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Parramatta NSW 2150

Dear Kiersten Fishburn,
RE: Proposed statewide Community Participation Plan — Randwick City Council Submission

Council welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Statewide Community
Participation Plan (the draft CPP). At Randwick City Council’s Ordinary Meeting of 30 June 2026,
Council resolved to endorse this submission and provided approval for it to be submitted to
DPHI. | note that, in its resolution (Appendix 1), Council requested minor amendments to the
submission, which have now been incorporated.

Council notes that the draft CPP will override existing Council development application/planning
notification requirements. While Council acknowledges the merit of establishing a consistent
approach to minimum exhibition and notification requirements across NSW, it does not support
the transition to a single statewide CPP in its current form.

Council raises the following concerns:

e The disproportionate concentration of engagement at the strategic planning stage, where
meaningful consultation on site-specific impacts is inherently limited. This reduces
opportunities for engagement at the development assessment stage where site-specific
impacts are more clearly understood. This approach is intended to support early
engagement; however, it assumes that strategic processes can fully anticipate site-
specific impacts, which is not practical.

e The replacement of the current 7-14 day written notification period for complying
development certificates with a 7-day pre-commencement notification requirement. This
reduces the opportunity for community awareness and informal feedback to owners and
certifiers prior to development proceeding.

e The removal of public exhibition requirements for a broad range of development types,
including dwelling houses, commercial development, residential flat buildings and shop
top housing, where proposals are compliant with applicable planning controls. This
approach limits opportunities for community input on development that may have direct
local impacts, such as view loss.

e The draft CPP seeks to reduce unnecessary consultation for low-risk development and
support faster assessments; however, the proposed framework applies this principle too
broadly and without sufficient regard to site-specific impacts.
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e The draft CPP adopts a rigid, one-size-fits-all framework that does not adequately
respond to local context or align with other elements of the planning system.

Overall, the proposed framework curtails meaningful community participation, erodes public trust,
and undermines the legitimacy, transparency and effectiveness of the planning system.
STRATEGIC PLANNING

Exhibition timeframes

The draft CPP sets out mandatory minimum (Table 5) and non-legislated minimum public
exhibition timeframes for Strategic Planning matters. Council supports the approach of minimum
exhibition timeframes.

Recommendation:

Council should have autonomy to extend exhibition periods beyond minimums
prescribed in the CPP where Council determines this is justified and reasonable.

The Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline (August 2023) (the Guideline) establishes
maximum benchmark timeframes to guide the preparation and assessment of planning proposals
and the making of local environmental plans. Table 2 (page 17) of the Guideline sets out
maximum timeframes (in working days), with Stage 5 — Public Exhibition and Assessment ranging
from 70 days for basic proposals to 115 days for complex proposals.

The establishment of maximum timeframes in the Guideline is inconsistent with the approach
outlined in the draft CPP and does not provide sufficient flexibility for councils to extend
exhibition periods where justified.

Recommendation:

Benchmark timeframes outlined in the Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline
(August 2023) should be reframed as minimum timeframes to ensure alignment with the
approach in the draft statewide CPP. The Guideline should also clearly provide for
councils to determine longer exhibition periods where justified and reasonable.

Council notes the proposed 45-day minimum exhibition timeframe for regional and district
strategic plans and supports its extension to 60 days. However, Council considers that the 60-
day timeframe should be established as the mandatory minimum to ensure effective consultation
across all stakeholder groups and enable meaningful feedback.

If the intent of the draft CPP is to provide additional time for community and stakeholder input,
this should be formalised as a legislated minimum. As outlined in the draft CPP, a longer
exhibition period supports more targeted engagement and allows sufficient time for stakeholders
and the community to consider and respond to proposals in a meaningful way.

This approach better aligns with the strategic significance of these plans and the intent of the
CPP to provide proportionate exhibition timeframes. The draft CPP does not provide a clear
justification for retaining a shorter minimum period.

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should be amended to establish a legislated minimum exhibition period
of 60 days for regional and district strategic plans.



Master plans and informing documents

Council supports the 42-day exhibition period for master plans. However, Council does not
support the intent of the draft CPP to shorten or remove public exhibition requirements for master
plans at the planning proposal stage.

