
 
 
 
 
 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DIVISION ONE 
 
IN THE MATTER OF THE 
PERSONAL RESTRAINT OF: 
 
DWAYNE JOHNSON, 
 

                                Petitioner. 
 

No. 83601-3-I 
 
ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

 Dwayne Johnson was sentenced to a total term of 54 months’ confinement 

upon multiple convictions in Snohomish County Superior Court Cause No. 19-1-

01439-31.  The superior court ordered that Johnson receive credit for time served, 

as “computed by the jail.”  In its jail time certification, the Snohomish County Jail 

certified that Johnson served 533 days in its custody and lost 229 days of jail good 

time.  Based on this certification, the Department of Corrections (DOC) later 

calculated that Johnson was entitled to only 37 days of good time based on the 

time he served in jail.1 

 In this petition, Johnson asks that the 229 days of jail good time he lost be 

“reinstated.”  But Johnson provides no legal or evidentiary support for his apparent 

assertion that he is entitled to have that lost time reinstated.  And as DOC points 

out in its response, DOC “is not authorized to adjust the number of presentence 

                     
1 Jail time served and jail good time together comprise the total jail “sentence.”  Under 

RCW 9.92.151(1), jail good time cannot exceed one-third of the total jail “sentence.”  So it 
appears DOC calculated Johnson’s jail good time by assuming that his jail time served (533 days) 
was equal to the remaining two-thirds of the jail “sentence,” which means that one-third of the 
total jail “sentence” is half of that, or 266 days.  After deducting the 229 days of good time 
Johnson lost in jail, the result is that Johnson has only 37 days of jail good time remaining.  
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Acting Chief Judge 

early release days that the jail has certified as lost or not earned.”  

RCW 9.94A.729(1)(b).   

 Johnson fails to establish an arguable basis for collateral relief given the 

constraints of a personal restraint petition proceeding.  See In re Pers. Restraint of 

Pauley, 13 Wn. App. 2d 292, 309, 466 P.3d 245 (2020) (petitioner bears the burden 

of proving that his restraint is unlawful).  Therefore, his petition must be dismissed.  

See RAP 16.11(b) (frivolous PRP will be dismissed); In re Pers. Restraint of Khan, 

184 Wn.2d 679, 686-87, 363 P.3d 577 (2015) (PRP is frivolous “where it fails to 

present an arguable basis for collateral relief either in law or in fact, given the 

constraints of the personal restraint petition vehicle”).  

 Now, therefore, it is hereby 

 ORDERED that this personal restraint petition is dismissed under 

RAP 16.11(b). 

 


