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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Mississippi granted Nutrien Ag Solutions,
Inc.’s motion for default judgment against Raymond Anthony on a breach of contract claim. The court
found that default judgment was procedurally warranted and that the pleadings established a sufficient
basis for liability under the parties’ credit agreement. Judgment was entered for $265,347.47,
consisting of the unpaid account balance, prejudgment interest, attorneys’ fees, and expenses, plus
post-judgment interest at the statutory rate.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Nutrien moved for default judgment on its breach of contract claim
after Anthony failed to answer or otherwise defend, the Clerk entered
default, and Anthony's subsequently filed answer was stricken as
untimely.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the Rule 55 default-judgment framework,
considering whether default judgment was procedurally warranted,
whether the pleadings supplied a sufficient basis for judgment, and
what relief should be awarded. Damages had to be established by
evidence with as much accuracy as possible, and attorney-fee
reasonableness was reviewed under the lodestar method and applicable
Johnson factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether default judgment was procedurally warranted under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55.

2. Whether Nutrien's pleadings established a sufficient basis for default judgment on its Mississippi-law
breach of contract claim.

3. Whether Nutrien established its unpaid account balance, prejudgment interest, attorney fees, and
expenses sufficiently to support an award.

4. What post-judgment interest rate applied where the agreement did not specify an alternative post-
judgment rate.

HOLDINGS

1. Default judgment was procedurally warranted because Anthony failed to plead or otherwise defend, the
Clerk entered default, no material factual dispute was presented, the grounds for default were
established, no good-faith mistake or excusable neglect was shown, and Anthony had not sought to set
aside the default.

2. The pleadings supplied a sufficient basis for default judgment because Nutrien alleged a valid and
binding contract, Anthony's breach by failing to pay the account balance, and facts establishing each
required contract-formation element.

3. Nutrien established an unpaid balance of $236,623.74 and prejudgment interest of $5,496.73.

4. Nutrien was entitled to $21,357.00 in attorney fees and $1,870.00 in expenses under the credit
agreement.

5. Nutrien was entitled to post-judgment interest at the federal statutory rate because the agreement did not
clearly specify an alternative post-judgment interest rate.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because a default judgment is procedurally warranted and the pleadings establish a sufficient basis for a
default judgment, a default judgment will be entered.” (Section II)

“Even when a defendant is in default, a plaintiff is not ‘entitled to default judgment as a matter of right.’”
(Section II.B)



“Nutrien’s motion for default judgment [14] is GRANTED.” (Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anthony entered into a 2019 credit agreement with Nutrien for up to $200,000 and agreed to pay credit
purchases, finance charges, fees, and expenses by the maturity date. The agreement provided that failure to pay
would constitute default, accelerate the unpaid balance, and make Anthony responsible for collection costs and
reasonable attorney fees. Anthony's account balance was $236,623.74 when the complaint was filed, despite a
February 2025 demand for payment. He did not pay the balance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Nutrien filed a diversity complaint on May 5, 2025, alleging that Anthony breached a credit agreement by failing
to pay his account balance. Anthony was personally served on May 6, 2025, and also received service by
certified mail. After Anthony failed to answer, the Clerk entered default on Nutrien's application. Anthony later
filed an answer, but the magistrate judge struck it because it was filed after entry of default. Nutrien then moved
for default judgment; Anthony did not respond. The district court granted the motion and entered judgment for
$265,347.47, plus post-judgment interest at the statutory rate.
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