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Our ref: NMC-39408-G4Z3F2

23 December 2025

General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR):
Subject Access Request

Dear Ms Bruno,

Thank you for your Subject Access Request which was received by the Nursing and
Midwifery Council on 20/12/2025.

Your request

| had a panel for 2 years and after that panel nmc gave reason to me .l would have all
document of the panel because | want to write a boock about that.i'm in german now
and | work like nurse.

Our response

We've handled your request under Article 15 of the GDPR and Part 3 Chapter 3 Section
45 of the Data Protection Act (DPA) 2018 which entitles an individual to access
personal data held about them by an organisation, subject to any relevant exemptions.

| have attached a copy of the reasons document from the Conduct and Competence
Committee Substantive Hearing from July 2017 and | can confirm that we have not
applied any exemptions or redactions to the information therefore, we are disclosing to
you in full.

However if | have misunderstood your request and not provided the information you are
looking for, please get in touch and clarify your request,

Internal review

| hope that you are happy with the above outcome however, if you’re not satisfied with
the way we’ve dealt with your request you can ask for an internal review. To submit an
internal review, please email Graham Ostle, Customer Information & Data Requests

23 Portland Place, London WI1B 1PZ
020 73339333
www.nmc.org.uk

We’'re the independent regulator for nurses and midwives in the UK, and nursing associates in England.
Our vision is safe, effective and kind nursing and midwifery that improves everyone’s health and wellbeing.

Registered charity in England and Wales (1091434) and in Scotland (SC038362)
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Manager at foi&dparequest@nmc-uk.org

Please submit any requests within one month and tell us why you are not satisfied with
our response.

Yours sincerely

Sima Choudhury
Customer Information and Data Requests Officer
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Conduct and Competence Committee

Substantive Hearing

17-20 July 2017 and 4 -

Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2 Stratford Place, Montfichet Road, London, E20 1EJ

Name of Registrant Nurse:
NMC PIN:
Part(s) of the register:

Area of Registered Address:
Type of Case:

Panel Members:

Legal Assessor:

Panel Secretary:

Giulia Paola Bruno:

Nursing and Midwifery Council:

Facts proved:
Facts not proved:

Fitness to practise:
Sanction:
Interim Order:

Details of charge:

That you, a registered nurse:

Giulia Paola Bruno

15C0249C

RN1, Registered Nurse (sub part 1)
Adult (11 March 2015)

England

Misconduct/Lack of Competence and Lack of

Knowledge of English

Jacqueline Mitton (Chair Lay member)
Kathryn Smith (Registrant member)

Nicola Rabjohns (Registrant member)
Lachlan Wilson (17 July 2017)

Graeme Sampson (18 - 20 July 2017)
Graeme Sampson (4 — 6 December 2017)
Sophie Cubillo-Barsi

Present via Webex and not represented
Represented by Michael Smalley, counsel,

instructed by NMC Regulatory Legal Team.

1,2,3a,bandc, 4,6 and 7
5and 8

Page 1 of 18



1) Between 26 April and 1 May 2015 persisted in attempting to insert Patient A’s
dentures into his mouth when Patient A was resisting and/or showing signs of
distress; Found Proved

2) On an unknown date in March or April 2015, when using a hoist to reposition
Colleague B during a training exercise, positioned Colleague B on edge of the
seat where she would have been at risk of falling; Found Proved

3) On 30 April 2015, when undertaking a manual handling assessment with
Colleague C:
a. handled Colleague C in a rough manner; Found Proved
b. did not communicate your intentions or explain your actions to Colleague
C; Found Proved
c. positioned Colleague C on the edge of the seat where she would have
been at risk of falling; Found Proved

4) On 6 May 2015, when attempting to move Patient D during a manual handling
assessment, handled Patient D in an inappropriate and/or rough manner
causing him to say “you’re hurting me nurse”, or words to that effect; Found
Proved

5) On or around 5 May 2015, during a supervised medication round, attempted to
put medication in Patient E’'s mouth when he had refused; Found NOT Proved

6) In late April/early May 2015, went to administer an unknown medication to
Patient F orally when it had been prescribed intravenously; Found Proved

