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Appendix A Section 3 - Definition and Classification Guidance
Deciding whether a report is capable of engaging the GBV pathway
	Document status
	Supporting guidance for GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form (legal-advice aligned)
This guidance must not be completed as, or appended with, a case-specific assessment record.

	Use point
	Appendix A, Section 1A triage questions / Section 3 - Working definition and classification lens.
Use this document while completing Appendix A. Do not create a second completed case form from this guidance.

	Reference in Appendix A
	This is the 'definition and classification document' referred to in the Section 1A triage questions.

	Record location
	Appendix A remains the decision record. This guidance supports the reasoning only and must not be used as a separate findings or substantiation record.
Do not insert case-specific application tables, triage outcomes, safeguards, approvals or sign-off into this document. Record them in the Appendix A Intake Form and restricted RiskWare case record only.



Purpose
This guidance supports the GBV Incident Response Team to complete Appendix A Section 3 when a report, disclosure, complaint or concern has been framed as Gender-based Violence but the triage team needs to decide whether the reported conduct is capable of engaging the GBV pathway or should be referred to another University pathway.
It is particularly useful where the reported conduct may involve:
management action, supervision, academic supervision, workload allocation, work direction or performance management
disciplinary action, conduct management, grading, placement control, reporting-line control or other use of authority
interpersonal conflict, bullying or harassment not connected to gender
poor management practice, WHS psychosocial risk, student conduct, complaints or another HR/WHS/conduct pathway
This guidance must be applied in a neutral, trauma-informed and non-determinative way.
A matter should not be treated as Gender-based Violence only because it has been labelled or described as Gender-based Violence. The triage question is whether the conduct described, if accurate, could meet the Code definition and is capable of engaging the GBV pathway.
What this guidance does not do
This guidance does not determine whether:
Gender-based Violence occurred
misconduct occurred
bullying occurred
management action was reasonable or unreasonable
any allegation is substantiated
disciplinary action should occur
a person is credible or not credible
Those matters are only determined through the appropriate later process, if required.
	Intake question: If the reported conduct is accurate and taken at its highest, is it capable of engaging the GBV pathway?



Code-based triage definition
For Appendix A Section 3, Gender-based Violence means any form of physical or non-physical violence, harassment, abuse or threats, based on gender, that results in, or is likely to result in, harm, coercion, control, fear or deprivation of liberty or autonomy.
At triage, the team is not proving that this definition is met. The team is deciding whether the reported conduct is capable of meeting this definition if accepted at its highest, not whether GBV has been established, proven or substantiated.
The three-part pathway test
The three questions are not separate standalone tests. They work together. A matter should generally be treated as capable of engaging the GBV pathway where there is a reasonable basis for all three elements below.
	Element
	Question
	Relevant indicators
	Answer options

	1. Behaviour
	Does the report describe conduct that could fall within the Code behaviour categories?
	Physical or non-physical violence; harassment; abuse; threats; intimidation; coercion; control; stalking or monitoring; sexualised conduct; gendered humiliation; exclusion; misuse of power or authority; repeated or patterned conduct that may create fear, control or loss of autonomy.
	Yes / No / Unclear

	2. Gender connection
	Is there a reasonable basis to consider that the behaviour is based on, connected to, or occurring in a gendered context?
	Gendered comments, stereotypes or assumptions; sexualised remarks or conduct; differential treatment connected to gender; repeated behaviour affecting one gender group or gender-diverse people; gendered power imbalance; intimate, sexual or relationship context; conduct that reinforces gender inequality, exclusion or control.

	Yes / No / Unclear

	3. Harm, coercion, control, fear or autonomy impact
	Has the behaviour resulted in, or is it likely to result in, harm, coercion, control, fear or deprivation of liberty or autonomy?
	Fear or distress; anxiety, withdrawal or avoidance; loss of dignity, safety or participation; reduced ability to work, study, attend, report or engage; pressure, retaliation concerns, dependency or control over work, study, grading, housing, visa, funding, opportunities or access; loss of autonomy or independence. The person’s subjective experience of harm, fear, coercion, control or loss of autonomy is relevant to impact, but subjective perception alone does not determine classification.
	Yes / No / Unclear








How to apply the three-part test
Use this practical rule:
	Code-type behaviour + gender connection + harm/control/fear/autonomy impact = capable of engaging the GBV pathway



