FORM 1 Rule 4(3)

\—— ORI OF ORIGINATING APPLICATION in respect of allegations against a Legal
Practitioner.

Number&g’}l’fjﬂ ¢ /fﬁff /3 02

IN THE MATTER OF THE LEGAL PRACTITIONERS ACT 2004

BETWEEN

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE

2. MR. CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN

3. DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN - APPLICANTS
4. MR. BABAJIDE OGUNDIPE

AND
CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME, SAN - RESPONDENT

I, MR. CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN, of Candide-Johnson Law, 8
Tokunbo Omisore St., Lekki Phase 1, Lagos State

APPLY (on behalf of JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE and its named
members) that CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME, SAN, of Mike Ozekhome's
Chambers, Ukwe Court, Plot 2215, Cadastral Zone, Nile Street, Opp. Divisional Police
Headquarters, Maitama, Abuja, be required to answer the allegations contained in the
Statement/Affidavit which accompanies this Application and that such Order be made
as the Committee shall think right.

SIGNED by the Applicants

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE
MR. C. A. CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN
DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN

w N




whose address for service is

c/o Candide-Johnson Law
8 Tokunbo Omisore St.
Lekki Phase 1

Lagos State.

Dated: 23™ October 2025

NOTES:

1. Applicant making an application on behalf of a third party to state the name of the

third party.
2. Add the full names of the Respondent and his address or last known abode or last

known place or places of business.
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FORM 2 Rule 4(4)

FORM OF NOTICE to accompany Statement of Evidence
NUmMDEr.ccivansiiies

IN THE MATTER OF THE LEGAL PRACTITIONERS ACT 2004 AND THE LEGAL
PRACTITIONERS DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE RULES 2020

AND IN THE MATTER OF

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE

2. MR. CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN

3. DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN - APPLICANTS
4. MR. BABAJIDE OGUNDIPE

AND
CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME, SAN - RESPONDENT

TAKE NOTICE that the Applicants propose to rely upon the Statement(s)/Affidavit of
Facts and accompanying documents on oath listed below, copies of which are served

herewith.

If you wish any person who has made one of these statements to be required to attend
the hearing as a witness you must, not less than 9 days before the date set down for
the hearing of the application, notify me and the Secretary to the Committee to that
effect. In the event of your failure to do so the Committee may accept the
statement/affidavit in question in evidence without more.

LIST

1. Statement of Mr. C. A. Candide-Johnson, SAN, dated 20" October 2025.

2. Affidavit of Mr. C. A. Candide-Johnson dated 20" October 2025.

3. Judgment of the United Kingdom First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber) dated 11t
September 2025, in Case No. REF/2023/0155, Tali Shani v. Chief Mike Agbedor
Abu Ozekhome.

4. Publication — "Law Is Noble, Lawyers Are Human" by Adenekan Shogunle, Esq.
Fsi., accessible on https://theeagleonline.com.ng/law-is-noble-lawyers-are-

human-by-adenekan-shogunle/,
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5. Publication in THISDAY Newspaper of 23™ September 2025 — “Ozekhome and the
Triple Faces of Tali Shani” by Onikepo Braithwaite.
6. Publication in THISDAY Newspaper of 5" October 2025 - “The London Property

that Exposes Nigeria's Rot" by Gideon Christian.

Date: 239 Qctober 2025

Address: Candide-Johnson Law
8 Tokunbo Omisore St.

Lekki Phase 1

Lagos State.
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NUMDBETL. ciiviniiiiines

IN THE MATTER OF THE LEGAL PRACTITIONERS ACT 2004 AND THE LEGAL
PRACTITIONERS DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE RULES 2020

AND IN THE MATTER OF

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE
2. MR. CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN
3. DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN - APPLICANTS

4. MR. BABAJIDE OGUNDIPE

AND

CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME, SAN - RESPONDENT
TATEMENT OF ALLEGATION/ INT OF MISCONDUCT

1. INTRODUCTION

; W

1.2

1.3.

14.

.

The 1% Applicant is a non-profit organisation duly registered under the laws of
the Federal Republic of Nigeria. It is a coalition of Nigerians across the legal
profession, civil society, and the general public who are stakeholders in the

justice system.

The objective of the 1% Applicant is to promote transparency, merit, and
efficiency in Nigeria's Justice System.

The 2" Applicant is a duly enrolled Nigerian lawyer and the convener of the 1%
Applicant, whilst the 3" and 4" Applicants are duly enrolled Nigerian lawyers as
well as members of the 1% Applicant.

The Respondent is a duly enrolled Nigerian lawyer and a Senior Advocate of

Nigeria.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

This complaint of misconduct stems from the decision of the United Kingdom
First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber) dated 11" September 2025, in Case No.
REF/2023/0155, Tali Shani v. Chief Mike Agbedor Abu Ozekhome (“the
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2.3.

24,

Judgment") and the involvement of the Respondent in the proceedings that led
to the decision.

The case concerned a London property at 79 Randall Avenue, Neasden,
London NW2, Title No. MX 117803 (“the Property”). The Property was registered
in the name “Tali Shani” in 1993. The Respondent (“Chief Ozekhome") applied
to register a transfer dated 17" August 2021 in his favour, purportedly executed
by “Mr. Tali Shani.” Box 8 of the TR1 (transfer) form stated that the transfer

was not for money or anything of monetary value.

An objection was lodged on 26" September 2022 by Westfield Solicitors, on
behalf of “Ms. Tali Shani," (“the Objector”), claiming she was the rightful
proprietor and that she did not execute the 2021 transfer, nor did she have any
knowledge of the same. This objection caused the Land Registry to suspend
registration and refer the matter to the First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber)
("the Tribunal®) for determination of the question whether to direct the Chief
Land Registrar to register the transfer to Chief Ozekhome or cancel the
application for registration.

Several pertinent issues arose in the course of the proceedings before the
Tribunal, and these include:

2.4.1. The identity and existence of the Objector, “Ms. Tali Shani,” and
whether she was a genuine person.

2.4.2. The identity and title of “Mr. Tali Shani,” who purportedly executed
the transfer in favour of Chief Ozekhome, whether he was the
same person as the Tali Shani in whose name the property was
registered in 1993, whether he had title to transfer, and if not, his
role in the transfer.

2.4.3. The authenticity, provenance, consistency, and credibility of
documentary and oral evidence, including alleged forgery,
falsification of identities, and impersonation.

2.4.4. Whether, even if the Objector's case fails, the Tribunal should
nevertheless refuse to register the transfer to Chief Ozekhome on
its merits (given doubts over title).
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24.5.

2.4.6.

Whether the transfer in 2021 was valid, and whether

consideration was given.

Who is the true owner of the property.

2.5. After a hearing, the Tribunal arrived at a decision and made the following key

findings on the issues that arose:

25.1,

25.2.

2.5.3.

254,

2.5.5.

That the Objector, “Ms. Tali Shani", was not a credible figure — the
Tribunal rejected her existence, purchase claims, and all
supporting documentation as fraudulent.

That the witness presented by the Respondent as Mr. Tali Shani
was neither the purchaser of the property in 1993 nor the Tali
Shani whose name appeared as the holder of Title No.
MX117803. His account was Iimplausible, lacking detail,
inconsistent with contemporaneous documents (which named
“Philips Bincan" as the purchaser), and unsupported by
documentary evidence. The Tribunal found it unrealistic that a 20-
year-old Nigerian cattle owner could afford to purchase a London
property for £110,000 in 1993 and then appoint General Jeremiah
Useni (Deceased), who was then one of the most prominent
people in the Nigerian government, as his agent to manage the
property on his behalf. The oral evidence of General Useni also
contradicted this account.

Based on the oral evidence of General Useni, he was the true
owner of the property. The Tribunal concluded that General Useni
purchased and registered the property under a fictitious name,
and that Mr. Tali Shani was procured as a “vehicle or conduit” for
the transfer of the property to Chief Ozekhome.

Based on the principle of nemo dat quod non habet, no valid title
was passed to Chief Ozekhome by the 2021 transfer, because
“Mr. Tali Shani" lacked any valid title, which he could transfer.

The explanations offered for the 2021 transfer by Mr. Tali Shani

and Chief Ozekhome (gift, consideration/appreciation for legal

services rendered, N100 million, a land in Plateau State) were
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26.

contrived, inconsistent, and not credible. The Tribunal found that
the transfer was said not to be for money or anything of
monetary value in Box 8 of the TR1 (transfer) form to evade

stamp duty land tax.

2.5.6. The Tribunal refused to direct the Chief Land Registrar to register
the 2021 transfer in favour of Chief Ozekhome. Instead, it ordered

the registration to be rejected.

It must be clarified that Chief Ozekhome was the Respondent at the Tribunal
and represented himself after his legal representatives, Mr. Tom Walsh
(counsel, instructed by Rockstones Law LLP, solicitors), withdrew their
representation following what he described as a potential professional
embarrassment (details provided below).

OF MISCONDUCT

Based on the foregoing findings, the Applicants respectfully submit that Chief
Ozekhome failed to act with dignity and uphold the integrity of the legal
profession, thereby bringing the profession into disrepute. In particular terms,
Chief Ozekhome breached the following provision of the Rules of Professional
Conduct for Legal Practitioners 2023 (the Rules):

3.1.1. Rule 1, which provides: "A Lawyer shall uphold and observe the
rule of law, promote and foster the cause of justice, maintain a
high standard of professional conduct, and shall not engage in
any conduct which is unbecoming of a legal practitioner.”

3.1.2. Chief Ozekhome failed to maintain a high standard of professional
conduct and engaged in conduct unbecoming of a legal
practitioner when the Tribunal found that the statement in Box 8
of the TR1 (transfer) form to the effect that the transfer was not
for money or anything of monetary value was made so the
purported transfer would be free from stamp duty land tax — a
dishonourable act of tax evasion, which is unbecoming of a legal
practitioner.

3.1.3. Chief Ozekhome contravened Rule 1 when he pursued false,
fraudulent, and unwarranted claims that lacked a genuine basis in
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3.1.4.

3.1.5.

3.1.6.

law and fact. The Tribunal found it strange that a Senior Advocate
of Nigeria (equivalent of King's Counsel), was incurious about the
facts surrounding the ownership of the property and the unrealistic
claims of ownership by Mr. Tali Shani as put forward by both of

them.

These claims were completely contradicted by General Useni,
who was called as a witness by Chief Ozekhome when he testified
that the property at 79 Randall Avenue belonged to him. This
raised a strong presumption that General Useni's purported
written statements (and by extension, those of the other witnesses
for Chief Ozekhome) were false statements written and fabricated
by Chief Ozekhome. This also begs the question of whether the
person posing as Mr. Tali Shani, tendered by Chief Ozekhome as
his witness, was an impostor — another fake Tali Shani. This
accounts for the reason for Mr. Walsh's professional
embarrassment and the withdrawal of his representation for Chief
Ozekhome. (See paras. 42 - 47 of the Judgment). Despite
these facts, Chief Ozekhome persisted in his pursuit of the
concocted claims, thereby making it highly improbable that he
was not the mastermind of the unlawful scheme/conduct, or at
least, that he participated therein with full knowledge.

Additionally, Chief Ozekhome was in further breach of Rule 1
when the Tribunal found that the evidence given by him and by
his witnesses on the issue of the consideration given for the
transfer of the property to him was an “invention and contrivance”
(See para. 206 of the Judgment). This is tantamount to a finding
of the crime of perjury committed by them - a finding that debased
not just Chief Ozekhome and the rank of Senior Advocate of
Nigeria that he holds, but the Nigerian legal profession as a whole.

Chief Ozekhome advanced a case which the Tribunal found to be
false, and in so doing, he attempted to mislead the Tribunal and
subvert the cause of justice when he, as an officer of the law, is
charged with the duty of aiding the administration of justice.
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3.2.

3.3.

Contrary to Chief Ozekhome's case, the Tribunal found that the
property belonged to General Useni and that Mr. Tali Shani was
‘simply a vehicle or conduit by which General Useni tried to
transfer to the Respondent a property previously registered by
him in the false name “Tali Shani" in 1993." (See para. 207 of the
Judgment). This amounts to the crime of impersonation, and it
was dishonourable of Chief Ozekhome, an officer of the law, to

have actively participated in this.

3.1.7. This unworthy conduct is particularly grave considering the rank
of Chief Ozekhome as a Senior Advocate of Nigeria. It is difficult
to give Chief Ozekhome the benefit of the doubt by accepting that
he was unaware of the scheme if one considers how passionately
he advanced the claims of Mr. Tali Shani, to the extent that the
Tribunal was convinced that he wrote the witness statement of Mr.
Akeem Johnson, the contents of which peddled the same claims.
(See para. 187, line 3 of the Judgment).

Given the foreign nature of this scandal, it has had an immeasurably negative
impact on the Nigerian legal profession, now painted in a bad light in its entirety
on the global stage. The Applicants hereby refer to trending articles which
underscore this point — “Law Is Noble, Lawyers Are Human” by Adenekan
Shogunle, Esq. Fsi., accessible on hitps://theeagleonline.com.ng/law-is-noble-
| -are-human-by-adenekan-shogunle/; “Ozekhome and the Triple Faces
of Tali Shani" by Onikepo Braithwaite, published in THISDAY Newspaper of 23
September 2025; and “The London Property that Exposes Nigeria's Rot" by
Gideon Christian, published in THISDAY Newspaper of 5" October 2025, to
name but a few.

The 1% Applicant as a non-profit organization made up of Nigerians across the
legal profession, civil society, and the general public who are stakeholders in
the justice system and the 2™ - 4'" Applicants, as deeply concerned members
of the Nigerian legal profession, strongly believe that Chief Ozekhome's
conduct contravened the foregoing provision of the Rules of Professional
Conduct, thereby amounting to professional misconduct in line with Rule 74(1)
of the Rules.
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4.  RELIEFS SOUGHT
4.1. The Applicants urge the Legal Practitioners Disciplinary Commitiee (the
Committee) to invoke its powers under Section 11 of the Legal Practitioners Act
2004 to:
4.1.1. Investigate the conduct of the Respondent, Chief Mike

Ozekhome; and
4.1.2. Impose the appropriate sanction if he is found guilty of infamous

conduct.

5.  CONCLUSION
5.1. Itis the hope of the Applicants that the Committee would perform its statutory
duty of maintaining discipline in the profession.

SIGNED by the Applicants

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE
2. MR. C. A. CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN

3. DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN

4. MR. BABAJIDE OGUNDIPE
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AND IN THE MATTER OF

1. JUSTICE REFORM PROJECT LTD/GTE

2. MR. CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, SAN

3. DR. BABATUNDE AJIBADE, SAN - APPLICANTS
4. MR. BABAJIDE OGUNDIPE

AND

CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME, SAN - RESPONDENT

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS

|, CHARLES ADEYEMI CANDIDE-JOHNSON, Adult, Male, Legal Practitioner and
Nigerian citizen of Candide-Johnson Law, 8 Tokunbo Omisore St., Lekki Phase 1,
Lagos State, Nigeria, do hereby make oath and state as follows that:

1.

The 1 Applicant is a non-profit organisation duly registered under the laws of
the Federal Republic of Nigeria. It is a coalition of Nigerians across the legal
profession, civil society, and the general public who are stakeholders in the
justice system.

The objective of the 1% Applicant is to promote transparency, merit, and
efficiency in Nigeria's Justice System.

| am the 2°¢ Applicant and | am a duly enrolled Nigerian lawyer and the
convener of the 1 Applicant, whilst the 3" and 4" Applicants are duly enrolled
Nigerian lawyers as well as members of the 1% Applicant.

The Respondent is a duly enrolled Nigerian lawyer and a Senior Advocate of
Nigeria.

This complaint of misconduct stems from the decision of the United Kingdom
First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber) dated 11" September 2025, in Case No.
REF/2023/0155, Tali Shani v. Chief Mike Agbedor Abu Ozekhome (“the
Judgment) and the involvement of the Respondent in the proceedings that led
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to the decision. A certified true copy of the judgment is hereby attached and
marked as Exhibit A1,

The case concermned a London property at 79 Randall Avenue, Neasden,
London NW2, Title No. MX117803 (“the Property”). The Property was registered
in the name “Tali Shani” in 1993. The Respondent (“Chief Ozekhome”) applied
to register a transfer dated 17" August 2021 in his favour, purportedly executed
by “Mr. Tali Shani.” Box 8 of the TR1 (transfer) form stated that the transfer

was not for money or anything of monetary value.

An objection was lodged on 26™ September 2022 by Westfield Solicitors, on
behalf of “Ms. Tali Shani," (“the Objector”), claiming she was the rightful
proprietor and that she did not execute the 2021 transfer, nor did she have any
knowledge of the same. This objection caused the Land -Ragistry to suspend
registration and refer the matter to the First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber)
(“the Tribunal") for determination of whether to direct the Chief Land Registrar
to register the transfer in favour of Chief Ozekhome or cancel the application.

Several pertinent issues arose in the course of the proceedings before the
Tribunal, and these include:

8.1. The identity and existence of the Objector, "“Ms. Tali Shani,” and whether
she was a genuine person.

8.2. The identity and title of “Mr. Tali Shani,” who purportedly executed the
transfer in favour of Chief Ozekhome, whether he was the same person
as the Tali Shani in whose name the property was registered in 1993,
whether he had title to transfer, and if not, his role in the transfer.

8.3. The authenticity, provenance, consistency, and credibility of
documentary and oral evidence, including alleged forgery, falsification of
identities, and impersonation.

8.4. Whether, even if the Objector's case fails, the Tribunal should
nevertheless refuse to register the transfer to Chief Ozekhome on its
merits (given doubts over title).

8.5. Whether the transfer in 2021 was valid, and whether consideration was
given.
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8.6.

Who is the true owner of the property.

After a hearing, the Tribunal arrived at a decision and made the following key
findings on the issues that arose:

9.1.

9.2.

9.3.

9.4,

9.5.

That the Objector, “Ms. Tali Shani”, was not a credible figure - the
Tribunal rejected her existence, purchase claims, and all supporting

documentation as fraudulent.

That the witness presented by Chief Ozekhome as Mr. Tali Shani was
neither the purchaser of the property in 1993 nor the Tali Shani whose
name appeared as the holder of Title No. MX117803. His account was
implausible, lacking detail, inconsistent with contemporaneous
documents (which named “Philips Bincan” as the purchaser), and
unsupported by documentary evidence. The Tribunal found it unrealistic
that a 20-year-old Nigerian cattle owner could afford to purchase a
London property for £110,000 in 1993 and then appoint General
Jeremiah Useni, who was then one of the most prominent people in the
Nigerian government, as his agent to manage the property on his behalf.
The oral evidence of General Useni also contradicted this account.

Based on the oral evidence of General Useni, he was the true owner of
the property. The Tribunal concluded that General Useni purchased and
registered the property under a fictitious name, and that Mr. Tali Shani
was procured as a “vehicle or conduit” for the transfer of the property to
Chief Ozekhome.

Based on the principle of nemo dat quod non habet, no valid title was
passed to Chief Ozekhome by the 2021 transfer, because “Mr. Tali
Shani” lacked any valid title, which he could transfer.

That the explanations offered for the 2021 transfer by Mr. Tali Shani and
Chief Ozekhome (gift, consideration/appreciation for legal services
rendered, N100 million, a land in Plateau State) were contrived,
inconsistent, and not credible. The Tribunal found that the transfer was
said not to be for money or anything of monetary value in Box 8 of

the TR1 (transfer) form to evade stamp duty land tax.
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

9.6. The Tribunal refused to direct the Chief Land Registrar to register the
2021 transfer in favour of Chief Ozekhome. Instead, it ordered the

registration to be rejected.

Chief Ozekhome was the Respondent at the Tribunal and represented himself
after his legal representative, Mr. Tom Walsh (counsel, instructed by
Rockstones Law LLP, solicitors), withdrew his representation following what he
described as a potential professional embarrassment.

| believe Chief Ozekhome failed to act with dignity and uphold the integrity of
the profession, thereby bringing the profession to disrepute.

| believe Chief Ozekhome breached Rule 1 of the Rules of Professional
Conduct for Legal Practitioners 2023 (the Rules), which provides that, "A
Lawyer shall uphold and observe the rule of law, promote and foster the cause
of justice, maintain a high standard of professional conduct, and shall not
engage in any conduct which is unbecoming of a fegéf practitioner.”

