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From the Chair 

Hello everyone!   

Chicago was hot, in more ways than one! The temperature soared outside during the conference. 
MARS meetings were equally hot, filled with high energy and new ideas.  

The conference got off to a great start on Friday with an excellent preconference on Reinvented 
Reference: the Integration of Digital and Traditional Reference Services, co-sponsored by the 
Reference Services Section (RSS) of RUSA. At the end of the day, we had a festive and well-
attended MARS Happy Hour at the Cielo lounge in the Omni Hotel. 

On Sunday morning, the MARS Chair’s Program was in a historic hotel and ballroom, but there 
was nothing out-dated about the proceedings. The speakers’ energy levels filled the 
room. Entitled E-Reference Services:  What Are Our Users Telling Us?, the program featured 
Sara Weissman (Morris County, NJ Public Library), Charles McClure (Florida State University) 
and Sharon Morris (AskColorado, Colorado State Library). They talked about their research into 
the characteristics of users of electronic reference services and provided the audience with 
excellent information to take home for their own planning, as well as a number of good 
laughs. The Program Committee, chaired by Rosemary Meszaros, did a wonderful job of bringing 
timely issues to the fore. 

The User Access to Services Committee had a great program with lots of discussion titled, Do 
You Trust Your IT Staff? Do They Trust You?  Several committees had successful discussion 
forum sessions, including the very timely Hot Topics forum on Metasearch and the Cutting Edge: 
What Are Libraries Doing to Extend Basic Metasearch Services? 

MARS and RSS continue to work together.  Earlier I mentioned the excellent preconference.  We 
have plans for a 2006 repeat and for a new set of jointly sponsored preconferences in 2007-
2008.  The joint Virtual Reference Committee has started its work and you will hear more about it 
later in this newsletter. 

Your Executive Committee worked hard in Chicago. Highlights from that work:  

• Started the first steps in planning for the 30th Anniversary of MARS in 2006. 
• Received the first report from the Web Review Task Force and approved a new 

architecture for the MARS web site. 
• Approved potential 2006 programs, including the Chair’s Program: Who’s Out There 

and What Are They Doing: Understanding and Serving Googlized Information 
Seekers, a program on the Library Web Site as a Branch Site from the Education, 
Training and Support Committee, a program from the joint MARS/RSS Virtual 
Reference Committee on managing challenging virtual reference users, and 
discussion group programs on costs and benefits of technologies for metasearch and 
on RSS feeds and push technology. 

• Approved a new subcommittee for the MARS/RSS Virtual Reference Committee to 
create an index of virtual reference services.   



• Created a new task force to develop a 3-5 year plan for continuing education and 
publications for MARS.   

• Received the report of the MARS Fee Based Web Sites Task Force and created a 
virtual subcommittee of the MARS Best Free Web Site group to do a pilot project to 
develop criteria and recognize a fee-based database or web site. 

• Approved a major revision to the MARS Handbook. 

To the members of the Executive Committee who are leaving that group, Alesia McManus and 
George Porter, our Messages from MARS editor, Anne Haynes, and our Webmaster Jian Liu, we 
extend our warmest thanks and kudos for a job well done. We hope they will all continue to be 
active in MARS. Thank you also to our committee chairs who are moving on to other areas. We 
are all grateful for your help. Doris Ann Sweet was an excellent MARS Chair and will be a hard 
act for me to follow! Congratulations, Doris Ann, on your successful year!   

Welcome to our new officers: Kathleen Kern (Vice-Chair/Chair-Elect), Linda Keiter (Member-at-
Large, 1 year term), and Kelley Ann Lawton (Member-at-Large, 3 year term).  We also welcome 
our new Messages from MARS editor, Hui Hua Chua, and our new Webmaster, Shannon Jones. 

Please join me in congratulating Elliot Kanter, the winner of the 2005 MARS Achievement 
Recognition Certificate. He is indeed a “Favorite Martian.” Bravo, Elliot! 

