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 Elements of Young Athletes
1. Young Athletes Intervention (Favazza, Zeisel, Parker, Leboeuf, 2011) is based on Clark’s “mountain of motor development” (Clark, 1994; Clark, 2005; Clark and Metcalfe, 2002) (see Figure 1). 


Figure 1. Motor Development Periods 
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2. YA is structured as an eight week program which occurs at schools or centers led by teachers and teacher assistants/volunteers.
3. YA occurred three days a week (for 30 minutes each day) as teachers utilize comprehensive scripted lessons that correspond to 8 motor units: foundational skills (visual tracking, motor imitation), walking and running, balance and jumping, trapping and catching, throwing, striking, and kicking. (90 minutes a week) The final week is a review of the previously introduced motor skills while connecting the skills to sports (soccer, softball, hockey, etc.)
4. YA teachers are also provided with Lesson Summary Cards for each week, to enable them to have a quick glance at an abbreviated version of the lessons while moving move freely among children. Each class uses 2 YA Kits of Equipment, supplemented with additional scarves.
5. Once a week, Suggestions for YA at Home is sent home to let the parents know about the activities at school and encourage their use of YA at home. Families are provided with a list of everyday household items that could be used in place of the YA equipment.
Strengths of the YA Study
The YA study (Favazza, Siperstein, Zeisel, Odom & Moskowitz, 2011) addressed several points cited recently about limitations of research of preschool motor programs raised by Riethmuller, Jones, and Okely (2009).
1. The newly developed  components and programmatic structure of the YA intervention (Favazza, Zeisel, Parker, Leboeuf, 2011) used in the study are linked to the “mountain of motor development”  and recommendations of quality indicators, suggesting  that the program possesses strong theoretical underpinnings (Clark, 1994; Clark, 2005; Clark and Metcalfe, 2002; Riethmuller, Jones, and Okely, 2009; DEC, 2007; NASPE, 2002) 
a. Training of teachers and teacher assistants (Favazza, Zeisel, Odom, & Siperstein, 2011)
b. Scripted lessons and lesson summary cards

c. YA at Home Suggestions
d. Inclusion of families and teachers in part of the assessment process
2. A  rigorous research design was evident in the study which
a. employed a randomized assignment to treatment 
b. used 4 indicators of fidelity
i. attendance

ii. Teacher Evaluation and Implementation Log (TEIL)
iii. the Fidelity of Implementation Checklist
iv.  the YA Home Record
3. The study has high methodological quality (as interpreted by Riethmueller et al., 2009)  including: 
a. adequate sample size

b. adequately powered for statistical analysis

c. pretest comparison across groups at baseline of at least 3 characteristics (age, gender, disability level of functioning on ABILITIES Index (AI) (Simeonsson & Bailey, 1988, 1995)
d. administered pre and post test data collection in both comparison groups in the same timeframe and sequence for both treatment groups

e. Peabody Developmental Motor Scales (PDMS) (Folio & Fewell; 2000) and the Vineland-II Teacher Rating Form (VTRF), Second Edition (Sparrow, Cicchetti, & Balla, 2006) was administered independently by research staff and teachers, respectively

f. post survey of observed child behavior was completed independently by teachers and parents 

g. Follow-up data collection was undertaken at 5 months and 10 months after the YA program ended. Data collection is still occurring through early Dec. 2011. Analysis of follow-up data is expected by Feb. 2012.
4. Several aspects of the study and components of the YA intervention (Favazza, Zeisel, Parker, Leboeuf, 2011) are consistent with recommended practice from national professional organizations such as the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) (2003), the National Center for Physical Development and Outdoor Play (2010), Association for Physical Education (NASPE) (2002) and CEC’ s Division of Early Childhood (DEC) (2007).

a. School and home components

b. Training of teachers and assistant teachers

c. Inclusion of stakeholders (parents and teachers) in the evaluation

d. Occurrence of intervention primarily in inclusive school settings

e. Structure and weekly amount of time for the intervention (3 times a week in 30 minute increments)
f. Valued content is learned through active engagement and play
g. Focused, intentional teaching using strategies such as guidance, direct instruction and modeling 
h. Clear connection to theoretical underpinning
i. Rigorous research design and methodology
j. Evidenced based practice

5. The findings from the study demonstrated efficacy of YA.
a. The results demonstrate that motor skills in young children with developmental delays can improve when they consistently participate in high quality motor interventions. 
b. These motor skill improvements occurred over a short period of time (8 weeks) during which children made gains of several months.

c. Children in the YA intervention group gained on average 7 months on the age equivalent scales, compared to average gains of 3 months for children in the control group on the object manipulation and locomotion subscale of the PDMS. Simply stated, the motor skills of young children participating in YA improved at twice the rate of children in the control group who did not participate in YA.

d. Children in the YA intervention group gained almost 9 months on the PDMS Stationary subscale compared to gains of 5 months for the children in the control group.
e. It is notable that these positive results were found in children who had varying disabilities such as Developmental Delays, Autism Spectrum Disorder and Intellectual Disabilities.

f. Similar results were found on two well known motor measures, the PDMS and the VTRF when administered independently by research staff and teachers, respectively.  

g. Moreover, the motor gains were found in three distinct areas of development on the PDMS: object manipulation, locomotion and, stationary skills. 

h. Lastly, the findings on the standardized tests were consistent with observations of motor gains reported on the post survey. This triangulation of data sources was useful in confirming results through multiple measures and it provides different types of data to illuminate specific skills observed by both teachers and parents.
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