The Poyntz Barony - Outlawry and Abeyance

by Sue Simonich, Translations by Sally Thomson

NOTE: Over the years while studying the Newburgh family and their collaterals, | have run across many histories
for Sir Nicholas Poyntz written by various authors. However, they fail to come clean about his outlawry and demise.
The following data is taken from documents housed at the British National Archives.

In the medieval world, granted by royal decree, baronial tenure was an honor held by a
privileged few. Sir Nicholas Poyntz of Tockington, Gloucester was among a minority that
abused their baronial power.

Sir Nicholas’s heir apparent was Sir John Newburgh (d. 1380) of Dorset, whose family
originally descended from Henry Newburgh, 1% Earl of Warwick. Sir John’s descendants would
have inherited the barony if Sir Nicholas had stayed on the right side of the king’s law.

Sir John Newburgh married Poyntz’s daughter Margaret, whose dowry brought
considerable lands to the Newburgh demesne. However, the Newburghs’ expected rise to the
baronial class was dashed when Sir Nicholas became an outlaw. As co-heirs to their father’s
estate, Margaret Poyntz, and her sister Amica, both married and bore sons. Margaret Newburgh’s
son John (b. 1340, d. 1443) was the only surviving grandson of Nicholas.

Amica Poyntz Barry, her son William and husband John, all died leaving Margaret and
John Newburgh as heirs to the Poyntz barony. It was a political rank they would never realize.
Clearly, it wasn’t Sir John Newburgh’s inadequacy as a medieval statesman that deprived him of
the barony - it was due to Sir Nicholas Poyntz’s outlawry!

WICKED AND UNWISE

Written into fourteenth century Patent Rolls, Sir Nicholas was charged with serious
crimes of outlawry, theft, extortion and murder — to wit:

“1351 Nov. 10, Westminster. Commission of oyer and terminer to Richard de Wilughby,
Robert Martyn, William de Notton and William de fifhide, on complaint by many that
NICHOLAS DE POYNTZ, ‘chevalier,” and very many others, outlaws, and others armed, at
fairs, markets and other places in the county of Dorset, assault, kill or plunder men, taking and
detaining persons against their will until they make ransoms, come to houses and other places
and carry away by force cattle and goods and have their will of them, threatening those who
would sue them for these trespasses in the king’s courts with loss of life or limbs, and further
protesting in the full hundred court of the county, that, if any of those parts presume to sue any
plaint against the same Nicholas or any other of the malefactors aforesaid, they would beat him
in such sort that he would sue no more plea thenceforward, whereby the men of the county dare
not sue against them, and that they are not vagabonds doing many other conspiracies,
confederacies, and oppressions and excesses. ” By K. & C.

! Calendar of the Patent Rolls — preserved in the Public record Office, Vol. 24, 203-206.



His depredations were reported from 1351-53. Escalating his felonies, Poyntz attacked
Abbotsbury Abbey. Having seen enough of his trusted knight’s chaos, King Edward 111 finally
stepped in to stop his depredations, but curiously pardoned Sir Nicholas. As if rapping a child’s
knuckles for a minor infraction, the court record stated:

“. .. By the tenour of the indictments set before the king in the chancery by his order . . .
the king [is] willing to do the said Nicholas special grace in his behalf has pardoned him the suit
of the peace and whatever pertains to the king for the said felonies and trespasses, and any
consequent outlawries.” ? By K

Edward I11 forgave the serious charges against Poyntz in exchange for an agreement of
military service in Brittany.

Shortly thereafter, the monarch’s mild-mannered attitude turned to iron-fisted rage when
he discovered Poyntz had withdrawn from his promised military service and clandestinely
returned to England. Betraying the king’s trust, Poyntz resumed his depredations on unprotected
villages and manors. Only then did Edward react by attainting Poyntz and ordering a “revocation
of protection with clause volumus.” 2 It is unclear if the barony fell into abeyance as a condition
of the pardon, or if it occurred after Sir Nicholas stole back into England to resume his criminal
activities.

The last report of Sir Nicholas’ malicious conduct was recorded in September of 1353,
when he and others “ravished” a married woman named Eva de Whitefeld, abducting her along
with her husband’s goods. Eva was the wife of Sir John de Whitefeld ‘chevalier.” * Chevalier
code obliged members of the knightly class to live with honor and integrity, to protect the King,
and afford special consideration to women and children. Above all, knights were obliged to
protect one another and their respective families.