There are many exciting activities going on in MARS and its committees. If you are interested in 
joining your colleagues in this work, please fill out the MARS Committee Interest Form at:  
http://www.ala.org/ala/rusa/rusaourassoc/rusavolunteers/marsonlinecommittee.htm or send me 
an email. If you have suggestions about MARS and its work, I would very much like to hear from 
you, too. I look forward to working with every member of MARS in the coming year. Please make 
a note of my email address below, so that you can share your ideas. 

Mary Pagliero Popp 

MARS Chair 2005-06 
popp@indiana.edu 

=================================================== 
 
ALA Annual 2005 Program and Discussion Group Reports 
 
2005 MARS Chair’s Conference Program 
 
E-Reference Services: What Are Our Users Telling Us? 
June 26, 2005, 10:30 AM – 12 PM, Grand Ballroom, Chicago Intercontinental Hotel 
 
Committee Members: Jose Aguinaga, Lea Currie, Bill McHugh, Rosemary Meszaros (Chair), 
Mimi Pappas, Alan Stewart, and Doris Ann Sweet (ex officio) 
 
How much do we know about information-seeking behaviors in the digital age and how well e-
reference services mesh with users’ expectations? Instant messaging is used by 90% of teens 
and 48% of adults online, according to a recent survey. Yet many e-reference services report low 
usage. What role does—and will—the library play for our digitally-oriented clientele? Just what 
can we learn from our users that will help us plan and design 21st century electronic reference 
services? 
 
 
 



Speakers included: 
 
Sara Weissman (Morris Country, NJ Public Library) 
Charles McClure (Florida State University) and  
Sharon Morris (AskColorado, Colorado State Library) 
Laura Kortz (New Jersey City University) joined the speakers for the Q&A session. 
 
Sara Weissman opened the program with a question “how much should we be doing [in terms of 
e-reference service]?”  Reporting that e-reference only grew by one question per day from 2003-
2004 at her institution, she has spent much of her time analyzing usage data to make decisions 
on how to run her e-reference services in an economical manner.  
 
Weissman suggests that library patrons still do not know what librarians or libraries can do for 
them. She finds that some patrons are getting tired of dealing with technology, often finding 
someone to be “designated Internet surfers” by asking friends and family to look up information 
for them on the Internet. Library patrons come back to an online service, so service satisfaction is 
high for those who use e-reference services. They are busy and may not want to operate on our 
schedule. In fact, there are a growing number of patrons that dial in with a question, but do not 
want to wait for an answer. These patrons are much more willing to get the answer later on their 
own time via email. 
 
Weissman says that libraries must worry about reducing costs and technology barriers. Patrons 
need to be able to access the service on a flexible schedule and cannot be expected to “show up” 
on our schedule. She also suggests that e-reference services should standardize their public 
interfaces so they are recognizable in this mobile society—“I can find you even if I move from 
place to place.”  Names of services could be standardized using postal abbreviations for the 
states, for example, Ask NJ, Ask PA, Ask FL. The simplest way of collecting useful information 
from our patrons is to ask, “ How did you hear about the service?”     
 
The next speaker, Charles McClure, designed and carried out an evaluation of NCKnows, a 
statewide collaborative chat reference service in North Carolina.  NCKnows was launched in 
February 2004 and phase I of the evaluation process began in September 2004, ending in 
February 2005. Methods of collecting evaluative information included statistical analysis of 
service, peer review of chat reference transcripts, exit surveys, follow-up phone interviews with 
users, and phone interviews with librarians providing the service.   
 
The big issue that emerged from the evaluation was the need to do a serious cost/benefit 
analysis. Is the service sustainable over time? Libraries must plan ahead for when grant funding 
goes away. How do the unique qualities in specific libraries affect overall quality? Even more 
longitudinal data is needed to do an adequate evaluation of the sustainability and scalability of e-
reference services in North Carolina.   
 
