
Court File No.:                            .                               

Page 1 of 13 

FORM 68A 

Courts of Justice Act 

NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO DIVISIONAL COURT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

ONTARIO 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

DIVISIONAL COURT 

 

B E T W E E N: 

 

WOLF RUCK 
Applicant 

- and - 

THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 
Respondent 

- and - 

STEPHEN DASKO, in his official capacity as Ward 1 Councillor 
Respondent 

 

NOTICE OF APPLICATION TO DIVISIONAL COURT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

TO THE RESPONDENT 

A LEGAL PROCEEDING HAS BEEN COMMENCED by the applicant.  The claim made by the 

applicant appears on the following page. 

THIS APPLICATION for judicial review will come on for a hearing before the Divisional Court 

on a date to be fixed by the registrar by the method of hearing requested by the applicant, unless 

the court orders otherwise. The applicant requests that this application be heard 

X  In person  

 By telephone conference 

 By video conference 

 

at the following location 

Brampton Courthouse 7755 Hurontario Street Brampton, Ontario L6W 4T1 

 

on ........................... (day), ........................................ (date), at ................................... (time). 
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IF YOU WISH TO OPPOSE THIS APPLICATION, to receive notice of any step in the application 

or to be served with any documents in the application, you or an Ontario lawyer acting for you 

must forthwith prepare a notice of appearance in Form 38A prescribed by the Rules of Civil 

Procedure, serve it on the applicant’s lawyer or, where the applicant does not have a lawyer, serve 

it on the applicant, and file it, with proof of service, in the office of the Divisional Court, and you 

or your lawyer must appear at the hearing. 

IF YOU WISH TO PRESENT AFFIDAVIT OR OTHER DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE TO THE 

COURT OR TO EXAMINE OR CROSS-EXAMINE WITNESSES ON THE APPLICATION, you or 

your lawyer must, in additional to serving your notice of appearance, serve a copy of the evidence 

on the applicant’s lawyer or, where the applicant does not have a lawyer, serve it on the applicant, 

and file it, with proof of service, in the office of the Divisional Court within thirty days after service 

on you of the applicant’s application record, or at least four days before the hearing, whichever 

is earlier. 

IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT THE HEARING, JUDGMENT MAY BE GIVEN TO IN YOUR 

ABSENCE AND WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE TO YOU.  IF YOU WISH TO DEFEND THIS 

PROCEEDING BUT ARE UNABLE TO PAY LEGAL FEES, LEGAL AID MAY BE AVAILABLE 

TO YOU BY CONTACTING A LOCAL LEGAL AID OFFICE. 

 

TAKE NOTICE: THIS APPLICATION WILL AUTOMATICALLY BE DISMISSED if it has not 

been set down for hearing or terminated by any means within five years after the notice of 

application was filed with the court, unless otherwise ordered by the court. 

Date Issued by 

 Registrar 

  

` Divisional Court, Superior Court of Justice 

 7755 Hurontario Street,  

 Brampton, ON L6W 

 

TO  

Celina Aguero, Legal Services 
City of Mississauga 
300 City Centre Drive 
Mississauga, Ontario L5B 3C1 

AND TO 

Stephen Dasko, Ward 1 Councillor 
City of Mississauga 
300 City Centre Drive 
Mississauga, Ontario L5B 3C1 

AND TO  

Attorney General of Ontario  
Crown Law Office – Civil  
720 Bay Street, 8th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario M7A 2S9 

  

July 3, 2026
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APPLICATION 

 1.  The applicant makes application for: 

judicial review under the Judicial Review Procedure Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. J.1, Rules 
14.05, 38 and 68 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, the Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 
1990, c. C.43, the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, and ss. 2(b), 15, 24(1) and 32 
of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 

The matter under review is the Respondents' decision, direction, omission, constructive 
refusal, administrative delay, and/or continuing course of conduct by which the Council-
approved Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge project was placed on hold, held in 
abeyance, suspended, cancelled, constructively cancelled, removed from active 
implementation, or indefinitely delayed without lawful authority, public notice, reasons, 
public report, Council reconsideration, or recorded Council vote. 

