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IN THE FEDERA' HIGH COURT OF NIGERIA
IN THE ABUL/A JUDICIAL DIVISION
HOLDEN AT ABUJA
SUIT NO. FHC/ABJ/CS/2332/2026
BETWEEN

1. SANUSI GARACHI IBRAH!
2. NIGERIA DEMOCRATIC CONGRESS (NDC)- PLAINTIFFS

AND

INDEPENDENT NATIONAL ELECTORAL
COMMISSION (INEC) - DEFENDANT

DEFENDANT’S COUNTER AFFIDAVIT TO THE ORIGINATING
SUMMONS

I, Jacob Ayuba, Adult, male, a Nigerian citizen of the Independent National Electoral
Commission (INEC), Plot 436, Zambezi Crescent, Maitama District, Abuja do
hereby make oath and state as follows, that:

1. I am an Assistant Executive Officer in the Litigation & Prosccution Department
of the Defendant by virtue of which [ am conversant with the facts deposed
herein.

2. I have the consent and authority of the Defendant to depose to this Counter
Affidavit.

3. 1 state that the facts deposed herein are within my personal knowledge except
where otherwise stated.

4. [ have read the Plaintiff’s Affidavit in support of the Originating Summons filed
in this suit.

6. Paragraph 4 of the Affidavit in support of the Originating Summons is
CORRECT and is hereby admitted.




¥y

. That paragraphs 1, 2,3, 5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 and 21

of the Affidavit in support of the Originating Summons are facts within the
knowledge of Plaintiffs and they are put to the strictest proof of same and in
response {o the said paragrapbs, | state as follows:

. I was informed by O. A. Adeyemi, Esq. of Counsel in the Litigation &

Prosecution Department of the Defendant on 6% day of October, 2026 while
prepating this defence in his office around 10:00am at the Headquarters of the
Defendant which information T verily believed to be true and coirect that:

(a) That on 26% day of February 2026 the Defoendant issued Time Table and
Schedule of Activities for 2027 General Elections. A copy of the Time Table
and Schedule of Activities for 2027 General Elections is atiached and marked
“Exhibit INEC I”.

(b)Pursuant to the said Time Table and Schedule of Activities, the 2™ Plaintiff
and all other Political Parties are to submit or substitutec nominated candidates,
by conducting freshi Primary Elections to nominatc a new candidate to
substitute withdrawn Candidates and submit the New Candidatc on the
defendant’s Nomination Portal within the time provided for substitution of
candidates on the Time Table and Schedule of Activities for 2027 General
Elections.

(c) That the portal of the Defendant opens and closes automatically according to
the timeline provided in the Time Table and Schedule of Activities for 2027
General Elections,

(d)That the 2" Plaintiff failed to submit the details of the 1% Plaintiff within the
time provided in the Time Tabic and Schedule of Activities for 2027 General
Elections.

(e) that the 2% Plaintiff and all other political partics are to strictly comply to the
time lines and activities enumerated on the Time Table and Schedule of
Activities for 2027 General Elections for the Defendant to cifectively fulfill
its Constitutional and Statutory mandates.

9.1 know that it is in the interest of justice to dismissed this suit.



10. I make this Counter Affidavit in good faith believing same to be true in

accordance with the Qaths Act. %

DEPONENT

Sworn to /&n the Registry of the Federai High Court, Abuja.
AN\

THIS.X....... DAY OF OCTOBER, 2026
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: bt .
SigNaessshiastrssdannennannnnassss
CO 9 . - - S

.-




JUNOD HSIH 1YEIall
SHIYO 304 ¥INOISSIHWOD

_

L3

" svresti-prevh gl

S G
NI53dY INOL .
A - t
. G307 4358 45
.m-g d=J u r- £ WWON nhﬂ.—_’m __._cm..
.| FozoFfinv g IS @ on puzt "SPUBLULL]
Jo £g uondag fq paunbas se gy Fe el h SR D0E Ty 6T Ay wodp Gusire syndsip O LUONGIOSAS

