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The year 2025 has been a pivotal period for Skyway, 
marked by significant progress in our strategy and 
the consolidation of our commitment to safety, 
operational excellence, and our strong focus on 
technology and innovation.

Traffic levels managed this year were 9% higher than 
last year, confirming the positive trend established 
in previous years. Once again, we have been able to 
handle these traffic volumes while maintaining the 
highest safety standards and the usual levels of 
efficiency that clearly set us apart in the industry.

In recent weeks, we have also begun operations at 
Castellón Airport, incorporating new professionals 
into our team to ensure top-quality service. In terms 
of our commitment to innovation and technology, 
this year saw the successful commissioning of the 
Vigo Remote Tower, a project that represents a 
historic milestone in our country and in which Skyway 
played a key role as the technology provider. Like-
wise, we successfully completed the technological 
innovation project for NATO, which included the 
development and implementation of advanced simu-
lation systems (SIMTRA) for the Air and Space Force 
Control School (EAE).

In a year full of challenges and complex projects, I 
want to emphasize that the safety of our opera-
tions has remained our fundamental pillar, and it 
has been the professionalism and capabilities of 
our operational staff, together with the commit-
ment of the entire organization, that have allowed 
us to keep our focus firmly on guaranteeing it.

It is a pleasure to welcome you to the Skyway Safety 
Bulletin 2025.

In Skyway, We are all Safety

Raquel Martínez Arnáiz
Skyway General Director

Safety Bulletin 2025

Foreword
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The essence of our work

From the editor

One of the most difficult things to explain to those 
who do not work in aviation is that our success is 
measured, most of the time, by the absence of 
news. There are no big headlines when everything 
goes well. Few write about the thousands of flights 
that land without incident every day. And yet, that 
is precisely what we strive for.

We soon learn that safety rarely shows itself in grand 
gestures. Sometimes it is a slight anticipation, a dis-
creet decision, or a situation resolved before it turns 
into a conflict. These are actions that do not shine 
and are invisible to most, but that matter. A lot.

New projects constantly emerge surrounded by in-
credible technology and possibilities, envisioning the 
world of the future that we want to leave to the next 
generations. One scenario is the implementation 
of remote towers, such as the recently developed 
Remote Tower at Vigo Airport, which represents the 
new course being taken. Day by day, we work in an 
environment that is increasingly regulated, auto-
mated, and monitored. And although technology 

has improved our operations, it has not changed 
their essence: we are still humans who keep the sys-
tem in balance. Technology supports us, but it does 
not replace us. Manuals guide us, but they do not al-
ways have all the answers. Aviation is not sustained 
solely by rules and procedures, but by professionals 
capable of interpreting, adapting, and applying 
them with responsibility and judgment when neces-
sary. Because our job is not only to react to problems 
and prevent something from going wrong. It is to 
achieve, day after day, that nothing happens.

I therefore would like to thank Cyntia García, Safe-
ty Director, Alejandro Sastre, Maintenance and 
Technical Exploitation Director, and José Ramón 
Pérez, Tower Manager of Alicante, for their trust and 
support in making possible this 2025 Safety Bulletin, 
giving us the opportunity to study past incidents, 
present today’s data, and analyze the good projects 
of the future.

Aviation is not sustained 
solely by rules and procedures, 
but by professionals capable 

of interpreting, adapting, 
and applying them with 

responsibility and judgment 
when necessary.

“

Daniel Ferrer Rodríguez
Air Traffic Controller and Incident Investigator
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Collision on approach to DCA, 2025

Case Study

On January 29, 2025, about 20:48 eastern standard 
time (EST), a Sikorsky UH-60L, operated by the US 
Army under the callsign PAT25, and an CRJ700, 
operated by PSA Airlines as flight 5342, collided in 
flight approximately 0.5 miles southeast of Ronald 
Reagan Washington National Airport (DCA) over 
the Potomac River. Both aircraft were destroyed. 	

The flight crew of flight 5342 consisted of a captain 
who had accumulated about 3,950 total hours of 
flight experience, of which about 3,024 hours were in 
the accident airplane make and model. The first of-
ficer (FO) had accumulated about 2,469 total hours 
of flight experience, of which about 966 hours were 
in the accident airplane make and model. 

The flight crew of PAT25 consisted of an Instructor 
Pilot (IP). The IP held the rank of Chief Warrant Of-
ficer 2 and had accumulated about 968 total hours 
of flight experience, of which about 300 hours were 
in the accident helicopter make and model. The pilot 
held the rank of Captain and had accumulated about 
450 total hours of flight experience, of which about 
326 hours were in the accident helicopter make and 
model. The crew chief held the rank of Staff Sargeant 
and had accumulated about 1,149 total flight hours, 
all of which was in UH-60 helicopters. 