The Applicant seeks relief requiring the City to complete the promised bridge, or in the 
alternative to restore the project to active public Council consideration on a complete 
and transparent record, with notice, reasons, disclosure, public deputations and a 
recorded vote. 

THE DECISION OR MATTER TO BE REVIEWED 

1. Mississauga Council's 2010 approval and planning framework for the Lakeview 
waterfront / active transportation network, associated with the late Councillor Jim 
Tovey's vision to bring people to the water and connect residents to the Waterfront 
Trail and the future Jim Tovey Lakeview Conservation Area; 

2. the City's approval, financing, capital allocation, Section 37 or other funding 
arrangements, and/or budgetary treatment of the Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike 
Bridge in or about 2018; 

3. the City's design, engineering, planning, TRCA coordination, and construction-
preparation work in or about 2019; 

4. the email correspondence obtained through Freedom of Information between 
Councillor Stephen Dasko and City staff / Parks Management, including 
correspondence describing the bridge project as being placed on hold, delayed, or 
held in abeyance; 

5. the survey evidence contained in the City-Dasko FOI correspondence, including the 
City's own 2010 survey results and Councillor Dasko's own door-knock survey 
results showing majority support for the bridge connector; 

6. any reliance on the 2021 Orchard Heights Homeowners Association (OHHA) in-
house administered and executed Survey Report; 

7. the failure to provide official public notice of the project's status, the reason for any 
hold, the authority for any hold, and whether Council ever lawfully rescinded or 
amended the prior approvals; 

8. the failure to meaningfully respond to the Applicant's communications, critique of the 
OHHA Survey Report, SWOT analysis, and petition of almost 500 signatories 
demanding completion of the bridge; 
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9. the continuing failure or refusal to complete, restore, publicly reconsider, or formally 
rescind the Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge project through lawful Council 
process. 

RELIEF SOUGHT 

1. an order extending the time for commencement of this application, if necessary, 
under s. 5(2) of the Judicial Review Procedure Act, on the basis that the matter is 
ongoing, that the City failed to give public notice, that key facts were discovered 
through FOI, that there are apparent grounds for relief, and that no substantial 
prejudice or hardship will result from allowing the matter to be heard on its merits; 

2. a declaration that the Respondents' decision, direction, omission, administrative 
delay, constructive cancellation, and/or continuing course of conduct concerning the 
Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge was unlawful, unreasonable, procedurally 
unfair, ultra vires, contrary to legitimate expectations, contrary to transparent 
municipal governance, and inconsistent with the Charter and Charter values; 

3. a declaration that a single Ward Councillor has no lawful authority to cancel, 
suspend, indefinitely delay, or effectively nullify a Council-approved, publicly funded, 
designed, engineered, and implementation-ready municipal capital project without 
statutory authority, delegated authority, a proper staff report, public notice, Council 
reconsideration, reasons, and a recorded Council vote; 

4. an order in the nature of certiorari quashing and setting aside any decision, direction, 
email instruction, administrative action, staff implementation decision, hold, 
abeyance, suspension, cancellation, or constructive cancellation of the Orchard 
Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge project; 

5. an order in the nature of mandamus requiring the City of Mississauga to restore the 
Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge to active capital implementation status and 
take all lawful and necessary steps to complete the bridge, including updated 
costing, funding confirmation, TRCA coordination, permitting, tendering, construction 
scheduling, public reporting, and Council reporting; 

6. in the alternative, an order requiring the City, within 60 days or such other time as the 
Court directs, to place the Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge project before 
Council at a public meeting for lawful, transparent, reasoned reconsideration on a 
complete record, with notice to affected residents, opportunity for public deputations, 
and a recorded Council vote; 

7. an order requiring the City's public staff report to disclose and address: the 2010 
Council approval and Jim Tovey Lakeview waterfront vision; the 2018 financing and 
funding history; design and engineering status; TRCA involvement; construction-
preparation history; land-acquisition or funding issues, if any; the City-Dasko FOI 
correspondence; the City's own 2010 survey results; Councillor Dasko's door-knock 
survey results; the 2021 OHHA Survey Report; the Applicant's critique of that 
survey; the Applicant's SWOT analysis; the petition of almost 500 signatories; the 
costs of completion and further delay; and the public health, mobility, accessibility, 
environmental, recreation, active transportation, local business, transit, health care, 
quality-of-life, and property-value impacts of non-completion; 

