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SCHOOL INTEGRATION FOR STUDENTS WITH DOWN SYNDROME (D.S.)

The terms "integration", "mainstreaming” and "inclusion" are currently used by
different people and groups to mean different things. The Down’s Syndrome Assoc.
of Ontario tends to favour the word "integration”, however, we consider the terms
"mainstreaming” and "inclusion” to be synonymous.

SCHOOL INTEGRATION IS DEFINED AS:

- full-time placement in a regular, chronologically age appropriate class, in
the neighbourhood school (the school the student would be attending if s/he
were not labelled "exceptional"™) with whatever programme modifications and
support services are required to meet the student’s needs. (Programme
modification may include short periods of withdrawal from the classroom to
meet individual needs, but it most emphatically does not include placement
in a special education class for students currently labelled Educable Mentally
Retarded (Slow Learner), Trainable Mentally Retarded, or Multi-handicapped.)

THE GOALS OF SCHOOL INTEGRATION ARE:

- to ensure that students with D.S. receive a quality education to help them
develop to their fullest potential academically, socially, spiritually,
physically and emotionally.

- to ensure that students with D.S. are part of a community in which each student
is valued as an integral member, and experiences a sense of belonging.

- to provide the foundation for equality of opportunity for people with D.S. as
they enter adulthood.

SCHOOL INTEGRATION WORKS WHEN IT INCORPORATES THE FOLLOWING CONCEPTS AND ACTIONS:

- the belief, set in law, enforced in attitude and action, that students with
D.S. are entitled to integrated education, ensured by due-process protections,
as an equal benefit under the law.

- Boards of Education actively support integration by consulting meaningfully
with the Special Education Advisory Committees : and provide training in
integration for school personnel and monitor the process.

- the school staff, from the principal to the caretaker, work to support the
integration of the student into the social fabric of the school.
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the teacher takes responsibility for all of the students in his/her classroom,
modelling respect for diversity and the principle that all students are

equally valuable to the group.

the programming for students with D.S. is based on a strengths and needs
assessment rather than on traditional testing and labelling.

teachers receive appropriate training, support and help to meet their students’
needs.

parents collaborate as respected members of a team working for the best
interests of their child.

In the words of George Flynn, Director of Education
for the Waterloo Region Roman Catholic Separate School
Board, "Integration then means the process of making
whole - of uniting different parts in a new totality
- in this case a new community®.

Down’s Syndrome Assoc. Of Ontario
January 04, 1991




RESPONSE

in Marcn 1991, the Down Syndrome Association of Ontario
agreed to pe involved in a consultation process on "how to"
pest implement quality integration not a "whether to"
consuitation process which is the underliying message of this
aocument.

Inis document:

i. proposes a definition of integration which is in no way
related to any acceptable definition nor related to
integration as it is successfully practised by Boards of
Education committed to integration.

2. eniarges the scope of this document to include all
stuaents lapelled exceptional. This paper has tried to
opscure the fact that there are over 10,000 children in
tnis Province completely segregated from their peers.
Many ot tnese cnildren have Down syndrome. LEMESECRIS
group ot cnilaren labelled developmentally disabled who
are tne true focus of the drive for equity.

5. proposes a Kange Ot Placements which aaheres to the
Cascade Mocei impiying children have to earn the right
or somenow quallty tor integration. Range of Placements
cannot pe aiscussed until legislation is in place
guaranteelng cnildren the right to lntegration.

4., still retuses to grant parents the right to chal lenge
tneir chiid’s program. Once integration 1is in place,
tne tocus ot thne IPRC should pe on programming.
it does not take a strong proactive stand on the GHighit
of childaren to integration. Parental Choice has no
meaning unless children have the right to integration.

S. uses the phrase, "meets the needs of the el RS
continues to leave the power in the hands of the school
poards who have always used this slight of hand argument
to keep our children out of regular classes.

Integration - Equality by its very definition meets the
needs of all children. The task is how to develop and

deliver a program which meets the educational needs of

the child, not where to deliver it.

6. pushes pack, yet again, the implementation date to
septemper |993. UOur children have waited long enough
ana nave no more time to lose. Our implementation date
remains Septemper |992 and we will be demanding that
scnoo! Doaras penave accordingly.
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This Consultation Paper has weakened the momentum of
Integration. Integration as the norm is not the issue - the
rignt to equality is the issue.

Inis government has committed itself to Integration. This

document is "for all times" not only for recessionary times.
in trying to placate everyone, this document has victimized
our cnhllaren agailn. It is perpetuating the myth that a

qQifterent set ot rules apply to our children - get beyond
tne stigma anad see tne cnild.

integration 1S mainstreaming. It calls for equal
alstriputlon of resocurces !n speclal education, equal access
to educational opportunities, and equality of outcome for
all stuagents.

ifne time tor talking 1s over - it is time ftor
|mplementation.

Jur cnlidren aon’t need more words. They need Integration
NUW !



