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PER CURI AM

Larry Wayne Mantooth pleaded guilty to carrying a firearmduring and
in relation to a drug trafficking crine, 18 US. C. 8§ 924(c)(1), and
possessing nethanphetanine wth intent to distribute, 21 US.C
8§ 841(a)(1). The section 924(c) conviction was based on a seni-automatic
pi stol found in the pocket of the driver's door of Mntooth's vehicle;
drugs were found in the vehicle and on his person. Mant oot h did not
appeal , but later filed a 28 U S.C 8§ 2255 notion. He clained, inter alia,
that his section 924(c) conviction was invalid under Bailey v. United
States, 116 S. C&. 501 (1995), and that his trial counsel was ineffective
for encouraging himto plead guilty to the charge. The district court

denied relief, and Mantooth appeals.



Upon a de novo review of the record, we conclude Mantooth is not
entitled torelief. See United States v. Duke, 50 F.3d 571, 576 (8th Cr.)
(standard of review), cert. denied, 116 S. C. 224 (1995). Mantooth wai ved
his Bailey claim by pleading guilty and not appealing. See Bousley v.
Brooks, 97 F.3d 284, 287 (8th Cr. 1996). Moreover, his claimis wthout
nerit because he clearly carried a firearmin relation to a drug of fense.
See United States v. Barry, 98 F.3d 373, 377 (8th Cr. 1996)
(transportation of gun in glove conpartnment satisfies "carry" prong);
United States v. WIllis, 89 F.3d 1371, 1378-79 (8th Cr.) ("carry" includes
transporting gun in passenger conpartnent of car |oaded with drugs; Bailey
| eft "carry" prong intact, and United States v. Freisinger, 937 F.2d 383
(8th Gr. 1991), renmins binding precedent on this court), cert. denied,
117 S. C. 273 (1996). Mantooth's ineffective-assistance claim is
therefore also without nerit. See United States v. Apfel, 97 F.3d 1074,
1076 (8th Cir. 1996) (no need to address counsel's behavi or when novant
cannot show prej udice).

Accordingly, we affirm
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