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ABSTRACT

On 23 February 2004, the Council adopted Decision
2004/197/CFSP establishing a mechanism to administer the
financing of the common costs of Union operations having
military or defence implications. The Decision was amended
by the Council Decision 2011/871/CFSP, and more recently, in
2015 the Council adopted a new Decision regarding the ATHE-
NA mechanism. The structure for financing EU external action
is flexible and fragmented: CSDP operations are not entirely
budgetized; the administrative costs for the CSDP institutional
framework are borne by the CFSP budget, but the operational
costs for the different CSDP missions/operations are borne by
different mechanisms. Operations having military and defence
implications are financed directly by the participating Member
States and particularly via the specific mechanism — ATHE-
NA. Such fragmentation does not provide for coherence of EU
external action nor continuous/stable financing of EU military
operations.

Mostly, Athena finances the costs incurred for the head-
quarters, some types of infrastructure works, medical services,
satellite imagery, transport to and from the theatre of opera-
tions for deployment. The 2018 saw a significant ambition to
overcome the problems of financing the common costs via the
establishment of the European Peace Facility (EPF) which will
replace and supersede the Athena mechanism and the APF and
will significantly broaden the percentage of the costs covered
for a wide range of CSDP operations/missions. The proposal
for establishing an EPF is currently under discussion.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the main factors in the implementation of the Common
Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) is the financing of joint missions
and crisis management operations. The complex rules for financing CSDP
missions and operations directly affect the ability of the European Union

to effectivily conduct such crisis management operations.

The problem of financing peacekeeping missions was detected
as early as planning the first CSDP peacekeeping mission, the EUPM
police mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which was faced with difficult
procedures for providing materials and transportation needed for the
mission. In order to cover the operating costs of the mission, it was necessary
to increase the budget of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
for 2003, which is part of the Union’s total budget. The final consent to
increase the budget was obtained by the European Parliament as late as
November 2003, which is a fairly long period taking into account that the
mission planning team was set up on 15 April 2002. It must be emphasized
that due to problems with funding in the deployment phase and the start of
the mission, EUPM was under-equipped in terms of computers, cars and
mobile phOl’lCS.(Emerson, M., Gross, E., 2007)

The experience acquired by EUPM in terms of financing is
significant not only for police missions, but for other later civilian missions
and military operations.

Article 41 of the Treaty on the European Union regulates the rules
for financing the CFSP, including peacekeeping missions and operations
defined in Article 42 (1) and 43 TEU. Administrative expenditure to which
the implementation of CFSP gives rise for the institutions shall be charged
to the Union budget. (Treaty on European Union, Lisbon, 13 December 2007),

Operating expenditure shall also be charged to the Union budget,
except for such expenditure arising from operations having military or
defence implications and in cases where the Council acting unanimously
decides otherwise. (Article 41)
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According to that, CSDP civilian missions are financed from the
CFSP budget, while the cost of military operations (unless the Council
unanimously decides otherwise) are borne by the Member States.

Besides the CFSP budget and the Athena mechanism, EU has on
its disposal two other instruments for funding crisis response, conflict
prevention and peacebuilding: the African Peace Facility (APF) and the
Instrument contributing to the Stability and Peace (IcSP). The IcSP is the
EU’s main thematic instrument in this regard. Activities of mediation, confidence
building, security sector reform, transitional justice and gender mainstreaming
have been financed by its funds. While the IcSP has long been considered the
EU’s flagship for civilian conflict prevention and crisis response, the inclusion
of CBSD activities from 2018 onwards also allows for providing military actors
with non-lethal equipment.(Furness, M., Bergmann, J., 2018)

The “Athena” mechanism

The first attempt to find a solution to finance military operations
was made in 2002 at the European Council in Seville when it was decided
the financing of military operations should be based on a combination of
three elements:

- common costs;
- individual costs; and
- possibility the Council decide otherwise.