Airport Information & ATC  
Environment

Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport (DCA) 
is equipped with three runways: runway 1/19, runway 
15/33, and runway 4/22. 

In general, when DCA is conducting north operations 
(as was the case when the collision occurred), traffic 
lands and departs on runway 01 with intermittent 

arrivals to runway 33 based on traffic demands and 
separation requirements. Conducting northbound 
operations with simultaneous operations to runways 
01 and 33 is a routine ATC procedure in compliance 
with FAA Order 7110.65BB.

At the time of the accident, the tower was staffed 
with five controllers, working five open positions. The 
helicopter control and local control positions were 
combined. Flight 5342 was communicating with the 
DCA tower controller via the published control tower 
frequency of 119.1 MHz; PAT25 was communicating 
with the tower controller via the published helicopter 
frequency of 134.35 MHz. 

Both frequencies utilized the very high frequency 
range. Because the aircraft were on different fre-
quencies, the crews of flight 5342 and PAT25 were 
not able to hear each other’s transmissions to the 
controller, but the controller’s transmissions to each 
aircraft would be audible to both flight crews.

The arrival of flight 5342 involved a visual approach 
to runway 01 from the south and was changed to 
runway 33. Runway 33 is typically limited to small-
er aircraft, which are able to land on its relatively 
shorter surface. Use of Runway 33 is equipped with 
a four-light precision approach path indicator (PAPI) 
that uses light cues to provide a 3° glidepath indica-
tion to pilots of approaching aircraft. The PAPI was 
operational at the time of the accident.   

PAT25’s VFR flight plan entailed transiting Washing-
ton, DC, airspace following standard helicopter routes 
established by the FAA: Route 1 to Route 4. 

Beginning at the American Legion Bridge near Cabin 
John, Maryland, continues along the Potomac River 
until crossing the Key Bridge in Washington, D.C.  

To avoid restricted airspace, Route 1 follows the 
Potomac River until crossing the Memorial Bridge, a 
compulsory reporting point. At this point, the max-
imum allowable altitude on Route 1 is 200 ft above 
mean sea level (MSL). Route 1 then continues south 
toward the Tidal Basin to Hains Point. Hains Point is 
identified as a noncompulsory reporting point and 
the area where Route 4 intercepts Route.The maxi-
mum altitude on Route 4 remains 200 ft MSL. Route 
4 continues south toward the Woodrow Wilson Bridge 
along the Potomac River, with DCA to the west. South 
of the Wilson Bridge, the maximum allowable altitude 
increases from 200 ft MSL to 300 ft MSL.

Timeline

NOTE: The following sequence is derived from both 
aircraft’s cockpit voice recorders (CVRs), flight 
data recorders (FDRs), and ATC radar data and 
communications.

20:32 - The PAT25 helicopter, after completing its 
maneuvers near Laytonsville, Maryland, checked in 
with the DCA Control Tower. The PAT25 crew request-
ed to enter Washington D.C. airspace and proceed 
via Helicopter Route 1 to Route 4 to Davison Army 
Field (DAA), which the tower controller approved. 

20:38 - PAT25 began descending as it picked up 
Helicopter Route 1 Beginning at the American Legion 
Bridge.

Flight 5342 was inbound DCA from the south to follow 
a visual approach to runway 01 in accordance with the 
clearance received from Potomac Approach Control.

20:43:06 - The flight 5342 crew made initial contact 
with DCA tower. At this time, the airplane was about 

10.5 NM from DCA. The tower controller asked if the 
crew could switch to runway 33. The crew agreed, 
and the controller subsequently cleared flight 5342 for 
landing on runway 33.

20:43:48 - The PAT25 was near the Key Bridge. The 
pilot indicated that they were at 300 ft MSL. The IP 
(Instructor Pilot) indicated they were at 400 ft MSL.

20:44:27 - The IP indicated that the helicopter was 
descending to 200 ft.

The flight 5342, between 20:44:41 and 20:45:27, was 
fully configured for landing about 6.2 nm south of 
the airport and the autopilot was disconnected.

20:45:30 - PAT25 passed over the Memorial Bridge 
toward the Tidal Basin, which is part of Route 1. The 
IP told the pilot that they were at 300 ft and needed 
to descend. The pilot said that they would descend.
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20:46:02 - The control tower informed PAT25 that 
traffic just south of the Wilson Bridge was a CRJ 
(flight 5342) at 1,200 ft circling to runway 33.

NOTE: Is possible that the portion of the transmis-
sion stating the CRJ was “circling” may not have 
been received by the crew of PAT25.

The PAT25 crew reported that they had the traffic in 
sight and requested to maintain visual separation. 
The controller approved the request. At this time, the 
distance between the two aircraft was about 6.5 nm.

