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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mongolia, a landlocked East Asian country with a population of 3.2 million, has
been experiencing a drastic increase in rural-to-urban migration flows, with the
population of the capital city, Ulaanbaatar, peaking close to 1.5 million (almost half
of the national population) by the end of 2019 (Ulaanbataar Statistics Department,
2011). During the past two decades, a combination of various push and pull factors,
including urban—rural disparities in development — such as low resilience to natural
disasters in the countryside and better educational and employment opportunities
and infrastructure in the capital city — has led to rising migration flows from rural
areas. While internal migration brought rapid urbanization and development to the
capital, it has also created a number of challenges — from overpopulation and various
types of pollution (e.g. air, soil, water and noise), to a lack of government capacity to
provide adequate public infrastructure (IOM, 2020b).

The situation led the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar to temporarily halt migration to
the city by introducing restrictions (or ban) in 2017. The mayor at the time stated
the restrictions’ objective being that of ensuring the rights of Ulaanbaatar citizens
to live in a healthy and safe environment, free from risks brought about by pollution
and the disruption of its ecological balance (Ulaanbaatar City Governor’s Office,
2017a). The migration restriction policy was initially announced to be effective only
for the duration of 2017 but was extended until January 2020, as the first year of the
restrictions showed a reduction in registered migration inflows from the countryside
(Government of Mongolia, 2017). The restrictions applied to everyone, except for
people in need of long-term medical treatment, those who had purchased apartments
in the city, and public servants appointed to work in Ulaanbaatar for more than six
months and their accompanying family members.

There has been no in-depth assessment of the effectiveness of the migration
restriction policy, which ended in early 2020. This project fills this gap, exploring
four key research questions: (a) VWhat was the actual volume of migration flow while
the policy was in place? (b) Did the restrictions increase the vulnerability of internal
migrants? (c) Have the restrictions contributed to the ultimate goal of bettering the
living environment of Ulaanbaatar residents? (d) What kind of policy changes should
be adopted? To answer these research questions, quantitative and qualitative methods
were adopted. These included a large-scale survey, focus group discussions (FGDs)
and a literature review of both international and domestic studies.

A total of 1,562 migrant and 943 non-migrant households (total: 2,505) in 6 districts
and 40 khoroos of Ulaanbaatar were surveyed. Secondary data from the National
Statistics Office (NSO) of Mongolia, such as Population and Housing Census 2020
and the Labour Force Survey of 2007-2019, were used to estimate trends in
rural-to-urban migration flows. As for the qualitative research component, a total
of 32 migrants and non-migrants were interviewed, along with 15 public service
providers from health-care, police and local administrative entities. As a result of this
mixed-methods research, the following findings emerged with regard to the four key
questions:



(a) While the volume of registered migration flows declined during the
migration restriction period, the number of unregistered migrants
likely increased.

The research revealed that while the official number of registered migrants
in Ulaanbaatar who came from the countryside dramatically decreased from
25,000in 2017 to 6,800 in 2019, the number of unregistered migrants was not
captured in official administrative records. Comparative analysis of the most
recent census, administrative data and insights from the qualitative research
indicates that the number of unregistered migrants may have increased
during this period. A more definitive conclusion would require additional
data sources that unmask the accurate number of unregistered migrants
who are not accounted for in official records. In addition, it is possible that
the downtrend in the number of registered migrants was due to contextual
factors other than the migration restriction policy itself, such as improved
development and lower occurrence of natural disasters and/or better disaster
preparedness in rural areas during the period studied. Additionally, our data
shows that 83 per cent of those who migrated during the ban responded that
they would have migrated whether they knew about the policy or not, which
suggests that it did not serve the purpose of discouraging the intentions of
prospective migrants and did not have any effect on their actual behaviour.

(b) The migration restrictions have increased the vulnerability of
internal migrants, especially unregistered migrants and certain other
subgroups.