The individual costs of financing national contingents in military
operations, then and now, are borne by the Member States participating in
the military operation, i.e. on their national budgets and eventually on the
budgets of other participating non — EU States in the operation. However, in
terms of joint costs, after the Seville decision, remains the rule for them to
decide on a case-by-case basis, which proved to be extremely complicated
as early as the implementation of the first military operations in 2003,
“EUFOR Concordia” in the Republic of Macedonia and “Artemis” in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo.

Regarding the financing mechanism of the “EUFOR Concordia” military
operation in the Republic of Macedonia, the EU identified four weaknesses:
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1. the unavailability of EU funds in the preparatory and deployment
phase of an operation;

2. the tendency of the financial mechanism to involve participating
third countries late in the decision-making process, complicating
timely coverage of operation costs;

3. long negotiations with third countries and the difficult to finalize
in time, especially since the operations was of short duration and

4. the complex financial rules applied to the operation and the late
preparation of estimates of the common costs of the operation. (Dari,
E., Price, M., Van der Wal, J., Gottwald, M., Koenig, N. 2012)

The aforementioned weaknesses were the reason for the Union, as early
as the implementation of EUFOR Concordia, to begin developing a
mechanism that would ensure efficient financing the common operating
costs of military operations and avoid alignment for each operation
individually. For this purpose, on February 23, 2004, the Council of the
EU adopted the Decision for establishing a mechanism to administer the
financing of the common costs of European Union operations having
military or defence implications.(Council Decision 2004)

This mechanism is called “Athena”. The Decision of the EU Council from
2004 has been amended several times. After the entry into force of the
Treaty of Lisbon, on December 19, 2011, was adopted a new Decision of
the EU Council regulating the “Athena” mechanism, and it is envisaged
to be put under review at least every three years, if this doesn’t happen on
request of the EU Member States or after the completion of each of the
operations. (Art.43, Council Decision 2011)

The Decision from December 2011 was replaced by the Council Decision
establishing a mechanism to administer the financing of the common costs
of European Union operations having military or defence implications
(Athena) and repealing Decision 2011/871/CFSP (Council Decision 2015),
adopted on 27 March 2015. The aim of the “Athena” mechanism is to
reduce the costs of the participating states and to encourage other countries
to participate in the financing of the military operations.

The “Athena” mechanism is under the authority of the Special
Committee composed of representatives of the EU Member States that
contribute to the financing of each individual operation. Third countries
that participate in financing the operations can also participate in the work
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of the Special Committee, but do not have the right to vote. The Secretary-
General of the Council, after informing the Special Committee, appoints an
administrator and accounting officer for the “Athena” mechanism for a period
of three years. The administrator manages the financial costs of carrying out
military operations, maintains contacts with the governments of the Member
States and with international organizations, draws up the budget proposal and
submits it to the Special Committee and carries out administrative work in
relation to revenues and expenditures that may occur outside the active phase
of the military operations. The accounting officer is responsible for keeping the
accounts for Athena, payments, collection of revenue and recovery of amounts
on behalf of the Athena mechanism, preparation of the annual financial report
and preparation the final accounts after completion of each operation.

During the conduct of the military operation, the Operation
Commander is authorized to finance the common costs of the operation
which he commands. He sends to the administrator his proposals for the
operational common costs for draft budget and providing all the necessary
elements for budget implementation of the specific operation. For that
purpose, he concludes contracts on behalf of the “Athena” mechanism and
opens a bank account for the operation which he commands.

The presidency can convene a meeting of the SC, in a time-limit of
maximum 15 days after a request in that regard was made by a Member State,
the administrator of the SC or by a operation commander of any given EU
military mission that is underway. The administrator informs the SC of possible
involvement of the Athena mechanism. All decisions are adopted if consensus is
reached amongst all of the voting members. These decisions are legally binding.
(Council of EU 2017)

The Athena mechanism determines the types of common costs that
refer to the preparatory, active and final phases of the operation, as well
as the costs covered by the Athena mechanism regardless of the period in
which they occurred.