20:47:27 - PAT25 passed the southern tip of Hains 
Point and flight 5342 began a left roll to turn to final 
on runway 33. The airplane was at a radio altitude of 
516 ft and 133 kts.

20:47:39 - The control tower asked the PAT25 crew if 
the CRJ was in sight.

NOTE: This transmission was heard on both CVRs.

20:47:40 - The crew of flight 5342 received an au-
tomated traffic advisory from the airplane’s traffic 
alert and collision avoidance system (TCAS). At this 
time, the aircraft were about 0.95 nm apart.

20:47:42 - The control tower instructed PAT25 to 
pass behind the CRJ. 

NOTE: The portion of the transmission that stated 
“pass behind the” may not have been received by 
the PAT25 crew, as the transmission was stepped 
on by a mic key from PAT25.

20:47:44 - The crew of PAT25 indicated that traffic 
was in sight and requested visual separation, which 
was approved by DCA tower. 

NOTE: CVR data indicated that, following this 
transmission, the IP told the pilot they believed ATC 
was asking for the helicopter to move left toward 
the east bank of the Potomac.

20:47:52 Flight 5342 was on final approach to run-
way 33, at an altitude of 344 ft and 143 kts.

20:47:58 One second before impact, flight 5342 
began to increase its pitch. The airplane’s elevators 
were deflected near their maximum nose up travel.

The flight 5342 FDR indicated that the airplane’s last 
recorded radio altitude was 313 ft. The airplane’s 
pitch at the time of the collision was 9º nose up 
and roll was 11º left wing down. The airplane was 
descending at 448 ft per minute.

The PAT25 FDR indicated that the radio altitude of 
the helicopter at the time of the collision was 278 
ft and had been steady for the previous 5 seconds. 
The helicopter’s pitch at the time of the collision was 
about 0.5º nose up with a left roll of 1.6º.

Final Analysis

The National Transportation Safety Board’s (NTSB) 
investigation of the accident is ongoing; however, 
preliminary findings suggest that the existing sepa-
ration distances are insufficient. The runway 33 PAPI 
provides a 3° visual glidepath indication to pilots, 
helicopter routes have no defined lateral bound-
aries, and the Baltimore–Washington Helicopter 
Route Chart includes no warning for helicopters to 
operate a specific distance from the shoreline. As a 
result, for example, a helicopter operating over the 
eastern shoreline of the Potomac River would have 
about 75 ft of vertical separation from an airplane to 
runway 33. This vertical separation decreases if the 
helicopter is flown farther from the shoreline or if the 
airplane is below the 3° glidepath.

As a result of the accident, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) issued NOTAM FDC 5/4379 on 
February 19, 2025, which restricted helicopter traffic 
from operating over the Potomac River, except for 
lifesaving medical, active law enforcement, air 
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defense, or presidential transport missions. In such 
cases, civilian aircraft would not be allowed in the 
area to prevent potential conflicts.

In light of the identified risk, and given the severity of 
the hazard, the NTSB issued two urgent safety rec-
ommendations to the FAA. The first urges the FAA to 
prohibit operations on helicopter Route 4 between 
Hains Point and the Wilson Bridge whenever runways 
15 and 33 at DCA are being used for departures and 
arrivals. The second recommends the designation of 
an alternative helicopter route to ensure the conti-
nuity of helicopter operations in that critical corridor 
when that segment of Route 4 is closed.

Both measures are intended to immediately reduce 
the risk of midair collisions in the shared airspace 
and to preserve operational safety in one of the most 
complex environments in the Washington, D.C. area.

Source: https://www.ntsb.gov/investigations/
Pages/DCA25MA108.aspx 

https://www.ntsb.gov/investigations/Pages/DCA25MA108.aspx
https://www.ntsb.gov/investigations/Pages/DCA25MA108.aspx
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Interview
Remote Control Tower

Q. Why do you think AENA has selected Vigo as the 
first airport in Spain for a remote control tower? 

A. As ANSP’s begin to truly embrace the concept 
of Remote Towers (RT), the path to delivering a RT 
system has to be considered alongside a number of 
risks, particularly associated with user requirements. 
Many remote tower projects in the past have failed 
due to a lack of controller engagement. AENA have 
fully understood this issue and have decided to 
deploy its first Remote Tower at an airport that facil-
itates plenty of user engagement whilst maintaining 
full operational capability at the airport.

Q. What key technologies are part of the remote 
tower management? 

A. Naturally, the core components of a remote tower 
center around the camera and video displays. These 
are critical to ensure the visual acuity requirements 
meet the user needs and expectations. However, 
sitting ‘under the hood’ and mainly unseen are the 
software and hardware components that ensure the 

operational integrity. This encompasses all the func-
tionality to meet ATC regulatory standards, which 
also includes robust software compliance standards. 

