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10 June – 13 July 2023 
Songdo, Incheon, Republic of Korea 
Provisional agenda item 8 

GCF/B.36/Inf.08 

19 June 2023 

Report on the activities of the 
Information Appeals Panel 

 

Summary  
This report provides an update on the activities of the Information Appeals Panel (IAP) 
constituted under the GCF Information Disclosure Policy (decisions B.12/35 and B.BM-
2018/05). This report on the activities of the IAP covers the period from 1 February 2023 to 
31 May 2023. 
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I. Introduction 

1. The Information Appeals Panel (IAP) is constituted under paragraph 28 of the GCF 
Information Disclosure Policy (IDP) (decision B.12/35) and subsequent Board decision B.BM-
2018/05 of 6 April 2018. The IAP entertains and decides appeals filed under the IDP of the 
Green Climate Fund (GCF) with regard to decisions made by the GCF Secretariat on information 
requests. 

2. This report on the activities of the IAP covers the period from 01 February 2023 to 31 
May 2023. 

II. IAP Chairperson 

3. Paragraph 28 of the IDP states that the “IAP Chair will be selected from amongst, and by, 
the IAP members”. The three members of the IAP are the Heads of the Independent Integrity 
Unit (IIU), the Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM), and the Independent Evaluation Unit 
(IEU) of the GCF. 

4. As decided by the IAP Members, the Chair of the IAP shall rotate amongst them 
following a fixed annual term. The Head of the IEU assumed office as the Chair on 4 June 2022 
until 13 July 2023. The Head of the IIU will assume office from 13 July 2023 until 12 July 2024.  

5. The Secretary to the IAP remains the Registrar and Case Officer of the IRM, who’s 
function involves managing the processing of information appeals via the IRM’s Case 
Management System. Currently, the Policy and Uptake Associate of the Independent 
Evaluation Unit is serving as Interim Secretary to the IAP.  

III. Information Appeals 

6. The IAP received one appeal relating to the denial of information during the reporting 
period, which was filed with the IAP on 31 January 2023.  

7. An Alternative CSO Active Observer of the GCF had filed an information disclosure 
request (IDP reference number: 414) to the GCF Secretariat on 21 October 2022. This 
information disclosure request pertained to IRM’s Case C-0006 on FP146 “Bio-CLIMA: 
Integrated climate action to reduce deforestation and strengthen resilience in BOSAWAS and 
Rio San Juan Biospheres”. This project is implemented by Central American Bank for Economic 
Integration (CABEI) in the Republic of Nicaragua. 

8. The Appellant asked five questions through the information disclosure request form 
addressed to the IRM and the GCF Secretariat. The GCF Secretariat acknowledged the 
information disclosure request on 26 October 2022. On 30 November 2022, the GCF Secretariat 
requested additional time beyond the 20 working-day deadline. 

9. A formal response was provided by the GCF Secretariat on 2 December 2022 to the 
information request in accordance with the IDP. This response covered answers to questions 1, 
2, 3 and 5 but did not contain an answer to Question 4. The appellant subsequently followed up 
with a request for a response to Question 4, first on 5 December 2023 and again on 22 
December 2022. In Question 4, the appellant had sought clarification on which provision(s) of 
the ‘Procedures and Guidelines of the Independent Redress Mechanism (2019)’ and ‘Guidelines 
to facilitate Board consideration of IRM reports on reconsideration requests, grievances or 
complaints (2021)’ were used by the Board on its decision on whom to share the final 
compliance report with as opposed to all parties. 
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10. In a response dated 22 December 2022, the GCF Secretariat acknowledged the follow up 
request of the appellant for clarification on Question 4, stating that a response would be shared 
in January 2023. On 1 February 2023, with a noted delay, the GCF Secretariat provided the 
appellant with additional clarifications on the follow up request related to Question 4. 

11. On 31 January 2023, the appellant filed a denial of information appeal with the IAP 
against the GCF Secretariat and the IRM after not receiving any response from the GCF 
Secretariat in January 2023. This appeal was based on the delayed response from the GCF 
Secretariat on the follow-up request for clarification on Question 04. 

