
APPENDIX IV – TEACHING, RESEARCH, AND SERVICE 

 

More information on the three areas of responsibility – teaching/librarianship, scholarly 

and creative activities, and service can be found in Chapter 4 of the Faculty Manual. 

 
Administration of Student Opinion Polls 

All faculty members must have student opinion polls administered in every course they 

teach, including pass-fail courses, labs, performance courses, distance-education courses, 

practica, military courses, courses carrying one semester hour or more of credit, and team-taught 

courses, but not in courses with just one student. The administration is responsible for seeing that 

all polls are administered and that the appropriate procedures are followed. 

 

A question mandated by the South Carolina Commission on Higher Education must 

appear on all student opinion polls: “The instructor is available during posted office hours, by 

appointment, or through email. 

 

All student opinion polls must use the same evaluation scale. 

 

If student opinion polls are administered during the regular face-to-face class time, the 

professor must remain outside the room. 

 

Professors will not receive the results of the polls until after their grades have been turned 

in to the Registrar. 

 

Research Policies 

 

University Funds. Annually, the University assigns a moderate sum for research 

purposes through the Teaching and Productive Scholarship Fund (TAPS). Application for 

TAPS funding is made to the Faculty Excellence Committee. 

 

Outside Funds. Faculty members interested in externally sponsored research should 

consult with their chair, dean, and administrators with responsibilities for research, grants 

and advancement. To facilitate such support, the University serves as the contracting 

authority, and the Office of Sponsored Awards and Research Support assists in the 

preparation of proposals and in locating interested sponsors. A University signatory 

authority must approve any commitment to an outside agency that involves University 

participation. The University contributes to sponsored research when the work involved is 

significant to the purpose of the University. 

 

Payments for Research. Normally, payments to researchers are limited to the rate of 

pay they receive as members of the faculty. 

 

Relation of Research to Teaching Duties. Faculty members who have received a 

reduction in teaching in order to conduct research or perform other University duties are 

permitted, with the approval of their dean and the Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic 

Affairs, to teach course overloads for additional compensation. 



 

Grant Administration. The principal investigator or project director of sponsored 

research, training, or special projects is a faculty or staff member, normally the person who 

conceived and proposed the activity that resulted in the grant or contract. The principal 

investigator is not changed without the approval of the sponsor and the University. The 

principal investigator or project director is responsible for the technical direction of the 

project, for making all required technical reports, for administering all direct funds allocated 

to the project, and for complying with the terms and conditions of the grant or contract. The 

Office of Sponsored Awards and Research Support assists the principal investigator or 

project director in resolving procedural or administrative problems. 

 

Conflicts of Interest. Upon requests made through a department chair or dean, the 

Office of Sponsored Awards and Research Support, considers all suspected conflicts of 

interest in the area of grants and research. Should the Office of Sponsored Awards and 

Research Support determine there is a possible conflict of interest, it asks the individuals 

concerned to clarify and, if appropriate, rectify the situation. If requested to do so, the office 

advises and assists individuals with consulting agreements and issues relating to potential 

conflicts of interest. See also On Preventing Conflicts of Interest in Government Sponsored 

Research at Universities (ACE-‐AAUP Joint Statement, December 1964); ACAF 1.50, 

Outside Professional Activities for Faculty (University Policy for Academic Affairs). 

 

Use of Human Participants and Vertebrate Animals in Research. The USC 

Institutional Review Board for the Use of Human Subjects in Research (IRB), a USC system 

faculty committee coordinated by the staff of the Office of Research Compliance on the 

Columbia campus, is responsible for reviewing all research involving human participants 

before being conducted by Upstate faculty members, staff, and students. The purpose of the 

committee is to protect human participants in accord with a formal assurance provided to the 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services by USC. Certain research projects may be 

exempt from IRB review. 

 

The USC Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC), a USC system 

faculty committee coordinated by the staff of the Office of Research Compliance on the 

Columbia campus, is responsible for reviewing all research involving animal subjects before 

being conducted by USC Upstate faculty members, staff, and students. The purpose of the 

committee is to protect animal subjects in accord with the Principles for the Utilization and 

Care of Vertebrate Animals of the National Institutes of Health. The committee has 

implemented the recommendations of The Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory 

Animals (National Academy Press, 1996), the Public Health Service Policy on Humane Care 

and Use of Laboratory Animals and is complying, and will continue to comply, with the 

Animal Welfare Act and other applicable laws and regulations concerning the care and use 

of laboratory animals. Upstate faculty members are responsible for compliance issues (for 

their own projects and those student projects they might be advising or assisting with) 

associated with the use of human participants or vertebrate animals consistent with the USC 

IRB and IACUC protocols. 



