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c/o Civic Media Center, 433 South Main Street, Gainesville, FL 32601 

 
September 28, 2016 
 
ATTN: Warden Coker 
Santa Rosa Correctional Institution 
5850 East Milton Road 
Milton, FL 32583 
 
I am writing to appeal the decision to censor mail sent to prisoners at SRCI by our organization. 
 
On September 2, 2016, I received a notice of rejection indicating that the letters I sent 10 days earlier, 
on behalf of the non-profit organization, the Campaign to Fight Toxic Prisons, were rejected on the basis 
that our letter “advocated or encouraged riot” and “otherwise presented a threat to the security of the 
Correctional System.”  
 
This notice did not include any references to specific content in the letter used to justify this decision, 
nor did it contain information indicating a right to appeal the decision. 
 
On September 6, I received notice from multiple prisoners indicating that they were also notified of the 
rejection of their mail, and explicitly told they were not given the opportunity to appeal this decision. 
 
The First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution protects free speech. Regulations that permit the 
government or its employees to discriminate on the basis of the content of the message cannot be 
tolerated under the First Amendment (i). 
 
Further, prisoners retain free speech rights. Thought control, by means of prohibiting beliefs, would not 
only be undesirable but impossible (ii). Fact of confinement and needs of the penal institution impose 
rational limitations on prisoner free speech rights (iii), but those restrictions must have a "valid, rational 
connection" to "legitimate penological interests" not related to the content of ideas (iv). Regulations 
and practices can only be justified when the practice "furthers an important or substantial government 
interest unrelated to the suppression of expression" (v). 
 
I am appealing the censorship of our mail on the basis that you cannot legally suppress the expression of 
ideas. Prison walls do not serve to form a barrier separating prisoners from the protections of the 
constitution (vi). Core political speech is most-zealously guarded and there is a public interest "in having 
free and unhindered debate on matters of public importance--the core value of the Free Speech Clause 
of the First Amendment" (vii). 
 
Thus, exclusion of printed material on the basis of its political perspective amounts to free speech 
retaliation and discrimination, which is illegal (viii). 
 
The exclusion of our printed material either constituted an unlawful basis, or you simply conjured up a 
false pretext for its exclusion, and as a result it appears you have broken the law.  
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For these reasons, I ask that you conform to federal law and reverse the decision of unlawful 
discrimination against the materials I sent, permitting mail service of this literature that objectively 
meets all legitimate criteria set forth in prison regulations. 
 
Please respond in a timely manner. Upon receiving your favorable decision regarding this matter, I will 
re-send my materials. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Panagioti Tsolkas 
Coordinator, Campaign to Fight Toxic Prisons 
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