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Facilitating Learning through Experience

Abstract
This study looks at an aspect of experiential learning known as serendipitous learning. In this instance it occurred through freeplay in a natural woodland environment. Relevant literature is reviewed to consider the benefits of serendipitous learning. The intention was to examine how the facilitator can affect this experience. Sustainability for the participants and the environment was also at the forefront of consideration during the design and execution of this project. Six children took part and the event happened over the course of one day. Research was carried out using observation and note taking and personal reflection. This was also an opportunity to reflect on my own facilitation. The research suggests that serendipitous learning can be a medium for significant learning in four spheres – physical, mental, social, and emotional. A criticism of this method is the difficulty found in quantifying learning or development that has taken place. The conclusion is that given the right environment the facilitator can take a step back and still provide a significant learning opportunity.
Introduction
Serendipitous learning is a form of emergent learning and is an approach to experiential learning that looks to benefit from unprescribed learning. Serendipitous learning proposes a shift of focus, from product to process, it emphasises value on indeterminate, less quantifiable learning that is less predictable and more subjective to each learner (Krouwel, 2005). Serendipitous learning is the learning that is unplanned. This does not necessarily mean that it is accidental but rather is incidental. Although few have written about it, serendipitous learning has been observed and discussed as a valid and valuable area of learning. Greenaway (in Williams, 2012), one of the key thinkers and contributors, observed during a Development Course that the learning considered most valuable by participants was outside of the planned learning outcomes and occurred apart from their trainers and facilitators. In his paper The Generative Paradigm, Loynes identifies characteristics of an emergent paradigm. These include the facilitator accompanying rather than leading participants, and goal free learning that can be considered a journey rather than a solution (Loynes, 2002, p. 122). Williams (2012) writes of the importance of “creating time, space and opportunity for participants to learn for themselves, rather than for their own learning to be framed and directed by the facilitator.” (p. 141). These writers and others will be explored in greater depth in the literature review along with looking at how this style of learning is contrary to much of the current state of Outdoor Education in the UK. 
Serendipitous learning is most likely to occur in a less directed session, so it was important for me to include free play (unstructured time) for the participants in my research. I designed the project so that I could observe how my own facilitation can affect freeplay for children in a natural woodland setting, with a particular interest in how, as a facilitator, I might increase opportunities for serendipitous learning. This was my first aim. My second aim was to promote sustainable practice whilst enjoying natural spaces. I used the “Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015” (Welsh Government, 2015) to structure my approach towards sustainability. My third and final aim was to reflect on observations made during this session and learn from them and how to better my future practice.
To incorporate the aims into my practice, I chose a natural woodland in which to conduct the project, and limited the group size to just six. The plan for the day’s programme was to have two very unstructured sessions either side of a more structured, but still very relaxed session in the middle. The methodology on page 6 will give more detail and a session plan is included in the appendix D.
Literature review
This first part of the literature review will look into the origins, history, and context of serendipity and serendipitous learning. This will be followed by a systematic look at the benefits of free play combined with the benefits of using natural woodlands as a play area. The word Serendipity is first used in the English language in 1754 through a letter written by Horace Walpole, the meaning then loosely being: accidental discoveries of things you were not looking for (Mann, 2011, p 407). Today, in the business world, serendipity is used to refer to the inspiration that office workers may get whilst talking at the coffee machine or meeting in a hallway, so companies such as Yahoo and Google have structured their buildings and work environments around this idea (Lindsay, 2013). In the context of Outdoor Learning, serendipitous learning has more recently been recognised to happen alongside, and in addition to intended learning. This can be referred to as accidental or unplanned learning. The current state of Outdoor Education makes very little room for serendipitous learning.