Researchers involved in the evaluation did learn that marketing of the service was important.  It is 
also important for the service to have a “champion,” someone who can sell it to legislative bodies.  
A strategic plan is necessary with an eye turned to new developments in technology and 
software, possibly the ability to use interactive real-time video.   
 
Sharon Morris shared interesting statistics about e-reference service’s top users--teenagers.  In 
Colorado more than 60% of the users of e-reference are teenagers. 71% are seeking help with 
homework or a school project, 29% are researching hobbies or other skills, and 1-6% are using 
the service as a prank. 1% of the queries are a cry for help. Colorado used exit surveys and focus 
groups to evaluation their e-reference services.   
 
The exit surveys were not found to be terribly reliable. Teenagers tend to be inconsistent with 
their answers. For example, 77% found the service to be helpful while 23% said it was not helpful, 



but 85% said they would use the service again. They all said that saving time was why they would 
use the service. 
 
Focus groups were quite a bit more helpful. Sharon Morris’s group talked to incoming freshmen 
college students to discuss their Internet use and use of virtual reference services. These 
students said they use the Internet first to find credible information. They like the anonymity of the 
Internet and the ability to cut and paste. The students who used a virtual reference service at first 
assumed it was not a live service. When they discovered it was live, they wanted to know why the 
librarians were spending their time doing this. Some students had privacy concerns, while others 
wanted to know to whom they were talking.   
 
The students had many suggestions to improve e-reference services. They suggested that the 
service should be like Instant Messenger and they want faster service. They want the service to 
be personalized with the ability to request a specific librarian. They want to be able to avoid a 
librarian who has not been helpful in the past.   
 
Questions and comments from the audience concluded the program.    
 
Rosemary L. Meszaros 
rosemary.meszaros@wku.edu 
Chair, MARS Chair’s Conference Program Committee 
 
+++ 
 
MARS Public Libraries Committee  
 
Paper or Plastic? Which Sources Do Public Librarians go to for Information?   
June 25, 2005, 9:30 AM – 11:30 AM, Crystal Room, Palmer House Hilton 
 
The committee hosted a discussion forum based upon a survey distributed to attendees.  
 
Discussion summary: 
 

• Group was primarily public librarians, but there were two academic librarians in 
attendance. Average number of years in the profession was 15 years plus.  

• There was overlap in the top five selected databases and print sources. Attendees were 
in general agreement that “the question” directed the use of print or electronic sources.   

• Ease of use and currency topped the benefits of electronic with print benefits being that 
the library owns the source and some patrons like to use print with an index and a table 
of contents for their searching.   

• Accuracy depended on the reliability and experience of the publisher – for both print and 
electronic.   

• Discussion closed with questions on how to train our staff and encourage use of the 
electronic resources that we have at our libraries. 

 
Cathy Lu 
clu@lapl.org 
Chair, MARS Public Libraries Committee 
 
+++ 
 



MARS User Access to Services Committee  
 

“Can You Trust Your IT Staff?  Can They Trust You?” 
 June 25, 2005, 8:30 AM - 10:00 AM, S404, McCormick Place. 
 
Introduction 
 
‘Whose computers are these, anyway?’ The tension between the need to keep our library 
systems secure against hackers and virus attacks and the desire to maintain maximum 
accessibility for the legitimate users of those systems has long been of concern to library staff.  
Control over the computing environment in the library can be a significant source of contention 
between systems/information technology and public services/reference personnel. The MARS 
User Access to Services Committee offered a panel discussion on this topic at the ALA Annual 
conference in Chicago. The goal was to bring together representation from both “sides” – 
systems and reference – to begin a meaningful dialog about this tension, and to discover some 
productive ways to negotiate it. 
 
Panel Presentation 
 
The panel consisted of two systems professionals and two public services professionals. Craig 
Davis, Director of Adult Services at the Chicago Public Library and Mary Ellen Spencer, Head of 
Reference & Research Services at Virginia Commonwealth University Library in Richmond, 
Virginia, represented the reference/public services side. Karim Adib, Director of Library 
Automation for Chicago Public Library, and Dennis Newborn, Head of Systems for West Virginia 
University in Morgantown, West Virginia, offered the systems/information technology viewpoint.  
Patrick Reakes, of the University of Florida in Gainesville, Florida, served as moderator.   
  