Master plans are often prepared and exhibited well in advance of a planning proposal. As a result,
the community and stakeholder cohort may change over time, and the broader planning context
may also evolve. This can alter how the master plan is understood and assessed through the
engagement process. For example, recent low- and mid-rise housing reforms have influenced
planning outcomes and provided a different contextual framework for the Randwick Junction
Town Centre Planning Proposal, for which a master plan was prepared as a supporting
document.

To ensure transparency and meaningful engagement, all informing documents, including master
plans, should be exhibited alongside the relevant planning proposal, unless there are legitimate
reasons, such as commercial sensitivity, to limit disclosure.

Recommendation:

The CPP should provide flexibility for Councils to determine whether a master plan, or
equivalent supporting document, should be exhibited at planning proposal stage,
having regard to changes in context, stakeholder composition, and relevance.

Front-loading of engagement and risk in strategic planning

The draft CPP places a heightened emphasis on strategic planning processes to undertake
comprehensive community engagement on planning outcomes, while exempting compliant
development from consultation at the development assessment stage. In doing so, it effectively
shifts the burden of engagement to the front end of the planning process and reduces
opportunities for community input at the stage where site-specific impacts are more fully
understood.

This approach creates an expectation that strategic planning processes will identify and
communicate the full range of potential impacts on residents, including matters that may not
become apparent until the development application stage. This is particularly relevant for non-
numerical planning considerations, such as local character, design quality, views and amenity
outcomes, which are often refined through detailed design and assessment.

The consequence of this approach is that councils may be compelled to adopt a more
conservative and risk-averse approach to strategic planning. This may include presenting worst-
case development scenarios during community consultation or introducing more prescriptive and
restrictive development controls within planning instruments, such as Development Control Plans
(DCPs), to mitigate potential impacts that cannot be fully anticipated at the strategic stage.

Such outcomes risk undermining the intended flexibility of the planning framework and may lead
to overly cautious planning settings that do not appropriately balance development feasibility with
community expectations.



Recommendation:

The CPP should be revised to ensure a more balanced approach to community
engagement across both the strategic planning and development assessment stages.

In particular, consideration should be given to:

e Retaining appropriate opportunities for community consultation at the
development application stage, particularly where proposals, while complaint
with numerical standards, raise site-specific or non-numerical planning
considerations

¢ Recognising the limitations of strategic planning processes in identifying all
potential impacts, particularly those emerging through detailed design

e Avoiding over-reliance on strategic engagement to resolve matters more
appropriately addressed at development assessment stage.

This would support a more proportionate, transparent, and effective engagement
framework, while reducing the risk of overly conservative strategic planning outcomes.

Inconsistency between strategic planning outcomes and state led development processes

Recent NSW Government housing reforms have resulted in situations where local strategic
planning outcomes developed and consulted on through the planning proposal process are
subsequently overridden or disregarded through parallel State-led processes, including those
facilitated by the Housing Delivery Authority (HDA) and the State Significant Development (SSD)
pathway.

The draft CPP does not acknowledge these concurrent processes or provide mechanisms to
address conflicting outcomes arising from separate planning and engagement processes
operating simultaneously.

For example, Randwick Council has recently undertaken extensive community consultation in
relation to the Randwick Junction Town Centre Planning Proposal. This process, endorsed by the
Minister through a Gateway Determination, established a clear framework for engaging with the
community on the strategic vision and built form outcomes for the precinct.

However, during this same period, the NSW Government, through the HDA, has been progressing
expressions of interest from developers for sites within the same planning proposal area that
propose development outcomes inconsistent with those being consulted on through the planning
proposal.

This parallel approach creates a significant disconnect between State-led initiatives and Council-
led strategic planning processes, particularly given that planning proposal outcomes are formally
endorsed by the Minister for Planning and Public Spaces. It risks creating confusion and
undermining community trust, especially when stakeholders are asked to engage on one set of
outcomes while alternative outcomes are concurrently advanced through separate processes.
This is particularly concerning given the draft CPP’s clear intent to front-load community and
stakeholder engagement within the strategic planning framework.

Accordingly, the effectiveness and credibility of community engagement are diminished, as
stakeholders cannot be confident that the outcomes they are consulted on will ultimately inform
decision-making.

Ultimately, this outcome is inconsistent with the justification provided by DPHI that early
engagement builds community confidence in the planning system, enhances transparency in



decision-making, and ensures that potential concerns and priorities are addressed proactively
rather than reactively.