8. a declaration that the Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge is active transportation 
infrastructure serving public mobility, health, accessibility, recreation, transit access, 
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waterfront access, local business access, health-care access and community 
connectivity, and is not merely a discretionary local park amenity; 

9. a declaration that the Respondents' conduct engaged s. 2(b) of the Charter by 
substantially interfering with meaningful public expression, petitioning, advocacy, 
democratic participation, and the ability of affected residents to know, speak, 
respond and be heard concerning a Council-approved public infrastructure project; 

10. a declaration that the Respondents' conduct engaged s. 15 of the Charter, or in the 
alternative s. 15 Charter values, by disproportionately burdening seniors, children, 
persons with disabilities, mobility-device users, residents without cars, and others 
requiring safe, convenient, comfortable and connected active transportation access 
to parks, transit, health care, shopping, employment, recreation and waterfront 
amenities; 

11. a declaration under s. 24(1) of the Charter, if a Charter breach is established, that 
the impugned decision, omission, delay, and/or course of conduct violated the 
Applicant's and affected residents' Charter rights and that an appropriate and just 
remedy includes completion of the bridge or lawful, transparent and time-limited 
Council reconsideration; 

12. an order prohibiting the Respondents from treating the bridge as cancelled, 
abandoned, indefinitely suspended, or held in abeyance unless and until Council 
lawfully rescinds or amends the project after a transparent public process; 

13. an order requiring the City to publish an official public notice to Lakeview residents 
explaining the current project status and the lawful process by which its future will be 
decided; 

14. an order requiring production of the complete administrative record, including all 
staff reports, Council records, budget records, TRCA records, FOI records, emails, 
survey materials, petitions, briefing notes, legal-review references, project-status 
notes, and communications concerning the hold, abeyance, delay, cancellation, or 
non-completion of the project; 

15. pre-judgment and post-judgment interest, if applicable; 

16. the Applicant's costs of this application on a substantial indemnity or such other 
scale as this Honourable Court considers just; and 

17. such further and other relief as this Honourable Court considers just. 

 

2.  The grounds for the application are: 

A. Overview 

1. This application concerns the rule of law in municipal governance. It asks whether a 
Council-approved, publicly funded, designed and engineered active transportation 
bridge may be quietly placed on hold, held in abeyance, indefinitely delayed or 
constructively cancelled through opaque political intervention, selective use of 
survey material, and administrative silence. 

2. The issue is not merely whether a bridge should be built. The issue is whether a 
promised public connector serving a broad public purpose can disappear from 
public accountability without Council process, public notice, reasons, meaningful 
response to affected residents, or a recorded Council vote. 
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3. The Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge is a key local and regional connector. It 
would help bring people to the water by linking Orchard Heights and surrounding 
Lakeview residents to the Etobicoke Creek Trail, Waterfront Trail, Marie Curtis 
Park, Lakeview Village, Jim Tovey Lakeview Conservation Area / Jim Tovey Park, 
and broader active transportation networks. 

B. Parties and Standing 

4. The Applicant, Wolf Ruck, is a Mississauga resident and public-interest advocate 
directly affected by the City's failure to complete or lawfully reconsider the Orchard 
Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge project. 

5. The Respondent, The Corporation of the City of Mississauga, is a municipal 
corporation subject to the Municipal Act, 2001, the Judicial Review Procedure Act, 
the Rules of Civil Procedure, the common law duties of procedural fairness and 
reasonableness, and the Charter. 

6. The Respondent Stephen Dasko is named in his official capacity as Ward 1 
Councillor because the Applicant alleges that Councillor Dasko used his municipal 
office, City email, Parks Management channels, survey material, and/or official 
influence in relation to the decision or continuing course of conduct placing the 
bridge on hold or in abeyance. 

