
Department of Motor Vehicles 

Re: Suspension of the right to operate a vehicle / Virginia § 46.2-707 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Thank you for the opportunity to correspond with representatives of the Department of Motor Vehicles, an agency of the state of Virginia. 

My family and I also thank your office(s) for having been granted a hearing, whose regrettable outcome was negative.  

With the help of God and the majesty of Nature, and with all respect and compassion, my family and I would like a reversal of the decision 

for numerous reasons, important of which is the fact that persists and we shall reiterate: As of this composition, we are still unable to 

afford such exorbitant and unmanageable fees.  If the relevant representatives so wish, a proper hearing may be introduced under more 

professional adjudication because, though not exhaustive, the following circumstances are mitigating: 

i. The applied ruling is misplaced in a case where the presumed offender, as with this case, is genuinely distressed and 

temporarily faced with difficulties of maintaining such insurance. Yes, the law may be intended to discourage delinquency 

but it is resulting in an undesired and undeserved side-effect by punishing citizens who may have genuinely fallen out of 

luck, for one reason or another. To enforce such a law willy-nilly is to lack humanitarian compassion, misalign and, therefore, 

falter from internationally accepted modern norms. While we are very respectful of the law, certain rules and traditions may 

call for a revision and broadening in scope. 

ii. If the Department of Motor Vehicles, one of many conduits of the state, is well aware of the recent tumultuous state of 

affairs with the larger world economy, hence the mass unemployment and its particular impact on certain marginalized 

communities, how can such rulings remain oblivious to realities?  

iii. If the hearing was intended to give the presumed offender an opportunity to justify his or her circumstances; and if the 

accused proceeded to honor the appointment by honorably illustrating mitigating circumstances; and if the adjudication 

process proceeded to over-ride such testimony, then such “hearings” are undercutting themselves in that they give the 

impression or appearance of being bogus or “staged.” 

iv. The hearing was grossly subjective in that it was adjudicated and adjusted by a single official, which places the accused 

entity at the mercy or whelm of a single opinion. Furthermore, the hearing was conducted more like an interview for 

employment, and in our honest view, tilted toward a demand for an apology, commanding subservience or promoting 

coercion. Again, such subjectivity over-steps what may be substantive and falls short of professionally accepted conventions. 

v. The adjudication and adjustment was conducted solely by the state agency itself, not a third and neutral party, which brings 

the credibility of the “hearing” to contention. 

vi. While we insist on being courteous, and in our earnest, we found the hearing process, as was conducted, to be retaliatory, 

vindictive, controlling, more of a threat, railroading, traumatizing, silencing, “smothering” and, perhaps, xenophobic in 

character. By default, and perhaps without intention, the hearing proceeding as designed, is intended to discourage 

diversity, creativity and may curtail talented individuals from contributing to the economy of the state. 

vii. The hearing was conducted solely via telephone, via wires, and therefore via machines, which in itself poses limitations 

because human communication may not be sufficiently conveyed by vocalizations carried through machines alone.  

viii. The agency may be applying “formulas” unfairly by adding it’s own weight selectively while using the law as a pretext, in 

which case acting outside the framework of it’s mandate as pronounced to it by government of the state, who appointed it. 

The government of the state is, in fact, the representative of and appointed by us the people, which means it cannot lack 

compassion for humanity. 

Overall, the law may be unreasonably aggressive and hostile in circumstances where citizens have simply “fallen in the cracks,” or more 

plainly toward people in financial distress, and we must insist that financial stress is certainly not necessarily a permanent condition. We 

plead that the relevant representatives reverse this decision because it attempts to put to the test the wonderful state and, we, the citizens 

of Virginia. An attempt to immobilize our family, hence disadvantage us from advancing our entrepreneurial capacity and to provide for 

ourselves is tragic. We remain humble and appreciative of your kindness and efforts. At the end, our wishes are to rescind to a life of 

quietness, prayer, academic rigor and freedom from all political participation. 

Sincerely, 

Fahari Sound          