Jed|Wor Kedhenousp saul TR TR WA AW WO Jumpagoty  ‘sausnlid Aeg  Joo 1onpmo) [ ©

9207 (Hdy 4T

pug
'saupwiied {oed jo 19npuod 21 0) SABP | Z L=y aef nZ07 .:M:.x 5] UGISSHLUUIOT} 3Y1 OF SIIUISFN
10U sapiaodd 97z 19V {RIOTII[T 24k JO (p}LL uoNoas 31LP UATUIDIAL N0} JO INSI3aYf Satued MO Ju uIsstwgns | 7
“UDIII3]2 20t DL0)2q SAED OOE LBYT IAE] .
10u sapiaord gziig IV (G2 24 3o (1)8Z UONNS a7z “Arerugag wEl ) Honya| g Jo MioN “ 1 ‘
MUYIWTY | qLva _ ALIATIOV ] NS |

"UONIRT [RFAURD (FOT 2AN J0) SHTANIY O INP2YIS pUe S[qrIAUL] PISIAIY SIYI SANSS) AQaJY UOISSIUULICT) F)

‘ERuauI AI)MES PISiact Ay} 1L JIUBPIGIIE UT pUE ‘I[eyaq ey ) i Futqeoa sramed 1o (e pue ‘970z PV [e30190f7 Jyt (pepuatug
SB} 6661 TUAGIN J0 AMGRdY (23] 3Y) JO BANTUNSUOD ) AQ LQISSIULIO] AN UG PaLI3)tod 1amed B JO 3510IAND U IR MON

Sjtorxawiey AIOMNELS JUEIX2 2Y) Jitaw Afpij UFI[E O SaflIA N2 JO OPIGOS PR 2{qCIWLE a1 pAIsnpe A|duipreaae se| pue
L01132|F JO 2 MON 2)tSINDIS AL PaNssT'OZAT 1OV [LI0133[F ) 0 SUOISIADIA 21) Ypim 3IURYHLICD IOLAS I *SEY UOISSIRILIGT) N} STAUILS Py

AUONIS[S YT O 31ep w1 aa0yag sKep {GOE) papuny 321y :ar_ 11| 10U PISSL 3y HLIDD[T JO DINON]

2 1203 SannNAT MOU YIIYM 'GZOT Y [BI01331T 3 JO 10w )eud ayt ol 1enstid postaz) taaq seq st {oels pls SLIINA PRI
) 0Z0z Kerigay o uo d1es panssl JUARY NUR “UB[133]3 It 19] PAKTY SIEp AU} 316j3q slop (09E) L1xtG pun papungj
B:E:Euu_u__anco.zuu_m.wouuﬁoZau:me:o_mm._EEouusuuh._avammom._u{?:suu_mca_cu%:

AOU YL FO (1)R7 LOUDIS SCAIMA,

1

{gikix3d

2N/ y

’
'
4

. ) AT IEY] JO 1DP1OY IST] 3Y) JO 231130 JO ULz oy 8
uoifeatdxa 2t 21073q sEop (§C) ALY L uBY) J3)R] o pue sAep (0ST) L1319 pue paepung) nQ ursygy AILHED 10U PIOI] (1248 £31fFO pros ay 5
SU01I93[a (PapUalle ST) 666 | “CHIIBIN J0 2([qnddY [erapad Ayl fo voTmIsue aytjo (2) g | pue a3 R tATT "(2)9L suondag o1 juens :

"LZ07 “IURf JO ABD 8 Y] U0 NIAJOSSIP PUELS Ift\ SAIGIUISSY DIRIG PUD JuuaneN a4 jo digsioquiatn SlIgM £Z0 ;

. ¢ rpiamer ¢ ‘ < ..J.NHZ Jo _ﬂﬂﬁ a_wm :
ue Uh.ﬂ.ﬁw.xu H.zk. nshsm .:Qwo —.un__.ﬂ. _Dﬁvr‘o .MM.QM QEH w.._mwhf.ﬁ nw—._..vH ﬂﬂmu-ﬂ.ﬂﬂ. RAAH_”:—:"{.:H&UHDW ‘Lc.m—ﬂ-?_b“uu-ﬂﬁ “J.._._ %D MQ._..NHW..—O W._D_.HHU./QG ofuun.—h w
PLC SI0U3A01 ) MWDPLSIIF INA UIPSI] 33 JO unuay {PapUatae $E) 666 { *UIRIN f0 drqndayy (eaapay MO uehnInsugy st jo ana) i

-~

lll'l.lcllUlJlOllrllICDI:Ngls

NOLLDIT TYHANYD LI0T A0S STLUALLDV 40 WTNATIDS ANV T14VIHWLL UISiAY
’ NOISSIAWOD TVHOLITTT TYNOLLVN INGANTdZAN] .