7) Failed to comply with a direction of the NMC Registrar to undertake a English
Language assessment and/or share the result of such an assessment with the
NMC; Found Proved

8) Do not have the necessary knowledge of English to practise safely and
effectively; Found NOT Proved

AND, in light of the above, your fitness to practise is impaired by reason of your
misconduct and/or lack of competence in respect of charges 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, and 7

AND, in light of charge 8 above, your fithess to practise is impaired by reason of your
lack of knowledge of English.
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Decision and reasons on application to amend charge

The panel heard an application made by Mr Smalley, on behalf of the NMC, to amend

the wording of charges three and four.

The proposed amendment was to change the date in charge three to ‘30 April 2015’ and
to change the date and wording in charge four to ‘On 6 May 2015’. It was submitted by
Mr Smalley that the proposed amendment would provide clarity and more accurately

reflect the evidence.

3. On 6-May-2015 30 April 2015, when undertaking a manual handling assessment
with Colleague C:
a. handled Colleague C in a rough manner;
b. did not communicate your intentions or explain your actions to Colleague
G,
c. positioned Colleague C on the edge of the seat where she would have
been at risk of falling;

4. On-oraround-13-May-2015 On 6 May 2015, when attempting to move Patient D

during a manual handling assessment, handled Patient D in an inappropriate
and/or rough manner causing him to say “you’re hurting me nurse”, or words to
that effect;

You made no objection to proposed amendments.

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor that Rule 28 of the Rules states:

28 (1) Atany stage before making its findings of fact ...

(i) ... the Conduct and Competence Committee, may amend

(a) the charge set out in the notice of hearing ...

unless, having regard to the merits of the case and the fairness of the

proceedings, the required amendment cannot be made without injustice.
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The panel was of the view that amending the charges to reflect the evidence was in the
interests of justice. The panel was satisfied that there would be no prejudice to you and
no injustice would be caused to either party by the proposed amendment being allowed.

It was therefore appropriate to allow the amendment, to ensure clarity and accuracy.

Decision and Reasons on application under Rule 19

During the hearing, you made a request that parts of your case be held in private on the

basis that proper exploration of your case involves your personal circumstances.

Mr Smalley indicated that he supported the application to the extent that any reference
to your personal circumstances should be heard in private.

The legal assessor reminded the panel that while Rule 19 (1) provides, as a starting
point, that hearings shall be conducted in public, Rule 19 (3) states that the panel may
hold hearings partly or wholly in private if it is satisfied that this is justified by the

interests of any party or by the public interest.

Having heard that there will be reference to your personal circumstances, the panel
determined to hold such parts of the hearing in private. The panel determined to rule on
whether or not to go into private session in connection with your personal circumstances

as and when such issues are raised.

Hearing on Facts
A referral was received by the NMC from the Ward Matron at Ashburn Ward, Royal
Devon and Exeter Hospital (‘the Hospital’) on 3 August 2015.

Page 4 of 18



You were employed by Royal Devon and Exeter NHS Foundation Trust (‘the Trust’)
between 26 February 2015 and 18 May 2015. You were dismissed during your
probationary period following a number of concerns regarding your practice. These

included:

e Communication with patients;

e Communication with colleagues;
¢ Medication administration;

e Manual handling;

e Meeting patients’ personal care needs.

A number of incidents were reported during the period that you were employed by the
Trust. Concerns were also raised by your colleagues in relation to your communication

and English language skills.

In light of these concerns, the NMC directed that you undertake an IELTS (International
English Language Testing System) examination and provide the results within 60 days
of the date of the request. You responded and provided the NMC with evidence of
having arranged an IELTS test. However, you postponed the test on two occasions and
have failed to comply with the direction from the NMC to take the test.

The panel heard oral evidence from seven witnesses called on behalf of the NMC:

e Witness 1 (W1), Clinical Practice Facilitator;

e Witness 2 (W2), Band Five Staff Nurse;

e Witness 3 (W3), Band Six Ward Sister;

e Witness 4 (W4), Practice Education Team Leader;

e Witness 5 (W5), Apprenticeship Learning Facilitator at the time of the charges;
e Witness 6 (W6), Band Seven Ward Matron;

e Witness 7 (W7), Senior Nurse for Older People.