Q. What was the biggest challenge that SEARIDGE 
faced to implement the remote tower in Vigo?

A. Always the biggest challenge is to achieve the 
visual acuity requirements, particularly for an airport 
with mixed IFR and VFR operations. The project team 
and air traffic controllers worked diligently to ensure 
the system delivered video images that enabled the 
full application of visual separations.

Q. What level of resolution and night vision ca-
pability does the remote control tower offer? 

A. Without being too scientific, the daytime and 
night vision resolutions are determined during user 
testing to ensure controllers can adequately see 
all aircraft and vehicles of interest. Often, we hear 
that the images the controllers see on the video wall 
are better than what they can see out of the tower 
window, particularly at dawn and dusk.

Q. What happens if there is a total loss of signal 
or power? What are the procedures that would 
guarantee the continuity of the service? 

A. Whilst the system is being used for a limited num-
ber of hours, there is a procedure that allows for an 
immediate fallback to the main control tower building 
(CTB). Once the system is accepted into full-time use, 

Steve Hathway, Vice-President 
Customer Solutions at Searidge 
Technologies. 

“ Vigo Remote Tower has set the 
foundation for an exciting future 
for air traffic controllers in Spain.

A. The Remote Tower system is equipped with a 
remote-controlled signal light gun, which when used 
with the PTZ camera allows controllers to deliver 
clearance instructions to aircraft and vehicles should 
the communications system fail or when aircraft 
suffer an RTF failure.

Q. What kind of training and competence do the 
ATCO have to carry out? 

A. System training was included in the transition 
phase of the project, but controllers are not required 
to complete a full competency check. There is no 
change to the way controllers manage and separate 
aircraft and vehicles.

Q. What operational differences have ATCO per-
ceived between a physical tower and a remote one? 

A. Operationally, controllers find that there are mini-
mal differences in the way they work. The equipment 
and information systems are perfectly replicated in 
both the main CTB and RT facility. There are obvi-
ous environmental differences which can impact 
controller perceptions, but rarely do these negatively 
impact the ATCO’s ability to do their job.

the procedures for signal or power loss are no differ-
ent to those in place for the main CTB. A full safety 
assessment has been conducted to define the exact 
details of the failure and contingency procedures.

Q. How is the system protected against cyberse-
curity threats, both internal and external?

A. The software used within the Remote Tower sys-
tem is developed and tested to ISO27001 standards. 
Additionally, the system currently has no external 
links other than to the main CTB and camera sites.

Q. What technical or immediate support is there 
in case an Air Traffic Controller (ATCO) detects 
anomalies in the image or systems? 

A. As with any other ATM technology, there are in-
ternal processes for controllers to voice any concerns 
or issues. Additionally, the system is supported by a 
maintenance contract that will capture and rectify 
system failures or errors.

Q. An aircraft with communications failure..., 
how does the ATCO make the light signals from 
the remote tower? 

11
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Q. How do you ensure the ATCO situational 
awareness is equivalent to or superior compared 
to the physical tower? How is ATCO situational 
awareness assessed in a digital environment 
providing VFR separation?

A. Working in a remote tower environment is 
different, despite the system exactly mirroring 
the traditional control tower building. From a sit-
uational awareness perspective, there is an argu-
ment that this can be improved as the controller 
is able to see enhanced views of the operation. 
These views can be shown on separate display 
screens or as a picture-in-picture on the main 
video wall. Whilst there is not enough evidence 
to date, we believe that over time controllers will 
find that their situational awareness is enhanced, 
particularly when augmented video and track 
data labels are used.

Q. What economic, environmental, and oper-
ational benefits do the remote tower provide 
compared to the physical tower?

A. The environmental benefits will largely depend 
upon the scale of the system and how it compares 
to the physical tower, particularly regarding power 
requirements. The economic benefits mainly focus 
on the costs of maintaining or rebuilding a tradi-
tional brick-built tower when compared against the 
cost of a fully furnished RT facility which is normally 
located in a multi-use building. There can be eco-
nomic benefits for the airport particularly when the 
main CTB is in an area of the airport that restricts 
the infrastructure development.

By far, the main benefits are more about the op-
erational future of an airport ATC unit. Specifically, 
how new and future technologies are deployed to 
enhance the ATC service delivery performance and 
safety. A Remote Tower digital facility will enable 
the testing and deployment of tools that have not 
yet been invented, and it will only be possible to 
evolve with the adoption and deployment of more 
remote towers.

Q. Could ATCO fatigue and stress be increased when 
working on a remote tower instead of a physical one? 

A. There is no evidence to suggest that ATCO fatigue 
is any worse or better in a remote tower. However, 
it is important that this is continuously monitored.

