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January 24, 1941. 
 
Miss Lucille Bluford, 
2444 Montgall Ave.,  
Kansas City, Missouri. 
 
Mr. Charles H. Houston,  
615 F. Street,  
Washington, D. C. 
 
Mr. L. Amasa Knox,  
Mr. Charles H. Calloway,  
Mr. James H. Herbert, 
Mr. Carl R. Johnson,  
Lincoln Building, 
KANSAS City, Missouri. 
 
Mr. Sidney R. Redmond,  
Peoples Finance Building, 
St. Louis, Missouri. 
 
Mr. William S. Hogsett, 
1615 Grand Ave. Temple Bldg., 
Kansas City, Missouri. 
 
Mr. Kenneth Teasdale, 
Boatmen's Bank Building,  
St. Louis, Missouri. 
 
Mr. Rubey M. Hulen, 
Guitar Building, 
Columbia, Missouri. 
 

I am ENCLOSING herewith A COPY of A MEMORANDUM filed today in the Bluford-Canada case. 
The memorandum is self-explanatory. 
 

Very truly yours, 
F. C. Collet. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES  
FOR THE CENTRAL DIVISION OF THE  
WESTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI. 



 
LUCILLE BLUFORD, ) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
vs. ) 

) No. 48 
) 

S. W.CANADA, ) 
Defendant. ) 
 
MEMORANDUM ON PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING AND 
DESIGNATION OF TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD AND STATEMENT OF ERRORS. 
 

The record discloses that the final judgment in favor of the defendant and against the 
plaintiff in the above entitled cause, was entered on October 24, 1940. On December 5, 1940, 
plaintiff filed her Notice of Appeal in due form. On the same date the Clerk duly notified the 
defendant of the filing of that notice. On January 24, 1941, plaintiff filed her motion for 
extension of time for the filing and designation of the record, the transcript of the record and 
statement of errors provided for in Rule 75 of the Rules of Civil Procedure for the District Courts 
of the United States. No previous order has been requested or made by the Court extending the 
time within which the record on appeal provided for in Rule 75, should be filed with the 
Appellate Court. The present request for the extension of time for the preparation and filing of 
the appeal provided for in Rule 75, was, as noted above, filed 49 days after the date of the filing 
of the Notice of Appeal. The question is whether under these circumstances, the Trial Court has 
the authority to grant the present motion. 
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While it may be safely assumed that the plaintiff was entitled to 90 days from the date of 
the final judgment within which to give her Notice of Appeal, yet under Rule 73 (g) the 40 days 
within which the record must he filed begins to run from the date of the filing of the Notice of 
Appeal and not from the final date on which the plaintiff could have given her notice of appeal. 
Hence, under the rule last referred to, the request for the extension of time provided for in Rule 
73 (g), must he made "before the expiration of the period for filing and docketing as originally 
prescribed or as extended by a previous order." There being no previous extension, the present 
request for extension must obviously have been made within 40 days from the date of the filing 
of the Notice of Appeal to-wit: December 5, 1940. It necessarily follows that the present motion 
for extension being made 49 days after the date upon which the Notice of Appeal was filed, 
comes too late. 

The grounds stated in the present motion for extension are entirely adequate to justify the 
granting of that motion. That motion would be granted if the Court had the authority to do so. 
By the plain provisions of Rule 73 (g), the Court has no such authority and may exercise no 
discretion in the matter. 



For the reasons stated, the motion for extension of time filed on this date should be and is 
hereby overruled. 

 
J. C. Collet 
District Judge. 
 
Dated at Jefferson City, Mo., this 24th day of January, 1941.  
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