The vulnerability analysis found that internal migrants faced exposure
to economic, social and health risks, causing a higher level of vulnerability
compared to that experienced by non-migrants. Unregistered migrants who
moved during the migration restriction period faced an additional layer of
challenges due to the fact that they were unable to officially register in the
Civil State Registration Database in Ulaanbaatar and receive public benefits
such as education, health and other basic services. The specific challenges
that unregistered migrants faced were related to receiving health care (29%
of respondents), renting or buying accommodation (10%), finding a job (20%)
and owning assets (25%). This report identifies several migrant subgroups
that were found to be particularly vulnerable, such as households whose
main income earner was female, older or less educated (high school or
lower) and those with more members who were of retirement age or with
children ages 14 and below. It was found that gender, in and of itself, was
a key factor in experiences of vulnerability among migrants: female income
earners reported significantly higher levels of vulnerability than their male
counterparts.



(c) The migration restrictions have not contributed to the improvement

of overall living conditions for Ulaanbaatar residents.

When survey respondents were asked whether the migration restrictions
contributed to overall living conditions in Ulaanbaatar during the 2017-2020
period, majority (57%) answered that it did not bring any improvements
— a statement supported by majority of FGD participants. To be specific,
83 per cent of survey respondents reported that traffic congestion did not
improve; 79 per centand 75 per cent said that soil pollution and water pollution,
respectively, did not improve; 66 per cent commented that the employment
rate did not improve; and 60 per cent said that safety and security did not
improve. While air pollution and welfare assistance reportedly improved,
targeted government interventions — which included a ban on the use of
raw coal, provision of “healthier” fuels and an increase in cash allowances for
children — overlapped with the implementation of the migration restriction
policy and may have influenced its results. These findings show that, overall,
the migration restrictions did not achieve its intended goal of improving the
living conditions of Ulaanbaatar residents.

Additionally, FGDs with community members revealed that the migration
restrictions contributed to a number of unintended consequences, such
as greater vulnerability among the disadvantaged subgroups previously
identified (e.g. households with elderly people and/or children) and unsafe
living environments for migrants due to their inability to receive basic
services, pushing them to resort to negative coping strategies such as illegally
acquiring electricity and offering bribes to schools to admit their children.
Social service providers, such as health-care staff, also reported additional
workload that often went unacknowledged because they nonetheless had
to serve unregistered migrants, which was officially prohibited. In addition,
the FGDs unmasked Ulaanbaatar residents’ negative attitudes towards
internal migrants and the corresponding stigma on unregistered migrants,
which align with the findings of a 2017 World Bank study (“Urban poverty in
Ulaanbaatar: understanding the dimensions and addressing the challenges”)
and the international cases of internal migration presented later in this report.
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(d) Short- and medium-term targeted interventions should be
complemented with longer-term solutions to effectively manage
internal migration.

Based on the research findings, the report suggests considering policy
recommendations on sustainable ways of managing internal migration in the
short, medium and long term. In the short term, Mongolia should identify and
register unregistered migrants through community outreach and awareness-
raising, while reducing related transaction costs (e.g. transportation, Internet
access, fines and residency application fees). Additionally, it would be crucial
to mitigate the negative effects of the ban on migrants, with special attention
given to particularly vulnerable subgroups such as unregistered migrants
and households whose main income earner is female, whose head is less
educated (high school or lower), or which have more members who are
of retirement age and/or children ages 14 and below. In the medium term,
the Government should avoid extreme forms of migration restriction
and adhere to conditions set in national and international human rights
frameworks before legitimately restricting movement rights. The report also
recommends devoting targeted resources by setting up a national agency
within the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection that will develop migrant
integration and reintegration programming and/or embed internal migration
initiatives into the design of existing programmes. The report recommends
rural development as a way to stabilize migration flows in the long run by
leveraging the strategic disbursement of public and private investments,
including through infrastructure improvement beyond the capital city, to
ultimately develop the countryside. Additionally, the report recommends
holistic, top—down and bottom—up emergency management as regards
disaster mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery strategies at local
administrative levels. Mainstreaming migration-specific targets and actions into
Mongolia’s development plans and legal documents, such as Vision 2050 and
the Development Policy and Planning Law (Mongolia Government House,
2020), along with the necessary accountability mechanisms, is also suggested.
Additional research and key stakeholder consultations are encouraged to
further complement the findings of this study.

