




Kind regards,





Timeframes 
In accordance with section 40 of the Act, CMTEDD is required to provide a decision on 
your access application within 30 days.  

As this matter required third party consultation, the decision due date was extended by 
15 working days, in accordance with section 40(2) of the Act.  

Therefore, a decision is due by 1 October 2026. 

Decision on access 
Under section 35(2) of the Act, an access application may be decided in more than one 
way. Accordingly, I have decided as follows: 

• No information is found for parts of your request, under section 35(1)(b) of the 
Act; 

• Partially release information under sections 35(1)(a) and 35(1)(c) of the Act.  

Searches within CMTEDD records have identified 57 documents related to the scope of 
your request.  

I have decided to grant full access to 26 documents. 

I have decided to grant partial access to 30 documents. 

I have decided to grant no access (nondisclosure) to one document. 

The records identified as relevant to your application are listed in the schedule enclosed 
at Attachment A. This provides a description of each document that falls within the scope 
of your request and the access decision for each of those documents. 

Documents located include email correspondence, copies of Microsoft Teams messages, 
briefing papers, and attachments to documents. Some of the information includes a 
presentation that was obtained from a third party’s website, as well as research material 
compiled from publicly available information.  

Release of documents  
The information being released to you is provided at Attachment B. 

Statement of Reasons  
In accordance with section 54(2) of the Act a statement of reasons outlining my decisions 
is below. In reaching my access decisions, I have taken the following into account: 

• the Act 
• Human Rights Act 2004 
• the information that falls within the scope of your request 
• third party consultation 
• ACT Ombudsman Freedom of Inforamtion Guidelines 
• Publicly available information; including Vingroup’s website:  

https://vingroup.net/en 

As a decision maker, I am required to determine whether the information within scope is 
in the public interest to release. To make this decision, I am required to: 

• assess whether the information would be contrary to public interest to disclose as 



per Schedule 1 of the Act. 

• perform the public interest test as set out in section 17 of the Act by balancing the 
factors favouring disclosure and factors favouring nondisclosure in Schedule 2 of 
the Act. 

Parts of your requested scope included information as follows: ‘This request specifically 
includes documents describing what Vingroup proposed, requested or sought from the 
ACT Government, together with any assessments, recommendations or responses 
prepared by officials.’ 

When document searches were undertaken, no documents were located where Vingroup 
(and, or its associated entities) made proposals or unsolicited proposals to the Territory. 
The records located concerned documents concerning Territory officials travelling to 
Vietnam. While there, they met with Vingroup. Some of the records located concerned 
Vingroup’s availability to meet with Territory Officials, and arrangements relating to 
arrangements. A meeting with Vingroup was not the sole purpose of the trip. Accordingly, 
there will be redactions of ‘outside scope’ within material where information is outside 
your requested scope. The information within the material located is intertwined with 
information collected for other purposes. The intertwined nature of the documents 
means that information within the documents and attachments are not all for the 
purpose of meeting with Vingroup.  

Copies of documents have been excluded in accordance with ACT Ombudsman Freedom 
of Information Guidelines, and where information is duplicated, such as copies of emails, 
the information is redacted under ‘copy’. 

Where full pages have been redacted as out of scope, or as a copy and there has been no 
further information within scope of that document, the information that has been 
partially redacted has been included but the fully redacted pages have been removed. 
The Schedule of documents also indicates which documents contain out of scope 
information or copies of information already included in other parts of the request.  

The date range for requested information was as per your scope, is 1 August 2025 to 30 
July 2026, being the date CMTEDD received your access application.  

Exemptions claimed  
Schedule 1: Information taken to be contrary to the public interest 

No schedule 1 factors were identified.  

Public Interest Test  

The Act has a presumption in favour of disclosure. As a decision maker I am required to 
decide where, on balance, public interest lies. As part of this process, I must consider 
factors favouring disclosure and nondisclosure. 

