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Introduction 

 

The Collector Wind Farm development was approved by the NSW Planning and 
Assessment Commission in July 2016. It will consist of 55 wind turbines with generating 
capacity of over 200MW. 

 

As part of the project approval, RATCH-Australia (RATCH) is committed to contribute to an 
annual Community Enhancement Fund. During the pre-construction activities, RATCH has 
been working to finalise the details of this.  

 

The project’s Community Consultative Committee gave feedback to RATCH that the 
Collector community would prefer that the Community Enhancement Fund is managed by 
the community rather than by the Upper Lachlan Shire Council. Accordingly, RATCH 
negotiated with all stakeholders to agree a split fund structure that will share the annual 
funding of $200,000 between a Council-managed section 355 (s355) Committee (Council 
Fund) and a community-managed trust fund. From the total monetary contribution, the 
community-managed trust (Collector Fund) would receive: 

 $80,000 in the first year;  and  

 $60,000 in each subsequent year throughout the (approximate 25 year) life of the CWF 
project. 

 

RATCH has been consulting with the Collector community to discuss whether the split fund 
concept is supported and to seek feedback on how to structure and manage the Collector 
Fund and how the money should be used. 

 

On 22 November 2018, RATCH held a third community meeting on the subject at the 
Collector Community Hall. (The previous two workshops were held on the 17 May 2018 and 
30 August, 2018). Nine community members attended the meeting and contributed to a 
constructive discussion. The purpose of this third meeting was the determine the key terms 
of reference for the Collector Fund. This document is a record of the discussion. 

 

Attendees 

 

Community members 

 Terry Lovelock 

 Christine Lovelock 

 Michael Duck 

 Tony Hyams 

 James McKay 

 Sally Pietsch 

 Graham Pietsch 

 Gary Poile 

 Felicity Poile 

 

 

RATCH – Australia 

 Neil Weston - (Meeting chair/facilitator) 

 Anthony Yeates  

 Virginia Barrios  
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Meeting Agenda 

 

1. Meeting commencement – summary of project status and previous meetings  
   

2. Discussion questions 
 

a. Review of the split fund concept and explanation of the trust fund set up and 
supporting documents (Trust Deed and Terms of Reference).  
   

b. Review of the planned set up of the trust fund as a discretionary trust  
 

c. Review of the principle that beneficiaries will come exclusively from inside the 
10km zone of the CWF project.  
 

d. Review of the proposal that the funds can but do not need to be fully 
dispersed every year, and funds can be accrued. 
 

e. Review of the proposed annual timeline for the funding process 
 

f. Review of the proposed Advisory Committee structure 
 

g. Discussion about possible recruitment and selection process for Advisory 
Committee members 
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Record of meeting 
 

1. Meeting commencement  

 Summary of project status 

 Recap on previous meeting of 20 August 2018. 

 

Discussion points: 

 

 Neil Weston opened by explaining that the intention of this meeting was to; 
o review the questions raised about the proposed trust fund at the previous meeting (on 

the 20 August 2018),  
o to update the group on any new information and/or  
o progress on those points and to discuss matters further with the group to enable 

RATCH to progress matters to a conclusion.  
 

 Neil explained that after this meeting, RATCH would progress to drafting the Trust Deed 
which provides the legal structure for the Collector Fund.  
 

 Anthony Yeates provided brief update on status of the Collector Wind Farm project. 
o An Engineering Procurement & Construction Contract has been signed with the 

contractor is Vestas, a Danish internationally renowned industry leader in wind energy.  
o A Warranty, Operations & Maintenance Contract has also been signed with Vestas. 
o Various actions are being taken by RATCH in relation to the development approval 

process.  
 

 There was a general discussion regarding site access via Lerida Road South vs the 
transport route to the site and how transport of wind turbine blades would be carried out; 
noting that no equipment transport or construction traffic would come through the village. 
 

