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• State v. Field, 144 Idaho 599, 571, 165 P.3d 273, 285 (2007)

• “Our focus is upon the continuing impact on the trial of the incident that 
triggered the mistrial motion.”

• “State v. Sandoval–Tena, 138 Idaho 908, 912, 71 P.3d 1055, 1059 (2003) 
(quoting State v. Shepherd, 124 Idaho 54, 57, 855 P.2d 891, 894 (Ct.App.1993) 
(quoting State v. Urquhart, 105 Idaho 92, 95, 665 P.2d 1102, 1105 
(Ct.App.1983))).” 
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• State v. Field, 144 Idaho 599, 571, 165 P.3d 273, 285 (2007) (State v. Sandoval–
Tena, 138 Idaho 908, 912, 71 P.3d 1055, 1059 (2003) (quoting State v. 
Shepherd, 124 Idaho 54, 57, 855 P.2d 891, 894 (Ct.App.1993) (quoting State v. 
Urquhart, 105 Idaho 92, 95, 665 P.2d 1102, 1105 (Ct.App.1983)))).

• State v. Field, 144 Idaho 599, 571, 165 P.3d 273, 285 (2007) (internal quotation 
marks omitted).

• State v. Field, 144 Idaho 599, 571, 165 P.3d 273, 285 (2007) (cleaned up).
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Write Like Justice Kagan

Ford Motor Co. v. Montana Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 141 S. Ct. 1017, 1022 (2021).

In each of these two cases, a state court held that it had jurisdiction
with respect to Ford Motor Company (hereinafter, “Ford”) in a products-
liability suit that was the result of a car accident. The accident transpired in
the State where suit was brought. The victim was one of the State’s
residents. And Ford did substantial business in the State – inter alia,
advertising, selling, and servicing the model of vehicle the suit claims is
defective. Nevertheless, Ford contends that jurisdiction is improper due to
the fact that the particular car that was involved in the crash was not
initially sold in the forum State; moreover, it was not designed or
manufactured there. We reject that argument. Where a company similar to
Ford serves a market for a product in a State and that product causes injury
in the State to one of its residents, the State’s courts can entertain the suit
that results therefrom.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sXMSNzbnwww&ab_channel=LawResourceOrg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c8ksvG_X4Z4
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Feel free to contact me:

Justin.porter@ag.Idaho.gov

(208) 332-3095
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