Council’s recent experience in undertaking community engagement, while concurrently managing
alternative outcomes progressed through separate State-led planning processes, demonstrates a
clear divergence from these objectives. Rather than strengthening meaningful upfront
consultation, this approach risks eroding the effectiveness of the engagement process and
undermining trust among councils and the communities.

Recommendation:

The CPP should establish clear requirements to ensure alignment between strategic
planning processes and State-led development pathways, including the Housing
Delivery Authority and SSD processes, to prevent conflicting or inconsistent outcomes
and maintain the integrity and credibility of community engagement.

Any such alignment must not undermine, or override community and stakeholder
feedback generated through strategic planning processes, nor diminish the weight
given to that engagement where alternative outcomes are pursued concurrently
through the Housing Delivery Authority or SSD pathways.

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
Proportionality and Blanket Exemptions

The draft CPP adopts a principle that community engagement should be proportionate to the
scale and impact of development. Council supports this principle and acknowledges the benefit
of exempting genuinely low-risk and low-impact development from public exhibition.

However, the proposed blanket exemption framework, particularly as set out in Table 6,
represents a significant departure from Council’s existing impact-based and discretionary
notification framework and fails to adequately account for the diversity of site conditions across
NSW. Development that may be considered “low scale” or compliant with planning controls can
still result in significant adverse impacts depending on site-specific factors such as lot size,
topography, proximity to adjoining properties or sensitive locations (e.g. waterfront sites).

Further, certain development types proposed for exemption, such as residential flat buildings and
shop top housing, cannot reasonably be characterised as low-impact development, even where
they meet numerical planning controls.

Accordingly, the proposed framework risks under-notification of development with genuine local
impacts and reduces Council’s ability to respond to site-specific circumstances.

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should ensure that exemptions from public exhibition are genuinely
limited to low-impact development and incorporate discretion for councils to require
notification where site-specific impacts are likely, regardless of compliance with
planning controls.

Appropriate Scope of Exempt Development

Council supports the exemption of genuinely minor development from public exhibition, including:
e internal alterations (non-heritage)
e strata and stratum subdivision



e s4.55(1) and (1A) modifications

However, Council considers that beyond these categories, notification should not be
automatically removed and that councils must retain discretion to require notification where
adverse impacts are likely.

A discretionary, impact-based approach is critical to ensuring that community participation is
proportionate while still responsive to local conditions.

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should distinguish between:

e development that is appropriate for full exemption; and

e development that may be exempt in principle but subject to council discretion
where site-specific impacts warrant notification.

Inconsistency with Other Planning Frameworks

The draft CPP introduces inconsistency with existing planning and governance frameworks,
particularly in relation to Local Planning Panels (LPPs).

Development types such as residential flat buildings and shop-top housing are recognised under
the Local Planning Panel Direction as sensitive or potentially contentious development, often
requiring LPP determination (e.g. where 10 or more objections are received). However, the draft
CPP proposes to exempt these same development types from public exhibition where compliant
with planning controls.

This creates a disconnect whereby development is:
e categorised as “low impact” for the purpose of consultation; but
e considered sensitive or high-risk in the determination framework.
Further, exempting these developments from exhibition may prevent submissions from being

formally recognised under the EP&A Act, potentially limiting referral triggers to the LPP despite
strong community concern.

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should ensure consistency with existing legislative and policy
frameworks, including the Local Planning Panel Direction, by retaining public exhibition
requirements for development types identified as sensitive or potentially contentious.

Interpretation of “Compliance” with Planning Controls

The draft CPP relies on whether a development “meets the relevant planning controls” as a basis
for exemption from notification and exhibition. However, this concept is unclear and open to
interpretation.

Compliance cannot be determined solely by numerical standards. Many planning controls,
particularly within DCPs, are qualitative or merit-based, including design quality, amenity, view
sharing, and contextual fit. Additionally:

e maximum standards (e.g. height and FSR) are not entitlements
o differing interpretations of controls are common

e Land and Environment Court decisions demonstrate variability in how standards are
applied



There is also ambiguity as to whether compliance is assessed:
e by the applicant at lodgement; or
e by Council during assessment

This creates a risk that applications may initially be treated as exempt, but later require

notification if non-compliance is identified —resulting in delays and increased administrative
burden.

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should clearly define what constitutes “compliance” with planning
controls and ensure that any exemptions from public exhibition are based on a robust
and consistent assessment by the consent authority, incorporating both numerical and
merit-based considerations.