C. Council Approval, Funding, Design and Engineering 

7. In or about 2010, Mississauga Council approved or adopted the relevant Lakeview / 
active transportation planning framework that included a proposed Orchard Heights 
Park Foot-Bike Bridge connector as part of the broader Jim Tovey Lakeview 
waterfront vision. 

8. That vision was to transform the Lakeview waterfront and bring people to the water 
through connected, safe, convenient and attractive public access to the Waterfront 
Trail and Lakeview waterfront park system. 

9. In or about 2018, the bridge was financed, funded, allocated, scheduled, or otherwise 
advanced through the City's capital project processes. 

10. In or about 2019, the City, in coordination with TRCA and/or other public partners, 
completed design, engineering and construction-preparation work and began or 
prepared for implementation. 

11. No formal Council vote, by-law, resolution, or public staff report has been produced 
showing that Council lawfully rescinded, amended, cancelled, or indefinitely 
suspended the project. 

D. FOI Evidence and Majority Support 

12. The Applicant obtained City-Dasko email correspondence through Freedom of 
Information. 

13. The City-Dasko FOI correspondence includes survey evidence showing that the 
City's own 2010 survey and Councillor Dasko's own door-knock survey showed 
majority support for the Orchard Heights Park Foot-Bike Bridge connector. 

14. Those survey results are part of the administrative record and demonstrate that the 
City and Councillor Dasko knew, or ought to have known, that resident support for 
the bridge existed. 
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15. The City has not publicly explained why majority-support evidence contained in its 
own FOI record was disregarded, minimized, displaced, or outweighed by later 
opposition materials. 

E. The OHHA Survey Report 

16. In or about 2021, the Orchard Heights Homeowners Association produced an in-
house administered and executed Survey Report concerning the bridge. 

17. The Applicant states that the OHHA Survey Report was methodologically flawed, 
non-independent, narrow in scope, unrepresentative of all affected residents and 
users, and unreliable as a basis for cancelling or indefinitely delaying a public 
infrastructure project. 

18. The Applicant communicated concerns to the City regarding the OHHA Survey 
Report, including concerns about neutrality, sample selection, representativeness, 
framing, and disproportionate influence. 

19. The City failed to provide intelligible reasons explaining what weight, if any, it gave 
to the OHHA Survey Report and why it would outweigh prior Council approval, 
funding, design and engineering, City-Dasko FOI survey evidence showing majority 
support, the Applicant's communications, the Applicant's SWOT analysis, and the 
petition evidence. 

F. Selective OHHA Facebook Group Moderation and Distorted Consultation 
Record 

20. The Applicant states that the OHHA consultation environment was not neutral, 
balanced, or reliable.  

21. In addition to the methodological concerns regarding the 2021 OHHA Survey 
Report, the Applicant states that the OHHA Board and/or administrators of the 
OHHA Facebook Group effectively stigmatized the Applicant’s participation in the 
Bridge debate.  

22. The Applicant states that his Bridge-related Facebook Group posts were placed into 
“waiting administrator approval” or equivalent pre-approval moderation mode.  

23. The Applicant states that this selective moderation was applied to his Bridge-related 
posts while other members’ ad hominem, stigmatizing, disparaging, and allegedly 
defamatory comments directed at him were permitted to remain visible.  

24. The Applicant does not rely on this evidence to assert that a private homeowners’ 
association, standing alone, is subject to the Charter in the same manner as a 
municipality.  

25. Rather, the Applicant relies on this evidence to show that the OHHA consultation 
record was selective, one-sided, and unreliable, and that the City and Councillor 
Dasko acted unreasonably if they relied on OHHA opposition or the OHHA Survey 
Report without independently scrutinizing the selective moderation, narrow 
respondent base, private-interest character, and distorted public-discussion 
environment.  

26. The selective treatment of the Applicant’s Bridge-related posts is relevant to 
procedural fairness, reasonableness, improper purpose, fettering of discretion, 
unequal public participation, the reliability of the OHHA Survey Report, the City’s 
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failure to consider relevant evidence, and Charter values of expression, democratic 
participation, equality, accessibility, inclusion, and meaningful public engagement. 

