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Robers v. United States
Benjamin Robers pled guilty to conspiracy and intend to commit fraud in a mortgage fraud scheme as a straw man. Robers was ordered to pay restitution to the defrauded lender as per the Mandatory Restitution Act of 1996. The amount he was required to pay was determined after what the lenders lost was subtracted from the amount they received after the homes were sold. Robers argued that he should pay damages based on the value the houses had when the homes were foreclosed. The government argued that Robers was supposed to pay based on the value that the lenders get after selling the house. The Supreme Court was to determine whether Robers should pay based on the value at foreclosure or later when lenders sold the homes. Robers wanted the government to include the amount of money the lenders fetched from sale of the houses as they were calculating what he was supposed to pay. 
The Seventh Circuit rejected his arguments. As decided by lower courts, Robers was ordered to pay the original price because any part of the properties returned to the banks that had lost was the amount they lent to Roberts and not the collateral received, which in this case, were the houses. Robers argued that the lower court had misinterpreted the meaning of the word property. The government argued that property referred to the money the banks had lent to Robers. The court made interpretations of property within the Mandatory Victims Restitution Act. It also made interpretations of the statute’s intended meaning of ‘returned’, ‘recouped’ and ‘any part of the property that is returned’. The Supreme Court found Robers’ arguments unconvincing. The court also explained that the rule of lenity does not apply in the case and referenced Muscarelo v. United States. Robers was ordered to pay $218, 952.18.
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