Referring back to the previous question regarding 
benefits, a RT facility will allow for new tools to be 
developed that will reduce controller workloads and 
provide alerts to enhance safety. Overall, these 
should reduce the possibility of ATCO fatigue and 
offer a better working environment.

Q. With the remote tower in place and in oper-
ation, what’s the next step in the ATC industry? 

A. Without a doubt it is to embrace digital tools to 
enhance safety and improve the operational perfor-
mance. The Vigo Remote Tower has set the founda-
tion for an exciting future for ATCO’s in Spain, a future 
that will deliver the next generation of airport ATM.

Q. What potential technical improvements 
could be implemented in the remote tower of 
Vigo in the future? 

A. We’ve already mentioned augmented video, which 
when combined with ADS-B track data these technol-
ogies alone will enable so many enhancements allow-
ing the tower to offer services that enhance the overall 
airport performance. For example, we have seen other 
airports use the same system for ATC and aircraft turn-
around management. And by flowing data from the 
stand through to the tower, the ATC service is better 
able to manage the departure and arrival sequence, 
thereby optimizing the runway usage and capacity.

Similarly, the same technologies enable the deploy-
ment of safety nets. Airfield maintenance, runway 
restrictions, taxiway closures can all be easily dis-
played on the video wall. Combined with the Searidge 
AI tool (Aimee) the system will provide a second pair 
of eyes watching for runway incursions or potential 
dangers threatening the safe movement of aircraft.

1313
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Continuing to Grow
Once again, I have the opportunity to address a few 
words to my colleagues and to the external readers 
of Skyway’s Annual Safety Bulletin. In doing so, I 
always reflect on where we stood at the beginning 
of the year and where we are now, as we approach 
its conclusion.

How have we changed? What have we learned 
along the way? Have we done everything possible 
to improve day by day and ensure that our work has 
a positive impact on the work of others?

Through an honest reflection, I recognize that while 
there are always processes that could have been 
carried out in a more streamlined or expeditious 
manner, the clear reality is that with each step we 
move forward in a firm and steady way. We evolve 
as a company, growing every day as professionals 
and, even more importantly, as individuals, 
undoubtedly learning throughout the journey. Once 
again, it was worth it.

As we have been identifying and analyzing in 
recent weeks the risks to be mitigated during 
2026, both at corporate level and across our 
operational units, one term appears repeatedly: 
adaptability. This is a constant process in our 
lives, one of which we are sometimes not even 
aware of because it arises naturally, but which in 
other cases requires clear and ongoing planning 
in order to consciously and effectively achieve our 
objectives.

In line with the above, at Skyway we have 
continued to grow and adapt as an air navigation 
service provider, incorporating this year a new 
air traffic control unit in which we also provide 
CNS services (communications and navigation 
maintenance). We welcomed Castellón Airport 

Control Tower, where Skyway has been providing 
ATS and CNS services since 31 October 2025.

Of course, this was not the first time we had 
faced a transition as a new service provider for a 
unit. In fact, we have already completed fourteen 
similar transitions to date. However, it was the first 
time we did so under the regulatory framework 
of Regulation (EU) 2017/373, which establishes 
common requirements for air traffic management 
and air navigation service providers.

For the entry into service in Castellón, it was 
essential to ensure that the change of ATS/CNS 
provider was carried out safely, under the oversight 
and approval of the Spanish Competent Authority 
(AESA) and in close coordination with all the 
stakeholders involved. As part of this process, 
several key actions were undertaken, without 
which the change would not have been possible. A 
Transition Plan was defined, including the actions 
necessary for its monitoring and closure. A Safety 
Assessment (SA) associated with the change was 
conducted, involving all stakeholders through the 
risk identification session: the airport operator, 
the outgoing provider, the MET provider, collateral 
services, and users. In addition, a Safety Support 
Assessment (SSA) was completed, given that 
CNS maintenance services also support approach 
services. ATS and CNS training plans were defined 
and approved, and the designation and change of 
provider were requested from AESA, among other 
actions.

To complete the change, we relied from the outset 
on a very clear structure of responsibilities. There 
were many details, and it was essential to take all 
of them into account, without losing sight of the 
most important element of the process: people and 

Cyntia García Carracedo
Safety Director

their proper adaptation, ensuring the necessary 
knowledge of Skyway’s specific procedures for the 
transition.

Two weeks after Skyway’s entry into service, 
the transition was deemed complete, moving 
to a steady-state phase. It is worth highlighting 
that, while lessons learned were identified, as 
it is standard practice, the process was carried 
out successfully and within the originally agreed 
timeframe, reinforcing our confidence for future 
transitions.

