June, 1880.] WEBSTER ». HALL. 7

the payment of the £7,000 to the city treasurer. When these
objections ave thus obviated, the injunction will be dissolved.

Staxncry, SmirH, and CLARK, JJ., did not sit: the others con-
curred.

WEBSTER & a. v. HALL & a.

When a bill of interpleader is necessary to determine conflicting claims
of creditors, it may bo maintained by one of the creditors as well as
by the debtor.

Such a bill may be maintained to determine conflicting claims against
a county for one half of a fine to which a person is entitled who makes
complaint, and institutes and carries on a prosecution, for a violation
of the liquor law.

Several persons may be jointly entitled to such moiety; and it may be
divided among them according to their legal agreement, by a decree
on such a bill.

. B ¥ EQurry, by Webster and Drake, against Hall and the
county of Hillsborough. Facts found by a referee. In pursuance
of an agreement between the plaintiffs and Hall jointly to institute
and carry on prosecutions for violations of the liquor law, Hall
made complaints, and the plaintiffs testified before the grand jury.
Ten indictments were found, and ten fines were paid to the county.
By their agreement, Ilall was to have one fifth, and the plaintiffs
two fifths each, of the moieties. The plaintiffs claim two fifths
each, and Hall claims the whole.

Atherton, for the plaintiffs.
French, for Hall.

Burns, solicitor, for the county.

Domr, C. J. This bill, being necessary for the protection of the
county, could be maintained by the county as a bill of interpleader.
And being a reasonably necessary process for conveniently and
economically ascertaining and establishing the plaintiffs’ rights
and furnishing their remedy, it may be maintained by them. Met-
calf v. Gilmore, 59 N. H. 417, 484. 'The just adjudication of their
claim requires a suit in which Hall will be bound by the judgment.
And as the county should not be harassed by more than one suit
for the settlement of the conflicting claims of the plaintiffs and
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Hall, so the plaintiffs should not be compelled to prosecute their
claim against the county alone, and to prosecute the same claim in
a bill of interpleader brought by the county against the plaintiffs
and Hall. And it is immaterial by which of the interested parties
this necessary suit is brought.

Any person.or town making complaint, and instituting and car-
rying on a prosecution, for a violation of the liquor law, is entitled
to one half of a fine collected through such prosecution. G. L., c.
109, s. 27. In this case, the application of the general rule of
statutory construction, that words importing the singular number
extend to several persons or things, is consistent with the intent of
the legislature. G. L., e. 1, 85.1,8. A complaint may be made
before the grand jury, and a prosecution may be instituted and
carried on, by the joint and legal action of several persons. The
agreement of the plaintiffs and Hall was, not to violate any law,
but to cause a certain law to be lawfully enforced. Omne half of
the fine is offered as a reward for the prosecutor. Amnd neither
the letter nor the reason of the law prohibits a combination of per-
sons for the purpose of gaining the reward by doing that which the
offer of reward is'intended to induce anybody to do.

In form, the plaintiffs did not make the complaints: in sub-
stance, Hall alone did not furnish the evidence necessary for insti-
tuting and carrying on the prosecutions. If the plaintiffs earned
no part of the reward by furnishing the evidence, Hall earned no
part by making the complaints. Prierce v. County, 54 N. H. 438;
Pierce v. County, 57 N. H. 824. Tach performed the part assigned
him by their agreement, with an understanding that all were
joint prosecutors. If the plaintiffs, by concealing the fact that
they were joint principals, had caused the reward to be paid
to Hall as the sole apparent principal, they would have been es-
topped to claim of the county what they had thus induced the
county to pay to Hall. But the joint character of the business
being disclosed, the claim of the plaintiffs is as good as that of
Hall. At the trial term there will be a decree for the payment
of the whole reward to the clerk, and a division of it among the
claimants according to their agreement.

Case discharged.

ALLEN, J., did not sit: the others concurred.




