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The Down Syndrome Association of Metropolitan Toronto and the York
Region Down Syndrome Association represent approximately 300
families and generally assume responsibility to speak for the
interests of all persons with Down Syndrome including the many
children and young adults witq Down Syndrome who are wards of the
Province and are usually living in foster homes, group homes,

small and large institutions.

Our organization was founded in 1985 by a concerned group of
parents who were already spending much time working on behalf
of their children in conjunction with other groups, but who
felt it was imperative to focus on the needs of persons with
Down Syndrome, because they are a highly visible and easily
identifiable group omeng:- people who need extra supports in our

community.

It is in no way by whim or accident that the Down Syndrome
Associations are profoundly interested in the benefits and
protections available now to our children under the Charter
of Rights and Freedoms.



People with Down Syndrome have been singled out as a distinct
target of active discrimination in the areas of medical care,
access to recreational activities, protection from abuse and

education.

Persons with Down Syndrome have a genetic disorder resulting from
an additional 21lst chromosome. There are many characteristics
of Down Syndrome all of which are found in the general population.
However, children with Down Syndrome have usually a cluster of
these, but persons with Down Syndrome are highly individualized

and no person has all fifty characteristics.

Persons with Down Syndrome have been very overly and negatively
stereotyped and this generally accounts for their low regard
withinour society and the extent ¢ which medical research has

devoted itself to prenatal diagnosis and abortion.

In the past, persons with Down Syndrome were institutionalized

on medical advice and left to develop as they might withina system
which was at best neglectful and uncaring and at worst actively
abusive. Children, who therefore were essentially untreated and
uncared for, and therefore remained at very poor levels of
functioning,and suffered from very poor health and early death,
were then held up to the public as the model of the disease,

Down Syndrome. Children with Down Syndrome do have some common
physical features which persuades people that they all look alike.
However, persons with Down Syndrome look like their family members

more than they resemble each other.

They generally need help with fine and gross motor movement but
it is rare for a child with Down Syndrome to be physically
disabled. Children with Down Syndrome are capable of playing

sports, skating, dancing, etc.

Most children with Down Syndrome need help with their learning.
Most are moderately or mildly retarded. There are a small
number of children with severe difficulties and a number who

function within the normal range of intelligence.
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5) IPRC be responsible for ensuring appropriate individual programming,
and be the watchdog committee which will ensure that the integration
process is being carried out throughout the school system to prevent
undermining by specific schools, principals or teachers.

5b) Strengths and needs assessment be basis for programming.

5¢c) As parents have no right under the IPRC system now to guestion
the appropriateness of the childrens program, we recommend that

section 8(2) be amended to allow for this.

6) That section 34 of the Education Act be abolished. No child should
be designated "unable to profit from instruction". 1Indeed, such
an occurance should alert us to the denial of fundamental human

rights.

Integration in local schools, with age appropriate peers with individ-
uvalized programming is not an idea which is untried and wuntested. . 1t is
taking place sucessfully in the Roman Catholic Separate School Board

in Wellington County, in Hamilton-Wentworth and in isolated situations
when an individual school mainly Catholic, hos chosen to integrate a

particular student.

Of course, it is sad to say, that kkere are examples of integration

which have been set up to fail; ie. a student has been placed in a more
or less age appropriate class with some programming)with no support or
direction for the teacher, little or no support from the school principal
and system as a whole. Therefore the success of the experiment may rest
on the shoulders of Q@ six year old girl and her often determined but
beleagered parents who are basically engaged in a process of hand to hand

combat with the system on a daily basis.

Integration as a specific intent or goal of the Act must be clearly

stated so that there is no room for confusion or footdragging by school

boards. The process of integration must be closely monitored and therc

must be a body with the authority to take proper corrective action.

School Integration works when it encorporates the following:

a) The belief set in law, enforced in attitude and action that children
with special needs are entitled to integrated education as an eqgual

benefit of the law and due process protection from abuses.
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b) School boards actively support integration by consulting meaningtfully
with the Special Education Advisory Committees and providing
training in integration for school personnel and monitoring the

process.

c) Individual schools from the principal to the caretaker work to
support the integration of the child into the social fabric of the

school.

a) Children are indentified as exceptional and their programming is
based on a strengths and needs assessment rather thar or traditional

testing and labelling.

e) Teachers receive appropriate training, support and help from resour«o

specialists to meet their students needs.

f) Parents collaborate as respected members of a “"team" working for the

best interests of the child.

There exists at this point many resources available to train and assist
individuals, teachers and school boards in the process of integration
and the provision of sound individualized programming to children with
special needs. Unfortunately, because so much time is wasted by parenti
and professionals and school boards fighting the right to integrated
educatiaéim;lot of valuable and expensive time is wasted, which should

be spent on developing quality education for our children.

Let me close by saying for those of you who may be thinking that we
parents of children with special needs are only concerned about our own
situation and ignore the realities of the needs of typical students and
the unfortunately all tovreal examples of their being failed by our syuieom
this is no' so. '

We believe without a doubt that the key to better education for typical
children and the key to promoting humanistic values in our society wherein

human differences are recognized, respected and reasonable accomodation

made, is the inclusion by right of our children into the regular agec
appropriate classrooms in their local school. When we the public}di:ect'
our educators to value and work towards the strengths and needs of each

student, then surely all our children will reap the benefits.



The Down Syndrome Association of Metropolitan Toronto concurs with and
supports the following recommendations put forward by the Advocacy

Resource Centre for the Handicapped:

1) _ Marriage Act -~ Section 7 be amended to read as follows:

"Notwithstanding any other provisions in law, a person who suffers
from a long term mental of developmental disability shall not be
denied the issuance of a marriage certificate and the solemnization ol

a marriage".

2) Occupational Health and Safety Act - workers in sheltered workshop::

should be covered under the Act. Therefore we recommend that scat ion

1.29ii be repealed.

3) Motor Vehicle Licences - we recommend that section 10 of Regulat ion

462 be repealed and that persons denied any class of licences on
the basis of disability be provided with a right to a hearing bcefore

the Licence Suspension Appeal Board.

4) Employment Standards Act - there are many problematic issues

involved in the issuance of group permits, most of which impact

negatively on disabled people. We recommend the repzal of Section /4.

5) Health Disciplines Act - we recommend that this Act be amended 80

that Group B physidians are no longer able to practice in facilities

for disabled persons.

6) Building Accessibility - we recommend that the full protections o

the Building Code be extended to disabled and that the exemptionu
from Part 10 which has been granted to residential accomodations

and places of employment be repealed.

7) Given the vital importance of the Human Rights Code to disabled
people,we are very concerned about the “notwithstanding clause¢”,
therefore we recommend that section 46(2) of the Code be amendrs:d to
read:

" Where a provision in an Act or regulation purports to requirea o
or authorize conduct that is a contravention of Part 1, the Acl

applies in all cases ".

We recommend the repeal of Section 16(1l)(a).