In Hogan v Hinch (2011) 243 CLR 506, [31] French CJ stated that when ‘used in a statute, 
the term [public interest] derives its content from “the subject matter and the scope and 
purpose” of the enactment in which it appears’. Section 17(1) of the Act sets out the test, 
to be applied to determine whether disclosure of information would be contrary to the 
public interest. These factors are found in subsection 17(2) and Schedule 2 of the Act.  

 

 



Schedule 2: Factors to be considered when deciding the public interest 

Taking into consideration the information within scope of your request, I have identified 
that the following public interest factors are relevant to determine if release of the 
information contained within these documents is within the ‘public interest’. 

Factors favouring disclosure (Section 2.1) 

• Section 2.1(a)(i) - promote open discussion of public affairs and enhance the government’s 
accountability.  

• Section 2.1(a)(iii) - inform the community of the government’s operations, including 
policies, guidelines and codes of conduct followed by the government in its dealings with 
members of the community.  

• Section 2.1(a)(iv) - ensure effective oversight of expenditure of public funds. 

The requested information relates to an overseas trip by Territory officials, I am 
reasonably satisfied that the above factors are relevant where the documents account for 
public spending since the trip was paid for by the Territory, as well as the trip concerns 
the economy of the Territory, and exploring business options.  The information held also 
concerns security clearances and permissions for international travel. Accordingly, the 
information is reasonably likely to enhance the government’s accountability and inform 
the community of the Government’s operations.  I have also taken into consideration that 
some of the information held by the Territory includes documents sourced from publicly 
available information, such as information from company and other websites 

I am satisfied that these factors favouring disclosure carry some weight. However, these 
factors are to be balanced against the factors favouring nondisclosure. 

Factors favouring nondisclosure (Section 2.2)  

• Section 2.2(a)(ii) - prejudice the protection of an individual’s right to privacy or any other 
right under the Human Rights Act 2004. 

• Section 2.2(a)(iii) - prejudice security, law enforcement or public safety. 

• Section 2.2(a)(viii) - prejudice the economy of the Territory. 

• Section 2.2(a)(x) - prejudice intergovernmental relations. 

• Section 2.2(a)(xi) - prejudice trade secrets, business affairs or research of an agency or 
person. 

• Section 2.2(a)(xiii) - prejudice the competitive commercial activities of an agency. 

• Section 2.2(a)(xvi) - prejudice a deliberative process of government.   

Having reviewed the information, I consider that the protection of an individual’s right to 
privacy, is a significant factor. Release of information concerning individuals working 
within the ACT Public Service is generally not considered to prejudice the protection of an 
individual’s right to privacy. However, where mobile phone numbers may be used for 
home and work purposes, this information is redacted, as it could or would reasonably be 
expected to prejudice an individual’s right to privacy under the Human Rights Act 2004.  

I have decided to redact photographs of ACT Government staff and third parties, mobile 
numbers, and other personal information within the documents that was provided for 
the primary purpose of making arrangement for international travel, which includes 
following policies and procedures concerning clearances and security arrangements. I 



have taken into consideration third party consultation in this regard.  

I have also considered the impact of disclosing information which relates to business 
affairs. In the case of Re Mangan and The Treasury [2005] AATA 898 the term ‘business 
affairs’ was interpreted as meaning ‘the totality of the money-making affairs of an 
organisation or undertaking as distinct from its private or internal affairs’.  Schedule 2 
section 2.2(a)(xi) allows for government information to be withheld from release if 
disclosure of the information could reasonably be expected to prejudice the trade 
secrets, business affairs or research of an agency or person. 

Businesses undertaking development activities in the ACT may expect that any sensitive 
business information they provide to the Government will be held in confidence. 
However, businesses that provide information to government do so with the knowledge 
that government held information may be subject to an access application made under 
Freedom of Information legislation. Those who do business with government must also 
recognise that governments have to balance the commercial interests of businesses with 
the principles of openness and transparency, and that the weight of the public interest in 
protecting business information will depend on a variety of factors, including how 
commercially sensitive the information is, its age, its current relevance and the extent to 
which it has entered the public domain. 