Implications for Assessment Timeframes and Resourcing

While the draft CPP seeks to streamline assessment processes, it may inadvertently increase
administrative complexity and extend assessment timeframes.

The proposed approach requires councils to undertake a detailed preliminary review at
lodgement to determine whether notification is required. This introduces:

e additional front-end assessment requirements

e increased resourcing demands

e risk of re-notification during assessment if issues arise
If an application is initially treated as exempt but later requires notification, this will:

e delay determination

e create uncertainty for applicants

e undermine the stated objective of faster assessments

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should minimise upfront administrative complexity and avoid processes
that may trigger re-notification during assessment, ensuring that reforms genuinely
support efficient and timely determination of applications.

Risk of Legal Challenge and Litigation
Public exhibition plays a critical role in identifying site-specific impacts that may not be readily
apparent through technical assessment alone, particularly in relation to:
e view loss
e privacy impacts
e solar access
e local amenity
In the absence of notification:
e councils may not be aware of these impacts
o affected landowners may have limited opportunity to raise concerns
e decisions may be vulnerable to Class 4 proceedings challenging validity

Additionally, failure to correctly apply notification requirements may expose councils to legal risk.



Recommendation:

The draft CPP should retain mechanisms that enable councils to identify and consider
site-specific amenity impacts through community input, reducing the risk of legal
challenge and ensuring robust decision-making.

Notification Methodology

The draft CPP lacks clarity regarding the methods of notification (e.g. written notice, site signage,
online exhibition). This creates uncertainty for both councils and the community and may affect
the effectiveness of engagement.
A clear and consistent framework is required to ensure:

e transparency

e accessibility

e appropriateness of engagement methods relative to development type

Recommendation:

The draft CPP should clearly define acceptable methods of notification and public
exhibition, ensuring consistency across NSW while allowing flexibility to respond to
local circumstances.

Notification Extent and Identification of Affected Properties

The draft CPP does not provide guidance on the spatial extent of notification including how
affected properties are to be identified (i.e. by applying a defined notification radius).

Under Council’s current Community Engagement Strategy, notification for development
applications is undertaken using a clearly defined and consistent methodology including written
notice to affected landowners and occupants within a specified radius of the site (typically 40
metres), with flexibility to expand or reduce this area based on the nature and likely impacts of the
proposal.

This approach ensures that notification is both predictable and responsive to site-specific
circumstances and provides clarity to applicants, the community and decision-makers regarding
who will be notified and why.

In contrast, the absence of an equivalent framework in the draft CPP introduces uncertainty
regarding:

e how affected parties are to be identified.

e the spatial extent of notification.

e the consistency of notification practices across councils.
While the draft CPP seeks to standardise community participation requirements across NSW, the

lack of direction on notification extent risks inconsistent application between jurisdictions,
undermining the objective of a clear and transparent statewide framework.

It may also result in:
e notification that is either insufficient (excluding affected properties); or
e overly broad, creating unnecessary administrative burden.

Both outcomes have implications for procedural fairness, community confidence and the
efficiency of the development assessment process.



The Draft CPP is also unclear on renotification requirements as well as the role of the CPP with
respect to development applications in the NSW Land and Environment Court, including the area
of notification.

Recommendation:

A consistent and clearly articulated approach to defining the extent of notification
including guidance on the identification of affected landowners and occupants is,
therefore, critical to ensuring that community participation is:

e proportionate to likely impacts.
e equitable and transparent.
e capable of consistent implementation across NSW.

COMPLYING DEVELOPMENT

The intent of the draft CPP to replace the 7-14 day written notice requirements before a
complying certificate is determined with a 7-day pre-commencement of work notification for new
buildings, additions and demolition is generally not supported by Council in its current format.

While Council acknowledges reduced notification requirements may be appropriate for minor
development, it does not support their application to all complying development given the
increasing scale and complexity of development permitted under this pathway.

Although the current framework provides limited opportunity for residents to formally object or
influence design outcomes, it plays an important role in notifying neighbouring properties of
impending works and allowing them to understand what is being built, the scale, the location and
timing, and plan for construction impacts.

Furthermore, removal of the notification of a CDC at determination stage may jeopardise legal
reviews of invalid CDCs, which must be commenced within 3 months of the date of issue. It is not
uncommon that community members will identify that mandatory conditions and standards under
the Codes SEPP have not been complied with when notified of the CDC. The notification provides
an informal check by neighbours on certifiers assessments. It also encourages accountability for
applicants to comply with standards and reduces inappropriate developments slipping through
unchecked.