This report is the first of its kind in Mongolia that assesses the effectiveness of
the migration restrictions in the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar using comprehensive
survey data disaggregated by key demographics. It should be noted that the survey
project was completed under two unique circumstances — the COVID-19 pandemic
and Mongolia’s 2020 parliamentary elections. While these posed data collection
limitations, they also provided an opportunity to analyse the situation from different
perspectives by looking at the associated impacts of COVID-19 on migrants and
non-migrants alike.



1. BACKGROUND

Migration is an indispensable component of development, as it brings various benefits
to both the place of origin and the place of destination. Migrants act as net contributors
to development through, among others, remittances, participation in trade and
investment promotion, as well as in the labour force (specifically by filling gaps in the
labour market), jobs creation, or generation of tax revenues, thus stimulating the
economies in their places of destination (Goldin et al., 2011). In addition, where there
is a lack of opportunities locally, migration has been acknowledged as an essential
process for improving individual and societal well-being and expanding possibilities for
one’s further development (IOM, 2016).

Income disparities, poverty, environmental instability and lack of access to quality
health, education and other basic services in the place of origin are considered to
be common factors that push individuals to migrate, whereas better socioeconomic
conditions and opportunities in the intended destination act as pull factors
(Krishnakumar and Indumathi, 2014).

Migration can result in better employment opportunities for the individual and
improved livelihoods for his or her family. However, poor working and living conditions,
lack of access to basic services, discrimination and other human rights abuses at the
destination can negate these improvements (Krishnakumar and Indumathi, 2014).
Specifically in developing countries, not every aspect of migration is advantageous.
Where people leave their country or community without the sufficient human
capital needed to achieve long-term economic development, migration could impose
considerable costs.

Nation-States shape their migration policies based on their economic and security
concerns. Governments employ a wide variety of policy instruments to manage
and control the inflow and outflow of migrants, many of which simply involve legal
restrictions on migration. However, migration restriction policies are generally more
able to affect only the direction of migration rather than the volume of migration
flows, and migration may still continue even when restrictions are implemented
(Czaika and de Haas, 2013).

This section summarizes the findings of the desk research (literature review) on
rural-to-urban migration in Mongolia, the push and pull factors that influence such
internal migration, and the measures taken by the Government to regulate its flow.
It also summarizes the experiences and practices of other countries in implementing
measures to restrict internal migration.



1.1. THE MONGOLIAN CONTEXT OF INTERNAL MIGRATION

Prior to the country’s socioeconomic transition in 1990, the Mongolian Government
fully controlled migration, and people did not have the right to freely migrate to
and permanently reside in any of the aimags' or the capital city (Algaa, 2007).
During the socialist period, migration was centrally controlled and urbanization for
the recruitment of factory workers was promoted. By 1990, approximately 55 to
60 per cent of all Mongolians were living in urban areas. Most of the remainder of
the population lived in rural soum? centres, where living standards were reasonably
high and comparable to those of today — with schools (including boarding schools),
theatres, public transport, newspapers and electricity made readily available. This
contributed to relatively high standards of living even in rural areas (Gilberg and
Svantesson, 1999). In addition, land was collectively and freely used by everyone;
however, it could not be privately owned by citizens until 1992.

After the democratic revolution, the Government permitted private ownership of
land and property by its citizens, and democratic Mongolia’s first Constitutional Law
was introduced. This enabled Mongolians to own property and granted them freedom
of mobility. Following the enactment of the Constitutional Law, the Land Law was
passed in 1994 (and revised on 7 June 2002). Article 3.1.3 of the Land Law defines
land ownership as “legitimate control of land with the right to dispose of that land”.
The law enabled Mongolian citizens to own land within the territory of Mongolia. In
the capital city, ownership is limited to 0.07 hectare of land, while residents of aimags
may own up to 0.35 hectare and soum residents, up to 0.5 hectare (Integrated Legal
Information System, 2021). Specifically, agricultural privatization heavily influenced
urban—rural migration by enhancing households’ ability and freedom to own livestock
and take up animal husbandry. National statistics on internal migration shows that
the number of migrants in the majority of rural areas, especially in the aimags of
Khangai Region and Central Region, increased significantly right after the 1991-1992
socioeconomic transition, remaining high until 1999 (NSO, 2020a).

