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471279.1 .1    
COMPLAINT 

 

CHRISTOPHER D. BEATTY (State Bar No. 266466) 
cbeatty@millerbarondess.com 
MINH-VAN T. DO (State Bar No. 314201) 
mdo@millerbarondess.com 
ADAM P. STILLMAN (State Bar No. 317071) 
astillman@millerbarondess.com 
MILLER BARONDESS, LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, California 90067 
Telephone: (310) 552-4400 
Facsimile: (310) 552-8400 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

CHARLES BUFFIN, an individual; 
MAXWELL LEVINE, an individual; 
STEVEN LEVINE, an individual 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
COMMUNITY.COM, INC., a 
Delaware corporation; MATTHEW 
PELTIER, an individual; and DOES 1 
through 10, 
 

Defendants. 
 

 CASE NO.  
 
COMPLAINT FOR 
 
(1)  BREACH OF FIDUCIARY 

DUTY 

(2)  FRAUDULENT 

MISREPRESENTATION 

(3)  INTENTIONAL 

CONCEALMENT 

(4)  FEDERAL SECURITIES 

VIOLATIONS 

(5)  CALIFORNIA SECURITIES 

VIOLATIONS 

(6)  NEGLIGENT 

MISREPRESENTATION 

(7)  BREACH OF CONTRACT 

(8)  CONVERSION 

(9)  VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA 

PENAL CODE § 496(C) 

(10)  DECLARATORY RELIEF 

(11)  FINANCIAL ELDER ABUSE 
 
 
[DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL] 
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Plaintiffs Charles Buffin (“Buffin”), Maxwell Levine (“Max Levine”), and 

Steven Levine (“Steven Levine”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”) allege in their 

Complaint against Defendants Community.com, Inc. (“Community” or the 

“Company”), Matthew Peltier (“Peltier”), and Does 1-10, inclusive (collectively, 

“Defendants”), as follows: 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. Community is a technology start-up that utilizes an app that permits its 

clients—including actors, musicians, athletes, and social media influencers—to 

communicate directly with their fans or followers through SMS text messaging.  Its 

stated purpose is to allow more meaningful dialogue between the celebrities and 

their “community” in a world dominated by a flurry of social media apps that can 

make fans feel invisible or disengaged.  Community’s clients include, but are not 

limited to, Ashton Kutcher, Jennifer Lopez, John Legend, Paul McCartney, Amy 

Schumer, Marshmello, Kerry Washington, Sean “Diddy” Combs, Mark Cuban, 

Sophie Bush, and Ellen DeGeneres.   

2. The Company has raised tens of millions of dollars in financing from 

the likes of Ashton Kutcher and Guy Oseary.  The Company is believed to be 

currently raising money at a valuation of approximately $450 million. 

3. Buffin and Max Levine founded the Company in or about 2013.  

Originally, the Company was aimed at providing a platform for social media 

influencers to directly communicate and build personalized “tribes” or groups with 

their followers.   

4. Buffin and Max Levine both had business backgrounds and wanted to 

find someone with product expertise to help them build the Company.  Max Levine 

met Peltier in late 2013 and introduced him to Buffin.  Peltier appeared smart and 

had the technical expertise they were looking for.  Peltier soon thereafter joined the 

Company.  In mid-2014, Buffin and Max Levine decided that it was in the best 

interest of the Company for Peltier to take over as CEO.   
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5. The Company’s first investor was Max Levine’s father, Plaintiff Steven 

Levine.  Steven Levine invested $50,000 in Community when it was little more than 

an idea.  Peltier agreed to provide Steven Levine a 2.5% equity stake in the 

Company in return for this investment.   

6. The Company struggled to onboard users and produce significant 

revenue.  In or about the summer of 2017, Max Levine and Buffin left the Company 

to pursue other opportunities.  Peltier continued as CEO of the Company, directing 

its day-to-day operations.  Max Levine and Buffin each retained 750,000 shares of 

the Company upon their departure. 

7. Thereafter, Max Levine and Buffin relied on Peltier to keep them 

apprised of how the Company was doing.  In mid-2018, Peltier began to consistently 

communicate to Buffin and Max Levine that the Company was on the brink of 

failure and that the value of their shares was “whatever.”  Peltier told Buffin and 

Max Levine that the Company was burning $40,000 a month and only had $70,000 

left in the bank.  