Given the foreign nature of this scandal, it has had an immeasurably negative
impact on the Nigerian legal profession, now painted in a bad light in its entirety
on the global stage. Reference is hereby made to trending articles, which
underscore this point — “Law Is Noble, Lawyers Are Human" by Adenekan
Shogunle, Esq. Fsi., accessible on hitps://theeagleonline.com.ng/law-is-noble-

ers-are-human-by-ade n-shogunle/; “Ozekhome and the Triple Faces
of Tali Shani” by Onikepo Braithwaite, published in THISDAY Newspaper of 23"
September 2025; and “The London Property that Exposes Nigeria's Rot" by
Gideon Christian, published in THISDAY Newspaper of 5" October 2025, to
name but a few. Copies of these articles are hereby attached and collectively
marked as Exhibit A2.

The 1% Applicant, as a non-profit organization made up of Nigerians across the
legal profession, civil society, and the general public who are stakeholders in
the justice system, and the 2" — 4" Applicants, as deeply concerned members
of the Nigerian legal profession, strongly believe that the Respondent's conduct
contravened the foregoing provisions of the Rules, thereby amounting to
professional misconduct in line with Rule 74(1) of the Rules.
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15. The Applicants urge the Legal Practitioners Disciplinary Commitiee (“the
Committee”) to invoke its powers under Section 11 of the Legal Practitioners

Act 2004 to:

15.1. Investigate the conduct of Chief Ozekhome; and
15.2. Impose the appropriate sanction if found guilty of infamous conduct.

16. It is the hope of the Applicants that the Committee would perform its statutory
duty of maintaining discipline in the profession.

17. | depose to this affidavit in good faith, believing the facts deposed to therein to
be true and in accordance with the Oaths Act.

DEPONENT

SWORN t the Registry of the High Court of Lagos State, Lagos
This y of October 2025.

o
BEFO o

-—-q_"_-_

:
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FIRST-TIER TRIBUNAL

PROPERTY CHAMBER
LAND REGISTRATION
Case Number: REF/2023/0155
BETWEEN:
TALI SHANI
Applicants
-and-
CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME
Respondent
Title number: MX 117803
Property: 79 Randall Avenue, London NW2 78X

ORDER

Before Judge Ewan Paton, sitting:

-on 11" and 12" June 2024, at 10 Alfred Place, London
- on 29" and 30 July 2025, and 2™ September 2025, by Cloud Video Platform

UPON HEARING Counsel for the Applicants (Mr, Adimbola Badejo, instructed by
Westfields Solicitors, on 11" and 12 June 2024, and 29™ and 30" July 2025,) then the
solicitor for the Applicant (Mr. Kingsley Efemuai of Westfields Solicitors, on 2™ September
2025); and Counsel for the Respondent (Mr. Tom Walsh, instructed by Rockstone Law LLP,
on 11% and 12" June 2024) then the Respondent representing himself (on 29™ and 307 July
and 2™ September 2025)

© Crown Copyright



Case Number:

BETWEEN:

Title number:
Property:

FIRST-TIER TRIBUNAL
PROPERTY CHAMBER
LAND REGISTRATION

REF/2023/0155
TALI SHANI
-and-

CHIEF MIKE AGBEDOR ABU OZEKHOME

MX 117803
79 Randall Avenue, London NW2 78X

Before Judge Ewan Paton, sitting:

-on 11" and 12" June 2024, at 10 Alfred Place, London

- on 29" and 30™ July 2025, and 2™ September 2025, by Cloud Video Platform

Applicants

For the Applicants: (on 11™ and 12" June 2024, and 29" and 30™ July 2025) Mr. Adimbola
Badejo (counsel, instructed by Westfields Solicitors, Bromley); and (on 3™ September 2025
for closing submissions) Mr. Kingsley Efemuai (solicitor, of Westfields Solicitors)

For the Respondent: (on | 1" and 12" June 2024) Mr. Tom Walsh (counsel, instructed by
Rockstones Law LLP, solicitors); then (on 29" and 30" July 2025, and 3™ September 2025)
the Respondent representing himself.

DECISION

© Crown Copyright



IT IS ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Applicant’s case in these proceedings is struck out as an abuse of process,
pursuant to rule 9(3)(d) of The Tribunal Procedure (First-tier Tribunal) (Property
Chamber) Rules 2013.

2. The Chief Land Registrar is directed to cancel the Respondent’s original application
on form AP1, dated 24" August 2021, to register a TR1 transfer dated 17" August
2021,

3. Any representations as to liability for the costs of these proceedings shall be made by
5 n 24% 2025. in default of which there shall be no order as to costs.

This order is made pursuant to rules 9(3)(d) and 40(2)(b) of The Tribunal Procedure
(First-tier Tribunal) (Property Chamber) Rules 2013
Judge Fwan Paton

Dated this 11™ September 2025
BY ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL

I certify that this is a true copy of
the order dated 11" September
2025 in REF 2023 0155 Tali
Shani v. Chief Mike Ozekhome

Signed: j/Vf’p #

Dated: Ij‘/."#/gj

Judge Ewan Paton

First-tier Tribunal, Property
Chamber, Land Registration
Division




Key words —registration of transfer - identity of registered proprietor — compelting claims to
be the genuine registered proprietor — evidence of identity - fraud by impersonation - abuse
of process - evidence of third party ownership - direction to Chief Land Registrar

Introduction

I. The matter referred to this Tribunal by the Land Registry, on 27" February 2023, was
an application by the Respondent to register a transfer dated 17" August 2021 of the
above property - a house in Neasden, north London ~ executed in his favour by one
“Tali Shani”. Box 8 of the TR transfer form stated that “the transfer is not for money
or anything that has a monetary value™.”

2. That apparently routine application has, however, generated proceedings of a quite
extraordinary nature. At their heart are mutual allegations of identity fraud by
impersonation. These in turn generated multiple allegations of forgery of documents,
fraud, conspiracy and corruption of public officials. A key figure in both parties’
cases, as they eventually emerged, was a very prominent and now deceased former
Nigerian general and politician, General Jeremiah Useni. General Useni (who died on
23" January 2025) gave oral evidence before me by video link, as a witness tendered
by the Respondent, on 11" June 2024.

| shall return below, in detail, to General Useni's evidence, and some of the
documenied facts of his life and career.

3. This matter was referred to this Tribunal on the basis of an objection to registration of
the above transfer, originally lodged at HM Land Registry on 26" September 2022 by
Westfields Solicitors on behalf of a “Ms. Tali Shani". The objection was made on the
basis that she was the registered proprietor of the property. It was said that she knew
nothing of this transfer, did not execute it, and was “outraged”. She was made the
Applicant in these proceedings.

4, The Respondent’s response to this objection, as will be set out further below in more
detail, is that *Ms. Tali Shani" never existed. He says that “she” is a “phantom™
identity, created by a person not party to these proceedings, for the fraudulent purpose
of taking control of the above property.

5. The alleged Applicant never appeared before me during any part of this hearing, and
was later alleged to have died in October 2024, [ shall return below to the evidence
filed in her name, and the circumstances of her non-appearance then apparent death.

6. The Respondent’s case is that the “Mr. Tali Shani" who executed the transfer of the
property in his favour is its true registered proprietor. A man of that name gave oral
evidence before me, by video link, also on 11" June 2024. The case for the Applicant,
in response, is that this “Mr. Tali Shani" is - if not a phantom — not the registered
proprietor of the property, and so was not competent to transfer it to the Respondent.
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Again, | shall return in detail below 1o the oral evidence given by this witness.

The one indisputable fact in this case is that with effect from 16" November 1993, the
registered proprietor of 79 Randall Avenue, title number MX 117803, was stated to be
“Tali Shani" of that address,

The case therefore turns on who procured that registration of title in 1993 in that name
- who is, or was, “Tali Shani"?

The Respondent’s case: Mr. Tali Shani

The Respondent’s case, and the basis for the 2021 transfer and application for
registration, is that this was the man who gave evidence before me. As part of the DI
process of verification required by the Land Registry for the application, a copy of a
Nigerian passport, certified as a true copy by an English solicitor, was provided. This
stated that Tali Shani (male) was born on 2™ April 1973 in Plateau State, Nigeria. This
means that he would have been 20 years old at the time of the registration of title to
the property. No copy of any birth certificate for him was provided.

He provided one witness statement, upon which he was cross-examined at trial. A
striking feature of that statement was how little, if anything, it said about the
background to his apparent 1993 purchase of the property when he was 20. Instead,

the statement devotes most of its paragraphs to much more recent events, conceming
the letting and management of the property in very recent years - since 2019. These
paragraphs detail attemplts to seck possession against the current tenants of the
property, disputes with an agent (a Mr. Nicholas Ekhorutowen) over the receipt of
monies, and the background to this Mr, Tali Shani first granting successive “Powers of
Attorney” over the property to the Respondent (beginning in 2019), then transferring it
to him.

All Mr. Shani said in his statement about his ownership was the bare statement that he
had been the legal owner since 16'" November 1993. He then said, in paragraph 3:

“1 later employed General Jeremiah T. Useni to be my Agent/Manager with respect

to the property, |, being a very busy businessman, and not being ordinarily resident in
the UK."

Elsewhere, he referred to General Useni as his “property manager” and his “elder
friend and business partner” with whom he had a “close business relationship".

He also said that:
“l alone, and no-one else, bore and controlled the original title deeds and documents
to 79 Randall Avenue...which | have since transferred to Chief Ozekhome, who now

has custody of the same.”

It is true that it was the Respondent in this case, and not the Applicant or anyone on
her behalf, who provided disclosure of what appear to be the only surviving pre-
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registration title and conveyancing documents,

Some of these documents were largely of historical interest, such as pre-registration
conveyances, charges searches and correspondence from between 1933 and 1985, in
which latter year the property was purchased by its previous owner, one Hanna
Witecka, Their only significance is that it is the Respondent (not the Applicant) who
has them.

Also disclosed was a sequence of documents comprising various searches, enquiries,
requisitions on title and eventually a contract of sale from the latter part of 1993,
beginning in July and August 1993, These reveal the following:-

i) the seller was Hanna Witecka, and the purchaser was named as one “Philips
Bincan”.

ii) the firm of Barry Phillips & Co., of Mayfair, were acting for the purchaser.

iii) by a contract of sale dated 16™ September 1993, the sale was agreed at a price of
£110,000. A deposit of £11,000 was recorded as having been paid. The completion
date was 7™ October 1993.

iv) on 6% October 1993, those solicitors obtained for the purchaser, “Philips Bincan”, a
form 94D certificate of official search with priority, whose priority period extended to
17" November 1993.

No such correspondence, searches, contract or other conveyancing documents in the
name of “Tali Shani” were disclosed.

Oral evidence of Mr. Tali Shani

Mr. Tali Shani was cross-examined by Mr. Badejo, for the Applicant. [ alsc asked him
a few questions by way of follow-up. | record here that | took a good note of this and
other oral evidence, and my own notes also concur with those parts of the evidence
later quoted by Mr, Badejo in his closing written submissions prepared in July 2025.
The Applicant’s solicitors sought to obtain a transeript of that day's hearing, but
because of a repeated fault in the recording mechanism, the transcribers were unable
to produce one. Having myself listened back to the recording, 1 can confirm that while
the sound repeatedly cuts out during counsel's questions, the responses of the
witnesses on the day (both of whom gave evidence by video) were a) generally
audible and b) consistent with my notes and recollection of the evidence.

The key features of that evidence, and his answers to questions, were as follows.

Mr. Shani was asked what he remembered about his alleged purchase of this property
in 1993, He thought that he had compléted the purchase in “November™ of that year,
and that the whole purchase process took “not a long time really” - he thought about a
month. He could not remember when he made an offer to purchase. When asked how
much he paid for the property, he took & long time to answer, then eventually settled

-
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on a figure of “£200,000".

He was asked how he had funded such a purchase, aged just 20. His initial answer was
that this was “through business", and that he had wanted to invest in property, When
he was asked what sort of business he was in at that time, so as to have £200,000 with
which to buy a property in London at the age of 20, he said that he was fortunate to
have agricultural lands and cattle in his family. He said that had been in business
“since | was a kid", beginning with selling sweets and mangoes at school. He later, in
response to one of my questions, said that he had been able to buy a London property
for £200,000 because “| had a lot of cattle” and the Nigerian currency the Naira “was
strong at that time".

He was taken to the 1993 conveyancing documents showing the purchaser as Philips
Bincan, for a price of £110,000, with the completion date of 7" October 1993. He did
not recognise that name and had no explanation for his posscssion of these documents.
He was unable to say which solicitors he instructed. He was asked if it was really his
evidence that he paid almost double for the property immediately after this purchase
for £110,000, to which he replied “Yes, sir".

When asked whether he had ever set foot in the UK, let alone London, he said that he
had last been in London about seven years ago. His evidence about the time of
purchase, and how he claimed to have transferred the money for the purchase, was as
follows. He said:

“| spoke with someone who advised me...| confided in him and went ahead with the
transaction. ..l transferred the money from Nigeria to the UK...] confided in someone
who advised me. ...l gave the funds to him."

When asked who this was, he replied “General Useni".

Mr. Shani was giving evidence after General Useni had already done so. | will deal
with General Useni's evidence, and history, in detail below. The key point of this part
of Mr. Shani's evidence is that he was unequivocally now claiming not just that he had
known General Useni in 1993, but that he had used him at that time as a contact or go-
between to purchase this London property. It followed from this, and from the
evidence in his statement, that the claim that he had employed General Useni as his
“Agent/Manager”, because he himself was a “very busy businessman”, dated back to
this time, when he was 20. He did not say that he himself had ever managed the
property, instructed any other agent, or even (as | read his evidence) set foot in 1t after
1993,

Mr. Shani was also asked about the more recent documents entered into with the
Respondent, in 2019, 2020 and 2021. The first of these was a Power of Attomcy
granted to the Respondent on 30™ May 2019, in relation to the property (79 Randall
Avenue), giving the Respondent full power to take possession of it, collect rents, and
sign any necessary documents. His evidence was that he first met the Respondent in
2019, and that the Respondent became a “father figure™, who provided a lot of useful
legal advice and services and with whom he felt “very comfortable”. A second Power
of Attorney was then executed on 28" May 2020. This is a somewhal curious
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24,

document, in which rather than just granting a power of attorney, Tali Shani agrees to
“donate” all his “Right Title and Interest” in the property to the Respondent “for
valuable consideration”, which is then stated to be:

“_the sum of N100,000,000.00 (One hundred million Naira) only, duly paid by the
donee to the donor, the receipt whereof the donor doth hereby acknowledge, and in
consideration of legal services rendered for and on behalf of the donor by the donee,
which legal services the donor hereby acknowledges...”

When asked about this, Mr. Shani did at first appear to say that he had received this
sum, but that it was not for the power of attorney but for the property (“It’s for the
property, sir”). He also said that the Respondent had given him a property in Jos in
Plateau State. He referred to his “gratitude” to the Respondent. Later he appeared to
me to say that the property in Jos was the equivalent of 100 million Naira, not that he
had actually been given that sum in cash.

When asked about the subsequent 2021 transfer, and why box 8 of it stated that it was
not for money or anything of monetary value, despite his previous evidence as to the
Jos property and 100 million Naira he denied that this was a false statement. He said
that all his dealings with the Respondent were based on their “relationship” and his
“gratitude” to him, saying that “My relationship with Chief Ozekhome outweighed
money".

General Jeremiah Useni: career, life and death

On 4™ August 2025, in final pre-hearing directions, | indicated to the parties that |
intended to rely — for the purposes of taking judicial notice of uncontroversial matters
- on the following sources as to the general background and history of the general -

i) i) the report of his death filed on behalf of the Applicant’s solicitors by email on | g

February 2025: Former FCT Minister, Useni dies at 82 - Vanguard News
ii) the following report of his funeral: Ex-FCT Mini en. Jeremiah Useni, Loid T
Rest In Plateay

iii) his “Wikipedia" entry, save for any contentious matters or allegations: Jeremiah
Useni - Wikipedia

iv) the facts as reported in the decision of the Royal Court of Jersey in Attorney-
General v, (1) Jeremiah Useni (2) Standard Chartered Bank [2022] JRC 230 (19"
May 2022) and the unsuccessful application for permission to appeal that decision. at
[2023] JCA 001 (Jersey Court of Appeal, 5 January 2023).

I had previously provided a copy of that decision to the parties at the hearing on | 2"‘.
June 2024, since apart from the actual decision and findings of the Court in that case,
it recorded what had then been General Useni's own positive case and evidence.

1 invited the parties to file any additional or different material, or any objection to the
use of the above material, by 24™ August 2025. No other material or objections were
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28.

filed.

Drawing from the above, the following can be stated without controversy. Jeremiah
Useni was born in 1943 in Langtang, northern Nigeria (in what is now Plateau State).
He served in the army and rose to the rank of Lieutenant-General. After General Sani
Abacha carried out a military coup d'état and became head of state of Nigeria in 1993,
General Useni served as his minister for the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja. At other
times he was the Minister for Transport and Quarter-Master General of the Nigerian
Army. After the death of General Abacha in 1998, General Useni remained active in
politics and Nigerian public life, being elected as a senator in 2015, and culminating
in an unsuccessful election campaign to become governor of Plateau State in 201 8.
The above report of his funeral stated that he died in France on 22™ January 2025, and
that his wife and one of his sons, beside whom he was laid to rest in Langtang, had
died in an aeroplane crash in 2002. The report also notes that “after his retirement
from the Nigerian Army, Gen. Useni remained engaged in business and community
development, serving as Director of Diamond Bank PLC, Chairman of Tim Tali
Investments, Chairman of BFL Microfinance Bank Lid; Director of Abuja Motors
Company Ltd, and chairman, Arewa Consultative Forum (ACF)."

In Attorney-General v. (1) Jeremiah Useni (2) Standard Chartered Bank [2022] JRC
230 (19" May 2022), the Jersey Royal Court made a forfeiture order under Jersey's
anti-money laundering and criminal proceeds legislation [Articles 10 and 11 of the
Forfeiture of Assets (Civil Proceedings) (Jersey) Law 2018] in relation to some £1.9M
held by General Useni in four Jersey bank accounts. The Court found that these funds
were “tainted property” as being the proceeds of “unlawful conduct™ arising from his
activity as a prominent public figure in Nigeria. It is not necessary, for present
purposes, to set out or repeat all of that Court's findings, or its summarised history of
General Useni's career (although the key events match the general summary above,
with the added comment at paragraph 2 that “He is said to have been the second most
senior officer in the Nigerian army under the rule of General Abacha, who ruled from
1993 until his death in 1998.")

It was commeon ground - and General Useni's own admitted and positive case - in

those proceedings that the four Jersey accounts had been opened in 1986 under a false
name, although he had not so admitted this until 2007.

The false name used was “Mr. Tim Shani"”.

General Useni's own case and evidence in those proceedings, and the Court’s
conclusion on the use of this name, were as follows:-

“47. The First Respondent [General Useni] stated that he had not set up the account in
a false name, rather, that he used a 'coded password name™ as advised by Mr Selcan
Miner. The First Respondent also said that he had ‘registered companies in Nigena
with similar coined names™. The First Respondent did not explain whether those
business interests were the source of the large cash assets he had accumulated in the
1990s.

48. The account opening form of 1986 clearly requests the individual's forename and
7
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32.

33

34,

surname, which the First Respondent falsely stated was “Tim Shani”, which does not
indicate a coded password. There is no explanation as to why the First Respondent
went further and gave a false nationality and occupation for Mr Shani if it was indeed
simply a ‘coded password name’. The obvious inference, in the view of the Attomney
General, is that he did so in order to further distance himself from the ownership of
assets that had a likely criminal origin.”

The Court had earlier found that from the opening of the account in 1986 until the
2003 false identification evidence and correspondence had been produced in the name
of “Mr. Shani" (paragraphs 27 to 32), and that General Useni had only revealed
himself to be the actual owner of the funds in the accounts in 2007, when he applied
for them to be changed into his own name (paragraphs 38 and following).

An application for permission to appeal against that order (and other orders relating to
costs) was refused by the Jersey Court of Appeal (Clare Montgomery KC, Jonathan
Crow KC and James Wolffe KC) on 5" January 2023, at [2023] JCA 001.

General Useni’s witness statement evidence

In these proceedings, General Useni signed a total of three witness statements in
support of the Respondent’s case, dated 3" May 2023, 4" October 2023 and 22
December 2023. The first of those contained what purported to be his own evidence in
this case. The second and third statements were essentially statements in rebuttal of
further developments and allegations arising after his first statement was filed.