The panel also heard evidence from you under oath.
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You started work with the hospital on 26 February 2015 as a band five registered nurse
and began working on Ashburn Ward on 10 April 2015. You stated that you have ten
years’ experience; including caring for patients with Alzheimer’s and head injuries as a
speech therapist. You stated that you were not assisted by the Trust concerning your
accommodation, national insurance number and payments to your bank account when
you first arrived in the UK. You explained that during the first week you were unable to
be supervised in drug administration due to the ward matron being on holiday. You told
the panel that the matron returned on 20 April 2015. You stated that on 21 April 2015,
you had an altercation with two of your colleagues. You informed the panel that on 23
April 2015, the matron extended your probationary period and that you were dismissed
on 11 May 2015.

You stated that you have never been aggressive or rude towards patients and that you
have not received any complaints from patients in your care. You stated that the staff on
Ashburn Ward bullied you by not treating you equally with other nurses. You denied the
charges in this case and stated that the charges are false. You stated to the panel that
you believe one of the reasons for the false allegations relates to personal information
you told a colleague, which was then passed onto other colleagues and managers. You
stated that you believed this resulted in your being denied a key to the drugs cabinet

and denied an opportunity to take part in a medication assessment.

You stated that your clinical skills and language skills are above those of some other
nurses at the hospital and that your probationary period was ended prematurely and

unfairly.

Decision to Adjourn

After your evidence, the panel heard an application from Mr Smalley under Rules 32 (2)

and 32 (4) of The Nursing and Midwifery Council (Fitness to Practise) Rules 2004 (The
Rules) to adjourn this hearing until the morning of Thursday 20 July 2017.
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The application to adjourn was made in order for the NMC to secure the re-attendance
of the NMC'’s six withesses via telephone. This was in response to allegations made by
you under oath, that all six witnesses had lied under oath and that the statements they
provided are incorrect. Mr Smalley submitted that it was fair and just for the witnesses to

address these allegations.

You did not oppose the application to adjourn the hearing until the morning of Thursday
20 July 2017.

The panel accepted the advice of the legal assessor.

The panel noted Mr Smalley’s application to adjourn the hearing and in addition, the
requirement for you to look over documentation from the NMC to determine what
information you would like the panel to assess. The panel took into account that the
hearing has already continued late into the afternoon and that it would be beneficial for
all parties to adjourn the hearing at this stage. The hearing is adjourned until Thursday
20 July 2017.

Decision and Reasons on application pursuant to Rule 31

The panel heard an application made by Mr Smalley, under Rule 31 of the Rules to
allow the previous six witnesses to re-attend by telephone. Mr Smalley submitted that
you set out in your oral evidence specific reasons as to why the witnesses allegedly
lied. He submitted that in fairness to both yourself and the NMC, the witnesses should

be able to respond to your allegations that they have lied under oath. Mr Smalley
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submitted that the evidence is relevant to the proceedings as it relates to the credibility
of both you and the withesses.

He informed the panel that the withnesses are unable to attend the hearing today due to
the short notice and work commitments. Mr Smalley submitted that all six of the
witnesses have previously provided live evidence only a few days before, at which
stage the panel was able to assess the witnesses. He concluded that should the
withesses not give evidence by telephone today, it could be a number of months before

they have an opportunity to provide evidence again.

You did not oppose the application made by Mr Smalley.

The panel heard and accepted the legal assessor’s advice on the issues it should take
into consideration in respect of this application. This included that Rule 31 provides that,
so far as it is ‘fair and relevant,’ a panel may accept evidence in a range of forms and

circumstances, whether or not it is admissible in civil proceedings.

When making its decision, the panel referred to the NMC guidance concerning
telephone evidence, which states:

“13 It may be fair for a witness to give evidence by telephone if one or more of the
following applies:

13.1 the content of the evidence is not materially in dispute;

13.2 the credibility of the witness is not substantially in issue;

13.3 the witness is primarily an investigator or exhibiting documentation and not an
eyewitness to disputed facts;

13.4 the evidence is not sole and decisive in relation to one or more disputed charges;
13.5 the evidence is contained within a written statement supported by a signed
statement of truth;

13.6 the length of the evidence does not make it impractical to hear it by telephone.”