Statement on Public Scholarship 

 

The following is a statement on the definition of public scholarship at USC Upstate, 

created April 2, 2019. 

 

USC Upstate Public Scholarship Definition 
 

Institutional Issues: 

 

• A clear definition of public scholarship provides core components that are translatable 

across disciplines but can be adapted to each discipline; 

• A clear definition allows the creation of metrics to track progress on public scholarship at 

USC Upstate as relevant to the strategic plan; 

▪ Public scholarship should be considered to extend, apply, and amplify more traditional 

research, not replace it – public scholarship takes a step further than traditional 

scholarship by finding a way to reach a larger audience and have a bigger impact for the 

public good. 

 

Issues to Leave to Unit Discussions: 
 

▪ Examples of public scholarship relevant to the unit; 

▪ The role of public scholarship in unit criteria; 

▪ The role of peer review in public scholarship; 

▪ The distinction between community service and public scholarship; 

▪ Whether or not compensation is inconsistent with public scholarship. 

 

Overview: 
 

USC Upstate serves as a resource for the Upstate region of South Carolina and beyond through a 

foundation of reciprocal partnerships with public, private, and service organizations in the area. 

The faculty provides leadership in promoting economic, social and cultural development through 

teaching, service, scholarship and creative endeavors. 

 

Definition: 
 

Public scholarship refers to a collaborative mode of creating and circulating knowledge with our 

community partners that is often interdisciplinary and is always informed by and anchored in 

methodologies of traditional peer-reviewed scholarship. Public scholarship extends, applies, and 

amplifies traditional scholarship to produce clear and tangible artifacts intended for the public 

good. 

 

Examples: 

 

• Extension and application of traditional scholarship – needs assessment; action research; 

scholarship of teaching and learning, assessment, advising. 

• Amplification of traditional scholarship – public policy advocacy; op-ed articles. 



APPENDIX V – GUIDELINES FOR FILE PREPARATION FOR PROMOTION AND 

TENURE 

 

The Promotion and Tenure file comprises two binders, a summary binder and a binder for 

supporting documentation. The summary binder, which is a 1-inch white binder with tabs, is 

provided to the candidate at the Promotion and Tenure workshop in April of the candidate’s 

penultimate year. It is only the summary binder that leaves USC Upstate and is submitted to the 

Board of Trustees. 

 

For the complete set of guidelines and forms for the summary binder for the promotion 

and tenure file, see the “Promotion and Tenure: Summary Binder Organization for Classroom 

Faculty” document on the Promotion and Tenure Committee webpage. Additional guidelines for 

compiling the summary and supporting documentation binders appear below. 

 

GUIDELINES FOR THE SUMMARY BINDER 

 

I. Promotion and Tenure Guidelines for Teaching Overview in Summary Binder 

A. Supervisor Evaluation of Teaching 

▪ Tenure track faculty members applying for promotion and/or tenure will 

be responsible for inviting immediate supervisor to attend/observe a class 

period (or, in the case of online teaching, to view a course on BlackBoard) 

for use in evaluation of candidate’s teaching. 

▪ Supervisors will base these evaluations on class observation, trends in 

SOPs, annual administrative reviews, and other appropriate measures. 

B. Peer Review of Classroom/Online Teaching 

▪ Tenure track faculty members applying for promotion and/or tenure will 

be responsible for selecting a tenured faculty member who is not in a 

rating administrative role to provide a minimum of one evaluation of 

classroom, online, or clinical/lab teaching. 

▪ Individual units will select the method for peer review (e.g., narrative, 

rubric, template) to make a fair and informative assessment of teaching 

quality. 

• Recommended components include evaluation of instructional 

plan, communication of learning goals for class session, time 

management, classroom climate and level of student engagement, 

responsiveness to students, course syllabus and overall design. 

• Recommended components for evaluation of online courses 

include BlackBoard formatting for clear and accessible navigation, 

course content and workload, efforts to motivate student 

motivation and engagement, and/or sample instructor-student 

communication. 

C. Candidate’s Comment on Teaching 

▪ Create table, graph, or other effective method of compiling relevant SOP 

scores from the review period. 



▪ Develop a narrative that demonstrates quality of teaching, including but 

not limited to the following components: 

• Description of teaching strengths and goals, 

• Summary of trends in SOPs, peer evaluation, and other relevant 

measures of teaching quality, as well as actions taken to maintain 

or improve quality of teaching, 

• Representative quotations from SOPs, 

• Short- and long-term impact of teaching quality on students (e.g., 

job placement, graduate school placement, enhancement of 

intellectual curiosity and/or overall quality of life) 

 
II. External Reviewer Guidelines: USC Upstate requires a letter of evaluation by an 

individual external to USC Upstate of the candidate’s scholarly or creative achievements 

and other professional activities (e.g. service to professional societies or professionally 

related community engagement). 