A deliberative process in government has been defined as a ‘thinking processes - the 
process of reflection, for example, upon the wisdom and expediency of a proposal, a 
particular decision or a course of action.’ A deliberative process involves the weighing up 
or evaluation of arguments or considerations related to a process that is being 
undertaken within government to consider whether and how to make or implement a 
decision [Public Transport Association of Canberra Inc and Transport Canberra and City 
Services [2025] ACTOFOI 4 (4 April 2025), citing Re JE Waterford and Department of 
Treasury (No 2) [1984] AATA 67 (14 March 1984) at [58]]. 

For the factor to apply, the information must also be reasonably expected to prejudice 
such a process – i.e. some sort of harm to the deliberations could occur if the information 
was disclosed. Relevant considerations when considering whether prejudice could 
reasonably be expected to occur include: 

• whether the information sought is already publicly known 
• the stage of the deliberations 
• whether a final decision has been reached, and 
• whether there are any ongoing negotiations occurring  

In this matter, as previously stated, there are no proposals with Vingroup, but the 
information held concerns international travel, and research and preparation material 
required. In this matter, details of the trip are not currently available, including 
information has not been published on the ACT Legislative Assembly’s website, and 
international travel is reported quarterly and details are not currently known and 
information obtained includes inforamtion required to be provided for clearance for 
international travel and is reasonably likely to be prejudicial to the territory and may 
impact on any negotiations that may come out of the overseas trip. I have decided to 
release the information that is publicly available and known. 

I have applied redactions to information concerning Commonwealth entities and have 
taken into consideration third party consultation with those entities. I note that releasing 
the information without redactions is reasonably likely to be prejudicial to the flow of 



information to those agencies and could reasonably be likely to be prejudicial to 
intergovernmental relations. Some of the documents include documents provided for 
safety and security reasons. Some of the information includes documents concerning 
members of the ACT Legislative Assembly and therefore some of the information is 
reasonably likely to be prejudicial to ongoing deliberations since the information concerns 
their work related to parliamentary business and in circumstances where details of travel 
are published quarterly, and the information had is to be published after a decision is due 
on your access application and therefore I cannot take that into consideration since the 
information is not publicly known and the information collected relating to your 
requested scope includes decisions to be made as a result of the overseas trade mission, 
including the research undertaken into business affairs that may impact on the economy 
of the Territory.   

Having applied the test outlined in section 17 of the Act and deciding that release of some 
information contained in the documents is not in the public interest to release, I have 
chosen to redact this specific information in accordance with section 50(2). Noting the 
pro-disclosure intent of the Act, I am satisfied that redacting only the information that I 
believe is not in the public interest to release will ensure that the intent of the Act is met 
and will provide you with access to the majority of the information held by CMTEDD 
within the scope of your request.  

Charges 
Processing charges are applicable for this request because the total number of pages to 
be released to you exceeds the charging threshold of 50 pages. However, the charges 
have been waived. 

Online publishing – Disclosure Log 
Under section 28 of the Act, CMTEDD maintains an online record of access applications 
called a disclosure log. 

Your original access application and my decision will be published on the CMTEDD 
disclosure log. Your personal contact details will not be published. 

Ombudsman Review 
My decision on your access request is a reviewable decision as identified in Schedule 3 of 
the Act. You have the right to seek Ombudsman review of this outcome under section 73 
of the Act within 20 working days from the day that my decision is provided to you, or a 
longer period allowed by the Ombudsman.   

