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July 6, 2026 

Samantha Deshommes 
AcƟng Chief, Regulatory CoordinaƟon Division, Office of Policy and Strategy 
U.S. CiƟzenship and ImmigraƟon Services, Department of Homeland Security 
20 MassachuseƩs Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20529-2140 
 
 Re: Agency InformaƟon CollecƟon AcƟviƟes; Revision of a Currently Approved CollecƟon: 
Medical CerƟficaƟon for Disability ExcepƟons, Docket No. USCIS-2008-0021-0147, OMB Control 
No. 1615-0060 
 
Dear Ms. Deshommes, 
 
 Project CiƟzenship appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to 
the Form N-648, Medical CerƟficaƟon for Disability ExcepƟons, which we strongly oppose. 
 

Based in Boston, MassachuseƩs, Project CiƟzenship is the largest nonprofit provider of 
ciƟzenship legal services in New England. Since 2014, we have helped thousands of lawful 
permanent residents throughout New England overcome barriers to U.S. ciƟzenship through 
direct legal services, pro bono partnerships, and volunteer support. Based on medical 
circumstances, many of our clients seek disability excepƟons to the English and civics 
requirements for naturalizaƟon, and our staff regularly assists applicants and medical 
professionals in preparing and submiƫng Form N-648. 
 

In June 2021 Project CiƟzenship and others submiƩed comments advocaƟng for an easier 
and more accessible process. In response USCIS eliminated many of the burdensome quesƟons 
on the form, such as: the date when each disability or impairment began, date of diagnosis, how 
each relevant disability and/or impairment affects specific funcƟons of the applicant’s daily life, 
an explanaƟon as to which disabiliƟes or impairments are expected to last over 12 months and 
why, frequency of treatment, and, if a telephonic interpreter was used, whether the medical 
professional asked a telephonic interpreter to affirm their fluency in English and accuracy in 
interpretaƟon, and whether they answered in the affirmaƟve. 

 USCIS now proposes not only to bring these quesƟons back but to add new quesƟons, as 
well.  Project CiƟzenship is concerned about the harmful impact these changes will impose on the 
Form N-648 applicaƟon process, as the proposed form greatly expands the number of quesƟons 
and level of detail required by cerƟfying medical professionals. In fact, the expanded 
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requirements introduced in recent ediƟons of Form N-648 have already created significant 
pracƟcal barriers. Medical professionals frequently struggle to complete the form correctly due 
to its length and complexity, resulƟng in delays, repeated requests for correcƟons, and increased 
administraƟve burdens for applicants and healthcare providers. The proposed addiƟons risk 
further increasing these barriers. 

I. USCIS Should Revert to the 05/23/19 EdiƟon of Form N-648 

We urge USCIS to return to the 05/23/2019 ediƟon of Form N-648. The 2019 form 
collected sufficient informaƟon for adjudicators to determine eligibility for a disability excepƟon 
while minimizing unnecessary burdens on applicants and medical professionals. 

Federal regulations require a medical professional to attest to the origin, nature, and 
extent of the applicant’s medical condition as it relates to the disability exception.1  The 
regulations further require that the disability or impairment has lasted, or is expected to last, at 
least 12 months; is not based on the direct effects of the illegal use of drugs; and is demonstrated 
through medically acceptable clinical or laboratory diagnostic techniques.2 

The proposed form requests substantially more information than is required by 
regulation. Several questions appearing in the current and proposed versions of Form N-648 were 
not included in the 2019 edition and are not necessary to determine eligibility for the exception, 
including: 

• The date the disability or impairment began, 
• The date of diagnosis, 
• How the disability affects specific activities of daily living, 
• Explanations regarding why a condition is expected to last more than 12 months, 
• Questions regarding illegal drug use that do not affect eligibility determinations in most cases, 
and 
• Frequency of treatment. 
 

II. Several Proposed Questions Are Unnecessary and Potentially Harmful 

Questions regarding the date a disability began or was diagnosed are particularly 
problematic. There is no regulatory requirement that a disability be diagnosed for a specific 
period before a medical professional may certify eligibility for a disability exception. Applicants 
who have recently received a diagnosis may nonetheless have conditions expected to last well 
beyond twelve months. Requiring detailed information about diagnosis dates may create 
confusion and discourage medical professionals from certifying otherwise eligible applicants. 

