
Response Minh Tu’s letter of November 25, 2022 
On Oct. 20, 2022, the board held Minh Tu responsible by letter for all financial transactions from 
April to September 2023. This letter can be read here: www.linhsonholland.nl/letter-to-minh-tu-
2022-10-20-en.pdf. As mentioned in April of that year, the board would serve a writ of summons 
to Minh Tu if he did not respond within 2 weeks. So that is what happened. Minh Tu still sent a 
reply to the Oct. 20 letter, but only AFTER the subpoena was sent to his lawyer. Too late, in other 
words. 

(Note: even about the sending date of the letter, Minh Tu is not honest. In an e-mail dated Jan. 5, 
2024, he writes: “Despite our reply on Nov. 25 to your letter dated Oct. 20, a writ of summons 
was served from your side nevertheless on Nov. 28.” But the Track&Trace report of the registered 
letter shows that Minh Tu's letter was sent only on Nov. 28, while his lawyer already received the 
writ of summons on Nov. 25). 

Mail with copy of subpoena to Minh Tu's lawyer (on Nov. 25): 

 

Track & Trace report of letter sent by Minh Tu (dated Nov. 25, but sent Nov. 28): 

 



Substantive response: 
Minh Tu's letter of Nov. 25, 2022 (actually Nov. 28) can be read here: 
www.linhsonholland.nl/letter-from-minh-tu-2022-11-25-en.pdf. (All text highlighted in orange is 
untrue. Anything true but illegitimate is highlighted in yellow). 

Page 1, paragraph 2. 

Minh Tu indicates that he was not lawfully dismissed. This is not true. The CoC found that his 
dismissal was valid: www.linhsonholland.nl/coc-decision-2022-11-23.pdf. This decision was 
later upheld by the court: www.linhsonholland.nl/judgement-2022-12-22.pdf. Thus, he was no 
longer authorized to act as a director after that time. 

Page 1, paragraph 3. 

Any decision requires a majority on the board. Minh Tu did not have it. As of January 2022, the 
board consisted of 3 people. In the period of April to September 2022, Minh Tu ignored the 
opinion of the other 2 board members despite the fact, that in April 2022 he was expressly 
informed by registered letter, that he would be held personally liable. Thus, all decisions made 
by Minh Tu during that period are unlawful. 

Page 1, paragraph 4. 

Su Phu (Do) did not resign, as Minh Tu repeatedly continues to claim. Su Phu was put under 
intense pressure by Minh Tu's group to resign and, in the March 27, 2021, meeting, declared his 
willingness to resign under several conditions, after everything would be neatly arranged 
through a notary. However, these conditions were not met at all. Two days later, Minh Tu came to 
the temple with 8 people, during which they severely intimidated Su Phu into signing a letter of 
resignation. In the process, the group even locked the door of the temple from the inside and Su 
Phu was trapped in his chair as the group intimidated around him. He resisted that pressure and 
did not sign. Nevertheless, Minh Tu deregistered Su Phu from the CoC register the very next day. 
The situation was so threatening that Su Phu reported it to the police. 

Unsigned resignation letter: 

 

 



Page 2, paragraph 3 (Payments made). 

Minh Tu does is of the opinion that the payments he made (totalling €21,283.36) were unlawful. 
This, of course, is nonsense. As stated above, he was not authorized to make payments on his 
own and he was EMPHATICALLY informed of that. The following paragraph briefly discusses the 
payments. 

Page 2, paragraph 4. 

Category “purchase items without board order”, this includes the following items: 

- Purchase of cameras. 
- € 1.488, - of kitchen equipment (without substantiation with receipts) 
- Conifer hedge (€950, -) 

The last one in particular is peculiar. The conifer hedge was planted and the invoice for the 
purchase was provided by Minh Tu. Remarkable fact is that this conifer hedge seems to have 
been paid 4 times. In March/April of that year a total amount of €1.900, - was collected (mostly 
in cash). However, this amount was never deposited into the bank account. However, an 
amount of €950, - was transferred twice to the person who ordered the conifer hedge. In 
addition, the purchase of the conifer hedge is also accounted for as costs for the Le Phat Dan 
celebration, which of course is absurd. 

Cost summary Le Phat Dan celebration, as submitted by Minh Tu (Note: Bon 7 refers to the 
invoice for the conifer hedge): 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Invoice conifer hedge (Bon 7 from the overview above): 

 

Collection for conifer hedge in February/March 2021 (mostly cash): 

   

  



Payment to the person who ordered the conifers (April 28, 2021): 

 

Second payment to the person who ordered the conifers (June 28, 2021): 

 

Clearly, there was quite creative accounting. 

  



Cost summary “payment to third parties without description”: 

This concerns 2 payments to followers. No loan is known from either of them. 

 

 

Regarding “legal/account fees”: it was Minh Tu's choice to hire a lawyer and the assignment to 
AccountAd was also not taken from the board. Thus, these costs cannot be charged to the 
foundation. 

About the expenses for the celebrations, it should be further noted, that several expenses were 
paid from the bank account, but they are accounted for as “cash expenses” (see comments 
page 3). 

Page 2, paragraph 5. 

The comment, that a reconstruction is not a matter of the board is, of course, absurd. If a 
reconstruction of the temple is not a matter of the board, what is? Moreover, Minh Tu had been 
expressly told by registered letter not to open the room. Yet Minh Tu demolished Su Phu's room. 
It was simply an abuse of power. 

