
 
 

 
Memo Date: April 7, 2017 
 

From: Janet Van De Carr 
 

Meeting Type: Planning & Operations COW (Committee of the Whole)  
 

Meeting Date: March 14, 2017 
 

Action Requested:  For discussion  
 

Subject:  RFID and Other Technologies 
 
Background: 

The Library solicited proposals for a Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) system and received six 
proposals. A team of staff including me, Angela Berger, Anastasia Daskalos, and Peggy Maiken 
reviewed the proposals, solicited additional information, scored the proposals and selected two vendors 
that we recommend inviting to give a presentation to the Board. (Option A) 
 

At the March Board meeting Michael Reardon suggested we explore alternatives to the traditional self-
checkout stations used in libraries. Mr. Reardon would like the Library to investigate the possibility of 
installing a system that would allow patrons to check out materials by passing through a gate that would 
automatically read the patrons’ library card and all of the items they are carrying. Mr. Reardon directed 
me to locate any libraries that are using a pass through type of system, to challenge the six vendors that 
submitted proposals to see if they offer this technology or if it is in development, and to contact one or 
two companies that specializes in RFID logistics to see if they would be willing to work with the Library to 
develop this technology at a reduced fee. Results of our research to date and responses from vendors 
are attached. (Option B) 
 

In preparation for the Committee discussion, staff identified the pros and cons of each option based on 
our research and knowledge of current RFID technology used in libraries.  
 

Option A 
Invite two RFID vendors to present their proposal for implementation of an RFID system to the Library 
Board. 
 

PROS CONS 

 Vendors are well established in the industry   Payback for Automated Materials Handling will 
take multiple years, estimate 5 years 

 Proven track record of success providing reliable 
RFID solutions to libraries 

 

 All costs are known  

 Implementation can begin as soon as contract is 
signed 

 

 Renovation plan incorporates RFID technologies 
in the design 

 

 Vendors comply with industry standards for 
privacy and security of information 

 

 RFID technology with self-checks will reduce 
patron wait times at the circulation desk and 
reduce the number of staff needed to check-in 
and check-out materials. 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
Option B 

Continue to investigate pass through technology and how it could be implemented in our Library. Locate 
a company to develop the technology at a cost that is affordable to the Library.  

 

PROS CONS 

 Pass through technology would allow patrons to 
exit the Library without stopping at a checkout 
station or service desk 

 This technology is not in use in any library in the 
world, that we can find, including the newest 
libraries in Europe therefore it would have to be 
developed for us. 

 Pass through technology could save patrons a 
few minutes each time they use the Library. 

 Research and development could take several 
years and be very costly with no guarantee that 
it would work. 

 Library could collect data that would tell us who is 
in the Library, what time they entered and how 
long they stayed.  

 Personal data could be used to identify and track 
Library users. 

  Patrons would have to be trained to carry only 
one card so that the system would know which 
card to check out the materials to 

  Library card could not be in a wallet or purse that 
blocks RFID signals. 

 Items might not all be read, books could be in a 
back pack with metal on it, or in the bottom 
basket of a stroller, etc. 

  The read range of the tags would have to be 
greater that the current industry standard. This 
could require the development of customized 
RFID tags and increase costs. 

  Checkout stations at the service desks would 
need to be designed in such a way as to not 
read the longer range tags at another station on 
the same desk to assure that materials were not 
checked out to the wrong patron. 

  Any time there would be a problem, portal 
doesn’t read the card or some of the materials 
are not read, or there are fines on the card or the 
card is expired, the patron would have to return 
to a service desk for assistance. 

  Portal would have to be wide enough to 
accommodate large strollers but still pick up all 
signals. 

  If more than one person was entering or exiting 
at the same time, the equipment that reads the 
tags could check out items to the wrong person. 

  It would take time to develop and test a pass 
through system. In the meantime we would not 
be able to implement RFID as part of the 
renovation plan. 
 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  

I recommend Option A, to invite Bibilotheca + 3M, and MK Solutions to present their proposals for an 
RFID system to the Board. Both companies offer solutions that can help us meet our goals to streamline 
the checkout and check-in process of library materials and control costs. While MK Solutions has no 
installations in the Midwest that we can visit, they meet our required specifications and scored well. 
 
I attached a spreadsheet showing projected costs for each system as proposed in the RFP. Actual costs 
will be based on the components and features selected.  
 

If the Board decides to continue investigating Option B, I recommend we hire a consultant to develop a 
proposal and contact companies that might be open to conducting the research and development 
needed for Option B. The consultant can ‘pitch’ the idea of having the company invest in the 
development costs for this project. 
 

We cannot proceed with implementation of any portion of Option A until a decision is made regarding 
Option B as this option requires different RFID tags. Tagging the collection is the first step to 
implementation of a RFID system. 

 
 
Budget Implications: 

Action requires expenditure of Funds:  No  Yes  
 

If “yes”, cost:  $ to be determined 
 

If “yes”, is this a budgeted item:  Yes 
 

 
Requested motion: 

None at this time. 
 
 
Attachments: 

 RFID Proposals – scorecard and spreadsheet 

 Results of investigation of pass through technology – Emailed, dated March 29, 2017 

 Comments from vendors regarding pass through technology – Emailed, dated April 5, 2017 
 

 
 

 





RFID Proposals - Scorecard 

Vendor Name Bibliotheca D-Tech/ Murphy Lyngsoe MK P.V. Supa Techlogic 

Components    Sorter Only    

1. General 8 8 NA 8 8 8 

2. RFID tags 14 14 NA 14 14 13 

3. Tagging station 16 15 NA 16 16 16 

4. Staff Station 17 17 NA 17 17 12 

5. Materials Return 13 13 13 13 13 8 

6. Self-checkout 15 10 NA 15 15 14 

7. Automated Sorting 
Equipment 

12 12 12 12 12 11 

8. Handheld Reader 24 24 NA 24 24 21 

9. Security gates 19 0 NA 19 19 13 

Total Score Components 
specified in RFP 

138 113 15  
(AMH Only) 

138 138 116 

Additional Factors       

Overall Proposal 3 0 3 3 0 3 

Security gates        

 Size of Opening 5 2 NA 2 3 2 

 Appearance/Design 3 0  3 3 3 

Self-Checkout Stations       

 Appearance 5 0 NA 0 0 5 

 Enhanced Features 5 0  3 0 3 

Complete Solution 5 0 NA 5 0 5 

Local Installations 8 0 10 0 2 4 

Total Score for Additional 
Factors: 

34 2 13 16 8 25 

TOTAL SCORE: 172 117 28 
(AMH only) 

154 146 141 

Vendor Name Bibliotheca D-Tech/ Murphy Lyngsoe MK P.V. Supa Techlogic 
 

 
 

 

Components Score One point for each component that met the specifications of the RFP (Request for Proposal) 
 

  

Overall Proposal 0 = Incomplete  

 1 = Complete  

 3 = Overall presentation positive/professional  
 

  

Security Gates  Self-Checkout Stations 

 Overall opening:  1 = up to 36”  Enhanced Features:  0 = No 

  2 = 36” to 47”    3 = Program Information 

  5 = 48” or greater     5 = Program & Book Recommendations 

 Appearance of gates:  0 = Unattractive  Appearance:  0 = Unattractive Design 

  3 = Modern/Attractive Design    5 = Modern/Attractive Design 
 

  

Complete Solution 0 = No 

  5 = Vendor Produces all components 
 

  

Local Installations  Two points per local installation – up to 50 miles of Park Ridge (Max 10 points)  
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