


Once we were on the Williams Mullen
Virginia Beach master calendar, as well as
the meeting room calendar, I began to
research the videoconferencing capabilities.
I was not familiar with videoconferencing,
because this was not my home office and
because the Norfolk videoconferencing
equipment had not been upgraded and
installed yet.

Walter Glod presides over my firm’s
videoconferencing equipment from our
headquarters in Richmond. He monitors
every videoconferenced meeting, often
managing several at the same time, and
always operates under strict confidentiality.
When he lowers the lights or moves the
cameras in our new Norfolk conference
rooms, it appears magical (and he is a
magician—see www.glodmagic.com). 

His magic, I soon learned, does not
come cheap. Our firm charges a standard
hourly rate for use by “outside groups” 
that is less than the norm of $300, with an
additional charge (around $50) for set-up,
depending on the equipment at the other
end. That party at the other end incurs
similar expenses—the hourly rate and the
set-up charge, with the cost escalating if
rooms and equipment have to be rented. 
In our situation we and the “other party”
were the same, which seemed to mean
double the charges. 

Then came the saving e-mailed FYI: 
“All of our in-house (WM [Williams Mullen]
office to WM office) is no charge per minute,”
Glod wrote, “so we can videoconference all 
we want without watching the clock if it
involves ONLY our offices. We pay a simple,
low, flat monthly fee for between office
videoconferences.” With this set-up,
videoconferencing became a possibility.

Picking Locations
Up until the board meeting held on
November 3, 2006, during the VALL
annual meeting in Richmond, discussion 
of the winter meeting had been handled via
e-mail within the VALL board, although
the date and Virginia Beach location had
been announced through the online
discussion forum. It was now up to the
board to decide whether and how to
expand beyond the Virginia Beach location.
Inclusiveness was certainly a goal, although
weather (in 2003 George Mason University
in Arlington had cancelled both the scheduled
winter meeting and the rescheduled meeting
due to snow) and driving (VALL’s secretary
had a five-hour drive each way) strongly
impacted the decision. 

Once we got on the videoconferencing
track, we started re-thinking our plan.
Should we move the meeting to Richmond

to capitalize on the size of the live audience
and be near the equipment? Should we
change the program to something more
suitable to this delivery method? Then 
we debated different registration fees
depending upon the location and delivery
method. A change in any one of these
decisions could have made the program
better, but with the meeting just three
months away, we decided it was time to
move forward with what we already had. 

The mandate from that meeting was to
“decide” so we could send out a registration
form to our members. With Virginia 
Beach set as the live site, we started to pare
down the alternatives. Within our firm 
we selected Tysons Corner (actually located
in McLean and considered our northern
Virginia office) as the best video -
conferencing site (because we knew 
there would be no costs involved) after
eliminating Richmond (only 90 miles
away), Norfolk (only 20 minutes away),
Washington, D.C. (bad location for traffic,
parking, and facilities), and Charlottesville
(good, but no librarian at this location).
The office of Woods Rogers in Roanoke,
where VALL Secretary Jane Baugh is the
librarian, made the list (subject to verifying
costs) primarily due to her interest and
ability to serve as a host. Next on the short
list were our two newest law schools:
Liberty University School of Law in
Lynchburg (208 miles from Virginia Beach)
and Appalachian School of Law in Grundy
(450 miles from Virginia Beach). 

Good News and Bad News
After the holidays intervened, and with 
the meeting just a month away, the board
swung into action. First we had to
determine the viability of Roanoke. Our
best move was putting Clay Gibney, IT
director at Woods Rogers, directly in touch
with Walter Glod at Williams Mullen so
they could discuss the issue knowledgeably
and then explain their findings to Baugh
and me in terms we could understand as
newcomers to the technology. They gave 
us good news and bad news.

Woods Rogers had a Polycom VSX
system, which only supports IP-based
connections. Gibney estimated a $107/hour
charge to bridge to the Williams Mullen
system, assuming we could use ISDN calls
into the bridging service. 

Glod replied that “for outside video calls
we use ISDN dialing exclusively. Our IP
system is a closed dedicated loop between
only our offices and has no Internet applied
to it.” If Gibney could arrange a third party
to bridge his IP to Williams Mullen’s ISDN,
that would be the solution. 
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Helpful Hints for
Videoconference Meetings

Make e-mail group lists for each
location to facilitate and individualize
correspondence.

