
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DIVISION ONE 

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE   ) 
PERSONAL RESTRAINT OF:  ) No. 79089-7-I 
      )  
MUHAMMED ZBEIDA TILLISY,  )  
      )  ORDER OF DISMISSAL 
   Petitioner.  ) 
 
 Muhammed Tillisy filed this personal restraint petition challenging the 

sanctions imposed by the Department of Corrections following a prison disciplinary 

action. In order to obtain relief in this setting, Tillisy must demonstrate that he is 

being “restrained under RAP 16.4(b) and that the restraint is unlawful under RAP 

16.4(c).”  In re Pers. Restraint of Grantham, 168 Wn.2d 204, 227 P.3d 285 (2010) 

(quoting In re Pers. Restraint of Isadore, 151 Wn.2d 294, 298, 88 P.3d 390 

(2004)). Because Tillisy fails to meet this burden, his petition is dismissed.  

 In September 2018, the Department charged Tillsey with violating WAC 

137-25-030 (603) (introducing or transferring any unauthorized drug or drug 

paraphernalia), WAC 137-25-030 (605) (impersonating any staff member, other 

offender, or visitor), and WAC 137-25-030 (740) (committing fraud, or 

embezzlement, or obtaining goods, services, money, or anything of value under false 

pretenses).  According to the initial serious infraction report, the Intelligence and 

Investigations Unit at the Clallam Bay Corrections Center learned that between May 

and August 2018, Tillisy directed people in the community, including his sisters, to 
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create email accounts and through third parties, he managed the use of those 

accounts.  In particular, he directed associates to send messages to Department 

staff, pretending to be the “Special Assistant to the Ambassador of Libya.” 

Investigators discovered a book in Tillisy’s cell containing information included in 

those emails about worldwide diplomatic offices. Through the email messages, Tillisy 

“solicited information, made demands, and requested facility services/placements.”  

Investigators also heard Tillisy use other inmates’ PIN numbers in order to place 

telephone calls to his contacts in the community.  During one conversation between 

Tillisy and his sister, he asked, in Arabic, whether a third party, “Keeley,” was going 

to bring “that thing” to him.  His sister, responded, in English, “No … she’s not gonna 

smuggle you shit in.”   

 At the September 18, 2018 hearing, Tillisy admitted that he was involved in 

sending the emails.  Tillisy explained that the embassy was “dragging [its] feet” about 

helping him, so he felt compelled to take matters into his own hands.  Tillisy also 

admitted to using other offenders’ PIN numbers, but he argued that he should not 

have been charged with impersonation, because there was a “WAC violation 

specifically made for using other people’s PIN number[s].”  He claimed that the 

Department was manipulating the charges in order to impose a more severe 

sanction.  Tillisy claimed that the discussion about bringing “shit” into the facility was 

about jewelry, not drugs.   

 The court continued the hearing to review confidential information, and to 

review the evidence, including recordings of Tillisy’s telephone conversations.  Two 
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days later, the hearing resumed.  The hearing officer found Tillisy guilty as charged 

and imposed sanctions, including the loss of 20 days of good conduct time.   

 Review of prison disciplinary proceedings is limited to a determination of 

whether the action taken was so arbitrary and capricious as to deny the inmate a 

fundamentally fair proceeding.  In re Pers. Restraint of Reismiller, 101 Wn.2d 291, 

294, 678 P.2d 323 (1984).  A disciplinary proceeding is not arbitrary and 

capricious if the inmate was afforded the applicable minimum due process 

protections and the decision was supported by at least some evidence.  In re Pers. 

Restraint of Krier, 108 Wn. App. 31, 38, 29 P.3d 720 (2001).  Due process 

requires that an inmate facing a disciplinary hearing receive adequate notice of the 

alleged violation, an opportunity to present documentary evidence and call 

witnesses when not unduly hazardous to institutional safety and correctional goals, 

and a written statement of the evidence relied upon and the reasons for the 

disciplinary action.  In re Pers. Restraint of Gronquist, 138 Wn.2d 388, 396-97, 978 

P.2d 1083 (1999).  