A. Selection of Reviewers 

▪ A list of potential external reviewers will be jointly created by the 

candidate and rating administrator. 

▪ External reviewers must be tenured faculty members at accredited 

institutions. They must also be active scholars/artists/librarians in the field 

of research for which the candidate is being evaluated. 

▪ External reviewers may not have been the candidate’s co-author, research 

collaborator, or dissertation committee member. 

▪ A minimum of one letter from an external reviewer is required. However, 

two letters should be solicited from external reviewers to guard against 

unexpected circumstances that might prevent one of the external reviewers 

from completing this task. Letters must be written in the calendar year of 

application for promotion and/or tenure. 

B. Contacting External Reviewers 

▪ The rating administrator will make all contacts with the external 

reviewers, using the standard templates provided below, and available on 

the Promotion and Tenure Committee’s website. 

▪ Neither the rating administrator nor anyone else should make informal 

contacts beforehand to determine willingness. Instead, the formal request 

with a partial packet of materials attached should be the first contact. 

Maintaining this practice avoids the appearance that the chair is picking 

particularly positive or negative reviewers. Should the reviewer agree to 

assist, a second standard letter with the full materials for review will be 

sent. 

▪ It is the responsibility of the rating administrator to place these letters in 

the candidate’s summary binder. 



Initial Letter Template 

[Letterhead] 

[Date] 

 

[Internal Address] 

Dear Professor X: 

Dr. ABC EFG, Assistant Professor in [Field] at University of South Carolina Upstate, is a 

candidate for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor during the 2018-19 academic 

year. This process requires comments on the quality and impact of the candidate’s scholarly 

and creative contributions from experts in the discipline outside of USC Upstate. 

 

You have been suggested as a reference who is knowledgeable and capable of evaluating Dr. 

EFG’s research/scholarship contributions and stature in the profession. 

 

I have included some information about the candidate, including a complete CV, to familiarize 

you with the scope of their work, so that you can determine if you have the correct expertise to 

provide an evaluation. If you agree to provide a letter, I will provide a more complete file 

including a collection of representative samples of scholarship and creative activity. 

 

We would greatly appreciate your help with this evaluation process. Please let me know as soon 

as possible if you are willing, and I will send you the full file by [INSERT DATE] for your 

review. 

 

Your recommendation will be due no later than [INSERT DATE]. Please let me know if you 

have any questions. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Rating Administrator 

Title 



Second Letter and Official Request Template 

[Letterhead] 

 

[Date] 

 

[Internal Address] 

Dear Professor X: 

Thank you for agreeing to serve an external reviewer for Dr. ABC EFG, Assistant Professor in 

[Field] at USC Upstate. As you may recall, Dr. ABC EFG is a candidate for Tenure and 

Promotion to Associate Professor during the 2018-19 academic year. This process requires 

comments on the quality and impact of the candidate’s creative contributions from experts in the 

discipline outside of USC Upstate. You have been suggested as a reference who is 

knowledgeable and capable of evaluating Dr. EFG’s research/scholarship contributions and 

stature in the profession. To aid you in your task, I have included representative samples 

of scholarship and creative activity. 

 

Please provide a candid assessment of the candidate’s productivity, creativity, and overall 

impact on the field based on the intellectual products included in the package. It is important at 

this juncture to stress that USC Upstate is a teaching-focused institution. As such, Dr. 

EFG regularly teaches four courses per semester and serves as advisor to XX undergraduate 

students. Further, given that USC Upstate does not award doctoral degrees, any assistance to 

scholarly and creative efforts is typically provided by undergraduate students, if at all. Thus, the 

standard of performance in scholarly activities may not exactly match that of your 

institution. Please be mindful of these facts in crafting your assessment of the candidate’s 

scholarly impact. 

 

It is the policy of USC Upstate to maintain the confidentiality of your evaluation to the greatest 

possible extent permitted by law. Dr. EFG has [has not] signed a statement marking letters from 

outside referees as confidential. Additionally, we ask that you indicate in your letter that you 

desire that it be treated as a confidential personnel document by including the following 

wording: “By signing and submitting this reference letter, I expect that my identity will be kept 

confidential and that my letter will be treated as a confidential personnel document.” 

 

Your letter should be directed to me, and it will become part of the portfolio prepared for Dr. 

