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PER CURIAM.

Travis Davis directly appeals after he pled guilty to aiding and abetting bank

robbery and the district court  imposed an above-Guidelines-range sentence.  His1
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counsel has moved to withdraw, and has filed a brief under Anders v. California, 386

U.S. 738 (1967), challenging Davis’s sentence on substantive and procedural

grounds.  Davis has filed a pro se supplemental brief, asserting prosecutorial

misconduct.  More specifically, Davis claims that the prosecutor coached his victims

and submitted victim impact statements to the district court without first giving him

an opportunity to review the statements or to object to their content.

We note that Davis pled guilty pursuant to a plea agreement containing an

appeal waiver, and upon careful de novo review, we conclude that the appeal waiver

is enforceable as to counsel’s arguments challenging Davis’s sentence.  See United

States v. Scott, 627 F.3d 702, 704 (8th Cir. 2010); United States v. Andis, 333 F.3d

886, 889-90 (2003) (en banc).  We further conclude that Davis’s pro se claim of

prosecutorial misconduct is not within the scope of the appeal waiver, but that it lacks

merit, as there is no evidence the victim impact statements were false, and Davis did

not object to them in the district court.  Cf. United States v. White, 724 F.2d 714, 716-

17 (8th Cir. 1984) (per curiam).  Finally, having independently reviewed the record

pursuant to Penson v. Ohio, 488 U.S. 75 (1988), we find no nonfrivolous issues

outside the scope of the appeal waiver.  Accordingly, counsel’s motion to withdraw

is granted, and the judgment is affirmed.
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