The panel noted that the evidence specifically relates to the credibility of the withesses

in this case and that the evidence relates directly to disputed facts. It further noted that
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the witness statements before the panel do not address the evidence in question. The
panel bore in mind that, in any event, this hearing would be adjourned due to lack of
time and that the panel would be assisted by the attendance of the witnesses in person.
After taking into account these factors, the legal advice and the NMC guidance, the

panel refused Mr Smalley’s application.

Panel’s Decision on Adjournment

The panel of its own volition decided to adjourn the hearing to a later date.

The panel determined that an adjournment would ensure fairness to all parties including
the NMC witnesses, about whom serious allegations have been made. It determined
that an adjournment would further ensure that the panel carries out its primary duty to
protect the public and uphold the reputation of the profession and the NMC as a

regulator.

The panel issued the following directions:
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1. That a copy of the documents attached to the letter sent to the Registrant under
cover of the NMC letter of 9 January 2017 and the five exhibits referred to in this

hearing, be re-sent to her by 3 August 2017,

2. That the Registrant must inform the NMC in writing or by email by 17 August
2017, what documents she wishes to be included in an additional hearing bundle

which are not already in the exhibits before the panel,

3. That the NMC considers obtaining a witness statement from Colleague D and

calling her as a live witness at the resumed hearing.

Decision and reasons on facts

The panel found W1 to be a credible witness, who provided clear and consistent
evidence. There was no evidence before it to suggest that W1 would have a reason to

mislead the panel.

In relation to W2, the panel noted that both you and W2 acknowledged that there was
an incident between you, which affected your working relationship. However, the panel

had no reason to disbelieve W2’s evidence and accepted it.

The panel noted that W3 accepted that her recollection of the events relating to Charge
1 was not entirely clear due to the passage of time. There was a significant difference
between your account of events and the account given by W3 but W3 had written and

emailed her account to W6 in the week of the incident. The panel did not have any

Page 10 of 18



reason to disbelieve W3 and found her consistent in the evidence she provided to the

panel.

The panel found W4 to be credible, fair and balanced when giving evidence. It found
that she attempted to assist the panel to the best of her ability and was sympathetic to

your situation.

The panel found W5 to be a credible and reliable withess who was calm and confident

in her responses to the panel.

The panel found that W6 had not been completely open and forthcoming when
providing evidence to the panel. The panel formed the view that W6 was not an entirely
honest and credible witness. In the course of W7’s evidence, it became apparent that
W6 had not given her significant information regarding your probationary period and had

not disclosed to the panel the details of her role in your dismissal.

The panel found W7 to be a credible and compelling withess who appeared visibly
shocked by the information she was given at the hearing and had not previously seen.
Her evidence to the panel was that, had she known of your experiences during your
probationary period, as evidenced in the meeting notes on 27 April 2015, she may have
extended your probationary period and the outcome of the meeting at which you were

dismissed, may have been different.

The panel found that, although you were not a dishonest witness, your recollection
concerning events at the Trust was vague and that there were clear discrepancies
between your accounts of incidents and the accounts of your colleagues. However, the
panel recognised your obvious distress over the events at the Trust and how that may
have affected your recollection of events. It seemed to the panel that your focus was

frequently on your sense of injustice rather than details of specific events.

The panel considered each charge individually.

Charge 1:
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That you, a registered nurse:

1) Between 26 April and 1 May 2015 persisted in attempting to insert Patient A’s
dentures into his mouth when Patient A was resisting and/or showing signs of
distress;

This charge is found proved.

The panel was surprised to be told that a qualified speech therapist had inserted
dentures ‘upside down and back to front’, and the panel noted your response to this

charge. However, the panel accepted the evidence of W3 when she stated:

“The patient was protesting as he knew his teeth were being inserted incorrectly;
however she continued to fit them in this way. At one point the patient was trying to

forcibly push her away from him as he appeared to be in distress.”

