UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEBRASKA

Podjo Jammar Rowe v. Nebraska Highway Patrol, Kyle Gaudreault,

and Eric Rosemann

Rowe - No. 8:25-cv-00381 - Decided January 12, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Nebraska conducts an initial review under 28
U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2) of Podjo Jammar Rowe’s § 1983 complaint concerning a traffic stop, detention,
vehicle search, and arrest by Nebraska Highway Patrol officers. The court dismisses claims brought on
behalf of other individuals, explains that challenges to criminal convictions must be brought through
habeas corpus, and holds that official-capacity claims are barred by sovereign immunity. The court
finds the Fourth Amendment allegations insufficiently specific but grants Rowe 30 days to file an

amended complaint against the officers in their individual capacities.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Initial review of a pro se, in forma pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C.

§ 1915(e)(2).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2), the court must dismiss an in forma
pauperis complaint that is frivolous, malicious, fails to state a claim
upon which relief may be granted, or seeks monetary relief from an
immune defendant. The court applies the plausibility standard under
Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly and Ashcroft v. Igbal and liberally

construes a pro se complaint.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive
authority only.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Rowe could prosecute claims on behalf of other individuals as a pro se litigant.
2. Whether § 1983 could be used to obtain relief from or overturn Rowe's criminal convictions.

3. Whether the Nebraska Highway Patrol and troopers sued in their official capacities were subject to

damages claims under § 1983.

4. Whether Rowe's allegations of an unlawful detention, vehicle search, and arrest stated a plausible Fourth
Amendment claim.

5. Whether Rowe should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. A pro se litigant may not represent the interests of other parties or sign pleadings on their behalf; claims

Rowe purported to bring for the other named individuals were dismissed.

2. A challenge to the validity of a conviction or confinement must be brought through habeas corpus rather

than § 1983; Rowe could not obtain reversal or lifting of his convictions through this civil action.

3. The Nebraska Highway Patrol and the troopers sued in their official capacities were not subject to
Rowe's damages claims under § 1983 because they were not suable persons for that purpose and were

protected by Eleventh Amendment sovereign immunity.

4. Rowe's conclusory allegations that the troopers unlawfully detained him, searched his vehicle, and

arrested him failed to state a plausible Fourth Amendment claim, but he was granted leave to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Challenges to the validity of any confinement or to particulars affecting its duration are the province of
habeas corpus” (111.B)

“A pleading that offers ‘labels and conclusions’or a formulaic recitation of the elements of a cause of action
will not do.” (111.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rowe alleged that Nebraska Highway Patrol troopers detained him during a traffic stop on I-80, threatened him,
placed him in a cruiser, searched his vehicle without permission, and arrested him and another occupant. He
sought damages and requested that criminal convictions be lifted. The court took judicial notice that Rowe had
pleaded no contest to several Nebraska felony charges arising from the traffic stop and was sentenced to

concurrent terms of imprisonment before being released on discretionary parole.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Rowe filed a § 1983 complaint on June 6, 2025, and was granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The court
conducted statutory screening and concluded that the complaint failed to state a plausible claim, but granted
Rowe 30 days to file an amended complaint asserting a Fourth Amendment claim against the troopers in their

individual capacities.
DISPOSITION

dismissed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Rowe was granted 30 days to file an amended complaint against Gaudreault and Rosemann in their
individual capacities, restating the relevant allegations and specifying what each defendant did, when the
conduct occurred, and how it harmed him. Any amended complaint must consolidate all claims and will

supersede the original complaint.
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