Davis and Adib, both from Chicago Public Library, described a situation in which library systems 
staff are required to successfully maintain networks and hardware in the main library branch as 
well as in 79 additional branches across the city. Adib, who has years of experience in 
information technology, but is not a librarian by training, pointed out that hardware must be fairly 
new (concluding that it usually is more cost effective to replace machines rather than to repair 
older ones), the network had to be robust, and the primary responsibility of his staff was to their 
‘customers’ -- the library staff and the patrons of the library system. He set about to put into place 
the necessary elements of this scenario. Davis agreed this had been a fairly successful endeavor. 
In fact, this part of the panel presentation turned into a bit of a ‘love fest’, rather than an 
exploration of tension. Nonetheless, the respect the two men obviously had for one another is 
surely a part of the success they continue to enjoy. 
 
Dennis Newborn spoke for the information technology viewpoint within academic libraries. His 
primary concern (and one that is shared widely among academic computing staff regardless of 
geography) is security. Hacking and viruses can completely shut down productive work in an 
entire institution, but often success in fending these off has the effect of also protecting users 
from fully understanding the potential threat. Newborn’s experience with a major attack several 
years ago actually helped his public services staff better understand the seriousness of the 
situation, as they lost functionality on their staff machines and watched patron computing grind 
temporarily to a halt. In this case, he asserted, a brush with disaster engendered greater 
understanding by public services staff of his responsibilities as systems head to effectively 
manage and protect the library’s assets. 
 
Mary Ellen Spencer of VCU is currently head of a public services unit in a large academic library. 
Earlier in her career she also worked in the systems department at the library school at Indiana 
University, so perhaps more than most public services staff, she understands what ‘the other 
side’ is experiencing. She sees her library’s computing resources as belonging ultimately to the 
library’s patrons, and believes that part of her current job is to communicate effectively with other 
library departments to create the best possible electronic environment for those patrons. When 



asked ‘what one thing would you like systems staff to do differently?’, she commented that it 
would be helpful if systems staff could consider feedback from public services staff as ‘usability 
data’ and not brush it aside as ‘anecdotal’ and therefore of lesser interest. 
 
The MARS UASC analyzed the panel presentation following the event itself, and concluded that 
the working relationship between systems and public services staffs is a significant one that 
resonates fairly widely within the library community, and was thus worthy of further investigation 
by the committee in the form of an article. Work has begun on this project, which will involve a 
survey in late autumn or early spring of academic library information technology and public 
services professionals in key leadership positions. We expect the article to be submitted to 
Reference & User Services Quarterly in summer 2006. 
 
Bryna Coonin 
cooninb@mail.ecu.edu 
Cynthia Crosser 
Cynthia_Crosser@umit.maine.edu 
Co-chairs, MARS User Access to Services Committee 
Committee Web site: http://www.library.umaine.edu/staff/MARS_ALA/MARS_UASC_index.htm 
 
+++ 
 
MARS Virtual Reference Discussion Group 

 
Assessing Competencies for Virtual Reference 
June 25, 2005, 4:00 PM -5:30 PM, LaSalle Ballroom 1, Holiday Inn 
Co-sponsored by the MARS VR Discussion Group and the RSS/MARS VR Committee 
 
The Virtual Reference Discussion Group (VRDG) is a forum for virtual reference librarians to 
share ideas and practices. This was the first discussion group session that was jointly sponsored 
with the newly-formed RUSA/MARS Virtual Reference Committee. The primary focus of the 
discussion group meeting was to discuss the Digital Reference Education Initiative (DREI) 
Rubrics for Digital Reference Service Providers and how they could be used to plan librarian and 
staff training while assessing levels of competence. The DREI Rubrics for Digital Reference 
Service Providers can be found at http://drei.syr.edu/.  
 
