
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

United States v. Johnson
Criminal No. 2025-0262 (TNM) (D.D.C. Jan. 9, 2026) · No. 1:25-cr-262 (TNM) · Decided January 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia denied Tuano Michael Johnson’s motion to
suppress a firearm discovered during an inventory search of his vehicle. The court held that the U.S.
Capitol Police officer followed department policy when impounding and inventorying the vehicle, and
therefore the search was reasonable under the Fourth Amendment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to suppress a firearm discovered during an
inventory search of his vehicle. The district court held a suppression
hearing, considered testimony and record evidence, and denied the
motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated the reasonableness of the search under the Fourth
Amendment and reviewed the factual record from the suppression
hearing, including credibility determinations.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published district court memorandum order; persuasive within the
jurisdiction but not binding precedent in the manner of a court of
appeals or Supreme Court decision.
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criminal procedure constitutional law evidence

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the officer's decision to tow and inventory-search Johnson's vehicle violated the Capitol Police
standard operating procedure.

2. Whether the inventory search violated the Fourth Amendment because the vehicle was towed to a
private lot and Johnson was not offered the opportunity to accompany the tow.

3. Whether the firearm discovered during the inventory search should be suppressed as fruit of an
unconstitutional search.

HOLDINGS

1. The officer's decision to have the vehicle towed and impounded triggered the policy's requirement that
the vehicle and its contents be inspected and inventoried. An impoundment does not require use of a
government-owned tow truck or storage on government property; in any event, the policy independently
applied when the vehicle was towed.

2. The Capitol Police policy did not require the officer to offer Johnson the opportunity to accompany the
vehicle before conducting the inventory search. Because Johnson did not accompany the tow, the
policy's exception for a vehicle accompanied by its owner or operator did not apply.

3. The inventory search was constitutionally reasonable because it complied with applicable Capitol Police
standardized procedures and no listed exception applied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“inventory searches must follow standard procedure, if one exists.” (4)

“Because Officer Carll followed departmental policy in conducting an inventory search, he conducted a
constitutionally reasonable search.” (5)

“Because Officer Carll followed applicable policy in conducting an inventory search, no Fourth Amendment
violation occurred.” (9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A U.S. Capitol Police officer stopped Johnson after observing his vehicle being driven with expired temporary
tags. Johnson had only a Maryland learner's permit and lacked registration, insurance, and a licensed driver; the
vehicle was unregistered and obstructed traffic. The officer ordered the vehicle towed and began an inventory
search under Capitol Police policy, discovering a firearm in the glove compartment. Johnson argued that the
officer violated department procedures by failing to offer him the opportunity to accompany the tow.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson was charged by criminal complaint and then indicted for unlawful possession of a firearm and
ammunition by a convicted felon under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g)(1). He moved to suppress the firearm discovered



after a U.S. Capitol Police officer ordered his vehicle towed and conducted an inventory search. Following
briefing and a December 12, 2025 motions hearing, the court denied the motion.
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