I. Common costs borne by Athena mechanism whenever they are incurred
are: mission expenditure for submitting an operation’s accounts to the Special
Committee; indemnities for damages and costs resulting from claims and legal
actions; costs pursuant to any decisions to store material which was acquired
for common purpose of the operation, as well as funds designed to cover the
bank costs, the auditing costs, the preparatory phase of the operation, the
development and maintenance of the accounting and asset managing systems
of the “Athena” mechanism and costs related to administrative arrangements
and framework agreements. (Council Decision (CFSP) 2015)
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II. Operational common costs relating to the preparatory phase
of an operation, such as: costs necessary for exploratory missions and
preparations by military and civilian personnel for a specific EU military
operation (transport, accommodation, use of communications tools,
recruitment of local civilian personnel for the execution of the mission,
e.g. interpreters and drivers); and costs for medical services (emergency
medical evacuation - Medevac) to persons participating in exploratory
missions and preparations by military and civilian personnel with a view
to a specific EU military operation, when medical treatment cannot be
provided in the area of the operation. (ibid).

III. Operational common costs relative to the active phase of
operations:

1. Costs that are always borne by Athena mechanism. (Ibid)

» Incremental costs for headquarters (deployable or fixed) for EU-
led operations, such as: the headquarters that include the command
and support elements approved in the operational plan (OPLAN);
operation headquarters that is static and out-of-area of operation
commander and which is responsible for building up, launching,
sustaining and recovering an EU force; the headquarters of an EU
force deployed to the area of operations; the headquarters of an
EU component commander deployed for the operation, such as air,
land, maritime and other special forces commanders whom it could
be deemed necessary to designate depending on the nature of the
operation; mission headquarters deployed to the area of operations,
replacing some or all of the functions of the operation headquarters
and the headquarters of the forces. These costs relate to: transport;
official journeys and accommodation; equipment for offices and
accommodation; contractual services and utilities; maintenance
costs of the headquarters buildings; costs for civilian personnel
employed at headquarters (including any overtime compensation
payments); costs for communications and IT equipment; costs for
acquisition, rental or refurbishing of required facilities; costs for
information campaigns and media reporting; etc.

» Incremental costs for providing support to the force as a whole:
infrastructure, identification, medical services and facilities, acqui-
sition of information and more.

» Incremental costs incurred by Union recourse to NATO common
assets and capabilities made available for an EU-led operation.
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» Costs incurred by the Union for goods, services or works included
in the list of common costs made available in an EU-led operation
by a Member State, an Union institution, a third State or an inter-
national organization.

2. Operational common costs borne by “Athena” when the Council
so decides and relating to the transport to and from the area of op-
erations to deploy, support and recover the forces necessary for the
operation, as well as the multinational headquarters of Union task
forces deployed in the area of the operation.(Council Decision (CFSP)
2015 )

3. Operational common costs borne by Athena when requested by the
operation commander and approved by the Special Committee, such
as: barracks and lodging for the forces deployed for the operation;
essential additional equipment for the execution of the operation;
medical services and facilities; acquisition of information and other
critical capabilities in the area of operation, such as demining, chem-
ical, biological, radiological and nuclear protection. (Council Decision
(CFSP) 2015)

IV. Operational common costs borne by Athena mechanism relative
to the winding-up of the operation. These costs are incurred for finding
the final destination for the equipment and infrastructure commonly funded

for the operation, as well as for drawing up the accounts for the operation.
(Council Decision (CFSP) 2015/)

The Athena mechanism is contributed by the Member States of the
Union, with the exception of Denmark, which does not participate in
the military affairs of the CSDP. Third countries can also contribute to
the financing certain military operations.