The first such development was that on 4™ August 2023, a witncss statement
purporting to be made by General Useni was emailed directly to this Tribunal, with no
covering letter, name or signature in the email (but simply the case name and number,
and the words “Dear Sir, Please find attached™). It was emailed from an address

12023 _com. This purported to be in support of the Applicant’s case,
and now alleged that General Useni had a relationship with the Applicant Ms. Tali
Shani, and helped her buy this property. General Useni's second witness statement
was an emphatic and angry denial that he was the author of this statement, or had sent
this or any email to the Tribunal. This statement stated that the signature on this “fake"
statement was clearly not his (compared to his passport), and that the stated address of
the maker of the statement “431/432 Jeremiah Usani Way [sic]" was not his, and did
not even exist as a street or address.

General Useni’s third statement for the Respondent was principally a rebuttal of the
evidence of Mr. Ayodele Damola, made in a statement which contained various
allegations, including that he was the general's “step-son” and repeating the allegation
that General Useni had a previous relationship with his mother “Ms. Tali Shani”. He
also denied an allegation that he had borrowed 54 million Naira, or any sum, from the
Respondent. .

In his first statement, General Useni had said that:-

i) he was an “elderly colleague and close friend of Tali Shani, a businessman”.
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ii) he *..met Tali Shani sometime in the 2000s, as my kinsman and a great
entrepreneur then engaged in business transactions together. We thereafler formed a
mutually beneficial business relationship which later blossomed into a close
friendship.”

iii) “Sometime in 2010, Tali Shani approached me to take over the management of his
property at 79 Randall Avenue, Londun NW2. He charged me to renovate the
dilapidated property to be fit for rental and also tasked me with putting tenants in the

said property.”

iv) he then described how in 201 1 he employed one Akeem Johnson to act as his
“property agent to deal with the tenants directly, as | am not resident in London.” This
arrangement continued, he said, until 2019,

v) he referred to Mr. Akeem Johnson giving the then (and, | believe, current) tenants
of the property, a Mr. Simuskauskas and Ms. Simulkaskiene, a section 21 Housing Act
1988 notice on 30™ September 2019, which he exhibited to the statement.

So pausing here, his written evidence was that in 2010 Tali Shani appointed him as an
agent, but he then in turn almost immediately appointed another agent, or sub-agent,
Mr. Johnson.

vi) he personally introduced the Respondent to Tali Shani in 2019. He then described
his knowledge of the subsequent powers of attorney and transfer to the Respondent.

vii) he angrily refuted the suggestion that “Tali Shani" was a woman and the owner of
this property.

Oral evidence of General Useni

With the permission of the Tribunal, General Useni gave oral evidence by video link
on 1™ June 2024. | accepted medical evidence that he was not fit to travel
internationally, being scheduled to receive kidney dialysis the following day. He was
also suffering from cancer.

There was no medical evidence, and no suggestion at the time from the Respondent,
that General Useni was suffering from any mental illness, decline or confusion. Far
from it being suggested that he was not competent or fit to give evidence, he had in
fact been “trailed" more than once, in documents written by the Respondent, as his
“star witness" for the trial.

When he appeared by video link, assisted technically by a woman described as a
“P.A." (although he could not recall her name when asked), General Useni was clearly
fragile, elderly and in poor physical health. He was sometimes slow to respond to
questions, which occasionally had to be repeated or re-framed. His voice was at times
very low and quiet, which when combined with his accent made some of his answers
not fully audible - ai the time, and when listening again on the recording. He took
some time to confirm, in response to the Respondent’s then counsel Mr. Walsh, that
the three witness statements which he had signed were his and thal their contents were
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true. He did confirm that someone else had typed them and “put them in legal
language” for him, having first discussed them by telephone.

| am however, entirely satisfied — and as stated there is no medical evidence 1o the
contrary — that General Useni understood the questions put 1o him by both counsel. |
am also satisfied that his answers to the most important questions were very clear and
unequivocal. My own recollection and note of those answers tallies with a) the
summary of them provided by Mr. Badejo in his closing submissions document from
July 2025 and b) what I could hear when listening back to such parts of the audio
recording as were audible.

That oral evidence was somewhat surprising, to me and (1 have no doubt) to both
parties’ counsel and representatives. As | remarked during closing submissions,
however, this is one of the reasons why we have cross-examination and oral evidence
at trials. The key elements of that evidence were as follows.

i) it was he who had purchased the property in 1993, with his own money and no
mortgage. | noted him as clearly saying this, and that the reason for the purchase was
that it would be “somewhere to live” in London for his “family"”. He referred to
wanting a two bedroomed house, but appeared to say that only his wife had ever lived
there.

ii) he had first met the Mr, Tali Shani whom he now knows by that name only about
seven or eight years ago. This was the final figure upon which he alighted in cross-
examination, having initially given a date range of only some three or four years ago.

iii) he clearly denied the case put to him by Mr. Badejo that any “Ms. Tali Shani" had
ever been his girlfriend or partner, and that he had bought this property then put it in
her name. He had only been married once, and his wife had died.

iv) he was however unable to explain why the property was registered in someone
else’s name — and specifically the name of “Tali Shani” - in 1993. He also appeared to
think that he had later transferred the property lo someone else.

His evidence about the 1993 purchase of the property, and the words he used, were
quite clear:

“I owned it.....| bought the property...before I gave it to someone to run...I paid
the deposit...then bit by bit....I bought it...it is my property.”

He said, in response to questions he clearly understood, that there had been no
mortgage, and that he had bought the property with “savings™.

As stated, he was unable, or unwilling, to explain why the property was in the name
“Tali Shani”. When asked about the businessman Mr. Tali Shani whom he said he had
first met seven or eight years ago, and was specifically asked what this man had to do
with this property, his answer was “Nothing”. Although this was before Mr. Tali
Shani gave his own evidence, he was visible on the CVP video screen and was
observing the proceedings. Mr. Badejo referred General Useni to his presence and
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asked “What's this man doing here?”, to which the reply was "I don’t know". When
it was put to him that the owner of the property was “Tali Shani", his response was
“1t’s not true.”

Mr. Walsh, perhaps understandably surprised at what General Useni had said, sought
to retrieve the situation in re-examination by asking him (in somewhat leading
fashion) whether he had found it difficult to answer the questions put to him, to which
he answered “yes, yes". He then tried to ask him if he was “confused”, which General
Useni did not really answer. As stated above, however, | am entirely satisfied that his
understanding of the key questions, and his answers to them, were clear.

Adjournment of hearing part-heard, and subsequent course of proceedings

On the second day of the hearing (12" June 2024), both counsel stated to me that they
were potentially professionally embarrassed, and so unable to act further in
proceedings until their respective positions and instructions were clarified. | made an
order dated 13™ June 2024 adjourning the proceedings for a period of two months for
that purpose. 1 said, in the reasons accompanying that order, that:

“While the precise reasons for any such professional embarrassment are a matter for
those representatives, the circumstances in which the adjournment of the hearing was
made arose from three factors:-

i) the content of the oral evidence of those witnesses who gave evidence by video link
for the Respondent, Mr. Tali Shani and General Jeremiah Useni;

i1) the failure of the Applicant Ms. Tali Shani to appear on the CVP video link, despite
having applied for and been granted permission to do so,

iii) the contents of the judgment in the Jersey Royal Court case cited above, and their
potential relevance to the issues and evidence in this case.”

| then stated that the parties would be contacted further by the Tribunal over the
potential relisting and resumption of the part-heard hearing.

Non-appearance of Applicant

The Applicant “Ms. Tali Shani” had failed to appear at that hearing. She had
purportedly signed a statement of case and provided witness statements. In the week
prior to the trial in 2024, at the pre-trial review, an initial application was made on her
behalf for permission for these staternents to stand as her evidence, on the basis that
she would not now be attending what had long been listed as a face-to-face heanng.

After | had granted permission on a separate application by the Respondent for some
evidence (that of General Useni and Mr. Tali Shani) to be given by video, a similar
application was then made on behalf of the Applicant and her alleged son, Mr.
Ayodele Damola, on the first day of trial. The basis of the application was purported
medical evidence (in the form of a letter dated 10™ June 2024 from a “Dr. Johnson
Osa" of “Agbonmagbe Olumide Memorial Specialist Hospital Limited” (email



address given as * “agbonmagbe@yahoo.com "), stating that *Ms. Tali Shani remains
our patient at this hospital”, that it had “come to our knowledge" that she was “to give
evidence by video link in a matter in Court in London" and that they would “take
steps” to “..commence such arrangement today and ensure that Ms. Shani is able to
give video link evidence between the hours of 10 am and | pm on Wednesday 12 June
2024",

46. | granted the permission sought. When that second day of the hearing came, and the
Cloud Video Platform link was in place and ready for use, the Applicant did not
appear. The Applicant’s representatives claimed to have made several unsuccessful
attempts to contact her. When [ re-entered the hearing, | informed the Applicant’s
representatives (who had previously heard nothing of this) that a message had been
typed on the “‘chat” bar of the CVP screen, by a “Dr. Osa", saying:

“Ms. Tali Shani is in surgery. Please ask the court for 2 weeks adjournment. By that
time she will be strong enough for the video link. Regards.”

Her alleged son Mr. Damola appeared on the video link. He then stated that he was in
a different city (Abuja, which is over 400 miles from Lagos) from his mother, so could
not assist or explain the situation further,

Events after June 2024
47. Following that adjournment:-

i) the Respondent’s former solicitors (Rockstone Law LLP) and counsel instructed
through them (Mr. Walsh) ceased to act for the Respondent and came off the record.
The Respondent has thereafter represented himself.

ii) the hearing was re-listed for a further two days, on 4" and 5'" November 2024.

iii) | further directed (by order of 14" August 2024) that the Applicant file and serve
the following:-

“ medical evidence in support of her claim that she is unable physically to travel and
attend a hearing in London.

“  further evidence of her identity, to be set out in a further witness statement and
exhibiting some or all of the following:-

- her birth certificate
- any passport
- proof of her address in Nigeria

- copies of any bank statement, utility bill or other invoice providing evidence of her
identity and address.”

48. This resulted in a further witness statement dated 8" September 2024 being filed,
stated to be made and signed by “Ms. Tali Shani”. This was, as it turned out, the last
that was heard from a person of this name in these proceedings. Paragraphs | and 2

12



49.

50.

said us follows:-

“1. | wish to apologise to the Tribunal for not being able to attend the last hearing
despite my best efforts. | was ushered into an emergency surgery on that day due to
fears by my doctors that my situation may get worse were the surgery not performed
immediately. As is evident, | have been undergoing serious medical issues for over 15
years and at present my doctors have advised me that we should prepare for the worst.

2. As will become clearer shortly, against medical advice, | am currently taking steps
to attend the next hearing in person. Nothing would please me more than to be present
at the Tribunal so that this matter may be well and truly put to bed. Whilst | am
grateful to the Court for granting me permission to give evidence remotely from
Nigeria, it remains my wish to be in attendance at the next hearing despite medical
advice and | hope that the Almighty God permits me to do so."

The statement then exhibited:-

i) a “to whom it may concem” letter dated 5" September 2024, again said to be from a
Dr. Johnson Osa at the hospital (and with the Yahoo email address) previously
mentioned, saying that “Ms. Tali Shani"" was “receiving intensive treatment for
leukemia, therefore cannot make the travel to the UK; however, we shall endeavor for
her to take a Video or Telephone call.”

ii) 2“9 mobile" telephone bill dated 30'™ June 2024, stating at its top left comer to be
addressed to “Ms, Shani Tali” of *10 Commercial Road Jos Plateau State™.

ii1) an affidavit with a photograph attached, purportedly sworn at the Lagos State High
Court Registry on 27™ August 2024 by Ms. Tali Shani as to her birth, deposing and
explaining that her birth was not registered.

iv) what purported to be a National Identity Number (NIN) slip issucd to her, with a
photograph attached, pending completion of an application for a National Identity
Card. In her statement she said that this was ““a document that | recently procured,
which is essential before anyone can apply for an International Passport in Nigena."

On 30™ October 2024 - five days before the hearing was due to resume - Mr.
Kingsley Efemuai of Westfields Solicitors emailed the Tribunal, attaching documents
as evidence that the Applicant had now died. These were:-

i) a letter dated 24™ October 2024 from the Lagos solicitor with whom Mr. Efemuai
dealt (and to whom he would later refer in oral evidence as "my instructing
solicitors™), Mochammed Edewor, saying “As previously advised my client has
unfortunately passed on and | continue to act for her estate.” Enclosed with this letter
were:

i1) an apparent court order from a court in Keffi, Nasarawa Stale, dated 23" October
2024, stating that on “an application by the family of late Ms. Tali Shani who died on
the 3rd October 2024", an order was made purporting to appoint her “only son"
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54.

Ayodele Damola to represent her in proceedings in Nigeria and the UK.

iii) an apparent death certificate dated 9™ October 2024, issued by a National
Population Commission centre in Dutsen Garki, Federal Capital Territory, Abuja
stating that a “Shani Tali” (female) died on 3" October 2024 aged 79 years, recording
her place of death as “Hospital”, and giving her address at 10 Commercial Road, Jos.

Both the Applicant’s purported previous statement, and this most recent information
as to her alleged death, elicited a further statement from the Respondent, with multiple
exhibits. This set out his evidence, and what would in due course be evidence
provided by other supporting witnesses, to the effect that:-

i) the “medical report” provided was a forgery.
ii) the mobile phone bill was likewise a forgery.

iii) the NIN number provided had been suspended because of irregularities in the
application for it.

iv) the address repeatedly provided for the Applicant, “10 Commercial Road, Jos" did
not exist.

v) the report of the Applicant's alleged “death™ was likewise false, as she had never
existed: and the documents purporting to record her death had been obtained by false
pretences.

In these further extraordinary circumstances, | had little alternative but to adjourn the
4™.5" November 2024 hearing. By order of 4" November 2024, I did so, and stayed
the proceedings on the basis that it was claimed that the Applicant had died, so an
application for a grant of representation of her estate in the UK might in due course be
expected to be made, and for any such representative to be joined. | confirmed that an
order of a Nigerian court could not grant a person the right to represent a deceased
person in English proceedings.

It was clear, however, that the Respondent was saying that the “death”™ was a sham and
that the Applicant had never existed. That being so, it was clear that the Respondent
should be entitled to apply to strike out the “Applicant™s case under rule 9 of the
Tribunal rules (as frivolous, vexatious, an abuse of process or having no reasonable
prospects of success), and that he:

“_could not be prevented from doing so by the “catch 22" argument that until a grant
was obtained on behalf of the Applicant, no steps could be taken in the proceedings,
including an application to strike out on the basis that the Applicant did not exist. For
the purpose of determining such an application, the Tribunal could give permission for
such other persons as it directed (e.g. the alleged son or putative representative of the
deceased) to make representations and appear at any hearing.”

The Respondent did then make such an application to strike out, on 18" November
2024. This application was accompanied by further witness statements from his son
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55z

36.

37,

Osilama Mike Ozekhome, a Mr. Festus Esangbedo of the National Identity
Management Commission, and Superintendent Ibrahim Sini of the Intelligence
Department of the Nigeria Police Force.

By a further detailed directions order made on 14™ February 2025, | made an order:-

i) that the matter be relisted for disposal, for determination of the following issues:

“i) the Respondent’s application; and

ii) whether the Tribunal should direct the Chief Land Registrar to give effect to the
alleged transfer of 17" August 2021 to the Respondent; whether or not the Applicant's
case is struck out.”

ii) that the solicitor for the Applicant, Mr. Efemuai, file 2 witness statement as to the
steps he had taken to satisfy himself as to his apparent client’s identity.

iii) giving permission for other witness statements to be filed as to the Applicant’s
existence and identity, by a specified date.

iv) giving permission for the Respondent to file a further statement from General
Useni, as to the matters arising from the Jersey Royal Court decision, and permission
to recall him for cross-examination on that statement and those matters.

This order elicited the information, from both parties, that General Useni had died on
23" January 2025. It also resulted in a further witness statement from Ayodele
Damola, a statement from one Anukwe Marcel Obasi (stating that he had been the
Applicant’s cousin), and a yet further (and lengthy) final statement in rebuttal from the
Respondent. | directed that permission would be given for all of this evidence, and the
matter was eventually relisted to be concluded on 29™ and 30" July 2025.

Hearing of 29" and 30" July 2025, and evidence heard

The CVP hearing on these days was subject to repeated interruptions and delays,
caused chiefly by the very poor quality of some witnesses' WiFi connections,
particularly that of Ayodele Damola, who appeared at one point to be giving evidence
from a crowded and noisy office complex. As a result, the hearing was not concluded
on these days, and a further day had to be listed for the parties’ closing submissions. |

_ nevertheless heard evidence on these days from (and in the following order):-

(for the Applicant)

i) Anakwe Marcel Obasi (the alleged cousin of the Applicant)
ii) Kingsley Efemuai (solicitor)

ili) Ayodele Damola (the alleged son of the Applicant)

(for the Respondent)



S8.

59.

iv) Festus Esangbedo (of the National Identity Management Commission)
v) Superintendent Ibrahim Sini (of the Nigerian Police Force)

vi) the Respondent (Chief Mike Ozekhome)

vii) Osilama Ozekhome (the Respondent’s son).

I will take their evidence in tumn.
Anakwe Obasi

Mr. Obasi had provided a witness statement dated 3™ March 2025. This was quite
detailed, and written in a loquacious and argumentative style (e.g. “10 bultress my
points above”, “three things flow from this encounter”). In this statement he said,
amongst other things, that:-

i) he was the cousin of Ms. Tali Shani, who ..was a very successful business-woman
who conducted a lot of trade within West African countries. She was quite vast in
several local languages and speaks very fluently, about 9 of those.” :

ii) his “late cousin and the late General Jeremiah Useni had a very long affair; an affair
that | believe lasted a decade”, and “remained cordial and friendly” afterwards.

iii) he met his cousin and General Useni together “on so many occasions”, the last of
which was the opening of a “mini estate™ in Abuja.

iv) he claimed to have met the Respondent several times, including in the presence of
General Useni, and that they had dinner togcther at a hotel in Abuja, He claimed that
the Respondent held parties for “elites” at his premises, with large American caravans,
loud music and “adult videos". He also made allegations of corruption and economic
crimes against the Respondent, and accused him of engaging in intimidation and
harassment against him and his nephew.

v) he claimed that his cousin had told him that she once wanted to move to the UK but
changed her mind, but then “gave money to the late General Useni to assist her in the
purchase of a property in London where she was going to reside” in the “early 1990s".

vi) he claimed to have attended, and assisted with, his late cousin’s burial, and
attached what he claimed was an “obituary™ for that burial.

vii) he claimed that the Respondent’s evidence provided by Mr. Esangbedo and
Superintendent Sini was false and had essentially been obtained by corruption or
duress from the Respondent.

Under cross-examination by the Respondent, Mr. Obasi accepted that he had no other
evidence for the multiple and very serious allegations he had made against the
Respondent and others, saying that these were “things you hear by the sidelines”.
When asked what evidence he had for the allegation that Superintendent Sini was
“employed” by the Respondent, all he could say was “He's your man, he’s your man”.
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60. He accepted that he had not produced a single photograph of him together with the
Applicant, General Useni, the Respondent, or even his alleged nephew Mr. Damola.
His explanation of this was that he was “not a photogenic person” or that “honestly, |
never found it necessary”. Nor did he have any pictures of the alleged opening of the
“mini estate” in Abuja. When asked whether there were any photographs of the
alleged funeral rites and burial ceremony of his late cousin, his answer was that there
had been an “official photographer™ who took pictures, but he was “killed by a bandil
two days after the funeral”.

61. When asked why his late cousin, in her own apparent statements, had never once
mentioned him, or ever having known or met General Useni or the Respondent, he
replied “I wouldn't know about that”, but then insisted that his evidence of her alleged
relationship with General Useni and meetings with the Respondent was “exactly what
she told me".

62. He also claimed personally to have accompanied his late cousin on a personal visit lo a
National Identity centre in Abuja in 2024 (he could not specify the date or month) for
the purpose of applying for her NIN, claiming that she flew in from Lagos (where she
was in hospital) to Abuja for a “day trip” which her doctors were satisfied she could
make, and that he “picked her up from the airport™ for that purpose.