Approximately eighty people attended the meeting from all types of libraries and consortia. Most 
attendees actively staff a virtual reference service. Kathleen Kern, Chair of the Virtual Reference 
Discussion Group (Assistant Reference Librarian, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign), 
moderated. After an introduction by R. David Lankes and Abby S. Kasowitz (DREI Advisory 
Board members), a facilitator joined eight attendees at round tables to discuss several of the 
competencies and respond to a list of questions provided by the session planners.  
 
Table Facilitators: 
• Donna Dinberg, Library & Archives Canada 
• Buff Hirko, Washington State Library 
• Alex Hodges, American University Libraries 
• Anne C. Moore, UMass Amherst Libraries 
• Sharon Morris, AskColorado, Colorado Department of Education 
• Jane Nichols, Oregon State University Libraries 
• Marie Radford, Rutgers University 
• Jana Ronan, University of Florida Libraries 
• Joe Thompson, Maryland AskUsNow!, Baltimore County Public Library 
• John Walsh, Hult International Business School 
 
 



Table Discussion Questions: 
• Does your institution talk about competencies or proficiency requirements for providers of 

virtual reference service? Are these competencies in print? Do you present the expectations 
in a formal or informal manner? 

• When you provide training for your staff, do you base the outcomes on determined goals for 
proficiency? How do you determine if training goals are met and what happens with staff who 
do not meet the competencies? 

• Do you have any on-going training or measurement of competency for your virtual reference 
providers? 

• How would you use the DREI competencies at your organization? 
• What aspects of the competencies are the most challenging to have your staff maintain? 
• How useful are the different levels of competence as outlined in the DREI rubrics? 
• Do we have different expectations of competence for different levels of staff? 

(Librarians/Paraprofessionals; new/experienced, etc.). We can’t expect (nor do we probably 
want) everyone to be the “administrator” level. How is this reflected in training and 
assessment of staff? 

• What is the implication for these competencies beyond training? For example, in writing job 
descriptions, evaluations, creating courses. What are the expectations for VR competence for 
newly-graduated librarians? 

• Is there anything important missing from the competencies? 
 
A spokesperson designated by the table members provided a couple of comments from his/her 
table during the “report-out” period of the discussion. A summary of the comments drafted by Joe 
Thompson follows. 
 
Competency: Computer Literacy 
 
People who are now entering the profession already have many of these competencies. These 
are the “young and wired” people of the profession. Young is a moving target. Let’s let the young 
determine the competencies. 
 
An additional competency was suggested: Librarians should be able to code their transcripts so 
that they can later be analyzed. This would help others judge whether something should be 
added to the knowledgebase. 
 
We should recognize in these rubrics that there is fear among many librarians, while many are 
eager. Address coping techniques for those that feel fear. 
 
Under computer literacy’s second item: “Also demonstrates ability to be adaptable to different 
software requirements and platforms.”  What does this really mean? 
 
Training: Self assessment often works, whereby staff often choose the self-learning they need. 
 
Competency: Digital Reference Software 
 
Some practitioners will be able to use software as an information literacy tool.  Can a discussion 
of how cobrowsing can be used to accomplish this information literacy aspect be included? 
 
Understanding the limitations of software is important, such as working around technical 
problems. 
 
Measurement of software competencies is difficult. 
 
It would be useful to add a competency or statement regarding the training offered by a vendor.  
How can a vendor’s training be evaluated? Also, when libraries are operating in a cooperative, 



how can we address the fact that some libraries take part in the vendor training while others do 
not? A library might save money by not taking the training, but are they hurting the overall quality 
of the cooperative by not participating in training? Can the competencies address what content a 
vendor should include in their training and what should be provided in-house? 
 
Some will use this as an information literacy tool, others not.  Some will improvise to get around 
software limitations.  (Intermediate competencies) 
 
Competency: Digital Reference Encountering or Interview 
 
Provide insight into a public library setting, specifically on how to work with people of diverse 
ages. 
 