The initiative for a TPFC may come from an EU Member State or third
country (not necessarily a TCN), or any other contributor or group of contributors.
The third country can offer contributions as a follow-up to previous discussions
regarding bankrolling certain project or eventually a need not suitable for financing
under Athena rules. Also, a new project can be financed that is aimed at supporting
the tasks of the operation. In any event, such potential contribution must be approved
by the Political and Security Committee and the Special Committee of the Athena
has to agree to manage the contribution. With this aim, the Athena administrator
may negotiate and sign an administrative arrangement (AA) with the contributing
state.(Council of EU, Athena Manual, 2017)

Vision International Refereed Scientific Journal, Volume 3, Issue 2, December 2018 71



Financing EU Military Operations: The Athena Mechanism

72

The contribution of the EU Member States depends on their
Gross National Income (GNI), irrespective of whether the Member State
participates in the operation or not. This contribution in 2012 varied from
less than 0.5% to more than 20% per Member State. (Rehrl, J. and Weisserth, H.
2012 ) The largest contributors to the “Athena” mechanism are Germany,
France and Italy.

All revenues and expenditures pertaining to the ‘“Athena”
mechanism are contained in the budget of the mechanism, which refers to
each financial year and is expressed in euros. If necessary, the rebalance
of the budget of Athena mechanism can be made. Cost control is carried
out through a quarterly statement of revenue and expenditure, which
the administrator submits to the Special Committee, as well as through
internal and external audit.

There are three phases of making the budget of an operation: 1) the
preparatory phase, the 2) active phase and 3) the winding-up of the operation.
The first phase begins with the approval of the Concept of Operation by the
Council. From this moment on, certain financial resources are available. Via
the early financing facility an operation can be initiated or purchase equipment
within a few days. The active phase begins with the Council decision launching
the operation. The third phase concerns the winding up of the operation. After
the completion of the operation, there is an obligation for the administrator of
Athena, the accounting officer and the operation commander, to submit the
accounts to a Special Committee of the Athena within four months from the date
when the operation was over.(Terpan, F).,

The funds established within the “Athena” mechanism, and in
accordance with the list of common costs for which they can be used, cover
about 15-20% of the total cost of military operations. For example, the
operational costs for the military operation EUFOR Tchad (2008) amounted
around 1 billion euros, of which only 120 million euros were covered from
the Athena mechanism fund. (Grevi, G., Helly, D. and Keohane, D. 2009)

The remaining costs were borne by the contributing States in the
operation. This type of funding incites Member States to be very careful
when engaging in EU military operations. For instance, from the current
35 EU peacekeeping missions only 11 are military operations and two
more are civil-military missions/operations.

Major reform for the financing of the CSDP operations was the
introduction of the possibility for anticipated financing Art.41(3) TEU (Lisbon),
in order to ensure prompt reaction to certain international crisis:
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The Council shall adopt a decision establishing the specific procedures for guaranteeing
rapid access to appropriations in the Union budget for urgent financing of initiatives in
the framework of the common

foreign and security policy, and in particular for preparatory activities for the tasks
referred to in Article

42(1) and Article 43. It shall act after consulting the European Parliament.
Preparatory activities for the tasks referred to in Article 42(1) and Article 43 which are
not charged to

the Union budget shall be financed by a start-up fund made up of Member States’
contributions.

The Council shall adopt by a qualified majority, on a proposal from the High
Representative of the Union

for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, decisions establishing:
(a) the procedures for setting up and financing the start-up fund, in particular the
amounts allocated

to the fund;
(b) the procedures for administering the start-up fund;
(c) the financial control procedures.
When the task planned in accordance with Article 42(1) and Article 43 cannot be
charged to the Union budget, the Council shall authorise the High Representative
to use the fund. The High Representative shall report to the Council on the
implementation of this remit.

Usually, those States who decide to pay contributions to Athena in
advance of some operation can do so immediately or within five days following
the Council decision to launch the mission. In such event, the Special Committee
of Athena composed of one representative for each anticipating states establishes
provisional appropriations in a specific title of the budget.