Kingsley Efemuai

63. Mr. Efemuai is a solicitor, dually qualified in both England and Wales and Nigena,
practising at the firm of Westfields in Bromley, London. In his witness statement, he
said — perhaps somewhat unusually for a solicitor conducting proceedings in England
- “we were instructed” by the firm of Edewor and Co. in Nigeria, to whom he then
referred as his “instructing solicitors™. He said that he asked for valid notarized
identity documents for this client. It is clear from this evidence, and other
documentary evidence filed in this case, that the only document with which he was
provided was an “"ECOWAS" travel certificate with a picture of the alleged Applicant
on it. He said that he also asked for a telephone number at which to contact her, and
that this was provided. He said that he was told that the Applicant was a “longstanding
and established client of the Instructing Solicitors”,

64. He was clear in his evidence, however, that he never actually met this client face to
face at any time — until, he said, he did so “in or about August 2024 when | travelled
to Nigeria..".

65. So pausing there, he had never met this client face to face at any time from his first
instruction (in lodging the objection at HM Land Registry in 2022) all the way through
to the trial listed in June 2024, at which she was due to give oral evidence. His
evidence was that he only had the “privilege” of meeting her afier that hearing had
begun, and was then adjourned in the circumstances already described.

66. He said that he was satisfied by the telephone number which had been provided, and
the efforts she apparently made to apply for a NIN, as to which he said in his
statement:
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67.

68.

“It is important to note that the applicant, though said to be terminally ill, against all
odds, painstakingly ensured she applied for one and provided us with a copy
eventually as she could only apply in person and no way else.”

He also claimed to be satisfied with his discussions with her son and cousin, and the
information about her death provided by Edewor & Co. in Nigeria.

When cross-examined by the Respondent, and asked some follow-up questions by me,
Mr. Efemuai said that:

i) he was satisfied that the local solicitors in Nigeria had verified the Applicant’s
identity and carried out “due diligence™.

ii) it was those solicitors who had provided him with the Applicant’s telephone
number. He said that he had spoken to the Applicant on this number. He did not have
any attendance note of that conversation.

iii) he accepted that the notary who had “notarized™ the ECOWAS document would
not actually have had to meet the Applicant in order to do so, or in any way
authenticate the document as genuine. He had simply compared the copy with the
original and certified that it was a true copy. This is what the notary who notarized this
document (a Mr. Chidi Okoroji) himself confirmed in a letter dated 4™ August 2023
responding to a letter from the Respondent.

iv) he said that he kept “insisting"” and “hammering away" to his “instructing
solicitors” in Nigeria that the Applicant should obtain a NIN so as to apply fora
passport. The reason he gave for this in oral evidence was that “she’s ill, and doesn’t
really travel....she couldn’t move, her mobility was difficult”. He did not know
whether the Applicant had ever travelled to London.

v) he only became aware of the alleged irregularities in, and suspension of, the NIN
obtained by the Applicant when this was raised in the Respondents’ witnesses’
evidence (discussed below). He referred to this evidence as an “allegation”, but said
that it was not for him to contest what was said.

vi) he had seen no need to go behind the death certificate for the Applicant provided to
him, or obtain further information, records or evidence from the hospital or doctors
said to have treated the Applicant, or to have been present at her death. When asked
what he meant by the “records of death by the Hospital™ in his witness statement, he
admitted that he had not seen any such records, did not know which hospital this was,
but was acting on information passed on by his client Mr, Damola. He said that he was
now instructed by Mr. Damola on an English probate application, although no details
were disclosed.

The matter on which I asked Mr. Efemuai additional questions was his alleged visit to
Nigeria in August 2024. This was at the height of these proceedings, a very short time
(two months) after the initial hearing had been adjourned. The existence and identity

of the Applicant was hotly contested and a key issue in the case. Mr. Efemuai said that
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70.

71.

72.

7.

he wanted to see his client face to face (“] had to see this woman"), and that this was a
“golden opportunity" to meet her. When | asked him whether this was the principal
purpose of his trip, or whether he was already going to Nigeria anyway (for leisure or
to visit family), my recollection of his answer was that it was a bit of both, but that he
was “adamant” that he should meet his client.

. Mr. Efemuai said that he met this woman at the offices of his “instructing solicitor™ in

Lagos. He said she spoke English well, and that despite its importance to him it was a
“fairly casual” meeting. He said that he “greeted her politely”, and that she said that if
she was well enough she would come to the UK to give evidence. He did not ask her
any questions, He said "I didn't have it in my heart to ask her who she was.”

He did not, he said, take any attendance note of this meeting. Nor did he take any
photographs — of his client, or of him and his client together. His explanation of this
was that he considered this would have been “disrespectful” to his senior colleague.
He said he had “no reason to doubt” that this woman was who she, and his
“instructing solicitors”, said she was. :

Ayodele Damola

Mr. Damola provided a total of three witness statements, dated 23" November 2023,
4™ November 2024 then 6™ March 2025. In his first statement, he said that Tali Shani
was his mother, and that “she purchased the property in or around November 1993 at
which time she was considering relocating to the United Kingdon due to the prevailing
social and economic tension in Nigeria at the time...One of the reasons my mother
wanted to relocate to the UK was that | had lost my biological father when | was only
5 years old™.

As set out below, Mr. Damola's claimed date of birth is 17" June 1989. He did not
state the source of his knowledge of the above matters.

He also claimed that his mother was in a relationship with General Useni in that
period, and that “my mother, through General Useni agreed to rent out the property
rather than leaving the same fallow.”

He then said this:

“l have had the opportunity to peruse the witness statement filed by General Useni via
email to the Tribunal dated 3 August 2023 and I can confirm that the said statement
succinctly and completely records the tacts in this matter.”

This was, it will be recalled, the statement emailed to the Tribunal from the Yahoo
email address, of which General Useni denied any knowledge. Mr. Damola then said
in this statement that he was “bemused” by the “inconsistent and conflicting
statements attributed to General Useni™

He also alleged, in quite detailed and elaborate terms, that the transfer to the
Respondent was an attempted repayment by General Useni of “54 million Naira"
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74.

which he had borrowed from the Respondent for an election campaign, that the
general had first asked his mother to transfer the property to the Respondent, but when
she refused they then persuaded a “poor innocent man” (presumably Mr. Tali Shani)
to apply for a passport and pose as the owner. He followed this with a number of other
personal and financial allegations against the Respondent. He also said that his mother
was “very poorly and her mobility is very limited”, but referring only to “palpitations™
and “high blood pressure”.

in his second (2024) statement, Mr. Damola, in prose which was again strikingly
loquacious and legalistic (¢.g. “endemically corrupt system”, “to buttress my point”,
and “1 am perfectly happy, and as a matter of course, for my application for
substitution/joinder to be discountenanced”), made a range of further allegations,
many of them in rebuttal of evidence filed by the Respondent. He alleged, variously,
that the Respondent had engaged in intimidation and harassment of him and his
mother to “lock us up so that we do not attend this hearing™; and that any evidence the
Respondent had obtained from the National Identity or police authorities (the latter of
whom were said to be “in the payment and employment of the Respondent”, a

~ “corrupt organisation” and “easy to buy”) had been obtained by bribery and

75.

76.

77.

corruption. He also said that 10 Commercial Road, Jos" is “an address that certainly
exists in Jos, I lived in that house up to the age of 13" He claimed that it was “rich”
that the Jos Metropolitan Development Board had said that no such address existed,
that the area was still in the “dark ages" because it had been “embezzled by the likes
of the Respondent”, and that the person saying that the address did not exist was
someone else whom the Respondent had bribed.

In his third (2025) statement, he relied on the death certificate, police reports of
alleged harassment filed by “Tali Shani™, and now an “Attestation of Birth" letter
dated 12" November 2024 (not a birth certificate), based on an alleged deposition by
one Ayedole Adebayo Gabriel, that Mr. Damola was bom on 17" June 1989 to him
(Mr. Gabriel) and Tali Shani (mother). He also sought, al great length, in some detail
and in similarly legalistic language (sample sub-heading: “Unimpeachable and salient
facts™), to rebut and undermine the Respondent’s case and evidence, witness by
witness and point by point, and effectively to argue the Applicant’s case in the manner
of a professional advocate. Once again, he alleged that the Respondent and his
witnesses were corrupt or corrupted. He sought at length to argue against and discredit
the Respondent’s evidence (considered below) on the mobile phone bill, the non-
existence of the Jos address, and the application for the NIN.

After much technical difficulty and delay, Mr. Damola eventually appeared to give
evidence by video, with a very bad connection. He was first asked by the Respondent
why, on a driving licence renewal application of 27" May 2024 (a copy of which the
Respondent had obtained), he had stated his mother's maiden name to be “Janet", not
“Shani", He said this was a mistake. He was asked how many times his mother had
been married. He said that he did not know, but I have step-siblings”. He did not
know when his mother had broken up with General Useni (his answer to this, and
many other questions, being “1 can't say” or 1 can’t really tell").

He was asked why he had not disclosed and produced a single photograph, video or
other record, from his whole lifetime of 36 years, of his alleged mother, him together
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78.

79.

with her, their alleged family home at **10 Commercial Road, Jos", or any photograph
of him with his alleged uncle Mr. Obasi. He said that “Uncle is not a photo person”
and that he “never foresaw 1'd have to prove she's my mother.” It was put to him that
not a single photograph of his alleged mother other than the one which appears on the
ECOWAS document had ever been produced — at home, in hospital or anywhere else.
His answer was “none was requested so none was filed”. His answer was the same in
relation to questions about the absence of any photographs of General Useni. He said
he could “check through the family archives” and that there might be “pictorial
evidence framed in the family house™, but had not done so in the two and a half years
of these proceedings.

He too was asked about the existence of photographs of his mother's funeral rites and
burial, at which he claimed to have been present. Although he did not mention an
official photographer being murdered by a bandit, he said that “I was not required to
submit any."

When asked what the source of his knowledge (emphatically stated in his witness
statements) was about his mother's alleged purchase of a property in London when he
would have been four years old, he said that “Uncle Marcel is best placed to explain
that™. He later referred to having overheard information about his mother's 1993
relocation plans in a conversation involving barristers in chambers in Lagos. He again
deferred to “Uncle Marcel” when asked what the source was for his detailed
allegations of loans of 54 million Naira from General Useni to the Respondent, or
allegation that the Respondent held 18 bank accounts, or the allegations of corruption
of police and NIN officials. His general answer to questions about whether he had any
other evidence for the detailed and serious allegations made in his statements was
“None was filed".

80. He also claimed to have been present and overheard a telephone conversation between

81.

82.

General Useni and his mother, on which occasion Uncle Marcel was also present. He
could not give a date, year or a place for this, but thought that it might have been a
“hospital scenario”,

He was asked about the conflicting records produced as to the place of his mother's
death. The purported death certificate filed stated this as “Hospital". On an affidavit
sworn by him in Abuja on date which is stated as “7'™ day of October 2024" he said
that he was the son and next of kin of the late Tali Shani *..who died on 3™ October
2023 by Accident along Jos Plateau State and Abuja way™. He said that the reference
to “2023" was a “typo”, but that his mother had indeed died in a car accident on the
road between Jos and Abuja. He explained the death certificate as meaning that “only
a medical doctor can certify a person’s death”, suggesting that his mother's body was
brought to the hospital from the scene of the accident.

When asked (by me) how this tragic accident happened, and why his mother — who
had been said to be seriously iil, under constant medical supervision for leukaemia in
Lagos, and immobile — was in a car on a road to Abuja at this time, he said that he
thought the car was a “hire car”; that he did not know who was driving it; that his
mother was on her way to obtain a passport; and that “1 was privy to the trip™ - but
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83.

85.

86.

87.

not, apparently, in the car with her at the time.

He denied that the address “10 Commercial Road, Jos" was “fake”, saying that “the
fact they don't have it on record doesn’t mean it's fake", but accepted that he had not
produced a single photograph, GPS location or other evidence to prove the simple fact
that his alleged childhood and family home was real.

When | asked him whether the three witness stalements filed in his name were

genuinely in all his own words, he said that all of them were, and that he had written
them out by hand, for them then to be typed. 1 asked him if he knew the meaning of
the word “discountenanced”. He did not.

Documentary and other evidence of Applicant

Although the above witnesses were the only live witnesses on behalf of the Applicant,
Mr. Efemuai (who appeared at the final day of the hearing to make submissions; Mr.
Badejo apparently no longer being instructed) also asked me to take into account the
statement of case and witness statements of the alleged Applicant Tali Shani, as well
as the various documents and exhibits filed. | have done so, and note the following
from those statements and documents.

First, the only reference in the Statement of Case to the alleged purchase of property in
1993 is at paragraph X: “..1 am a very senior citizen and acquired the property in
my hey days”. Nothing was said about the reason for the purchase, the price, or about
any other person being involved. There was no mention, for example, of General
Useni. Nor did she exhibit, or later disclose, a single document connecting her to the
property, its purchase or subsequent renting and management.

Second, in what were described as her “second” and “third” witness statements, but
were in fact her first and second (the previous statement being the statement of case),
she again said virtually nothing about the 1993 purchase, but sought principally to
argue against the Respondent’s case. It was lo the first statement that the first
“ECOWAS" travel document was exhibited (extract below). The second statement (of
25™ September 2023) also attached this, but now also exhibited and so positively
adopted what it referred to as the “updating witness statement” purporting to be from
General Useni which had been unilaterally emailed to the Tribunal from the Yahoo
email address. Her final statement of 8" September 2024 exhibited the mobile phone
bill, and the NIN document which had at that point been obtained (also below), as
described above.
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88. Another exhibit relied upon were the purporied "sworn affidavit of birth” of Tali Shani
dated 27" August 2024, deposing that at the time of her birth there was no registration
and that she was the “above-named person whose passport photograph appears herein”
(despite it being accepted that she had no passport) — an extract of this is below.



I, SHANI TALI, Adul,
Commercial Road, Jos,
follow:

I. That | am the above-
o nunedpmnuwhmpamphmmphappuu

Female, Christian, Nigeria Citizen of No. 10,
Plateau State, Nigeria do hereby solemnly declare as

F ﬂumth:hmnrmyhuwudgcmwhnmyumumldmwhhhl

verily believe to be true and cormect, |
: wis borm on the 23%
December, 1944 in Jos, Plateau State, et

89. Finally, to complete the picture(s), attached below is the purported “obituary notice™
exhibited to the statement of Mr. Obasi. This referred to the “families of late PA Pam
Shani”, to the deceased being a “daughter, sister, mother, grandmother”, to “family
rites” being held at the “family residence Brains and Hammers City Life Camp Abuja"
(which I note is the home address given by Mr. Obasi in his witness statement) and o
“Social and Traditional cultural dance” being held at “Late PA Pam Shani’s
Compound” at an address (not “10 Commercial Road") in Jos, Plateau State. A
“Thanksgiving Service” was advertised for “Sunday 30™ November 2024", although
that date was in fact a Saturday (the Sunday then being 1* November). As already
stated, Mr. Obasi said that no photographic evidence of these events existed. Nor did
any witness give any evidence as to a “Pam Shani" or any other relations — such as
sisters or grandchildren - of the deceased.
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The Respondent and his further witnesses

i) Mr. Festus Esangbedo

. Mr. Esangbedo is the Head of the Legal, Regulatory and Compliance Services
Department at the National [dentity Management Commission in Abuja. He provided
& witness statement, and gave oral evidence, as follows:-

i} acting in response to an allegation made by the Respondent that the NIN slip
produced by the alleged Applicant “Tali Shani™ was “fake, fraudulent and not
authorized by the Commission™, he initiated an investigation and inquiry.

i} their initial findings were that while a NIN number had been obtainéd, with a “‘date
of enrolment™ of 23™ June 2024, “the picture attached to the NIN has some distinct
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92,

irregularities and does not comply with ICAO standards™. This NIN was then
“suspended™ pending further investigation.

iii) upon that further investigation, they concluded that the NIN had been obtained by
“irregular means”, so the already suspended NIN was then removed from the system.

iv) the specific irregularities detected were that:

a) the NIN had been applied for and initially registered not in person, but remotely via
an office located in Monaco.

b) the application (and so the initial NIN) had no fingerprints attached to it, as is
mandatory, because:

“The unknown agents who created this NIN had fraudulently made use of the
“amputee” provisions of the NIMC to register Ms. Tali Shani”

¢) The picture attached was not in compliance with ICAO standards, which would not
be the case if the bearer had applied in person (and so been photographed at the
application centre),

In in oral evidence, cross-examined by Mr. Badejo, he gave further detail about the
internal operations of the NIMC as between its Identity and Legal departments. He
had personally investigated the material held on the computer by the Identity
department before completing his investigations and internal report. He explained that
the photograph was not what is known as a “live document”, but had simply been
affixed to the form. He explained that while most NIN applications must be made in
person, some “front end partners” have special licences 1o file them remotely, but that
for this to have been done from Monaco, such a licence must have been stolen. He
said that it was a frequent problem that “corrupt Nigerians™ paid these front end
partners to help them obtain false identities, and that the abuse of the “amputee”
exception for this purpose (to bypass the fingerprint requirement) was unfortunately
also common.

It was not, 1 noted, put to him by Mr. Badejo that he was lying, or had been corrupted,
bribed or suborned by the Respondent into giving this evidence, or that he was not
authorised by the NIMC to give this evidence (as the witness statements of Mr.
Damola and Mr. Obasi had asserted). The most that was put to him was that:-

i) he had not disclosed the internal records on which he had based his conclusions;
which he said that he could do not without a court order being made.

ii) he had announced the outcome of his investigations to the Respondent by letter of
5t November 2024, which was slightly in advance of the date he gave for the final
decision being taken to cancel this NIN (in either December 2024 or January 2025},
which he accepted.
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93.

04,

95.

96.

97.

ii) Superintendent Ibrahim Sini

Mr. Sini is a Superintendent for the Force Intelligence Department of the Nigena
Police Force, based in Abuja. Also acting in response to a complaint and request from
the Respondent, his department had carried out investigations into the alleged forgery
of the NIN and the “9 Mobile" utility bill stated to be that of Tali Shani at 10
Commercial Road, Jos. On the NIN issue he had relied on the investigations then later
conclusions of the NIMC as described above in the evidence of Mr. Esangbedo.

As to the mobile phone bill, following further enquiries with the telephone company
and by his own department, they and he concluded as follows:

i) that the stated billing address of *“10 Commercial Road, Jos, Plateau State” does not
exist.

ii) that the mobile phone statement provided, with contract number 12010440084 was
in fact a postpaid user account in the name of Mohammed Edewor. He is, it will be
recalled, the Lagos solicitor to whom Mr. Efemuai has referred as his “instructing
solicitor” and at whose offices he said he met his client in August 2024,

He was cross-examined relatively briefly by Mr. Badejo. Again, it was not put to him
- as had been vehemently asserted in the statements of Messrs. Damola and Obasi -
that he was lying, or had been bribed or corrupted by the Respondent, or that he was
not authorised to give this evidence on behalf of the police force. He accepted that he
had not disclosed and produced the entire case file when providing his evidence, but
said that this was standard practice, and that copies of any file could be obtained once
it had become a public record. He was briefly also asked about the sequence of letters,
relative to his final conclusions,

On the Jos address, he was asked for the source of this conclusion. As well as the
response provided by the Jos Metropolitan Development Board, he had also contacted
State Intelligence in Jos, who know “every nook and cranny” of that area. They had
gone there physically, and reported back to him that this address simply did not exist.
He was asked why he had not disclosed the entire case file or all the evidence, and
explained again that it was not standard practice to do this. He had provided a
summary of their conclusions. It was suggested to him that the conclusion that the
address did not exist was “wild” and unsupported by evidence, but no specific positive
evidence of its existence was put to him in this regard.

iii) the Respondent: Chiel Mike Ozekhome

The Respondent is a Senior Advocate (the equivalent of King's Counsel) in Nigena,
and practises from his own chambers in Abuja. He referred to himself more than once
(as did Mr. Tali Shani) as a busy, successful and well-paid ("big time") lawyer, which
| have no doubt he is. He provided a large number of witness staternents (eight in
total), documents and submissions in the course of this case. As an experienced
advocate, he is doubtless well aware of the difference between evidence, commentary
and submissions. The majority of the material provided by him in this case fell into the
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98.

last two categories. He particularly sought, eloquently and often at great length, to lay
out the evidence and arguments which he said exposed the Applicant “Tali Shani™ and
“her" associates as a sham and fraud.