Serve box lunches. This saves
serving time and reduces clean-up.

Provide detailed driving and
parking instructions with a number
to call in case of emergency.

Script the meeting and provide
copies to all sites.

Provide handouts (PowerPoint for
sure) to free up the screen and as a
backup technology.

Make several copies of all of your
lists and instructions so that you
can quickly delegate a task when it
appears you are needed in two
places at once. These should include
a contact list of everyone involved at
all sites with all pertinent information
(name, phone number, e-mail, role),
registration list, lunch choices list,
etc. Send copies to all sites.

Use more voice instructions and
explanations. Even though there is
video, it doesn’t show the full picture
of what is happening in the room. 

Design a useful evaluation form.

Equipment varies. Don’t assume
what works at one site will work at
another.

Train the attendees tactfully.
Remind them about noise in the
room, that they should speak up,
that they are on the screen in other
sites, and that people are watching
them.

Check and recheck that you are still
connected to all sites.

Check your bylaws to see if virtual
attendance satisfies quorum
requirements or the ability to vote.
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Meanwhile Glod would internally
bridge at least two of our offices by IP to
blend the call using our own MCU bridge.
He could provide Gibney with a dial-in
number ISDN for his bridging service, and
if Woods Rogers called Williams Mullen,
there would be no charge at Williams
Mullen’s end, unless there were more than
three incoming lines. If you understand the
basics of the above exchange, that may be 
all you need to know. If not, I found Two
Way Interactive Connections in Education
(TWICE) (www.twice.cc/multipoint.html)
to be a useful resource.

Roanoke looked promising until an 
e-mail arrived from Baugh a few days later
in which she said that after figuring in
everything Gibney said, we should budget
$162/hour instead of $107. “Still want to
do it?” she asked. Yes, we did, but only after
an intensive e-mail discussion among the
board on how to estimate the total cost,
justify it, set the registration fees, etc. In 
the end we agreed that this experiment was
worth the investment of $486-$648 (for
three to four hours) if at least 10 members
attended in Roanoke. With the registration
fees we had set and vendor underwriting, 
we were fairly confident we could meet our
goal of coming out even on the budget.

On January 9 the registration form went
out on the VALL online discussion forum.
We had tightened up the schedule, adjusted
the registration fees, and pared down the
options. There would be a live meeting in
Virginia Beach with videoconferencing to
the Williams Mullen Tysons Corner office.
There would be videoconferencing to Woods
Rogers in Roanoke, provided a minimum 
of 10 members registered for that site.

The Planning becomes Reality
Unfortunately Roanoke dropped out as a
videoconferencing site when only one other
person besides Baugh registered for that
location. We connected to Baugh on a speaker
phone in the Virginia Beach meeting room—
a task much easier than trying to find
someone to take meeting minutes for her.
With this change we learned a valuable lesson. 

We had overlooked the possibilities 
of a simpler and cheaper technology—
the telephone—focusing totally on
videoconferencing. With the handouts and 
a copy of the PowerPoint, Baugh sat at her
desk in the Woods Rogers library that Friday
morning and followed along just as well as
the people in Tysons Corner. We never saw
her, but I did check the phone periodically
to make sure she was still connected and to
see if she had any questions. 

Obviously if a number of people were
connected this way it could get complicated

if interactivity is required, but it does have
its virtues. Plus, Baugh made her own 
name tag and lunch, relieving us of that
responsibility. The one negative aspect is
that we lost the one landline phone in the
meeting room that we normally use to
communicate within the firm, to Glod, etc.

Meeting Schedule
9-9:45 a.m. - Registration and 

continental breakfast
9:45-10 a.m. - Welcome and 

opening comments
10 a.m.-12 p.m. - Program
12-1 p.m. - Lunch and business meeting

In anticipation of the hourly technology
costs, we tightened the meeting schedule by
combining lunch and the business meeting.
With little new business and all reports in a
handout, there was still time for everyone to
socialize and network within the scheduled
four hours. 

