
 

 

College of Arts & Sciences 

Best Practices for Portfolio Preparation 

 

Personnel evaluation is an important part of faculty life. On behalf of the University, the College 

of Arts & Sciences (CAS) establishes expectations for faculty performance and ensures timely 

review of faculty members.  

 

The intent here is to provide advice and best practices for individuals undergoing pre-tenure, 

tenure, promotion and/or post-tenure review. Information contained here is subordinate to the 

tenure and promotion policies, CAS Faculty Roles alignment statements, to the Faculty Manual, 

and to relevant University policies. Please note that in some cases, the advice provided here is 

relevant to some types of review but not to others.  
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Options for Portfolio Type 

Faculty members may choose to create a paper portfolio, an electronic portfolio, or a hybrid of 

the two. Paper portfolios have been used traditionally. However, as the University uses more 

electronic means for annual reports and for administering student course evaluations, electronic 

portfolios become more feasible.  

 

Guidelines for Organizing Paper Portfolios or Paper Portions of Hybrid Portfolios 

In the case of paper portfolios, the portfolio should be organized in the following manner: 

 

 All letters, statements, annual reports, vita, etc. should be collected in hard-cover 

notebooks with the candidate’s name on the front-cover and on the spine. Since large 

binders are unwieldy, the college recommends a maximum binder size of two inches.  

 A table of contents with appropriate indexing tabs should be employed. 

 A listing of any materials that are part of the portfolio but which are not in the 

notebook(s) should be included, preferably on the table of contents page. (This will 

ensure that no materials get separated from the candidate’s portfolio.) 

 Annual evaluations and other materials should be arranged in chronological order, with 

the most recent materials presented last. The semester/year should be clearly indicated on 

teaching evaluations. 

 

Guidelines for Organizing Electronic Portfolios or Electronic Portions of Hybrid Portfolios 

In the case of electronic portfolios, the portfolio should be organized in the following manner: 

  

 File and folder names: files and folders should have descriptive names that clearly 

indicate their contents. E.g., “Course Evaluations, 2012-13” (folder) and “Jones, Barnaby 

- CV” (file). The semester/year should be clearly indicated on student course evaluations. 

https://www2.winthrop.edu/public/policy/fullpolicy.aspx?pid=290
http://www2.winthrop.edu/public/policy/fullpolicy.aspx?pid=296
http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/artscience/CAS-RandRalignmentApproved11-20-13.pdf
http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/facultyconference/FacultyManual.pdf
http://www.winthrop.edu/policyrepository/


 

 

 File organization:  files and folder organization should be clear and logical so that 

reviewers can readily identify and locate materials. Annual reports, chair’s and dean’s 

comments, and student course evaluations should be organized in chronological order, 

with the most recent materials presented last.  

 Whenever possible, documents should be saved in .pdf format rather than in editable 

formats (i.e. Word or Excel) to ensure better readability and security of materials.  

 Candidates should compile their materials in a secure environment, such as a shared drive 

on the Winthrop University server, the Blackboard Collaborate system, or on CD/DVD or 

flash drive/s. They must not be stored in any unsecured medium, including cloud-based 

services, including Dropbox.  

o Candidates who wish to use Blackboard Collaborate or a secure shared drive 

should contact the Dean’s office to make appropriate arrangements. Appropriate 

access to the drive/Blackboard by candidate and by reviewers will be ensured by 

the Dean’s office. 

 CD/DVDs or flash drives should be appropriately labeled with the candidate’s name. 

Multiple media should be clearly labeled (e.g., Barnaby Jones, 1 of 2). 

 

In addition to the above, candidates submitting electronic or hybrid portfolios must provide a 

copy of the electronic portions of their portfolios to the Dean’s office on a CD, DVD, flash drive, 

or similar medium. This copy will serve as a backup in case the primary files are corrupted or 

there is any suspicion of tampering during the review process. 

 

Adobe Acrobat Portfolios 

Many candidates choose to organize their electronic or hybrid portfolios using Adobe Acrobat 

software. For instructions on how to create an Adobe Portfolio, click here.  

 

Portfolio Supplies 

While the candidate is responsible for compiling the materials, the candidate’s department 

should provide the portfolio supplies. These include, as appropriate, flash drives, CD or DVD 

media, binders, photocopies, letterhead, page protectors, dividers, storage crates, etc.  

 

Return to the Contents List 

 

Preparing the Cover Letter(s) 
Each candidate undergoing any type of personnel review is required to include a cover letter. 

This cover letter should make a persuasive case for the candidate’s review. It should also guide 

readers to where they can find supporting evidence in the portfolio materials. There is no 

minimum or maximum prescribed length for the letter. It should be long enough to make a 

persuasive case. 

