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Section 1 — Purpose of This Brief 
This executive brief is intended for institutional leaders, risk owners, and prime contractors 
responsible for decisions involving publicly facing wireless and connected systems, 
particularly where children or other vulnerable populations are present. 

Recent federal developments have raised material questions about whether long-standing 
reliance on FCC wireless-exposure guidelines alone is sufficient to demonstrate reasonable 
duty of care when decisions are later reviewed, challenged, or scrutinized. 

This brief does not argue that wireless systems are unlawful, unsafe, or prohibited. 
It does not recommend specific technologies or outcomes. 

Instead, it addresses a narrower and more consequential issue: 

How high-impact decisions may now be evaluated after the fact — and whether institutions 
can clearly document that those decisions were reasonable, informed, and made in good 
faith based on what was known at the time. 

 

Section 2 — Executive Review (Read This First) 

What many institutions assumed 

• FCC compliance demonstrated adequate duty of care 
• Technical performance equaled decision defensibility 
• Procurement records and distributed documentation were sufficient 



 

What is now being questioned 

• Whether FCC compliance alone protects decisions involving children 
• Whether decision rationale can be reconstructed later 
• Whether risk tradeoffs were explicitly considered under uncertainty 

Why this matters 

• Scrutiny often arrives after deployment 
• Personnel change and context disappears 
• Institutions are judged on reasonableness at the time, not outcomes 

If a decision were publicly challenged today, could your organization clearly explain why it was 
reasonable based on what was known then? 

 

Section 3 — What Changed in the Federal and Institutional 
Landscape 
A recent federal ruling questioned whether existing FCC wireless-exposure guidelines 
adequately protect children and other vulnerable populations. 

The ruling did not invalidate wireless systems or prohibit their deployment. 
It did not replace FCC authority with new exposure limits. 

What it did was more subtle — and more impactful: 

It challenged whether compliance alone is sufficient to demonstrate duty of care when 
decisions are evaluated later under heightened scrutiny. 

This has introduced a shift in how decisions are reviewed: 

• From “Was it compliant?” 
• To “Was the decision reasonable, given uncertainty?” 

For schools, public institutions, and publicly accessible environments, this distinction matters. 

 

 



Section 4 — Compliance, Safety, and the Limits of Technical 
Standards 
FCC wireless-exposure limits were established in 1996, based primarily on preventing acute 
thermal effects. 

Over time: 

• Scientific understanding has evolved 
• Public awareness has increased 
• Institutions have been asked to justify decisions beyond minimum thresholds 

Federal agencies, including the EPA, have historically acknowledged scientific 
uncertainty around long-term, non-thermal exposure — particularly for children. 

This does not mean current systems are unsafe. 
It means that reasonable decision-making under uncertainty now matters more than reliance 
on a single technical standard. 

 

Section 5 — The Governance Gap (Where Exposure Lives) 
Most institutions manage: 

• Compliance 
• Legal liability 
• Technical performance 

Few manage decision defensibility as its own discipline. 

As a result: 

• Decision rationale is often implicit, not documented 
• Risk tradeoffs are assumed, not articulated 
• Context exists in people’s heads, not in records 

When scrutiny surfaces — through a board inquiry, audit, parent concern, protest, or media 
attention — institutions are not accused of wrongdoing. 

They are asked to explain their decisions. 

Organizations that struggle are rarely careless. 
They simply lack a clear, consolidated record of why a decision was reasonable at the time it 
was made. 



 

Section 6 — Who Is Most Affected 
This issue is surfacing first in environments where: 

• Children or vulnerable populations are present 
• Wireless or connected systems are publicly accessible 
• Decisions are visible, political, or revisited over time 

Including: 

• K-12 schools and education vendors 
• Cities, counties, and public agencies 
• Transportation and smart-mobility systems 
• Energy, resilience, and public-facility infrastructure 
• Systems integrators and prime contractors 

If your organization operates in these environments, this is no longer theoretical. 

 

Section 7 — Why Prime Contractors Are Exposed Too 
Prime contractors and systems integrators increasingly recognize that: 

• Technical excellence does not insulate decisions 
• Compliance does not control narrative risk 
• Delivery teams are pulled into governance questions they do not own 

When decisions are challenged, scrutiny extends beyond the institution to those who: 

• Designed 
• Integrated 
• Recommended 
• Deployed 

As scrutiny rises, primes are exposed alongside their public-sector clients. 

This is why governance-grade decision documentation is becoming a strategic differentiator. 

 

 



Section 8 — What Wireless Radiation Specialists Does 
Wireless Radiation Specialists provides independent governance review for high-impact 
wireless and connected-system decisions. 

We do not design systems. 
We do not select vendors. 
We do not advocate outcomes. 

Our role is singular: 

To document whether a decision process would be considered reasonable, defensible, and 
duty-of-care aligned if challenged later under changed conditions. 

Our work is designed to withstand: 

• Board and executive review 
• Audit and regulatory scrutiny 
• Public and parental challenge 
• Legal discovery 

 

Section 9 — What This Is Not 
This work is not: 

• Legal advice 
• Compliance certification 
• RF measurement or engineering 
• Product or vendor evaluation 
• Policy advocacy 

We operate outside implementation and procurement so our assessments remain independent 
and credible. 

 

Section 10 — Closing Perspective 
Institutions are not judged on perfection. 

They are judged on whether decisions were: 

• Reasonable 



• Informed 
• Thoughtful 
• Defensible 
• Made in good faith under uncertainty 

If your organization is relying on FCC compliance alone to demonstrate duty of care for 
publicly facing wireless or connected-system decisions, this brief explains why that assumption 
may no longer hold. 
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