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SUMMARY

The Vermont Superior Court ruled on Dorman & Fawcett’s motion to dismiss claims brought by
Christopher Armstrong arising from his employment with The Lane Press, Inc. The court denied
dismissal of claims concerning unpaid wages, breach of contract, tortious interference, and civil
conspiracy, but dismissed claims for wrongful termination in violation of public policy and aider-and-
abettor liability. The court ordered Dorman & Fawcett to file an answer within 14 days.

CASE DETAILS

COURT Vermont Superior Court, Civil Division, Chittenden Unit

WRITING FOR THE COURT Megan J. Shafritz

JURISDICTION Vermont Superior Court, Civil Division, Chittenden Unit

DECIDED January 15, 2026

DOCKET 25-CV-2724

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant William "Terry" Dorman d/b/a Dorman & Fawcett moved
under Vermont Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss all claims
asserted against it. The court granted the motion in part and denied it
in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts the nonmoving party's
factual allegations as true, draws all reasonable inferences in the
plaintiff's favor, and dismisses only when it appears beyond doubt that
no facts or circumstances would entitle the plaintiff to relief. A legally
noncognizable claim may nevertheless be dismissed.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential trial-court decision

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

employment law civil procedure contracts torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Armstrong adequately alleged that Dorman & Fawcett was his joint employer and could be
liable for unpaid wages, severance, and accrued paid time off under Vermont law.

2. Whether Armstrong adequately alleged that Dorman & Fawcett or Dorman could be liable for breach of
the employment agreement based on an alleged partnership relationship with Lane Press.

3. Whether Armstrong stated a wrongful-termination claim under Vermont's public-policy exception to at-
will employment.

4. Whether Armstrong adequately pleaded tortious interference with his employment contract as an
alternative theory against Dorman & Fawcett or Dorman.

5. Whether Armstrong stated a civil-conspiracy claim by alleging an agreement to terminate him and
withhold wages through illegal means.

6. Whether aider-and-abettor liability could be asserted against Dorman for the alleged wrongful
termination when the wrongful-termination claim itself failed.

HOLDINGS

1. Armstrong alleged sufficient facts that Dorman & Fawcett exercised significant supervision and control
over his employment to state a claim that it was his joint employer and could be liable for unpaid wages,
severance, and accrued paid time off under Title 21.

2. The motion to dismiss the breach-of-contract claim was denied because, if Armstrong proves that
Dorman & Fawcett or Dorman was a partner of Lane Press during the relevant period, the entity or
individual may be liable for Lane Press's contractual obligations.

3. Armstrong failed to state a wrongful-termination claim because his alleged termination for questioning
financial management and unethical business practices amounted to professional disagreement and was
not tied to a clear and compelling public policy.

4. Armstrong adequately stated a claim for tortious interference with contractual relations against Dorman
& Fawcett or Dorman in the alternative, because he alleged an employment agreement, defendants'
knowledge of it, intentional interference, causation, and resulting harm.

5. The civil-conspiracy claim could proceed past the pleading stage because Armstrong alleged that the
defendants agreed to terminate him and withhold wages through illegal means, including violations of
Vermont labor laws.

6. The aider-and-abettor claim was dismissed because Armstrong asserted it as an alternative theory for the
wrongful-termination tort, and the court had already concluded that the wrongful-termination claim
failed.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“The purpose of a motion to dismiss is to test the law of the claim, not the facts which support it.” (at 2)

“Determining the employer of a particular employee is a fact-intensive inquiry that can only be done on a
case-by-case basis.” (at 3)

“Thus, Armstrong has failed to state a claim for wrongful termination in violation of public policy, and D&F’s
motion to dismiss Count IV is granted.” (at 5)

“Here, Armstrong’s Complaint adequately states a claim for tortious interference by D&F/Dorman.” (at 6)

“Accordingly, given the Court’s conclusion that Armstrong has failed to state a claim for the tort of wrongful
termination in violation of public policy, the motion to dismiss Count VII is granted.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Armstrong was hired by Lane Press as executive vice president in May 2023 under an employment agreement
providing that he would report to Lane Press's chief executive officer and Dorman & Fawcett. He alleged that
Dorman & Fawcett and its principals negotiated aspects of his employment, supervised and directed his work,
controlled financial decisions, and participated in decisions concerning a customer account and a newly hired
controller. After Armstrong questioned the defendants' financial management and business practices, he was
terminated on March 14, 2025, allegedly without the notice or opportunity to cure required by his agreement,
and claimed unpaid accrued paid time off, severance, and bonus compensation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Armstrong filed an employment action against Lane Press, Philip Drumheller, and Dorman & Fawcett, asserting
claims for unpaid wages, breach of contract, wrongful termination, tortious interference with contract, civil
conspiracy, and aider-and-abettor liability. Lane Press and Drumheller answered, while Dorman & Fawcett
moved to dismiss. The court denied dismissal of Counts I-III, V, and VI, and granted dismissal of Counts IV and
VII.
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