R
e iy )

e a \V\

oy o0 @B kS

Yingy
L8003 HOIH 1vy3d3d
SHIVO YO HINOISSIWWOD

«




i

ciresmsriaantengeye
OOV

v INOL

8Z0¢—d35-54

vrnay SHLOH J3N1
AdOQ 2NYL Q31411830

um_&w 9z0T Seguundag Wit

LjQMIassy 30 sasnoy]

'9ZTOT 1YV |BIoIafg 2 JO

(1)6¢ woues s Ajduoa serued (pauNod QRS 01 |

__| 21w3g N SrgsEouanasy

@NON J.mﬁ@._p/.u :_ON
Algmassy’
JeRDUEN Ay (U pIs3L]

‘SR

mamog K4 11w Gl €1 el ‘VEIIR) ]
SWITO) HRNEUIMION JU UOISSIUqNs JOj Aup 15077

920% “equdag 61
A|Quiassy’ J0 $asnojj
aeig A diysaoussaon)

QLo ISninyY LT

suuw g [eanneg g (s)alepipuen

. MO Y] O) SKED O URQ Lquiassy umrapgns. |0 ausepla(s)lepipued
12 cp o saptacid 9z Ay [esoafg Ay 0 | € U0dsS FEUOGCN 3 1B GAPISII| £q [PALRIDR{ILA 103 Aep 1587
o - 9Z0z Rquaidag 6

Aep ey ¢y 200 sIn6y
tz pus pue Sep Falod arogng SABP QL] 2UIUALGD
pegs Laud monpod Aisas £q oorqnd wi uiiediuca
Jouyr sepe g 9ZOT 0V [230102]3 Y1 10 (1186 LoRaag

L1gm3ssy Jo sasnoH
2y 5 digsaousaans

9EOZ NSUANY ]
{jqumassy
TN B [RIEApISIL4

Dygnd W sened

1di1ada1 jo SAPP 7 QA (0T Lo 10 uopeaqnd
10) sopracid 90T MOV oAy 2yt Jo ()6 uonaay

9Z0T Ishony YA
ALQuIassy Jo Sasnoy]
amig % digsiomisann

9Zoz IsNEny |
(pqrassy

fEHOnUN F [BHUAPISIL]

fe2uongd {q uduucdhige]y jo UBUIBUNLKIOY

worssnukue y £g {71} ssepipued
JO SIBROIMER]  {YUOsia]  J0 uoueqgng

wrapenbpes(] § WOISSIIOD) QYL
YTHT taung ,\HF OJ§ UBIDIad a9} Sjqeese 2q jfeys
iG] UONTUIIOU 10 UDISSTIUANS DY 0f 2PUd ¥y
(sarEpipuL;

PABOLON JO ISI [ SAmEN] 46 79 06 *D6 "6 VI T
“(a3EpLEC) 10 sis|MlSe J [CT0SA34) 6DF

HONTIN2 AU 210)2q SARR (T [ VELD SITE] 10U

0707 ISNERY 8 WNA00'9
- 920T "4N[ 81 INV00'6
A|Gruassy Jo sasnof
amg B dEIeUIA0Y)

970T ‘APt 1 INJO0'9
- 9707 *20N[ LT INVOD'6
Apauwosyy

{10 sapia0id gzoz IRV [BIO1IY 3 JO :ua w0l1035

—dn_ot.—nz » _.._._._—uuﬁ_wn_p_.

“(ITHOg BONSUIUON) AUjue TG ¥ (16

Uo c_.w <ou.h ﬂ:a oUu SUJGH ﬁo :c_wﬁEs:m




"Paatossip
SPICIS T B8N0 217 Ho.umn.__ﬁv_o; 1s2] 16 1o
ALRTEY M1 JO vonesdya sy 210120 SAup e UBY} 3P|
10U puE sAep gy e 131m3 100 SUBTIR Ajqutassy
JO o g pre K|quassy JBUOkIN "dsIowanog
EhURpisaly 100 saep  undde o LOISSpLney
24t Iamodus2 (papusum se) 6HGE BTy o Aqnday
[P iy jo CONMINSHOY I jo () 2 (0 g1
PE@ R DTN DR W 911 @D % (1) gy shopaag

1

SHADH 23
400 ANML GINSILH3ID

e A ey T—

NVS ‘uzitawy
2

N waptadapuy ueauey

L0 ‘hengay g
Apunasy go SRS IT B
erS ¥ dssrouazaon

hNQN ﬁ.ﬁ.nnﬂ—uuw .:O._.
dquLassy
leuanry [R3uapIsas |

"ASP 1B 01 Joud sinoy
+C puR puz Lep aunod aojaq sdep 0S[ JoTdluugg
ilegs Gred Eomvied Aaaz Aq sygad ur udtedures

124} S5p1aold 9En; 1Y [moag A1 10 (146 vonaag
—

Uon33|g ju Mk

!

