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Summary 

Analysis of responses to a short feedback survey evaluating the support offered by 

National Leaders of Governance (NLGs).The purpose of the survey was to provide an 

insight into whether or not the governing board chairs and members perceived the NLG 

deployment to impact the school and the governing board itself.   

Summary headlines 

 There were 127 respondents from members of governing bodies for the Coaching and 

Mentoring questions (section 1). 

 There were 30 respondents from members of governing bodies for the External Review 

of Governance questions (section 2). 

 The feedback provided appears overwhelmingly positive.  

 In section 1, 88% of respondents were very satisfied with the NLG support provided, 

96% of respondents believed that the support provided by the NLG had led to positive 

impact for the Chair and/or governing board, and 97% recommended their NLG. 

 In section 2, 93% of respondents were satisfied with the review, 97% believed that their 

governing board had become more effective as a result of the review, and 93% 

recommended their NLG/reviewer. 
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Respondents 

The data covers deployments between April and December 2016. 

In total, 979 surveys were e-mailed to potential respondents. Some of the survey emails 

bounced back and a few recipients responded that the surveys had been sent to the wrong 

email addresses. This inevitably led to a lower response rate and so 161 surveys were 

returned of which 160 were considered complete. From 127 responses to the coaching 

and mentoring questions there was one response that contained minimal information and 

provided no details of the actual deployments so this has been discounted from the 

evaluation.  Thirty respondents completed the external review of governance questions. 

However, only four people responded to the questions regarding interim chair/governing 

board leadership roles (section 3), and so these questions have not been included in the 

analysis.  

Table 1: Survey response rate 

Survey  
Total surveys 

sent 

Total 

responses 

Response 

rate 

Overall responses 979 160 16% 

Coaching and mentoring questions 742 126 17% 

External review of governance questions 211 30 14% 

Interim chair/governing board leadership roles 

questions 
26 4 15% 

n 160  

Due to the small sample size of respondents completing the survey, caution must be taken 

when generalising findings, as they may not be representative of all governing board 

members’ views.  Additionally, the respondents were required to fill in the survey after the 

deployment of their NLG and thus the perceptions provided by the respondents cannot be 

considered firm evidence as to whether the support impacted the schools and governing 

bodies.  
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Section 1: Coaching and Mentoring 

Table 2 shows what respondents considered the main purpose of NLG deployment to be.  

Table 2: Main purpose of deployment 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Improving school performance 13% 16 

Supporting relationship between head teacher and Chair 7% 9 

Improve Chair’s skills and understanding of governance 34% 43 

Other (please state) 46% 58 

n 126 

The most common response was ‘other’ (46%). When asked to explain what the main 

purpose of NLG deployment was, many of these individuals referred to general support 

functions:  

 “To support the development of the governing body, structure, organisation, 

ways of working” 

 “Support for a chair as the school moved to sponsored academy status” 

Many also referred to the NLG being deployed due to a review of governance and in order 

to improve skills within the governing board, rather than the skills of the chair alone. 

98% of section 1 respondents felt that the NLG support met their needs and 97% were at 

least satisfied with the NLG support.  

Table 3: Has the NLG met needs? 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Yes 98% 124 

No 2% 2 

n 126 

Table 4: NLG support satisfaction rates 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Very satisfied 86% 108 

Satisfied 12% 15 

Not satisfied  2% 3 

Not at all satisfied 0% 0 

n 126 

96% of respondents believed that the support provided by the NLG had led to positive 

impact for the Chair and/or governing board to at least some extent.  
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Table 5: The extent to which the support has led to positive impact on the chair/governing board 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

To a great extent  70% 89 

To some extent 26% 33 

To no extent 3% 4 

n 126 

In explanation of their responses, many suggested that the NLG acted as a source of help 

with the development of the chair/ governing board: 

“The support was invaluable in developing the confidence of a newly appointed chair 

and providing a structured approach to challenge and support” 

“The NLG provided an independent opportunity for open communication with all 

governors.  This helped the governing board recognise the need for changes in the 

way that it worked.” 

Several responses referred to the NLG’s support giving them the confidence to deal with 

difficult issues: 

 “[NLG] was able to talk through with me the problem I was experiencing at the 

 time, he gave me excellent advice and the confidence to do the right thing at a 

difficult time.” 

 

“[NLG] helped me to grow in confidence in the role of chair.  I was new to the role 

and it was very helpful to be able to talk about best practice with him”. 

 

Many also referred to the NLG as a source of advice and training:  

“[NLG] supported us through a consultative/coaching process to streamline. We 

now operate as a [governing body] without committees, linked directly to school 

'professional partners’” 

“[NLG] gave practical advice on the process to merge two schools, by email and 

phone. Very helpful.” 

“As an inexperienced chair trying to hold together a newly established school and 

[governing body], [NLG] provided me with advice and support in clerk appraisal and 

new governor recruitment.” 