Once one steps back from that material, and considers the Respondent's own direct
personal knowledge of relevant matters relating to this property, this only commences
in 2019. That is, he confirmed, when he was first introduced to Mr. Tali Shani - he
thought in about January of that year. He did not therefore know him in 1993, or at
any time before January 2019. He could not therefore have any direct knowledge of
the circumstances of the purchase of this property, or its management prior to 2019.
He had, however, known the late General Useni for over 20 years prior to his death, as
both his lawyer and friend.

_He said that he was introduced to Mr. Shani in 2019, who told him that he was from a

wealthy family, who owned “large estates” where they had farmed cattle, groundnuts
and mangoes. The Respondent said that he then “handled several [legal] matters” for
Mr. Shani, including winning “several” cases for him. The services he provided
included advices, written work and court appearances. He said that Mr. Shani was a
“big property guy" and a commercial dealer, so there was a lot of work. He accepted
that he had not disclosed and produced evidence of this work, but said that this was
protected by client privilege and confidentiality.

100. This was the backdrop to a detailed cross-examination of him by Mr. Badejo

101.

on the consideration for the 2019 and 2020 powers of attorney, then the 2021 transfer
itself. Similar questions as had been asked of Mr. Shani were put to the Respondent,
particularly on whether any money had actually changed hands; and if so, how much,
It will be recalled that the second power of attorney had referred to consideration of
100 million Naira. Mr. Shani had also given oral evidence that a property had been
given to him, and appeared to say (at least at one point) that he had received money.

The Respondent’s evidence on these matters, as [ recorded it, was as follows:-

i) the transfer of the property by Mr. Shani was a “gift", and “out of gratitude”, for the
“many legal services" the Respondent had given him, and also their personal
relationship as it had developed in those two years.

ii) the Respondent said that Mr. Shani felt “beholden to me”, and even that “he sees
me as a father”.

iii) he said that, contrary to the figure of £500,000 mentioned in Mr. Shani’s
statement, he had not paid that or any sum in cash to Mr. Shani. Rather, the transfer -
although said to be a gift — was in recognition that the “legal services” provided by the
Respondent to Mr. Shani were of that value, or in fact worth even more than that. He
said that Mr. Shani “could not hire a big time lawyer like me" (Mr. Shani had
previously said in oral evidence “Honestly, I cannot afford his services"), so a gift of
this property was a way of expressing his “‘gratitude”.

iv) he said that Mr. Shani had not been accurate when he said that the Respondent
“gave™ him a property in Jos, but that this was in fact a'property which the Respondent
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102.

“won" for him in a case.

v) he denied that the statement in box 8 of the 2021 TR1 form, stating that “the
transfer is not for money or anything that has a monetary value”, was false. It was in
fact “very correct”.

Some of the cross-examination of the Respondent was, although | did not stop
it, really just submission by other means, asking the Respondent to comment on the
previous oral evidence given by Tali Shani and General Useni. It was, however.
finally put to him that the 2021 transfer to him was some sort of “deal” between him
and General Useni, carried out because the general owed him money, possibly in
relation to the latter’s unsuccessful governorship election campaign in 2018. It was put
to him that General Useni had seemed to accept in oral evidence that he owed the
Respondent money, saying “1 don't know how much | owe him.". The Respondent
said that while the general had previously owed him money, he had “finished paying”
and “didn’t owe me one dime". He angrily denied (“Never!") that this transfer was a
vehicle for or means of repayment of a debt, using someone pretending to be “Tali
Shani" for that purpose.

103. Much of the Respondent’s written evidence had been about the very recent

management of the property, and in particular his dispute over its management (and
collection of rents) with one Nicholas Ekhorutowen, who provided no evidence in this
case. The Respondent confirmed in oral evidence that it was upon the execution of the
powers of attorney that he came into possession of the various pre-registration title
and conveyancing documents which formed part of his disclosure. These had been
handed over to him by the next witness who gave evidence, Mr. Akeem Johnson,

iv) Akeem Johnson

104. Mr. Johnson is a property and lettings agent based in London. As I understand

it, he operates on his own account, not as part of a company or firm. In his witness
statement his evidence was that he was directly employed by General Jeremiah Useni
— not Mr. Tali Shani - to manage the property between 2011 and 2019. He referred
only to his “relationship” with General Useni, who “employed my services".

105. He said in his statement that “Mr. Tali Shani had appointed General Useni as

manager of the property” but that General Useni had in tumn employed him. He
referred to General Useni as acting under the “instructions” of General Useni, but did
not suggest that he himself had ever met, dealt with or taken instructions from anyone
other than General Useni. He did not say in his statement that he had ever met, spoken
to or heard from Mr. Shani. In his oral evidence, for the first time in these
proceedings, he claimed that he had once been present at a meeting with General
Useni when Mr. Tali Shani was “on the phone”, Neither Mr. Shani nor General Useni
had mentioned any such telephone call in their evidence.

106. He confirmed that it had been General Useni who handed him, as agent, the

various pre-registration title documents, which he would later hand to the Respondent
in June 2019. He confirmed that he paid the net rent from the letting of the propenty to
General Useni. He had also drafied and served the section 21 Housing Act 1988 notice
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of 30" September 2019 on the tenants of the property. This named the “landlord” (as
had the tenancy agreement of 24" April 2018) as “Jeremiah Useni”. The section 21
notice also gave the address of the landlord Jeremiah Useni as “Flat 213 Quadrangle
Tower Cambridge Square London W2 2PJ™,

107. He said that his reference in the covering letter accompanying the notice to the
property being “sold to another landlord" was what General Useni had told him. He
had been given to understand that the Respondent would now be in charge of the

_He exhibited a letter of 3™ June 2019, purporting to be from and signed by
General Useni (but not from any stated address), stating:

“Further to my retirement from business activities especially as it has to do with
dealings overseas, | wish to inform you that 1 have stepped down from my role as
caretaker and manager of the above captioned property which | was handling on
behalf of Mr. Tali Shani and one Chief Mike Ozekhome has been appointed to manage

the property going forward.” .
v) Osilama Ozekhome

108. The final witness was Mr. Osilama Ozekhome (b. 1996), who is the
Respondent's son, and himself now a qualified barrister in Nigeria, having studied at
university in the UK. Given his relatively young age, he was not able to give direct
evidence on the purchase of the property or anything apart from the most recent
events. He said that he was privy to his father's business transactions, and had also
assisted in legal work for Tali Shani. He too was questioned about the consideration
for the powers of attorney and transfer. He confirmed his father’s explanation that the
transfer was a gift in recognition of legal services provided to Mr. Shani. He also said
that 100 million Naira had been paid to Mr. Shani, but that this too was a gift, and in
fact pre-dated the 2020 Power of Attorney which referred to it as
“consideration...duly paid”, which words he described as mere “legalese™.

109. He also exhibited some July and August 2021 text message exchanges between
him and Mr. Nicholas Ekhorutowen, and was asked about these. They began with him
thanking Mr. Ekhorutowen for his work on seeking to “evict the Randall tenant i
then stated that he had “taken over handling all of Chief’s properties for now™. After
some chasing for a response, Mr. Ekhorutowen then replied that:

“I am told that the general has already told your dad about what happened and is
making arrangements to refund his money to him.”

There then followed a series of increasingly heated exchanges refeming to an apparent
“sale” to a “purported new owner™.

Mr. Ozekhome said in his oral evidence that while he believed that General Useni had
once owed money to his dad, this had been “fully paid™.
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Documentary evidence from Respondent

110. The final item of evidence to which I shall refer is a document which was
tucked away in the final five pages of the hearing bundle, having previously been
disclosed by the Respondent along with the various pre-registration documents
referred to above. It is headed “213 Quadrangle”, and is clearly a schedule of monies
received, and paid out, on behalf of a client. Its contents suggest thnt it comes from a

letting or property agent.

111. The schedule covers the period from 19/09/2001 to 18/05/2004, It shows, in
Debit, Credit and Balance columns, monies going in and out in relation to two
properties: the property with this case is concerned (79 Randall Avenue) and “213
Quadrangle”. The rental income from Randall Avenue, generally £996 per month, is
the only recurring item in the Credit column. The “Debits” include “Estate Agents
Commission” and some maintenance items for Randall Avenue, but consist chiefly of
rent, utilities, Council Tax and even the television licence for 213 Quadrangle. The
credits were clearly being used to service the debits, in a single account.

112. 1 have already noted that the address given for Jeremiah Useni as landlord on
the section 21 notice served on his behalf on 30" September 2019 was Flat 213,
Quadrangle Tower, London W2 2PJ. | asked both Akeem Johnson and the Respondent
whether they knew anything about this property, and they both said no.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

113, As stated at the outset, there are two issues to be determined:
i) should the Applicant's case be struck out?; and
ii)-even if it is, should I direct the Chief Land Registrar to give effect to the
Respondent’s application to register the 2021 transfer?

114, The Tribunal's power to give a direction to the Chief Land Registrar under rule
40(2) of The Tribunal Procedure (First-tier Tribunal) (Property Chamber) Rules 2013
is a discretionary one, to be exercised following the making of a decision in a referred
matter:

“(2) Where the Tribunal has made a decision, that decision mly [emphasis added |
include a direction to the registrar to—

(a) give effect to the onginal application in whole or in part as if the objection to that
original application had not been made; or

(b) cancel the original application in whole or in part.”
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115. Further, subject to limited exceptions which do not apply in this case, section
73(1) Land Registration Act 2002 provides that “..anyone may object to an application
to the registrar”. There is no general requirement of standing. Although it would be
unusual, a complete stranger, or ‘man in the street’, could in theory object to an
application to register a transfer; without having to establish that they (rather than the

applicant for registration) were entitled to the property.

116. In this case, someone - purporting to be “Ms. Tali Shani" - did object, through
solicitors, to the Respondent’s application. The particular reason for the objection was,
it is true, that “she” claimed herself to be the genuine registered proprietor Tali Shani.
The Land Registry, being unable to dismiss the objection as groundless on paper, then
referred the matter to this Tribunal.

117. But however the reference arises procedurally, once referred this Tribunal's
jurisdiction over the “matter” “..includes the determination of the underlying merits of
the claim that have provoked the making of the application™ (per Rimer LJ in Silksione
v. Tatnall [2011] EWCA Civ. 1801, paragraph 48). This means, as former Principal
Judge Cooke observed in her first instance decision in Stapleford Frog Island
(Rainham) Ltd. v. Port of London Authority [2016] UKFTT 0633 (PC) (subsequently
upheld on appeal), at paragraph 47, that “..the Tribunal is to get to the bottom of the
application and objection, to put it colloquially [referring also to Javasinghe v.
Livanage [2010] EWHC 265 (Ch.)]"

118. So it is not enough for the Respondent to succeed in this matter simply to
establish that the Applicant is a “fake” or “phantom” creation, who never existed or
(therefore) died; and to have her proceedings and case struck out for that reason. If he
succeeds in that application, it does not follow that he must automatically succeed 'by
default’ overall just because the case of the original and only objector has been struck
out. The Tribunal must still, even in that case, go on to consider whether it should
exercise its discretionary power to direct the Chief Land Registrar to give effect to the
registration application.

119. If, in addition to the basis of the original objection, evidence and circumstances
emerge in the course of the trial of the referred “matter” which give rise to a legitimate
question over whether the transfer in question should be registered in any event, the
Tribunal cannot therefore just ignore them and ‘wave the transfer through’. It has to
consider the evidence and submissions on those issues before exercising its discretion
to direct the Chief Land Registrar.

120. Such a further question clearly arises from the evidence in this case as it has
emerged. It is whether — regardless of whether the Applicant “Ms. Tali Shani™ exists
and purchased this property in 1993 — the Mr. Tali Shani who executed the 2021
transfer to the Respondent, and gave evidence before me, was himself that 1993
purchaser.

121. If he was not, then by basic principles of land registration and nemo dat quod
non habet, his purported transfer to the Respondent was void and of no effect, and
should not be registered.
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| shall therefore consider each of these issues in turn, before deciding what direction to
make to the Chief Land Registrar.

I. Identity of Applicant, and Respondent’s application to strike out
Conclusion: summary

122, It gives me little satisfaction to say so, but this was a relatively straightforward
issue to resolve, and the easier of the two.

123, In short, | believe barely a word of the documentary and oral evidence which
has been put forward on behalf of the alleged Applicant. | do not accept that “'she™ was
ever a real living person. | do not accept that “she” therefore died, whether in hospital
or in a mysterious car accident on the road to Abuja. | certainly do not accept that
“she" purchased this property in London in 1993 in her “hey days™.

124, Nor do | accept that Mr. Ayodele Damola is “her" son, or that Mr. Anukwe
Obasi is “her” cousin. I will come in more detail below to the evidence of these
witnesses, which — save possibly for their own names — I reject virtually in its entirety.

125. | find that a large number of documents in this case have been produced or
procured by forgery or deception, including:-

- all “identity” documents put forward on behalf of the Applicant.

- the Statement of Case and all witness statements said to be made by her.

- a plainly fake and fraudulent witness statement, purporting to have been made by
General Useni emailed by him directly to the Tribunal.

- letters and other communications from alleged doctors at a hospital in Lagos where it
was claimed the Applicant was being treated, and from where it was claimed she was
about to give video evidence.

- her alleged death certificate.

- even the supposed notice of her funeral and burial rites produced by Mr. Obasi

126. It is not possible or necessary for me to make definitive findings on who was
ultimately behind the above matters, or precisely how each forgery or fraud was
committed. The Respondent clearly wished to point the finger of suspicion at Mr.
Nicholas Ekhorutowen, with whom he is clearly in a bitter dispute over the receipt of
rents from the property, but from whom | heard no evidence in this case. Other
circumstances in the case point towards the “instructing solicitors” of Efewor & Co. in
Lagos, from whom again | have heard no direct evidence. | am quite sure that the
witnesses Mr. Damola and Mr. Obasi are complicit in this attempted fraud, but that
neither of them had the intelligence, vocabulary or linguistic skill either to mastermind
it or author most of the relevant documents, including what purporied to be their own
witness statements.

127. The most disappointing and disturbing aspect of my findings in this regard is
the conduct and evidence of Mr. Kingsley Efemuai, a solicitor in England and Wales
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and an officer of the court. It is not possible, on such material as [ have before me, to
find that he has acted dishonestly and is actively complicit in what appears to be a
calculated attempted fraud orchestrated by others.

128. At the very least, however, he is guilty of the most astonishing complacency
and credulity in his conduct of these proceedings, particularly in his continued
acceptance of instructions from Efewor & Co. and Mr. Damola, and his account of his
August 2024 visit to Nigeria. | shall retum to his evidence below.

129, Some of the evidence which | have summarised above virtually speaks for
itself, and hardly requires further analysis and comment. At times, the evidence and
explanations for events being put forward were so preposterous that, had this not been
such a serious matter, they would have had significant comic value.

Absence of Applicant, credible evidence and credibility

130. The case of the “Applicant” suffers from three fatal ‘absences’ — of the
“Applicant” herself; of the corroborating documents and evidence one would have
expected to rebut the allegations of fraud and impersonation; and of authenticity and
credibility in such evidence and documents as were put forward.

131. It is very striking, in a case of this nature, for the legal representatives of a
party to the proceedings never to have met her face to face prior to trial; or for her
never 1o have set foot in the UK during that time. On “her" case, as later developed by
others, “she™ was an internationally successful businesswoman, who spoke 9
languages, and purchased a property in London in her “hey days” in 1993. “Her™ case
was that she was the victim of an outrageous plot to steal that property. The response
to that allegation was, from the outset, that “'she™ did not exist.

132. That being so, one might have expected “her”, and English solicitors
apparently instructed by “her”, to be ‘busting a gut’ to refute such a damning
allegation. It is, one would have thought, a fairly simple matter to prove one's own
existence. Likewise, one might have expected an English solicitor to be indignant at an
allegation that his client did not exist, and assiduous in his efforts to prove otherwise.

133. The allegation could easily have been refuted and dealt with at any time during
the course of proceedings. Her solicitors could have sought determination of that as a
preliminary issue, if necessary by video link at which she could have appeared. Those
solicitors could have sought permission e.g. to take a filmed deposition from her. For
their own satisfaction, and then to satisfy the Tribunal, they could have insisted on a
face-to-face meeting, either in the UK or Nigeria; then voluntarily filed a witness
statement (with an attendance note exhibited if necessary). They could have carried
out their own researches, with her or any persons purporting to “instruct” them, as to
the alleged Applicant's address.

134. None of these things were done. I.nstcnd. and only to comply with order which
the Tribunal had to make, the only identity document which was initially filed was the
ECOWAS travel certificate. This does not have the status of either an authenticated
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birth certificate or a properly issued passport. [t is not a “biometric™ document. It
simply had a photograph of a woman attached to it, and a name and address written on

135. [ am entirely satisfied, without having to receive expert evidence on such a
matter, that such a document can relatively easily be obtained by false means; and was
in this case. This is for two reasons.

136. First, as already statcd, and despite the apparent enthusiasm of both parties in
this case for “notarized” documents, to say that this ECOWAS certificate was
“notarized" meant nothing more than that a notary had been shown an original and a
copy of it, and ask to certify that the copy was a true copy. As an exercise in
authentication of the document, that is virtually worthless.

137. Second, | am entirely satisfied by the evidence of Superintendent Sini that the
purported address on this document - “10 Commercial Road, Jos, Plateau State” -
does not exist as an address. He explained the steps he was able to take, as a police
officer, to establish that fact; but if any public official had been required to
authenticate such an address as a condition of issuing an ECOWAS certificate, they
would have reached the same conclusion. They would have noted that no such address
can be identified even from basic searches on “Google Maps” and the like. They
would surely have required clear and affirmative proof of its existence, not just from
purported bills or invoices, but a positive identification of the location of the property,
by photographic or GPS *pin’ evidence.

138. As | have already observed, no evidence of that sort was produced in the near
two and a half year history of this case, let alone at the date of application for the
ECOWAS certificate. It is, again, a clear and stark issue. It was being said that what
was claimed to be someone's lifelong family home simply did not exist. One would
think that such a party and their “family”, faced with such a shocking and insulting
allegation, would again be ‘busting a gut' to refute it — for example, with a brief video,
filmed on a mobile phone or similar device, of that party walking up to her front door;
or an invitation actually to meet the opposing party at that property. Even a
photograph, whether from the alleged “family archive” or otherwise, might have
assisted. It goes without saying that nothing of the sort was attempted or provided in
this case.

139. Despite this, Mr. Efemuai pronounced himself satisfied simply with the
ECOWAS certificate as a means of identification, provided by his “instructing
solicitors™ in Nigeria; an address which he never independently checked; then with a
telephone number - again provided by those Nigerian solicitors — on which he claimed
he spoke to his alleged client. | have already noted that he made no attendance note of
any such conversation, and was unable to give any details as lo its contents.

140. Although | have my doubts, | am prepared to give Mr. Efemuai the benefit of
those doubts and accept that he did telephone this number, and was presented with a
woman to whom he then spoke. The origin and provenance of that phone number was,
however, also clearly established by the evidence of Superintendent Sini. It was &
mobile telephone contract registered in the name of Mohammed Edewor, Mr.
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Efemuai’s “instructing solicitor” in Lagos. Mr. Efemuai appeared to confirm in
evidence (or certainly in his final submissions) that this was the number he was given
to call. Since the contract was registered in the name of Mr. Edewor, the only
reasonable conclusion is that the copy of the bill which was later produced as evidence
of identity had been tampered with and so essentially fabricated, by the
superimposition on it of “Ms. Tali Shani" and the fake address of “10 Commercial
Road" on its top left corner. | reject the elaborate and (frankly) absurd argument later
set out in a purported witness statement of Ayodele Damola that it is in some way
common practice for Nigerian lawyers to obtain mobile telephone contracts on behalf
of their clients. Whoever the woman was to whom Mr. Efemuai spoke, it was not a
real “Ms. Tali Shani".

141. So the Applicant’s representatives’ knowledge of their “client™ prior to the trial
in June 2024 was based on no more than an ECOWAS travel document which neither
they nor anyone else had taken any steps independently to verify, and a telephone call
to a woman on a number provided by a Nigerian solicitor, which number was in fact
his.

