
Changes that take effect immediately upon Royal Assent on June 19, 2017
Previous Citizenship Act Citizenship Act with Bill C-6 Amendments

On June 19th, Bill 
C-6, received Royal 
Assent. Changes to the 
Citizenship Act reflect 
t h e  G o v e r n m e n t ’ s 
commitments to streamline 
the citizenship process, 
enhance program integrity, 
and repeal certain 
provisions of the Act 
that treated dual citizens 
differently than other 
Canadians. Some changes 
to the Citizenship Act take 
effect immediately upon 
Royal Assent, while others 
take effect at later dates 
to ensure the necessary 

regulatory changes and 
departmental preparations 
are in place for a smooth 
transition for applicants. 
As of June 19th, applicants 
are no longer required to 
intend to continue to live 
in Canada once granted 
citizenship, providing 
more flexibility to 
Canadians who may need 
to live outside of Canada 
for work or personal 
reasons.  Immediate 
changes also include 
repealing the ability to 
revoke citizenship from 
dual citizens convicted of 

crimes against the national 
interest. Dual citizens 
living in Canada who are 
convicted of these crimes 
will face the Canadian 
justice system, like other 
Canadian citizens who 
break the law. Some 
of the changes that are 
expected to take effect 
later this fall will give 
more flexibility to both 
younger and older eligible 
immigrants to obtain 
citizenship. These changes 
include reducing the time 
permanent residents must 
be physically present in 

Canada to three out of five 
years, instead of four out of 
six years, before applying 
for citizenship; amending 
the age range for people 
to meet the language and 
knowledge requirements 
for citizenship from 14-64 
years to 18-54 years; and 
counting some of the time 
applicants spend in Canada 
as temporary residents 
or protected persons 
toward their physical 
presence requirements for 
citizenship.

Citizenship could be revoked from dual citizens 
convicted of treason, spying and terrorism offences, 
depending on the sentence received, or who were a 
part of an armed force of a country or organized group 
engaged in conflict with Canada.

Applicants were required to intend to continue to live in 
Canada if granted citizenship.

This provision is repealed. Applicants are no longer 
required to intend to continue to live in Canada once 
granted citizenship. This provides more flexibility to 
Canadians who may need to live outside of Canada for 
work or personal reasons.

The Minister had the discretion to waive certain 
requirements under subsection 5(1) of the Citizenship 
Act so a minor could obtain citizenship without a 
Canadian parent.

No provision existed to prevent individuals serving 
a sentence in the community (a conditional sentence 
order) from being granted citizenship, taking the Oath 
of Citizenship or counting this time towards meeting the 
physical presence requirements for citizenship.

The Minister has the discretion to grant citizenship 
to a person to alleviate cases of special and unusual 
hardship, or to reward services of an exceptional value 
to Canada.

The Department has reasonable measures to 
accommodate the needs of citizenship applicants. 
However, there was no explicit reference to 
accommodate persons with disabilities in the 
Citizenship Act.

The requirement for applicants to maintain the 
requirements for citizenship from the time they apply 
for citizenship until taking the Oath of Citizenship only 
applied to applications received on or after June 11, 
2015.

This requirement now also applies to all applications, 
including those received before June 11, 2015.

The requirement to take into consideration reasonable 
measures to accommodate the needs of a citizenship 
applicant who is a disabled person is now included in 
the Citizenship Act.

Statelessness has been added as a stand-alone ground 
that can be considered for a discretionary grant of 
citizenship.

Individuals serving a conditional sentence will not be 
granted citizenship, take the Oath of Citizenship, or be 
able to count this time towards meeting the physical 
presence requirements for citizenship.

Minors can now apply for citizenship without a Canadian 
parent, as the age requirement for citizenship has been 
removed under subsection 5(1). A person having 
custody of the minor or empowered to act on their behalf 
by court order, written agreement or operation of law, 
can now apply for citizenship on behalf of the minor, 
unless that requirement is waived by the Minister.

This provision is repealed. Dual citizens living in Canada 
who are convicted of these crimes will face the Canadian 
justice system, like other Canadian citizens who break 
the law.
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Citizenship Bill Receives Royal Assent
Changes expected to 
take effect in fall 2017

•	 Applicants	 must	 be	
physically present in Canada for three 
out of five years before applying for 
citizenship. Previously, applicants had 
to be physically present in Canada for 
four out of six years before applying 
for citizenship.
•	 Applicants	 must	 file	
Canadian income taxes, if required to 
do so under the Income Tax Act, for 
three out of five years, matching the 
new physical presence requirement. 
Previously, applicants had to file 
Canadian income taxes, if required 
to do so under the Income Tax Act, 
for four out of six years, matching the 
physical presence requirement.
•	 This	provision	is	repealed.	
Applicants no longer have to meet this 
requirement. Previously, applicants 
had to be physically present in Canada 
for 183 days in four out of the six 
years preceding their application.
•	 Applicants	may	count	each	
day they were physically present in 
Canada as a temporary resident or 
protected person before becoming 
a permanent resident as a half-day 
toward meeting the physical presence 
requirement for citizenship, up to 
a maximum credit of 365 days. 
Previously, time spent in Canada prior 
to becoming a permanent resident 
did not count towards the physical 
presence requirement for citizenship.
•	 Applicants	 between	 18	
and 54 years must meet the language 
and knowledge requirements for 
citizenship. Previously, applicants 
between 14 and 64 years had to 
meet the language and knowledge 
requirements for citizenship.