 Neil provided an update on questions placed by RATCH to the NSW Department of 
Planning as to structure of the funds and membership of the advisory committee. 
o Feedback was requested from the Department in September 2018 and a response 

was only received around 21 November 2018 
o Essentially, the Department explained that it does not have a view, if the proposal is 

accepted by the community and Council 
 

 Neil provided an update as to status of Community Enhancement Fund (CEF) agreement 
with Council, i.e. 
o CEF presented to full Council meeting in Oct 2018 
o CEF was placed on public exhibition for 28 days after that meeting 
o CEF to be placed before full Council for endorsement on 20 December 2018 

 

 Neil noted that RATCH would be holding general project information sessions through the 
coming week in the Collector Village Hall on 23/24 November 2018 and at the Collector 
Markets on Sunday 25 November 2018. 

 

 

 

 

Actions from discussion: 
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 As a result of community feedback from this meeting, RATCH will proceed with a 
first draft of the Trust Deed to enable progress of development approval 
requirements.  

 RATCH to progress and monitor status of the Council Community Enhancement 
Fund 

 

2(a) Review of the split fund concept and explanation of the trust fund set up and 
supporting documents (Trust Deed and Terms of Reference). 

  

 

Review:  

 

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed (i.e. General agreement to 
proceed with the split fund concept) and RATCH gave an update on the outcome/status of 
actions from workshop #2. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop#3 

RATCH to confirm whether a Council 
representative is required to be present on 
the trust fund committee (in regards to 
compliance with the project conditions of 
consent) 

 

 Informal feedback from the Department 
of Planning indicates no requirement 

 It is not anticipated that a Council 
representative will be required to validate 
the Collector Fund committee 

 

RATCH to confirm whether the split fund 
concept is acceptable to the Department of 
Planning NSW. 

 The Department responded on 
November 2018. The Department does 
not have a view, i.e. if it is acceptable to 
the Council and community, the 
Department will not object to the split 
fund structure.  
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 RATCH will need to submit final fund 
documents (for the Council CEF & 
Collector Fund) to the Department to 
demonstrate compliance with the 
relevant project condition of consent.  

 

Comments included: 

 

 A discussion on the comment made at workshop #2 that ex-Councillors should be 
precluded from being appointed to the advisory committee as “they have served their 
time”. Meeting participants felt this was not necessary and ex-Councillors could be 
considered for the role alongside other community members. 
 

 A desire to review the Terms of Reference attached to the meeting invitation (which was 
to be undertaken during course of this meeting).  

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 

 Continued agreement to proceed with the split fund concept without Council involvement 
on the advisory committee. 

 

Actions from the discussion: 

 

 RATCH to submit written proposal for Collector Fund to Department of Planning 
 
o The proposal will not require Council representatives on the advisory 

committee. 
o It will be in the form of a draft Trust Deed shaped by the outcome of this meeting 

(workshop #3) and the resulting terms of reference. 
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2(b) Review of the planned set up of the trust fund as a discretionary trust 

 

Review:  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed (i.e. General agreement to set 
up the community managed trust fund as a Discretionary Trust to enable flexibility in use of 
the funds.) and RATCH gave an update on the outcome/status of actions from workshop #2. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3: 

RATCH to note that the community would 
like flexibility in the Trust deed for the 
appointment of a new Trustee, or potential 
changes in the Trust structure, such as at 
the end of the life of the wind farm. 

 

 RATCH confirmed that this would be 
accommodated for in the resulting Trust 
Deed and referred to draft terms of 
reference Item 11 sub clause 5 at page 
4. 

 In the event that the project is sold to a 
different operator, it would likely be a 
sale of shares in the entity so the 
Trustee would be the same entity. In the 
event that RATCH/resulting project 
operator do not want to be the Trustee, it 
has the power to appoint a new Trustee, 
such as the Collector Community 
Association, other legal entity or a 
natural person.  

 

RATCH to advise on other aspects of what 
happens to the funds and trust when the 
wind farm is discontinued. 

 

 Similar to the points discussed regarding 
the role of Trustee, in the event that the 
Trust is to be wound up, any residual 
funds which have not been awarded to 
funding recipients may be donated to a 
similar non-profit or charity with similar 
objects of the Trust/ social cause.  

 

RATCH to check whether the terms of the 
Council fund would allow for their funds to 
contribute to the community-managed fund. 

 

 Yes, the Collector Fund can apply for 
funds from the Council-managed portion 
of the Community Enhancement Fund in 
the same way as any other application to 
Council’s Community Enhancement 
Fund. 

