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PER CURIAM:

Raja Charles Jabbour appeals his conviction after
pleading guilty to possession of child pornography, coercion and
enticement of a minor, and attempted receipt of child pornography.
He reserved the right to challenge the district court’s decision
denying his motion to suppress evidence seized as a result of his
warrantless arrest in Ohio in January 2004. Finding no error, we
affirm.

This court reviews the district court’s factual findings
underlying the denial of a motion to suppress for clear error and

its legal conclusions de novo. United States v. Johnson, 400 F.3d

187, 193 (4th Cir. 2005). The Fourth Amendment protects an
individual from being arrested without probable cause. Street v.
Surdyka, 492 F.2d 368, 371 (4th Cir. 1974). So long as the arrest

is supported by probable cause, there 1s no constitutional
violation. Id. “Probable cause to justify an arrest arises when
facts and circumstances within the officer’s knowledge . . . are
sufficient to warrant a prudent person, or one of reasonable
caution, in believing, in the circumstances shown, that the suspect
has committed, is committing, or is about to commit an offense.”

Porterfield v. Lott, 156 F.3d 563, 569 (4th Cir. 1998) (internal

guotation omitted). “The question to be answered is whether an
objectively reasonable police officer, placed in the circumstances,

had a ‘reasonable ground for Dbelief of guilt’ that was



‘particularized with respect to the person to be searched or

seized.’” United States v. Humphries, 372 F.3d 653, 657-58 (4th

Cir. 2004) (gquoting Maryland v. Pringle, 540 U.S. 366, 372-73

(2003)). All of the circumstances known to the officer at the time
of the arrest are considered in order to determine whether there

was probable cause. Taylor v. Waters, 81 F.3d 429, 434 (4th Cir.

199e6) . Probable cause must be supported by more than a mere
suspicion, but evidence sufficient to convict is not required.

Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471, 479 (1963). The arresting

officer’s belief need not be correct or even more likely true than

false, so long as it is reasonable. Texas v. Brown, 460 U.S. 730,

742 (1983).

After reviewing the briefs and joint appendix, we find
the district court did not err in denying the motion to suppress
evidence. We therefore affirm based on the reasoning of the

district court. United States v. Jabbour, No. 3:06-cr-00019-nkm

(W.D. Va. Nov. 17, 2006).
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



