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SUMMARY

The Oregon Supreme Court reversed Vanessa Blue’s conviction for unauthorized use of a vehicle. The

court held that a party raises a genuine question as to the authenticity of an original under Oregon

Evidence Code 1003(1) when there is evidence from which a jury could find that the original is not

what the proponent claims it to be. Because Blue testified that she did not sign the rental agreement

and the court found the evidentiary error was not harmless, the case was remanded for further

proceedings.
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On review from the Oregon Court of Appeals, defendant challenged
her convictions for unauthorized use of a vehicle based on admission
of a photograph of a purportedly signed rental contract under OEC
1003.

Whether a party raised a genuine question as to the authenticity of the
original under OEC 1003(1) is reviewed for legal error. The harmless-
error inquiry asks whether the evidentiary error had little likelihood of

affecting the actual verdict.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What showing raises a genuine question as to the authenticity of an original under OEC 1003(1), thereby

preventing admission of a duplicate in lieu of the original?

2. Whether defendant's testimony that she had not signed the rental contract, together with related

evidence, raised a genuine question as to the authenticity of the original.

3. Whether admission of the photograph was harmless error.

HOLDINGS

1. A party raises a genuine question as to the authenticity of an original when the party presents evidence

from which a reasonable jury could find that the original is not what the proponent claims it to be.

2. Defendant raised a genuine question as to the authenticity of the original contract, so the trial court erred
by admitting the photograph under OEC 1003(1).

3. The error was not harmless because the photograph was central, noncumulative evidence supporting the

State's proof of the knowing mental state required for both unauthorized-use-of-a-vehicle counts.

4. The determination is reviewed for legal error because the governing objective standard permits only one

legally correct outcome.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, we find that the text, context, and legislative history show that a genuine question under OEC
1003(1) is raised when an opponent is able to make an evidentiary showing from which a reasonable jury

could find that the original is not authentic—that is, not what the proponent claims it to be.” (455)

“With that framework in mind, we conclude that whether a party has raised a “genuine question * * * as to
the authenticity of the original” under OEC 1003(1) is a question that we review for legal error, because there

is only one correct answer” (457)

“Because the photograph of the contract was a central, noncumulative piece of evidence necessary to prove
an element of both counts of UUV, we conclude that the trial court’s error in admitting the duplicate to the

same extent as an original was not harmless.” (460)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Defendant rented a U-Haul truck in New Mexico and drove it to Oregon, where she lived in it for approximately
two weeks. The State introduced a photograph of a one-day rental contract bearing a purported signature, but
defendant testified that she had not been shown or signed the contract and that the signature was not hers. The U-
Haul database contained only an unsigned version of the contract, and no witness with personal knowledge of

the rental employee's execution of the signed document testified.
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Defendant was charged with two counts of unauthorized use of a vehicle. Her first trial ended in a hung jury. At
retrial, the circuit court admitted a photograph of a purportedly signed U-Haul contract in lieu of the original,
and the jury convicted defendant. The Oregon Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Oregon Supreme Court

allowed review, reversed the Court of Appeals and the circuit court judgment, and remanded.
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REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The judgment of the Curry County Circuit Court is reversed, the Court of Appeals decision is reversed, and the
case is remanded to the circuit court for further proceedings.
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