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In this personal injury action, which arose out of a vehicular accident, 

Defendant Township of Jackson appeals from an order that plaintiff Vincent 

Geiger's tort claim notice to the Township was timely served.  The New Jersey 

Tort Claims Act, N.J.S.A. 59:1-1 to 12-3, requires that "[a] claim . . . for death 

or for injury or damage to person or to property . . . be presented [to the public 

entity] . . . not later than the [ninetieth] day after accrual of the cause of action."  

N.J.S.A. 59:8-8.   "Generally, in the case of tortious conduct resulting in injury, 

the date of accrual will be the date of the incident on which the negligent act or 

omission took place."  Beauchamp v. Amedio, 164 N.J. 111, 117 (2000).  An 

exception exists in cases "where the victim either is unaware that he has been 

injured or, although aware of an injury, does not know that a third party is 

responsible."  Ibid.    

Here, Judge Mark A. Troncone determined that the "exception" applied 

and that plaintiff timely filed a tort claim notice with the Township after he 

should have become aware of the potential claim.  We affirm, substantially for 

the reasons expressed by Judge Troncone in his oral opinion and in his 

supplemental written opinion.  The Township's arguments are without sufficient 

merit to warrant further discussion.  R. 2:11-3(e)(1)(E).   

 Affirmed. 

 