LIKE FATHER, LIKE SON
Sir Nicholas’ second wife, Matilda de Acton gave him a son John, who propelled the

Poyntz name forward at Iron Acton, Gloucester.> John Poyntz received none of his father’s
wealth - acquiring Iron Acton through his mother’s inheritance. Whether young John was in

2 Calendar of the Patent Rolls — preserved in the Public record Office, Vol. 24, 264.

3 Calendar of the Patent Rolls — preserved in the Public record Office, Vol. 24, 498. The word “attainder” is a term
used in English common law. Condemned for a serious crime, the criminal could be declared "attainted,” meaning
his civil rights were nullified. As a consequence, all property and peerage titles were revoked, reverting to the
Crown or his/her agents, thus dissolving all feudal chain of privilege for the noble and his heirs.  Reeves, John,
History of the English law: from the time of the Saxons to the End of the Reign of Phillip and Mary, London, 1814,
Vol. 3. p. 115-116. Clause volumnus was usually obtained by persons going (or pretending to go) out of the
kingdom in the suite of some great man, on the king’s service; and it was under the great seal. Two laws were made
to correct the abuse of protections; a species of privilege which created great obstacles to the course of justice. The
clause of volumnus, was usually accompanied with the clause of Quia profecturus, simply alleging that the party
was going abroad; so other protections had in them a clause quai moraturus, signifying that he was to reside abroad.

4 Calendar of the Patent Rolls — preserved in the Public record Office, Vol. 24, 517.
5 Sir Nicholas’ first wife was the mother of Margaret and Amica (sometimes called Avica). She was Alianora
Erleigh, daughter of Sir John Erleigh.



league with his father is not specifically known. Damning entries of his outlawry are written into
the patent rolls like those for his father.

While Nicholas was meting out depredations across the countryside, John was reportedly
running amok with a group of outlaws, including his kinsman John de Acton ‘chivaler.’
Following the pattern of his father, John’s gang of reprobate gentry perpetrated similar crimes
upon unprotected villages and manors.

“12 October 1351, Edmund Blount of Button charged that John de Acton, ‘chivaler,’
John Pointz, ‘chivaler,’ Richard atte Wode, Thomas de Byselegh and others, broke his close and
houses at Mangoddesfelde, co. Gloucester, felled his trees and fished in his stewes there, and
carried away fish and the trees, with other of his goods. ”’®

The patent rolls suggest his activities were fewer and less onerous. Perhaps influential
family members saved young John from punishment, thus preserving his future reputation.

Previous historians were unable to establish a death date for Sir Nicholas. Neither did
they mention his egregious activities. We find further proof of his indiscretions in another TNA
reference stating he became penurious before 1355. This would make sense, particularly after
having the baronial rug pulled from beneath his feet. He likely became a pauper in the blink of
an eye.

The TNA’s abstract states: “Thomas Lord Berkeley 11l purchased Tockington in 1355
from Piers Chilworth who was holding it for the repayment of Poyntz debts.” Additionally, it
states Sir Nicholas Poyntz was “impoverished and debt-ridden.” '

Nicholas Poyntz lived in relative obscurity for another twenty-one years dying in 1376. 8
The reasons for his indebtedness were not mentioned in the abstract, but his attainder was the
likely reason. Neither a will nor inquisition post mortem exists for Poyntz. Criminals were denied
the opportunity of passing a legacy to their heirs.

LAND RIGHTS AND THE NEWBURGHS

Though the baronial status of the Poyntz family passed into oblivion, history shows the
Newburghs pressed the courts to regain control of some early Poyntz holdings. Particular focus
was given to Sutton Poyntz in Dorset, the Manor of Roklegh in Wilts, and Lullingstone
Castle/Manor in Kent. Over a two hundred year period the Newburghs eventually reacquired
significant Poyntz manors. Their acquisition and continued tenure was accomplished through
appeals to the chancery court or king.

The ancient Poyntz property known as Sutton Poyntz in Dorset was in a constant state of
flux from 1337 until 1478. The Dorset Natural History and Archaeological Society published a

6 Calendar of the Patent Rolls — preserved in the Public record Office, Vol. 24, 166.
7 British Archives, TOCKINGTON (GLOS.) BCM/A/2/45 [n.d.] (location Berkeley Castle Muniments)
8 Ibid.



comprehensive survey of the Sutton Poyntz history.® The property was reclaimed and remained
a part of the Newburgh demesne until the early 17th century. *° Dorset lands were not the only
possessions for which the Newburgh family went to court. One of the most fascinating
landholdings was Lullingstone Castle near Shoreham, Kent.

LULLINGSTONE CASTLE

After the reign of Edward 111, it was the Yorkist king, Edward 1V who held admirable
regard for the Newburgh family. He assisted them in the reacquisition of Lullingstone in
1471/2.1 It appears Edward IV had a personal relationship with John Newburgh Jr. (d. 1496)
eldest son of John Newburgh Esq. (d. 1484).