8. In mid-2018, Peltier reached out to Buffin and Max Levine and began 

to float the idea of repurchasing their shares.  Peltier continued to put pressure on 

Buffin and Max Levine to sell and reinforced the idea that the Company was 

drowning and that their shares had no value. 

9. On October 29, 2018, Peltier gave Buffin and Max Levine an 

ultimatum: either the Company would go bankrupt and Buffin and Max Levine 

would lose their entire investment in the Company; or Buffin and Max Levine could 

sell their shares back to the Company for approximately $20,000, which would save 

the Company from insolvency and at least guarantee them some cash for their 

investment.   

10. Peltier expressed that this deal would be great for them because the 

shares of the Company were worthless.  Indeed, Peltier told Buffin the stock was 

worth a penny a share.  Peltier led Buffin and Max Levine to believe he was only 
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offering to buy their shares to do right by them.  Peltier coyly alluded to having two 

new founders coming on board during these conversations who would try to turn 

around this supposedly failing company but refused to disclose any further 

information.  Even after Buffin explicitly asked him who the new founders were and 

reminded him that he was a shareholder entitled to know this information, Peltier 

refused to divulge this information. 

11. Buffin and Max Levine signed Stock Repurchase Agreements on 

November 28, 2018, agreeing to sell back 600,000 of their shares for $22,002 each.  

This transaction constituted approximately 10% of the shares of the Company.  

Plaintiffs trusted and relied on Peltier not to swindle them. 

12. Peltier’s statements to Buffin and Max Levine were fraudulent and 

clear breaches of his fiduciary duties.  Peltier materially misrepresented the 

Company’s financial position.  He concealed the fact that Community was in the 

midst of negotiating (if it had not already sealed the deal) an investment round that 

was led by a venture capital firm owned by celebrity Ashton Kutcher and influential 

Hollywood talent agent Guy Oseary, whose clients include big-name artists like U2 

and Madonna.  The Company was raising money at a valuation of approximately 

$180 million, and it went on to raise $35 million as part of this round.  All of this 

information was inconsistent with the dire picture that Peltier painted for Buffin and 

Max Levine.  Had Peltier told Buffin and Max Levine this information, they would 

not have agreed to sell back any of their shares. 

13. Worse, Community, through Peltier, has now taken the position that 

Steven Levine is not a shareholder of the Company, even though Steven Levine 

financed the growth of the Company with its first investment.  In fact, Peltier has 

repeatedly over the course of several years confirmed Steven Levine’s status as an 

investor before just recently reversing course. 

14. Through this lawsuit, Plaintiffs seek what they are owed.  Their 

damages for Peltier’s fraudulent misconduct, securities violations and breaches of 
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fiduciary duty are estimated to be in excess of $30 million.  In addition, due to the 

egregious nature of what happened here, punitive damages are appropriate. 

PARTIES 

15. Plaintiff Buffin is an individual residing in Los Angeles County. 

16. Plaintiff Max Levine is an individual residing in Los Angeles County. 

17. Plaintiff  Steven Levine is an individual residing in the State of New 

Jersey.  

18. Defendant Peltier is an individual residing in Los Angeles County. 

19. Upon information and belief, Defendant Community is a Delaware 

corporation that is headquartered in Los Angeles County. 

20. Plaintiffs are ignorant of the true names, capacities, relationships and 

extent of participation in the conduct herein alleged of the Defendants sued herein as 

DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, but on information and belief alleges that said 

Defendants are legally responsible to them.  Plaintiffs will amend this Complaint to 

allege the true names and capacities of the Doe Defendants when ascertained. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

21. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and Section 27 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 

(“Exchange Act”), 15 U.S.C. § 78aa.  The claims asserted herein arise under and are 

pursuant to Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Exchange Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 78j(b) and 

78t(a), and Rule 10b-5 promulgated thereunder, 17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5.   

22. This Court has diversity jurisdiction over the claims between Plaintiff 

Steven Levine and Defendants which have an amount in controversy over $75,000, 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332. 

23. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over state law claims in this 

action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367 because they are related to the claims in this 

action within the original jurisdiction of this Court that they form part of the same 

case or controversy under Article III of the United States Constitution. 
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