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JUDGMENT 

On consideration of appellee's motion for summary affirmance, appellant's 
reply construed as an opposition, appellant's brief and limited appendix, and the 
record on appeal, it is 

ORDERED that appellee' s motion for summary affirmance is granted. See 
Watson v. United States, 73 A.3d 130, 131 (D.C. 2013). We find no error in the 
trial court's determination that appellant failed to demonstrate that the term "crime 
of violence" as defined by D.C. Code § 22-4501 (1) (2009) is unconstitutionally 
vague. See D.C. Code §§ 22-4501 (1) (2009) (amended as D.C. Code § 22-4501 
(2012 Repl.)), 23-1331 (4) (2007) (amended as D.C. Code § 23-1331 (2012 
Repl.)). The list of offenses in D.C. Code § 23-1331 (4), which includes 
"robbery," provided appellant with proper notice of the proscribed conduct for 
which he was convicted and received sentence enhancements. See McNeely v. 
United States, 874 A.2d 371, 379 (D.C. 2005) (observing that a penal statute is not 
unconstitutionally vague if it "define[s] the criminal offense with sufficient 
definiteness that ordinary people can understand what conduct is prohibited"). It is 
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FURTHER ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the order on appeal is hereby 
affirmed. 
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