 RATCH referred to the proposed 
calendar “2” which is staggered after 
Council’s funding calendar to enable 
confirmation of which applications were 
successful in obtaining funding from the 
Council fund to avoid awarding funding 
to those applicants as well from the 
Collector Fund (double funding is not 
intended). 
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Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3: 

 RATCH referred to Item 1 sub clause 2, 
Item 8 sub clause 4 and calendar option 
2 in the draft terms of reference. 

 

 

Comments included:  

 

 A query about whether the RATCH entity (Collector Wind Farm (Holdings) Pty Ltd 
(CWFHPL)) would be charging the Collector Fund for its Trustee services. RATCH 
confirmed the Trustee role would be accepted by CWFHPL (Collector Wind Farm 
Holdings Proprietary Limited) on a voluntary basis.  

 

 General discussion as to preferred calendar schedule for the Fund. Community members 
noted that Pumpkin Festival will require attention so it is best to avoid major actions 
around the same time. It was noted that the calendar can be amended later, and will not 
be contained in the body of the Trust Deed. 

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 

 General acceptance of the items discussed and endorsement for RATCH to proceed with 
setting up the fund and terms of reference.  

 

Actions from the discussion: 

 

 RATCH to incorporate the draft TOR (subject to feedback from workshop 3#) into 
the instructions to external lawyers to prepare the Trust Deed.  
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2(c) Review of the principle that beneficiaries will come exclusively from inside the 
10km zone of the Collector project. 

 

Review: 

  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed i.e.  

 8/13 participants voted for beneficiaries to come exclusively from with the 10km zone  

 5/13 participants voted for flexibility to allow beneficiaries to be from outside the 10km 
zone 

 It was suggested that the trust operating principles should be set up in such a way as to 
make it possible to change this condition after a five-year review.  

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to work on a definition of 
‘community’ to apply to the trust including; 
Residents, Landholders, Business owners, 
[Indigenous interests, TBC after first draft] 
and consult further with the community on 
this to confirm the definition. 

(i.e. this is a definition of who are the 
eligible beneficiaries of the fund) 

 

 Refer to draft terms of reference item 5 
sub clause 2 at page 2. 

 

“Collector Community” means collectively: 

 the group of people residing or owning 
land within a 10 kilometre radius of the 
Collector Wind Farm project site; and 

 any person or group of people who, 
while not residing within the above 
parameters, has an Indigenous cultural 
connection with the Collector 
Community; 

 

Ratch to set up the trust operating 
principles in such a way as to make it 
possible to change this condition (the 10km 
zone) after a five-year review.  

 

 RATCH confirmed that the 
administrative documents regarding the 
management of the Collector Fund 
would not be embedded in the Trust 
Deed, as discussed in draft terms of 
reference Item 11 sub clause 3 at page 
4. 

 The Trust Deed will provide the overall 
structure and income tax exempt status 
framework, definition of community and 
Trust Objects, which cannot be 
amended easily. Other considerations 
such as number of committee members, 
the calendar and the election of 
committees in subsequent years do not 
need to be in the Trust Deed and can 
be dealt with by way of guidelines 
issued by the Trustee so long as they 
are consistent with the Trust Objects.  
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Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to check definition of “community” 
or eligible applicants for the Collector 
Enhancement Fund managed by ULSC (to 
confirm that the community managed trust 
fund can also claim under that mechanism), 
and to see what other “non-Collector” 
persons would be eligible to claim from that 
fund. 

RATCH to advise on the Council managed 
portion of the funds with regard to the 
geographic coverage allowed for the 
spending of funds. 

 

The following definitions are contained in 
the Council Community Enhancement Fund 
Agreement: 

 “Approved Local Project means each 
Local Project approved for funding from 
the Community Enhancement Fund in 
accordance with this Deed and the 
Committee charter.” 

 “Local Projects means any project 
proposed to be carried out within the 
Geography which are aimed at: 
o enhancing any aspect of the local 

environment including, but not limited 
to, ameliorating any impacts from the 
Collector Wind Farm; 

o providing any community service or 
facility or benefit; or 

o fulfilling the selection criteria 
described in the Committee’s charter, 
as those criteria are amended by the 
Committee from time to time; 

o which may include: 
o the building of a Strategic Fund.” 

