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3.2 Terminal Area Development Evaluation 
Terminal Layout Alternatives were developed for PBI through a multi-step process which 
included a series of meetings and charrettes with senior consultant team and airport staff. 
Initial sketch planning efforts for terminal area alternatives were conducted as part of the 
Executive Planning Charrette. Based on this process, eleven terminal alternatives were 
developed (in addition to the full range of airfield alternatives) as described in the previous 
section, and included in Appendix A. 

Through a pre-screening process outlined below, the full-range of terminal alternatives were 
narrowed down to four alternatives to be further evaluated. The alternatives were narrowed 
down by planning staff through focusing on those alternatives that: are not cost prohibitive; 
would minimize impacts; and can still accommodate 20 year requirements. The four 
terminal alternatives were then evaluated based on criteria specific to the function of each, 
and the resulting preferred alternative is combined in the composite airport development 
plan.  

Most of these alternatives are not mutually exclusive expansion opportunities; i.e., they 
could ultimately be implemented in a sequential manner. As such, while one or more of 
these alternatives may be preferred as near-term development strategies, it does not 
necessarily preclude the longer-term implementation of the other alternatives.  

3.2.1 Pre-Screening of Terminal Area Alternatives  
The alternatives first developed in the Executive Planning Charrette considered a full range of 
options for the terminal area development. While various terminal development alternative 
options were conceptually considered, four primary terminal area alternatives were 
delineated for inclusion in the evaluation. A description of the full range of alternatives 
considered, but not to be carried forward with evaluation are provided below. 

 Remote Terminal Concepts (Executive Planning Charrette). Several remote options 
exist and could be made to work at PBI. However, remote terminals are more expensive, 
and closer-in expansion is generally more convenient for passengers, an important 
consideration for PBI. Therefore, as there is sufficient space over the planning period for 
closer-in terminal expansion, remote concepts are not carried forward for further 
evaluation as a part of this planning effort. Remote concepts are not, however, 
precluded and can be considered for planning beyond the current 20-year planning 
horizon. 

 West Terminal Concepts. Though there are several options for expansion of the 
terminal facilities to the west, expanding in this direction results in several negative 
impacts. A new office/administrative building and ATCT are being designed for 
construction to the west which either restricts development or would require relocation 
of the new facilities, vehicular traffic flow would be worse due to the resulting curved 
curb areas, and passenger parking would be farther from the terminal as the new 
parking garage is being planned east of the existing facility (resulting in poor customer 
service).  

 East Attached Terminal Concepts. Generally, for the reasons listed above, expanding 
the terminal to the east has been confirmed as the most feasible option over previous 
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planning efforts, and confirmed during this effort. However, it was determined that the 
attached terminal and resulting long curbfront area decreases automobile traffic flow in 
front of the terminal, causing increased curbside congestion. Further, there is little 
advantage to an attached/extended building versus a separated building, since very few 
passengers would need to move between buildings due to the airport’s origination and 
destination role. Therefore, the East Attached concepts were eliminated from further 
evaluation.  

Replacing the large terminal curbside facility in the East Attached Terminal Concepts with a 
connecting corridor between the existing and new terminal reduces the amount of 
automobile traffic congestion on the curbside. Customer satisfaction is therefore either 
maintained or improved. These East Detached Terminal Concepts are evaluated further in 
order to select a preferred alternative. 

3.2.2 Evaluation Criteria  
A number of criteria were developed to compare the performance of the East Detached 
Terminal Concepts, including the ability of the alternative to meet the need of the airport. 
Since all alternatives meet the need of the airport, this criterion was not discussed and 
evaluated separately. Following are the criteria chosen to evaluate the selected alternatives 
for the terminal facilities layout, and a brief description of each.  

 Customer Service – PBI is dedicated to providing superior customer service and 
convenience to its passengers. This criterion accounts for such factors as walking 
distance between parking lots and gates, overall comfort, and practicability of the 
terminal for its users. 

 Maximized Use of Concourse – This criterion considers the concourse layout that will 
provide the most utility for aircraft, in the most efficient and economical way possible 
(i.e., single loaded vs. double loaded concourses).  