Address high-volume settings where interviewing is hard to do because of time constraints.  
These are the situations where is it difficult to show people how to improve their search 
strategies. 
 
Address a competency geared to staff who do not appreciate VR training because it’s a smaller 
part of their workload than others. 
 
The group liked that it is concise, but also commented that this section needs to be more fleshed 
out. 
 
A competency should address how to transfer during interview and how to properly close a 
session. 
 
The competencies could be good to teach skills to new librarians. But there may need to be a 
competency for the Administrator on how to select librarians: Are they self selected (“volunteers”) 
or selected by administration? 
 
Competency: Digital Information Resources Creation and Use 
 
Libraries need to incorporate these into our own competencies, at their own institutions. 
 
There may need to be definitions for some of the terms, such as “Information Tool” and there may 
need to be more description of “Target Audience”. 
 
These are useful competencies for all reference interactions. 
 
These would be useful in developing a training module where there could be a class geared to 
each skill. 
 
A group suggested that interest in providing VR should be a competency. 
 
Competency: Evaluation of Services 
 
Move some things out of this category and into others. 
 
Move data collection into right hand column. 
 
Have focus on individual user as well as provider. 
 
Add outcomes document – something more formal. 
 
Add librarian ethical codes. 
 



Highlight great importance of user feedback. 
 
Move “Participates in data collection for the library” from Intermediate to Advanced column. 
 
Formalize and detail outcomes related to each competency. 
 
Competency: Policy and Procedures 
 
Have a best practices document. 
 
Under “Beginner” add a competency for “Knowledge of partner institutions.” 
 
Move “Understand more broadly about digital reference policies across institutions” from 
Intermediate to Beginner column. 
 
Competency: Instructional Role 
 
Competency: Triage and Collaboration 
 
Competency: Digital Reference Community 
 
Competency: Knowledge-Base Acquisition and Use 
 
General comments 
 
Include the vendors and contract librarians in the process of developing competencies to better 
establish expectations across all service providers. If these people were involved, there would be 
a greater likelihood that these competencies would reach frontline librarians and administrators. 
 
Many of these competencies could be used no matter what format – e-mail, phone, etc. This 
might be stated somewhere. 
 
Groups suggested that it might not be best to break down the columns by Beginner, Intermediate, 
and Advanced since there is a lot of crossover. 
 
It’s a little unclear what some of the terms mean, such as Administrator of Service and Technical 
Administrator. 
 
The competencies should be made more active and personal (eg. “I will be able to use canned 
messages” or “I will take responsibility to…”) 
 
Many of the competencies seem geared to the institution. There may need to be more geared to 
the individual librarian. 
 
Groups suggested that the competencies should focus more strongly on specific skills rather than 
at the existing, more conceptual level. 
 
Program Evaluations 
 
According to evaluation forms completed before leaving the session, attendees would like an 
additional opportunity to engage with the rubric of competencies as a whole. Other issues 
mentioned in the evaluations included overcoming doubters and other resistors, whether all 
reference librarians should participate in virtual reference, effective training techniques, and using 
IM instead of a vendor.  
 
Joe Thompson 



jthompso@bcpl.net 
Co-chair, RSS/MARS Virtual Reference Committee, RSS 
Anne C. Moore 
annem@library.umass.edu 
Chair, MARS Virtual Reference Discussion Group 
 
=================================================== 
 
ALA Annual 2005 Committee Meeting Reports 
 
Education, Training & Support Committee 
 
The committee continued work on its Annual Conference 2006 program: Library Web Site as a 
Branch Site: How Well Do Your Libraries’ Web Pages Answer Questions When You’re Not 
There?   The group spent time discussing speakers and web sites to use as examples. 
 
