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Lexi Holdings plc v Shaid Lugman & Ors (2007) 22/10/2007

A prisoner's usual or last known residence is the prison

(Briggs J)

The facts: C applied for judgment in default of acknowledgement of service
against the defendant partnership, having purportedly effected postal service on
one of the partners (P) at his two residences or former residences. C knew that
P was in prison at the time. C argued that a prisoner's house was no less his
residence when hewasin prison.

The decision: Unsurprisingly the court disagreed, and decided that where a
claimant knew a defendant was in prison, the prison was his usual or last know
place of residence.















