abruptly
swerved into the oncoming lane and nearly lost control. The Kia then swerved back to the
eastbound lane. While traveling at 85 miles per hour, and while attempting to navigate a left
curve in the roadway, the driver of the Kia could not maintain their lane and swerved into
the oncoming lane. The driver of the Kia attempted to return to the eastbound lane but lost
control as the vehicle went over the shoulder and off the roadway into a grass field. Officer
Coxinformed dispatch of a “TC” or traffic collision. A large amount of dirt and dust was
kicked up by the Kia as it left the roadway. Officer Schott pulled his patrol vehicle over to
the eastbound shoulder of the highway. The total distance of pursuit from the intersection
of Frates and Lakeville to the site of the collision was slightly over three miles.

Solo Vehicle Collision

The area of the collision occurred just south of Old Lakeville Road number 1 on
Lakeville Highway. All four occupants of the Kia were ejected onto the grass field. Officers
Schott and Cox exited the patrol vehicle to assess and assist the occupants of the Kia. The
Kia had come to rest on its right side, just several feet from the shoulder of the roadway.
The officers initially noticed two individuals lying in the field just a few feet east of where
the Kia came to rest. Medical assistance was requested as the officers began to render
first aid to those two individuals. One of the individuals was later identified as A.R. A.R.
was declared deceased at the scene. The other individual, K.O., a juvenile male, was lying
on his back and breathing, but unable to move or communicate. As medics and other law
enforcement officers arrived at the scene of the collision, two other juvenile males, J.H.
and A.V., were observed lying in the field several feet west of the Kia. Both were unable to
move but could verbally communicate.



Officer Sholin with the Petaluma Police Department spoke with AV. while he was
lying in the field. A.V. stated he was driving and that all the occupants of the Kia had been
drinking. AV. was driving because he was the “most sober.” AV. acknowledged that he
saw the patrol vehicle behind him. AV. stated the reason he was driving so fast was
because he was just trying to get home. It was later determined that the Kia had been
stolen several days prior, but the theft had not been reported to law enforcement.

AV. and J.H. were transported to Santa Rosa Memorial with major injuries. K.O. was
transported to Marin General and later transferred to Oakland Children’s hospital with
major injuries.

CHP MAIT investigation

CHP MAIT (Multidisciplinary Accident Investigation Team) was called to the scene of
the collision to assist with the investigation. The purpose of the MAIT investigation was to
document the crash scene, obtain data from event recorders within the Kia, to determine if
the Kia had any pre-existing defects, and determine the crash sequence and cause of
crash.

The event data recorder of the Kia was seized pursuant to a search warrant. The
posted speed limit at the site of the collision is 55 miles per hour. The Kia was being driven
at 92.6 miles per hour approximately five seconds before the collision. A mechanical
inspection of the Kia did not reveal any evidence of pre-existing mechanical conditions or
failures that would have affected its safe operation. At the point of collision, the Kia was
traveling nearly 90 miles per hour as its driver began to lose control. As the Kia left the
asphalt and traversed the grass field, it rotated in a counterclockwise direction. The Kia
began to overturn in a counterclockwise direction until it came to rest on its right side.
MAIT concluded that the driver, AV., caused the collision by driving the Kia at an unsafe
speed for the curve in the road.

Body Camera and Patrol Vehicle Camera

Review of the body cameras and the forward-facing patrol vehicle camera show
footage of the pursuit and collision that are consistent with the factual summary in this
report.
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Blood Alcohol of AV.

A search warrant for a sample of A\V.s blood was granted on the morning of July 20,
2025. The blood draw took place at 3:17 a.m., several hours after admission to Memorial
Hospital. The results were 0.159 percent blood alcohol concentration. Another search
warrant for AV.’s medical records revealed at the time he was admitted to Memorial
Hospital on the evening of July 19, 2025, his blood alcohol concentration was 0.19 percent.

Cell Phone Video

Cell phones belonging to all the occupants of the Kia were collected during the
course of this investigation. Avideo was pulled from a phone belonging to one of the
occupants which shows a recording of the occupants traveling in the Kia, with the camera
facing the rear view. In the rear view is the patrol vehicle with its lights on. The occupants
make several disparaging remarks about the patrol vehicle pursuing them and appear to
encourage the driver to continue evading. Another video, taken prior to the crash, shows
the Kia being driven on a street and the narrator bragging about the vehicle being stolen.

K.O. Statement

Detectives responded to Children’s Hospital in Oakland to interview K.O. K.O.
stated the occupants of the Kia had attended a few different parties throughout Marin and
Sonoma Counties during the evening. K.O. stated that AV. was driving the Kia during the
pursuit by law enforcement. K.O. also stated that he (K.O.) had stolen the Kia, which at the
time of the initial pursuit had not been reported stolen.