The panel found that W3’s written statement was consistent with her oral evidence and
that she was able to provide a contemporaneous email dated 1 May 2015. That email
both recorded the incident and corroborated her oral evidence. The panel accepted that
during this incident the patient became distressed whilst his teeth were being inserted. It
was not necessary for the panel to reach any conclusion as to whether the dentures
were put in ‘upside down, back to front’. Your evidence was that W3 was lying in her

evidence. You produced no evidence to justify that allegation, and the panel rejected it.

Charge 2:

2. On an unknown date in March or April 2015, when using a hoist to reposition
Colleague B during a training exercise, positioned Colleague B on edge of the
seat where she would have been at risk of falling;

This charge is found proved.

When reaching a decision in relation to this charge, the panel considered the written
statement of W6 in which she states:
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“Giulia managed to get me into the hoist and move me, however when she came to
place me onto the chair she lowered me onto the edge of the chair rather than seated
towards the rear of the cushion. | mentioned to her was she sure | was in the right place
on the chair and | would not be in danger of falling when the hoist was removed. Giulia
replied that she had lowered me into a good position...in my opinion her actions were
not safe and if | had been a patient | would have soon fallen from the chair and risked

injury.”

Although the panel did not find W6 to be an entirely credible witness, it did not doubt her
account of this event. The panel noted that a further one-to-one training/assessment
was arranged following the study day, which suggests that something untoward must
have happened on that study day in order for the additional assessment to be
necessary. The panel noted your response to this charge, namely that W6 was lying in
her evidence. The panel also had its doubts about W6'’s credibility, but was not satisfied

that she had fabricated her evidence in relation to this charge.

Charge 3

3. On 30 April 2015, when undertaking a manual handling assessment with
Colleague C:
a. handled Colleague C in a rough manner;
b. did not communicate your intentions or explain your actions to Colleague
C;
c. positioned Colleague C on the edge of the seat where she would have
been at risk of falling;

This charge is found proved.

When considering this charge, the panel considered the written statement of W5 in

which she states:

‘I was asked to carry out some training with Giulia on a 1-1 basis with a colleague...The
training took place on 30 April 2015... At the completion of the assessment | emailed
both my manager and Ward Matron, W6 with my conclusions.”

The panel noted that W5 further states:
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“‘When Giulia lowered Colleague C into the chair, she left her on the edge which is an
obvious danger as the patient may slip of at any time, causing an injury to them. When |
pointed this out Giulia just manhandled Colleague C into the chair without and

communication and did not see what was wrong with her actions.”

The panel also noted the email from W5 to W4 shortly after this event, dated 7 May
2015, in which W5 confirms she was unable to sign you off as competent due to ‘safety
concerns’. The panel noted your response to this charge, namely that W5 was lying.
There was no evidence to suggest that this was the case and the panel accepted the

evidence of W5.

Charge 4

4. On 6 May 2015, when attempting to move Patient D during a manual handling
assessment, handled Patient D in an inappropriate and/or rough manner
causing him to say “you’re hurting me nurse”, or words to that effect;

This charge is found proved.

When reaching a decision in relation to this charge, the panel considered the written

statement of W5 in which she states:

“On the next occasion | arranged for a patient to be used rather than a member of staff.
...The patient was going to be moved from a seated position onto a stand aid...I
witnessed Giulia just pull the patient up and towards the item of equipment. The patient
actually displayed pain and said “Your [sic] hurting me nurse’ or similar words... Her
actions and lack of compassion displayed that she could not be allowed to manually

handle patients without supervision.”

The panel noted that this incident took place one week after the incident with Colleague

C and that in W5’s email she further informs her manager and ward matron that:

“I returned today 06/05/2015 to carry out another assessment...unfortunately | am still

unable to sign Guilia off with her manual handling activities again...”
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The panel noted your response to this charge. You denied ever having an assessment
involving a patient and you asserted again that W5 was lying. You provided no evidence
in support of the allegation of lying, which the panel rejected. The panel found W5’s oral
evidence to be credible and consistent with her written statement. The panel again
noted the email from W5 to W4, dated 7 May 2015, in which W5 stated that she was

unable to sign you off as competent due to safety concerns.

