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SKIP Reflective Writing
All of my SKIP sessions in part one and part two of this reflective writing were based in the same setting with children aged three to four years old, some of whom attended school part time. The children I worked with varied from week to week due to my availability and their days of attendance. The numbers also varied weekly with group sizes ranging from four to eight children.  Part one is based on the first three weeks and part two on the final three weeks.
Part One
Two of the sessions were based in the outdoor area of the setting and the third was based indoors in room which is not usually used by the children. Each session consisted of a warm up activity based on fundamental locomotor skills and a main activity based on fundamental manipulation skills.  Before starting each activity I explained and demonstrated to the children what we were going to. I did not have time to explain to the staff beforehand as they were in ratio. I feel that opportunity would have been beneficial to all involved to help allow the sessions run more smoothly and to provide better direction to the children.
Warm up sessions consisted of the children playing the locomotor skills games. I wanted to see how the children moved their bodies and when travelling whether they could change direction without instruction. Initially I expected the children to move in a circle following a straight pathway which is what they did, however some children moved in and out of the spots producing a curved action. With regards to the development of pathways, Mollie Davies said “Pathways are important in children’s spontaneous play. Two-, three-, and four-year olds mainly travel in straight lines and curves” (2003). Although this was a structured game rather than spontaneous play I felt that this could be seen quite evidently when the children were not told specifically how to move. Most of the children ran but I felt that it was quite difficult to assess what stage of running as they had to run carefully due to the environment they were in. This environment was used throughout the first two sessions and due to its nature I could see how it related to Newell’s model of constraints (Haywood and Getchell, 2014). Each locomotor activity had task constraints which were chosen by myself. I could have developed this by involving the children in the choices I made but I was not confident at this stage of their abilities. They responded well and understood what they were being asked to do, which gave me a sense of relief as I felt that I had pitched it at an appropriate level.
The fundamental manipulation skills tasks for these sessions concentrated on throwing, rolling and catching. During the first session I gave the children bean bags to throw into hoops on the floor, as they would not roll away. I wanted to provide this task constraint so that I could view their throwing skills.  I felt that this session went quite well. However, on reflection, the children mainly threw underarm. I should have thought more carefully about the skill of overarm throwing and organised higher targets on the wall to encourage a more appropriate arm action. This would have helped me to identify more clearly the stages of throwing that the children were at as shown in Figure 11.3 (Gallahue, Ozman and Goodway,  2012). 
Delivery of the second session involved rolling different sized balls at a target and I was able to see the importance of tracking the ball. I felt a sense of achievement when a child who I worked with individually improved this skill during the task. The children were generally able to roll well to each other but found hitting a target more difficult with a smaller ball. To make this easier I moved them closer to the target, but for one child I realised I needed to replace the ball with a larger one, as I could see the child was starting to get slightly frustrated. I was relieved that this made a difference to the child who then found it easier to hit the target. On reflection, I could have also made this easier by adding more cones placed closely together. This again made me reflect on Newell’s task constraints theory and how it affects what the children can achieve (Haywood and Getchell 2014). I found it easier to see the effect of the environmental and task constraints, but not knowing the children made it more difficult for me to consider the impact of individual constraints. Spending some time helping one child also made me reflect how an early intervention programme such as Goodway and Branta can help a child progress over a period of time with various fundamental motor skills (2003).
I was confident that the third task, catching scarves individually, would be achievable by all and I felt relieved that the task was pitched at an appropriate level. However, as we were indoors I found it difficult to keep all of the children on task, as they were sometimes distracted by the availability of other toys. Some children wanted to use bean bags instead and due to their age I felt it necessary to deviate from my lesson plan to allow this in order for them to engage. This linked to Gallahue who when describing basic catching skills says, “In catching’s more primitive form, young children learn to catch with balloons, large balls and beanbags with their arms and hands” (2012).  
In conclusion, overall I was pleased with the fact that I could begin to recognise some of the stages of development and see how the theories and documentation I had read, affect the outcome of the activity and the child’s progress. However, due to the children’s attendance, their level of participation and differing activities each week I found it difficult to see much progress in their skills.

Part Two
Part two of my reflective writing is based on the final three SKIP sessions that I ran, after the third training session. The children were split into two groups because of space available. Due to the weather conditions two sessions were based outside and the one was based indoors.