MEMORANDUM

TO: L Langdon, President
uise Bailey, Chairperson of Integration Committee
own's Syndrome Association of Ontario

FROM: David Baker

RE: Amendments to the Education Act to Give Parents the
Option of an Integration Placement for their Child |

Background

|
As you are aware the Educational Act imposes an obligation upon the Minister of
Education to ensure every exceptional child has an “appropriate cd‘ucation". Unfortunately
school boards differ widely on the appropriateness of offering integrated placements to their
pupils. Thus one board may integrate a child with a particular exc:eptionality, and the other
board would segregate a child with a comparable exceptionality. Parents are aware of this and
are therefore sceptical when advised by a board that there is only one appropriate placement for

their child. |

The current structure of the Education Act gives parents who. are seeking a segregated
placement for their child effective appeal rights. The right of appeal is limited to issues of the
identification of the child's exceptionality and placement of the child in a particular class.
Tribunals under the Act have held that the appeal cannot deal with the programs and services
in the classroom. As a result parents who want a segregated placement have often been
successful. A specialized program designed for the exceptional child'is always offered in such
placements. Parents seeking an integrated placement have been unsufcocssful because tribunals
have been unwilling to order a child placed in a regular classroom, without any assurance that
needed programs and services will be provided. '
1

Regulation 262 prescribes class sizes, teacher qualiﬁcations‘and other guarantees for
segregated placements. No comparable guarantees exist for integrated placements.

In short the Education Act provides many rights and guarantees for parents seeking

segregated placements for their children. No comparable guarantees exist for parents seeking
an integrated placement for their child. !

Proposed Amendment
Add 2 new subsections to section 31 of the Act:
(3)  An exceptional person has the right to attend any school which he or she would
have the right to attend, but for the child's exceptionality, in a classroom

appropriate to the child’s chronological age, with appropriate program
modifications and appropriate special education programs and services.
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(4) A board may apply to the Minister and be granted a temporary exemption from
the obligation contained in subsection (3).

Rationale

The Minister of Education has indicated support for integration as "the preferred option",
and that "parental choice” should be determinative. She then states the "integration option" will
be in place for the beginning of the school year in September, 1992. She then makes this a
practical 1mposs1b111ty by failing to includc the "integration option” | in her package of
amendments. It is generally accepted that unless the option is enacted by January, 1992, boards
will be unable to implement by September 1992. It would be 1mpossxble to conduct a
consultation of any significance and meet the deadline the * mtcgrauon option" must be added
to the Bill currently before the legislature. g

The draft amendment would operate separately from the appcal process mandated under
s. 10 (1) (6). Assuming the placement available through the appeal proccss is not the integrated
placement which would be available under s. 31 (3) the parents of the child would have a choice
between 2 options.

While s. 31 (3) speaks of appropriate modifications, programs: and services there would
be no appeal available to parents who disagreed with the boards’ opinion on this issue. It could
therefore still be argued that the integration option would enjoy |less protection than the
segregation option. This should ease acceptance of the amendment by boards which are hesitant
about integration.

S. 31 (4) grants the Minister discretion to grant temporary exemptions to boards which
require them. The Minister has argued that consultation is necessary to enable discussion of the
human and financial resources needed to make integration a reality. ile most integration will
involve no additional costs, making schools wheelchair accessible and making some specialized
services available will take time. This should be acknowledged. The consultation should be
about the criteria and process to be used by the Minister when consuicnng applications for an
exemption,

In the case of Hysert v. Carleton Board of Education ef, al, the Hysert family
successfully asserted a s. 15 Charter right to an integrated placement. Numerous other cases
are pending beforc thc Courts and the Human Rights Commission. The Ministry was
unprepared to oppose the Hysert's application thereby acknowledging that the status quo violates
the equality guarantees in the Charter., The draft amendments represent what is necessary at a
minimum to bring the law into compliance.






LIFESTYLES: PEOPLE WITH DOWN SYNDROME IN THE 1990°’s

Historically, there have been major barriers to equality of opportunity and inclusion of
people with Down syndrome in all aspects of community life. Institutionalization,
segregated schools and classes, discrimination in housing and employment have
reflected inequality of opportunity and lack of civil rights for people with Down
syndrome. As these barriers are gradually being broken down, expectations for
people with Down syndrome increasingly equate with expectations for the rest of the
population.

Parents today expect_that their offspring with Down syndrome will:

attend the Iocal daycare oentre and receive an early intervention (stlmulation)

ki prooeed 1o college or ;employﬁie'nti?oﬁ’~¢efﬁbletioé,;-ef;h;i§h ‘school. - -

. 'move out of thenr homes mto a variety of living situations (with friends, relatives,
spouses) ' .
o as adulis,panicipate in and contribute to all aspects of community life, and be as

self-sufficient and independent as possible.

Wolf Wofensberger called it “normalization”; parents call it inclusion.