 

The candidate should keep in mind that most individuals reviewing her/his portfolio will be 

outside the candidate’s discipline. Therefore, the candidate’s letters and any other narrative 

statements should be written for an outside audience, not an inside one. Candidates are advised 

to avoid jargon, explain disciplinary norms, acknowledge assumptions, and provide context in 

the letter and any other narrative statements included in the portfolio.  

 

http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/artscience/ElectronicPortfolio.pdf


 

 

Candidates for Pre-Tenure or Third Year1 Review 

Candidates undergoing their third year or Pre-Tenure Review should focus on the requirements 

for tenure as listed in the Faculty Manual and in the College of Arts & Sciences Alignment 

Statements. The primary purpose of this review is to provide feedback on progress toward 

tenure. However, candidates may invite feedback on their progress toward promotion as well. 

Should the candidate wish to make a case that s/he is making positive progress toward both 

tenure and promotion, s/he should note the differing definitions for tenure and promotion in the 

Alignment Statements in the cover letter.  

 

Candidates Applying for Tenure and/or Promotion 

The Faculty Manual and the College of Arts & Sciences Faculty Roles Alignment Statements 

clearly distinguish expectations for tenure and for promotion to the ranks of Associate Professor 

or Professor. Candidates should refer explicitly to these expectations as they make their cases for 

tenure or promotion. The candidate should indicate clearly to what extent his/her work satisfies 

those conditions. 

 

Candidates who apply for tenure and promotion in the same year may submit the one portfolio as 

evidence to support both applications. However, they are expected to write two letters of 

application – one for tenure and one for promotion. These letters should be noticeably different 

since the standards for tenure and for promotion are not identical. Each letter should explicitly 

reference the relevant set of standards in its narrative.  

  

Candidates for Post-Tenure Review 

The letter required for Post-Tenure Review is typically shorter than for tenure or promotion 

reviews. Its focus should be on how the faculty member has continued to meet expectations for 

her/his rank and it should include a set of goals for the next six years. More details are provided 

in the Post Tenure Review policy.  
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Materials to Include 

Candidates undergoing any type of personnel review must provide evidence to support their case, 

as appropriate. The following is a list of suggested and required materials:  

 

Materials that Support All Areas of Faculty Review (Required) 

 

 Individual annual reports, all comments of chairs, secondary supervisors, and the Dean’s 

office2 

 A current CV 

 The relevant CAS alignment statements – i.e., for the review or application in question 

 A letter of application 

 

                                                           
1 Faculty members on multi-year, nontenure track appointments may, under certain circumstances, undergo a 
review in their Third Year Review that is as rigorous as a Pre-Tenure Review.  
2 Candidates who cannot locate past annual reports or supervisors’ comments should contact the Dean’s office in 
the event the Dean’s office has copies in its files.  

http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/facultyconference/FacultyManual.pdf
http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/artscience/CAS-RandRalignmentApproved11-20-13.pdf
http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/artscience/CAS-RandRalignmentApproved11-20-13.pdf
http://www2.winthrop.edu/public/policy/fullpolicy.aspx?pid=291


 

 

Student Intellectual Development (Required) 

 Summary statistics from student course evaluations (all levels of review) and comments 

(all levels other than Post-Tenure Review) 

 Course Syllabi (other than Post-Tenure Review) 

 

Student Intellectual Development (Recommended) 

 

 Examinations, sample problem sets, writing prompts, discussion questions, grading 

rubrics, and/or other exercise and assignment prompts, etc. as appropriate to the 

discipline 

o If the example of student work is a thesis, publication, presentation, or other 

public document, the student’s name may remain attached.  

o Otherwise, examples of student work may be included only if identifying 

information is expunged or with the student’s written permission (permission to 

be included in the portfolio).  

 Candidates are encouraged to explain how they challenge students to engage in higher 

order thinking (i.e. evaluation, analysis, and creation) by referring to evidence in the 

portfolio that calls for this type of thinking. [For a fuller discussion, see Bloom’s 

Taxonomy (Revised).3] 

 Candidates may wish to include correspondence from students or alumni attesting to the 

quality of their teaching, advising, or mentorship. If candidates solicit such letters, they 

should do so from alumni rather than from current students to avoid real or perceived 

coercion. If students’ thank you notes or other unsolicited correspondence are included, 

the candidate should secure each student’s permission before including the artifact or 

remove all identifying information.  

 Commentary from peer observations of teaching or letters from co-instructors in team-

taught courses.  

 

Scholarly Activity 

Candidates for any type of review are required to provide evidence of appropriate scholarly 

activity. In addition, candidates are strongly encouraged to provide evidence of the significance 

of their scholarly activity so that reviewers can assess the value and contributions of their work.  