 “Geography means the area defined in 
Schedule 2 [the 10km radius map] being: 
o an area from which the Committee 

may receive Local Project 
applications; and  

o which defines the extent of Local 
Projects that are eligible to receive 
funding from the Community 
Enhancement Fund.” 

 “Strategic Fund means an allocation of 
the Monetary Contribution to an 
Approved Local Project where money is 
held by the Council for the Community 
Enhancement Fund to develop a single 
or expensive prospective Local Project 
or an Approved Local Project that will 
require significant upfront investment or 
a multi-year investment commitment.“ 

Thus, the Collector Fund would be able to 
apply to the Council Fund for projects that 
meet the definition of “Local Project” 
located within 10km of the project site. 
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Comments included: 

 

 A review of the mapping prepared by RATCH of the 10km radius from the outer-most 
wind turbines around the perimeter of the CWF project site.  
 

 Discussion about the fact that the definition of community will inform the Objects of the 
Trust which in turn will be more concrete and very difficult to change once the Trust is 
established. Participants expressed a preference for flexibility rather than rigidity in the 
Trust Objects (save for legal requirements to enable income tax exempt status). 
 

 A query as to why RATCH included non-resident indigenous interests e.g. could a group 
from Newcastle with no current link to the Collector community claim under the fund. 
RATCH clarified that this related to traditional owners who have a link to “country” but 
may not reside in the region anymore.  
 

 A note from RATCH that satisfaction of criterion does not equate to entitlement to 
funding, and that such a cultural connection would have to be demonstrated to the 
satisfaction of the Advisory Committee to assist in making a decision whether a request 
for funding from such a group is warranted or otherwise, with consideration to other 
applications received by the Collector Fund.  
 

 RATCH also noted that this structure was adopted from a project in Far North 
Queensland, where there is stronger Indigenous heritage and/or presence.  

 

 The recommendation from some participants that flexibility be left in the Objects of the 
Trust to accommodate persons with an Indigenous cultural connection to the Collector 
community area, even if such a claim is unlikely.  

 

 A query as to whether landholders of the CWF site would be eligible for funding. RATCH 
accepted this comment and acknowledged that it would be appropriate to exclude these 
landholders (in their personal capacity) on the basis that these landowners will financially 
benefit from rental income from the construction and operation of the CWF project on 
their land.   
 

 Acknowledgement by participants that Collector residents and potentially the Collector 
Fund can apply to the Council fund for sponsorship in the future. 

 

Outcome of discussion: 
 

 Meeting participants confirmed that they are comfortable with flexibility accommodated in 
current proposed definition for community and beneficiaries of the Trust; 
o including reference to potential Indigenous cultural interests,  
o with clarification that direct landholders for the CWF are not to personally benefit from 

the Fund. 
 

 Meeting participants understood that what is contained in the Trust Deed e.g. the Objects 
are more concrete than the trust Terms of Reference as these are created externally to 
the Trust Deed. Therefore, many of the details and processes for managing the trust can 
be addressed in the Terms of Reference and will be easier to change in the future without 
the requirement to seek amendment to the Trust Deed. 
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Actions: 
 

 RATCH to update draft Terms of Reference to reflect community feedback and to 
instruct external solicitors to prepare the Trust Deed.  
 

 RATCH to note in the Trust Deed that direct landholders for the CWF site are not 
eligible to benefit from the Trust in their personal capacity, similar to the limitation 
of employees of RATCH. 
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2(d) Review of the proposal that the funds can but do not need to be fully dispersed 
every year, and funds can be accrued. 

 

Review: 

  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed i.e. general support for the 
option for community managed trust funds to be accrued if they are not spent each year. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to ensure there is the option in the 
Trust deed for the Trust to use funds to 
obtain independent financial and other 
advice from advisors.  

 

 RATCH have sought to accommodate 
this in draft terms of reference Item 7 
sub clause 4 at page 3, Item 8 sub 
clause 5 at page 4. 
 