The migration of herders, along with their flocks, to more central provinces (e.g. the
aimags of Central and Khangai) or closer to small urban centres, accompanied the
tendency towards decentralization. Many herders thus gained access to markets and
public services (Lkhagvadorj et al., 2013).

Dzuds® have become more frequent and weather conditions have generally become
harsher over the last few decades. From 2000 to 2002, and again in 2010, most of
Mongolia was hit by severe dzuds. As Figure 1 shows, migration to the capital city
started to increase in 1998 following consecutive dzuds.

An aimag is a first-level administrative subdivision in Mongolia and is usually translated into “province”. An aimag is further divided
into soums.

A soum is a second-level administrative division (after the aimag, or “province”) and is roughly comparable to a county in the
United States. There are a total of 331 soums in Mongolia.

A dzud is a period of summer drought followed by a severe winter.



Internal migration outflows after the socioeconomic transition,
by region

Figure 1.
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Pastureland degradation and the frequent occurrence of dzuds (winter blizzards)
and other harsh weather conditions have brought enormous economic and social
challenges for herders. From 1999 to 2002, for example, nearly one third of all
livestock perished in three consecutive dzuds (Lise et al., 2006), which have become
an extreme push factor in the internal displacement or migration of rural people.

According to official statistics, more than 24,000 people migrated to Ulaanbaatar
each year on average over the past 10 years. Following the 2010 dzud, the State
Registration Office of Ulaanbaatar noted a 40-per-cent increase (representing 10,000
additional migrants) in annual migrant inflows from the countryside. (It should be
noted that this statistic includes only officially registered, i.e. “regular” migrants).

Administrative data on the number of migrants in Ulaanbaatar and

Figure 2.
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Source: NSO, 2020a and 2020b.

Citizens migrating from rural aimags to the capital city, Ulaanbaatar, are required to
update their residential status from “rural” to “urban” and register their city address
with municipal authorities. There are currently no official records or data on internal
migrants to Ulaanbaatar who are not registered officially.



The mining industry has accounted for a higher share of national GDP than agriculture
since 2004. This development, however, has seemingly benefited urban residents
much more than the rural population (Mayer, 2016). The desire of rural families for
intergenerational mobility — in particular with regard to improving access to education
and health services — is another main factor in migration to Ulaanbaatar, which has
become a major migrant destination and a rapidly growing primate city (World Bank,
2017).

In the 2017 World Bank study, “Urban poverty in Ulaanbaatar: understanding the
dimensions and addressing the challenges”, when asked about their reasons for
moving to Ulaanbaatar, migrants stressed the need to safeguard the future of their
children and, thus, the importance of good education. In addition, they reported
that their children aspired to go to university and claimed that urban schools had
higher- quality education. It was concluded that if generational expectations, coupled
with a persistent lack of quality education in rural areas, were a key reason for
migration, rural-to-urban migration would likely continue to increase.

Incorporation of rural-to-urban migration issues into legal frameworks and policies

As a former Soviet-allied country, Mongolia adopted the propiska system of residence
permits, which were indicated in residents’ passports during the Soviet period. The
aim of this system of authorization was to regulate internal migration and limit
freedom of movement. A distinction between the countryside and the cities was
created using socialist ideology (Hatcher and Thieme, 2015). Starting 1994, following
the socioeconomic transition, the Mongolian Government incorporated internal
migration issues in its legal and policy frameworks.

It is important to note that, theoretically, migration restrictions and similar actions are
the result of a failure to implement policies to prevent, direct and regulate internal
migration. In Mongolia’s case, such restrictive actions are a “last resort” to control
migration. The fact that migration in Mongolia largely proceeds one way is a clear
indication that there are not enough urban areas to attract migrants other than
Ulaanbaatar, or that there is a lack of a policy to direct the flow of internal migration
(Narantulga, 2019).