The current state of Outdoor Education is much closer related to Loynes’ (1998) Adventure in a bun. As Outdoor centres have become “Mcdonaldised” (p. 2), its not just the activities that have been commodified into an “off the shelf” (ibid.) convenience, but also the learning objectives and outcomes. Frontloading is a common method involved in facilitating an experience (Priest and Gass, 2005). Frontloading consists of giving the information (typically desired learning outcomes) upfront or before an activity. Priest and Gass (2005) describe how it developed as a progression from debriefing: “By loading the learning up front, debriefing simply becomes… reemphasising the learning rather than reacting to events” (p. 193). From this understanding it can be seen that frontloading is also scripting the debrief for after a session, yet the reacting that is being omitted is the very response that could validate or invalidate serendipitous learning. Whilst frontloading may be considered appropriate to certain learning environments, for example where a specific technical skill is necessary, an increasing number of writers and practitioners are avoiding the frontloading method as they believe it to be prescriptive and restrictive to their participants’ learning (Williams, 2012; Greenaway, 2008; Leberman and Martin, 2004), yet it is still widely used throughout the outdoor industry. Greenaway (2008) lists other processes alongside frontloading that are adding to the highly organised repeatability of experiential learning, these are: programming, delivering, frontloading, framing, funnelling, and processing. (p. 11). Not only are these helping to commodify experiential learning, but each process is placing more value on the facilitators aims instead of giving value to the individual’s own learning experience. A quick a look at outdoor activity centres in the UK reveals that a major selling point for outdoor centres is who can pack the most activities into each visit (PGL, 2019; Manor Adventure 2019; Robinwood, 2019). These highly facilitated centres’ programmes focus on maximising promised learning outcomes and offer little, if any scope for individual learning experiences. For serendipitous learning to happen, there needs to be a move away from prescribed learning and towards a more open and less scripted methods of delivery. 
Williams (2012) identified a similar theme of learner’s wanting to “take more control” (p.151). This is reflective of the researcher’s style of facilitation in exercising a less directive approach and allowing opportunity for learners to direct themselves, and consequently, their own learning. Free play is widely considered more beneficial than structured play for young children mentally, physically, socially, and emotionally (Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016; Niehues et al, 2013; Brussoni et al, 2012), and while definitions can vary slightly, there are a few critical points. Criteria from Joshi (in Maslekar, 2007) states that freeplay should be an activity freely chosen by the child, self-motivating and promoting the interest and commitment of the child. The benefits of freeplay also include the development of the imagination and creativity (Maslekar, 2007). It is worth noting that there is a  rise of popularity of video games and general increased “screen time” (Sigman, 2014), a passive form of play that is not considered freeplay and excludes the benefits of freeplay, and is an active part of sedentary behaviour and associated diseases (ibid.). Not only is screen time contrary to the benefits of freeplay, but screen time competes for the time of day that could otherwise be spent as freeplay. 
Kaplan and Kaplan (in Louv, 2010) identify the difference between directed attention and fascination, calling an environment that has a sufficient “fascination factor” (p.104) to allow directed attention to rest, a restorative environment. Directed attention occurs when there is a particular task or object stimulating the brain, this can be anything from a phone screen to a rock climbing session. This direct attention is not a negative thing however it leads to what the Kaplans call “directed-attention-fatigue” (in Louv, 2010, p. 103). The remedy for this was found when subjects reported a “sense of peace and an ability to think more clearly” that came from “just being” in nature (ibid.) An directed attention fatigue can cause behaviour problems such as agitation, irritation, and the inability to concentrate, both immediately and long term. Part of facilitating freeplay could be considered as allowing the child’s fascination to take more control, following their intrinsic motivations, and letting that restoration happen.
There are also benefits to be found in using natural spaces such as woodlands for learning environments. Fjortoft and Sageie (2000) write that a diverse natural landscape has the qualities for a “varied and stimulating” environment in which to play (p. 92). A woodland presents the best example of such a diverse natural landscape as it can provide structures and building materials which affords the building of shelters, dens, or other imaginative constructions. A woodland can also provide opportunity for challenging physical movements, be it balancing on a log, hanging from a branch, or climbing a tree. Gibson (1979) first used the term affordance to describe how the environment can invite, trigger, or provide opportunity for people to interact. The emphasis is not only on the environment however, as a child’s physical capacity, motor skills and coordination that determines what affordances are available (Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016). Zamani (2016) looks at manufactured play areas in comparison to natural ones at identifies a few key benefits of woodland spaces. The woods gave the greatest opportunity for the expression of creativity and imagination. The manufactured play area whilst more functional, was considered to be tedious and children felt that they had completed that area, where the woods was open to fresh exploration upon each visit. In this study of different style of play zones, it was identified that children preferred places where they could hide from adults, whilst still being able to look out and inspect their surroundings (Zamani, 2016, p. 186). This leads to the consideration of supervision and an important aspect that cannot be overlooked - safety. It has been widely acknowledged that a level of risk in play is essential for a child’s development, learning and self-confidence (Zamani, 2016; Rohnke 1999; Gill, 2007; Priest and Gass 1993; Jenkins, 2006; Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016; Little and Eager, 2010; Sandseter, 2007), and with this a balance must be found between exposure to risk and levels of supervision. Equally, if the risk is too great, even if only from the individual’s perspective, then the resulting stress can severely hinder learning (Zink and Leberman, 2001, p. 52). Children do not innately seek physical danger, rather, their “curiosity” leads them to experiment and explore possibilities and sometimes limitations (Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016, p. 326). It is this curiosity, paired with the aforementioned fascination, that can become the core driving force in the children’s learning.