L20T "Ly v
AL RIINSY Jo SRA3INOY
MNEg P digsioutanen

LT0Z Ammmr, p
Afquiassy

IBEOREN 3y D uaNIsIEg _ SATHE |eant|og {q sudredues 0p lep sy i
"UOY.IZia 33 QSR SATP T UBY] Jaef 10U ’ UOISS IS
207 seopuacad grpc v 10T a4t §o (el uainseg LU "Pawasag | ar EoAg jIog o NN [0 uonesqa,)

FCOL 12V 1101333 2 [0 Q)1 @ (R)OT uondag

STOT Jaguwaaacy, ¢

UOSSIGALDT 31 Aq |

TUCTI32]3 () DI0J3Y SAED ] Beyl 2| 10U
307 sepuaoad gzNT OV (209 2yl 4o {])Cp uousag

£T07 "Arentivy g
A|Grassy Jo Yasmoy)
S P dsiousann

9T0T H2quiadng 01
Lqueassy
[EHONEN 73 [Ennagisal g

SIN0 N JO aastRay 150 21 jo UNUTIRN,|

SN NG Sy caryg Lawwang
[0 ay g0 2y 1RI01012] 2 0y swady

"WOL2Y3 10 ARP AUy 2409 SARP QT 158

r3

0T 1290120 L0
ATQLUAsYY o sasnopy
NEG P digsaownsann

HZOT “2quindas 7
Alqurassy
(RIS ISR CTIR T ER N

e sepianid gzo7 oy {elepoays eyl jo L1)CE uonadg

soNwIn
. A I e, Rran Zare i 22 o Tt A g > e Al mll -

S TP e T, A AL M T et ! 22082, T K20 -6 LT 2 { AT YT M Ak ntamn el
T L Ay TA M T frrm %,

Autfjod J0 saumey 3 nowssigns i Aep ey

04

v

HOLSSIWWOy a4 sarepipues
S leuy o

pRALuWOG 3o




INTHE FEDERAL HIGH COURT OF NIGERIA
IN THE ABUJA JUDYCYAL DIVISION
HOLDEN AT ABUJA

"SUIT NO. FHC/ABJ/CS/2332/2026

BETWEEN
1. SANUST GARACHI IBRAHIM
2. NIGERIA DEMOCRATIC CONGRESS (NDC)- PLAINTIFFS

AND

INDEPENDENT NATIONAL ELECTORAL
COMMISSION (INEC) - DEFENDANT

DEFENDANT’S WRITTEN ADDRESS IN SUPPORT OF TIIE COUNTER
AFFIDAVIT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 By an Originating Summons filed by the Plainti{fs on the 25% September 2026
- and prays this Honourable Court for determination of Two (2) questions and
seeks for Four (4) declaratory and injunctive relicfs.

1.2 The Originating Summons is supported by a 21-paragraph Affidavit deposed
to by one Sanusi Garachi Ibrahim, the 1% Plaintiff in this Suit.

2.0 FACTS RELEVANT TO TEE CASE

2.1  The*2™ Plainlifl is a Political Party, it claimed that Defendant refused the
submission of the 2° Plainti{T as its substitute candidate for Zamfara Centiral
Senatorial District for the 2027 General Election.

2.2 According to thc Plaintiffs, the candidate nominated for Zamfara Central
Senatorial District for the 2027 General Election withdrew from the race,
hence the need for the 2% Plaintiff in compliance to the Electoral Act 2026,
conducted a fresh primary election and the 1 Plaintiff emerged as a winner,



23 Worthy of note is the fact that the 2™ Plaintiff could not successfully submit
the details of the 1 Plaintiff on the Defendant’s Nomination Portal because
same was submitted outside the timeline provided Time Table and Schedule
of Activities for 2027 General Elections.