 RATCH clarified that while it can create 
this mechanism in the Trust Deed, 
RATCH-Australia Corporation and its 
associated entities cannot provide 
financial advice to the Fund or the 
Collector community. There will be a 
separate power for the Trustee to retain 
independent advisors for legal, financial 
or other advice to assist the Trustee in 
ensuring that it is carrying out its duty 
under the Trust and the management of 
the Collector Fund.  

 

RATCH to provide advice on how accrued 
trust funds would be managed/treated. 

 

 Not feasible. Refer to comment above 
and draft terms of reference Item 7 sub 
clause 4 at page 3. 

 

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 

 General acknowledgement that RATCH and associated entities cannot provide financial 
advice to the Collector Fund or the Trustee, but that independent financial advice or other 
specialist advice may be sought by the Trustee for the Collector Fund.  
 

 Acceptance that the Collector Fund will have the ability if desired to accrue funds for 
strategic projects or to build capital. 

 

Actions: 

 

 RATCH to retain current wording in draft Terms of Reference. 
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2(e) Review of the proposed annual timeline for the funding process 

 

Review:  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed i.e. general support for the 
proposed timeline with consideration given to the discussion comments. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to arrange things so that the 
timeline/annual calendar is in the advisory 
committee guidelines (Terms of Reference) 
rather than Trust Deed, so that they can be 
changed easily. 

 

 Ratch confirmed that the annual timeline 
for the funding process won’t be in the 
Trust Deed, but in the Terms of 
Reference. 

 

 Refer to the draft terms of reference for 
the revised annual timeline for the 
funding process in Table 2 Option 1 at 
page 6 and Table 3 Option 2 at page 7.  

 

 

Comments included: 

 

 Option 2 would be more strategic and is preferred (which is staggered to follow funding 
approvals under the Council fund). 
 

 The final timeline can be ratified by the initial Advisory Committee once selected and 
does not need to be decided in advance of that. 
 

 An acknowledgement that most of the work to administer the fund will be provided by 
volunteers.  

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 Meeting participants confirmed that they endorsed the revised annual timeline in Option 2 
on the basis it would enable more strategic application of the Collector Fund. 

 

Actions: 

 RATCH to note that Option 2 calendar is the preferred option for now and will be 
adopted in initial drafts for Fund documentation (but not incorporated in to the 
Trust Deed to enable flexibility and review in subsequent years). 
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2(f) Review of the proposed Advisory Committee structure 

 

Review:  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed i.e. general support for the 
proposed constituency of the Advisory Committee and agreement that CCC members could 
sit on both committees. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to consider how to treat the 
provision of expense reimbursement and 
advise at a later date for further discussion. 

 

 RATCH proposes that the provision of 
expense reimbursement is limited to 
$500.00 per annum for the Advisory 
Committee. Decisions as to whether an 
expense is reimbursable are to be made 
by the Advisory Committee, rather than 
the Trustee, provided that such 
reimbursement is in accordance with the 
Trust Deed. 
 

RATCH to consider the merits of the 
Advisory Committee being an incorporated 
body. 

 RATCH legal team has considered the 
merits of this proposal and advises 
against it because of the amount of 
administration and set up required. 

 

RATCH to develop a structure for rolling 
terms of committee members. 

 

 Refer to draft Terms of Reference Item 
9 at page 4. 
 

 Note that term to be 3 yrs rolling terms, 
staggered to enable succession 
planning. 
 

RATCH to consider whether the 
appointment of a proxy will be allowed. 

 

 RATCH recommends that the 
appointment of a proxy be only to 
another existing advisory committee 
member. Refer to draft Terms of 
Reference Item 9 sub clause 3 at page 
4. 

 

RATCH to prepare a draft Terms of 
Reference for the Committee to share with 
the community as a starting point for further 
discussion. 

 

 Draft Terms of Reference is tabled for 
review at this workshop (workshop #3).  

 

Comments included: 

 Advisory committee member expenses should be legitimate and substantiated (i.e. 
receipts and incurred for the purpose of administering the Collector Fund). 
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 Quite often if people volunteer on committees sometimes the work “adds up”, or cost of 
postage need to be reimbursed. There are concerns regarding personal liability of 
volunteers while contributing their time to the Collector Fund. 
 