I will be using Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 (Welsh Government, 2015, p. 3) as a leading authority on sustainable development which is defined as follows:
	“In this Act, “sustainable development” means the process of improving the economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales by taking action, in accordance with the sustainable development principle, aimed at achieving the well-being goals.”
There are seven well-being goals each presented with a description to help implement it. Here I will focus on the goals that are relevant to this paper. The goals being omitted are concerning communities and economy on a scale too large for this study, including these would detract from the quality of the research. One of the well-being goals is to become “a resilient Wales” (ibid., p. 4). This goal focuses on a healthy natural environment and ecosystems, their resilience, and their capacity to adapt to change. Another well-being goal is “A healthier Wales” (ibid.). Focusing on individuals, this second goal looks at physical and mental well-being and associated behaviours and choices, in particular those that benefit future health. The final two goals being addressed here are “A prosperous Wales” and “A more equal Wales” (ibid.). The first looks at developing skill and education for the individual, whilst consciously reducing carbon output. Similarly, the second, “A more equal Wales” seeks to form a society that enables individuals to fulfil their potential, irrespective of background or circumstance. To collate these four points, we are looking to promote the health of the environment and the individual as well as the individual’s knowledge and skill base, all in a low carbon effort.
 The outdoors provides considerable opportunity for environmental and sustainability education (Higgins and Kirk, 2006; Hill, 2012). Spending time in the outdoors is a good way to implement this as an understanding of the environment can grow through direct experience, for example: feeling rain fall and talking about the water cycle or seeing a fallen tree that is rotting and providing for new life on the woodland floor. Even a conversation about using a wood fire or gas stove to boil water can develop into conversation on environmental considerations. A big part of understanding sustainability, in addition to learning about the environment, is to develop a relationship with the environment (ibid.). By spending time in a natural space, one can grow familiar with it and the hope here is that with that familiarity comes care and perhaps emotional investment. This applies to the facilitator as much as it applies to the participants. Hill (2012) identified that teachers who were not invested in the broader sense of sustainability found it difficult to teach for or about sustainability perspectives and practices. What teachers or facilitators know, do, value, and understand makes a difference to students’ or participants’ learning. This serves well to help facilitators recognise their role and responsibility to promote sustainable practice through more than just their delivery content.
Methodology
Letters (see appendix X) were used to contact the parents of the participants. Of the participants who responded there were three boys and three girls, all aged between nine and ten years old. The participants were all locally schooled, yet this was not useful in assuming their background or previous experience with the outdoors. This selection represents very well (except in size) a group that would typically attend an outdoor education centre. Selecting a smaller groups size made the supervision aspect much easier, allowing attention during the activity to be spent elsewhere. The groups size was also what I believed to be optimal – not so big that the children were likely to split off into two or more separate groups yet big enough that there would be enough ideas and contributors to the activity.
I wanted to steer away from any sort of formal briefing or frontloading to start the day as this can be restrictive of their learning and exploration as discussed in the literature review. Instead I used leading questions to communicate, or prompt some “rules” of the day, for example “What should we do if we see some rubbish,” or “how much is it sensible for us to spread out in the woods?” I continued this style of prompting questions to help them to consider and decide their own rules and behaviours throughout the rest of the day to ensure their safety and a positive experience, as well as good stewardship of the woodlands. 
The running of the activity was heavily inclined towards freeplay, giving great opportunity for serendipitous learning to emerge. During the children’s freeplay I kept myself partially occupied with preparing a fire and some soup to reduce my interactions and potential influences and help the children not feel watched. There was a more directed session which overlapped a having lunch. This overlap was deliberate as I believed having a meal together would help to avoid any feeling of formality and encourage free flowing conversation. During this lunch period I asked questions to identify what they had been up to (although I had been observing to a degree). The purpose of my questions was to learn from the children what they were most interested in and then inform or train them with relevant knowledge or skills to further achieve what they were interested and motivated in. After lunch and this directed session, there was a second period of freeplay.