EFG.  Please explicitly state your past/current relationship to the candidate in your letter. We 

also request from you a brief (maximum 100 word) bio sketch. Since your letter will be reviewed 

by others in the Institute who will not necessarily be familiar with you or your field, this 

information will provide perspective. I will appreciate your sending the recommendation at your 

earliest convenience, but no later than [date]. 

 

Due to the time-sensitivity involved, please email your letter to me at me@uscupstate.edu and 

follow up with a signed copy in the mail. Thank you for your assistance in this evaluation 

and cooperation with our policies. 

mailto:X@gatech.edu


Sincerely, 

 

Rating Administrator 

Title 

 

GUIDELINES FOR THE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION BINDER 

 

The Supporting Documentation Binder should begin with a Table of Contents, followed 

by dividers for each of the following sections: Teaching, Scholarship, and Service (subdividing 

as needed, without excessive use of blank pages or plastic sleeves). Cross-referencing the 

Summary Binder to materials within the candidate’s Supporting Documentation Binder is also 

encouraged. 

 

1) Scope 

a) Candidates will submit representative samples of their teaching, scholarship, and service 

activities within this file. Refer to unit guidelines and mentoring for specific guidelines 

on appropriate materials to make the strongest case. 

b) The Supporting Documentation Binder is not intended to be an exhaustive detailed record 

of every activity undertaken during the evaluation period. 

c) Rather, the Supporting Documentation Binder should highlight the candidate’s most 

significant activities which align with their unit criteria and provide the strongest possible 

evidence to support the candidates’ justification for promotion and/or tenure. 

2) Size 

a) All materials in the Supporting Documentation Binder must be combined into 

a single three-ring binder no larger than 4-inch diameter (pages should turn easily). 

b) Again, the Supporting Documentation Binder is not intended to capture every illustrative 

detail of the review period. It is no longer appropriate, for example, to include a letter 

from every committee chair the candidate ever served on, every iteration of a course 

syllabus, or every Student Opinion Poll within one’s Supporting Documentation Binder. 

c) However, if a candidate feels that, for example, including their SOPs will address 

concerns surrounding teaching effectiveness, that particular candidate may elect to 

include relevant SOPs, but still must remain within the total maximum binder size of 4 

inches. Ultimately, the candidate must determine which evidentiary components are the 

most compelling for the application and include only those materials within the 

Supporting Documentation Binder. 



APPENDIX VI – GUIDELINES FOR FILE PREPARATION FOR ALL OTHER 

REVIEWS 

 

File preparation for all reviews draws on the guidelines for file preparation for Promotion 

and Tenure (Appendix V). 

 

More information on procedures for submitting and conducting reviews can be found in 

Chapter 5 of the Faculty Manual. 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Annual Review File 

 

The Annual Review File should contain the following items: 

 
▪ Completed Summary Tables for Teaching, Scholarly and Creative Activities, and 

Service Activities (item H in the Summary Binder organization guidelines) 

 

▪ 1-2 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service 

 

Documentation of activities should be available upon request. 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Third-Year Review File 

 

The Third-Year Review File should contain the following items (maximum 1 binder): 

 
▪ Annual reviews from years up to peer review 

 
▪ 2-3 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service 

 

▪ A representative sample of documentation for work in the three areas 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Post-Tenure Review File 

 

The Post-Tenure Review File should contain the following items: 

 
▪ A current c.v. 

 
▪ The Annual Reviews from years up to the post-tenure review 

 
▪ 2-3 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service during the five- 

year period 

 

Documentation for the three areas should be available upon request. 



 

Guidelines for Preparing Promotion to Senior Instructor File. 

 

The Promotion to Senior Instructor File should contain: 

 

• A 1-2 page memo to the unit supervisor and the Dean, summarizing 

performance for the past five years, including major activities in 

teaching/librarianship, service or scholarship (if appropriate), and any 

assigned administrative duties 

 

• Current c.v. 

 

• Copies of Annual Reviews for the past five years 

 

Individual units may require additional documentation as specified. 



