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In Varriano v. Allstate Insurance Company of Canada, the Ontario Court of Appeal 
(ONCA) commented on whether an insurer has to provide a medical reason when 
denying benefits pursuant to s. 37(4) of the Statutory Accident Benefits Schedule
(SABS).

Background

Mr. Varriano was injured in a motor vehicle accident on September 30, 2015, and 
received Income Replacement Benefits (IRBs) from his insurer, Allstate, for 
approximately two months, until they notified him that his IRBs would stop, effective 
December 2, 2015, because he had returned to full-time work.

Mr. Varriano filed an application before the Licence Appeal Tribunal (LAT) disputing the 
decision to terminate his benefits. Allstate took the position that Mr. Varriano’s 
application was time-barred, given that it had been filed more than two years after the 
December 30, 2015 Benefits Letter. The LAT agreed with Allstate on an initial hearing 
and on a reconsideration hearing.

The Divisional Court overturned the decision of the LAT, finding that Mr. Varriano’s 
application was not time-barred because Allstate’s Benefits Letter did not meet the 
legislative requirements under s. 37(4) of the Statutory Accident Benefits Schedule – 
Effective September 1, 2010, O. Reg. 34/10 (the SABS). It found that s. 37(4) required 
Allstate to provide medical reasons in the Benefits Letter for the stoppage of benefits, 
because a plain reading of s. 37(4) supported the interpretation of the word “and” in the 
phrase “medical and any other reasons” bore a conjunctive meaning.

Allstate appealed this decision and the Court of Appeal who allowed Allstate’s appeal. It
found that the Divisional Court’s interpretation was incorrect, and that Allstate’s Benefit 
Letter complied with the legislative requirements.

https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/2023/2023onca78/2023onca78.html?autocompleteStr=Varriano%20v.%20Allstate%20Insurance%20Company%20of%20Canada&autocompletePos=1
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The decision: Insurers do not always have to provide 
a medical reason when denying benefits under the 
SABS

Section 37(2) of the SABS allows insurers to discontinue an insured’s benefits for 
specified reasons, including the fact that the insured person has returned to their pre-
accident employment. In exercising that power, pursuant to s. 37(4), the insurer is 
required to provide notice to the insured containing the reasons for their decision.

The Court of Appeal noted two key errors in the Divisional Court’s interpretation of s. 
37(4). First, the Divisional Court improperly applied the modern principle of statutory 
interpretation and in so doing  failed to acknowledge that the grammatical and ordinary 
usage of the word “and” can include both the joint sense and the several sense. In this 
case, it was clear that the ordinary meaning of the word “and” was intended in its 
several sense. The Court of Appeal read s. 37(2) in conjunction with 37(4), which states
that the insurer may rely on “any one or more grounds set out in [s. 37(2)]. Therefore, by
explicitly including those words, s. 37(4) recognizes that an insurer may rely on a single 
non-medical reason for termination of benefits, even though the insured may be 
otherwise medically entitled to the benefit.

Second, it wrongly concluded that s. 37(4) was an insurance coverage provision that 
had to be interpreted broadly. The Court of Appeal noted that the provision in question 
is not a coverage provision, as it does not determine whether a person is entitled to 
coverage under the SABS. The correct interpretation had to accord with the purposes of
the SABS, i.e., the “timely submission and resolution of claims and the purpose of the 
provision itself, which is to permit the insured to decide whether or not to challenge the 
denial of benefits.”

Key takeaways

The decision helps provide clarity on the requirements for insurers under section 37(2) 
and 37(4) of the SABS and unequivocally rejects the lower court’s proposition that 
insurers must provide a medical reason when denying benefits. When faced with such a
question, the answer is a clear no. 

If you have any further questions about similar issues, please reach out to the key 
contacts below. 

By

Tamara  Tomomitsu, Nadine  Tawdy

Expertise

Disputes, Insurance Claim Defence

https://www.blg.com/en/people/t/tomomitsu-tamara
https://www.blg.com/en/people/_deactive/t/tawdy-nadine
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/disputes/insurance-claim-defence


3

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Canada’s Law Firm

As the largest, truly full-service Canadian law firm, Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (BLG) delivers practical legal 

advice for domestic and international clients across more practices and industries than any Canadian firm. 

With over 800 lawyers, intellectual property agents and other professionals, BLG serves the legal needs of 

businesses and institutions across Canada and beyond – from M&A and capital markets, to disputes, financing,

and trademark & patent registration.

blg.com

BLG Offices

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000 De La Gauchetière Street West
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to constitute legal advice, a complete statement of the law, or an 
opinion on any subject. No one should act upon it or refrain from acting without a thorough examination of the law after the facts of a specific 
situation are considered. You are urged to consult your legal adviser in cases of specific questions or concerns. BLG does not warrant or 
guarantee the accuracy, currency or completeness of this publication. No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written 
permission of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. If this publication was sent to you by BLG and you do not wish to receive further publications from
BLG, you may ask to remove your contact information from our mailing lists by emailing unsubscribe@blg.com or manage your subscription 
preferences at blg.com/MyPreferences. If you feel you have received this message in error please contact communications@blg.com. BLG’s 

privacy policy for publications may be found at blg.com/en/privacy.

© 2026 Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP is an Ontario Limited Liability Partnership.

http://www.blg.com
mailto:unsubscribe@blg.com
http://blg.com/MyPreferences
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy



