OF MARYLAND.

‘This kind of proof is not conclusive, but is prima fucie
evidence, and may be counteracted and repelled by other
{estimony; and as the credit of it must be determined by
the jury, I cannot see any inconveniencies attending the
admission of it, equal to those which will result from its
rejection. I think it is the safest way to allow it to go to
the jury; and therefore am of opinion that the judgment
of the court below ought to be reversed.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.

Prurzmax, el al. vs. PrreseLy.

Avrrrar from a decree of the Court of Chancery. The

etition of the appellee against the appellants, filed on the
12th of June 1804, stated, that on the 8th of October 1796,
the appellants filed a bill against him, he being then an in-
fant, for the conveyance of part of a tract of land called
Paraphrase and The Resurvey on John's Delight, contain-
ing 166 acres, lying in Frederick county. That a commis-
sion issued to appoint a guardian, and take his answer, on
the 19th of November 1796. That Henry Kuln was ap-
pointed his guardian, who answered and admitted all the
facts contained in the bill. That no evidence was taken
to establish the truth of the allegations contained in the
bill, and that they cannot be established; and that the de-
cree was unduly and improperly obtained. That the pe-
titioner came of age the 13th of May 1804. Prayer for a
revision and reconsideration of the decree, and for genera!
relief. The defendants, (now appellants,) by their answer,
admitted the filing of their bill, the appointment of a guar-

. : «
dian, and the answer and decvee, but averred that the facts:

stated in the bill were true and could be established, and
that the decree was fairly and properly obtained, and they
pleaded the decree and proceedings in bar of the relief
prayed by the petition,

The proceedings on the bill referred to, with the decree
for a conveyance, &ec. passed the 2d of March 1797, were
exhibited, and testimony was taken under commissions is-
sued for that purpose.
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Kizry, Chancellor, (February 1 ) This case, which
was argued at the present term by the counsel for the com-

eveed a rceonveyanc: of land, which, by a formar deeree thut court had directed to be conveyed,
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