UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MONTANA,
BUTTE DIVISION
Estate of Michael Rogel, by and through its personal representative,
Mary Rogel v. City of Bozeman, Justin Chaffins, Zachary Garfield,
Hannah Helsby, Ryan Jeppson, James Marvich, Jon Ogden, Shawn
Toresdahl, Cody Ybarra, and John Doe Defendants 1-100

Estate of Rogel - No. CV-24-034-BU-BMM - Decided March 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Montana addresses motions for summary judgment
in an action arising from the fatal police shooting of Michael Rogel during a mental health crisis. The
court denies the City of Bozeman’s motion for partial summary judgment on the Monell claim,
concluding that genuine disputes exist regarding municipal policies or customs and deliberate
indifference. The court also declines to grant summary judgment to the individual officers on
excessive-force and qualified-immunity grounds because disputed facts remain concerning whether
Rogel posed an immediate threat and whether the officers’ use of deadly force was objectively
reasonable. The document further identifies a pending joint motion for a jury site visit.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff's estate brought claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Montana

law arising from the fatal police shooting of Michael Rogel. The City
of Bozeman and individual officers moved for summary judgment,

and the defendants jointly moved for a jury site visit.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as

to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter



of law. Qualified immunity is assessed by determining whether,
viewing the facts in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party,
the officer violated a constitutional right and whether that right was
clearly established. A jury site visit is reviewed under the district

court's discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Estate presented a genuine dispute of material fact on its Monell claim against the City of

Bozeman.

2. Whether the individual officers were entitled to qualified immunity or summary judgment on the Estate's

Fourth Amendment excessive-force claims.

3. Whether Sergeant Toresdahl was entitled to summary judgment because he lacked personal participation

or a causal connection to the alleged constitutional injury.

4. Whether the Estate's Fourteenth Amendment substantive due process and familial-association claims

were viable.
5. Whether the officers were immune from the Estate's Montana state-law claims.
6. Whether the Estate's punitive-damages claims against the individual officers could proceed.

7. Whether the court should permit a jury site visit to the incident scene.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was denied because the Estate presented evidence creating a genuine dispute over
whether Bozeman maintained customs or practices of failing to implement crisis-response training,
supervise officers, or use available de-escalation resources, whether those customs reflected deliberate
indifference, and whether they caused the constitutional injury.

2. The officers were not entitled to qualified immunity or summary judgment on the Estate's § 1983
excessive-force claims because disputed facts concerning whether Rogel posed an immediate threat and
raised his rifle prevented the court from determining as a matter of law that the use of force was

objectively reasonable.

3. Summary judgment was denied to Sergeant Toresdahl because genuine factual disputes remained
concerning whether his supervisory decisions, including the timing of mental-health and tactical

resources, had a sufficient causal connection to the alleged constitutional injury.



4. The Estate's Fourteenth Amendment substantive due process claim failed as a matter of law because the
officers' conduct, even if excessive under the Fourth Amendment, did not satisfy the applicable purpose-
to-harm standard or otherwise shock the conscience.

5. Any remaining Montana state-law tort claims against the officers were dismissed because the parties
agreed the officers acted within the course and scope of their employment and Montana law immunized
them under Mont. Code Ann. § 2-9-305(5).

6. The officers were not entitled to summary judgment on the punitive-damages claims because disputed

facts could allow a reasonable jury to find reckless or callous disregard of Rogel's federal rights.

7. The motion for a jury site visit was denied because the visit was impracticable and unnecessary where

video and photographic evidence could adequately depict the scene.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The record shows that disputed material facts remain on whether Officers’ conduct proved objectively

reasonable under the totality of the circumstances.”

“The Court cannot resolve on summary judgment the question of whether Officers’ conduct was objectively

reasonable and violated Rogel’s Fourth Amendment Rights.”

“The jury remains the proper factfinder to determine whether Officers’ conduct proved excessive under the

circumstances.”

“The Court declines to exercise its discretion to allow a jury site visit to 259 Greenmore Court in Bozeman,

Montana.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Michael Rogel, who had schizoaffective disorder, experienced a mental-health crisis at his Bozeman home on
April 3, 2023, and called 911 seeking help. Police officers knew of the crisis, attempted telephone negotiations,
and ultimately confronted Rogel after his car became stuck in a cul-de-sac; officers observed a rifle in the
vehicle and used bean-bag rounds before five officers fired twenty-seven lethal rounds. Rogel and his dog died
at the scene. The parties disputed whether Rogel raised or pointed the rifle at officers, whether the rifle was

positioned to fire, the threat posed to the public, and whether less intrusive alternatives were available.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The City moved for partial summary judgment on the estate's Monell claim. The individual officers moved for
summary judgment on the federal and remaining state-law claims, qualified immunity, supervisory liability, and
punitive damages. After a February 23, 2026 hearing, the court denied the City's motion, denied in part and

granted in part the officers' motions, and denied the motion for a jury site visit.
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