
10 May 2022 

DECISION OF THE INTERNATIONAL TENNIS INTEGRITY AGENCY  
PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 7.14 OF THE 2022 TENNIS ANTI-DOPING PROGRAMME 

I. Introduction

1. The International Tennis Integrity Agency (‘the ITIA’) is the delegated third party, under the
World Anti-Doping Code (‘the Code’), of the International Tennis Federation (‘the ITF’), the
international governing body for the sport of tennis and signatory of the Code. Under the
delegation, the ITIA is responsible for the management and administration of anti-doping
across professional tennis in accordance with the 2022 Tennis Anti-Doping Programme (‘the
TADP or the Programme’), which sets out Code-compliant anti-doping rules applicable to
players competing in Covered Events.1

2. Bastián Malla (‘the Player’) is a 26-year-old tennis player from Chile. He has an ATP career- 
high ranking of 362. He registered online for an International Player Identification Number
(IPIN) in 2015 and in subsequent years. Thereby, the Player expressly agreed to be bound
by and to comply with the Programme. By virtue of that agreement, and by virtue of his
participation in ITF and ATP Challenger events (both of which fall within the definition of
'Covered Events' under the TADP), the Player became bound by and was required to comply
with the Programme.

3. The ITIA charged the Player with the commission of an Anti-Doping Rule Violation under
Article 2.1 and/or Article 2.2 of the TADP involving a substance, Cannabis, which is a
Substance of Abuse as defined in the TADP.  TADP Articles 2.1 and 2.2 read:

“2.1 The presence of a Prohibited Substance or any of its Metabolites or Markers in 
a Player's Sample, unless the Player establishes that such presence is consistent 
with a TUE granted in accordance with Article 4.4.” 

“2.2 Use or Attempted Use by a Player of a Prohibited Substance or a Prohibited 
Method, unless the Player establishes that such Use or Attempted Use is consistent 
with a TUE granted in accordance with Article 4.4.” 

4. This ITIA issued decision is made in accordance with Article 10.2.4 of the TADP, which
provides:

“10.2.4 Notwithstanding any other provision in Article 10.2, where the Anti-Doping 
Rule Violation involves a Substance of Abuse: 

10.2.4.1 If the Player can establish that any ingestion or Use occurred Out-of-
Competition and was unrelated to sport performance, the period of Ineligibility will be 
three months, provided that it may be further reduced to one month if the Player 

1 Any term in this Decision that begins with a capital letter and is not otherwise defined in this Decision has the meaning 
given to it in the Programme. 



satisfactorily completes a Substance of Abuse treatment program approved by the 
ITIA. The period of Ineligibility established in this Article 10.2.4.1 is not subject to any 
reduction based on any provision in Article 10.6. 

10.2.4.2 If the ingestion, Use, or Possession occurred In-Competition, and the Player 
can establish that the context of the ingestion, Use, or Possession was unrelated to 
sport performance, then the ingestion, Use, or Possession will not be considered 
intentional for purposes of Article 10.2.1 and will not provide a basis for a finding of 
Aggravating Circumstances under Article 10.4.” 

II. The Player's commission of an Anti-Doping Rule Violation

5. On 7 March 2022, while competing in the men’s singles competition at the ATP Challenger 
held in Santiago, Chile from 7 March to 13 March 2022 (‘the Event’), the Player was 
required to provide a urine sample for anti-doping testing under the TADP. The sample was 
given reference number  and was split into an A sample and a B sample, which were sealed 
in tamper-evident bottles and transported to the WADA-accredited laboratory in Montréal, 
Canada (‘the Laboratory’) for analysis. The Laboratory reported an Adverse Analytical 
Finding for contains Cannabis:11-nor-9-carboxy-∆9-tetrahydrocannabinol, which is 
prohibited under the Programme, in the category of Cannabinoids (section S8 of the 2022 
Prohibited List). Cannabis is a Specified Substance. The Player does not have a 
Therapeutic Use Exemption (‘TUE’) permitting use of Cannabis.

6. The Adverse Analytical Finding reported by the Laboratory in respect of the A sample was 
considered by an independent Review Board in accordance with TADP Article 7.4. The 
Review Board did not identify any apparent departures from the sample collection procedures 
set out in the International Standard for Testing and Investigations or from the sample 
analysis procedures set out in the International Standard for Laboratories that could have 
caused the Adverse Analytical Finding. The Review Board noted the Player does not have a 
TUE. It therefore decided that the Player had a case to answer for breach of TADP Article 
2.1 and/or TADP Article 2.2.

7. The ITIA sent the Player a (pre-charge) Notice on 5 April 2022, advising him of his Adverse 
Analytical Finding and that he may have committed an Anti-Doping Rule Violation under 
TADP Article 2.1 (presence of a Prohibited Substance in his Sample) and/or TADP Article 
2.2 (Use or Attempted Use of a Prohibited Substance). Given that Cannabis is classified as 
a Specified Substance under the TADP, the Player was not subject to a mandatory 
provisional suspension under TADP Article 7.12.1.  However, on 6 April 2022 the Player 
accepted a voluntary provisional suspension.

8. On 11 April 2022, in response to the ITIA’s (pre-charge) Notice letter, the Player via his legal 
representative accepted he that he had committed an Anti-Doping Rule Violation.

9. On 15 April 2022, the ITIA formally charged the Player with the commission of an Anti-Doping 
Rule Violation under TADP Article 2.1 and/or TADP Article 2.2. TADP Article 2.1 is a strict 
liability offence that is established simply by proof that a Prohibited Substance was present 
in the sample, i.e., the ITIA does not have to prove how the substance got into the Player's 
system or that the Player took the substance intentionally (or even knowingly).

10. On 20 April 2022, the Player responded to the formal charge letter via his legal 
representative. He reiterated his acceptance of the Anti-Doping Rule Violation and asserted 
that his consumption was unrelated to sports performance, seeking to rely upon the process 
established by TADP Article 10.2.4.