Currently there are six active CSDP military missions and operations
financed by the Athena Mechanism: three EUTMs to the CAR, Mali and Somalia,
EUFOR Althea to Bosnia and Herzegovina, EUNAVFOR Atalanta to the Horn
of Africa and EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia in the central Mediterranean.
Also, there is a renewed revision of the Athena Decision under way. The 2017
Athena budget was approximately €61 million in commitments compared with
approximately €70 million in commitments in 2016.(EUISS, Yearbook of European
Security, “Financing the CSDP”, Paris, 2018)

InMarch 2016, the Special Committee adopted the Financial Rules for the
Athena mechanism concerning issues like: competences of the officers involved
in the financial management of Athena Assets, internal control procedures,
audit, payments, transfers of appropriations, management of bank accounts,
revenue operations, imprest, accounts, third party contributions, accounting,
rules on procurement, financial rules applicable to the expenditure financed
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through Athena in EU military operations where headquarters are provided by
EU Member States, etc. (http://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/21515/athena-financial-
rules-2016.pdf).

The Status of Forces Agreements (SOFAs) usually do not allow
competence of the national courts of the host country for settlement of claims
arising from acts by EU personnel or the EU force itself. But, on the other
hand they usually contain procedures for such instances with the host state’s
authorities. Such indemnity claims can be made by EU Member States, third
states participating in the operation, the United Nations, etc. Moreover, in the
concrete operation the OPLAN may contain rules on internal procedures to settle
such claims. Damage caused by an HQ financed in common are covered through
Athena as common costs.

But the damages caused by certain soldiers have to be borne by the
Member State who provided them. Situations in which compensation may be
claimed back from HQ personnel who cause damage should be examined on a
case-by-case basis. Moreover, Athena, can re-examine on a case-by-case-basis
situations in which compensation may be sought back. If it established that
the damage has been caused by gross negligence or willful misconduct, it will
seek back the costs related to it from the Member State whose national is the
responsible person.

However, before any court procedures are instigated, firstly a try for
an amicable settlement must be made between the claimant and the responsible
person in accordance with the SOFA and the OPLAN. Also, in such procedures
an effort must be made to maintain the good relations between the EU force and
the local population, including the possibility for prompt compensation by the
Athena or the Member State whose national is the responsible person for the
sustained damage. Also, local customs should be taken into account. The HQ can
propose to the Special Committee that compensation in such cases to be borne by
the responsible Member State (i.e. paid by the FHQ and reimbursed by the state
concerned).(Council of EU, Athena Operating Manual, Brussels, 2017)

Interestingly enough, although the Brexit talks are ongoing, Britain
will be obliged to make contributions to the Athena mechanism during any
transitional period.(Duke, S. 2018)

As part of the incoming reform of the Athena mechanism, the European
Council agreed that in future the deployment of the EU Battlegroups should
represent a common cost for the Athena mechanism on a permanent basis.
(European Council, Conclusions, 23 June 2017), Even more, without the UK veto, it will
be possible to make move towards the establishment of the permanent structured
military headquarters.(Coban, F., 2017)

There have been efforts to tackle financial obstacles. These included attempts
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to reform the ATHENA mechanism, an extra-budgetary instrument covering
the common costs of EU military operations. However, such attempts failed to
significantly broaden the scope of common costs, which typically ranges between
5-15% of the total costs.(Koenig, N).,

However, even German Chancellor in a recent interview for Frankfurter
Allgemeine Sonntagszeitung (3 June 2018) indicated that Germany is not willing
to commit additional resources to European defence initiatives beyond what has
already been agreed in the EU framework. (Guttenberg, L. 2018)

In 2017, the European Council already called the Foreign Affairs
Council to adopt a recommendation on a new dedicated instrument for CBSD
activities after 2020 by the spring of 2018. At a high-level conference dedicated
on the EU security and defence policy held in December 2017, HR Mogherini
called for a creation of a ‘European Peace Facility’ (EPF). This new instrument
should bypass the activities funded by African Peace Facility (APF) and the
Instrument contributing to Stability and Peace (IcSP). Also, it will enable EU to
finance peacekeeping and peacebuilding wherever it is needed in future.

