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Stanley William Parks appeals from the 24-month sentence imposed
following revocation of supervised release. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1291, and we affirm.
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**

The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

Parks first contends that the district court procedurally erred by failing to
adequately explain or sufficiently identify compelling reasons for its sentence.
This contention is belied by the record.
Parks also contends that the district court procedurally erred by imposing the
sentence under the mistaken belief that United States v. Knight, 580 F.3d 933 (9th
Cir. 2009), required a 24-month sentence. Any error was harmless because the
district court indicated that it would impose the same sentence regardless of the
holding in Knight. See United States v. Mohamed, 459 F.3d 979, 987 (9th Cir.
2006) (procedural error reviewed for harmless error).
Parks finally contends that he was denied the right of allocution. See Fed. R.
Crim. P. 32(i)(4)(A)(ii). Contrary to his contention, Parks was afforded the right of
allocution, where he had an opportunity to make a statement before the court made
its final judgment. See United States v. Laverne, 963 F.2d 235, 237 (9th Cir. 1992)
(no violation where the “court was able to consider the defendant's statement and
was free to alter its view of the sentence if the defendant offered a sufficient reason
for changing its view[]”).
Parks motion for judicial notice of a document attached as an addendum to
his reply brief is denied.
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The United States’ motion to strike the addendum and portions of the reply
brief is granted.
AFFIRMED.
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