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S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Comment on Citizenship and Immigration Canada’s Proposed 

Changes to Improve Citizenship Program 

Submission made in accordance with the Notice of Intent published in the Gazette (Vol. 145, 

No.42 – October 15, 2011) to Mary-Ann Hubers, Acting Director, Citizenship Legislation and 

Program Policy, Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 180 Kent Street, 6
th

 Floor, Ottawa, Ontario 

K1A 1L1 

************************ 

Minister Jason Kenney’s proposed change to the Citizenship Regulations to strengthen and 

ensure the ability of citizenship applicants to communicate effectively in either one of the 

official languages of Canada is a respectable attempt to improve the integrity and effectiveness 

of Canada’s Citizenship Program. It is the Minister’s duty to do so. 

 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. agrees that ‘the acquisition of citizenship is a significant step in the integration 

process for newcomers to Canada’ and that competency in one of the official languages, 

particularly in listening and speaking skills, is an essential part of the integration process. We 

also recognize that ‘the proposed changes would not increase the language level required for 

citizenship’. S.U.C.C.E.S.S. supports this overall policy direction. 

 

Through years of experience serving immigrants, we know that regardless of ethnic origins 

proficiency in one or both of the official languages is a critical success factor for newcomers 

and members of our multicultural communities alike to re-establish themselves and 

participate fully in every aspect of their lives in this host country. Canada is a diverse and high 

immigrant in-take country. The official languages, whether it is English or French, therefore is 

the common denominator for Canadians of different ethnic origins to initiate interaction and 

express themselves. This ability to communicate effectively is important to articulate different 

point-of-views, arriving at common understanding or sharing values in daily living, from settings 

in personal and social relationships, school, workplace, business transactions, accessing services 

to participation in neighborhood, civic, community and political affairs. 

  

A common language promotes common values, unity, national identity and nationhood. 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. vision is A world of Multicultural Harmony and our mission is to build bridges, 

harvest diversity and foster integration. We fulfill our mission by service and advocacy. Through 

government funding, we encourage adult immigrants to learn or upgrade the English language 

and provide ELSA (BC equivalent of LINC classes) training; we urge the multi-cultural 
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communities to get involved in voluntary services, public affairs and political participation in 

every opportunity. 

 

However, our specific comment is not the intention of the regulation change but is on the 

provision of the objective proof or evidence and related issues. 

 

To introduce a requirement for applicants to provide up front evidence of language ability 

showing achievement of at least CLB 4 level in speaking and listening with their citizenship 

application is a contentious issue. It may potentially open a number of regulatory issues that 

the government does not expect and has to address subsequently. At the end, the new change, 

as such, may not protect the cost-effectiveness of the Citizenship Program. 

 

According to CIC news release, “Under the new system, applicants would have to provide 

objective evidence that they meet the language requirement when they file their application. 

Applicants would be able to demonstrate language ability by submitting a variety of evidence, 

including: the results of a third party test; evidence of completion of secondary or post-

secondary education in English or French; or evidence of achieving CLB/NCLC 4 in certain 

government funded language training programs.” 

 

Our first question is: “who is the third party?” Is it the certification by a friend, a private tutor, a 

teacher, a registered professional, a lawyer, a notary public, an institution? The second 

question is: “which certain government funded language training programs?” Is S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

English language training program, for argument sake, going to be more or less credible than 

another agency? By what standard one government funded program is more believable than 

another? S.U.C.C.E.S.S. does not have an answer to the above questions. The implementation 

and verification of a “variety of evidence” for this new change is obviously for the CIC to 

address. Our recommendation is for CIC to clarify who is the third party that can provide the 

objective CLB 4 language achievement evidence to the citizenship applicant and that 

established government funded immigrant agency ELSA / LINC providers be given the funding 

support to be the CLB assessment centers to provide the certification. 