Other themes included the NLG being a resource for helping with organisation, knowledge 

and implementing good relations.  
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94% of respondents believed that the support provided by the NLG led to positive impact 

on school improvement 

Table 6: The extent to which the support has led to positive impact on school improvement 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

To a great extent  52% 65 

To some extent 42% 53 

To no extent 6% 8 

n 126 

Many respondents suggested that the NLG was involved with improving aspects of the 

school rated by Ofsted:  

“School was RI [requires improvement] in June 2014 - a review this week 

supports the school’s evaluation as good” 

“At the time of the NLG support [Primary School] was experiencing serious 

management dysfunction… The NLG provided in depth support and a very 

comprehensive Pupil Premium Review …The governing body responded 

positively to this advice and recommendations and the next Ofsted Section 8 

monitoring provided positive feedback.” 

 

Several also suggested that the NLG’s impact on improving the governing board 

consequently positively impacted the school: 

“We had a lot of changes to make as the school had just been judged in a special 

measures category. [NLG] played a part in making sure I was able to lead the 

governors in the changes we had to make, so we were able to support the head 

teacher with the changes made and hold the leadership team to account.” 

Many chairs reported an increase in confidence in terms of working with their schools after 

receiving support from their NLG. However, one comment suggested that the support on 

offer was not suitable for their school’s need:  

“It is difficult for support like this to have impact on the sort of improvement that 

was needed, since this had to involve new school leadership and structural 

change.” 

96% of respondents said that they would recommend their NLGs. 
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Section 2: External Review of Governance  

In total, there were 30 respondents within this section of the survey. 50% said that their 

external review of governance was commissioned as a result of Ofsted recommendation.  

All of the 30 respondents gave answers to three questions referring to the effectiveness of 

different elements within the review:  

 The facilitated self-review 

 The action plan 

 The progress and impact review 

93% of respondents believed that the facilitated self-review was at least effective.  

Table 7: How effective was each element of the review: facilitated self-review 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Very effective 60% 18 

Effective 33% 10 

Not effective 3% 1 

Not at all effective 3% 1 

n 30 

93% of respondents believed that the action plan was at least effective.  

Table 8: How effective was each element of the review: action plan 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Very effective 37% 11 

Effective 57% 17 

Not effective 0% 0 

Not at all effective 7% 2 

n 30 

83% of respondents believed that the progress and impact review was at least effective. 

However, 17% believed that it was not effective or not at all effective. 

Table 9: How effective was each element of the review: progress and impact review 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Very effective 43% 13 

Effective 40% 12 

Not effective 13% 4 

Not at all effective 3% 1 

n 30 
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Out of the total 30 respondents, 87% thought that the review covered everything required. 

Within the 13% that did not, some suggested that the review was brief or needed to be less 

generic, whilst others were not aware that the review had a structure or thought that there 

were elements missing:  

“It was brief, perhaps due to the unique position of the school - scheduled for 

closure as part of the move from 3 to 2 tier in the town.” 

“A less generic report [was needed] that did not contain references to primary 

schools” 

“There was no progress and Impact review” 

“I wasn't aware the review was structured in the above manner” 

97% believed that their governing board had become more effective to at least some 

extent as a result of the review.  

Table 10: extent to which the governing board has become more effective as a result of the review 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

To a great extent  50% 15 

To some extent 47% 14 

To no extent 3% 1 

n 30 

In explanation of their given responses, many referred to the review leading to new or re-

constituted governing bodies:  

“The governing body was due to be re-constituted and the review informed this 

process to a great degree” 

“The review highlighted clearly what they needed to do and where the challenges 

were for them. Some now feel they can't do it and are leaving. This is a bit of a 

shame but probably for the best.” 

“We had already implemented changes before review and review helped even 

more. We reconstituted to an improved make up and our minutes and reporting of 

questions in meetings improved.” 

Several responses centred on improved processes as a result of the review: 

“We reorganised our committee structure so that all governors could be kept up-to-

date on all matters.  We continue to review the distinction between strategy and 

operational issues.” 
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“Changes have included better provision of information, revised meeting 

arrangements and key changes to postholders.” 

Others referred to the review leading to an increase in skill enhancement and experience:  

“Improvement of minutes and plan to improve governors’ skills and course 

attendance” 

 

“our financial understanding has improved, our decision making has seen more 

pace and all round governor confidence has grown.” 

 

 

93% of respondents were at least satisfied with the review. 93% also said that they would 

recommend their NLG/ reviewer.  

Table 11:Overall satisfaction with the review 

Response Choice  
Response 

Percent 

Response 

Total 

Very satisfied 70% 21 

Satisfied  23% 7 

Not very satisfied 3% 1 

Not satisfied at all 3% 1 

n 30 
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