142. | have already summarised the circumstances and chronology of the
“Applicant” 's non-appearance at that trial, It had, for some time, been listed as a face-
to-face hearing, precisely because identity was the issue in the case. The parties, since
they were arguing about a London property, had been directed to come to the Tribunal
in London so that they, and their evidence, could be seen and heard.

143, The Applicant’s solicitors did not, as one might have expected if their case was
that their client was elderly, in poor health and unable to travel, take the initiative at an
early stage and press for permission for her to give evidence remotely by video.
Again, | observe that if she and they were genuinely keen for her evidence to be seen
and heard, and for the shocking allegation that she did not even exist to be refuted,
they would have been far more assiduous in their efforts. Instead, the possibility that
“she” might not be attending the hearing on 11" June was raised for the very first time
by counsel, Mr. Badejo, at the audio pre-trial review on 4™ June 2024. To be fair, the
Respondent also then first intimated that he and his key witnesses might not be
attending. | referred to this news as the “_.frankly, astonishing revelation from both
sides that the key witnesses in this matter -the Applicant Tali Shani, General Useni
and the Respondent’s witness also known as Tali Shani — may not now be attending
the hearing in person, despite it having specifically been directed and listed on the
basis that they would.”

| therefore directed that any applications for permission to give evidence remotely be
made immediately, accompanied by evidence (including medical evidence if

necessary).

144, As described above, when the “Applicant™ eventually made an application by
her counsel to give evidence by video, with evidence from her “doctor” stating that the
necessary facility would be set up, “she" then failed to appear at the scheduled time.
This came as a surprise to her representatives, as did the “chat” message on the CVP
link from “Dr. Osa™ claiming that “*Ms. Tali Shani” had been taken into surgery, and
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would not now be available for precisely two weeks. Mr. Damola could not assist or
clarify what was happening, because - contrary to the clear impression given when the
application was made — he was not in fact at his mother's bedside caring for her in a
hospital in Lagos, but was in Abuja on a separate video link, over 400 miles away.

145. While the Respondent and some of his witnesses at court found all of this
highly amusing, I found it deeply suspicious and unsatisfactory. Mr. Badejo, counsel,
declared himself to be potentially professionally embarrassed. I adjourned the hearing.
for the combination of reasons described earlier.

146. This, then, was the backdrop to both:-

i) my order of 14" August 2024, dirccting that the Applicant file medical evidence as
to her alleged unfitness to attend; and

ii) Mr. Efemuai’s apparent visit to Nigenia in “August 2024" to seize a “golden
opportunity” finally to meet his client for the first time.

147. That second point bears repeating, in the light of what I considered to be Mr.
Efemuai’s astonishingly complacent and thin evidence on this visit, summarised
above, A trial had been adjourned, in hugely embarrassing and suspicious
circumstances, A solicitor of the roll was keenly aware, in proceedings which had by
then lasted for over a year, that the identity and very existence of his supposed client
was hotly disputed, even more so following her suspicious failure to appear at trial. If
he was indeed now going to Nigeria to meet his client, it was indeed a “golden
opportunity™, afforded by the adjournment, to put this issue to rest once and for all.

148. Mr. Efemuai singularly failed to grasp that opportunity. He took no attendance
note or other record of the visit. He was not even able to name its exact date. He said
that he met a woman at the offices of Edewor & Co., but simply “greeted her palitely”
and did not ask her any significant questions — about the case, her identity, her
evidence (or lack of it), her health or her prognosis. He did not — as he could very
easily have done — take a single photograph or video of his supposed client, or of him
pictured with that client. He did not seck to gather further evidence from her - for
example, by a video recorded interview or similar. He thought that to do so would be
“disrespectful” to his hosts. He then left, without more.

149. | found this evidence, as | have said, disappointing and disturbing. It is very far
from what | would expect from a conscientious solicitor keen to refute the serious
allegation that he acted for a non-existent client. It savours far more, | am afraid, of a
willingness to turn a blind eye, and to accept unquestioningly the word and continued
instructions of Edewor & Co., without verifying the position for himself,

150, Despite some doubts, | am again willing to give Mr. Efemuai the benefit of
them, and accept that he was briefly presented with an elderly woman as his alleged
client at such a meeting. | have no doubts, however, that the real name of this woman
— whoever she was - was not “Tali Shani", and that she was not the owner of a London
property purchased in her “hey days” in 1993,
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151. This conclusion is fortified by my appraisal of:-

i) the further evidence purportedly filed by the Applicant on 8" September 2024
(summarised at paragraphs 49 and 50 above), and

ii) the evidence of “her"” alleged death and funeral.

152. As to the former, | have already stated my conclusion on the “9 mobile™
telephone bill offered as further evidence of identity. | consider that the supposed
waffidavit of birth” of 27™ August 2024, using the same photograph as on the forged
ECOWAS document, is likewise a poor forgery. | consider that the further “medical
evidence” — now revealing for the first time the disturbing news that the Applicant was
“receiving intensive treatment for leukaemia”, when previously she had just suffered
from a “chest infection”, or perhaps “palpitations and high blood pressure™ - was in
the same category.

153. If there is a genuine “Dr. Johnson Osa” from a hospital at this address, who
nevertheless uses a Yahoo internet email address for his professional corresponderice,
issues medical updates via the chat function on a video hearing, and who has medical
records for his apparently extensive treatment of the Applicant, no doubt he will
emerge with evidence to angrily rebut this aspersion on his integrity (and existence). |
do not expect him to do so. :

154. On the NIN application, I unhesitatingly accept the evidence of Mr. Festus
Esangbedo. He was a careful, meticulous and entirely honest witncss, and gave
evidence of the processes he and his colleagues followed to investigate this matter. It
is irrelevant that the prompt for this investigation was the Respondent. As il transpires,
he had good reason to prompt it. | am entirely satisfied that, for the reasons Mr.
Esangbedo stated, this application was made fraudulently, online, via a proxy in
Monaco. It is another darkly comic detail that the fraudster relied on the “amputee”
exception to justify the lack of fingerprints. This was not one of the many various
ailments previously attributed to the Applicant. | reject the evidence of Mr. Damola
and Mr. Obasi that “Ms Tali Shani” miraculously - or as Mr. Efemuai (with no
obvious embarrassment) put it, “against all odds" - left her hospital bed in Lagos, flew
to Abuja, and was driven to a NIN processing centre there where she made the
application in person. The NIN slip which was received while the application was
pending used, once again, the same photograph of 2 woman as had appeared on the
ECOWAS card and the affidavit.

155. As to the alleged death of “Tali Shani”, | do not know (and do not need to find)
precisely how Mr. Damola was able to obtain an apparent death certificate for Ms. Tali
Shani, but | have no doubt that this was a) done fraudulently b) unaccompanied by any
verified or concrete evidence as to her apparent death and ¢) not subject to any
independent process of scrutiny when issued. The same applies to the court order from
Nasarawa State appointing Mr. Damola as a personal representative, which was
simply based on the fraudulently obtained death certificate and Mr. Damola’s false
declaration, not on any independent assessment.



156. On this as on virtually all other points, | found the evidence of Mr. Damola
wholly unconvincing, dishonest and at times (I am afraid) almost comical in its lack of
sincerity or substance. In his demeanour, while one does not always expect floods of
tears from a bereaved witness, he seemed remarkably unmoved and matter-of-fact
about the recent tragic death of his mother, He could not even get his own story
straight about how or where she actually died. He was remarkably vague about the
details of the “car accident” on the way to Abuja, why she was in a car there, with
whom, how his mother had once again miraculously risen from her hospital bed in
Lagos to fly to Abuja and book a “hire car”, and why he was not also in the car despite
being “privy" to this “trip"”.

157, He seemed remarkably untroubled by the allegation that his family and
childhood home in Jos did not actually exist. Far from angrily seeking to refute such
an allegation by producing just one photograph or video, he took refuge in the excuse
that he had not been asked to file any, so had not done so.

158. Not just because of his obvious unfamiliarity with their vocabulary and
contents, | have no doubt that he was not the author of the various witness statcments
bearing his name, When asked any meaningful question about evidence for the
detailed and often lurid allegations made against in these statements against the
Respondent, his stock responses were “none was filed” or to pass the buck to his
“Uncle Marcel™ (Mr. Okasi).

159, Unfortunately for Mr. Damola, Mr. Okasi was an even poorer witness than he
was. Again, | did not believe a word he said, including the suggestion that he was the
“cousin” of “Ms. Tali Shani" and that she confided in him with all the details of her
1993 purchase and relationship with General Useni. I note first of all than even while
“she” was supposedly alive, in the statement of case and witness statements filed in
“her" name, she did not mention either General Useni or Mr. Okasi. He appeared to
me to be a relatively recent recruit to this conspiracy.

160, Again, the words in his witness statement were clearly not his own. Nothing in
his demeanour, vocabulary or knowledge suggested that he authored the often
elaborate and verbose arguments and allegations made in that statement. When asked
orally for evidence; he resorted to bluster, or that he had heard matters from “the
sidelines™. His account of accompanying his elderly cousin from the airport to apply
for her NIN was unbelievable and plainly false. Like his “nephew" Mr. Damola, his
explanation for the absence of a single photograph of him with his cousin, nephew,
General Useni or anyone else was incredible and on one point (*['m not a photogenic
person’’) comical.

161. The *exclamation point’ on Mr. Obasi's evidence, however, was the supposed
“obituary notice” for his late cousin, pictured earlier above. [ find, as is fairly obvious
on the most cursory inspection, that this is & nsible and pitiful forgery. The date for the
“Thanksgiving Service" is wrong and does not exist. The supposed details of the
deceased contain descriptions of her not matched by any other evidence in the case, as
well as a reference to a person never mentioned elsewhere (“Pam Shani"). The address
given for the “Family Rites of the Family Residence™ is Mr. Obasi’s own address in
Abuja, actually given on his witness statement. Nor do | require expert evidence 1o
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conclude that the picture on this document is a crudely “photoshopped™ version of the
photograph previously used on other forged documents, now with a red hat and dress

superimposed.

162. Finally, when Mr. Obasi sought to explain the absence of a photographic
record of these three days of rites, mourning and thanksgiving, which he himself had
attended throughout, he lost any remaining shred of credibility when he conjured up
the official photographer who was murdered by a bandit.

163. I also note that the credibility of the case for the “Applicant™ in general was
severely undermined by the patently false and fraudulent witness statement purporting
to be from “General Useni (retd)” which was filed directly with the Tribunal (from
another Yahoo internet email address, and using another fake purported address in the
statement) on 3% August 2023. Those representing the “Applicant”, and the makers of
various subsequent witness statements, initially adopted this evidence enthusiastically
as part of their own case. Mr. Efemuai, despite an unknown third party having
bypassed him and unilaterally filed a witness statement at the Tribunal (with
knowledge of the case number and email address to which to send it) was remarkably
slow to disown it. It was not until his closing submissions that he did so, confirming
that the Applicant did not rely upon it for the truth of its contents.

164. Even in the context of this case, this was an extremely serious matter, and
almost certainly a direct attempt to pervert the course of justice by whoever drafted
and filed this statement. That person clearly had an intimate knowledge of the case and
these proceedings. | also consider it probable that such a person was involved in the
drafting of many, if not most, of the other statements and documents in this case.

165. For these reasons, | find that the pursuit of the case of the “Applicant” in these
proceedings is an abuse of the process of the Tribunal, in that the case has been
pursued by others in the name of a person who never existed. | therefore strike out the
Applicant’s case under rule 9(3)(d) of The Tribunal Procedure (First-tier Tribunal)
(Property Chamber) Rules 2013. | do so purely on that basis, and not on the ground
that the case has “no reasonable prospects of success™ under rule 9(3)(e).

I1. Whether the Tribunal should direct the Chiefl Land Registrar to give effect to
the Respondent’s application

166. As set out above, even upon the case of the “Applicant” being struck out, |
must nevertheless go on to determine the “matter” before me, which is whether effect
should be given to the Respondent's application to register the transfer to him. Once
that “matter” is before me, he does not *win by default” just because 1 have struck the
“Applicant” out. As stated, the power to direct the Chief Land Registrar in rule
40(2)(a) is a discretionary one (“may”).

167. This then invites consideration of the second issue in the case, namely whether

the “Mr. Tali Shani" who gave evidence before me is the genuine registered proprictor
of this property, who purchased it in 1993. '

40



Mr. Tali Shani: discussion and conclusion

168. Unlike the fictitious “Ms. Tali Shani”, a man going by the name of Mr. Tali
Shani exists and gave evidence before me in that name. A certified copy of an official
Nigerian passport was produced both to the Land Registry and this Tribunal, stating
that Mr. Tali Shani was born on 2™ April 1973, | do not have the evidence, or any
sufficient basis, to find that this document - unlike the various poor and pitiful
forgeries on the side of the “Applicant™ — is forged, and | do not do so.

169. The critical question is, however, whether he purchased the property in 1993,
as he claims to have done. The issue is not his existence and current identity, but his
link to that purchase at that time.

170. When considering that question, it is important to note that it was his evidence
that he purchased the property with his own money, for his own benefit, as an
“investment”, aged 20. He did not say, for example, that he merely lent his aame to
the purchase, so that he then held the property as a nominee or trustee for someone
else.

171. Moreover, it is his case — to explain the clear continuous involvement and
connection of General Jeremiah Useni with this property — that he, Tali Shani,
appointed General Useni as his “agent” to manage it for him. It was also his clear
evidence that he did this from the outset of the purchase in 1993, and that he knew
General Useni at that time.

172, So his evidence was that he, aged 20, was able to fund the purchase of this
London property entirely by himself, then appoint a prominent Nigerian general and
politician (who in that very year had taken a high ranking position in the new regime
of General Abacha) as his letting and managing agent in London.

173. I have considered the oral evidence of Mr. Shani very carefully on these points.
I also have regard to the contemporaneous and other documents, the inherent
background probabilities, but perhaps most importantly the evidence of General Useni
himself.

174. Looking at all these together, | do not accept that Mr. Tali Shani purchased this
property in 1993, in the circumstances described by him or at all.

175. 1 do not know, and do not need to find, whether “Tali Shani" is his original
name given at birth (as to which no birth certificate was in evidence), or whether he
has at some point changed his name, by the Nigerian equivalent of deed poll or
otherwise, so as to now obtain a passport in that name. Whether or not he was
genuinely known as “Tali Shani” in 1993, | am quite satisfied that he had nothing
whatsoever to do with the purchase of this property in London at that time.

I so find for the following principal reasons.
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176. First, both his account and purported knowledge of this 1993 transaction were
suspiciously thin, and wholly implausible. | have already observed how little detail he
gave in his witness statement on these matters, as opposed to largely irrelevant and
much more recent events. The obvious question to ask him in cross-examination, as
Mr. Badejo did, was how a young rural Nigerian man of 20 was able to buy a property
in London, for cash. | am afraid that | found his answers — that the Naira was strong,
that his family had many lands and cattle, and that he had made money from
“business” originating in selling cattle and mangoes — utterly unconvincing and
implausible. Nor could he produce a single banking, conveyancing or other document
to substantiate this alleged “investment by him, or linking him to this property, other
than the bare fact that “Tali Shani” is the name on the registered title.

177. His account of the mechanics and date of the purchase, and even the price he
paid, was hopelessly at odds with the documentary evidence disclosed by the
Respondent. These documents showed a purchase which proceeded between July and
November 1993 for a price of £110,000 in the name of one “Philips Bincan". After
some hesitation, | consider that Mr, Shani plucked the figure of *£200,000" as the
price he paid largely out of thin air. When shown these documents, of which he had no
knowledge whatsocver (despite them supposedly having been in his possession and
control), he was forced to suggest — 1o fit with the registration date of 16" November
1993 of “Tali Shani" as proprietor — that he must have paid almost double the previous
price, very shortly afterwards, in what must have been virtually a ‘back-to-back’
transaction. He had, however, no knowledge of who “Philips Bincan” was, or why he
(Tali Shani) would have gone about such a purchase in this way. He had first said,
again after some hesitation, that his whole purchase process had taken “about a
month”, but this simply does not fit with the “Philips Bincan™ documents, which
showed the priority search as having been lodged so as to extend beyond 16™
November 1993.

178. Second, it was when Mr. Shani was questioned on his alleged involvement
with General Useni that his evidence was fatally undermined. Before a word of oral
evidence had been given, the Respondent's stated case on paper, in the witness
statements of General Useni and Mr. Shani, was that the latter had only instructed (or
even known) the former several years later. General Useni has said that he “..met Tali
Shani sometime in the 2000s" and that “Sometime in 2010, Tali Shani approached
me to take over the management of his property”. Although Tali Shani’s statement
was less specific, nothing in it suggested that he disagreed with or was contradicting
what General Useni had said. !

179, Then, for the first time, under cross-examination Mr. Shani claimed not only
that he knew General Useni in 1993, but that he “confided" in him, used him as a
conduit for the payment of money for the property in London (precisely how, and
why, he was less clear), then appointed him as his agent to manage it. Not only was
this evidence wholly contrary to what General Useni had said in his witness

statements and (see below) in oral evidence, | also found it wholly implausible and
untrue.

180. It would be a quite extraordinary circumstance for a 20 year old cattle seller
not just to “confide” in, but employ as a sort of property purchase and management
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agent, one of the most prominent and powerful figures in Nigeria at that time, Neither
Mr. Shani, nor the Respondent, nor the later agent Akeem Johnson, appeared to me to
appreciate the strangeness of this proposition. If Mr. Tali Shani was, as he said, buying
this property for himself, and in his own name, but wanted to instruct an agent to
manage it for him, why on earth would he choose one of the most powerful men in the
country? One might have thought that General Useni, as the then Minister for the
Federal Capital Territory in Abuja, had weightier matters on his plate at that time than
collecting rents for someone else from a house in Neasden.

Third, and perhaps most significant, there was the oral evidence of General
Useni himself. One thing on which both sides agreed was the high regard in which
they held the general, in his lifetime and upon his death. Even as the witness
statements of Mr. Damola and Mr. Obasi piled up wild allegations against the
Respondent, whoever drafted them was fulsome in his praise for General Useni. The
Respondent, who knew him for over 20 years, was similarly effusive, as were the -
obituaries when the general died.

182 As | have said, when he gave oral evidence, General Useni was clearly

physically frail, a little slow to respond and (as one now knows) close to the end of his
life. 1 have also made clear, however, that in my view he had a clear understanding of
the key questions put to him, His answers on those key points were similarly clear.
Despite the attempts of counsel then (in final submissions) the Respondent to cast
doubt on this, there was not a shred of medical evidence to suggest that he lacked the
capacity and understanding to give evidence. [f there had been, then the Respondent’s
application would not have been for permission for his “star witness” to give evidence
by video (on grounds of his physical health only), but for him to not to give oral
evidence at all and for his statements to be read as civil hearsay.

183. As set out above, his oral evidence on the 1993 purchase was utterly clear. It

was his purchase. There is simply no other way in which his answers can be
interpreted or ‘finessed":

“] owned it.....I bought the property [with “savings”]...before I gave it to
someone to run...I paid the deposit...then bit by bit...I bought it...it is my

property.”

184. His evidence about the Mr, Tali Shani who also gave oral evidence by video

I85.

was likewise clear, subject to a slight variation in date ranges. He had first been
introduced to this man, at the very most, some eight years ago. He had, however,
“nothing” to do with the 1993 purchase of the property. He did not know what this
man was doing al this hearing, or why he was saying that it was his property, which
was “not true.”

That oral evidence was consistent with almost all the other documentary and
witness evidence in the case. | include in this the 213 Quadrangle" rent and payments
schedule from 2001 to 2004, which the Respondent had disclosed (having received it
with the other documents from Akeem Johnson) but about which he seemed
surprisingly incurious. This is plainly a schedule of rents received and payments out of
a common account, in relation to two properties: the property in this case (79 Randall
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Avenue) and Flat 213, Quadrangle Towers, It is therefore a strong inference that
whoever was entitled to, and receiving, the rents from the former was using them to
service the rent and outgoings on the latter. The only name linked to that latter
property is General Useni, for whom it was given as an address as recently as
September 2019 in the section 21 notice prepared by Mr. Akeem Johnson.

186. As for the evidence of Mr. Johnson, | take from it that he dealt with General
Useni alone as his principal throughout the whole period of his agency, from 2011 to
2019. As late as 2018 and 2019, General Useni was still the “landlord™ named by Mr.
Johnson on tenancy agreements and section 21 notices.