Marianne Stowell Bracke 
brackem@u.library.arizona.edu  
Chair, MARS Education, Training & Support Committee 
 
Planning Committee 
 
The MARS Planning Committee has been working over the last couple years on a complete 
revision of the MARS Handbook. The current version of the Handbook is available as a series of 
Web pages at: 
http://www.ala.org/ala/rusa/rusaourassoc/rusasections/mars/marssection/marshandbook/marsha
ndbook.htm 
 
The Handbook is your guide to working within MARS, and is designed especially to make officers 
and committee chairs aware of their responsibilities and of the resources available to them. The 
current version, however, has become seriously dated. The new version, which will be available 
pending final approval, will initially be posted both as a PDF and Word file. We will be working 
over the coming months, with the help of the MARS Publications Committee, to determine the 
best way to display the content on the Web. We will, however, continue to maintain the PDF and 
Word versions for those who want to print out the entire publication. 
 
The Handbook will always be subject to continuous revisions. The Planning Committee welcomes 
comments and suggestions on how to improve this resource. 
 
Bill McHugh 
bmchugh@northwestern.edu 
Chair, MARS Planning Committee 
 
Public Libraries Committee 
 
The committee held a discussion forum, entitled Paper or Plastic? Which Sources Do Public 
Librarians Go To for Information? The session was intended to provide data for a program to be 
held at the 2006 Annual Conference. Although the discussion was interesting, the small number 
in attendance did not present a valid sampling as the basis for the program. The committee 
decided to withdraw its proposal for a program.  Instead, the committee will research the topic of 
Electronic Database Training as a possible program for the 2007 Annual Conference in 
Washington, DC. 
 
Cathy Ann Lu 
clu@lapl.org  
Chair, MARS Public Libraries Committee 



 
Virtual Reference Committee 
 
This joint RSS/MARS Committee held its first meetings at this conference. Prior to the Chicago 
meeting, the group had been testing the new ALA Online Community software and will continue 
to work with it. In addition to co-sponsoring a discussion forum with the Virtual Reference 
Discussion Group, the committee prepared a proposal for a program that has been approved for 
presentation at the 2006 Annual Conference on handling problem chat users in public and 
academic libraries and in multi-type virtual reference systems. The committee also proposed and 
gained approval to appoint a subcommittee to create an online directory of virtual reference 
services.  This subcommittee will be appointed during the summer of 2005 and volunteers are 
welcome.   
 
Jana Ronan 
ronan@uflib.ufl.edu 
Co-chair, MARS Virtual Reference Committee 
 
Virtual Reference Discussion Group 
 
The group joined with the Virtual Reference Committee to host a discussion forum Accessing 
Competencies for Virtual Reference, described earlier in the newsletter. The two groups will again 
collaborate in San Antonio at the 2006 Midwinter Meeting to conduct a discussion session on 
Saturday afternoon from 4:00- 5:30 pm entitled It Is Still Just Reference. Participants will discuss 
reasons for and against integrating virtual reference with other modes of reference to make 
reference services seamless for users.   
 
Anne C. Moore 
annem@library.umass.edu 
Vice-Chair, MARS Virtual Reference Discussion Group 
 
=================================================== 
 
Announcements 
 
The Products and Services Committee discusses Reference Uses of Rich Site Summary 
(RSS) at Midwinter 2006.  
 
The Products and Services Committee of RUSA MARS will host a discussion forum for the 2006 
Midwinter Meeting to explore the syndication of content using Rich Site Summary (RSS). There 
will be one or more presenters to discuss how libraries are adopting this new technology, and the 
extent to which reference librarians are using RSS feeds for their own professional development 
or for their work-related activities. Time will be provided for audience members to discuss how 
this technology could be applied to their work settings. Following the discussion forum, the 
committee will preserve and disseminate information gathered at the forum by adding forum- 
related content to its website.  
 
Dianna McKellar 
mckellar@udel.edu 
Van Houlson 
houls001@umn.edu 
Co-chairs, MARS Products and Services Committee 
 
============================================================= 
 
To subscribe to MARS-L, send the following to listproc@ala.org: 
subscribe MARS-L Firstname Lastname  



 
 

 


