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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Albert Bensusan appeals from the district court's order denying

relief on his28 U.S.C. § 2241 (1994) petition. Bensusan sought relief
from a deportation order, arguing that he was entitled to relief from
deportation under former § 212(c) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (INA). See 8 U.S.C. § 1182(c) (1994). Bensusan challenged the
application of § 440(d) of the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Pen-
alty Act (AEDPA), which eliminated § 212(c) relief for aliens con-
victed of certain criminal offenses, including aggravated felonies and
most drug offenses, to his deportation proceedings. Bensusan argued
that the application of § 440(d) to his deportation proceedings had an
impermissible retroactive effect. We have reviewed the record and
affirm the court's order denying relief on the petition.

This court recently decided Tasios v. Reno, 204 F.3d 544 (4th Cir.
2000). The court held in Tasios that § 440(d) is inapplicable to cases
where the alien pleaded guilty or conceded deportability before the
enactment date of the AEDPA because it "would upset reasonable,
settled expectations and change the legal effect of prior conduct.” 204
F.3d at 552. Bensusan pleaded not guilty to his charges and was con-
victed after afinding of guilt by ajury. He denied all three charges

of deportability and put the INSto its test to prove the charges. Thus,
the Tasios decision does not offer relief to Bensusan from application
of § 440(d) to his deportation proceedings.

We therefore affirm the district court's order. We dispense with

oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