For these reasons, I would like to express my 
appreciation to all the external stakeholders involved 
in coordinating the change of provider, extend a 
warm welcome to the new colleagues joining our 
team, and offer my most sincere congratulations 
to everyone at Skyway who have made this new 
step forward as a company possible. Together, let 
us continue to grow.
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Cybersecurity at Skyway
On September the 20th, there was a cyberattack 
on the service provider for check-in and boarding 
systems, Collins Aerospace, at three European air-
ports (Brussels, London and Berlin), affecting the 
check-in and baggage delivery processes, which 
had to be carried out manually, affecting for sever-
al days and with hundreds of flights delayed and/
or canceled.

This piece of news, with great international reper-
cussions, is a visible example of an inherent problem 
that we must face in the society of our time. At this 
point, we would say something obvious if we state 
that cybersecurity is a challenge for citizens in gen-
eral, the aeronautical industry in particular, and 
more specifically for our work in an air navigation 
service provider.

What happened on September the 20th gives 
me the opportunity to disseminate in this Safety 
Bulletin, the work that has been carried out in this 
area within Skyway in recent years. In 2020, we es-
tablished a working group with NATS to determine 
the level of cybersecurity maturity within the com-
pany. As a result of this work, an action plan was 
established in which various aspects in this area 
were reinforced: training, relations and agreements 
with third parties, specific procedures, etc., in order 
to establish that level of maturity and continue 
climbing steps on the ladder of information securi-
ty, which has no end and which we must continue 
travelling in order to be in the right position at all 
times to face this challenge.

We are not alone in this adventure: on the one 
hand, we have the fundamental pillar of Serveo, 
which, in addition to the professionals specialized 
in this field, has the best possible business card, 
which is the certification within the framework of 
ISO 27001 and that provides us with the tools for 
identification, protection, detection, response and 

recovery of all assets,  devices, telecommunications 
infrastructure, etc., which we use on a daily basis.

On the other hand, for some time now, industry 
has deployed resources and shared knowledge 
and lessons learnt that are key for avoiding future 
events. Thus, since 2023, Skyway has been a mem-

Alejandro Sastre García
Maintenance and Technical Exploitation Director
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ber of the European Centre for Cybersecurity in 
Aviation (ECCSA), an association under the EASA 
umbrella that allows the identification and better 
understanding of cybersecurity risks in aviation and 
collaboration to deal with cybersecurity incidents.

Regardless of all the above, current year 2025 is be-
ing particularly active in this field. EASA, within the 
framework of Implementing Regulation 2023/203 
on the requirements for the management of risks 
related to information security that may have an 
impact on aviation safety, has sped up supervisory 
processes and, in coordination with all organisa-
tions, has set February 2026 as the target date 
for compliance with that Regulation. From all the 
departments of Skyway we are very involved in 
this process to reach a successful end in a timely 
manner.

Under all these premises, there is a fundamental 
aspect which I would like to conclude these lines: 
the involvement of Skyway’s own staff on one hand, 
as well as all the companies and organizations 
which Skyway interacts and are a fundamental 
part of the chain, on the other. For this reason, we 
provide a specific mailbox for this purpose (ciberse-
guridad@skyway-ans.com) in order to report any 
incident (possible identity theft, phishing, fraud-
ulent communications, etc.) that unfortunately 
year after year are more common and, even more 
sophisticated.
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Vigo’s Remote Tower
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Vigo Airport (LEVX) is a long-standing reference for 
Skyway. Indeed, it was one of the first towers where 
we began providing ATS services back in November 
2012. That same month, we also commenced opera-
tions at Sabadell and Madrid–Cuatro Vientos airports.

More than a decade has passed since those early 
days when, amid great uncertainty but with enor-
mous enthusiasm, we started our journey at this 
airport. In the now also distant year 2020, while still 
acting as the ATS provider at the unit, we embarked 
on a different yet equally exciting path: the imple-
mentation of what would become the first remote 
tower in Spain. On this occasion, we assumed the 
role of system integrators, together with the Ca-
nadian company SEARIDGE. A joint venture was 
established, which was awarded the AENA con-
tract to deploy Spain’s first Remote Control Centre, 
designed to host three remote towers, the first of 
which would serve Vigo Airport itself.

In essence, the project involved installing a set of 
cameras providing a full 360° view equivalent to 
that available from the physical control tower and 
transmitting the signal to a facility equipped with a 
videowall where the visual scenario is displayed. This 
remote facility was fitted with the required Con-
troller Working Positions (CWP) and both Technical 
and Operational supervision positions. The project 
also included technical training and shadow-mode 
operations for controller training (i.e. training 
carried out at the remote facility while operational 
service continued from the physical tower). The 
chosen location for the Remote Control Centre was 
a former parking module at Vigo Airport, which was 
refurbished and adapted for this purpose.

