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Heywood,Fletcher for the defendant.&

J. The decision of this case dependsWoods, merely
the construction of aupon in the Revised Statutes,clause

ch. enumerates181, 2, which the articles ofamong per-§
sonal from attachment andproperty exempt execution,
“ one and one and the ofhog pig, the samepork when
slaughtered.”

We think the of the statute ismeaning to oneexempt
from andattachment, that thathog thefollowsexemption

chattel when converted into but that itpork; does not ex-
tend to another while theprotect firsthog eitherremains,

or butchered,alive in the hands of the debtor. conse-The
aof different construction of the statute bequences might

from what thesomething very contem-foreign Legislature
in from an amountplated, exempting ofprocess property

sufficient for the debtor’smerely immediate wants. The
decided is,here the one whichonly question is raised theby

doand we not intopleadings, go whetherany inquiry any
a of theor how fragmentlarge protected pork remaining

the will thedebtor,with of theprevent protection statute
to a new acquisition.attachingfrom

Demurrer overruled.
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founded on an the filed anPending in this ac-State, account,an action plaintiff
in an broughtitems actioncontaining one,all the the defen-count except by

judgmentin which a wasjurisdiction,in rendered thedant another upon merits;
■ jurisdictioninjudgmentand thatproceedingthat the constituted no im-held,

asthe action theprosecuting adjudi-here,to his item notrespectspediment
cated upon.
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Assumpsit to the writ.on an account annexed
thisthat afterthe in this caseIt was by partiesagreed

a suitcommenced, the defendant commencedsuit was
TheVermont.in one of the courts ofthe plaintiffagainst

of theto the allVermont,in offset suit infiled,plaintiff
the sum ofsuit,in this one foritems embraced excepting

in hisin a balance foundcents, and succeeded havingfifty
contended that he was en-Thefavor in that suit. plaintiff

admitted thatcents,said itto fortitled fifty beingjudgment
con-but the defendantthe amount had never been paid;

in thatcould not be divided way,tended that the account
the Vermont suit.all been filed inbut should have

should be ofthat if this courtmoreoverIt was agreed
shallmaintainable,suit judgmentthat the wasopinion

other-cents;sum offor the for saidentered plaintiff fiftybe
forbe entered the defendant.thatwise judgment

Hey­wood, for the plaintiff.Fletcher &

for the defendant.Cooper,

is aEach item in the accountWoods, sep-J. plaintiff’s
in favorbe a cause of actionclaim, andarate may separate

the defendant. He havemight pur-of the plaintiff against
moment,all or a at the same inremedies part,sued upon

in Vermont. The of theand pendencyNew Hampshire
the other of tillcourt does not oust jurisdictionin oneaction

them,one of have intoshall, in passed judg-matterthe
theall the ofthe case with to itemsis respectSuchment.

one,thatone. With toaccount except respectplaintiff’s
Vermont;suit in nofitnot see to prosecute anyhe did

rendered in thatcourse,of beenhas, jurisdictionjudgment
his histhere is no toandit, pursuingimpedimentupon

We of no which concludesknow practicehere.remedy
foundedof an actionthe determinationeither uponparty

are filed andor in which mutual accountsaccount,on an
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from other actionscommencing hisagainstlitigated, adver-
accounts;other and it is difficult to seeuponsary upon

such a if it existwhat principle practice, where, asany is
must, therefore,can rest. There tosuggested, according

the beagreement,
Judgment plaintiff.thefor