The Appendix A Intake Form should require the assessor to record Yes / No / Unclear and a brief factual basis for each of the three elements before recording the overall classification result.
This is a triage threshold only. The correct threshold wording is 'may constitute GBV' or 'capable of engaging the GBV pathway'. It is not 'GBV established', 'GBV proven' or 'allegation substantiated'.
If only one question is answered 'yes'
A single 'yes' does not usually mean the matter is capable of engaging the GBV pathway. The Code pathway generally requires a reasonable basis for all three elements: Code-type behaviour, gender connection, and harm/control/fear/autonomy impact. However, the same facts may support more than one element.
Poor management action may involve distress or psychological risk, but if there is no gender connection it may be a WHS psychosocial risk or HR matter rather than GBV.
A workplace conflict may involve harm or distress, but if it does not involve Code-type behaviour and has no gender connection, it should not be treated as GBV solely because it has been labelled that way.
A gendered comment may satisfy the behaviour and gender connection elements. The team must still consider whether harm, fear, coercion, control or loss of autonomy is present or reasonably foreseeable.
If one question is clearly 'no'
If one of the three elements is clearly absent, the matter may not be capable of engaging the GBV pathway and should be considered for another University pathway.
However, if the missing element is genuinely unclear, clarification should be sought where appropriate and safe. Where classification remains genuinely uncertain, the safer approach is to treat the matter as potentially GBV-related and proceed on a precautionary safeguarding basis pending clarification, particularly where safety, psychosocial, retaliation, confidentiality, dependency, power imbalance, vulnerability or escalation indicators are present.

If one fact answers more than one question
Some facts may answer more than one part of the test. For example:
sexualised threats may indicate behaviour, gender connection and harm/fear
gendered humiliation by a supervisor may indicate behaviour, gender connection and power/control
coercive behaviour in an intimate or former intimate relationship may indicate behaviour, gender connection and control/autonomy impact
The team does not need separate evidence for each question if the same facts reasonably support more than one element. The rationale should be briefly recorded in Appendix A.
Clarification where information is unclear
Where information is unclear, the triage assessor should, where appropriate and safe, seek clarification from the person who made the disclosure or report. Clarification should focus on the information needed to apply the triage questions, including the conduct reported, any gender-based, sexuality, relationship or power context, and the reported impact, including harm, fear, coercion, control or loss of autonomy.
Where SCU proposes to redirect the matter outside the GBV pathway, the person should, where appropriate and safe, be informed of the preliminary classification view and the reason for it, and given a reasonable opportunity to provide further information relevant to classification before the final pathway decision is made.

Decision outcomes for Section 3
	Outcome
	When to use
	What to record / next step

	A. Yes - capable of engaging the GBV pathway
	Use where the three-part test supports a reasonable basis that the matter may constitute GBV.
	Record: 'Yes - the reported conduct appears capable of falling within the GBV definition.' Complete Appendix A Sections 4 and 6. Consider Step 2 - Immediate Safety and Risk Screening and any parallel WHS, HR, conduct, legal or external reporting pathways.

	B. No - not capable of engaging the GBV pathway
	Use where, even if the report is taken at its highest, it does not appear capable of meeting the Code definition.
	Record: 'No - the matter does not appear capable of engaging the GBV pathway on the information available.' Complete Appendix A Sections 4, 4B and 6 to record the alternative pathway, rationale, clarification/procedural fairness steps, and support, WHS controls or interim safety measures considered. Support and WHS risk controls may still be required.

	C. Unclear - requires clarification
	Use where there is not enough information to determine whether the matter is capable of engaging the GBV pathway.
	Record: 'Unclear - further clarification is required before final classification.' If safety, psychosocial, retaliation, confidentiality, dependency, power imbalance, vulnerability or escalation indicators are present, proceed to Step 2 on a precautionary safeguarding basis pending clarification.



Specific guidance for management action and use-of-authority matters
Where the report involves management action, supervision, academic supervision, performance management, work allocation, workload, direction, discipline, reporting lines, grading, assessment, placement control or other use of authority, apply the three-part test with the prompts below.
Routine supervisory, academic or management actions, including feedback, direction of work or study, reporting-line changes, workload allocation, performance management, disciplinary processes, grading, assessment or placement decisions, do not generally involve violence, harassment, abuse or threats by their nature. However, context, manner, pattern, dependency, gender connection and power imbalance must be considered.
Work or study purpose
Is there an identifiable work, study, performance, conduct, safety or operational reason for the action?
Is the action connected to role requirements, study requirements, performance, conduct, safety, supervision or operational needs?
If yes, the matter may involve management action or academic supervision. Continue to assess manner, gender connection and harm. If no, consider whether authority may be being used for a purpose unrelated to work or study.
Manner and proportionality
Was the action delivered respectfully and privately where appropriate?
Were expectations clear?
Was the person given a reasonable opportunity to respond where required?
Was the action proportionate to the issue being managed?
Was the approach consistent with how similar matters are managed?
Poor manner, unfair process or inconsistency may indicate a WHS psychosocial risk, HR issue, bullying, harassment or misconduct pathway. It does not become GBV unless there is also a reasonable gender connection and harm/control/fear/autonomy impact. Subjective distress is relevant to support and WHS risk assessment, but is not by itself sufficient to classify the matter as GBV.
Pattern, control and power
Is there a repeated pattern rather than a single action?
Does the behaviour restrict autonomy beyond what is necessary for work or study?
Is there excessive monitoring, isolation, exclusion, intimidation or pressure?
Does the person appear unable to safely refuse, disagree, disengage or report?
Is there a dependency relationship, such as supervisor, manager, academic, assessor, placement supervisor, housing, funding, visa, grading or employment control?
A pattern of control, intimidation, dependency or misuse of authority may support a safeguarding response. It may also indicate a WHS psychosocial, HR or conduct pathway. It becomes capable of engaging the GBV pathway where the pattern is also connected to gender, sexuality, gender identity, relationship context or gendered power imbalance, and has resulted in, or is likely to result in, harm, coercion, control, fear or loss of autonomy.
Gender connection in management action matters
Are there gendered or sexualised comments?
Are gender stereotypes being used or implied?
Are people of one gender or gender-diverse people being treated differently?
Are similar behaviours managed differently depending on gender?
Does the conduct occur in a gendered power context?
Is the person being excluded, undermined or controlled in a way connected to gender, sexuality, gender identity or relationship context?
Would the conduct likely have occurred in the same way if the person’s gender, sexuality, gender identity or relationship context were different?
If there is no reasonable gender connection, the matter should not be treated as GBV solely because the management action caused distress or was poorly handled. It may still need referral to WHS, HR, conduct, complaints, performance management or another pathway.
Examples of pathway distinctions
	Reported issue
	Possible triage view
	Likely pathway