From an equipment standpoint, the system incor-
porates optical and acoustic sensors as well as vid-
eo processors, whose signals are transmitted in real 
time to the remote control room. From this room, 

Daniel Ferrer Rodríguez
Alejandro Sastre García
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vision position, and a training/familiarisation posi-
tion. In addition to the remote tower equipment, 
the operational positions are fitted with the stand-
ard systems required for service provision (voice 
communications systems, SACTA, meteorological 
equipment, airfield lighting control, etc.)

Some of the system’s most relevant technical char-
acteristics include:

	Ƿ Latency of less than 1 second, this is the differ-
ence between real-world events and their visual 
representation in the remote tower.

	Ƿ Image recording capability of up to 45 days, 
which is particularly relevant for the investiga-
tion of incidents that may occur at the unit.

	Ƿ Warnings and alarms alerting the ATCO to 
frozen images or delays exceeding the system’s 
specified latency limits.

	Ƿ Real-time system monitoring via dedicated soft-
ware, using more than 300 sensors to detect any 
deviation from applicable parameters.

The milestone of entry into operation of Vigo Air-
port’s remote tower was achieved on 17 June 2025. 
This success was not attained without overcoming 
numerous challenges along the way, including:

	Ƿ COVID-19, which even prevented on-site surveys 
by the joint venture personnel during the initial 
stages of the project due to mobility restrictions.

	Ƿ A global shortage and cost crisis affecting elec-
tronic components, resulting in extraordinary 
delays in procuring the large volume of equip-
ment required.

	Ƿ The lack of structural data for the physical tower, 
which was necessary to assess the feasibility of 
installing the central mast carrying the main 
camera array (weighing over two tons).

the ATCO provides service with a panoramic view of 
the CTR displayed on the videowall, consisting of a 
total of 13 monitors forming a 120° field of view. The 
videowall displays images from a total of 17 fixed 
cameras (14 installed on the roof of the physical 
tower, arranged in a ring on a purpose-built mast 
structure, and 3 cameras located along the glide 
path, providing visibility of the blind area at the 
threshold of Runway 13), as well as 2 movable PTZ 
(Pan, Tilt and Zoom) cameras that replicate the 
functionality of binoculars in a conventional control 
tower. The system is also equipped with a Signal 
Light Gun (SLG), installed alongside the fixed cam-
eras on the aforementioned mast and remotely 
operated from the ATCO position. Acoustic sensors 
allow the ATCO to perceive ambient sound in the 
same way as in a traditional control tower.

From a software perspective, the system is man-
aged by SEARIDGE’s proprietary application, known 
as EAVD (Enhanced Airport Vision Display), which 
allows direct ATCO interaction for camera control, 
image preselection, zoom, autofocus, brightness 
adjustment, and more.

Operationally, the installation has been provided 
with a main control position (Vigo operates as a 
single-position tower), a back-up position, a super-

This implementation makes 
Vigo the first Spanish airport to 
operate with a remote tower, 
positioning it as a European 

benchmark in the transition to 
remote air traffic control.
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	Ƿ A prolonged runway closure due to resurfacing 
works, which temporarily halted controller 
training at the remote facility due to insufficient 
traffic to validate training hours.

	Ƿ Extreme weather events, most notably a light-
ning strike on the camera mast on Christmas Eve 
2022, during which the system—already in the 
testing phase—remained operational following 
the event.

Although it is difficult to capture so many years of 
work in just a few lines, it would be impossible to 
conclude without acknowledging the contribution 
of all the other stakeholders involved in the collec-
tive success of bringing Vigo’s remote tower into 
operation: the airport operator, the ATS provider, 
the CNS provider, contractors and subcontractors 
involved in refurbishing the parking facility for its 
new purpose... We are convinced that, like us at 
Skyway, they all consider this project to be “partly 
theirs” and recognise it as the first step towards a 
paradigm shift in the provision of Air Navigation 
Services.

At last, this implementation makes Vigo the first 
Spanish airport to operate with a remote tower, 
positioning it as a European benchmark in the 
transition to remote air traffic control. The solu-
tion not only addresses a local need; it represents 
a new ATS service. And above all, it demonstrates 
that well-applied technology does not replace the 
controller — it empowers them. 
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Meteorological Service  
Providers: Invisible Guardians 
of Aviation Safety
Although they often go unnoticed, meteorological 
services are key components in the machinery 
that ensures the safety of air navigation. Every 
forecast, every alert, and every report is essential 
for the operation of the thousands of daily flights 
that traverse our airspace.

