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REPORT OF THE 
 CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST 
 
DATE:  
 
TO: Honorable Members of the Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations 

Committee 
              

FROM: Sharon M. Tso  Council File No.: 21-0002-S103 
  Chief Legislative Analyst    Assignment No.:  21-04-0327 
 
SUBJECT: SB 556 (Dodd) Streetlight poles, traffic signal poles: small wireless facilities 

attachments 
    
CLA RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt Resolution (Blumenfield – Raman) to include in the City’s 
2021-2022 State Legislative Program OPPOSITION to SB 556 (Dodd), which would require local 
governments to provide telecommunication providers with space on street light or traffic signal 
poles. 
 
SUMMARY 
SB 556 (Dodd), the California Connectivity Act, currently pending in the State Senate, would 
require local governments to provide telecommunication providers with space for the placement 
of small wireless facilities on City street light and traffic poles. The bill, as amended on April 27, 
2021, would also set timelines, by which local governments must respond to requests to install 
small wireless facilities on street light and traffic signal poles and establishes limits on the fees 
that may be charged for these attachments. 
 
According to Resolution (Blumenfield - Raman), introduced on April 14, 2021, “SB 556 would 
significantly undermine local governments’ ability to regulate and manage the public right-of-
way,” and “does nothing to target expanding broadband connection to underserved communities.” 
The Resolution states that the City has opposed previous legislation and administrative actions that 
sought to limit or remove local authority, specifically in matters relating to the City’s ability to 
manage its own public infrastructure.  
 
The Bureau of Street Lighting (BSL) and the Department of Transportation (LADOT) have also 
submitted a bill response report to this Office recommending that SB 556 be opposed unless 
significantly amended. 
 
The Resolution seeks an official position of the City to oppose SB 556, which would require local 
governments to provide space and capacity on street light and traffic signal poles to 
communications service providers. 
 
BACKGROUND 
SB 556, as amended on April 27, 2021, would prohibit local governments or local publicly-owned 
electric utilities from unreasonably denying the lease or license of street light or traffic signal poles 
for the co-location of small wireless facilities. As amended, the bill does allow for local 
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governments to make access to street light and traffic signal poles “subject to other reasonable 
terms and conditions,” though these conditions are not specified.  
 
The amended version of the bill also allows for the denial of an application to install small wireless 
facilities on poles  “because of insufficient capacity or safety, reliability, or engineering concerns,” 
if the applicant is unable or unwilling to replace the pole or the replacement of the pole would fail 
to address the capacity, engineering, or safety concerns. Under SB 556, local governments would 
be required to provide reasons for any denial of an application for street light or traffic signal pole 
use and be required to identify remedies for the denial. 
 
While the current amended version of this bill does include some considerations for local standards 
in regulating the installation of small wireless facilities, the current provisions are ambiguous and 
the City has and should continue to oppose legislation that would limit or restrict the City’s ability 
to manage its own public right-of-way and infrastructure.  
 
The bill as currently written will also limit the fees that local governments may charge 
communications service providers for use of traffic signal and street light poles. Under the bill, 
local governments may charge one-time fees to reimburse the costs of rearranging existing 
attachments on a pole and a one-time fee to reimburse the cost to process the application. A local 
government may set annual rental rates for attachments based on the percentage of space taken on 
the pole and the cost of ownership of the pole. SB 556 assumes that a reasonable rate is equal to 
or less than an annual fee of $270 per small wireless attachment. 
 
SB 556 would also establish timelines by which local governments must respond to applications 
for the attachment of small wireless facilities on street light or traffic signal poles. Local 
governments must respond to applications within 45 days or within 60 if the request is for over 
300 poles. Within 14 days of accepting an application, the local government must provide a cost 
estimate for the location of the small wireless facility. If a cost estimate is accepted, the local 
government must then notify any third-parties with existing pole attachments if work must be 
performed for the new attachment within 60 days. Within 60 days of the notice (or 105 days if the 
application is for 300 poles) all work must be done to prepare the pole for the new attachment(s). 
 
In a bill response report submitted to this Office on April 12, 2021, BSL and LADOT stated that 
the bill as-written at the time of the report, “interferes with FCC regulations enabling local 
government review, induces costs to the local jurisdictions that should be borne by the private 
companies expanding their networks, and jeopardizes public safety by superseding local control 
and conflicting with other state regulators of the public right-of-way.” 
 
LADOT has stated that the City’s traffic signal poles are fundamentally not utility poles and should 
not be required to accommodate telecommunications equipment as this bill would require. Per the 
BSL/LADOT bill response, the installation of telecommunication equipment on traffic signal poles 
would create an electrical risk for sensitive traffic safety equipment and the City’s traffic signal 
poles were not designed to function with additional equipment co-located on them. 
 
The BSL/LADOT bill response also states that traffic and life safety costs for co-locating this 
equipment on signal or utility poles have not been determined and would require extensive 
research, while this bill has the potential to reduce the co-location fees that BSL currently collects 
from service providers locating broadband infrastructure on City street lights. Per the bill response, 
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a fee of $270/pole per year would be significantly below the City’s cost recovery rate. While fees 
set in existing agreements with telecommunications providers would be allowed to continue, their 
fees are expected to revert to SB 556 standards after expiration of the agreements. 
 
Lastly, the BSL/LADOT bill response contends, and this Office agrees, that SB 556 is unnecessary 
as the City has already enacted a program for the accelerated co-location of telecom attachments 
to streetlights. Through the existing co-location program, the City has increased attachments of 
4G and 5G technologies to streetlights by 2,600 percent in two years. SB 556 would attempt to 
continue this acceleration of broadband deployment by interfering with local review and cost 
recovery. 
 
BILL STATUS 

02/18/21 Introduced. Read first time. To Com. on Rules (RLS.) for assignment. 
02/22/21 Joint Rule 55 suspended. 
03/03/21 Referred to Com. on Energy, Utilities & Communications (E., U., & C.) 
03/16/21 From committee with author’s amendments. Read second time and 

amended. Re-referred to Com. on E., U., & C. 
04/12/21 From committee with author’s amendments. Read second time and 

amended. Re-referred to Com. on E., U., & C. 
04/20/21 Passed Com. on E., U., & C. (11-1). Re-referred to Com. on RLS. 
04/21/21 Re-referred to Com. on Governance & Finance (GOV. & F.) 
04/22/21 Passed Com. on GOV. & F. as amended (4-1). Re-referred to Com. on 

Appropriations (APPR). 
04/27/21 Read second time and amended. Re-referred to Com. on APPR. 

 
 
 

 
              __________________________ 
              Matthew Shade 

       Analyst 
 
 
Attachments:   1. Resolution 
 