John Jr. was a Yorkist, and his father the Esquire was a Lancastrian.

John Jr. may have had a hand in the death of his stepbrother William Newburgh at
Tewkesbury 4 May 1471. After the battle, promising forgiveness, the king called several
Lancastrians to come out of the abbey church where they had declared sanctuary. Emerging from
the church, he ruthlessly cut William down with several of his kinsmen. Was John Jr. involved in
the murder of his stepbrother? The truth is unknowable.

It is my personal belief that at behest of the Esquire’s son John Newburgh Jr., King
Edward attempted to make amends for the beheading of William on the battlefield.'?

Though he was a Lancastrian, the king pardoned the Esquire twice during the Wars of the
Roses. Edward singled out the Esquire to avoid attainders that touched a host of his Lancastrian
associates. Extant documents specifically raised the Esquire above others for pardon and
protection. A large group of his Lancastrian brothers were not so fortunate.

In the same year, it was by this king’s personal decree in 1471/2 that the Esquire’s son
John Jr. won possession of Lullingstone Castle, an early Poyntz possession.

Circa 1710, Lullingstone Castle located in Shoreham lost its original status and name. In
an official transfer of manorial title, the Hart-Dyke family petitioned Queen Anne for permission
to rename their Cockburst Manor house as Lullingstone Castle.

The transference of title resulted in the original castle being renamed Shoreham Castle,
due to its geographic location. Few remnants of the fortress remain other than low flint walls

® Egerton, William, Proceeding of the Dorset Natural History and Archaeological Society Vol. 135, 2014; “How the
Newburghs of Lulworth came to own Sutton Poyntz.” Hon. Editor, Paul Lashmar.

10 Original documents from Dorset PRO. translated by Sally Thomson, acquired via digital photographs by Roger
Hills, in the files of the author.

11 The British Archives, CP40/720 mil20; KB8/847 m8. These two documents hold not only Poyntz and Newburgh
pedigrees submitted as evidence in the King’s Chancery Court, but a 15th century descendant, gives details of feudal
tenure of the lands.

12 1t appears that John Jr. was losing favor with his father via his second wife Alice Carent and their son William,
who may have been pushing for the elder’s primogeniture status. Wm.’s sons did indeed receive charters putting
them ahead of John Jr. as heirs to their grandfather’s estate.



attached to a later farmhouse. The barren field where it once stood became known as Castle
Farm. The castle was owned by the Newburgh family from 1435 with a short hiatus until 1575.2
Because of the Newburgh’s unwavering persistence, many of the lands comprising the Poyntz
barony were held by Newburgh descendants long past the time of Nicholas Poyntz’s attainder
and death.

POYNTZ AND NEWBURGH PEDIGREES

related by John Newburgh to Chancery Court of Common Pleas

NICHOLAS AND MATILDA POYNTZ siesed of Lullingstone Castle 1309 held in chief from
King Edward. Nicholas and Matilda had a son:
1. NICHOLAS whose son was
1. HUGH who held the manor in fee tail. He had a son:
1. NICHOLAS
1. MARGARET + JOHN NEWBURGH (d. 1380)
1. SIR JOHN NEWBURGH (d. 1443) — held of Thomas
Archbishop of Canterbury.
1. JOHN NEWBURGH ESQ. (d. 1484)
The escheator drove Newburgh off the manor by
coloring the Inquisition in some way.
1. JOHN NEWBURGH JR. (d. 1496)
Son of Esquire
Drove the Seyntclere family off the manor
and castle in March 1472, later winning the
case and in December of the same year and
re-establishing his father’s possession
of the Castle and Manor of Lullingstone.

By 1481

JOHN NEWBURGH “THE YOUNGER”
held Lullingstone by charter from his
grandfather the Esquire who died in 1484.

John Newburgh Jr. (d. 1496) won the suit and retained Lullingstone Castle, held in chief from
the King. The case was dated 10 December 1472, and involved the Thomas Seyntclere and his
feoffees. John Newburgh entered into the premises and drove off inhabitants of the castle and
seized control of the property and assets which were supposedly collected from 1435 to 1471.
This fairly complicated case mentions John Newburgh (son of John Newburgh Esg.) approached
the court and won back the family lands in Kent in a suit that was personally ruled upon by
Edward IV. (Translated Documents CP40/720 m 20; CP25/1/116; CP25/1/117/337, number
184; CP25/1/117/340.

Sue Simonich is a freelance research historian from the United States.

13 The British Archives, CP40/720 mil20 Translated by Sally Thomson.