 Details of expense reimbursement will need to be addressed by relevant Advisory 
Committee at the time, noting that the expenses will have to be legitimate and 
substantiated and to the limit of $500.00 per annum for the whole committee. 

 

 The proposal that rather than only limiting proxies to another appointed committee 
member, they could also be given to an additional reserve committee member, with the 
requirement that this alternate member (the proxy) votes in accordance with the 
instruction of the relevant person, therefore agendas should be provided fortnight 
beforehand to enable apologies, ring in of alternate committee member or arrangement of 
proxy votes. 

 

 The rolling structure of 3 years for the committee members would allow for succession 
planning and knowledge sharing within the committee. 

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 

 Meeting participants confirmed their preference for a reserve committee member to act  
as a proxy in the event that the appointed committee member is not available, with the 
requirement that the proxy vote in accordance with the person issuing them with the 
proxy. 
 

 Acceptance of RATCH’s decision that advisory committee would not be an incorporated 
association.  
 

 Endorsement of the proposed reimbursement limit of $500 per annum for the committee, 
with details as to how that reimbursement is awarded to be justified by the relevant 
Advisory Committee.  
 

 Endorsement of the rolling structure of 3 years for the committee members.  

 

Actions: 

 

 RATCH to investigate/seek advice on the liability of committee members (as 
volunteers).  
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2(g) Discussion about possible recruitment and selection process for Advisory 
Committee members 

 

Review: 

  

The outcome of the discussion at workshop #2 was reviewed i.e.  

 7/13 participants voted for a selection process through some form of transparent election. 

 6/13 participants voted for a selection process through the Community Consultative 
Committee. 

 

Actions from workshop #2: Outcome/status given at workshop #3 

RATCH to note the importance of this issue 
to the community members and further 
consider the administrative and practical 
requirements for the various options. 

 

RATCH has noted this and provides three 
options for further consideration at this 
meeting (workshop #3) by attendees.  

See below for the three options. 

RATCH to consult further with the 
community on this issue of recruitment and 
selection. 

 

RATCH has convened this meeting 
(workshop #3) to consult further on this. 

 

Three options for consideration: 

 

 Option 

 1  Public nominates, including self-nomination 

 RATCH to assess and appoint positions 

 

 2  Public nominates, including self-nomination 

 CCC provides recommendations/filters out candidates  

 RATCH or the CCC make the appointments 

 (CCC members can nominate self and participate in candidate selection). 

3  Public nominates, including self-nomination 

 Election process by public voting method 

 

 

Comments included: 
 

 Discussion as to how that transparent election may be structured.  
 

 RATCH conveyed its decision that a paper ballot would not be arranged by RATCH. 
 

 A suggestion was made that a process along the lines of a community public meeting on 
a well-advertised date would enable as many applications as possible and notification of 
the election.  
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 A potential structure for the transparent election could be: 
o Applicants to self-nominate to communityfund@ratchaustralia.com one month in 

advance 
o Applicants to present at public meeting, with election by ‘show of hands’ 

 Some community members noted that this approach be a recurring problem, given 
the variable terms (ie annual elections) 

o Voting/election process for the setup of the initial committee only, with advisory 
committee to advise on /establish long-term process (if any changes) 
  

 

 RATCH also suggested following the example of the Mount Emerald Wind Farm 
Community Benefit Fund that has a retired Magistrate appointed as Chairperson for the 
community benefit fund.  Hence, as a parallel alternative, RATCH requested potential 
recommendations from the community for a chairperson, to act in a similar role. 

 

Outcome of discussion: 

 

 Participants confirmed strong preference for transparent election held by way of a public 
show of hands.  

 

Actions: 

 

 RATCH to confirm with external lawyers whether recruitment processes for 
advisory committee members can be documented outside of the Trust Deed to 
enable flexibility for subsequent years (including potential provisions for conflict of 
interests). 
 

 RATCH to develop further the preferred election concept of ‘show of hands’ for 
self-nominated applicants at a community meeting; for review / comment by 
community. 

  

 Community members to advise RATCH of potential suitable chairperson for the 
advisory committee.  
 

 

mailto:communityfund@ratchaustralia.com

