UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA

O. Gene Bicknell v. Richard M. Silanskas, Jr., Larry K. Wilhite, and

Stephen D. Hedrick

Bicknell - No. 25-cv-00383-SH - Decided May 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma considers motions to dismiss

filed by Larry K. Wilhite and Stephen D. Hedrick in a dispute concerning the American Heartland

theme-park project. The court concludes that the plaintiff failed to plead the continuity required for a

pattern of racketeering activity under RICO, dismisses the RICO claims, and otherwise denies the

motions.
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Plaintiff brought federal RICO claims and Oklahoma state-law claims
for civil conspiracy, fraud, deceit, constructive fraud, intentional
infliction of emotional distress, and unjust enrichment. Defendants
Larry K. Wilhite and Stephen D. Hedrick moved to dismiss under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and asks whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim for
relief. Fraud allegations must satisfy Rule 9(b)'s particularity

requirement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Bicknell adequately pleaded a RICO pattern of racketeering activity based principally on

alleged wire fraud directed at him.
2. Whether the RICO-conspiracy claim survived when the underlying RICO claim failed.
3. Whether Bicknell adequately pleaded fraud, deceit, and constructive fraud against Wilhite.
4. Whether Bicknell adequately pleaded intentional infliction of emotional distress against Wilhite.
5. Whether Bicknell adequately pleaded civil conspiracy against Wilhite.

6. Whether Bicknell adequately pleaded unjust enrichment against Wilhite and Hedrick.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint did not adequately allege closed-ended continuity sufficient to establish a RICO pattern
of racketeering activity. Although the alleged conduct lasted long enough to satisfy the duration
consideration, the alleged scheme targeted one victim, pursued one discrete goal, involved little variety
in predicate acts, produced one principal type of injury, and lacked sufficient extensiveness or potential

to extend to other victims.
2. The RICO-conspiracy claim against Wilhite failed because the underlying RICO claim was dismissed.

3. The complaint adequately pleaded fraud and deceit against Wilhite because it alleged that he participated
in sending materially false religious communications and that he received an advantage from the alleged

constructive fraud.
4. The complaint adequately pleaded intentional infliction of emotional distress under Oklahoma law.
5. The complaint adequately pleaded civil conspiracy against Wilhite.

6. The complaint adequately pleaded unjust enrichment against Wilhite and Hedrick, including a sufficient
connection between Bicknell's expenditures and Hedrick's alleged enrichment and sufficient allegations

of wrongdoing and lack of an adequate legal remedy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, “a plaintiff must plead sufficient factual allegations ‘to state a claim to relief
that is plausible on its face.””” (at 8)

““[C]losed-ended continuity consists of a closed period of repeated, related racketeering acts that do not

necessarily threaten future repetition.”” (at 10)



“Without a threat of continued illegal activity, a single scheme rarely supports finding continuity.” (at 14)

“The second element of this tort requires proof that the defendant’s conduct was so outrageous in character
and so extreme in degree as to go beyond all possible bounds of decency, and that such conduct is regarded as

atrocious and utterly intolerable in a civilized community.” (at 21)

“The essential elements of civil conspiracy are: (1) two or more persons; (2) an object to be accomplished;
(3) a meeting of the minds on the object or course of action; (4) one or more unlawful, overt acts; and (5)

damages as the proximate result.” (at 24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bicknell, a 91-year-old businessman and major Pizza Hut franchisee, was the sole or principal financial backer
of the proposed American Heartland theme park project. He alleged that Wilhite and Silanskas sent him
fabricated religious communications purporting to be messages from God and from a fictional nun, while
Hedrick allegedly supplied false or unreliable feasibility information and representations about the project's
prospects and personnel. Bicknell alleged that he transferred more than $60 million to the project, that
defendants received substantial compensation or other benefits, and that the project ultimately ran out of funds

and halted construction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bicknell filed suit against Silanskas, Wilhite, and Hedrick. Wilhite moved to dismiss all claims asserted against
him, and Hedrick moved to dismiss the unjust-enrichment claim asserted against him. The court dismissed
Bicknell's RICO and RICO-conspiracy claims against Wilhite without prejudice, denied Wilhite's motion as to
the remaining claims, denied Hedrick's motion, and allowed Bicknell fourteen days to file a proper motion to

amend.
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