F. Public Participation, SWOT Analysis and Petition Evidence 

27. The Applicant repeatedly communicated with the City regarding the bridge, the City's 
active transportation commitments, the flaws in the OHHA Survey Report, the public-
interest case for completion, and the harms caused by continued delay.  

28. The Applicant prepared and provided a SWOT analysis addressing the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities and threats associated with completing or failing to 
complete the bridge.  

29. Almost 500 signatories petitioned for completion of the Orchard Heights Park Foot-
Bike Bridge. 

30. The petition demonstrates substantial public demand for completion and contradicts 
any suggestion that bridge opposition reflected broad public consensus. 
 

31. The City failed to meaningfully address the Applicant's communications, the SWOT 
analysis, or the petition of almost 500 signatories. 

G. Active Transportation, Public Health and Daily-Life Connectivity 

32. The bridge would provide connected, convenient, comfortable and safe active 
transportation for people of all ages and walks of life, including walkers, runners, 
cyclists, rollers, seniors, children, families, commuters, mobility-device users, 
residents without cars, visitors and workers.  

33. The bridge would connect residents to the Etobicoke Creek Trail, Marie Curtis Park, 
Waterfront Trail, Lakeview Village, Jim Tovey Lakeview Conservation Area, Jim 
Tovey Park, and surrounding parks, trails and public spaces. 

34. The bridge would also improve non-motorized access to baseball fields, beach 
volleyball courts, children's playgrounds, splash pools, GO train service, TTC transit, 
Brown's Line shopping and businesses, Trillium Health / Queensway Health Centre, 
Sherway Plaza / Sherway Gardens, employment, appointments, errands, services 
and community destinations.  

35. The bridge would reduce reliance on cars for short trips, support low-carbon mobility, 
increase public safety, promote health and outdoor activity, enhance accessibility 
and inclusion, improve quality of life, and support neighbourhood desirability and 
property values. 

36. The City has never publicly weighed these public benefits against the concerns 
alleged in the OHHA Survey Report or any claimed funding, land, engineering, 
safety, or operational concerns. 

H. Procedural Fairness, Legitimate Expectations and Public Notice 

37. The Applicant and affected residents had a legitimate expectation that a Council-
approved, publicly funded, designed, engineered and publicly supported bridge 
would not be cancelled, constructively cancelled, indefinitely delayed, or held in 
abeyance without public notice, reasons, disclosure, and Council reconsideration.  

38. At minimum, fairness required the City to disclose the project's true status, identify 
the authority for any hold, provide reasons, disclose the City-Dasko FOI survey 
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evidence, disclose any contrary survey evidence, and permit affected residents to 
respond before the project was effectively nullified.  

39. To date, the City has provided no official public notice explaining whether the bridge 
is approved, delayed, held in abeyance, cancelled, constructively cancelled, funded, 
unfunded, awaiting land acquisition, awaiting TRCA approval, or awaiting Council 
reconsideration.  

40. The absence of official public notice is central to the unlawfulness of the 
Respondents' conduct. 

I. Ultra Vires Conduct, Fettering of Discretion and Improper Purpose 

41. A single Ward Councillor has no independent legal authority to cancel, suspend, 
indefinitely delay, or effectively nullify a Council-approved municipal capital project 
unless such authority has been lawfully delegated by statute, by-law, Council 
resolution, or other lawful instrument.  

42. If City staff treated Councillor Dasko's FOI-disclosed email or communications as 
direction to place the project on hold or in abeyance, staff unlawfully fettered their 
discretion and subordinated public administration to improper political direction.  

43. If the project was placed on hold to satisfy narrow private opposition rather than 
lawful planning, environmental, engineering, financial, safety, statutory or Council-
approved objectives, the decision was made for an improper purpose.  

44. If the City relied on selective survey evidence while disregarding survey evidence 
showing majority support, the Applicant's communications, the SWOT analysis, and 
the petition, the process was unreasonable and procedurally unfair. 