187. [ find that Mr. Johnson never once spoke to, or met, the Mr. Tali Shani who
gave evidence before me. His witness statement, which | consider was drafted for him
by someone else (almost certainly the Respondent), sought to argue or suggest that he
was aware (although this was not the phrase used) that he was in effect a sub-agent,
and that his ultimate principal was “Tali Shani™. Not only would such an arrangement
make no sense — why would Mr. Tali Shani employ two layers of agents, with a senior
general as merely the intermediate one, rather than just employing Mr. Johnson
directly himself? — I find that this is not what happened, or how Mr. Johnson
understood his role. He knew and understood that he was managing this property for
General Useni, and no-one else.

188. I am afraid that when Mr. Johnson gave oral evidence, during which he was
clearly nervous, | find that he panicked and invented the fresh detail that he once
overheard Mr. Tali Shani engaged in a telephone call to General Useni. Both the
manner in which this cvidence was given, and the uncertainty over detail and date
(Was it a call on speakerphone? Why had no-one ¢lse mentioned it?) convinced me
that it never happened. -

189, The clear, and indeed (1 find) overwhelming evidence is therefore that this
property was not purchased and paid for by the 1973-born “Mr. Tali Shani” who gave
evidence before me, but by General Jeremiah Useni. Not only am [ driven to that
conclusion by the evidence above, it is also inherently far more likely. A purchase of a
London property by a high ranking and wealthy foreign politician was not an
uncommon occurrence, in 1993, nor is it now.

190. There were only two slight uncertainties or gaps relating to that inference and
conclusion, on neither of which could General Useni either remember or assist in his
oral evidence. | consider, however, tha! they are both relatively easily resolved.

Registration in name of “Tali Shani”

191. General Useni could or would not explain why, despite his clear evidence that
he purchased the property in 1993, it was registered in the name of “Tali Shani™.

192. [ consider that the report of the Jersey Royal Court case referred to above
provides a clear answer to this. It is unfortunate that this did not come to my attention
until after General Useni had given evidence. | gave permission for him to be recalled
to give further evidence on it if necessary, but he had died before that was possible. [t
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is any event far from clear that he could, or would, have had much to say about it
beyond what is a matter of record. .

193, | repeat that it was not an adverse finding of another court, but General Useni's
own positive evidence and case in those Jersey proceedings that he had set up the
relevant bank accounts in Jersey in the false name (which he had described as a
“coded password name™) of “Tim Shani”, and that he had “registered companies in
Nigeria with similar coined names™. | also note from his obituary, referred to above
(and not contradicted on this point by either of the parties), that one of the companies
with which he was associated was known as “Tim Tali Investments”.

194, This being so, | consider that the clear inference, and my finding on the
balance of probabilities, is that General Useni arranged for the purchase of this
property to be registered in a very similar “coined" (i.e. false) name, in this case "Tali
Shani”. The coincidence of the names, and even the dates (the Jersey accounts were
opened in 1986 and operated under the name “Tim Shani" until 2007) is so striking as
1o make this inference irresistible.

The 1993 purchase documents and “Philips Bincan”

195, The second potential uncertainty or gap is why the 1993 conveyancing
documents, including the contract of sale, show the purchaser as “Philips Bincan”, yet
the registration was effected in the different name of “Tali Shani",

196. | have already observed that the chronology of these documents, in particular
the extension of the priority search to 17 November 1993, make it extremely likely
that these were the conveyancing documents associated with the 1993 registration.
There is no *room’ chronologically for another transaction. Nor is there any rational
explanation for why General Useni (and through him, Akeem Johnson es his agent,
then the Respondent) would have in their possession these documents but not a further
set relating to a subsequent “Bincan to Shani® transaction.

197, | consider that the most likely explanation is, and find, that:-

i) the contractual purchaser, Philips Bincan (whoever he was), was himsell a nominee
purchaser for General Useni.

i) that contractual purchaser, through his conveyancers, must have exercised his right
to request the transferor to execute the transfer in favour of another named person, and
that a transfer (which is the one notable document missing from this disclosure) was
then executed in favour of “Tali Shani”, the false “coined” name provided by General
Useni.

ii1) the Land Registry accepted that transfer as the basis for registration. This took
place several years before the Land Registry’s more stringent requirements as to
provision of identification upon registration, including completion of the 1D form,
were in place.
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Other matters: the transfer to the Respondent

108. It is in principle sufficient for my conclusion — which will be to direct the
Chief Land Registrar to cancel the Respondent’s application to be registered as
proprietor — that Mr. Tali Shani, the purported transferor, had no title to transfer to the
Respondent, The issue of the alleged consideration passing between them — whether it
was nil, or £500,000-worth of alleged legal services provided, or the transfer of
another property - is not directly material to that conclusion.

199. Since there was so much evidence and cross-examination on this subject, but
also because it is to some extent necessary to make a finding about why a property
owned (as | have found) by General Useni was being transferred to the Respondent, |
shall nevertheless make some findings on these issues.

200, First, | find that General Useni, since he was in truth the sole legal and
beneficial owner of this property (albeit registered in a false name), must in some way
have been connected to this transfer, and to have directed it. He was clearly close to,
and on good terms with, the Respondent. There is no question of this being some sort
of attempt by the Respondent to steal the general's property without his knowledge.

201. As to precisely why General Useni chose to direct this transfer to the
Respondent, [ do not need to (and indeed cannot) make detailed findings. I consider
that it is highly possible that it was in satisfaction of some debt or favour owed. The
Respondent initially angrily denied the allegation (made in the various statements filed
on behalf of the “Applicant™) that this was a form of repayment of a loan of 54 million
Naira made during the general's unsuccessful election campaign. In his oral evidence,
both he and his son then appeared to accept that the general had owed the Respondent
some money, but that it had been fully paid off, The general himself, when asked
about this, said that he “did not know how much money he owed" the Respondent.

202. | do not, however, need to find precisely whether (and if so, how much) money
was owed. The transfer may have been made out of friendship and generosity, or in
recognition of some other service or favour. The one finding | do make, however, is
that it was the decision of General Useni to transfer the property to the Respondent.

203. That being so, and given my findings as to the evidence and status of Mr. Tali
Shani, | do not accept his and the Respondent's evidence as to the consideration or
dealings between them, as the reason for this transfer. This evidence, both as stated on
the second power of attorney, in the transfer, in their witness statements then oral
evidence, fluctuated considerably — between there being actual monetary consideration
which changed hands (either £500,000 or 100 million Naira), to there being no such
consideration, to there being a gift of property in Jos, to this being part of the
Respondent’s legal services provided to Mr. Shani, to the transfer being made as a gift
out of “gratitude”, then to it being in lieu of over £500,000 of legal services provided
to Mr. Shani during (on their own evidence) the period of no more than two years in
which they had known each other.

204, That last explanation in particular, upon which both witnesses eventually
alighted, strained credibility. The Respondent, it seemed to me, wished to have it both
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ways in his description of Mr. Shani. To lend credence to the claim (which | have
rejected) that Mr. Shani had bought this property in 1993, he said that he was from a
“very wealthy family" and was a “big property guy". He then said, however, that Mr.
Shani could not really afford the services of a “big time™ lawyer like him. His
evidence was that he nevertheless provided over £500,000-worth of legal services to
Mr. Shani over a two year period, without any upfront payment being demanded or
made. He said that he acted for (and won) a number of “big cases” for Mr. Shani, but
no details of these were disclosed. On his case (that no payments were made at the
time) there would not be invoices, but he could still have disclosed some information
about the cases. In oral evidence, he invoked “client confidentiality™ as the reason for
not doing so, but he and Mr. Shani could easily have agreed to waive any
confidentiality or privilege to provide an example of the alleged high value legal work
done.

205. Ultimately, | do not believe that any genuine consideration (in money or
services) ever changed hands between Mr. Shani and the Respondent. I prefer to take
their own statement to that effect, in box 8 of the TR1 form, at face value; as they
presumably intended HMRC to do for the purposes of stamp duty land tax.

206. | consider that the elaborate evidence of the Respondent, his son Osilama
Ozekhome and Mr. Shani on this issue was an invention and contrivance. It was
invented in an attempt to provide a plausible reason why Mr. Tali Shani, the alleged
1993 purchaser of this property, would have transferred it to the Respondent in 2021. |
find that this attempts fails.

207. 1 consider that Mr, Tali Shani — whether that is the name he was bom with, or
whether it was changed at some point in the past — was simply a vehicle or conduit by
which General Useni tried to transfer to the Respondent a property previously
registered by him in the false name “Tali Shani" in 1993.

208. I do not know, and do not need to make findings, on how and when General
Useni first came across and involved Mr. Tali Shani in this or any other transaction or
scheme; whether this man already had that name (which the Respondent himself said
was not an uncommon name in Nigeria); or whether he was persuaded to change his
name from something else to one of General Useni’s “coined™ names for the purposes
of dealing with assets registered in such names.

209. I do firid, however, that this was his role in relation to this transaction, He did
not purchase this property himself in 1993, and so had no title of his own to pass to the
Respondent.

210. For that fundamental reason, | will direct the Chief Land Registrar to reject the
application to register the transfer.
Basis for conclusion contrary to both parties’ cases

211, | have considered very carefully the caution urged by the higher courts in
relation to judges making findings for which neither party contended, such as the
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“third man theory” referred to in Al-Medenni v Mars UK Ltd [2005] EWCA Civ 1041,
and the reminder of the Supreme Court in Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Lid v MasterCard
Inc [2020] UKSC 24 that the function of an English judge is to “do justice between the
parties in relation to the way in which they have framed and prosecuted their
respective cases, rather than to carry out some wider inquisitorial function as a
searcher after truth”. [ note also, however, that Nugee LJ described and applied this
principle in Satyam Enterprises Ltd v Burton [2021] EWCA Civ 287 in a case where
the judge impermissibly “..decided the case on a basis that had neither been pleaded
nor canvassed before him."”

212. In my judgement, however, this is not a case in which it can be said that a
finding that General Useni was in fact the true purchaser of the property has not been
“canvassed"” before the Tribunal. At the risk of repetition, he was a witness called by
the Respondent, and this was his own clear oral evidence. | have also set out above the
documents, most of them disclosed by the Respondent, which clearly point to General
Useni's ownership and control of the property. | drew the parties’ attention to the
Jersey Royal Court decision as long ago as 12™ June 2024. Both parties, in their
closing written and oral submissions, referred to these matters; and respondéd to my
questions on this possibility.

213. I take the view that 1 simply cannot ignore the evidence in front of me, and the
clear and obvious inferences from it. Further, in reaching decisions to i) strike out the
Applicant’s case but also ii) direct the Chief Land Registrar to cancel the
Respondent’s original application, such a finding forms a necessary part of my
reasoning. | consider | am duty bound to explain in full why | reject the Respondent’s
case, and the evidence and role of General Useni is a central part of the reasoning
behind that. It would be extremely odd if | directed rejection of the Respondent’s
application, but then simply ignored this evidence and said nothing further about it.

Conclusion

214, The final outcome of this case, therefore, is that both parties have failed.
Neither “Tali Shani” was who they said they were, and neither was the person who
purchased this property in 1993. The real owner, via a false name, was General
Jeremiah Useni.

215. General Useni is now deceased, so on my findings his title and interest in this
property would vest in such persons as obtained a grant of probate or administration in
respect of his English assets. Although not strictly bound by my findings (since they
were not parties to the case), it is a matter for any such persons, on their own advice,
what if any steps they take in this regard.

216. This is a decision made in public proceedings, which shall be published. It is

likewise a matter for other authorities what (if any) action or steps they take in relation
to this property when they read it.
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Costs

217. | make clear that my strong provisional view is that there should be no order as
to the costs of these proceedings. The casc of “the Applicant™ has been struck out, and
(as | have found) does not exist, so it would be absurd if “she” or any person claiming
to represent her made any application for “her” costs of the proceedings. The
Respondent has, however, ultimately been unsuccessful in his application, so would
not ordinarily expect to recover any of his costs from anyone else.

218. Any representations to the contrary should be made by the date stated in the
order, in default of which there shall be no order as to costs.

Judge Ewan Paton

Dated this 11™ September 2025
By ORDER OF THE TRIBUNAL

I certify that this is a true copy of
the decision dated 11™ September
2025 in REF 2023 0155 Tali
Shani v. Chief Mike Ozekhome

Signed:

Dated: pr/ rr/ 1

Judge Ewan Paton

First-tier Tribunal, Property
Chamber, Land Registration
Division
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The law has always been a noble profession. But
nobility, as history reminds us, isn't automatic; it
must be earned, tested, and maintained. Lawyers
are human: fallible, ambitious, and sometimes
even reckless. What has preserved the dignity of
the legal profession in its finest hours is not the
claim to nobility but the existence of discipline
and professionalism. And therein lies the tragedy

of our time.
The Past and Present

Take, for instance, the late Chief Frederick Rotimi
Alade Williams (SAN), the great and inimitable
“Timi the Law,” doyen of the Nigerian Bar. Few
remember that early in his career, he stumbled
badly. He was caught trifling with a client’s funds,
a widow's, and was promptly hauled before the
disciplinary authorities. It could have ended his
career before it began. Instead, the experience
reformed him. It chastened him and served notice
to an entire generation of lawyers that the Bar
had teeth and wasn't afraid to use them. That
brush with accountability produced a Rotimi
Williams who went on to embody excellence at
the Bar and set a standard for generations of
lawyers to emulate.



Now imagine he had gotten away with it. Imagine
the impudence, the impunity, and the entitlement
that would have followed. That, sadly, is where we

find ourselves today.

Breaking: Court grants bail to Sowore, Nnamdi
Kanu's lawyer, 11 others

Kukah Centre, stakeholders strengthen Benue
Civil Protection Guards' legal framework
Police bomb disposal team removes IEDs in
Borno

Insecurity: NGF to deepen intelligence sharing
with DSS, others

CCIC Camp Meeting: Youth Empowerment

Station holds tomorrow

On September 16, 2025, Nigerians across the
world woke up to the breaking news that Judge
Ewan Paton, sitting in a property Tribunal in
England had found three Nigerian lawyers
complicit in fraud and lies. The news was
humiliating, not merely because prominent
Nigerian lawyers were found to have consciously
and brazenly involved themselves in fraud,
forgery, and impersonation before a foreign court,

but because the revelations barely raised an

eyebrow at home. Once, even a whisper of
impropriety was enough to summon the



disciplinary hammer. Today, disgrace abroad is
water under the bridge. No shaking! The
watchmen of the profession are asleep, and the

thieves among us continue to walk freely in silk.

The problem isn't that lawyers sometimes fail;
they always have and always will. The problem is
that when they fail nowadays, there are no
consequences. All our accountability structures,
disciplinary committees, professional oversight,
and the moral authority of elders at the Bar have
atrophied. The profession has lost its immune

system.

The law is still noble. It has not changed. What
has changed is that too many of those who claim
to lead the profession no longer fear discipline.
They wear rank as armor, wield connections as
shields, and perform their fraud with impunity.
Worse, they have become the face of the
profession, overshadowing the many quiet,

diligent lawyers who still practice with integrity.

The Problem With the ‘Big Names'

Some analysts have concluded that legal practice
is full of chicanery and champartinous charlatans.
We must stop consoling ourselves with the fiction



that the whole profession is rotten. It is not. But if
we continue to leave the rogues unchallenged,
they will define us. They will teach the next
generation that law is nothing but theatre, fraud
in a wig and gown. And when that day comes, the
tragedy will not be that the practice of law
ceased to be noble. The tragedy will be that legal
practitioners, through silence and complicity,
chose to be ignoble. By then, it will no longer
matter that law itself is noble. It will only matter
that lawyers have ceased to be.

The recent judgment of Judge Ewan Paton in the
case of Tali Shani v. Chief Mike Agbedor Abu
Ozekhome & Ors is the sort of courtroom drama
Nigerians dread: three of our own “big-time
lawyers” parading themselves before a UK
tribunal as if legal practice were a comedy of
errors, except, sadly, it was fraud, not farce.

The findings were brutal. Chief (Prof.) Michael
Ozekhome (SAN), a man who the court says styles
himself a “big-time lawyer” and a holder of two of
Nigeria's prestigious national honors was caught
peddling fabrications so clumsy that the judge
mocked his grasp of basic evidence law.

His profile, posted prominently on his personal



website, and reproduced here verbatim, states as
follows:

A PROFILE OF PROF MIKE A. A. OZEKHOME
INTRODUCTION

Prof. Mike Ozekhome, SAN, CON, OFR, SAM,
SANS, FCIArb, LL.B (Hons), BL, LL.M, MA (HC),
Ph.D, LL.D, D.Litt, D.A, D, D.Phil, D.Arts, HonDL,
DHL, D.Sc, DLE, KSM, DSSRS, is a leading
Constitutional Lawyer; Human Rights Activist;
Pro-Democracy Campaigner; Commander of the
Order of the Niger (CON); Officer of the Federal
Republic (OFR); Professor of Constitutional Law;
Senior Advocate of Nigeria (SAN); Senior
Advocate of the Masses (SAM); Senior Advocate
of Nigerian; Social Critic; Public Affairs Analyst;
Pro-masses Advocate; Knight of Students
(SANS); Voice of the People (VOP); Bencher;
Notary Public of Nigeria; Patriot; Pan-Nigerian;
Pan-Africanist; Author; Researcher; Scholar;
Court Room Gladiator; Multi-Columnist;
Philosopher; Thinker; Motivational Speaker,
Knight of the Order of St. Mulumba (KSM);

Chartered Arbitrator; Conciliator; Negotiator; and,
Mediator.

EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL

QUALIFICATIONS

This pro-masses prodigy attended St. Mary's



Catholic Primary School, Iviukwe, and St. Peter’s
College, Agenebode, where he made the best
graduating results in 1969 and 1974, respectively.
He later briefly attended the Baptist Academy,
Lagos, in 1975, before being admitted to the
University of Ife (now Obafemi Awolowo
University), lle-Ife. He graduated in law in 1980, at
the tender age of 23. He was called to the Bar in
1981, after passing the Bar exams at the Nigerian
Law School, Lagos. Ozekhome later obtained his
Ph.D degree in Constitutional Law from Alliance
International University, Lusaka, Zambia.

Prof. Mike Ozekhome holds the Bachelor of Laws
(LL.B Hons) degree; Barrister at Law (BL); 2
Master's degrees in Law (LL.M); and another
Master’s degree of Arts (M.Arts). He is also a
recipient of 15 honorary Doctorate Degrees
(honoris causa), including a Ph.D by thesis from
the Alliance International University, Lusaka,
Zambia. These degrees include Doctor of Laws
(LL.D): Doctor of Letters (D.Litt); Doctor of
Philosophy (D.Phil); Doctor of Business
Administration (DA); Doctor of Jurisprudence (ID);
Doctor of Arts (D.Arts); Doctor of Science (D.Sc);
Doctor of Leadership and Entrepreneurial Studies
(DLE); Doctor of Humane Law (DHL), etc, from
various Universities spread across the globe;
Nigeria, USA, United Kingdom, Israel, Zambi
Turks, Carcos Island; and Belize, Central America.



A basic online search shows that The Alliance
International University is an unaccredited
university in the Caribbean, which formerly
operated from Lusaka, Zambia. It has been
described as “an online scam” by Undark
Magazine. According to its own website, the
Alliance International University is founded by
“Holy International Ministries.” It has no physical
campus, and all its activities take place online.
Similar details apply to the many other unnamed
“international universities” from which “Prof.”
Michael Ozekhome claims to have obtained his
many academic degrees. For many years, Mike
Ozekhome was a walking, living, practicing fraud
right before our eyes until he took his pernicious
artistry beyond our shores.

Kingsley Efemuai, qualified in both Nigeria and
England, could not even bother to confirm the
existence of his client, who, it turned out, may as
well have been a ghost. And Mohammed Edewor?
He brought in a doctored phone bill as “proof” of
identity. Forgery by airtime.



The Real Crisis

With details this sordid, it is easy to throw up our
hands and declare, as one commentator did, that
“no one can ever have confidence in our
profession.” Tempting, but lazy. The problem is
not “our profession.” The problem is the small
club of lawyers who mistake rank and robes for a

license to commit fraud with flourish.

Law is still noble. Some lawyers are not, They are
merely human and, despite a legal training and
experience designed to elevate their person and
persona, have chosen to remain at the basest

level of humanity; motivated only by greed and
avarice.