 Terminal Curb front Functionality – This criterion pertains to the ability of the terminal 
layout to function most efficiently for curbside traffic. The objective is to maximize the 
available space at pick-up and drop-off points and/or minimize the amount of 
congestion by optimizing traffic circulation in the immediate area.  

 Long-term Flexibility – This criterion pertains to the flexibility of the terminal in terms of 
being able to plan for and accommodate changes in projected 2025 growth, and beyond.  

 Optimized Available Space – Space availability on airport property is limited, and the 
ability to expand the size of the property is difficult, time consuming, and expensive. 
Therefore, this criterion measures the efficiency of the layout of existing facilities, such 
as consolidated RAC and employee parking, and measures them according to the degree 
of customer service and best use of available space. 

 Ease of Implementation/Constructability – Constructability refers to the actual physical 
characteristics of each alternative, and includes factors such as the disruption level 
during construction, and how the implementation of each alternative would affect the 
surrounding environment and facilities.  
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3.2.3 Evaluation Analysis 
This section compares the four East Attached Terminal Concepts by applying the 
established evaluation criteria outlined above. Each of the alternatives equally meet the 
need, and thus are differentiated by the evaluation criteria.  

 Customer Service – For this criterion, walking distance between parking lots and gates, 
and the overall practicability of the terminal is the most important. Since the walking 
distance from the parking lot is the same for each alternative, the overall practicality and 
walking distance between gates become the important factors. Alternative 2A provides 
the shortest concourse length, and also has the best overall flow. Alternative 2C is the 
most simple for passengers since there are no turns in the concourse; however, the walk 
is slightly longer than that of 2A. Alternatives 2B and 2D have longer walks and also 
have turns in the concourse, 2D being worse than 2B.  

 Maximized Use of Concourse – All of the alternatives satisfy this criterion fully and thus 
equally. 

 Terminal Curb front Functionality – Alternatives 2A and 2C provide the most space 
between the main terminal areas, minimizing congestion at pick-up/drop-off points. 
However, the angled terminal in Alternative 2A may cause confusion with circulation. 
Alternatives 2B and 2D have identical curbfronts. 

 Long-term Flexibility – In order to maximize and accommodate changes in the planning 
period and beyond, continued development to the east by way of additional concourses 
must be accommodated. The diagonally oriented concourse in Alternatives 2A and 2B 
limits further growth to the east of the new Concourse D. However, Alternative 2A is 
worse than Alternative 2B due to the limited expansion capability with the terminal 
area, as the building is angled 45 degrees. Further, the elbow concourse in 
Alternative 2D severely limits growth to the east, as the footprint is even larger than that 
in Alternatives 2A and 2B.  

 Optimized Available Space – This criterion focuses on the efficiency of the overall layout of 
the other terminal facilities besides the concourse. The location of the consolidated RAC 
is better directly north of Belvedere for quicker access, which is provided in all but 
Alternative 2B. Employee parking is the next differentiating factor in this criterion. 
Alternative 2C provides the most efficient layout as it remains close to the terminal, but 
doesn’t infringe on the roadway area to the north.  

 Ease of Implementation/Constructability –Alternative 2B provides the least disruption to the 
surrounding environment as it maximizes existing airport land. Out of the remaining 
alternatives, Alternative 2D is the only alternative with employee parking being 
developed between the access roads. In terms of ease of construction, Alternative 2C is 
better than Alternative 2A due to the straight concourse.  

Table 3-1 summarizes the evaluation and results of the alternatives analysis.  The higher the 
score, the better the alternative; the highest score is “4” and the lowest score is “1”. 
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TABLE 3-1 
East Detached Terminal Area Development Alternatives Evaluation Summary 

 Alternative 2A Alternative 2B Alternative 2C Alternative 2D 

Customer Service  4 2 3 1 

Terminal Curb front Functionality 3 1 4 2 

Long-term Flexibility 2 3 4 1 

Optimized Available Space 3 1 4 2 

Ease of 
Implementation/Constructability 2 4 3 1 

SCORES 3 2 4 1 

4=best, 1=worst 
Prepared by: CH2M HILL, October 2006.  

3.2.3.1 Terminal Concept Preferred Alternative 
Based on the evaluation, Alternative 2C scored the highest and is therefore the preferred 
and recommended alternative for meeting the terminal area development needs for PBI.  

 




