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UPDATE:  In a decision dated May 19, 2005, Washington County, NY Judge 
John Hall granted Jack's state habeas petition and vacated Jack's arson 
conviction.  Click HERE to read Judge Hall's decision (pdf format - read with 
Acrobat.)

Jack and his family give special thanks to the three experts whose review of his 
case and whose testimony helped to free him:  Gerald Hurst, Ph.D. of Austin, 
TX, Lyle Albright, Ph.D. of Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN, and Edmund 
Knight III, C.F.E.I./C.F.I.I. of the international forensic investigations firm, 
Robson Forensic, Inc.

Jack Chase is serving a prison sentence of 14 to 42 years for one count of 
arson in the third degree and two counts of insurance fraud in the second 
degree. There were two fires at the residence of Jack Chase on the Carvers 
Falls Road, Hampton, New York. One fire occurred early on the morning of 
February 17, 1990, and the other fire occurred on the afternoon of February 8, 
1993. In each instance investigators from the insurance companies had 
conducted a fire scene examination and cleared Mr. Chase of any wrongdoing. 
Mr. Chase was painfully under insured regarding the fire that occurred in 1993. 

The land was purchased in 1989 and is part of an open field without trees. The 
house was mortgage free, essentially complete, when a water pipe in the ceiling 
of the family room broke causing steam/water damage on or about February 12, 
1990. A few days after the water damage had occurred a fire broke out that was 
classified by the authorities as suspicious origin, however, the cause of the fire 
is believed to have been one of the 12 fans that were inside the house drying it 
out from the steam/water loss.  Prior to the fire the electrical and plumbing had 
passed inspection 

Mr. Chase's construction company rebuilt the house and moved in. On or about 
December 11, 1992, Jack returned home to find steam and hot water throughout 
the entire house. Jack had just completed furnishing his residence. The house 
was under insured because Jack had not changed the status of the house from 
being under construction to being complete. He lost thousands of dollars worth 
of uninsured business equipment stored in the garage. 

The cause of the steam/water loss was due to a defective manufactured pipe 
fitting that had been installed in the baseboard hot water heating system. The 
insurance company's engineer who specializes in failure analysis examined the 
fitting and it was learned that the fitting could not withstand normal 
pressurization. While negotiations were taking place on the damages with the 
insurance company a cold snap occurred sending temperatures plummeting to 
about 30 below zero with a wind chill factor. The insulation was destroyed from 
the steam/water loss that occurred in December, 1992 The oil fired furnace was 
working under strain and could not keep up with the cold snap and 
malfunctioned on February 7, 1993. The pipes froze up and burst throughout the 
house. Jack, along with the aid of Service Master, a cleaning company, installed 
emergency heating arrangements that consisted of propane fired top hat 
heaters and propane tanks inside the house. The following day there was a gas 
explosion and Jack's new house was completely destroyed. 

After the fire was extinguished on February 8, 1993 an investigator from the 
county arson task force, went into the house on February 8, 1993 and two more 
times without authorization on the 9th and 11th of February, 1993. Jack had had 
an argument with this investigator on the night of his 1990 fire. At that time the 
investigator asked Jack some questions, one being how much money did he 
owe on the house? Jack answered that he did not have a mortgage. The 
investigator laughed cynically and said "Yeah right." Jack repeated himself and 
when the investigator said "well we will just have to check on that", Jack took 
offense and after a verbal argument, the investigator asked him to leave so he 
could finish his investigation. During the investigator's last visit to the house 
after the house on February 11, he met with the insurance company's 
investigator and they engaged in yet another search and allegedly found brass 
threaded parts/fittings that he assumed went to the top hat heater assembly in 
the family room of Jack's house. The theory of the D.A's investigator was that 
the gas hose/regulator was disconnected from the propane tank allowing raw 
propane gas to fill up the family room and then proceed to an upper level where 
the gas allegedly made contact with another top hat heater causing a 
fire/explosion. The investigator claimed that the regulator made out of 
aluminum was missing. He had taken the top hat heater and propane tank into 
his possession on February 11, 1993, three days after the fire. The insurance 
company's engineer who specializes in failure analysis examined the propane 
tank and top hat heater and he found that aluminum alloy consistent with a 
regular, melted and re-solidified on the propane tank. The engineer rendered a 
report and the investigators that conducted the fire scene examination on 
behalf of the insurance company rendered a report. The insurance company 
investigated Mr. Chase's background and had knowledge about the fire that 
occurred on February 17, 1990. After the executives reviewed the matter they 
authorized payment for the steam/water loss that occurred on December 11, 
1992, the freeze up that occurred on February 7, 1993 and for the fire that 
occurred on February 8, 1993. The independent insurance adjuster hired by the 
insurance company who investigated the defective manufactured fitting in the 
December, 1992 water damage authorized the installation of the propane tanks 
and the top hat heaters. Jack did not have a lawyer representing him during the 
claim process. 