Correspondence with the parents involved an information sheet, explaining the purpose of the activity and intended use of information gathered. A parental consent form was completed in conjunction with this information. The children concerned will receive full anonymity and no recording devices were to be used. I used notes and observations to gather information on the day and further notes upon reflection, however a key limitation of writing notes after the event is that it is dependent upon memory. An ethics form was also approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David before going forward with the day. 
Due to a limited timeframe the greatest difficulty I had with the execution of this plan was liaising with the parents to find a time and date where all were available. I was fortunate to have access to a very well-suited private woodland, that has a few established footpaths, and a few less well established, as well as a single vehicle track. From a risk assessing perspective this was ideal as there would be easy access in the event of an emergency (see appendix A for risk assessment).
Critical Evaluation
This section will consist of a critical evaluation and discussion of the overall project in relation to the literature review above. The conception of this project came from the opportunity to deliver a session differently to the current norms. Frontloading and prescribing learning outcomes are the two primary facilitation tools I was looking to avoid. The literature review covered these to reveal that frontloading, or telling a child what you want them to learn, can restrict and limit their learning to only what you have planned (Williams, 2012; Greenaway 2008; Leberman and Martin, 2004). This less scripted style of facilitation does make it harder to measure learning, which in turn makes it less attractive to some groups. It is difficult to avoid frontloading completely, as the group will always need some information. To avoid it as best as I could, I spread out over time the information they needed. The duration of the event was in the initial letter, and then reinforced by the parents when they were dropped off. This was good because the children did not receive the information from me directly. Information on the particulars of the day was also drip-fed as and when it was needed. “Let’s go find a good place to set up a base camp” was the first instruction I gave. I already knew of a few suitable locations and suggested that they led the way. This instruction immediately turned their attention to inspecting and exploring the woods with the interest and motivation of choosing a spot to “claim” as their own. I gave them no criteria or definition of what counted as a good place, this was left to them. There were a few very quick suggestions of good places, hoping for my approval, to which each time I redirected the decision back to the group. 
Deliberately giving the children control at the beginning of the day helped them to expect less direction from me throughout the rest of the day. This also allowed me to take a step back until I had little or no influence on the group’s decisions and behaviours, this is a critical step in creating a freeplay environment (Williams, 2012; Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016; Niehues et al, 2013; Brussoni et al, 2012). I made an effort to maintain this distance and lack of influence, but this did not completely prevent me from interacting with them. Very quickly I was treated more as a peer than the instructor or teacher. For example: upon the discovery of a large number of woodlice there was excitement for everyone to come and see it, and lots of questions that we were seemingly aimed at nobody in particular. The considerable size difference of some of these woodlice triggered the question of the age of the woodlice, to which I deemed worthy of a quick google on my phone. I chose to do this as I recognised this as a memorable moment that could be joined with what was then a very relevant and interesting fact. Upon reflection I may have also done this partly to satisfy my own curiosity, as it is something I have never asked before but was interested to know, and perhaps partially out of habit I go conveniently to the internet for quick and easy answers. There is no formula for when it is advisable to produce information in this way, instead it relies on the experience and discretion of the facilitator. To capitalise on every opportunity would detract from their experience of exploration. Children are often full of questions in such an environment and answering all of them would potentially overload them with information. Knowing when to satisfy their curiosity or allow their exploration to be driven by it is a challenge many facilitators will face.
This short experience I had with the group demonstrated that I was not choosing what they learnt but instead learning with them. I believe this helped create a relationship that was less formal than a typical teacher-pupil relationship that they would have been familiar with. The woodlouse event is a good example of serendipitous learning (Williams, 2006), which came from giving time and space for the children’s fascination and curiosity and letting that be the driving force for their learning (Louv 2010). If I had led the children along the path to my desired location, I would have not looked under the bark of a fallen tree to discover the woodlice, not would the children had I not give them the freedom to explore.