 The evidentiary requirements of due process are satisfied if there is "some 

evidence" in the record to support a prison disciplinary decision: 

Ascertaining whether this standard is satisfied does not require examination 
of the entire record, independent assessment of the credibility of witnesses, 
or weighing of the evidence.  Instead, the relevant question is whether there 
is any evidence in the record that could support the conclusion reached by 
the disciplinary board. 
 

(Citations omitted.)  In re Pers. Restraint of Johnston, 109 Wn.2d 493, 497, 745 

P.2d 864 (1987), (quoting Superintendent, Mass. Correctional Inst. v. Hill, 472 

U.S. 445, 455-56, 86 L. Ed. 2d 356, 105 S. Ct. 2768 (1985)).  There must be 
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“some reasonable connection between the evidence and the inmate in order to 

support actions taken by the prison disciplinary board.”  In re Pers. Restraint of 

Anderson, 112 Wn.2d 546, 549, 772 P.2d 510 (1989).  It is not the role of this 

court to re-weigh the evidence considered by the hearing officer.  Johnston, 109 

Wn.2d at 497.   

 The record establishes that Tillisy was afforded the requisite due process at 

the disciplinary hearing.  Tillisy was provided with more than 24 hours’ notice of 

the charges.  He was notified of his right to request witness statements.  Tillisy 

was present for the hearing and the record does not support the claim that any 

part of the hearing took place outside of Tillisy’s presence.  Tillisy received the 

Disciplinary Hearing Minutes and Findings which stated the hearing officer’s 

finding of guilt, reasoning, and the evidence relied upon.  The hearing officer 

determined the confidential information to be reliable and credible and to be 

supported by evidence.  The hearing officer also found that the staff reports 

supported the finding of guilt.   

 Tillisy claims that a second hearing officer overrode the sanction imposed 

by the hearing officer who presided over the hearing and increased his sanction 

outside of his presence.  Tillisy is mistaken.  This claim is based on a typo in one 

of the appeal documents.  However, the hearing decision and the final decision on 

appeal signed by the superintendent’s designee confirms that the sanction 

imposed was 20 days’ loss of good conduct time, which is consistent with the 

hearing officer’s written and oral decision.   
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 Tillisy contends the evidence was insufficient to support the guilty findings.  

He points out that the violation for attempting to introduce drugs was based on a 

recorded conversation in which neither party explicitly mentioned drugs.  He 

maintains that using a fictitious identify to request preferential housing and 

services does not amount to fraud.  And he claims that using another inmate’s PIN 

number is not impersonation and should have been charged as a lower level 

violation.   

 But the hearing officer was entitled to infer that Tillisy used another 

language and generic terms to refer to drugs and that they were attempting to 

conceal the subject of their discussion.   The hearing officer was also entitled to 

reject Tillisy’s claim that he was actually referring to undeclared jewelry from Qatar 

that he wanted his friend to smuggle for him.  The evidence also supported the 

hearing officer’s determination that by directing people to send fictitious emails 

from a Libyan official, Tillisy was attempting to obtain services by means of 

deception.  And finally, the evidence supports the hearing officer’s determination of 

impersonation by making telephone calls using the PIN numbers of other inmates.  

Although Tillisy claims that he should have been charged with a slightly less 

serious violation, WAC 137-25-030 (178) (using the mail, telephone, or electronic 

communications in violation of any law, court order, or previous written warning, 

direction, and/or documented disciplinary action), this charge does not appear to 

be applicable since it does not appear that Tillisy violated a prior court order, a 

prior written warning or directive, or law, with regard to the use of the PINs.  As to 



No. 79089-7-I/6 
 

-6- 

all three infractions, the evidence was sufficient to satisfy the “some evidence” 

standard. 

 Because Tillisy fails to demonstrate that he was denied a fundamentally fair 

proceeding or that the finding of guilt was based on less than constitutionally 

sufficient evidence, the petition is dismissed.  Now, therefore, it is hereby 

 ORDERED that the personal restraint petition is dismissed under RAP 

16.11(b).  

 

 

      

 

          Acting Chief Judge 