In January of 1994, Jack's neighbors had a fire at their home. This a retired 
couple were having financial difficulties. Their had two mortgages on the home 
and heavily indebted on credit cards. They had a failed septic system that was 
not repaired at the time of the fire. The house was on the market and they had 
sought to obtain a loan to have the septic system repaired but were denied 
because they had lied about outstanding loans on their application.. After this 
couple's insurance company investigated their fire and held a deposition, they 
brought a complaint against them alleging arson and a false statement. Their 
bank that held the second mortgage also joined in the suit alleging they gave 
false information to obtain their second mortgage. The couple tried to borrow 
$3000.00 from Jack right aft their fire because they needed legal representation 
to accompany them while they were being questioned.by the D.A. and needed 
an attorney to represent them in the civil suit as well. However, Jack refused to 
loan them money. About a year later they testified against Jack in front of the 
Grand Jury and at trial providing false testimony as well as written perjured 
statements. The neighbors false statements and false testimony enabled them 
to get their insurance company to do the civil suit against them and pay off their 
mortgages and allowed them to keep the damaged home which they sold for 
$40,000. After the insurance company settled, they filed bankruptcy and their 
large credit cards were discharged by the Bankruptcy Court. The D.A. had the 
audacity to charge Jack with insurance fraud and grant the neighbors immunity. 
The jury was never aware that the neighbors had been granted immunity and 
had lied in front of the Grand Jury and were testifying falsely. The trial judge 
would not allow the facts of the neighbors fire to be brought before the jury. 
This couple could have won an academy award for their portrayal as 
Gramma/Grampa testifying. 

THE TRIAL 

After the jury was picked the D.A.'s office offered Jack a 1 to 3 year sentence if 
he would plead guilty to attempted arson, which was rejected by Jack and he 
proceed to trail. Defense counsel filed for a mistrial shortly after the plea offer 
due to the late delivery of Discovery material. The Assistant D.A. handling the 
case was giving the defense counsel Discovery material in piece meal fashion 
because he was receiving the Discovery Material in piece meal fashion from the 
fire investigator that was in Jack's house without authorization. It was felt that 
he was deliberately trying to prejudice Jack. The judge, who was the former 
D.A. in this county, just turned the other cheek and did not sanction the D.A's 
office for their prejudicial conduct. Defense counsel would make a motion to the 
court, The D.A. would wait for the court to deny the motion and the D.A. would 
obtain more Discovery material from the investigator and prove it to the defense 
counsel. These tactics went on several times in chambers outside the presence 
of the jury. Four days had passed by after the jury was picked and the first 
witness had taken the stand because of misconduct that caused the delays. 

One of the witnesses was a disgruntled former employee of Mr. Jack's 
construction company. His employment was terminated in 1990 for theft of 
tools and fraudulent use of Jack's company phone card making hundreds of 
dollars worth of calls to his relatives. The witness later was convicted of rape of 
a 12 year old girl and was incarcerated in Vermont. He testified that he watched 
Jack burn his home down on February 20, 1990. Jack had purchased 10 acres 
and house from this employee and it was found after the closing that this was 
the same home where he had raped the girl. Right after the newspaper 
published the article about the rape, the property mysteriously burned down. 
Jack had not insured the property yet. During the rape investigation, this 
witness gave his statement to the state police and had made a call to Jack in 
the presence of state police and the fire investigator Jack had had an argument 
with. They taped the call in an effort to get Jack to admit that he burned his 
home down in 1990. During the call Jack said nothing to support his tale. He 
had wanted Jack to meet him at a local grocery store. He told the jury that he 
would have been wearing a wire. He threatened to "run off his mouth" if Jack 
would not meet him. Jack refused to meet with him and would not be coerced 
into any contact with him .He told the jury that he wanted to get even with Jack 
because he thought that Jack was spreading rumors about his burning down 
some farms and he thought that Jack had burned down an old van of his that 
had a blown motor. There were no motor vehicle reports or police reports on file 
verifying his claims. He then conceded that it was the state police who told him 
that Jack was spreading rumors about him setting fires. He testified that he had 
left a tool box in Jack's house at the time of the 1990 fire and he did not get 
reimbursed. This also made him mad at Jack. The secret tape recording was 
destroyed by the D.A.'s investigator, however, he had transcribed the tape 
recording to the "best of his ability" so he claimed. Nobody on behalf of Mr. 
Chase was able to listen to the tape. 

A lost file not available at the time of trial resurfaced after the trial proving the 
witness committed perjury. The contents of the file show in part that he filed for 
a claim for unemployment benefits when he said he did not and was denied 
because he gave false information to the Department of Employment. The file 
also showed that Jack had filed legal papers against this witness and that he 
was served with a "No Trespass Order". He was to stay away from Jack's 
equipment and his buildings. At trial he testified that he had gone to the D.A's 
office and had previous seen pictures of the fire scene and he insisted that the 
fire occurred on February 20, 1990 (the fire occurred on February 17, 1990). 
After the jury heard all the lies, the 1990 arson charge was dismissed against 
Jack in the Judge's chambers. The jury was not apprised as to why the charge 
was dismissed and the court did not strike the testimony of this witness. the 
court did not dismiss the 1990 insurance fraud count in relation to the 1990 fire 
and Jack was erroneously convicted. If the jury had been able to review the 
many records in the misplaced file, they perhaps would have acquitted him. 