The choice of location was the fulcrum of this activity. The woodland environment offered many affordances (Gibson, 1979). Simply being a new, unfamiliar place, this was an affordance to explore and discover. Obstacles such as trees fallen across the footpath challenged mobility and invited the challenge to stand and balance on it. What became most apparent was the fallen branches which could be used for leaning against trees to build dens and shelters. During the first freeplay session this became the main preoccupation for the children, but more importantly it was something the children had decided to do without any input from me. It is possible to recreate and manufacture these challenges and opportunities in an indoor or urban environment, but research has evidenced that children express more creativity and exercise more imagination in a natural environment (Zamani, 2016). Although important, not all the emphasis can be placed on the woodland for determining what affordances are available. The children in this group were all reasonably fit and healthy – not one of them had any particular physical disadvantage. Their physical ability was also a huge factor in what they were able to do in the woods. This particular woodland, as a native British woodland, had a diverse range of trees and bushes, with varying levels of open ground and impassable undergrowth amongst the trees, all of which served to create affordances for imaginative play.
My level of supervision could be considered very relaxed. I did not keep a constant eye on any of the children, although I was paying attention to their general whereabouts. Children reportedly seek out play areas out of site from adults (Zimani, 2016). The children in my group were quite considerate of my location and had an understanding that it was not a good idea to “disappear.” That said, this did not stop them from roaming a small distance, in pursuit of the next self-appointed task, whatever that was. I made a conscious effort not to be seen watching them to give them a greater feeling of freedom and self-governance. I was happy to do this as I am particularly familiar with the area and confident that there were no major hazards they could come in to. This relaxed level of supervision would not have been appropriate in a higher risk environment. Children do not actively look for danger, however their curiosity leads them to explore and experiment (Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016). I did not see it, but the laughs told me it was not severe when one of the children must have slipped and fallen over. I knew who it was when I saw their muddied trousers. Exposure to a low level of risk is beneficial for children’s learning and development (Zamani, 2016; Rohnke 1999; Gill, 2007; Priest and Gass 1993; Jenkins, 2006; Gurholt and Sanderud, 2016; Little and Eager, 2010; Sandseter, 2007). By learning what they are physically capable of and where their limits lie, children can grow in self-confidence. 
When asked questions, the children knew a great deal about how to look after the woodland in a responsible and sustainable manner, for example: they knew it was better to collect fallen branches from the floor for building, rather than pulling down living branches. They also were able to recognise when it was better to leave a larger branch alone, be it to big or so full of new life, such as fungi and insects, it was better left undisturbed. Experiential learning through freeplay, whether serendipitous or not, offers restoration that has a positive effect on a child’s mental state in both the immediate and the long term (Louv 2010). Showing a group this restorative environment in an achievable way (no special equipment needed) unlocks this restoration for them to access in the future. Developing a relationship with the woodlands, or any other natural environment, that is based on positive experiences is what is needed to foster care for the future of those environments.
The primary limitation of this style of research project is the difficulty in quantify the benefit it has to the participants. Due to the deliberate lack of specific learning goals from the outset, it is difficult to measure what the participants learnt. A greater attempt to review at the end of the session would have given a better idea of what learning each participant had taken away. I also think a follow up, a few days after the event, would reveal a great deal about what learning had taken place.
Conclusion
The conclusion that can be drawn from this report is that the facilitator can have a considerable effect on the learning of individuals within a group. Stepping back allows the children to take more control and makes freeplay more free. Allowing curiosity and fascination to motivate the children’s learning can be supplemented by the facilitator, but carefully so as not to take from their own sense of discovery. The woodland was a suitable location for a few reasons. Firstly, having trees to break line of sight can give the child a sense of lack of supervision from and adult, and this can enhance their freedom to play. Secondly the woodland exposes them to low level risk which they can choose to engage with and learn to manage themselves accordingly. Thirdly the woodland afforded play that a manufactured or less diverse environment would not. Finally, the woodland offered a holistic perspective on sustainability and well-being that taught that the environment can help the individual and the individual can help the environment. As mentioned above, the primary limitation is that it is difficult to quantify the benefits and learning of the children involved thus making it hard to take the theory or practice to policy level. 4530 words
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Appendix A: Risk Assessment
	Hazard
	Risk to Participant
	Severity
	Likelihood
	Control
	