APPENDIX VII – MASTER CALENDAR FOR FACULTY REVIEWS 

 
 ANNUAL 

REVIEW 

Third-Year 

PEER REVIEW 

TENURE AND/OR 

PROMOTION 

POST-TENURE 

REVIEW 

FALL 

 

August 

 

 

September 

October 

 
 

November 

 

 

 

December 

  
 

August 22 

PRC Chair notifies 
Candidates of review 

 
 

August 22 

Candidate file due to PRC 

 

 
September 20 

PRC review completed 

October 1 

Candidate file due to PRC 

 
October 11 

Chair/Unit Supervisor letter 

completed 

November 1 

PRC review completed, 

submits review to 
candidate, Chair, Dean 

and Provost 

November 1 

Dean review completed 

 December 11 

P&T Committee review 

completed 

SPRING     

January 
  

January 27 

Provost review completed 

 

February 
   

February 17 

Chancellor review completed 

February 1 Candidates 

file due to PRC 

March 
   

 
March 13 

Delivery of files to Columbia 

March 1 

PRC review completed, 

submits review to Chair, 

Dean, and Provost 

April April 1 

Administrator notifies 

candidates 

  

 
April 15 

Academic Affairs Office notifies 

Candidates in penultimate year 

 

May  
May 15 

Candidate files due to 

Chair/unit 

administrator 

May 1 

Peer Review Committee 

and Chair established (for 

subsequent academic 

year) 

May 1 

Peer Review Committee and 

Chair established (for 

subsequent academic year) 

 

SUMMER     
July July 1 

 Administrator Review 
 Completed, submits 
 review to Dean and 

 Provost 



APPENDIX VIII – FACULTY REVIEW FORM 

 
FACULTY REVIEW FORM - CLASSROOM FACULTY 

 

Faculty Member: Academic Unit: 

Review: 

Annual (   )   Peer year ( )   Tenure and/or Promotion ( ) 

Post-Tenure ( ) 

Date: 

 

Notes: Definitions of terms on reverse. Additional pages may be attached. 
 

1. Teaching effectiveness. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of teaching effectiveness. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 
 

2. Service. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of service. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

3. Scholarly Achievement and Creativity. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of scholarly achievement 

and creativity. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Overall Performance. Narrative assessment must be included. For candidates at Assistant Professor 

level, narrative must include statement about progress toward tenure and promotion. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 



DEFINITION OF TERMS 

 

Excellent. Persons considered to be excellent significantly exceed the normal requirements of their 

position; the quality of their performance is such to make it worthy of special note. Their level of 

performance indicates extra thought, time, effort, and imagination; they make important contributions to 

the University and its mission. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance 

indicators. 

 

Highly Effective. The category of highly effective is reserved for persons whose performance exceeds 

the normal requirements of their position. The quality of their performance makes significant 

contributions to the University and its mission. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of 

specific performance indicators. 

 

Effective. The category of effective is reserved for persons whose performance clearly meets the 

requirements of their position. Their accomplishments support the mission of the University. Refer to the 

individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance indicators. 

 

Less than Effective. Less than effective is applied to those persons whose performance falls slightly short 

of meeting the requirements of their position. Continued performance at this level risks impeding the 

mission of the university. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance 

indicators. 

 

Ineffective. Ineffective is applied to those faculty members whose performance falls far short of the 

requirements of their position. Continued performance at this level would certainly impede the mission of 

the University. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance indicators. 

 
 

SIGNATURES: 

RELEVANT SIGNATURES DATE 

Unit Administrator  

Chair, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 
Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 
Committee 

 

Dean  

Provost  

Candidate  

 

APPENDIX V – GUIDELINES FOR FILE PREPARATION FOR PROMOTION AND 

TENURE 



 

The Promotion and Tenure file comprises two binders, a summary binder and a binder for 

supporting documentation. The summary binder, which is a 1-inch white binder with tabs, is 

provided to the candidate at the Promotion and Tenure workshop in April of the candidate’s 

penultimate year. It is only the summary binder that leaves USC Upstate and is submitted to the 

Board of Trustees. 

 

For the complete set of guidelines and forms for the summary binder for the promotion 

and tenure file, see the “Promotion and Tenure: Summary Binder Organization for Classroom 

Faculty” document on the Promotion and Tenure Committee webpage. Additional guidelines for 

compiling the summary and supporting documentation binders appear below. 

 

GUIDELINES FOR THE SUMMARY BINDER 

 

III. Promotion and Tenure Guidelines for Teaching Overview in Summary Binder 

A. Supervisor Evaluation of Teaching 

▪ Tenure track faculty members applying for promotion and/or tenure will 

be responsible for inviting immediate supervisor to attend/observe a class 

period (or, in the case of online teaching, to view a course on BlackBoard) 

for use in evaluation of candidate’s teaching. 

▪ Supervisors will base these evaluations on class observation, trends in 

SOPs, annual administrative reviews, and other appropriate measures. 

B. Peer Review of Classroom/Online Teaching 

▪ Tenure track faculty members applying for promotion and/or tenure will 

be responsible for selecting a tenured faculty member who is not in a 

rating administrative role to provide a minimum of one evaluation of 

classroom, online, or clinical/lab teaching. 

