DISSENTING STATEMENT OF
COMMISSIONER MICHAEL O’RIELLY
Re:

M.C. Dean, Inc., File No.: EB-SED-15-00018428, NAL/Acct. No.: 201532100008, FRN:
0011134921, Notice of Apparent Liability for Forfeiture

A little over a year ago, I became aware of the contention that the use of deauthentification
technology to manage Wi-Fi systems violates section 333 of the Communications Act.1 I respectfully
requested that the Commission undertake a rulemaking or other proceeding to consider this issue more
thoroughly, instead of pursuing an enforcement action. This seemed like a reasonable request when there
was already a petition – and corresponding comments – on file. Alas, my request was rejected and the
petition eventually withdrawn (conveniently after some of the petitioners entered into a consent decree
with the Enforcement Bureau),2 leaving the substantive concerns unaddressed. So that brings us to
another suspect enforcement item without the underlying work being done.
As a strong supporter of what Wi-Fi can bring to consumers and the marketplace, I am extremely
sympathetic to concerns regarding certain operators needlessly interfering with access points. I, however,
cannot agree with the expansive reading of the statute contained in this item, especially without the
Commission conducting a more thorough review of the issues raised in the earlier proceeding and
repeated in the context of this enforcement matter.
Section 333 prohibits willful or malicious interference “to any radio communication of any
station licensed or authorized by or under this Act.”3 There is no clear intent that Congress meant to
ensnare Part 15 devices when it used the word “station.” The legislative history highlights several
services and contains language that indicate that Congress meant to protect stations that are licensed or
licensed by rule, as opposed to unlicensed spectrum or devices, which are never mentioned, even though
Part 15 was in existence decades before section 333 was adopted.4
There are legitimate concerns that equating Part 15 devices to “stations” appears inconsistent with
prior Commission actions and could have serious regulatory repercussions for unlicensed users. For
instance, if such devices are “stations,” would they be subject to other licensing provisions of the Act,5
such as foreign ownership restrictions and transfer of control provisions,6 among others? The
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Commission has never applied these sections to Wi-Fi operators. In fact, devices and stations
traditionally have been treated differently under both the statute and Commission rules.7
Some have also raised whether the use of deauthentification frames constitutes interference under
section 333. For example, the Commission’s definition of interference is “[t]he effect of unwanted
energy due to one or a combination of emissions, radiations, or inductions upon reception in a
radiocommunication system, manifested by any performance degradation, misinterpretation, or loss of
information which could be extracted in the absence of such unwanted energy.”8 It appears that this
provision applies to mechanisms that intentionally cause electromagnetic interference, such as jammers,
and not to deauthentification frames, which do not increase the level of energy overpowering
communications signals in an area.
There is also a debate regarding potential inconsistencies between section 333 and the Part 15
rules. Under section 15.5(b) of the Commission’s rules, unlicensed devices can cause interference to and
must accept interference from other Part 15 devices.9 On the other hand, if section 333 applies to a Part
15 device, such a device would be prohibited from “willfully and maliciously interfer[ing] with or
caus[ing] interference to” other unlicensed devices. This language appears to directly contravene the
language of section 15.5(b). If applied, the statutory language of section 333, as written, could undermine
the regulatory structure of unlicensed operations and potentially subject all Wi-Fi users to potential
enforcement action whenever they “willfully” operate Wi-Fi equipment.10
Despite these valid concerns, we are, once again, trying to set important and complex regulatory
policy by enforcement adjudication. This is backward and not the best course of action. Besides this
Notice of Apparent Liability, the Commission has never considered whether using deauthentification
software violates the statute or Commission policy. The Enforcement Bureau – not the Commission – has
issued two consent decrees11 and four enforcement advisories, three of which are actually about
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jammers.12 Enforcement advisories and consent decrees do not serve as Commission precedent.
Moreover, the last advisory, which the Enforcement Bureau must have found necessary due the unclear
regulatory state, was released after the suspected behavior in this case.13 Even if one accepts the belief
that such advisories are worth something, how is that sufficient notice or fair?
The simple, which happens to correspond to the appropriate, solution to this controversy, is to
either seek Congressional clarification or conduct a broad rulemaking on the potential reach of section
333 to Part 15 devices. That way all views can be explored by the Commission and objectors would have
a remedy process via the court system.
As a side note, this item, yet again, fails to state with particularity how the Commission
calculated the upward adjustment. I continue to be unable to support upward adjustments that are meant
to penalize entities for potential violations outside of the statute of limitations period.
For the reasons stated above, I dissent.
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