Charge 5

5. On or around 5 May 2015, during a supervised medication round, attempted to
put medication in Patient E’'s mouth when he had refused;

This charge is found NOT proved.

When making a decision in relation to this charge, the panel considered the written

statement of W6, in which she states:

“Giulia wanted to move onto the next patient and mark the refusal on the MAR chart and
not offer any other medication, | said she should give it another try, using a different
approach. Giulia approached the patient and tried to put the tablet directly into his

mouth. Again he refused, which was relayed to me.”

The panel noted that W6’s statement explains that you attempted to move on to the
next patient and mark the refusal but that you were directly instructed by W6 to return to

the patient and try again.

The panel further noted W6'’s supplementary statement in relation to this charge, dated
15 March 2017, a significant period after both the alleged incident and her initial
statement. The panel found that the statement contradicted her original statement and
was somewhat subjective. Considering both W6’s written and oral evidence, the panel
could not be satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Patient E had been in distress
or handled inappropriately. The panel considered that patients refusing medication is a

common occurrence and that, in practice, different approaches might be adopted. The
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panel was satisfied that you had not wanted to continue with administering the
medication to the patient. The panel’s finding is reinforced by the contemporaneous
note made by W6 on 5 May 2015, which did not accord with the witness’s

supplementary statement or support the charge.

Charge 6

6. In late April/early May 2015, went to administer an unknown medication to
Patient F orally when it had been prescribed intravenously;

This charge is found proved.

When making a decision in relation to this charge, the panel considered the written

statement of W1, in which she states:

“‘We were dispensing medications orally and the Registrant was going to administer a
drug that was meant to be administered via IV route. It is clear that the Registrant read it

as a [sic] oral dose because she reached for the tablets.”

The panel initially questioned whether you had been given enough time by W1 to
correct your own error before she intervened. However, the panel accepted W1’s
evidence that she prompted you to check the prescription again and you still did not
notice the error. The panel had not seen the drug chart for Patient F. Further, W1
stated that you failed to show any concern about the significant mistake you were about
to make.

The panel concluded that throughout this hearing, you have still failed to fully
understand the substance of this charge. The panel noted your evidence that you were
not permitted to administer medication intravenously and had not been assessed to do

SO.

Your case was that this incident never happened. The panel found that it did. The panel
was satisfied, on the balance of probabilities that you did intend to administer the

medication incorrectly.
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Charge 7

7. Failed to comply with a direction of the NMC Registrar to undertake a English
Language assessment and/or share the result of such an assessment with the
NMC;

This charge is found proved.

When making a decision in relation to this charge, the panel noted that it had been
invited by the NMC to find this charge proved by way of admission. The panel
considered your evidence on Wednesday 19 July 2017 during which you were asked
whether you accept that you failed to comply with the NMC direction to take an ILETS

test, to which you stated ‘yes’.

The panel did not find it appropriate to find this charge proved by way of admission but

determined that the evidence is unequivocal.

Charge 8

8. Do not have the necessary knowledge of English to practise safely and
effectively;

This charge is found NOT proved.

When making a decision in relation to this charge, the panel took into consideration the
evidence of all the witnesses except W3, who gave no evidence in relation to this issue.

The evidence provided was, to some extent, contradictory.
The panel took account of your participation in this hearing. The panel found you were

able to answer its questions comprehensively, over a period of six days, particularly in

relation to medication administration.
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The panel also noted the evidence of W6 and W7. During W7’s oral evidence she
stated that she did not have any concerns about your English language skills and that, if
she had, she would not have recruited you. W6 was emphatic that the issue was not
with your English language skills but with your communication skills and attitude. The
panel noted that much of the evidence concerns your attitude and communication rather
than your language skills and that it is often difficult to distinguish between
communication skills and the necessary knowledge of English. It found that none of the
charges you face result from your lack of understanding of the English language.
Although you have failed to provide the results of a formal assessment of your
knowledge of English, the panel found that, on the balance of probabilities, there was
not enough evidence before it to demonstrate that your language is insufficient to

practice safely and effectively.
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