24 In response to the Suit, Defendant filed a 10 Paragraphs Affidavit
emphatically staling that the 2™ Plaintiff could not successfully submit the
details of the 1* Plaintilf on the Defendant’s Nomination Portal bocause same
was submitled outside the timeline provided Time Table and Schedule of
Activities for 2027 General Elections,

3.0 ISSUE FOR DETERMINATION

3.1 Itis respectfully submitted that having regard to the facts as deposed to in the
Affidavit in support of the Originating Summons the Defendant raises a lone
issue for determination, to wit:

Whether the Plaintiffs are entifled to the reliefs sought?

4.0ARGUMENT ON THE LONE ISSUE

4.1 Whether the Plaintiffs are entitled to the reliefs sought?

4.2 My lord, it is submitted straightaway that the answer to this question is in the
negative, Surely, the Plaintiffs are not entitled to the reliefs sought in this Suit. The
burden of proof is placed on the Plaintiff who ¢laims the reliefs in the Originating
Summons, See Emenike vs. PDP (2012) 12 NWLR (Pt.1315) 556 @ Pp. 589-590

paras H-B.

4.3 Tt is trite law that he who asserts must prove. Section 133 of the Evidence Act,
2011 provides:

“133 (1) In civil cases, the burden of first proving existence or non-existence of
a fact lies on the party against whom the judgement of the court would be given
if no evidence were pronounced on either side, regard being had to any
presumpition that may arise on the pleadings.



4.4

4.5

4.6

(2) If the party referred to in subsection (1) of this section adduces evidence
which ought reasonably to satisfy the court that the fact sought to be proved is
established, the burden lies on the party apainst whom judgment would be given
if no more evidence were adduced, and so on successively until afl the issues in
the pleadings have heen dealt with”

See the cases of: Dikwa v. Modu (1992) 3 NWLR (PL.280) 183, Okonkwo v.
Okagbue (1994) 9 NWLR (Pt. 368) Pg. 301, 325-326 and Ebo v. Eghbu (1994)
5 NWLR (Pt.347) Pg. 703, 718

My Lord, the claims of the Plaintiffs in the instant case are declaratory in nature,
a hurdle the Plaintiffs must cross to be entitled to the reliefs claimed is, its case
succeeds on tts strength even in the {ace ol admissions (which 1s not the case here).
Declaratory orders are not granted as matter of cause or even based on admissions.
The prinéiples upon which declaratory reliefs are granted have been eloquently
stipulated in plethora of judicial authorities. See Luuke v. R.S.H. & P.D.A.(2023)
3 NWLR (Pt. 1871) 221 at 251-252 paras C-D & B-A(SC) and Ojiayan v, Api.
Dev. Ent. Ltd. (2024) 4 NWLR (’t. 1929) 381, at 403, paras G-H (CA)

My noble lord, we submit most humbly that jt js trite law that declaratory rcliefs
are not grantable even on admission, or the weakness of the defence, if any. The
Plaintiffs is not relieved [rom its legal and evidential onus 10 prove its case or
assertions with credible evidence in line with our extant laws and we urge your
lordship to so hold. We refer your lordship 1o the cascs of Omisore v. Areghbesola
(201515 NWLR (Pt.1482) 205 (o) P.32.2, paras. D-E (8C); Seamarine Int'l Ltd
v. Ayetoro Bay Agency (2016) 4 NWLR (I’t. 1502) P. 313 at Pp. 343 - 344,
paras. F-A.

The burden of proving a fact rests on the party who asscrts the affirmative of an
issue and not a party who dentes it or who asserts the nepative. A negalive
assettion cannot be proved. In Danjuma vs. Garba (2021) LPELR- 57105 CA.
The Court of Appeal held that: ,

"I amn of the view that the trial Court erred in law by placing a legal burden of
the 1% defendant which it should not have heen saddied with. This takes me to
the decision in OQlorundare's case which T had hitherto referred to in this



4.7

4.8

4.9

judgment. Although Sections 131-132 of the Evidence Act, places the hurden of
proving a fact on the one who asserts a fact, this cannot be said of a party who
asserts the non-existence as there is nothing for him to assert, save io insist on
the non-payment to the Appellant”.

My lord, in appreciating the case of the Plaintiffs, as deposed to in its Affidavit
in support of the Originating Swmmons, the Plaintiffs claimed the Defendant
refused the submission of the details of the 1% Plaintiff on its portal. In responsc
to the Suit, Defendant filed a 10 Paragraphs Counter Aflidavit emphatically
stating that the 2™ Plaintiff could not successfully submit the details of the 1*
Plaintiff on the Defendant’s Nomination Portal due fo the facts that same was
submitted cutside the timeline provided Time Table and Schedule of Activities
{or 2027 General Elections.

