[bookmark: _GoBack]In their opening brief, John Doe and Joe Smith explained why the plaintiff did not adequately plead a RICO claim against them.  Plaintiff responds that the Complaint, when taken as a whole, alleges that the "defendants" knew and participated in the predicate acts that serve as a basis for the plaintiff's RICO count.  Plaintiff's Brief, at 6-8.  Plaintiff, however, has failed to address the well-established law that requires any of the predicate acts based on mail and wire fraud to be pleaded with particularity -- something plaintiff has not done here.  See e.g., Van Dorn Co. v. Howington, 623 F. Supp. 1548, 1555 (N.D. Ohio 1995 (a RICO count must, at a minimum, set forth the circumstances constituting the alleged wire and mail fraud, "including the time, place, and content of false representations, and the identity of persons making the misrepresentations.")  Plaintiff also ignores the well-established law that a RICO claim must allege specific facts against each defendant individually -- again, something plaintiff failed to do as against either John Doe or Joe Smith.  See Hall Am. Ctr. Assocs. Ltd. Partnership v. Paul, 726 F. Supp. 1083, 1091 (E.D. Mich. 1989 (a civil RICO claim must allege specific facts as to each of the named defendants).

