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NOTICE OF APPEAL TO THE COURT OF APPEAL

BETWEEN:

WOLF RUCK

—and -

The CITY OF MISSISSAUGA

TO:

Celina Aguero, Lawyer of Record
City of Mississauga

300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1

905-615-3200
Celina.Aguero@mississauga.ca

Applicant

Respondent

Wolf Ruck

1720 Lincolnshire Blvd.

Mississauga, ON L5E 257
647-210-0706

wolfruck@agmail.com

Self-represented Applicant

AND TO:

Attorney General of Ontario
Brampton Courthouse

7755 Hurontario St.
Brampton, ON L6W 4T1
905-456-4700
Bramptonscjcourt@ontario.ca

Attorney General of Canada
Department of Justice Canada
Ontario Regional Office

120 Adelaide Street West,
Suite #400

Toronto, Ontario M5H 1T1

NCQ-AQC.Toronto@justice.gc.ca
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NOTICE OF APPEAL

THE APPELLANT, Wolf Ruck, APPEALS to the Court of Appeal for Ontario from the
Judgment and Dispensation of Justice M. Doi dated January 6, 2026 from the Ontario
Court of Justice located at Brampton, Ontario. The judgment was rendered following the
hearing of Ruck v. The City of Mississauga # CV-25-00001572-0000.

THE APPELLANT ASKS that the judgment be varied solely in respect of RELIEF and
DAMAGES.

GROUNDS OF APPEAL

1.

Failure to Decide Pleaded Legal Issues

The Application Judge erred in law by failing to address central legal issues expressly
raised and argued in the Appellant’s Facta, including statutory, quasi-constitutional, and
constitutional violations by the Respondent City.

. Charter Remedies Error (s. 24(1))

Having recognized constitutional protection, the Court erred in law by granting no
operative Charter remedy, contrary to binding jurisprudence requiring remedies that
are effective, responsive, and just. Rights recognition without consequence renders
Charter protections illusory.

Failure to Apply the Ontario Municipal Act

The Court failed to consider mandatory statutory limits on municipal authority, including
requirements of transparency, universality, fairness, and meaningful appeal
mechanisms governing by-law enactment and enforcement.

Failure to Recognize Statutory Paramountcy (Ontario Weed Control Act)

The Court erred by failing to address the primacy of the Ontario Weed Control Act over
inconsistent or duplicative municipal by-laws, thereby validating municipal enforcement
actions undertaken without lawful authority.

Failure to Consider and Address Canada’s Bill of Rights

The Court failed to consider pleaded violations of Canada’s Bill of Rights, including the
right to enjoyment of property, privacy, and due process of law. Silence on a live quasi-
constitutional issue constitutes an error of law.

Inadequate Reasons / Appellate Review Frustrated

The cumulative omission of binding statutes and authorities frustrates appellate review
and constitutes reversible legal error.
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RELIEF SOUGHT
The Appellant seeks:

a. An Order allowing the appeal;

b. Declaration that the City’s chronic unresponsiveness violated Procedural Fairness;

c. Declaration that the Respondent’s enforcement actions were aggressively
unreasonable, unnecessary, breached the Appellant’s rights under the Charter,
Canada’s Bill of Rights, and applicable statutory limits on municipal authority;

d. Appropriate and just remedies, including declaratory relief and commensurate
damages;

e. Costs of the Application and Appeal on a substantial-indemnity basis; and

f. Such further relief as this Honourable Court deems just.

DOCUMENTS RELIED ON:
The appellant intends to rely on the following documents in the Appeal:

Applicant’s Factum

Applicant’s Affidavit of Documents
Respondent’s Factum
Respondent’s Williamson Affidavit
Applicant’s Reply Factum

Final Judgement

"0 00T

THE BASIS OF THE APPELLATE COURT’S JURISDICTION IS:
a. An appeal of a final order of a judge of the Superior Court of Justice
lies to the Court of Appeal for Ontario pursuant to section 6(1)(b) of the Court of
Justices Act, RSO 1990, c. C43.
b. The order appealed from is a final order of the Superior Court of Justice, and no appeal
lies to the Divisional Court.
c. Leave to appeal is not required.

DATED: January 26, 2026

(=S =

Wolf Ruck — Appellant (self-represented)
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WOLF RUCK and CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
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Proceeding in TORONTO

Wolf Ruck (Applicant)

1720 Lincolnshire Blvd.
Mississauga, ON L5E 2S7
Tel: 647-210-0706
wolfruck@gmail.com

Celina Aguero, (Respondent)
City of Mississauga
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