 on suspicion of conspiring to commit misconduct in a public office and aiding and abetting, counselling or procuring misconduct in a public office". 

The wording makes it clear that at least one other person is alleged to have been involved. 

Misconduct — or sometimes misfeasance or misbehaviour — in a public office is a common-law or judge-made offence. According to the Crown Prosecution Service, the offence is committed by a “public officer, acting as such, who wilfully neglects to perform his duty and/or wilfully misconducts himself to such a degree as to amount to an abuse of the public’s trust in the office holder, without reasonable excuse or justification”. 

The offence is often used these days against police officers accused of leaking or selling information from the police national computer or elsewhere. Only today, a former detective accused of leaking information to a journalist was cleared of wilful misconduct and the journalist was cleared of aiding and abetting misconduct. Mark Kearney and Sally Murrer were acquitted after a judge decided that the prosecution would breach the journalist’s right to freedom of expression under Article 10 of the Human Rights Convention. 

Anyone interested in the history of misconduct in public office should start with a case from 1967 called R v Llewellyn-Jones which involved a county court registrar — now known as a district judge. The official law report was written by Marcel Berlins before he became a legal commentator. 

	Regina -v- Llewellyn-Jones [1968] 1 QB 429
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	The Registrar of a County Court was convicted of offences of misbehaviour in a public office. The indictment charged "misbehaviour in a public office, contrary to common law" and alleged that court orders had been made "with the intention of gaining improper personal advantage and without proper regard to the interest of [a named person]". It was submitted that, in the absence of allegations of fraud or dishonesty in the counts of the indictment, the ingredients necessary to constitute a criminal offence were not present. Giving the judgment of the court, referred to Bembridge and to Borron and stated, at page 436G: Held: "Accordingly the court proposed to take the same line as the trial judge did when he came to rule on the argument presented before him, when he said that he did not propose to attempt to give an exhaustive definition of what was covered by misbehaviour in a public office, it being sufficient to say that in his opinion what was alleged and what he proposed should be alleged in the count was sufficient. This court proposed to take the same line and to look at the words of the indictment, and looking at those words the court is satisfied that at any rate what is there alleged, if proved, would constitute the offence at common law of misbehaviour in a public office.
Assuming in [Counsel’s] favour that there must be some element of dishonesty involved, a dishonest motive, a fraudulent motive, it seems to this court that that is inherent in the words of the count. It is really impossible to conceive of a case in which action of this sort is not taken with the intention of gaining personal advantage and without regard to the interests of the beneficiary. It is true the word "dishonestly" or "fraudulently" does not there appear, but it is inherent in the description of the offence."
	