	Temperature and weather conditions
	Hypothermia
	High
	Low
	Participants will have waterproof coats and addition (carried, not worn) warm layers of their own. Instructor will also carry spares. Level 3 outdoor first aid held by instructor, and appropriate kit carried.
	

	Poorly fitted shoes
	Blisters
	Low
	Low
	Participants informed of requirements. There is no demand for big distance or sustained activity. Rest is always available. Level 3 outdoor first aid held by instructor, and appropriate kit carried.
	

	Previous Medical Condition
	Illness or injury
	High
	Low
	Participants (parents of) are to complete medical form prior to activity. Leader aware and appropriate actions/measures to be taken if/when required. Level 3 outdoor first aid held by instructor, and appropriate kit carried.
	

	Slips, trips and falls, scratches and grazes
	Injury, particularly to lower limb.
Possible scratches or bumps from low branches in woodland.
	Medium
	Medium
	Participants made aware of slippery and un even ground and wearing suitable footwear. They will not be required to move at speed, over great distance, or carry weight at any point. Level 3 outdoor first aid held by instructor, and appropriate kit carried.
	

	Moving Water
	Entrapment, pinning, drowning.
	High
	Low
	Stream assessed for water levels, if too high, will be avoided completely. Will only access specific areas with reduced obstacles and current.
	

	Getting lost or separated from group
	Injuries from time spent unsupervised. 
Trauma
	Low
	Low
	Participants will know the location of the leader and each other at all times. Briefed never to be entirely alone, and to call for help if help is needed. Group size kept very small. Whistle carried by leader.
	

	Fire/hot food
	Burns and Scalds
	Medium
	Low
	Leader always present with lit fire. Only one fire will be lit.
Verbal warning given for hot food. Level 3 outdoor first aid held by instructor, and appropriate kit carried.
	




Appendix B: Parental Consent Form
Parental Consent Form
The following details are to be completed by the parent/guardian. Signed parental consent must be received from participants before they may take part in the agreed activity.