Lunch service was very efficient. In
Virginia Beach we had name labels on the
box lunches, which were pre-selected via 
e-mail. Attendees picked them up in a room
just across the hall from the meeting room
where the lunches had been delivered 
and organized with no interruption to 
the presentation. In a matter of minutes
everyone was back in his or her seat ready
for the business meeting. 

Tracy L. Thompson, executive director
for the New England Law Library
Consortium Inc., who presented the
program at the meeting, deserves special
credit for participating in this experiment.

When she was first invited to speak we did
not tell her she would be participating in a
videoconference because at that time we had
not even thought about the option. 

Her presentation, “Electronic Resources
from Acquisition to Access: Licensing
Content for your Library,” received high
marks, despite the fact that it is not an ideal
presentation for videoconferencing in that it
does not naturally lend itself to interaction
other than the usual audience questions 
or comments. Thompson also does not
normally include a copy of her PowerPoint
presentation in her handouts—a change she
made for us.

Budget
After all of the budget worries, VALL made
nearly $400 on this meeting. Eliminating 
all the technology costs contributed to the
bottom line, as well as vendor underwriting
of the lunch and the contributions of our
firm—beverages, printing (handouts,
nametags), etc. With all of these covered,
the only sizeable expenditure was for the
muffins and juices that we added to the
traditional Friday bagels served at Williams
Mullen for the breakfast buffet. We 
were not asked to provide housing or
transportation for Thompson—she did it 
all for an engraved Jefferson cup.

Final registration fees were set at our
usual level: $35 for the Virginia Beach site
and $25 at Tysons Corner. Roanoke had
also been set at $25, which was waived
when we eliminated the videoconferencing.
Does the $10 difference compensate for the
more limited socialization and interaction?
Maybe not, but it acknowledges that there 
is a difference, making this a possible model
for the future. 

One other policy decision I insisted upon
as the treasurer was that the $25 fee would 
be considered payment in full for anyone
registered at a cancelled location who chose
to attend at one of the remaining locations.
Free registration, which we talked about in
the beginning, was abandoned to avoid the
problem of people registering and then not
showing up when no money was involved. 

If you are budgeting for videocon -
ferencing, keep in mind that $300/hour 
per location is the more typical charge and
that you must allow at least an hour to get
everything set up. It takes time to set up 
the bridges, and it takes time to check that
all locations are connected both in audio
and video and to make any necessary
corrections. It also takes time to “train” 
the audience. In addition to tightening 
the meeting schedule, we saved precious
minutes by scripting the morning. There
was no waiting for the next person to get to
the podium. Everyone involved knew where
he or she should be.

If you are planning a meeting such 
as this one (presentation and business

The telephone in Virginia Beach reaches
Jane Baugh in Roanoke. With the handouts
and a copy of the PowerPoint, Baugh sat at
her desk in the Woods Rogers library and
followed along just as well as the people in
Tysons Corner.
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meeting), make sure you accurately estimate
the time required. I reserved the rooms in
Virginia Beach and Tysons Corner until
mid-afternoon, just to make sure we were
covered. (In our system, we require a 30-
minute set-up period before each session
that Glod really needs.) 

We had estimated two hours for the
presentation; it ran two hours and 20
minutes. If we had been dealing with a
third party to connect to Roanoke and had
scheduled ourselves to end at noon, we
would have had to make a stressful, quick
decision. Do we run over and incur the
additional cost—assuming the system
would allow us to run over—or cut off 
the speaker? A lengthy business meeting
where seeing people is not important 
lends itself more (in terms of dollars) to
teleconferencing. At our firm we can handle
an unlimited number of incoming audio
lines with no additional charges incurred. 

Evaluation 
We devised a fairly simple evaluation form
that would answer the crucial question:
Should we use alternative delivery methods
at future meetings? Check boxes at the top
of each form identified the location of the
evaluator followed by these questions: 

1. How helpful will the program
(Building the Perfect License) be 
to you? (very helpful, helpful,
somewhat helpful, not very helpful,
not at all helpful, other, and
comments)

2. Please rate your overall experience
with the delivery method of the
program/speaker. (positive, neutral,
negative, other, and comments)

3. Please rate your overall experience
with the delivery method of the
VALL business meeting. (positive,
neutral, negative, other, and
comments)

4. Is there anything we should do
differently to improve the quality of
the next meeting or program using
these delivery methods?