The real crisis is leadership. When the faces of
the bar are silk-wearing tricksters and
microphone-thumping “defenders of the rule of
law,” what trickles down is not inspiration but
cynicism. Ordinary lawyers toil away in chambers,
drafting contracts, guiding clients, and keeping
the wheels of justice turning. But their good work
is eclipsed each time a “big name" struts into a

foreign court and is unmasked as a fraud in a wig
and gown.



To say we should lose confidence in the entire
profession is to let these “big-time lawyers” off
too easily. No! Confidence must be lost only in

them, not in the profession.

And consequences must follow. A profession that
does not police its own will soon be policed by

others. And there is no dignity in that.

The law has not failed us. Certain lawyers have
failed the law. The tragedy is not that lawyers fail,
it is that failure now carries no consequence.

When the Bar stops policing itself, the world will
do it for us.

And the sting in this tale is simple: the more we
allow dishonest lawyers to be our public face, the
more the world will believe that legal practice in

Nigeria is a punchline for avarice and fraud.

. Shogunle is a Nigerian lawyer and writer based

In Abuja. He writes frequently on law, governance,
and public ethics.
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Tali Shani v Chief Mike Agbedor Abu Ozekhome: Background

This is a particularly strange and somewhat difficult piece for me to write, as it involves Chief Ozekhome, SAN, who is
one of our Columnists. In the past week. the media has been awash with news of the British case of Tali Shani v
Chief Mike Agbedor Abu Ozekhome [2025] UKFTT 01090 (PC) Case No. REF/2023/0155 per Ewan Paton

). concerning the application for the transfer of 3 property situate at 79, Randall Avenue, London, UK from Tall Shani
to Chiel Mike Ozekhome, SAN. The controversy stemmed from the fact that though the property was purchased by
late Lt General Jeremiah Useni (Rtd), he registered it in a false name, Tall Shani, which in itself was suspicious. It is
possible that Useni used a false name. because the property may have been purchased with illegitimate funds (see
Paragraph 26 of the judgement). Although Chief Ozekhome daimed ta have been introduced to Mr Tali Shanl in 2019,
Useni in his oral testimony stated that Mr Tali Shani had nothing to do with the purchase of the property (see
Paragraph 40-41 of the judgement). These accounts. appear to be incompatible. Another twist in the story, however,
is that a lady showed up and also daimed to be the Tali Shani who owned the property. She filed an objection at the
Land Registry, to Chief Ozekhome's registration application via Mr Tali Shani,

Questions arose, such as, who was the real Tali Shani. whether there was really a Tali Shani, or whether it was Usen|

or Ms or Mr Tali Shani who owned the property. However, the evidence given by all the parties in response Lo these
questions. were riddled with contradictions which Paton ). highlighted throughout the judgement.



Findings of the Tribunal

Paton ). found that Useni. and not either of the Tali Shanis was the owner of the property - see for instance,
Paragraphs 174, 183, 184, 189, 200, 207, particularly 214 of the judgement where Paton | stated inter alia

that "Neither "Tall Shani™ was who they said they were, and neither was the person who purchased this
property in 1993. The real owner, via a false name, was General fjeremiah Useni”.

On Page 47 Paragraph 208, Paton ). also held thus: *I consider that the elaborate evidence of the Respondent.
his son Osilama Ozekhome and Mr Shani on this issue was an Invention and contrivance. It was Invented in
an attempt to provide a plausible reason why Mr Tali Shani, the alleged 1993 purchaser of this property,
would have transferred it to the Respondent in 2021. | find that this attempts fails”. This Is rather disturbing, as
Paton ). appeared to be alleging that Chief Ozekhome and his witnesses engaged in some sort of Identity fraud or
Impersonation, by ‘Inventing’ 3 man who was presented as Mr Tali Shanl, to take up the role of the fictitious name

that appeared in Land Registry as the owner (see Paragraph 2 of the judgement), Also see for example. Sections 380-
382 of the Criminal Law of Lagos State 2018 (CLLS) on Impersonation.

On Page 46 Paragraph 202 of the judgement. Paton J. had held thus: *1 do not. however, need to find precisely
whether (and if so, how much) money was owed. The transfer may have been made out of friendship and
generosity. or In recognition of some other service or favour. The one finding | do make, however, Is that it

was the decision of General Useni to transfer the property to the Respondent”(the Respondent being Chief
Ozekhome).



The allegations of lying under oath (perjury) and fabrication of evidence. which many have levelled against Chief
Ozekhome are troubling, though Paton ). didnt refer to Chief Ozekhome, his son and Tali Shani's testimonies in those
particular terms. Under the CLLS, Sections 85-88, Perjury (giving false testimony in a judidal proceeding, whether
written or oral) and Fabrication of Evidence with intent to mislead a court or tribunal are felonies, each liable upon
conviction to 7 years imprisonment: see also the UK Perjury Act 1911, See Omoregie v DPP (1962) LPELR-4096(5C)
per Adetokunbo Adegboyega Ademola, JSC (former CJN) on the definition of perjury.

While these are serious allegations against Chief Ozekhome, a SAN, Paton J. stated deary in Paragraphs 200 and 202,
that 1) it was certainly not an attempt by Chief Ozekhome to steal Usen's property without his knowledge: and 2)
Useni intended to transfer the property to Chief Ozekhome. Nevertheless, it appears the Paton ). took the view that
Ehiefuzeldmmemedtagelmmmerﬂrﬁmdedmbehﬁmmghmﬂhgﬂmmaﬁpﬂfmﬁﬁﬂﬁeﬂwm
Ta!isr\miwhuwasdetmni:wdmmmmemalm.mwdmmbeenamm.ﬂﬁappm
to have been one of the reasons why Paton J. instructed the Chief Land Registrar to reject Chief Ozekhome’s
application for transfer (Paragraph 210). and directed that the property be left in the estate of the late Useni,

The Messenger and the Message

I have mostly refrained from commenting about Senior Advocates of Nigeria (SANs), | mean the misconduct of some
of them, because | had applied to be elevated to the rank in 2021 and 2022. | was shortlisted both times, but wasnt
elevated. Had | made comments which may have been uncomplimentary about SANs, some myopic people may have
mistaken my comments as some kind of vengeance for not being elevated, when in actual fact. the issues that some
of the SANs have been involved in over the years are quite disturbing, and majority now understand that some things
must be said. in the hope that the Body of Senior Advocates (BOSAN) will indulge in some serious introspection
coupled with better and more effective self-regulation, while the LPDC and LPPC will bring accountability and
discipline into the legal profession. For those who are narrow minded, | enjoin you in this drcumstance to look at the
mem:ge.andmtnecusarﬂylheMssenger.ﬂu:ldywmnglybelmmatlﬁamrngemlsﬂmm my part!



2017: “SANship: Becoming Integrity Deficient?™

Interestingly. about eight years ago, in 2017, four years before | applied to be a SAN, | wrote an article

utled “SANship: Becoming integrity Deficient?”In that piace, | cited Section 16(2) of the then Guidelines for the
Conferment of SAN. in which the category of Integrity had the highest percentage of 25% out of 100% ascribed, even
over and above general knowledge of law which was 15%. | had said thus: “The purport of the Guidelines. is that a
umaummmhmamwmwm‘m it seems that what should be 2
pre-condition before the other requirements kick in, so that our Honourable Profession is not brought into
infamy and disrepute. may be the most unimportant to the Privileges Committee™. That fiawdess and
unimpeachable character shouldn't just be for SAN Candidates, but for SANs and indeed, all Lawyers, and without

enforcement of Tit and proper behaviour’ by the appropriate bodies, we will continue to see the dedine of standards
in our profession,

2017 Examples: Candidate A and SAN B

| used examples of two individuals in my 2017 piece, one, 3 SAN Candidate (Candidate A) and the other, a
substantive SAN (SAN B). Candidate A was indicted for professional misconduct/infamous conduct by a Disciplinary
Panel. while the court had inter alia made a pronouncement of “professional impropriety and moral
impropriety” on Candidate A's character sometime before Candidate A applied to be elevated. | then asked: ~._how
does a person indicted by the Disciplinary Panel in 2014 for professional misconduct and infamous conduct
contrary not just to the Guidelines, but to conduct expected from a candidate for SAN, suddenly become
eligible, of good character and impeccable integrity in 20177 eventually, the Candidate was elevated.



The second example, was about SAN B, who | called The King of Fake Service’ of court processes. | said thus: “His
chambers purported to effect personal service of a court process on my client. Unfortunately for them, aside
from the fact that the signature on the acknowledgement was certainly not that of my client. my client who
has more than one office in Lagos, had not visited the particular office where he was alleged to have received
the court process, in at least 5 years prior to the fake service! My client’s signature had been forged on the
acknowledgement, and quite badly, | might add. | was shocked when | saw the same SAN, who is famous for
his unbecoming conduct and underhand tactics, in court last year (2016), still using the fake service tactics.
The Lawyer on the opposing side, vehemently denied that his client had been served by the Unlearned

SAN". To date, SAN B Is notorious for sharp practices. In my client’s case, SAN‘8's firm was involved in Forgery. a
felony contrary to Section 363 of the CLLS and punishable under Section 385 thereof, with imprisonment of at least 3
years. The fact that | subsequently witnessed SAN B having the same exchange about fake service of court processes
in court. was an indication that fake service is part and parcel of SAN Bs practice. In spite of that, instead of facing
disciplinary action for misdeeds. SAN B is still a SAN. Of course, such undesirable behaviour isn't limited ta SANs
alone: it runs through other members of the legal profession too.

Something | pointed out in my 2017 piace was that, when the names of the shortlisted SAN Candidates were
published in the newspapers, two different parties had petitioned against Candidate A. To thelr shock. their petitions
which contained weighty ailegations against Candidate A hadn't been considered - the Petitioners had not been
called to give evidence, and Candidate A's name appeared on the final list of successful SAN Candidates. It was after
that. that both parties were constrained to publish their petitions in the form of advertisements in the newspaper, to
get the LPPCs attention. This points to the fact that, either the petitions were suppressed by the LPPC Secretariat so
that the then LPPC Members didn't get to see the petitions, or In the alternative, the LPPC Members saw the petitions

and chose to ignore them until they were forced to address them, when they became public knowledge in the
newspaper,



One of my conclusions was that: "7 hope that the esteemed rank. will not be turned into “Senior Advocate of
Nefariousness’. making most deserving and decent Lawyers shy away from it “The essence of having a Legal
Practitioners’ Disciplinary Committee, is not for decoration, but to hold Lawyer’s accountable for their
actions, and discipline them where necessary. The fear of being apprehended and disciplined, and in the
worst case scenario, being disbarred or prosecuted for criminal acts, will serve as 2 deterrent against
professional misconduct and impunity”. Unfortunately. a good number of those who are petitioned against,
simply receive a small slap on the wrist. and this lack of accountability and discipline has been the perfect stimulant
for sharp practices, even bordering on criminality.

Conclusion

As the 2025 set of SANs are set to be elevated in the coming week, this is as good a time as any for SANS to examine
some of the pertinent issues relating to themselves. and for them to do some soul searching. The fact that in Chief
Ozekhome's case, the pronouncements were made by a foreign Tribunal, thereby exposing the rank and Nigerian
Lawyers in general to international embarrassment and ridicule, is unfortunate. Why must it take foreign courts, to
be the ones ta make such pronouncements where necessary? This is an indictment on the Nigerian legal system. The

truth is that. not just SANs, but the Nigerian legal profession as 3 whole. induding the Judidiary, need to look inwards,
and undertake to do better.

Last year. | saw a news report. a statement attributed to Honourable Mohammed Lawal Garba, JSC stating that some
of those vying to be elevated to the rank of SAN are involved in the unethical practice of copying the briefs.of
argument of other Counsel and submitting them as theirs, in order to meet the SAN requirements. These cheaters
are then eievated to the rank. meaning that even from the foundation of becoming a SAN, bad behaviour is nat just

tolerated. it is accepted. What then does one expect from such people. when they become SANs, if not sharp, Jankara
tactics?
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Gideon Christian

A quiet house at 79 Randall Avenue, Morth London, has become the unlikely centerpiece of one of the most

extraordinary property fraud cases ever to involve two of Nigeria's most prominent figures: the late General Jeremiah
Useni and Chief Mike Ozekhome, SAN.

That Nigerian politicians are corrupt is no news ta anyone. What is remarkable is how their corruption s facilitated,
even legitimized, by senior members of the Nigerian Bar in foreign courts, The case. decided In early September 2025
by the UK's First-tier Tribunal (Property Chamber), revealed how this property - purchased in 1993 at the height of
General Sani Abacha’s regime - was ragistered under the false name *Tali Shani.”

Dacades later, the tribunal uncovered how this phantom identity was used to conceal Useni's ownership and later
became the basis of a failed attempt to pass the house to Chief Ozekhome. What emerged was a shocking tale of
forgery. fabricated Identities. and collusion between Nigeria's political and legal efites,

Forged Identities and Fabricated Claims

The tribunal was tasked with resolving competing claims. On one side stood *Mr. Tali Shani.” produced by Chief
Dzekhome as the supposed registered owner who had transferred the property to him in 2021, On the other was

"Ms. Tall Shan|,” presentad by Nigerian law firm Edewor & Co. through their London.agent. solicitor Kingsley Efemual,
who opposed the transfer. The stories quickly unravelad,

“Mr. Tali Shani” told the tribunal he bought the London house in 1993 at just 20 years old. using profits from selling
sweeats. mangoes. and cattle in Nigeria. He daimed he then appointed General Jeremiah Useni - then a powerful FCT

Minister - as his property manager. The idea of a herdsman hiring a sitting general as property manager would be )
comical, if not absurd,

But "Ms. Tali Shani" was evien more fantastical, Although she was the applicant In the matter, she never appeared
throughout the proceeding. Her legal team submittad 3 raft of fraudulent documents: 3 forged Nigerian National
identification Mumber (NIN) slip that was created in Monaco, through an online loophole. a fake mobile phone bill
later traced back to her lawyer Mohammed Edewor himself, and even a death certificate riddled with contradictions,
Whan oressed on her absence from the oroceedines. her lawvers first claimed she was eravel ill. then announced



her sudden death in 2024, filing documents so sloppy they included a Sunday funeral scheduled on the wrong date.

Two men appeared as her suppesed “son” and “cousin®, Their accounts contradicted each other and collapsed under

questioning. When asked about picture of Ms. Shan('s funeral, ane of the witnesses tlaimed the funeral photographer
was “killed by bandits” immediately after the funeral,

Bul what was shocking at the end of the matter was that Ms. Shani never existed. She was the creation of some
lawyer from the Migeria law firm of Edewor & Co, Her legal team In Nigeria (Edewor & Co) and their London
counterpart. Kingsley Efemuai, a London-based solicitor, submitted a bundle of fake documents ta the tribunal in

proof of her existence. When the charade unravelled under scrutiny, Mr. Efemual abruptly withdrew from the case,
leaving behind a trall of professional embarrassment.

Although an individual presented himself with a Nigerian passport in the name of *Mr, Tall Shani.” he had no
connection to the 1993 purchase. This is because “Tall Shani® was. in fact, an alias for General Usenl. it remains
baffling how another indhvidual could assume that name, acquire a Nigerian passport. and then seek to transfer the
proparty to Chief Ozekhome - a senior lawyer who could hardly dlaim ignorance of such a comical sham. In the end,

the claims of both Mr. and Ms. Tall Shani collapsed under scrutiny, exposing the case as a fraud built on identity theft
and deception,

General Usani's Hidden Purchase

With the phantom claims dismantled. attention shifted to General Useni. Testifying by video link in 2024, shortly

before his death, the 81-year-old admitted biuntly: he had bought the property in 1993 and had registered it under
the false name “Tali Shani.”

This was nat an isolated deception. in 2022, the Royal Court of jersey forfeited £1.9 million from accounts Useni had
opened under the alias “Tim Shani.” He Insisted it was merely a “coded password name.” but the jersey court
dismissed the excuse, noting that he obviously used the name ta conceal stolen funds,

The Landan tribunal drew the obvious parallel: the coincidence of “Tim Shani® and *Tali Shani was no accdent. Usen|

hatl a pattern of laundering funds under false "Shani” names. The judge concluded this was 3 layered disguise
designed to keep Useni's name off official records.



Chiefl Ozekhome's Questionable acquisition

The role of Chief Ozekhome. one of Nigeria's most high-profile lawyers, is perhaps the most troubling, tn 2021, he
applied to register the house in his own name, claiming it had been transferred to him by "Mr. Tall Shani.” He
described the transacoon as a gift from a grateful client. supposedly worth over E500.000 In unpald legal services.

Under scrutiny, this story crumbled. Ozekhome’s explanations shifted repeatedly as his credibility crumbled: at tmes
he sald there was monelary consideration, then insisted it was 3 pure gift, then suggested it was payment in kind,
and at one point imphed anather property had been given in exchange. No documentary eviderice of any legal
services from Ozekhome to Mr. Shani was ever produced. When pressed Lo cite even one case he supposedly
handied for Shanl, Chief Ozekhome invoked “dient confidentiality.”

The tribunal dismissed his account as ‘contrived and invented.’ Ewdence showed that Ozekhome had been managing
the proparty since at least 2019. holding a power of attormey from “Mr. Shani” and collecting rent on Useni's behalf,
Judge Paton concluded the 2021 transfer was orchestrated by Usenl, and that Ozekhoma's shifting stories were
fabrications designed to legitimise a fraudulent transaction,

The tribunal ruled that since "Mr. Tali Shani™ had no legitimate title, he could not convey the property. It ordered the
Land Registrar to cancel Ozekhome's registration application.

Legal Limbo and Systemic Rot

The ruling teft the 79 Randall Avenue property in legal limba. On paper. it remains registered to “Tak Shani,” a
fictitious name. In reality, it belonged to Gen. Usenl, now deceased. With the phantom awner never real, the property
has no valid claimant. it may ultimately revert to the British Crown as unclaimed progperty.

For Nigena, however, the implications are deeper. This case (llustrates how corruption operates: politicians hide
wealth abroad under false (dentities, while lawyers - sworn to uphold the law - serve as enablers of fraud. Useni's

conduct was part of a familiar pattern among Nigeria's elite, where public office is treated as a platform for personal
enrichment.

More disturbing is the cole of the legal profession, From Nigerian lawyers at Edewor & Co. who fabricated a person

that never axisted, to ux-b:sﬁmmtor nﬁlﬂ Emmmnwmmda nan-existent client -



feeding the tribunal with fraudulent documents, to Chief Ozekhome himself. the case demonstrated how Nigerian
lawyers have become the midwives of fraud and corruption in the system. Without their active participation, the
country would never have beer so embarrassed at this London tribunal,

The tribunal also highlighted failures in Nigeria's own institutions, Fake NIN slips, forged death certificates, and bogus

court orders were produced with apparent ease. suggesting weak oversight and Impunity at home. That It tock a
British court to unravel the fraud is an indictment of Nigeria's regutatary and justice systems.

Accountability and the Nigerian Bar

In sociedes with strong law practice regulatory oversight. lawyers like these would already be under investigation by
thair prafessional bodles. In Nigeria, one must ask whether the Legal Practitioners Disdplinary Committas will
summan the courage to investigate, let alone sanction, such misconduct.

This is not merely about one house In Londan., It is about the integrity of Nigeria's legal system and the willingness of
the Bar to hold Its members accountable. When senior advacates participate in - or turn a blind eye to - obvious
fraud, they erode public confidence in the very profession meant to safeguard justice.

Conclusion

The saga of 79 Randall Avenue is mare than a property disputa, It is a case study in the anatomy of corruption,
exposing how political power and legal expertise intertwine ta hide stolen wealth. A Britich judge, unencumbered by
local politics, was able to trace the lies. cut through the forgeries, and prevent a fraudulent transfer,

Neither the fictitious daimant *Ms. Tali Shanr™ nor the Senior Advocate Respandent Chief Ozekhome got what they
wantad. The property remains in limbo. But for Nigerians, the lesson is clear: until the powerful are held accouritable
at home, and until lawyers who enable corruption face discipline, the cycle will continue.

A modest house in North London has become a mirror reflecting Migeria's deeper rot - where politicians launder
public wealth. lawyers provide the cover, and justice emerges only in forelgn courts,

Prof. Christian. a lawyer, teaches professional ethics at the Faculty of Law, University of Calgary, Alberta,
Canada. www.gideonchristian.ai