Autopsy and Cause of Death

On July 21, 2025 Forensic Pathologist Kimi Verilhac, MD conducted a postmortem
examination on A.R. at the Sonoma County Coroner’s office. Dr. Verilhac is board-certified
in the field of forensic pathology. After concluding her examination, Dr. Verilhac concluded
A.R’s cause of death to be multiple blunt force injuries. A blood draw was conducted on
A.R. and sent to NMS labs for analysis. A.R. had a blood alcohol concentration of 0.103
percent.
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V. Statement of the Law

To analyze potential criminal liability stemming from the death of another person,
the analysis will at times start with the question of causation. Causation is the only legal
principle discussed herein because as described in the Legal Analysis section below, this
is also where the analysis for this incident and potential criminal liability for involved
officers ends.

Causation is defined in the California criminal jury instructions (CALCRIM).
Specifically, CALCRIM 240 provides: “An act causes injury/death if the injury/death is the
direct, natural, and probable consequence of the act and the injury/death would not have
happened without that act. A natural and probable consequence is one that a reasonable
person would know is likely to happen if nothing unusual intervenes. In deciding whether a
consequence is natural and probable, consider all the circumstances established by the
evidence”.

VI. Legal Analysis

The cause of A.R.’s death was a solo vehicle collision caused by the driver, AV.,,
evading a traffic stop at high speeds while driving recklessly, and while under the influence
of alcohol.

Police officers are peace officers, and they are tasked with certain authority and
duties in regard to enforcing laws. When there is reasonable suspicion to believe a crime
has occurred, an officer has the authority to investigate that crime. Additionally, if during
the course of an investigation violations of the law occur in an officer’s presence, officers
have the authority to address those violations.

Officer Schott attempted to initiate a traffic enforcement stop based on reasonable
suspicion to believe the driver of the Kia was operating a motor vehicle while under the
influence of alcohol or drugs. This was based not only on the concerned citizen’s
statement to dispatch, but also on his own observations of the driving pattern before
electing to initiate an enforcement stop. A.V. failed to comply with Officer Schott’s attempt
to conduct a traffic stop of the Kia, and Officer Schott observed the driver commit multiple
Vehicle Code violations related to evading an officer and reckless driving. Officer Schott
utilized his patrol vehicle’s lights and siren to attempt a traffic stop and alert others in the
area of police activity. Officer Schott maintained a safe distance between himself and the
Kia during the pursuit. Officer Schott predictably attempted to stop AV, as he was
suspected of driving under the influence, reckless driving, and evading an officer.



Instead of stopping, AV. chose to evade Officer Schott’s attempt to conduct an
enforcement stop, and he purposefully drove the Kia at a high rate of speed on a two-lane
highway, endangering other motorists and the other occupants inside the Kia. Atthe point
of collision, Officer Schott maintained a safe distance of several car lengths from the Kia.
AV. failed to maintain control of the vehicle as he attempted to navigate a left curve on the
roadway. As aresult of his reckless driving, AV. caused the solo vehicle collision and
rollover which ejected all the occupants and caused the death of A.R.

Based on AV.s conduct that is described in this report, A.V. admitted to violations of
Penal Code section 191.5, subdivision (a), (gross vehicular manslaughter while
intoxicated), Vehicle Code section 2800.3, subdivision (a), (willful evading a peace officer
causing serious bodily injury), and Penal Code section 245, subdivision (a)(1), (assault with
a deadly weapon) in Sonoma County Juvenile Court.?

The excessive speed at which AV. recklessly drove the Kia, while he was under the
influence of alcohol and attempting to evade law enforcement, were the only substantial
contributing factors that caused the collision and subsequent death of A.R. The outcome
here was neither a natural nor a probable consequence of an officer pursuing and
attempting to stop an unlawful motorist. Had the natural and probable consequence of
Officer Schott’s attempt to stop the car being driven by AV. occurred, there would not have
been a crash. Instead, A.V. would have stopped, and the crash would not have occurred.

VIl. Conclusion

Officer Schott was attempting to conduct a traffic stop of a driver who was
suspected of driving while under the influence. That attempt evolved into the suspected
DUI driver recklessly evading the officer on Lakeville Highway. The suspected DUI driver
drove a stolen vehicle at excessive speeds, into oncoming traffic, and eventually lost
control, causing the Kia to rollover and causing the death of A.R. Officer Schott, in his
attempts to make the reckless and suspected DUI driver stop, was not the cause of the
collision. Accordingly, there is no basis for criminal charges of any officer involved in this
incident.

Carla Rodriguez, District Attorney
County of Sonoma

2 The Juvenile Court proceedings described herein were public within the meaning Welfare and Institutions Code
section 676.
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