 

Candidates for pre-tenure, tenure, and promotion reviews must clearly distinguish between 

Priority One, Priority Two, and Priority Three artifacts and include specific counts for each. This 

may be in the letter(s) of application, on the CV and/or a separate document accompanying the 

scholarly artifacts. In any case, this information should be presented in a table or list, as 

discussed in the University Roles document.  

 

In addition:  

 Portfolios should include copies of scholarly artifacts, especially those claimed as Priority 

One scholarship. For items that are not peer-reviewed journal articles, books, book 

chapters, or funded external grants and contracts, yet are claimed as Priority One, the 

                                                           
3 Anderson, Lorin W. and Krathwohl, David R. (2001) A Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching and Assessment: a 

Revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy. New York: Longman. For a summary of Bloom and Anderson & Krathwohl, see 

http://www.utar.edu.my/fegt/file/Revised_Blooms_Info.pdf.  

http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/academics/RolesDocumentApril2011.pdf
http://www.utar.edu.my/fegt/file/Revised_Blooms_Info.pdf


 

 

candidate should include evidence supporting their inclusion in Priority One. This 

evidence may include:  

o Copies of peer review comments 

o Contracts for publication 

o Relevant correspondence.  

 Items claimed as Priority One that are not yet in print (or the electronic equivalent) must 

provide evidence of acceptance and an anticipated publication or release date.  

 Portfolios should also include evidence of an artifact’s quality and/or impact. Appropriate 

evidence may include published book reviews; citation counts; downloaded statistics; 

journal impact factors; journal acceptance rates; speaking engagements subsequent to the 

publishing or distribution of an item; nominations, honors, and/or awards received; etc.  

 Candidates are encouraged to discuss student research mentoring in the context of the 

grid produced by the College of Arts & Sciences Undergraduate Research Committee.  

 Candidates should discuss their contributions to coauthored items in their letters of 

application, tables or lists of scholarly artifacts, and/or other accompanying narrative 

statements.  

 

Post Tenure Review candidates are not required to include scholarly artifacts but may do so at 

their discretion. They should discuss their ongoing scholarly activity in the application letter, 

however. They are invited to categorize them by Priority level, if they so choose.    

 

Common Pitfalls 
Theses and Dissertations: Theses, graduate capstone projects, and dissertations are required to earn 

the academic credentials necessary for employment as a faculty member. Consider them your ticket 

into the profession. As such, they are not, by themselves, appropriate for inclusion in a personnel 

portfolio. Scholarly artifacts produced from theses and dissertations (presentations, books, 

monographs, journal articles, etc.), of course, may be included at the appropriate priority level. 

 

Varying Disciplinary Norms: Because scholarly activity is discipline specific, it causes some of the 

greatest headaches for reviewers. Therefore candidates should approach the review by assuming 

that the reviewers know nothing about the discipline and are skeptical. The following advice will 

help a candidate avoid common pitfalls:  

 

 In the great majority of cases, conference presentations are Priority Two. Candidates who 

wish to make the case that a conference presentation meets the criteria for Priority One 

must supply evidence in support of this claim (see above).  

 Professional conferences in most Arts & Sciences disciplines expect presenters to 

produce a written paper of significant length. Such artifacts should be included in the 

candidate’s portfolio. If professional conferences in one’s discipline do not require a 

paper, the candidate should explain this disciplinary norm and provide other evidence of 

the conference presentation (i.e. PowerPoint slides, handouts, conference program, etc.). 

 Published conference proceedings are typically Priority Two, whether they are published 

in paper or electronic formats. The candidate must provide evidence of the peer-review 

process and/or information on the selectivity of the conference proceedings for such an 

item to be Priority One.  

http://www.winthrop.edu/uploadedFiles/artscience/UndergraduateResearch-FacultyCredit.pdf


 

 

 Published, peer-reviewed “letters” (short research articles) exist in the sciences but not in 

other Arts & Sciences disciplines. Thus candidates should include copies of the peer 

review feedback and/or discuss the review process in her/his narrative.  

 Items under review are Priority Three until they are accepted for publication.   

 Candidates should describe their contributions to all coauthored artifacts, since 

conventions regarding the order of co-authors are highly discipline-specific. 

 Written translations should include some discussion of the outlet in which they appear 

(i.e. peer reviewed, popular, or scholarly press). Oral translations should include some 

description of the significance of the event in which the translations occurred.  

 Public speeches to scholarly or general audiences are Priority Three scholarship. Guest 

lectures in a colleague’s class are Professional Stewardship.  

 

Of course, grey areas exist and placement of some artifacts will be a judgment call. Candidates 

are encouraged to consult with their chair or dean when they have questions about an artifact’s 

placement. If they are still in doubt, candidates should err on the side of caution and “round 

down” and not “round up.” Candidates should not appear to be engaging in “CV inflation.”  