12. In the deliberation process, the IAP reviewed the following: the contents of the appeal, 
the information provided by the GCF Secretariat in response to the information disclosure 
request, the formal responses received from the GCF Secretariat and the IRM on the appeal, and 
the rebuttal on the formal responses. These factors were considered in accordance with the 
Information Appeals Guidelines (the Guidelines) and the IDP of the GCF.  

13. The IAP, while deciding on the appeal, focused its deliberations solely on evaluating 
whether the GCF Secretariat discharged its duty to provide information in accordance with the 
Guidelines and the IDP. It is important to note that the IAP’s mandate did not extend to matters 
beyond the above scope. Therefore, the IAP did not consider matters such as the details of the 
IRM case, reviews of the Board's decisions, or the reasoning behind notification determinations 
for case participants.  

14. On 3 March 2023, the IAP determined that there were no grounds for further 
information disclosure because the GCF Secretariat adequately provided the appellant with the 
additional information pertaining to Question 04 on 1 February 2023.  

15. The IAP further determined that the GCF Secretariat had discharged its obligation to 
adequately respond to the information disclosure request. The IAP decided to neither 
recommend any additional actions nor forward the appeal to the Ethics and Audit Committee 
(EAC) since the responding parties had discharged their responsibilities and no additional 
disclosure of information was required in the appeal.  

16. However, the IAP noted that the requested clarification to Question 04 was provided 
with a delay and after several follow-ups from the appellant. The IAP’s decision memo was 
transmitted to the appellant and the responding parties on 13 March 2023. 

17. The IAP notes that paragraph 25 of the IDP prescribes a limit of 30 working days within 
which the GCF Secretariat should endeavour to respond to the requester unless additional time 
is requested. However, the IDP is silent on the number of days within which the GCF Secretariat 
should respond when additional time is requested.  

18. In the current appeal, although the GCF Secretariat responded to the initial information 
disclosure request within the stipulated limit of 30 working days, the IAP noted that it took the 
GCF Secretariat a further 40 working days to respond to the clarification sought on Question 04. 

19. The IAP has made recommendations which have been duly shared with the EAC.   
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Annex I 

GCF Information Disclosure Policy (IDP) 
Information Appeals Panel (IAP) 

Summary of Appeal No: IDP/2023/C0003 

Date of appeal 31 January 2023 

Appellant 1. Liane Schalatek, Heinrich Böll Stiftung Washington, DC, CSO Observer 
for Developed Countries, on behalf of the CSO Active Observer Team 

Responding parties 1. Secretariat of the Green Climate Fund (GCF Secretariat) 

2. Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM) 

The authority 
receiving the IAP 
decision and 
recommendations 

The Ethics and Audit Committee (EAC) of the Green Climate Fund (GCF) 

The IAP has decided that there was no denial of information and no grounds for 
further information disclosure by the GCF Secretariat in this appeal. 

Issues raised in the 
appeal 

Substantive issues: The substantive question raised in this appeal is whether the GCF 
Secretariat disclosed information pertaining to the appellant's follow up request in a 
timely manner and in accordance with paragraph 25 of the IDP. 

The decision of 
the IAP made on 
03/03/2023 

1. The IAP decided that there were no grounds for further information 
disclosure since the GCF Secretariat adequately provided the necessary information 
as requested by the appellant.  

2. The GCF Secretariat also responded adequately to the appellant’s follow up 
request pertaining to Question 04 of the information disclosure request. 

3.  Since there was no denial of information, the IAP determined that the 
Secretariat had discharged its obligation, and the IAP did not recommend any additional 
actions.  

4. However, the IAP noted that the requested follow-up clarification to 
Question 04 was provided with a delay and after several follow-ups from the 
appellant.  

5. Paragraph 25 of the IDP prescribes a limit of 30 working days within which 
the Secretariat should endeavour to respond to the requester unless additional time 
is requested. However, the IDP is silent on the number of days within which the GCF 
Secretariat should respond when additional time is sought. In this appeal, although 
the GCF Secretariat responded to the initial information disclosure request within 
the 30 working days limit, the IAP noted that it took the GCF Secretariat a further 40 
working days to respond to the follow up clarification sought on Question 04. 

6. The Decision memo was circulated to the appellant and the responding 
parties on 13 March 2023. 

IAP’s 
recommendations 

1. The IAP has made recommendations which have been duly shared with the 
EAC. 

_______________ 
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