5. Ideas for future speakers/topics
ideally suited to these delivery
methods?

6. Additional comments?
Twenty evaluation forms (31 total

attendees) were returned (see “Evaluation
Results” on page 21). Numbers speak and
these do: 90 percent of responders said the
program was either very helpful or helpful.
And 75 percent said the delivery method 
of the program and speaker was positive,
including 50 percent of the videoconference
site reponders.

Comments provide important insight
into how the evaluators selected their ratings

and are good indicators of unique
perceptions/experiences (positive or
negative) vs. shared perceptions/experiences.
We had comments on the room in Virginia
Beach being “cold.” I might not have

thought too much about this except that
more than one person toward the front of
the room voiced the same concern. I have
since learned that more air conditioning
comes into the front of the room in order to
keep all of the electronic equipment cool. 

I believe I am correct in stating that
everyone at the Tysons Corner site suffered
from video monotony. For the two-hour
presentation, five of them sat quietly in a
meeting room, “looking at each other,” and
watching PowerPoint on the screen. Baugh,
in Roanoke, might have suffered the same
monotony if she had taken the conference
call in a sterile meeting room. Instead she
attended in a familiar setting—sitting at 
her desk in the library with the PowerPoint
handout in hand and the phone on speaker.
These are only a few examples of the
important details we learned through the
comments.

We definitely had issues with the room
microphones. In an ideal situation someone
sitting in the audience should be able to ask
a question and have everyone in the room
and at the other sites hear him or her and
be able to respond. Unfortunately with our
equipment this is not as simple as it sounds. 

If we had a presenter at the podium
microphone, the room microphones were
muted to prevent them from picking up
noise from the attendees that would be
heard by the attendees at the other sites and
by the speaker. This is a technology issue,
perhaps unique to this situation, but a good
example of what you should expect in any
situation. The challenge is to not let the
technology issues stand in the way of

making this delivery method work. I like to
think that we did a lot right before focusing
on what did not work.

This was a learning experience, and I
do feel the evaluations reflected this. People

realized that the point was not to complain
but to provide constructive criticism so
future meetings would be better. Perfection
would be lovely, but I can’t remember a
single live (“gold standard”) meeting 
that I have attended where I have not
encountered the same problems: room
temperature, sound, video, etc.

One comment says it all: “Overall, it
was a good experience, and it certainly 
beat spending 10 hours in the car to attend
in person!” wrote Jane Baugh at Woods
Rogers in Roanoke.

New Paradigm
“Our ‘Age of Anxiety’ is, in great part, 
the result of trying to do today’s job 
with yesterday’s tools—with yesterday’s
concepts,” writes Marshall McLuhan and
Quentin Fiore in their book, The Medium
is the Massage.

My two-year term as VALL treasurer
ended a few months after this meeting. In
those two years I presided over a growing
treasury and the enviable task of identifying
new ways to spend money. Switching to a
totally electronic quarterly newsletter in the
summer of 2004 eliminated a major drain
on our budget and contributed greatly to
the growing surplus. Except for an annual
print directory, we have eliminated nearly
all print items and correspondence. Even
our 2007 election was held electronically
under the auspices of AALL.

Membership dues ($20/year), income
from meetings, and vendor underwriting
remain our major sources of income. VALL
offers modest grants to our members to
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In Virginia Beach, Frosty Owen, Nancy Loewenberg, and Laurie Claywell (Jim Heller
pondering behind them) meet during the 2007 VALL meeting. In order to reach VALL
members outside the Richmond area, the chapter experimented with videoconference
technology last winter.
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setting up the rooms, providing beverages,
and cleaning up afterwards.

Our solos, Walter Glod in Richmond
and Jane Baugh in Roanoke, were extremely
self-sufficient. 

Even with all this help I would have loved
to have had a knowledgeable technician in
each location and e-mail access via BlackBerry
with all of the key people at each site. 

Final Thoughts
Our model was based on one “live” site 
with two remote sites—one connected 
via videoconferencing, the other via
teleconferencing. With a different program
we could have had a speaker in Virginia
Beach for half of the program and a speaker
in Tysons Corner for the other half, which
might have helped balance the “video
monotony” and increased the interactivity
with little additional effort. 