On the FAC meeting in June 2018, the HR announced that the EPF net
funds will be €10.5bn for the period 2021-27. Mogherini said that the EPF
would make it easier to help stabilise restive countries like Mali, Somalia
and the Central African Republic:

“The world is living in difficult times and this calls for a European Union re-
sponsibility and role on the global scene,”... and “...both Europeans and our
partners in the world expect the EU to be more and more a security provider in
our region and beyond.” (Euractiv, 2018)

The EPF will supersede and replace the existing ATHENA mechanism
and the African Peace Facility. The main purposes will be: 1. funding the
common costs of military operations under the Common Security and Defence
Policy (currently covered by the Athena mechanism); contributing to the
financing of military peace support operations led by other international actors
(currently covered by, for example, the African Peace Facility); and providing
support to third states’ armed forces to prevent conflicts, build peace and
strengthen international security. Recent expirience shows that EU-led Military
Training Missions can not provide EU partner countries with sufficient benefit,
due to lack of basic equipment or facilities. Now, the EPF will allow the EU to
ensure elimination of such deficiencies providing integrated packages (training,
equipment and other means of support). In this manner, EU partner countries will
become able to address autonomously crises and security challenges.

This new instrument will be used only for operations that are not
suitable for funding under the Union’s budget because of the military or defence
implications of the operation. After the adoption of the proposed Council
Decision EU will be able to do more comprehensive role and to act more swiftly
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to eventual international crisis.Actions funded by the Facility will be decided
by the Council and Member States’ control ensured through a Management
Committee. (Ibid.)

The Facility shall have legal capacity, in particular: 1) to hold bank
accounts; 2) acquire, hold or dispose of assets, supplies and services; 3) employ
staff; 4) enter into contracts, agreements and administrative arrangements; 6)
discharge its liabilities and 7) be a party to legal proceedings.(Council of EU,2018)

The objectives of the EPF will be realized through: a) administering
the funding of the common costs of operations, b) funding assistance measures
(which may be covered by multiannual Action Programmes or consist in ad hoc
assistance measures) c) finance other operational actions where so decided by the
Council.(Proposal of the HR..., Art.6).

According to the proposed Council Decision, the Facility would raise the
share of operations’ common costs to a maximum of 35-45%.(Ibid).

The Facility’s operational and financial management structure will be
consisted of the Facility Committee, the administrator; the operation commanders
and the accounting officer of the Facility. Also, there is an obligation for the Union
institutions, bodies and agencies, and Member States to make their staff available
to the Facility as required, upon a request from the administrator.(Ibid. Art.11).

The main reason for establishing the EPF is to finally overcome the
existing hurdles for financing missions that will provide predictable, long-term
support to EU partners’ in conducting peacebuilding and crisis management
operations. EPF will lead to de-coupling of the funding for upgrading the military
capacity and military operations from the financing of the civilian missions. /n
ultima linea, this new development will help balance the EU’s approach to the
security-development nexus.(Furness, M., Bergmann, J).