In a signed sworn statement before a notary public, the neighbor stated that the 
fire investigator said, "We are after Jack Chase's ass". The same investigator 
that Jack had an argument with and the same investigator that investigator both 
of Jack's fires and the neighbors' fire.. At trial she stated she did not know how 
that statement got into her sworn deposition and denied it.  

The investigator helped the neighbors in many respects so that they could 
collect insurance proceeds. The day after the 1993 fire, the husband of the next 
door neighbor gave a sworn statement to the fire investigator stating that "Jack 
and I went over to the house to drain the water down a pipe that goes to the 
well. I came out and Jack came out a couple of minutes later and he took me 
home in his truck. I had been home about ten minutes and my daughter saw 
smoke in the back yard coming from Jack's House. At trial, his testimony 
changed. He stated that he had walked over to help Mr. Chase drain the furnace 
on the morning of the fire so further damage would not occur if the house froze 
up again. The draining of the furnace had taken about a half of an hour. This 
was all true. He then told the jury that Mr. Chase told him to go out to his truck 
and that he would be out in a couple of minutes and then Mr. Chase came out 
and brought him home next door. He said the two of them were talking in his 
driveway and the neighbor heard a noise and allegedly asked Jack "what was 
the noise" and then Jack allegedly drove in the opposite direction of the house, 
which was all false and in direct contradiction of his statement given the day 
after the 1993 fire. 

Defense counsel sought to have the neighbor's 1993 statement introduced as 
evidence on three different occasions. The prosecutor objected and the trial 
court sustained the objection and would not allow the statement to be received 
into evidence. The neighbor had not mentioned anything about any noise in his 
prior statement or about Mr. Chase standing talking to him in his driveway and 
driving in the opposite direction away from his house after hearing a noise. This 
was perjury. It should also be noted that he was asked by members of the grand 
jury about the fire at Mr. Chase's house and he openly admitted that he did not 
know what happened. 

Immediately following this statement the prosecutor asked for a recess and 
took him out of the grand jury room and talked to him. The prosecutor then 
brought him back in front of the grand jurors and he then said that he had heard 
a noise while Mr. Chase was still in his driveway on the day of the fire and he 
continued on with his false story to the jurors at Jack's trial. He had also told 
the grand jurors under oath that he did not have any financial problems nor 
problems with his house when, in fact, he had a failed septic system and a 
lending institution had turned down his application for a loan shortly before his 
fire in 1994. The prosecutor knew that he was lying to the grand jury because he 
had documents in his possession indicating so and did nothing to correct the 
perjured testimony the neighbor gave. 

An employee and half owner from Service Master who installed the propane 
tanks and top hat heaters also testified at trial. He stated that he brought three 
top hat heaters and three propane tanks into the Chase residence. He set up 
two, one in the kitchen and the other upstairs in a back room. He left a tank by 
the dining room bay window in the front of  
the house and took a third tank back to the truck, which was not needed. He set 
up the heaters and started them inn operation. Along with his two heaters, Mr. 
Chase had supplied a third heater running in the lower family room. Jack's was 
connected to a hundred pound propane tank. Service Master's heaters were 
connected to 20 pound tanks. While the installer was down in the family room 
checking the heater there, he knew that the heater was working because it was 
"really staring to rain" inside the house because broken pipes were thawing and 
water coming from them. The installer had spoken with the insurance adjuster 
for instructions as to what the insurance company wanted done. He was only to 
keep the house warm. Jack Chase's company was going to have the job to gut 
the house and he was to keep the house warm until Jack's company could 
begin work. The installer said to the jury under oath that he went to Jack's 
house on the morning of the fire. Jack was not around so he removed a key that 
was stored on the electric meter and he unlocked the door and entered the 
building. He switched several tanks and restarted the heaters. He had made 
sure all the fittings were tight because he did not want a gas leak to occur 
inside the house. He told the jury that the reason that the propane was inside 
the house is because he did not want the propane to freeze inside the tanks. 
Service Master, nor the installer, got charged or sued. 

Various experts looked at the video tape of the fire since the trial and it has 
been learned that the D.A's theory of the 1993 fire claiming that Jack 
disconnected the 100 pound tank in the family room allowing raw propane gas 
to escape and build up until the gas reached the next upper level making 
ignition with another top hat heater is indeed false and the gas expert that 
testified on behalf of the prosecution was wrong in his calculations of the 
various gas flows from the alleged propane tank in the family room. 

Jack Chase's wife Nancy enlisted the help of a chemical engineer from Purdue 
University in Indiana who has reviewed the case and has also found that the 
D.A's theory is false in regards to the causation of the fire that occurred on 
February 8, 1993. Jack's defense attorney at the time of trial made an error in 
not having a gas expert testify. Once Jack found out the theory was false he 
filed a motion for a new trial. However, the trial court denied the motion. 

Jack's conviction is still pending appeal. He can no longer afford legal 
representation. Jack is interested in 
receiving letters from readers in connection with this case. You may write to 
Jack Chase #96B0041, Washington Correctional Facility, P.O. Box 180, 
Comstock, N.Y. 12821 
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