The argument that the reconstruction was necessary, because of a leakage is an outright lie. The 
said payment for the sewer service was made on August 23, while the reconstruction was 
already in full swing in June: 

 



 

Moreover, a receipt provided shows that this was not a leak, but simply a full septic tank. How 
can a full septic tank (outside) be grounds for a second-floor reconstruction? 

 

Page 3, paragraph 1 (Revenue) 

Actually, we can't take section, which should show, that after deducting the costs, there would 
be zero revenue left at all, seriously. But still if we do... 

Minh Tu confirms that the Le Phat Dan celebration generated €8.000, - (in cash), but according 
to him, the costs were higher than the revenues. He accounts for these costs as follows: 

Celebration Le Phat Dan (May 15, 2022). 

- € 1,219, - in air and train tickets for musicians and monks 

- € 2,131, - in “extra contributions” for those same musicians and monks 



 

Minh Tu may have provided scans of the air and train tickets (for a total of € 1.219, -), but 
NOTHING shows that these were actually paid for out of the cash register. In addition, he 
generously sprinkles extra contributions, which are completely unsubstantiated as well. That 
these amounts are fabricated are shown by the contribution for Thay Hanh Tan (celebration of 
July 24), about which more later. Still, the costs in this way do not even come close to €8.000, -, 
so Minh Tu supplements them with all kinds of amounts, which have nothing to do with the Le 
Phat Dan celebration or have been paid by bank (and thus cannot be a justification of cash 
expenses): 

- Bon No. 7 is the invoice for the conifers, which (see explanation under page 2, paragraph 3), 
which had thus already been paid 4 times and is ALSO used as justification of cash expenses on 
behalf of Le Phat Dan. Speaking about creative accounting... 

- Bon No. 8 is an invoice for tent rental on for the Le Phat Dan celebration. An expense for the Le 
Phat Dan celebration indeed but paid by bank (and not cash).

 



-  The other expenses (rental musical instruments preparation Altar & Fruit Basket, stage, 
kitchen utensils) are TOTALLY NOT accounted for (total amount €3.300, -). 

Celebration July 24, 2022 

The cost for the July 24, 2022, celebration is substantiated only by a (cash) payment to Thay 
Hanh Tan: 

 

Of that, €193.87 would be for a plane ticket and the rest an additional contribution. Over €800, - 
as an additional contribution is not only very generous, but also demonstrably untrue. That the 
cash payment to Thay Hanh Tan was made of thin air is shown by the fact that Thay Hanh Tan 
was paid by bank (not in cash). Moreover, not €1,000, - (as Minh Tu claims), but €300, -. 

 

It is obvious, that all other amounts for musicians and monks are just as well made up. 

Celebration Le Vu Lan (Aug. 14, 2022). 

This is the most important Buddhist holiday of the year. Given the expected number of visitors, 
the revenues can be expected to be at least as high or higher than Le Phat Dan. According to 
Minh Tu's account, airfare and irresponsible additional contributions are again being lavishly 
sprinkled: 



 

Of course, again without any proof that these costs were actually paid from the cash register. 
Thereby €4.350, - would be a very low yield compared to the celebration of May 15. 

Other costs 

Apparently, Minh Tu figured out himself as well that the costs for the 3 celebrations were a bit on 
the low side to explain all the cash revenue, so he added an additional 4 more costs, including 
the purchase of an energy-hungry freezer (which has now been taken out of service due to its 
enormous energy consumption). 

In short, Minh Tu created a cost statement to allocate to a desired outcome. These cost 
statements have absolutely NOTHING to do with reality. 

Page 3, paragraph 4 

It is particularly galling, precisely because of Minh Tu's serious allegations, that he claims that 
no cash book was kept. Keeping a cash book is crucial just now. But moreover, it is also untrue. 
A cash book has indeed been kept by Minh Tu's group since March 27, 2021. A photo of this 
cash book was shared in the Hoi Niem Phat group on Viber. Minh Tu could at least provide 
insights into what that cash book entails. This should show whether the tickets were actually 
paid in cash, but by withholding this cash book, Lam is giving the appearance, however, that this 
did not happen. 

The comment that “The donations received were fully used to pay for the celebrations, but 
unfortunately nothing was left to be deposited in the foundation's bank account.” Is a 
completely implausible comment given the above account. It is therefore reasonable to assume 
that even the tickets, receipts for which were provided by Mr. Lam, were not paid from the 
temple's cash register. 

Page 3, paragraph 5 

That things were moved and that this was necessary because of the reconstruction is again 
nonsense. Among other things, we are talking about Su Phu's personal belongings here. The 
storage room involved a locked part of his room, across from the bathroom. This storage room 
was totally unaƯected by the reconstruction. The items could have remained there just fine. In 
addition, these items should have been found in another place in the temple. However, this is 
not the case. Furthermore, a PC with printer disappeared as well as a stamp. 

The freezers were outside in the rain with warped lids. In fact, they were simply destroyed. The 
new freezing cel literally consumes literally 10 times as much energy as 1 freezer (measured 



objectively) and has no energy label at all. The freezing cell is estimated to have a capacity of up 
to 10 m2. What is that needed for? We have enough capacity with 2 (relatively) small freezers. 

 

Conclusion 

Finally, Minh Tu claims to regret that “financial mismanagement of the foundation has 
occurred.” In this, Minh Tu is correct. There has indeed been financial mismanagement of the 
foundation. Not by Su Phu, but exclusively by himself! 

 