 

Self-Publishing, Vanity Presses, and Predatory Journals: Scholars should be aware that not all 

publishing (electronic or paper) outlets are created equally. Some that appear legitimate and scholarly 

may not engage in the same quality of review as reputable scholarly presses or academic journals. 

They include:  

 Self-Publishing: A quick Google search will yield dozens of companies, including 

Amazon.com, that allow authors to self-publish their books, often in electronic formats. Of 

course, most self-published books do not go through the same review process as a scholarly 

book.  

 Vanity Presses: A vanity press is one that produces books (electronically or in paper) without 

undergoing a rigorous peer review process. Often these presses have a near 100% manuscript 

acceptance rate.  If the acceptance rate isn’t mentioned, ask. In addition, the author may be 

personally responsible for selling a minimum number of copies of the book or have to pay the 

publisher if sales fall short of the target.4 

 Predatory Journals: The term “predatory journal” was coined by Jeffrey Beall, an academic 

librarian at the University of Colorado, Denver. A predatory journal is one that fails to meet 

academic standards for quality assurance, ethics, peer review, and dissemination. These 

journals appear as open access in format, i.e. online publications open to anyone via the 

Internet rather than through a database firewall.5 They emerged in an era of rapid change in 

publishing, especially with the proliferation of on-line journals. As of 2015, Beall had 

identified over 600 publishers and 500 stand- alone journals that are “possible, probable, or 

likely predatory journals.” 6 One key tip-off is a charge to the author for publication (in 

disciplines where fees for figures, photos, lay out, etc. are NOT the norm), but this generally 

                                                           
4 For a list of identified “vanity presses:” https://scholarlyoa.com/2014/04/08/a-list-of-print-on-demand-publishers-self-

publishingvanity-presses-and-other-non-traditional-publishers-for-librarians-and-authors/. In addition, the controversial Edwin 

Mellon press is widely regarded as a “vanity press” even though it does not appear on this list (see for example: 

https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/04/01/mellen-press-continues-its-legal-maneuvers-against-critics ).  
5 This is not to say that all on-line publications are suspect. Many are reputable and uphold commonly accepted 

academic standards.  
6 For Beall’s List, criteria for inclusion, and discussion boards, go to: https://scholarlyoa.com/2015/01/02/bealls-list-of-predatory-

publishers-2015/.  

https://scholarlyoa.com/2014/04/08/a-list-of-print-on-demand-publishers-self-publishingvanity-presses-and-other-non-traditional-publishers-for-librarians-and-authors/
https://scholarlyoa.com/2014/04/08/a-list-of-print-on-demand-publishers-self-publishingvanity-presses-and-other-non-traditional-publishers-for-librarians-and-authors/
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/04/01/mellen-press-continues-its-legal-maneuvers-against-critics
https://scholarlyoa.com/2015/01/02/bealls-list-of-predatory-publishers-2015/
https://scholarlyoa.com/2015/01/02/bealls-list-of-predatory-publishers-2015/


 

 

comes after acceptance. To avoid misunderstandings, always ask upfront what, if any costs, 

are involved.   

 

 

Candidates may include artifacts that are self-published, distributed by vanity presses, or 

published in predatory journals in their portfolios. However, the nature of the outlet should be 

disclosed and the artifact should be categorized as Priority Three. If a candidate wishes to place 

any of these artifacts as Priority One or Priority Two, s/he must make a case for this placement 

and provide evidence that supports such a claim.  

 

 

Professional Stewardship 

Candidates for pre-tenure, tenure, and promotion reviews should provide evidence of their 

professional stewardship. This evidence includes annual report narratives and lists of 

appointments on CVs, but should go beyond this. Possible artifacts include:  

 Letters of appointment or thank you letters at the end of one’s service 

 Public announcements of election results 

 Invitations to blind peer-review manuscripts or copies of one’s evaluation 

 Copies of committee rosters 

 Copies of documents produced as part of one’s professional stewardship. In some cases, 

candidates may wish to hyperlink or refer readers to web sites where agendas, minutes, or 

similar evidence is located. 

 Letters from colleagues who can attest to one’s service and contributions 

 Posters or flyers of cultural events, public speeches, forums, performances, readings, etc. 

 

Post Tenure Review candidates are not required to include evidence of professional stewardship 

but may do so at their discretion. They should discuss their professional stewardship 

contributions in the application letter, however.   

 

Academic Responsibility 

Candidates typically do not need to include evidence of their Academic Responsibility outside of 

what appears in annual reports, CV, and chair’s and dean’s comments. The exception would be 

cases where a candidate has failed to meet her/his academic responsibility at some point in the 

past. In these rare cases, the candidate should include a narrative explaining how s/he has 

improved and now meets the University’s expectations in the area of Academic Responsibility.   
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