Regarding the operational common costs listed in Annex III the
Facility will finance them during the preparatory phase (from the approval
of the crisis management concept for the operation until the appointment
of the operation commander). After a consultation with the Political
and Security Committee, the Committee may extend this period after
the said point. Following the formal launching of the operation (from
the date on which the operation commander is appointed to the day on
which the operation headquarters ceases its activity), the Facility shall
bear as operational common costs: a) those listed in Part A of Annex IV
(Incremental costs for (deployable or fixed) headquarters for Union-led
operations; Incremental costs incurred for providing support to the force
as a whole; Additional incremental costs specific for the EU Battlegroup;
Incremental costs incurred by Union recourse to NATO common assets
and capabilities made available for a Union-led operation; Incremental
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costs incurred by the Union for goods, services or works (Art.11); b)
those listed in Part B of Annex IV (barracks and lodging/infrastructure;
essential additional equipment; medical services and facilities; acquisition
of information; other critical theatre-level capabilities; running costs of an
executive operation deployment to the theatre of operations; Deployment
readiness package of an executive operation). Here are also included the
costs necessary to wind up the operation, as listed in Annex V. The Union
operation is wound up when the equipment and infrastructure commonly
funded for the operation have found their final destination and the accounts
for the operation have been approved. On the other hand, no expenditure
incurred with a view to cover costs undertaken by one or more contributing
States, a Union institution or an international organisation, independently
of the organisation of a Union operation, can not be regarded as common
cost. By way of exception, the Committee may decide if there are particular
circumstances, that certain incremental costs other than those listed in Part
B of Annex IV can be eligible for funding by the Facility. (Proposal of the High
Representative ...Art.38).

Regarding the Union’s exercises the common costs will be
financed via the Facility following the rules and procedures similar to
those for operations to which all participating Member States contribute.
Here are included incremental costs for deployable or fixed headquarters
and incremental costs when a recourse to NATO common assets and
capabilities is made. But these costs will not be covered by the facility:
capital acquisitions, including those related to buildings, infrastructure
and equipment; the planning and preparatory phase of exercises, unless
approved by the Committee; transport, barracks and lodging for forces.
(Art.40)

The Committee can decide that the administrative management of
certain expenditure in relation to an operation (‘nation borne costs’), although
will remain the responsibility of the Member State which it concerns, to
be entrusted to the Facility. For that purpose, it can allow the Operation
commander to conclude contracts on behalf of the Member States participating
in an operation and, where appropriate, third parties, for the acquisition of
the services and supplies to be financed as nation borne costs. In such cases,
the Facility shall keep accounts of these costs entrusted to it and incurred by
each Member State and, where applicable, third parties. Consequently, the
administrator has an obligation to send a statement of the expenditure each
Member State and, eventually, participating third parties, and shall call for the
necessary funds to be paid for this expenditure. These funds should be paid
within 30 days following despatch of the call for funds. (Art.43).
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Conclusion

Financing the EU CFSP missions and operations, especially the ESDP/
CSDP operations have passed through many stumble blocks over the years. The
establishment of ATHENA mechanism was a major breakthrough at the time, but
the instrument served its purpose with more or less success over the time. UK
opposition until recently has been a major hurdle to the advancement of the legal
regime and overcoming the existing legal and technical barriers for financing
the operations having military and defence implications. But with the advent of
Brexit talks, the climate for deepening the cooperation in the field of the CSDP
has improved firstly with the establishment of the Military Conduct and Planning
Capability (MPPC) in 2017 and now with the ambition to set a the European
Peace Facility (EPF) as an instrument that should overcome the long standing
problems of the EU financial framework for financing peacebuilding and conflict
prevention missions. The EPF should provide stable financing for wide range
of EU operations and ensure coherence of EU external activities. In this way,
EU dedication to maintaining the peace throughout the world will be reaffirmed.
The establishment of EPF arises from the need to finance Union actions which
in view of their military or defence implications may not be funded from the
Union budget. EPF will replace the ATHENA mechanism and the APF, and will
represent a permanent fund for financing the ongoing and future CSDP operations.
The main feature will be its flexibility- full fungibility of funds in the Facility
between actions carried out by the EU will be possible. The EPF will provide
conditions for direct financing of peace support operations led by third States as
well as to international organisations on a global basis, not restricted to any given
region. If the decision will be adopted, then the building activities in support of
third countries’ armed forces in pursuit of CFSP objectives will also be possible.
If adopted in the proposed or not significantly altered form, the new Decision for
establishing a EPF will be a strong impetus for stronger EU presence worldwide
in peace operations, asserting itself as a truly global security actor.
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