
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

Joshua Newlon v. Anton Sagan and Juicy Brewing, LLC
Newlon · No. 1:25-cv-1940-AJT-WEF · Decided May 26, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Joshua Newlon’s motion for default judgment against
Juicy Brewing, LLC, arising from alleged investment fraud involving a $350,000 investment. The
magistrate judge recommends granting default judgment on the common-law fraud claim, dismissing
the fraudulent-conveyance and federal-securities-fraud claims, and awarding $373,309.52 plus post-
judgment interest. The document also addresses service of process, subject-matter and personal
jurisdiction, arbitration and choice-of-law provisions, and venue.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for default judgment against Juicy Brewing, LLC
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(2). The magistrate judge
issued a Report and Recommendation recommending default
judgment on the common-law fraud claim, dismissal with prejudice of
the fraudulent-conveyance and federal-securities-fraud claims, an
award of damages, attorney's fees and costs, and post-judgment
interest.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On default judgment, well-pleaded, nonconclusory factual allegations
are deemed admitted, but the court must determine whether those facts
state a facially valid claim under the standards applicable to Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). Damages are not admitted and must
be established independently through admissible evidence. Entry of
default judgment is committed to the court's sound judicial discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Juicy Brewing was timely and properly served.

2. Whether the court had subject-matter and personal jurisdiction over Juicy Brewing and whether venue
was proper.

3. Whether the mandatory arbitration provision barred adjudication of the claims despite Juicy Brewing's
failure to invoke arbitration before default.

4. Whether the agreement's Florida choice-of-law provision applied to Newlon's tort claims.

5. Whether the well-pleaded allegations established common-law fraud by Juicy Brewing for purposes of
default judgment.

6. Whether Newlon, as an equity investor rather than a creditor, could state a fraudulent-conveyance claim
under Virginia law.

7. Whether Newlon's 55% membership interest in Juicy South was a security under the Exchange Act as an
investment contract or stock.

8. Whether Newlon established entitlement to compensatory damages, attorney's fees and costs, and post-
judgment interest.

HOLDINGS

1. Juicy Brewing was timely and properly served under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(h), and service
occurred within the 90-day period required by Rule 4(m).

2. A defaulting defendant admits well-pleaded, nonconclusory factual allegations, but the court must
determine whether those facts state a valid claim and must independently determine damages.

3. Juicy Brewing was liable for common-law fraud on the admitted allegations because Sagan acted on
behalf of Juicy Brewing and in the ordinary course of its business, and the allegations established false
material representations, intent to mislead, reliance, and resulting damages.

4. Newlon failed to state a fraudulent-conveyance claim because he was an equity investor in Juicy South
rather than a creditor with a legal entitlement to the invested funds.

5. Newlon's Juicy South membership interest was not an investment contract or stock under the Exchange
Act, so the private federal securities-fraud claim failed.



6. The recommended judgment was $350,000 in compensatory damages, $23,309.52 in attorney's fees and
costs, and post-judgment interest under 28 U.S.C. § 1961.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court confronted with a motion for default judgment is required to exercise sound judicial discretion in
determining whether the judgment should be entered, and the moving party is not entitled to default judgment
as a matter of right.” (Section I)

“Any use of the investment funds for any other purpose is prima facie evidence of fraud.” (Section VII.A)

“The key question, therefore, is whether “an investor, as a result of the investment agreement itself or the
factual circumstances that surround it, is left unable to exercise meaningful control over his investment.””
(Section VII.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Newlon invested $350,000 in Juicy South, LLC after Sagan represented that the money would fund and launch
Juicy South's brewery operations. Newlon received a 55% membership interest and transferred the money to
Juicy Brewing's bank account. The funds were instead diverted to other businesses associated with Sagan and to
personal expenses; Juicy South never commenced operations, became insolvent, and did not repay Newlon.
Juicy Brewing was served but failed to appear or defend.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Newlon filed the complaint on November 3, 2025, against Juicy Brewing, LLC and Anton Sagan. Juicy Brewing
was served on December 2, 2025, but failed to plead or otherwise defend. The Clerk entered default on March 3,
2026. After a hearing on April 10, 2026, the magistrate judge took the motion under advisement and issued this
Report and Recommendation. Sagan had not been served and was not the subject of the default-judgment
motion.
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