▪ Individual units will select the method for peer review (e.g., narrative, 

rubric, template) to make a fair and informative assessment of teaching 

quality. 

• Recommended components include evaluation of instructional 

plan, communication of learning goals for class session, time 

management, classroom climate and level of student engagement, 

responsiveness to students, course syllabus and overall design. 

• Recommended components for evaluation of online courses 

include BlackBoard formatting for clear and accessible navigation, 

course content and workload, efforts to motivate student 

motivation and engagement, and/or sample instructor-student 

communication. 

C. Candidate’s Comment on Teaching 

▪ Create table, graph, or other effective method of compiling relevant SOP 

scores from the review period. 



▪ Develop a narrative that demonstrates quality of teaching, including but 

not limited to the following components: 

• Description of teaching strengths and goals, 

• Summary of trends in SOPs, peer evaluation, and other relevant 

measures of teaching quality, as well as actions taken to maintain 

or improve quality of teaching, 

• Representative quotations from SOPs, 

• Short- and long-term impact of teaching quality on students (e.g., 

job placement, graduate school placement, enhancement of 

intellectual curiosity and/or overall quality of life) 

 
IV. External Reviewer Guidelines: USC Upstate requires a letter of evaluation by an 

individual external to USC Upstate of the candidate’s scholarly or creative achievements 

and other professional activities (e.g. service to professional societies or professionally 

related community engagement). 

A. Selection of Reviewers 

▪ A list of potential external reviewers will be jointly created by the 

candidate and rating administrator. 

▪ External reviewers must be tenured faculty members at accredited 

institutions. They must also be active scholars/artists/librarians in the field 

of research for which the candidate is being evaluated. 

▪ External reviewers may not have been the candidate’s co-author, research 

collaborator, or dissertation committee member. 

▪ A minimum of one letter from an external reviewer is required. However, 

two letters should be solicited from external reviewers to guard against 

unexpected circumstances that might prevent one of the external reviewers 

from completing this task. Letters must be written in the calendar year of 

application for promotion and/or tenure. 

B. Contacting External Reviewers 

▪ The rating administrator will make all contacts with the external 

reviewers, using the standard templates provided below, and available on 

the Promotion and Tenure Committee’s website. 

▪ Neither the rating administrator nor anyone else should make informal 

contacts beforehand to determine willingness. Instead, the formal request 

with a partial packet of materials attached should be the first contact. 

Maintaining this practice avoids the appearance that the chair is picking 

particularly positive or negative reviewers. Should the reviewer agree to 

assist, a second standard letter with the full materials for review will be 

sent. 

▪ It is the responsibility of the rating administrator to place these letters in 

the candidate’s summary binder. 



Initial Letter Template 

[Letterhead] 

[Date] 

 

[Internal Address] 

Dear Professor X: 

Dr. ABC EFG, Assistant Professor in [Field] at University of South Carolina Upstate, is a 

candidate for Tenure and Promotion to Associate Professor during the 2018-19 academic 

year. This process requires comments on the quality and impact of the candidate’s scholarly 

and creative contributions from experts in the discipline outside of USC Upstate. 

 

You have been suggested as a reference who is knowledgeable and capable of evaluating Dr. 

EFG’s research/scholarship contributions and stature in the profession. 

 

I have included some information about the candidate, including a complete CV, to familiarize 

you with the scope of their work, so that you can determine if you have the correct expertise to 

provide an evaluation. If you agree to provide a letter, I will provide a more complete file 

including a collection of representative samples of scholarship and creative activity. 

 

We would greatly appreciate your help with this evaluation process. Please let me know as soon 

as possible if you are willing, and I will send you the full file by [INSERT DATE] for your 

review. 

 

Your recommendation will be due no later than [INSERT DATE]. Please let me know if you 

have any questions. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Rating Administrator 

Title 



Second Letter and Official Request Template 

[Letterhead] 

 

[Date] 

 

[Internal Address] 

Dear Professor X: 

Thank you for agreeing to serve an external reviewer for Dr. ABC EFG, Assistant Professor in 

[Field] at USC Upstate. As you may recall, Dr. ABC EFG is a candidate for Tenure and 

Promotion to Associate Professor during the 2018-19 academic year. This process requires 

comments on the quality and impact of the candidate’s creative contributions from experts in the 

discipline outside of USC Upstate. You have been suggested as a reference who is 

knowledgeable and capable of evaluating Dr. EFG’s research/scholarship contributions and 

stature in the profession. To aid you in your task, I have included representative samples 

of scholarship and creative activity. 