	Reasonable performance feedback delivered respectfully, with no gender connection and no safeguarding indicators
	Not capable of engaging GBV pathway
	Management / HR process if needed

	Performance management delivered harshly or inconsistently, causing distress, but no gender connection
	Not GBV on available information, but may be psychosocial risk or HR issue
	WHS psychosocial / HR / conduct

	Repeated public criticism, exclusion or undermining of one gender group
	Potentially capable of engaging GBV pathway
	GBV safeguarding triage, plus WHS/HR as required

	Sexualised comments by a supervisor during performance discussions
	Capable of engaging GBV pathway
	GBV safeguarding triage

	Threats or intimidation by a manager linked to a prior intimate relationship
	Capable of engaging GBV pathway
	GBV safeguarding triage

	Interpersonal conflict with distress but no gendered, sexualised, relationship or power-control element
	Not capable of engaging GBV pathway on available information
	Conflict, HR, WHS psychosocial or complaints pathway

	Bullying allegation involving repeated unreasonable behaviour and psychological harm, but no gender connection
	Not GBV on available information, but may require WHS/HR response
	WHS psychosocial / bullying / conduct pathway

	Unclear report with possible gendered power imbalance and current dependency relationship
	Unclear; precautionary safeguarding may be required pending clarification
	Step 2 pending clarification; record clarification/procedural fairness steps in Appendix A



Recording the rationale in GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form
The rationale should be short, neutral and limited to the triage threshold. It should record the basis for the classification, any clarification sought, and any support, WHS controls, interim safety measures or alternative pathway considered.
Record only the threshold-level factual basis, keep detailed disclosure chronology, evidence, follow-up questions and case-management records in restricted RiskWare notes.
If capable of engaging the GBV pathway
	The reported conduct is capable of engaging the GBV pathway because, if taken at its highest, it involves alleged [behaviour], a possible connection to [gender / sexuality / relationship context / gendered power imbalance], and reported or reasonably foreseeable [harm / coercion / control / fear / loss of autonomy].



If not capable of engaging the GBV pathway
	The matter does not appear capable of engaging the GBV pathway on the information available because, while the report raises [management action / conflict / psychosocial risk / bullying / conduct concerns], there is no current information indicating a gendered, sexualised, relationship-based or gender-power connection. [Clarification was sought / was not required / was not appropriate or safe at this stage]. The matter is referred to [pathway] for action as appropriate, with [support / WHS controls / interim safety measures / referrals] considered or implemented as recorded in GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form.



If unclear
	Classification is unclear. The report includes possible [behaviour / gender connection / harm indicator], but further clarification is required. Due to [safety / psychosocial / retaliation / confidentiality / dependency / power imbalance / vulnerability / escalation] indicators, the matter will proceed to Step 2 on a precautionary safeguarding basis pending clarification.



Practical rule
	Use this pathway
	Where the matter may involve

	GBV pathway
	Code-type behaviour + gender connection + harm/control/fear/autonomy impact

	Another University pathway
	workplace, student, management, conduct or psychosocial concerns without a reasonable gender connection

	Precautionary safeguarding
	classification is unclear but safety, psychosocial, retaliation, confidentiality, dependency, power imbalance, vulnerability or escalation risks require immediate control



Final decision point
After applying this guidance, complete the relevant sections of the GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form:
• Section 3 — record Yes / No / Unclear against the classification lens.
• Section 4 — record the preliminary classification, short rationale, clarification and procedural fairness information where required.
• Section 5 — identify any immediate triage considerations.
• Section 6 — record the initial pathway decision, any alternative pathway, and support/WHS controls considered.
The GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form is the approved intake and triage decision record. This guidance document supports consistent reasoning only. It is not a decision record, must not be completed as a case-specific assessment, and must not replace the information recorded in the GBV Initial Triage and Pathway Decision Form.
Source basis
This guidance has been prepared to support the SCU GBV Operational Prevention and Response approach and triage process. It is based on the National Higher Education Code to Prevent and Respond to Gender-based Violence 2025, WHSMP19 GBV Prevention and Response Procedure, and SCU legal advice regarding the operation of the Code. Initial triage is a pathway decision, not a findings or substantiation process.
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