


This	decision	by	the	BCCA	could	be	a	seminal	moment	about	the	ways	in	which	
Canadian	extraction	companies	establish	their	on-site	security	practices	in	foreign	countries.	
Corporations	or	groups	that	practice	a	much	more	relaxed	or	“laissez-faire”	attitude	to	security	
may	change	their	approach	considering	this	ruling.	If	Canadian	courts	take	a	much	more	
inquisitive	attitude	to	the	judicial	proceedings	in	other	states,	typically	weaker	states,	this	new	
found	legal	blind	spot	may	send	extraction	corporations	back	to	the	drawing	board.	Proponents	
of	the	BCCA’s	decision	say	that	this	will	further	incentivize	corporations	to	implement	and	
uphold	principles	of	corporate	social	responsibility.	Others,	however,	have	said	that	the	Tahoe	
decision	could	potentially	deter	extraction	corporations	from	registering	in	Canada.		

While	most	extraction	companies	hire	qualified	security	providers,	vetting	those	
providers	more	thoroughly	may	become	common	practice.	Certain	corporations	have	already	
incorporated	those	practices,	vetting	companies	for	no	less	than	six	months	before	even	
considering	letting	them	handle	a	single	extraction	site.	Despite	an	extensive	vetting	process,	
those	same	corporations	have	acknowledged	that	the	directives	implemented	on-site	may	be	a	
watered-down	version	of	what	was	sent	out	at	headquarters.	With	the	broad	scope	of	civil	
battery	and	negligence	liability	in	Canada,	domestic	corporations	may	have	a	new-found	
incentive	to	turn	to	alternative	conflict	resolution	altogether.	
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