 

The next comment stems from our professional experience in providing English language 

training services to immigrants. Although listening and speaking skills are required to be at CLB 

level 4 in the citizenship application, the written test and accompanying study guide are in fact 

at approximately CLB level 7.  It seems contradictory that the more valued skills (listening and 

speaking) now may be assessed by a variety of tests throughout the country, but reading and 

writing skills will be tested by one federally mandated test and tested at significantly a higher 



3 | P a g e  

 

level. In addition, the existing study guide contains a considerable amount of factual and 

numerical data, arguably requiring more memorization than comprehension, and making 

preparing for the written test daunting even to English first language speakers, well above CLB 

level 7 in reading. How the differential “standards” expectation between “listening-speaking” 

and “reading-writing” in the citizenship test would affect the successful outcome of the 

applicants would obviously be another implementation matter for the CIC to discern. 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. perspective is that the contents of the citizenship study guide and written 

knowledge test should move toward simple and plain language to enhance comprehension 

and be consistent with the CLB 4 speaking and listening intended level in order to capture the 

applicant’s real understanding of what matters most to Canadian Citizenship and nationhood. 

To mention the least, we do not want the language and the written test to become a barrier to 

integration. 

It is as a matter of “choice” of the immigrant permanent resident of this country to apply to 

become a Canadian Citizen or not. The noble intent of social integration and building 

nationhood goes beyond the narrow consideration of making a regulation change in a means 

test for applicants to qualify for the rights and status of Canadian Citizenship. The language 

exemption of immigrant seniors of 55+ is a demonstration of the generous inclusiveness of 

Canada’s citizenship requirement and great understanding of the hardship of learning a new 

language for certain segments of people in this country. We would like the exemption to 

extend to immigrant adults with learning disabilities, speaking impairments and mental health 

challenges. 

Our final comment is whether the “objective proof of evidence of CLB 4” by the applicant is 

really necessary while there are clearly defined language-level screening criteria for CIC officials 

to follow in the existing citizenship application process. We do not want duplication of 

assessment methods on same issue or situation of using one objective and one subjective 

standard on the same applicant. 

In CIC Operational Bulletin 246, it clearly states “That the person comprehends basic spoken 

statements and questions; and that the person can convey orally or in writing basic information 

or answers to questions” and “For citizenship applicants, the ability to meet the language 

requirement is generally satisfied through the citizenship knowledge test and through 

interaction with CIC officials.” The standardized screening tool CIC provides for its officials to 

indentify if a certain applicant meets or fails the CLB 4 language requirements are: 

• Is able to understand a conversation on familiar everyday topics; 

• Is able to understand simple questions; 

• Is able to ask and answer simple questions;  
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• Has enough vocabulary for everyday conversations; and 

• Demonstrates a control of basic grammar, including proper use of verbs and tenses. 

 

“Applicants who either fail the citizenship knowledge test or who do not appear to meet the 

language criteria in the regulations (because they show difficulties with language 

communication and/or comprehension) are invited to appear before a citizenship judge who 

decides whether the applicant meets the language requirement for citizenship.” 

If CIC and officials already have all the authority and tools in place to fulfill the determination of 

the language level of citizenship applicant, and if the proposed changes would not increase the 

language level required for citizenship, would it be an redundant and oxymoron stipulation to 

have the applicant to provide further “objective proof or evidence” to potentially contest or 

contradict the presumably uniform and standardized judgment of the CIC officials? And 

eventually the citizenship judge? If the subjective method remains the preferred method by 

CIC, why not just make it known to all applicants that they would be assessed on their language 

ability at the benchmark level from the first point of engagement with a CIC officials in their 

citizenship application to show that it is a transparent process. On the contrary, from a good 

public policy point of view, S.U.C.C.E.S.S. recommends the total objective method of using 

government authorized third-party certification and do away with the subjective judgment by 

a CIC official or a citizenship judge altogether. 

 

We urge the CIC to reconsider if this regulation change makes good policy on a pivotal situation 

to foster integration, citizenship and nationhood. The least we prefer the government to do is 

to add new regulation on a situation that is not necessary and would likely run the risk of more 

red-tape, duplication of process, more regulation nightmare, more contests, more costs and 

dissatisfaction of the applicants and a less efficient and cost-effective program. The means 

should not defeat the higher purpose of building a more unified, integrated and inclusive 

nationhood and compassionate society. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Thomas Tam, CEO 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

28 West Pender Street 

Vancouver, BC V6B 1R6 

E-mail: thomastam@success.bc.ca 

Website: www.success.bc.ca 