Table 1 provides a brief timeline of the actions taken by decision makers
regarding rural-to-urban migration. There is very limited data and research on the
implementation of the migration restrictions and their effectiveness in managing and
controlling inflows to Ulaanbaatar from rural areas.



Table 1.

Year Laws, orders and actions Details

1994

Law on the Legal Status of the
Capital City, Article 8.2

The law states that “migration shall be
regulated in accordance with the law
in order to prevent overpopulation of
the capital city and balance disruption
of employment, public services,
transportation and communication.”

1995

Start of collection of fees from
migrants in Ulaanbaatar

Resolution No. 69 of the Citizens’

Representative Khural (or Council)

imposed the following fees:

(@) Per adult migrant — MNT 26,000
(USD 9.20);

(b) Per child migrant — MNT 13,000
(USD 4.60).

2001

Increase in the amount of fees
from migrants in Ulaanbaatar

An amendment to Resolution No. 69

of the Citizens’ Representative Khural

raised the amount of service fees

collected from migrants:

(@) Per adult migrant — MNT 50,000
(USD 17.60);

(b) Per child migrant — MNT 25.000
(USD 8.80).

2003

Termination of fee collection
from migrants

The National Human Rights
Commission of Mongolia issued a
decree to the Court of Chingeltei
District resulting in the dismissal of
Resolution No. 69.

2013

Development of the Master
Plan of Ulaanbaatar

A statement in the Master Plan
describes the goal to “restrict the
number of temporary or unregistered
long-term residents in order to
generate city revenue and increase
access to services.”

2016

Government Policy on
Population Development

An indicator in the policy notes
that “by 2020, the share of the rural
population in the total population
will increase from 38 per cent to
50 per cent by 2025.”

January
2017

Migration restriction policy in
effect

The Governor of Ulaanbaatar City
announced “some measures to be taken
to ensure the rights of citizens to live

in a healthy and safe environment” and
restricted migration from rural areas to
Ulaanbaatar until January 2018.

December
2017

Extension of the migration
restriction policy

Implementation of the migration
restriction policy was extended until
January 2020.




Due to the constant increase in the population of Ulaanbaatar, the capital city has been
struggling to accommodate its new migrant residents, especially in terms of providing
them with economic and basic social services. The Soviet-style planning legacy of
the city and legally enforced land ownership regulations led to large urban blocks
of low-rise buildings in the city centre. Registered Mongolians living in Ulaanbaatar
are entitled to a free plot of land of up to 700 m? on the outskirts of the city and
400-550 m? in the city centre. The city has not properly planned for population
development, with substantial gaps in the supply of affordable housing closer to the
city centre, resulting in significant urban sprawl (World Bank, 2017).

With the objective of ensuring the basic rights of Ulaanbaatar residents, the
Municipality of Ulaanbaatar, through the Governor of the Capital City, introduced
a policy in 2017, through Order A/17, restricting migration from rural aimags to the
capital city. The policy, titled “Some measures to be taken to ensure the rights of
Ulaanbaatar citizens to live in a healthy and safe environment, and free from the risk
of pollution and disruption in ecological balance”, was initially set to restrict migration
for only one year.

The policy duration was extended for two additional years, until January 2020, as the
first year of implementation seemed to show positive results in terms of reducing
registered, regular migration from the countryside. During the first year of migration
restrictions, as of November 2017, 9,567 people moved from the countryside to
the capital city for permanent residence — 11,552 less than in the same period of
the previous year. During this period, conversely, 10,161 people moved from the
capital city to rural areas, and the number of permanent residents in the capital city
decreased for the first time in recent years (Government of Mongolia, 2017).