The importance of meteorological services re-
quires that their provision be governed by solid 
and harmonized regulatory frameworks. For this 
reason, international organizations such as ICAO 
(International Civil Aviation Organization) and 
WMO (World Meteorological Organization) have 
established global standards, while the European 
Union, within the framework of the Single Europe-
an Sky, has developed its own regulatory system. 
In this context, Regulation (EC) No. 550/2004 
mandates the compulsory certification of mete-
orological service providers, and Implementing 
Regulation (EU) 2017/373 specifies the common 
requirements and systematic oversight of services, 
ensuring that any certified provider may operate 
across all Member States with full confidence 
and uniformity. Furthermore, each Member State 
designates a national authority responsible for the 
certification and continuous supervision of service 
providers.

In Spain, this regulatory framework translates 
into the obligation for meteorological service 
providers to obtain certification from the National 
Supervisory Authority for Meteorological Services 
supporting air navigation (ANSMET). Far from 
being a mere formality, this process ensures that 
organizations entrusted with delivering essential 
meteorological information for aviation comply 

Tatiana Brito Palacios
Technical Specialist in Operations and Training

In 2025, Skyway has 
successfully completed 
its certification process, 

consolidating its position as 
the leading private provider 

of air navigation services 
and reaffirming its strategic 

role in the sector.

“

23

with the highest standards of safety and quality. 
However, achieving and maintaining this certi-
fication is no simple task for providers; it entails 
overcoming a rigorous process that demands in-
vestment in human and technological resources, 
as well as a constant commitment to continuous 
improvement.

Before initiating the certification process, mete-
orological service providers must have a robust 
management system capable of ensuring that 
meteorological information is prepared, validated, 
and disseminated in accordance with the needs 
of air traffic. This system must also include oper-
ational safety processes, staff training, internal 
audits, and periodic reviews to verify compliance 
with regulatory requirements, as well as the con-
tinuous improvement of services.

Once this system has been developed, the pro-
vider applies for certification before ANSMET, 
submitting documentation that demonstrates 
regulatory compliance. The process involves initial 
reviews, in-depth evaluations, and on-site audits, 
during which evidence is verified and potential 
deficiencies corrected. Finally, if the evaluation 
is successful, ANSMET grants the certificate and 
supervises the meteorological services of the new 
provider once operations commence.

In 2025, Skyway has successfully completed its cer-
tification process, consolidating its position as the 
leading private provider of air navigation services 
and reaffirming its strategic role in the sector.

Meteorological service providers are an essential 
part of sustaining the safety of every flight, and their 
certification is far more than a requirement—it is the 
assurance of trust that every aircraft and every con-
trol unit receives meteorological information that is 
safe, accurate, and of the highest quality.
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Fatal accidents by RASG region 2024

Quantitative Data

Source: ICAO State of Global Aviation Safety (2025)
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Source: EUROCONTROL European Aviation Overview 2023-2024

RANKING COUNTRY AVG. DAILY  
FLIGHTS

% PREV YEAR % 2019

1   France 9,408   +6%   +2%

2   Germany 8,339   +4%   -10%

3   UK Continental 6,745   +3%   -5%

4   Spain 6,452   +7%   +9%

5   Italy 5,913   +9%   +10%

6   Türkiye 4,681   +4%   +10%

7   Austria 4,118   +4%   +10%

8   Netherlands 3,426   +5%   -6%

9    Belgium/Luxembourg 3,279   +3%   -4%

10   Switzerland 3,263   +9%   +1%

11   Hungary 3,006   +6%   +23%

12   Greece 2,937   +7%   +21%

13   Bulgaria 2,870   +8%   +19%

14    Serbia/Montenegro 2,695   +9%   +29%

15   Croatia 2,520   +13%   +29%

16   Romania 2,240   +6%   +9%

17   Czech Republic 2,143   +11%   -10%

18   Poland 2,072   +8%   -17%

19   Portugal Continental 1,976   +7%   +11%

20   Ireland 1,855   +2%   +5%

21   Sweden 1,803   +3%   -20%

22   Slovakia 1,642   +13%   +7%

23   Denmark 1,623   +6%   -12%

Average flights (incl. overflights) - 2024 European states

RANKING AIRPORT AVG. DAILY DEP/ 
ARR FLIGHTS

% 2023 % 2019

1 Istanbul 1,401   +2% n/a

2 Amsterdam 1,336   +6%   -4%

3 London Heathrow 1,302   +4%   -1%

4 Paris Charles de Gaulle 1,275   +2%   -8%

5 Frankfurt 1,204   +2%   -14%

6 Madrid Barajas 1,148   +8%   -2%

7 Barcelona 951   +9%   +1%

8 Munich 887   +8%   -22%

9 Rome Fiumicino 862   +18%   +2%

10 London Gatwick 725   +3%   -7%

Top 10 European Airports

Source: EUROCONTROL European Aviation Overview 2023-2024
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