The replacement of the notification at pre-commencement stage may be out with the 3-month
timeframe, removing Council’s ability to challenge the CDC. A 7-day pre-commencement
notification period is not considered proportionate for development with more significant impacts.

Recommendation:

Notification requirements should be proportionate to the scale and impact of
development, with extended notification timeframes retained for larger/higher-impact
complying development.

CONCLUSION

In summary, Randwick City Council supports efforts to streamline and standardise community
engagement and consultation across NSW. However, these reforms should not result in reduced
community participation, as this risks undermining public trust in the planning system and may
not deliver the intended improvements to assessment timeframes.



Randwick Council has a proven track record of achieving development assessment timeframes
well within NSW Government targets, while maintaining robust exhibition and consultation
processes.

On this basis, Council does not support the draft Statewide Community Participation Plan in its
current form and recommends that the NSW Government consider the critical issues raised in this
submission to ensure that efficiency gains are not achieved at the expense of faster assessments,
community participation and trust in the planning process.

Yours faithfully,

g Bt

Meryl Bishop
Director City Planning
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Appendix 1 — Council Resolution relating to Draft Statewide Community Participation Plan from
Randwick Council’s Ordinary Meeting of 30t June 2026

CP21/26

Director City Planning Report - Draft Statewide Community Participation Plan - Randwick
City Council Submission (F2026/00269)

RESOLUTION: (Veitch/Gordon) that Council:

a) note this report on the draft Statewide Community Participation Plan prepared by the
Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure;

b) endorse the draft submission at Attachment 3 prepared in response to the draft Statewide
Community Participation Plan for final submission to the Department of Planning, Housing
and Infrastructure; and

c) delete the following from its submission as exempt development:

e  boundary adjustments and minor tree removal (non-heritage).

MOTION: (Veitch/Gordon) CARRIED - SEE RESOLUTION.

1



English

If you need help to understand this letter, please
come to Council’s Customer Service Centre and
ask for assistance in your language or you can
contact the Telephone Interpreter Service (TIS)
on 131 450 and ask them to contact Council on
1300 722 542.

Greek

Av yperdleote Bonybewn yio va xatahdfete
AOTI] TV EMOTOAY), TUPUKAAEISTE Va EpOETE
ato Kévrpo E€ummpémong Hehatdv mg
Anpapyiog (Council Customer Service Centre)
kat va (ntioete Pofifeia 6t yAOOGW oug 1)
mrepoviote oy Tnkepoviki Ympeoio
Awpunvéov (Telephone Interpreter Service
— TIS) mi. 131 450 ko va nmioete va
ETKOWVMOVIGOUY pE T Anpapyic Thh.

1300 722 542.

Italian

Se avete bisogno di aiuto per capire il contenuto
di questa lettera, recatevi presso il Customer
Service Centre del Municipio dove potrete
chiedere di essere assistiti nella vostra lingua;
oppure mettetevi in contatto con il Servizio
Telefonico Interpreti (TIS) al 131 450 e chiedete
loro di mettersi in contatto col Municipio al
1300 722 542.

Croatian

Ako vam je potrebna pomo¢ da biste razumjeli
ovo pismo, molimo dodite u Opéinski usluzni
centar za klijente (Council’s Customer Service
Centre) i zatrazite pomo¢ na svom jeziku, ili
mozete nazvati Telefonsku sluzbu tumaca (TIS)
na 131 450 i zamoliti njih da nazovu Opéinu na
1300 722 542.

Spanish

A la persona que necesite ayuda para entender
esta carta se le ruega venir al Centro de
Servicios para Clientes [Customer Service
Centre] de la Municipalidad y pedir asistencia
en su propio idioma, o bien ponerse en contacto
con el Servicio Telefonico de Intérpretes
[*TIS”], nimero 131 450, para pedir que

le comuniquen con la Municipalidad, cuyo
teléfono es 1300 722 542.

Vietnamese

Néu qui vi khong hiéu 14 tho ndy va cén sy
gitip d&, m&i qui vi dén Trung Tam Dich Vu
Hudng Din Khach Hang cua Hoi Dong Thanh
Phé (Council’s Customer Service Centre) dé co
ngudi ndi ngdn ngir ctia qui vi gitp hay qui vi
¢6 thé lién lac Dich Vu Théng Dich qua Pién
Thoai (TIS) & s6 131 450 va yéu cau ho lién
lac véi Hoi Pong Thanh Phé (Council) & s6
1300 722 542.