 

Please provide a candid assessment of the candidate’s productivity, creativity, and overall 

impact on the field based on the intellectual products included in the package. It is important at 

this juncture to stress that USC Upstate is a teaching-focused institution. As such, Dr. 

EFG regularly teaches four courses per semester and serves as advisor to XX undergraduate 

students. Further, given that USC Upstate does not award doctoral degrees, any assistance to 

scholarly and creative efforts is typically provided by undergraduate students, if at all. Thus, the 

standard of performance in scholarly activities may not exactly match that of your 

institution. Please be mindful of these facts in crafting your assessment of the candidate’s 

scholarly impact. 

 

It is the policy of USC Upstate to maintain the confidentiality of your evaluation to the greatest 

possible extent permitted by law. Dr. EFG has [has not] signed a statement marking letters from 

outside referees as confidential. Additionally, we ask that you indicate in your letter that you 

desire that it be treated as a confidential personnel document by including the following 

wording: “By signing and submitting this reference letter, I expect that my identity will be kept 

confidential and that my letter will be treated as a confidential personnel document.” 

 

Your letter should be directed to me, and it will become part of the portfolio prepared for Dr. 

EFG.  Please explicitly state your past/current relationship to the candidate in your letter. We 

also request from you a brief (maximum 100 word) bio sketch. Since your letter will be reviewed 

by others in the Institute who will not necessarily be familiar with you or your field, this 

information will provide perspective. I will appreciate your sending the recommendation at your 

earliest convenience, but no later than [date]. 

 

Due to the time-sensitivity involved, please email your letter to me at me@uscupstate.edu and 

follow up with a signed copy in the mail. Thank you for your assistance in this evaluation 

and cooperation with our policies. 

mailto:X@gatech.edu


Sincerely, 

 

Rating Administrator 

Title 

 

GUIDELINES FOR THE SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION BINDER 

 

The Supporting Documentation Binder should begin with a Table of Contents, followed 

by dividers for each of the following sections: Teaching, Scholarship, and Service (subdividing 

as needed, without excessive use of blank pages or plastic sleeves). Cross-referencing the 

Summary Binder to materials within the candidate’s Supporting Documentation Binder is also 

encouraged. 

 

3) Scope 

a) Candidates will submit representative samples of their teaching, scholarship, and service 

activities within this file. Refer to unit guidelines and mentoring for specific guidelines 

on appropriate materials to make the strongest case. 

b) The Supporting Documentation Binder is not intended to be an exhaustive detailed record 

of every activity undertaken during the evaluation period. 

c) Rather, the Supporting Documentation Binder should highlight the candidate’s most 

significant activities which align with their unit criteria and provide the strongest possible 

evidence to support the candidates’ justification for promotion and/or tenure. 

4) Size 

a) All materials in the Supporting Documentation Binder must be combined into 

a single three-ring binder no larger than 4-inch diameter (pages should turn easily). 

b) Again, the Supporting Documentation Binder is not intended to capture every illustrative 

detail of the review period. It is no longer appropriate, for example, to include a letter 

from every committee chair the candidate ever served on, every iteration of a course 

syllabus, or every Student Opinion Poll within one’s Supporting Documentation Binder. 

c) However, if a candidate feels that, for example, including their SOPs will address 

concerns surrounding teaching effectiveness, that particular candidate may elect to 

include relevant SOPs, but still must remain within the total maximum binder size of 4 

inches. Ultimately, the candidate must determine which evidentiary components are the 

most compelling for the application and include only those materials within the 

Supporting Documentation Binder. 



APPENDIX VI – GUIDELINES FOR FILE PREPARATION FOR ALL OTHER 

REVIEWS 

 

File preparation for all reviews draws on the guidelines for file preparation for Promotion 

and Tenure (Appendix V). 

 

More information on procedures for submitting and conducting reviews can be found in 

Chapter 5 of the Faculty Manual. 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Annual Review File 

 

The Annual Review File should contain the following items: 

 
▪ Completed Summary Tables for Teaching, Scholarly and Creative Activities, and 

Service Activities (item H in the Summary Binder organization guidelines) 

 

▪ 1-2 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service 

 

Documentation of activities should be available upon request. 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Third-Year Review File 

 

The Third-Year Review File should contain the following items (maximum 1 binder): 

 
▪ Annual reviews from years up to peer review 

 
▪ 2-3 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service 

 

▪ A representative sample of documentation for work in the three areas 

 

Guidelines for Preparing Post-Tenure Review File 

 

The Post-Tenure Review File should contain the following items: 

 
▪ A current c.v. 