We recommend using this form Applying for an Ombudsman Review to ensure you 
provide all of the required information.  Alternatively, you may write to the Ombudsman 
at:  

The ACT Ombudsman 
GPO Box 442 
CANBERRA ACT 2601 

Via email: actfoi@ombudsman.gov.au  

 

 



ACT Civil and Administrative Tribunal (ACAT) Review 
Under section 84 of the Act, if a decision is made under section 82(1) on an Ombudsman 
review, you may apply to the ACAT for review of the Ombudsman decision. Further 
information may be obtained from the ACAT at:  

ACT Civil and Administrative Tribunal 
GPO Box 370 
Canberra City ACT 2601  
Telephone: (02) 6207 1740  
http://www.acat.act.gov.au/ 

Should you have any queries in relation to your request please contact the CMTEDD FOI 
Team by telephone on 6207 7754 or email CMTEDDFOI@act.gov.au.  

Yours sincerely 

 
Emma Hotham 

Information Officer 
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 
 

1 October 2026 





4 63 Email, subject: CM Draft – Ministerial Statements … 21/07/2026 Full  Yes 
5 64 - 72 2026 Legislative Assembly - Draft Ministerial Statement –-Vietnam Trade Mission - September 

2026 
- Full Outside scope Yes 

6 73 Email, subject:  For Review: Vietnam Trade Mission Proposed Program 26/03/2026 Partial  Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) Yes 

7 74-80 Attachment – ACT Government Vietnam Trade Mission - Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

8 81-84 Email chain, subject: FW: ACTIONS: Initial summary of Vietnam trade mission 13/07/2026 Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

9 85-91 Attachment – Draft Ministerial Statement - Annotated - Full Outside scope Yes 

10 93-98 Email chain, subject: RE: ACT Government Vietnam proposed trade mission − April 2026 
  

02/10/2025-
26/03/2026 

Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 
Outside scope 

Yes 

11 99-102 Attachment - ACT Government Vietnam Trade Mission - Full Outside scope Yes 

12 103-109 Email chain, subject: RE: ACT Government trade mission − Monday 6 July Engagements 24/06/2026-
26/06/2026 

Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(iii) 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(x) 

Yes 

13 110-111 Email chain, subject: RE: Delegation−Flight Arrivals & Departures − Airport Facilitation 24/06/2026-
25/06/2026 

Partial Outside scope 
copy 

Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

14 112-113 Email chain, subject: RE: For decision − Vietnam Trade Mission engagements, Monday 6 July in 
Hanoi 

24/06/2026-
25/06/2026 

Partial Outside scope 
copy 

Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

15 114 Email chain, subject: RE: ACT Government trade mission − Monday 6 July Engagements  26/06/2026 Partial Outside scope 
copy 

Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

16 115 Email chain, subject: RE: ACT Government trade mission - Monday 6 July Engagements  24/06/2026-
26/06/2026 

Partial Outside scope 
copy 

Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

17 116 Email chain, subject: Re: ACT Government trade mission − Monday 6 July Engagements [SEC 24/06/2026-
25/06/2026 

Partial copy 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

18 117 Email, subject: CM DRAFT Ministerial Statement − Vietnam Trade Mission JK edits 21/07/2026 Full  Yes 

19 118 Email, subject: Draft Vietnam Trade Mission Program − as at 26 June 2026 26/06/2026 Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) Yes 

20 119 Attachment - 2026 July − Chief Minister DRAFT Program − Vietnam Trade Mission − as at 26 
June 2026 

26/06/2026 Full Outside scope Yes 

21 120 Email chain, subject: FW: Delegation − Flight Arrivals & Departures − Airport Facilitation 24/06/2026-
25/06/2026 

Full Outside scope 
copy 

Yes 

22 121-122 Email chain, subject: FW: Vin Group Key Points 17/06/2026 Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) Yes 



23 123-124 Email chain , subject: RE: ACT Government trade mission −Monday 6 July Engagements 24/06/2026-
29/06/2026 

Partial Copy 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

24 125 Attachment – transport plan - Full Outside scope 
 

Yes 

25 126-127 Attachment - ACT Government Vietnam Trade Mission - Full Outside scope Yes 