Name of child: .............................................................................................................
Date of event: ..............................................................................................................

Please include any medical information/requirements here: 
...................................................................................................................................................
...................................................................................................................................................
...................................................................................................................................................
...................................................................................................................................................

Emergency contact on day of event
Name…………………………………….…..................................
Phone number 1…………………………………….…..................................
Phone number 2…………………………………….…..................................

PARENTAL CONSENT:
I confirm I am the parent/guardian of the above named child and that I consent for them to take part in the activity detailed above. I also confirm that I have read the information sheet and I am aware of the risks associated with this activity. I consent to my child taking part and understand that I am free to withdraw them at any time.


Signed (parent or guardian only) .................................................………………..........
Date ………………………….


Please note: without this information the child will not be allowed to take part in the event.

Appendix C: Information Sheet

Information Sheet
 
Dear parent/guardian,
I would like to offer the opportunity for your son/daughter to participate in a woodland activity day.
What
This will involve spending the day at Llanddowror woods and include some fun woodland activities such as exploring, building shelters, and fire-building. Your child will require a packed lunch, which will be supplemented by bread and soup cooked on the fire.
Why
My aim is that the children will have a fantastic time and thoroughly enjoy themselves. I would also like to use the opportunity to have a chance to reflect on the delivery of the day, looking at varying levels of free play and more structured activities. I am required to write a report of the day, which will only be seen by myself and my tutors, if you would also like a copy of the final report please contact me to request one. The report will be a personal reflection on my facilitation and delivery, if mentioned the children will be anonymised.
Where and When
Starting at 10am and finishing at 4pm the day will be in Llanddowror woods, which is easily located directly across the road from Old Mill Wood Yard. The woods are a mixture of managed and unmanaged areas with good vehicle access and lots of footpaths.
Risks involved
As with any trip outdoors there are the usual risks of slips trips and falls. In the woods there are low (eye level) branches, brambles and other thorny plants, and we will of course have a fire. All of these risks I am familiar with and well-practised in managing. I am suitably qualified for looking after groups in such environments and will be carrying an appropriate first aid kit with me. There are no plans for wet/muddy activities however it is possible that your child may return somewhat less clean and less dry. 
List of items for your child to bring:
Sensible footwear (wellies/boots/trainers)
Waterproof coat
Extra layer (fleece/hoodie etc)
Packed lunch




Appendix D: Annotated Session Plan
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Session Plan

10:30 Meet parents in “carpark” to receive children. W b( = Q v 3/ 6 Q{\\_\OO& mj
Walk into woods to find a basecamp. Establish location, drop bags, explore —fhis is the L
freeplay session (o ) O g %UQS*'C’[“S = Cj;*/q Fhamn co (\\’(O\

12:00 Build fire for heating soup. This does not need to be done urgently, go with how the group is
feeling/behaving. D r\o)f vaj\ CNE]j \.m(_\\f s TM‘N\ ; km‘%f’

bus 5

Over lunch time learn what the children’s interests have been so far, what they have discovered etc.
If needed question suggestions: (f\{o Y al S; X arvo (33 g} = J[I/\}n’\

What did you find/explore? \Q\( ’H’ULY\/\ \mo\ve *Mﬁ»\f Dt

What have you been up to/playing?
CON SQ\" (VR k(‘)@

Did you see anything new/alive/exciting?

Guided session to be whatever the children are most interested in — don’t all have to do the same.

Options packed for but not limited to “)V ATO\YQS asS !Q ,-6 &S PY \\/0\\(J_S
Fire building &
Foraging

Water collection/cleaning
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Tree Swing/rope bridge/knots

Animal tracking/ poop ID

Once The childen have grasped this guided session they can go and “have a go” by themselves. This
is the second freeplay session.

Dismantle/redistribute leave no trace in woods

15:30 Parents collect children from same carpark
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