J. Reasonableness and Failure to Consider Relevant Factors 

45. The Respondents' conduct lacks justification, transparency and intelligibility.  

46. Relevant factors ignored or insufficiently considered include: the 2010 Council-
approved planning framework; the Jim Tovey Lakeview waterfront vision; the 2018 
financing; design and engineering work; TRCA coordination; construction-
preparation steps; City-Dasko FOI survey evidence showing majority support; the 
OHHA Survey Report's defects; the Applicant's communications; the SWOT 
analysis; the almost 500-signatory petition; active transportation policy; public health; 
accessibility; safety; transit access; local business access; health-care access; 
waterfront access; environmental benefits; quality-of-life benefits; and property-value 
impacts.  

47. The outcome is unreasonable because a public project with significant public 
benefits has been held in administrative silence without a lawful, transparent and 
intelligible explanation. 

K. Charter Grounds 

48. The Charter applies to the City and to Councillor Dasko insofar as he acted in his 
official municipal capacity and through municipal channels.  

49. The Respondents' conduct engaged s. 2(b) of the Charter by substantially interfering 
with meaningful public expression, petitioning, advocacy, democratic participation, 
and affected residents' ability to know, speak, respond and be heard concerning a 
Council-approved public infrastructure project.  
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50. The Respondents' conduct engaged s. 15 of the Charter, or in the alternative the 
Charter values of equality, accessibility and inclusion, by disproportionately 
burdening seniors, children, persons with disabilities, mobility-device users, 
residents without cars and others who would benefit from safe, connected, 
convenient and comfortable active transportation access to parks, transit, health 
care, shopping, employment, recreation and waterfront amenities.  

51. The decision or continuing omission was unreasonable because it failed to 
proportionately balance the Charter protections and Charter values of expression, 
democratic participation, transparency, equality, accessibility and inclusion against 
any lawful municipal objective.  

52. If a Charter breach is established, the Applicant seeks an appropriate and just 
remedy under s. 24(1) of the Charter, including declaratory relief and mandatory 
relief requiring completion or lawful, transparent and time-limited Council 
reconsideration. 

L. Continuing Refusal and Extension of Time 

53. If the Respondents assert that the original hold occurred years ago, the Applicant 
states that the matter remains ongoing because the bridge remains uncompleted, 
the City has not given official public notice, and the City has not brought the project 
back to Council for a lawful public decision.  

54. The Applicant learned key facts through FOI, including the City-Dasko email 
correspondence and survey evidence. The City's opacity, absence of official public 
notice and continuing delay contributed to any delay in commencement.  

55. There are apparent grounds for relief, and no substantial prejudice or hardship will 
result from allowing the application to proceed. The public interest favours a hearing 
on the merits. 

M. Mandamus and Public Interest 

56. Mandamus is appropriate because the City has a public legal duty to administer 
Council-approved capital projects lawfully, transparently, reasonably, in good faith, 
and in accordance with Council authority and the Municipal Act, 2001.  

57. The Applicant and affected residents have demanded completion, disclosure, public 
notice, meaningful reasons and lawful reconsideration. The City has failed to comply 
within a reasonable timeframe. There is no adequate alternative remedy that would 
provide a complete public record, restore lawful process, and prevent a Council-
approved project from being defeated through administrative silence.  

58. The public interest strongly favours completion of the bridge or, at minimum, timely 
and transparent public Council reconsideration on a full record. 
 

3.  The following documentary evidence will be used at the hearing of the application: 

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

1. the Affidavit of Wolf Ruck; 

2. the City-Dasko FOI email correspondence, including correspondence with Parks 
Management and survey results; 
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3. City records, staff reports, Council minutes, resolutions, budgets, capital project 
records, development-charge / Section 37 / funding records, and planning 
documents concerning the bridge; 

4. TRCA correspondence, design documents, engineering documents, permit records, 
drawings, plans, studies, construction-preparation documents and project schedules; 

5. City records concerning the 2010 survey showing majority support and Councillor 
Dasko's door-knock survey showing majority support; 

6. the 2021 OHHA Survey Report and related communications; 

7. the Applicant's communications critiquing the OHHA Survey Report; 

