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AUTHOR’S NOTE

This release contains the following recent developments in administrative
law.

In Hospital for Sick Children v. Ontario (Information and Privacy Commis-
sioner), 2025 CarswellOnt 15132, 2025 ONSC 5208, 179 O.R. (3d) 354, 2025
A.C.W.S. 4466, the Ontario Divisional Court found a decision of the Information
and Privacy Commissioner that two hospitals had breached its privacy obliga-
tions to notify people affected by a ransomware attack was not unreasonable.
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In Goovaerts (Litigation Guardian of) v. Motor Vehicle Accident Claims
Fund, 2026 CarswellOnt 4480, 2026 ONSC 1687, the Ontario Divisional Court
concluded that the License Appeal Tribunal (LAT) had reached an unreasonable
decision in deciding that the applicant was not entitled to attendant care
benefits following his motor vehicle accident.

In Centurion Building Corporation v. The Shaw Festival, 2026 CarswellOnt
4459, 2026 ONSC 1808, the Ontario Divisional Court found a building company
had no public or private standing to challenge a municipal decision of the Town
of Niagara-on-the-Lake to demolish the Royal George Theatre, which hosts
productions for the Shaw Festival.

In Abu-Ain v. Security National Insurance Company et al, 2026 CarswellOnt
4800, 2026 ONSC 1494, the Ontario Divisional Court allowed an appeal from a
determination of the License Appeal Tribunal (LAT) finding that the applicant
was not an “insured person” within the meaning of 3(1) of the Statutory Ac-
cident Benefits Schedule — Effective September 1, 2010, O. Reg. 34/10 (“SABS”).

In Benison v. Canada (Royal Canadian Mounted Police External Review
Committee), 2026 CarswellNat 652, 48 Admin. L.R. (7th) 171, 2026 FCA 53, the
Federal Court of Appeal allowed an appeal, in part, from a decision of the
Federal Court declining to issue mandamus in relation to a judicial review ap-
plication brought by RCMP members. The Federal Court of Appeal held the
Federal Court had erred in its application of the 8 criteria for mandamus under
the test articulated in Apotex Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General) (C.A.), 1993
CarswellNat 820, 18 Admin. L.R. (2d) 122, [1994] 1 FC 742 aff’d 1994
CarswellNat 1402, 29 Admin. L.R. (2d) 1, [1994] 3 S.C.R. 1100 (S.C.C.).

In Christian Heritage Party of Canada v. Hamilton (City), 2026 CarswellOnt
3993, 2026 ONCA 195, the Ontario Court of Appeal dismissed an appeal from
the Divisional Court, which had concluded the City of Hamilton did not act
unfairly or unreasonably in denying the applicant political party’s proposed
advertisement for City transit.
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