We used three real-time delivery
methods of the many available. We could
have also employed a delayed delivery
technology. Glod had suggested videotaping
as an alternative if videoconferencing fell
through due to costs. 

This experiment was limited to our
members. If you have broader aspirations,
check into the AALL/BNA Continuing
Education Grants Program (CEGP)
(www.aallnet.org/prodev/grant_program.
asp), whose “purpose is to encourage
program development and promote 
sharing among AALL entities.” 

Above all, maintain a sense of humor,
don’t expect perfection, and don’t
procrastinate. ■

Jeanne T. Ullian (jullian@williams
mullen.com) is the librarian in the Norfolk,
Virginia, office of Williams Mullen.

attend the AALL Annual Meeting and our
annual fall meeting. We also participate in
the AALL VIP Program on a regular basis.
Increasing the amount and number of
grants to our members is one alternative 
for spending that is pretty easy to
implement and support. 

The problem is that these “surplus”
funds used to be spent on something that
equally benefited all members—the
quarterly newsletter. Does giving those
funds to three or four individuals benefit all
members? In some ways it does, but I tried,
when we discussed the funding of this
meeting, to introduce the concept that by
subsidizing the delivery of our meeting to
members who are “geographically-
challenged,” that we should not necessarily
see it as spending more on them but rather
as giving them mini-grants. Yes, we could
have charged our attendees in Roanoke
extra if we had incurred technology
expenses for a videoconferenced meeting,
and yes, their institutions would have saved
money whichever way we proceeded, but
does that qualify as equal distribution? 

Why should those farther from the
population center (Richmond) have to pay
more? Is it not our goal to have all of our
members participate in VALL, including
those at Appalachian School of Law in
Grundy, who currently attend our
lunch/meeting at the AALL Annual
Meeting, but rarely attend other meetings
due to the 400-mile commute each way,
requiring time (two full travel days) and
expenses (hotel) not incurred by most 
other attendees. Moving meetings to their
location is not a viable solution when more
of our members are clustered along the
eastern part of the state. For at least one
meeting a year I think mini-grants is a
useful budgeting concept.

Unintended Consequences
As a result of this meeting I was tapped to
offer a training class on videoconferencing
to the staff at our firm. People had been
begging Walter Glod to develop such a
class, but his responsibilities and schedule
left no time for such a project. I got
involved when I voiced the need for such
training; our library director heard it and
asked me to put something together for 
our librarians retreat. Glod, listening in,
suggested I give the same presentation to
others in the firm. 

Mindful of the Williams Mullen
corporate structure, we (the Library
Department) cleared this with the Training
Department, since videoconferencing is 
not strictly speaking a library-related 
topic. They were quite supportive, which
encourages us to look towards future areas
of cooperative training.

Get All the Help You Can
It took a team to put on this meeting. We
tapped Molly Ross, a legal secretary at Tysons
Corner (where we do not have a librarian), 
to advise, make catering arrangements, and
provide the really important local driving and
parking instructions. Billie Jo Brooks, our
library director in Richmond, attended at 
the Tysons Corner site, where she served 
as our local host, oversaw the printing and
distribution of the handouts, and maintained
direct communication with Glod.

Three members of our library staff
helped at the Virginia Beach location:
Susan Aronhalt from Richmond; Sabine
McCabe, our Virginia Beach librarian; and
myself. We relied heavily upon the Virginia
Beach receptionists, training staff member,
and Office Services staff. The latter handled
not only the duplication of the handouts,
but also serviced the meeting rooms—

Location Delivery Method Number of Attendees Attendees came from:
Roanoke Teleconference 1 Roanoke (1)
Tysons Corner Videoconference 5 Annandale (1), Arlington (3), Richmond (1)
Virginia Beach Live 25 Hampton Roads (15),* New Hampshire(1),**

North Carolina (1), Richmond (6), Williamsburg (2)

VALL Winter Meeting Registration Numbers

Location Roanoke Tysons Corner Virginia Beach Total

Question 1. (Program Content) very helpful 3 6 9
helpful 2 7 9
somewhat helpful 1 1 2

Question 2. (Program Delivery Method) positive 1 2 12 15
neutral 2 2 4

Evaluation Results

*Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach           **Speaker
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