8. the Applicant's SWOT analysis; 

9. the petition of almost 500 signatories demanding bridge completion; 

10. City active transportation, cycling, pedestrian, parks, trail, accessibility, Vision Zero, 
Complete Streets, Official Plan, Lakeview Village and waterfront planning 
documents; 

11. maps, photographs, videos and route-comparison evidence showing the bridge's 
relationship to Orchard Heights Park, Etobicoke Creek Trail, Marie Curtis Park, 
Waterfront Trail, Lakeview Village, Jim Tovey Lakeview Conservation Area, Jim 
Tovey Park, Long Branch GO, TTC transit, Brown's Line, Trillium Health / 
Queensway Health Centre, Sherway Plaza / Sherway Gardens and surrounding 
destinations; 

12. evidence of public health, mobility, accessibility, recreation, transit, health-care, local 
business, environmental, safety, quality-of-life and property-value benefits of 
completion; 

13. evidence of the absence of official public notice; and 

14. such further and other evidence as this Honourable Court may permit. 

LEGAL BASIS 

1. Judicial Review Procedure Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. J.1, including ss. 2 and 5; 

2. Rules of Civil Procedure, R.R.O. 1990, Reg. 194, including Rules 1.04, 14.05, 38 and 
68; 

3. Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43, including s. 109 if a Notice of 
Constitutional Question is required; 

4. Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c. 25, including municipal duties respecting 
representative, accountable and transparent governance; 

5. Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, ss. 2(b), 15, 24(1) and 32; 

6. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65; 

7. Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817; 

8. Roncarelli v. Duplessis, [1959] S.C.R. 121; 

9. Catalyst Paper Corp. v. North Cowichan (District), 2012 SCC 2; 

10. Nanaimo (City) v. Rascal Trucking Ltd., 2000 SCC 13; 
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11. Toronto (City) v. Ontario (Attorney General), 2021 SCC 34; 

12. Doré v. Barreau du Québec, 2012 SCC 12; 

13. Loyola High School v. Quebec (Attorney General), 2015 SCC 12; 

14. Law Society of British Columbia v. Trinity Western University, 2018 SCC 32; 

15. Fraser v. Canada (Attorney General), 2020 SCC 28; 

16. Eldridge v. British Columbia (Attorney General), [1997] 3 S.C.R. 624; 

17. Apotex Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General), [1994] 1 F.C. 742, aff'd [1994] 3 S.C.R. 
1100; and 

18. such further statutes, by-laws, policies, authorities and legal principles as the 
Applicant may advise and this Honourable Court may permit. 

PLACE OF HEARING AND ESTIMATED TIME 

The Applicant proposes that the application be heard in Brampton, Ontario, Central 
West Region, because the matter arises from municipal conduct by the City of 
Mississauga in Peel Region. 

The Applicant estimates that the hearing of this application will require one day, subject 
to any case-management direction of the Divisional Court. 

DATE: July 3, 2026 

 
Wolf Ruck, Self-represented Applicant 
1720 Lincolnshire Blvd., 
Mississauga, ON L5E 2S7 
T 647-210-0706 
E wolfruck@gmail.com 
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WOLF RUCK 
Applicant 

- and - 

THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 
and 

STEPHEN DASKO, in his official capacity as  

Ward 1 Councillor 
Respondents 

PROCEEDING COMMENCED AT BRAMPTON 
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TO DIVISIONAL COURT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

 
WOLF RUCK 

Wolf Ruck, Self-represented Applicant 
1720 Lincolnshire Blvd., 

Mississauga, ON L5E 2S7 
T 647-210-0706 

E wolfruck@gmail.com 

TO: 
The Corporation of the City of Mississauga 
300 City Centre Drive 
Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1 
Celine.Aguero@mississauga.ca 

TO: 
Stephen Dasko, Ward 1 Councillor 
City of Mississauga 
300 City Centre Drive 
Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1 
Stephen.Dasko@Mississauga.ca 

AND TO: 
Attorney General of Ontario  
Crown Law Office – Civil  
720 Bay Street, 8th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario M7A 2S9 
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