As with the first three weeks, all of my warm up sessions were based on fundamental locomotor skills or planned to develop spatial awareness. The main part of two of the sessions were based on fundamental motor skills and the third was based on a combination of both fundamental locomotor and manipulation control skills.
Two of the warm up sessions were a follow the leader style game. This was to encourage the children to think about different ways of moving. I noticed during these activities that the children wanted to contribute and were able to suggest different ways of moving. What was less noticeable was whether the actual skills such as jumping, improved over the sessions. I could see that some of the children were at stage 1 of horizontal jumping, with arm action at A1 or A2 (Gallahue, Ozman and Goodway, 2012). I could have developed these skills by more demonstration of the proficient form of the skill and this is something I would consider for future activities. However, I could also see that asking the children to jump or hop for too long would cause the children to tire, as noted by Gallahue: 
“hopping as a skill requires energy expenditure, and entire lessons on hopping are not recommended as they would be exhausting for the young child. Like jumping, hopping should be built into opening activities, games or dances; or places alongside other less energy-demanding skills in a locomotor skill unit.” (Gallahue, Ozman and Goodway, 2012)
From reading this I felt that I had pitched the session at a level which would keep the children motivated and not tire them too much.
The third warm up activity encouraged the children to consider personal space and body shapes. I noted that the shapes the children made tended to be stretched in terms of width rather than length (Davies 2003).  However I found it interesting to watch and in the future I would adapt and develop the activity to encourage further body shapes.
Developing fundamental manipulation control skills formed two of the main activities and were based on catching. 
Two sessions were based on catching, the first with bean bags and bouncing and catching a ball individually, and the second throwing a ball to for a partner to catch. During the second session, I felt confident that I had learnt from the previous session and knew that I had to encourage the children to track the ball as they were catching. However I could also see that they were at different stages, and realised that I needed to place different task constraints on the activity for each child, in order to help them to develop and achieve. I was confident enough to realise that this involved moving back to working with scarves or a larger ball for example. I was pleased that I could recognise some of the stages of development, in particular the children who were stage 2 catchers, as they were catching the ball with arms displaying a hugging action (Gallahue, Ozman and Goodway, 2012). When throwing a ball to one child, I set a task constraint by throwing a spiky ball in a rainbow shape but at a flatter angle, in order to make catching more achievable. This is noted by Gallahue in the findings by Williams  “Williams (1968) found unskilled catchers performed better with a flatter angle of projection (34°) in contrast to the overall group that did better with a higher projection angle (44°)” (2012). I found it was successful as long as I also remembered to remind the child to track the ball. One child who had decided not to participate in the warm up activity, was eager to then join in with the catching activity, once I had demonstrated it. This child appeared to be more skilled and I felt that I could recognise a stage 3 catcher as the arms were showing a more scooping action (Gallahue, Ozman and Goodway, 2012).
What I also noticed was that one pair of children who were working together decided themselves that to adapt the task and go back to rolling the ball. They discussed tracking the ball which was pleasing to see. I felt that this was more beneficial to them than changing the size of the ball as they were at different stages of throwing and this could also have had an effect on their ability to catch. It also made me consider how more rolling and tracking games could be beneficial to improve these skills.
The obstacle course involved the children using a variety of skills and visual–spatial perception. What I found interesting was that this activity provided me with the opportunity to watch a variety of skills and the stages the children were operating at all at once. I included an obstacle that encouraged the children to crawl. Not all of the children crawled in the conventional way, which is one action that encourages the brain to cross the mid line. Despite reading information referring to children with developmental coordination disorders and the importance of crossing the mid line to ensure healthy and brain development, I felt it would be inappropriate to relate this to a child I do not know in one isolated activity (Kirby and Drew 2003). 
Overall I have enjoyed delivering the sessions and the reading I have done has increased my knowledge and understanding of physical literacy. However at this point I would consider these last six weeks to be an introduction and I would want to plan a longer timescale and more frequent sessions to be able to notice the children’s progress. Feedback from the staff was that the children had enjoyed the sessions and found them fun. I related this to the child’s inner drive furthering their sensory integration (Ayres, 2005). I also feel that my own personal fundamental manipulation control skills need to improve in order for me to deliver further demonstrations at the beginning of an activity.
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