Going by the above, it then means that the casc of the Plainti[ls built on hunch
cannot succeed even where there is no challenge or counter affidavil. Defendant
by its deposition in Paragraph 9 reveals that itis in the interest of justice to dismiss
this suit, (hat the Plaintiffs are not entitied to the relief sought. We urge My Lord
to hold so.

My Lord, the purported facts as deposed to in their Affidavits in support of the
Originating Summons are not sacrosanct, they are subject to
consideration/evaluation by this Honourable Court even where they are not
chailenged. Tn the case ol Adeniyi v. Tina George Ind. Ltd. (2019) 16 NWLR
(Pt. 1699) 560 at 587-588 paras A-A where the Supreme Court held:

“One of the first complaints of the appellants is that the application was
unovpposed and therefore the court ought to have accepted and acted on the
unchallenged averments. While it is generally well settled that unopposed
averments in an affidavit will be deemed admitted, it is also trite that the
court has a duty to evaluate the unopposed averments and defermine
whether, as they stand, they justify the grant of the relief sought. The mere
fact that averments are not denied does not mean that the court must accept
them without more. The averments, even if accepted by the court, must be
cogent and credible. If the court is not so satisfied, the application will be
refused. In Neka B.B.B. Manufacturing Co. Ltd. v. A.C.B. Ltd. (2004)

7



4.10

4.11

5.0

5.1

2 NWLR (P1.858) 521 @ 550-351 F-A, this court held, per Pais-Acholonu,
JSC:

“d am familiar with the case of Odulajn v. Haddad(1973) { ANLR 19] to
the effect that an ‘evidence not challenged by the party that had the
opportunity to do so should ordinarily be believe and accorded credibitity. I
believe that such holding rests on the premise that such evidence is capable
of being believed if not challenged. fn other words, when the evidence is
weak in content as not {o assisi the court or is manifestly unreasonable or is
devoid of any substance as not fo help to resolve the matter in issue it will
be safe to ignore it as it does not attain the standard of credibility. Although
it is the general rufe that un contradicted evidence from which reasonable
people can draw but one conclusion may not ordinarily be rejected by the
court but must be accepted as frue, it iy also true to say that the court is not
in all the circumstances bound to accepi as true testimony an evidence that
is un contradicted where it is willfully or corruptly false, incredible,
improbuble or sharply falls below the standard expected in a particular
case.” (Ttalic mine)

See also: Obasanjo Farms (Nig.}) Ltd. v. Muhammad (2016)LPELR-40199
(CA) @ 41-42 A-D; R-Benkay (Nig.) Ltd v. Cadbury(Nig.) Ltd: (2012)
9 NWLR (Pt.1306) 596; Gonzee (Nig.) Ltd. v NERDC (2005} 13 NWLR (Pt.
943) 634 @ 638 @ 650 D. .

It follows therefore that this Honourabble Court is entitled to evaluate the
averments in the supporting affidavit to satisfy itself that the Plaintiffs is
entitled to the reliels sought by it.

My Lord, is urged to discountenance the arpument of the Plaintiffs and the
cases cited which are inapposite its case. This case succeeds only if the facts
deposed lo in the affidavit in support are reliable,

CONCLUSION

My Lord is urged to hold that the casc of the Plaintiffs is bereft of any
substance. it is in the interest of justice to allow only duly nominated
candidates that was submitied within the time provided in the Time tablc and

8



c-

Schedule of Activities for elections to ensure the Delendant seamlessly carries
out its Statutory duties to conduct free, fair and credible clections that satisfy
the aspiration all NE' gerians.

DATED THIS ..., DAY OF OCTOBER, 2026.

o

Sulayman O. Ibrahim, SAN
Adcyemi O.A. , Esq.(Sign)
Dr. Kingsley Magbuin, Esq,
Hassan Aminu, Esq.
Counsel to the Defendant, INEC Headquarlers,
Plot 436, Zambezi Crescent, Maitama-Abuja.
07068961810
femiradical@yahoo.co.uk

FOR SERVICE ON:

THE PLAINTIFFS

Clo its Counsel

Dr. Dayo G. Ashonibare Hsq.
Simiat Suleiman Esq.

Levite Solicitors & Arbilrators
Block 15D, Salis Courl.

Efire [leogun Street.

Life Camp, FCT-Abuja

TEL: 08033661414, 08165550165.
(davoashonibare@nigerianbar.ng).



