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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Franklin Hassell appeals the district court's entry of summary judg-
ment in favor of the City of Chesapeake in this42 U.S.C.A. § 1983
(West Supp. 2000) action. We affirm.

While employed by Chesapeake's juvenile detention center, Has-

sell was ordered to undergo drug testing based on areport from a co-
worker, although administratorsin Hassell's department found the
report unsubstantiated. The district court ruled that Chesapeake was
not liable for this order because it was not the product of a municipal
custom or policy. We agree. Hassell was tested pursuant to an exer-
cise of discretion, not a declaration of municipal policy. See Greens-
boro Prof'l Fire Fighters Assn, Local 3157 v. City of Greensboro,

64 F.3d 962, 965-66 (4th Cir. 1995). Furthermore, thereis no evi-
dence that Chesapeake agencies customarily test their employeesin
similar circumstances or that city policymakers are aware of such a
custom. See Spell v. McDaniel, 824 F.2d 1380, 1386-87 (4th Cir.
1987). Accordingly, even if a constitutional violation occurred in this
case (which we do not decide), Chesapeake may not be held liable for
it. See Monell v. Department of Soc. Servs., 436 U.S. 658, 694 (1978).
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For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the entry of summary judg-

ment in favor of Chesapeake. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
meaterials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