 
▪ The Annual Reviews from years up to the post-tenure review 

 
▪ 2-3 page narrative memo describing faculty work in three areas of 

teaching/librarianship, scholarly and creative activity, and service during the five- 

year period 

 

Documentation for the three areas should be available upon request. 



 

Guidelines for Preparing Promotion to Senior Instructor File. 

 

The Promotion to Senior Instructor File should contain: 

 

• A 1-2 page memo to the unit supervisor and the Dean, summarizing 

performance for the past five years, including major activities in 

teaching/librarianship, service or scholarship (if appropriate), and any 

assigned administrative duties 

 

• Current c.v. 

 

• Copies of Annual Reviews for the past five years 

 

Individual units may require additional documentation as specified. 



APPENDIX VII – MASTER CALENDAR FOR FACULTY REVIEWS 

 
 ANNUAL 

REVIEW 

Third-Year 

PEER REVIEW 

TENURE AND/OR 

PROMOTION 

POST-TENURE 

REVIEW 

FALL 

 

August 

 

 

September 

October 

 
 

November 

 

 

 

December 

  
 

August 22 

PRC Chair notifies 
Candidates of review 

 
 

August 22 

Candidate file due to PRC 

 

 
September 20 

PRC review completed 

October 1 

Candidate file due to PRC 

 
October 11 

Chair/Unit Supervisor letter 

completed 

November 1 

PRC review completed, 

submits review to 
candidate, Chair, Dean 

and Provost 

November 1 

Dean review completed 

 December 11 

P&T Committee review 

completed 

SPRING     

January 
  

January 27 

Provost review completed 

 

February 
   

February 17 

Chancellor review completed 

February 1 Candidates 

file due to PRC 

March 
   

 
March 13 

Delivery of files to Columbia 

March 1 

PRC review completed, 

submits review to Chair, 

Dean, and Provost 

April April 1 

Administrator notifies 

candidates 

  

 
April 15 

Academic Affairs Office notifies 

Candidates in penultimate year 

 

May  
May 15 

Candidate files due to 

Chair/unit 

administrator 

May 1 

Peer Review Committee 

and Chair established (for 

subsequent academic 

year) 

May 1 

Peer Review Committee and 

Chair established (for 

subsequent academic year) 

 

SUMMER     
July July 1 

 Administrator Review 
 Completed, submits 
 review to Dean and 

 Provost 



APPENDIX VIII – FACULTY REVIEW FORM 

 
FACULTY REVIEW FORM - CLASSROOM FACULTY 

 

Faculty Member: Academic Unit: 

Review: 

Annual (   )   Peer year ( )   Tenure and/or Promotion ( ) 

Post-Tenure ( ) 

Date: 

 

Notes: Definitions of terms on reverse. Additional pages may be attached. 
 

5. Teaching effectiveness. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of teaching effectiveness. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 
 

6. Service. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of service. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

7. Scholarly Achievement and Creativity. Refer to unit criteria for indicators of scholarly achievement 

and creativity. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Overall Performance. Narrative assessment must be included. For candidates at Assistant Professor 

level, narrative must include statement about progress toward tenure and promotion. 
 

Excellent Highly Effective Effective Less than effective Ineffective 

Comments: 



DEFINITION OF TERMS 

 

Excellent. Persons considered to be excellent significantly exceed the normal requirements of their 

position; the quality of their performance is such to make it worthy of special note. Their level of 

performance indicates extra thought, time, effort, and imagination; they make important contributions to 

the University and its mission. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance 

indicators. 

 

Highly Effective. The category of highly effective is reserved for persons whose performance exceeds 

the normal requirements of their position. The quality of their performance makes significant 

contributions to the University and its mission. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of 

specific performance indicators. 

 

Effective. The category of effective is reserved for persons whose performance clearly meets the 

requirements of their position. Their accomplishments support the mission of the University. Refer to the 

individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance indicators. 

 

Less than Effective. Less than effective is applied to those persons whose performance falls slightly short 

of meeting the requirements of their position. Continued performance at this level risks impeding the 

mission of the university. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance 

indicators. 

 

Ineffective. Ineffective is applied to those faculty members whose performance falls far short of the 

requirements of their position. Continued performance at this level would certainly impede the mission of 

the University. Refer to the individual unit criteria for examples of specific performance indicators. 

 
 

SIGNATURES: 

RELEVANT SIGNATURES DATE 

Unit Administrator  

Chair, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 

Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 
Committee 

 

Member, Peer Review 
Committee 

 

Dean  

Provost  

Candidate  

 

 
 