 

1 See 8 C.F.R. § 312.2(b)(2) 
2 See 8 C.F.R. § 312.1(b)(3) 
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Similarly, questions regarding activities of daily living are unnecessary. The relevant 
inquiry is whether the disability prevents the applicant from demonstrating the knowledge and 
abilities required by the naturalization examination. An applicant may be capable of working, 
driving or living independently while still being unable to learn or demonstrate English language 
proficiency and/or civics knowledge because of a qualifying disability. The medical professional’s 
explanation of the relationship between the disability and the applicant’s inability to satisfy the 
naturalization requirements should be sufficient. 

Questions requiring physicians to explain why a condition is expected to last more than 
twelve months also exceed the regulatory standard. The regulation requires a professional 
determination that the condition has lasted or is expected to last at least twelve months; 
however, it does not require an additional justification beyond that certification. 

Likewise, the frequency of treatment is not relevant to determining eligibility for a 
disability exception. Many qualifying disabilities are chronic and stable. Moreover, treatment 
frequency may vary based on access to healthcare and financial circumstances. This information 
does not meaningfully assist adjudicators in determining eligibility. 

 
III. The Proposed Revisions Will Increase Administrative Burdens and Reduce Access to 
Citizenship 

Individuals seeking disability exceptions are among the most vulnerable applicants in the 
naturalization process. Many already face significant challenges obtaining medical evaluations, 
coordinating with healthcare providers, and completing the required documentation. 

In our experience, applicants frequently spend four to five months obtaining a properly 
completed Form N-648. Physicians often have limited time available for administrative 
paperwork and are generally unfamiliar with USCIS requirements. Even under the current form, 
substantial follow-up is often required to correct omissions or provide additional information. 
Expanding the form further will likely increase errors, delays, requests for evidence, and 
interview continuances. 

Importantly, these delays do not merely create administrative inconvenience. They can 
prevent otherwise eligible lawful permanent residents with disabilities from accessing the 
benefits and protections of U.S. citizenship. USCIS should seek to reduce unnecessary barriers in 
this process rather than increase them. 

IV. Additional Concerns Regarding the Proposed Form 

We have several additional concerns regarding specific provisions of the proposed form. 

First, the proposed Form N-648 requires applicants to identify their sex by selecting either 
“male” or “female.” This question appears unrelated to the purpose of Form N-648, which is to 
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determine whether an applicant qualifies for a disability exception to the English and civics 
requirements for naturalization. USCIS has not explained how an applicant’s sex is relevant to 
assessing the existence, nature, or effects of a qualifying disability. 

In addition, limiting the available responses to only “male” and “female” may exclude 
applicants whose gender identity does not fit within those categories. Because Form N-648 
applicants are often individuals with medical disabilities, USCIS should ensure that the application 
process is inclusive. Collecting information that is not necessary for adjudication and requiring 
applicants to select from limited categories that may not accurately reflect their identity, risks 
undermining confidence in the inclusiveness of the process. 

If USCIS believes that sex is necessary for administrative purposes, it should clearly explain 
the relevance of the question. Otherwise, the question should be removed, as it is unnecessary 
to the adjudication of Form N-648. 

Second, the proposed form includes questions asking whether prescribed treatment or 
therapy can help an applicant learn English or U.S. civics. We are concerned that these questions 
extend beyond the requirements established by regulation and may introduce subjective 
considerations unrelated to the applicant’s current eligibility for a disability exception. 

Moreover, the proposed form appears to remove language that previously allowed 
applicants who were unable to sign the form to indicate that inability directly within the signature 
section. This accommodation was helpful for applicants whose disabilities affect their ability to 
provide a signature and should be retained. 

Finally, the expanded certification language for medical professionals appears to require 
healthcare providers to certify their willingness to participate in future interviews. Healthcare 
providers often receive little advance notice regarding interviews and may not be able to leave 
patient-care responsibilities to participate. This requirement may discourage providers from 
completing Form N-648 and create additional barriers for applicants seeking disability 
exceptions. 

For the reasons discussed above, Project Citizenship strongly urges USCIS to withdraw the 
proposed revisions and return to the 2019 edition of Form N-648. At a minimum, USCIS should 
remove questions that exceed regulatory requirements, reduce unnecessary administrative 
burdens on applicants and medical professionals, and ensure that the disability exception process 
remains accessible to those Congress intended to protect. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Project Citizenship 