Polish

Jesli potrzebujesz pomocy w zrozumieniu
tresci tego pisma, przyjdz do punktu obstugi
klientéw (Customer Service Centre) przy
Radzie Miejskiej 1 popros o pomoc w jezyku
polskim, albo zadzwon do Telefonicznego
Biura Thumaczy (Telephone Interpreter
Service — TIS) pod numer 131 450 1 popros o
skontaktowanie si¢ z Radg Miejska (Council)
pod numerem 1300 722 542.

Indonesian

Jika Anda memerlukan bantuan untuk
memahami surat ini, silakan datang ke Pusat
Pelayanan Pelanggan (Customer Service Centre)
Pemerintah Kotamadya (Council) dan mintalah
untuk bantuan dalam bahasa Anda, atau Anda
dapat menghubungi Jasa Juru Bahasa Telepon
(Telephone Interpreter Service - TIS) pada
nomor 131 450 dan meminta supaya mereka
menghubungi Pemerintah Kotamadya pada
nomor 1300 722 542.

Turkish

Bu mektubu anlamak i¢in yardima ihtiyaciniz
varsa, liitfen Belediye'nin Miister: Hizmetleri
Merkezi'ne gelip kendi dilinizde yardim
isteyiniz veya 131 450°den Telefonla
Terciime Servisi’ni (TIS) arayarak onlardan
1300 722 542 numaradan Belediye ile
iligkiye gegmelerini isteyiniz.

Hungarian

Amennyiben a levél tartalmat nem érti és
segitségre van sziiksége, kérjiik latogassa meg
a Tanacshaz Ugyfél Szolgélatat (Customer
Service Centre), ahol magyar nyelven kaphat
felvilagositast, vagy hivja a Telefon Tolmacs
Szolgalatot (TIS) a 131 450 telefonszamon

Czech

Jestlize potiebujete pomoc pii porozuméni
tohoto dopisu, navstivte prosim nase Stiedisko
sluzeb pro verejnost (Council’s Customer
Service Centre) a pozadejte o poskytnuti
pomoci ve vasi feci anebo zavolejte Telefonni
tlumocénickou sluzbu (TIS) na tel. ¢isle 131 450

Arabic
gyl N o3 agdl a2 lush s i 13)
callal s ol ede dasi S 50 ) 5 pumal
Fea i) dandy Juai¥l oli€ad o caliad 8 saglndll
peie bl 5131 450 8, s e (TIS) Al

és kérje, hogy kapesoljak a Tanécshdzat a a pozadejte je. aby oni zavolali Méstsky trad 1300 722 542 ) e pdaals Juat¥l
1300 722 542 telefonszamon. Randwick na tel. ¢isle 1300 722 542.
Chinese Russian Serbian

MREMRBEAEBRT BEHENARR
BETHEBERREFOERBZRT
[ & R BEEEERT (T1S) Bk SIBR
131 450, sRAPIEBIIRIT BEERTHEE »
SREER 1300 722 5420

Ecmm Bam tpebyetces moMoIs, 9To0k
pazobparbes B HTOM IIHCbMe, TO, HoKanyicra,
obparuTecs B Mynnuunanbulii [entp
O6cnyxupanud KiMeHTOR 0 NONpoCcHTe OKasaTh
Bawm nomouns va Bamewm s3bike nim ke Bo
MoykeTe 103BoHHTE B Tenedontyio CiayxOy
ITepesomunxos (TIS) no nomepy 131 450 u
HOIPOCHTD HX CBA3AThCA ¢ MyHHIMIATHTETOM
1o HoMepy 1300 722 542.

Axo Bam Tpeba nmomol) aa pasymerte 0BO nmemo,
MoImMo Bac Ja jgoljere 10 Ilentpa 3a yenyre
Mymrtepujama tipu Ommruam (Customer Service
Centre) v 3aMOJIMTE X JIa BaM IIOMOTHY Ha
BAlIeM je3uKy, win MokeTe Ha3Bat TenedoHeky
npesowiaiky ciyxOy (TIS) na 131 450 n
3aMOJIUTE WX /1a Bac TMoBeKy ca OMIITMHOM Ha
1300 722 542.