Nova Scotia

Skilled labor needed in Cape Breton
The Atlantic Immigration Pilot is 
aiming to bring skilled workers to 
Cape Breton, Nova Scotia. Cape 
Brenton is a developing Island and 
needs workers to help solidify its 
economy and guarantee a sturdy 
future for its residents. Since it is up 
and coming, it is a great place for 
immigrants to establish a home and 
begin a career. 
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Canada Immigration Case-law Subramaniam 

v. Canada, IMMIGRATION — Refugee status 

— Requirements  

IMMIGRATION — Refugee status — 

Requirements — Well founded fear of persecution 

— Pre-removal risk assessment (PRRA) — 

New evidence under s. 113(a) of Immigration 

and Refugee Protection Act (Can.) — Refugee 

claimant was 30-year-old female Tamil from 

Northern Sri Lanka — Claimant alleged that 

her brother was arrested and tortured by Eelam 

People’s Democratic Party (EPDP) and upon his 

release fled to Australia where he was accepted 

as Convention refugee — Claimant took over 

brother’s business and subsequently became target 

of both EPDP and army — Claimant alleged she 

was regularly sexually harassed and assaulted 

from January 2007 to December 2007, when she 

ceased business operations — Claimant went to 

United Kingdom, then came to Canada and made 

refugee claim — Refugee Protection Division 

(RPD) finding that there were fundamental 

differences between claimant’s Port of Entry 

allegations and her Personal Information Form 

narrative — RPD also found that claimant did not 

have subjective fear of persecution given that she 

did not make asylum claim in United Kingdom 

and denied claim — Claimant filed pre-removal 

risk assessment (PRRA) application — Officer 

denied application — Claimant applied for judicial 

review — Application allowed; matter sent back 

for reconsideration by different PRRA officer — 

Officer made reviewable error in failing to address 

new evidence that contradicted key findings of 

fact, namely that young female Tamils from north 

would not be at risk to sexual assault that claimant 

alleged that she had already been subject to in 

past — “Newness” referred not only to evidence 

that demonstrated change in country conditions 

since RPD’s decision — Newness also referred 

to evidence that was not available at time of RPD 

decision that confirmed allegations made before 

RPD or that provided more fulsome, detailed 

picture of circumstances in country at issue — 

Several documents, including DOS Report and 

Home Office Notes, were before PRRA Officer 

which fit parameters of new evidence and which 

confirmed numerous credible reports of sexual 

violence against women fitting claimant’s profile 

i.e. young, unmarried Tamil women from north 

of Sri Lanka — Officer’s finding that DOS 

Report provided evidence of unchanged country 

conditions to those before RPD was unreasonable 

in light of actual details of DOS Report — 

Decision lacked sufficient consideration of two 

key documents which both shed new light on 

claimant’s profile — Given failure to address 

new, compelling evidence in any meaningful way, 

decision is unreasonable, and must be sent back 

for reconsideration by a different officer. 

  Visit:https://youtu.be/pdE-b2uOj8o 

Canada Immigration Case-law  Ali v Canada, 

IMMIGRATION — Judicial review — General  

IMMIGRATION — Judicial review — General 

— Applicant sustained severe injuries in motor 

vehicle accident — Applicant’s immigration 

consultant requested adjournment of refugee 

hearing — Refugee Protection Division of 

Immigration and Refugee Board requested 

more information and consultant advised board 

that better information would be available after 

applicant attended surgical consultation — Board 

did not confirm adjournment and consultant did 

not appear at scheduled hearing — Board declared 

that applicant’s claim for refugee protection was 

abandoned — Applicant brought application 

for judicial review — Application granted — 

Applicant’s consultant appeared to be negligent 

in failing to attend scheduled hearing date and 

assuming board would grant adjournment — 

Consultant failed to fully address board’s request 

for more medical information — However, 

board had current, detailed and reliable medical 

information that explained why applicant could 

not attend scheduled hearing — It should have 

been obvious to board that applicant was in no 

shape to proceed with scheduled hearing — 

Board’s decision was unreasonable and it was set 

aside — Matter was to be redetermined on merits 

Visit: https://youtu.be/8g8Dw6uqwvM 

Canada Immigration Case-law  Chaudhary v 

Canada, IMMIGRATION — Exclusion and 

expulsion — Deportation   

IMMIGRATION — Exclusion and expulsion 

— Deportation — Appellant was subject to 

lengthy detention — Immigration Division of 

the Immigration and Refugee Board issued order 

that appellant be deported to Italy in next few 

days — Appellant brought motion to stay order 

pending release of court’s decision in appeal — In 

appeal appellant asserted court erred in declining 

to hear habeas corpus applications — Motion 

dismissed — Court had no original jurisdiction 

to hear motion — There was no serious question 

to be tried — Deportation was immigration 

determination that was independent of issues 

raised in appeal — If appellant were successful on 

appeal and on habeas corpus application, it might 

affect his detention, but it would not affect validity 

of deportation order 

Visit:https://youtu.be/hSOOw8M4Uk4 

Canada Immigration Case-law  Chirivi v 

Canada, IMMIGRATION — Judicial review 

— General 

IMMIGRATION — Judicial review — General 

— Family of principal applicant was targeted by 

FARC rebels in Colombia — Principal applicant’s 

mother and several family members were 

murdered — Demand for asylum was dismissed 

as was appeal and application for judicial review 

— Demand of applicants for Pre-Removal Risk 

Assessment (PRRA) was dismissed — Applicants 

sought judicial review — Application granted — 

PRRA agent rejected new evidence on ground 

that some available before hearing, some were not 

original or certified copies — PRRA officer should 

consider violent history of family to determine if 

they are subject to risks referred to in ss. 96 and 

97 of Immigration and Refugee Protection Act 

(Can.) — Sister of principal applicant was granted 

refugee status on events related to murder of their 

mother — Further consideration of evidence 

needed to determine whether there were risks as 

provided for in ss. 96 and 97 of Act, for applicants 

should they return to Colombia

Visit: https://youtu.be/HY3IBwBTqYw