26 128 Email chain, subject: RE: ACT Government trade mission − Vietnam confirmation of Key 
Contacts & Location 

19/06/2026-
24/06/2026 

Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

Yes 

27 129 Attachment - ACT Government Vietnam Trade Mission - Full Outside scope 
 

Yes 

28 130 Email chain, subject: RE: ACTIONS: Initial summary of Vietnam trade mission 13/07/2026-
20/07/2026 

Full Copy 
 

Yes 

29 131-141 Attachment - CM DRAFT Ministerial Statement − Vietnam Trade Mission JK edits - Full Outside scope Yes 

30 142-144 Attachment - ACT Government Vietnam Trade Mission - Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(iii) 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(vii) 

Yes 

31 145 Email chain, subject: RE: For decision − Vietnam Trade Mission engagements, Monday 6 July in 
Hanoi 

24/06/2026-
25/06/2026 

Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 
copy 

Yes 

32 146 Email, subject: Vietnam Mission briefs 30/06/2026 Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 

 

Yes 

33 147 Email, subject: Vietnam Trade Mission − Gift Summary Table 02/07/2026 Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) Yes 

34 148 Attachment - Vietnam Trade Mission Gift−Giving Requirements - Full Outside scope Yes 

35 149 Email, subject: Vin Group Key Points 17/06/2026 Full  Yes 

36 150-152 Briefing/Intelligence Pack 17/06/2026 Full Outside scope Yes 

37 153 Risk Assessment Table - Partial Outside scope 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(xi) 

Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(xvi) 
Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(xiii) 

Yes 

38 157-161 Vin-Group Deep Dive - Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) 
copy 

Yes 

39 162-183 Vietnam Trade Mission Briefing Notes July 2026 - Partial Sch 2, s 2.2(a)(ii) Yes 

40 184-186 Email chain, subject: FW: Vingroup's meeting with ACT Minister  26/06/2026-
30/06/2026 

Full copy Yes 
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Company Overview Website Capital Source Business model Size Property type Number of rooms Australian activity Intl presence Headquarters city Ownership / 
Leadership

Controversies Notes

Vingroup / Vinpearl Vietnam’s largest 
hospitality & 
entertainment chain 
with 44 properties

https://vinpearl.com/en/ Vietnamese 
conglomerate Vingroup

Owns and operates 
resorts, hotels, theme 
parks

30 hotels, 15,900+ 
rooms/villas 

Luxury & upper 
mid-range

15,900+ rooms/villas Manages Cape Wickham 
Golf Links golf course in 
Australia (Tasmania)

Owned Lang Lang 
proving ground, sold in 
2026.

Limited; plans further 
expansion

(Corporate group HQ in 
Vietnam – city not 
specified in cited page)

Member of 
Vingroup 
(leadership not 
listed on cited page)

217

Sch 2.2(a)(xi), Sch 2.2(a)(xvi)



3. Vingroup / Vinpearl
Headquarters: Hanoi, Vietnam. (All Vingroup operations HQ here; not stated in pr
Ownership: Vietnamese private conglomerate Vingroup, founded by  
Leadership: Not listed in provided sources.
Financials:

No financial statements provided, but:
Operates 44 properties and 30 hotels;
Over 15,900 rooms and villas;
Includes golf courses, theme parks, and entertainment complexes.

Business Model: [dlr.skift.com]
Large-scale vertically integrated hospitality + entertainment operator.
Owns and manages hotels, theme parks, conservation parks, golf courses.
Size:
Nationwide portfolio: 44 properties in 17 provinces.
15,900+ rooms.

Australian Activity: [dlr.skift.com]
Owns one golf course in Australia.

International Presence: [dlr.skift.com]
Primarily Vietnam with early international footprint (golf course in Australia).

Plans further global expansion. [dlr.skift.com]

218

Sch 2.2(a)(ii)