The migration restriction policy essentially aimed to prioritize the rights of Ulaanbaatar
residents and protect them from the challenges associated with overpopulation
resulting from rural-to-urban migration. It allowed registered* migrants to reside in
Ulaanbaatar under the following three circumstances only:

(@) The migrant needed long-term medical treatment in Ulaanbaatar;
(b) The migrant had bought an apartment in Ulaanbaatar;

(c) The migrant was a public servant appointed to work in Ulaanbaatar for more
than six months (in which case he or she could be accompanied by family
members).

Thus, one of only three conditions to obtain authorization to reside in Ulaanbaatar was
to own real estate in the city, which was hardly feasible for new migrants just settling
in. In addition, current literature shows that permanent residents in Ulaanbaatar are
frequently stigmatized as migrants, as they are commonly seen as the cause of the
high poverty levels in the city and blamed for the urban sprawl. In fact, however,
urban migrants do not, as a whole, fall under the urban poor category in terms of
income (World Bank, 2017).

4 That s, to be registered with the Government and receive a permanent residency permit.



The findings of the Labour Market Analysis Study conducted by IRIM in 2016
show a strong correlation between migration and education. People move to get
an education, and those who are already skilled migrate to find decent careers. In
developed countries, the migration rate of people with higher education is 6 per cent,
while that of people having only secondary education is 3 per cent. In Mongolia, the
overall migration rate is 18 per cent higher than in developed countries, and citizens

with higher education have a migration rate twice that of citizens with only secondary
education (IRIM, 2016a).

A study conducted by IOM in 2018 concluded that enterprises in Ulaanbaatar with
good technology investment attract migrants with higher education or specific skills
such as operating heavy machinery. Inevitably, the concentration of government and
educational institutions and infrastructure in the capital city, and the lack of the same
in the countryside, has led people to migrate to Ulaanbaatar in search of higher
education. Out of the country’s 113 institutions of higher education, 90 are located
in Ulaanbaatar (IOM, 2018a). Thus, migrants should not be stigmatized or take full
blame for the problems caused by the overpopulation of the city.

According to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, all human beings are born
free, equal in dignity and rights, and entitled to all rights that it sets out, without
distinction of any kind — be it race, colour, sex, language, religion, national or social
origin, or birth or other status (United Nations, 1948). Ulaanbaatar’s migration
restriction policy directly violated this international human rights framework by
discriminating against a subset of its own population and creating two distinct classes
in Mongolia: urban and rural citizens. In addition to international norms, the policy
violated a provision in Article 16 (“Citizens’ Rights”) of the Constitution ensuring “the
right to freedom of movement and residence within the country, to travel and reside
abroad, and to return home to the country” (Government of Mongolia, 2020) and
the right to access basic services (Mongolia Government House, 2017).

There were certain justifications that the Government may have considered in
implementing the restrictions. For example, the Constitutional provision on the
freedom of movement notes potential limitations, namely, that the right to travel
and reside abroad may be limited exclusively by law for the purpose of “ensuring the
security of the country and [its] population and protecting public order” (Government
of Mongolia, 2020). However, there is no clear articulation as to how internal migration
poses a threat to State security and public order to lead to such a drastic measure.
According to Article 19 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR) (UNODC, 2018), certain conditions must be met for freedom of expression,
movement, assembly and association to be legitimately limited. More specifically, all
questions listed in Table 2 must be answered in the affirmative with full confidence
for specific rights to be restricted. Unfortunately, the migration restriction policy did
not fulfil all of these criteria; specifically, it failed to meet the principle of equality by
discriminating against rural-to-urban migrants based on their residential status.



Table 2.

1. Is there a legal basis for the measure
limiting the right?

2. Does the limitation of the right pursue
a legitimate aim, such as respect for
the rights or reputation of others,
protection of national security, or
maintenance of public order, health or
morals?

There is no clear legal basis and articulation
as to how internal migration poses a threat
to State security and public order to lead to
such a drastic measure. No baseline survey
or any type of situational assessment was
made to provide solid evidence to justify it.

3. If so, is the limitation necessary to
achieve the legitimate aim, and is the
extent of the limitation proportionate
in pursuit of the identified legitimate
aim? (The existence and effectiveness
of procedural safeguards will be a key
aspect of the assessment of whether the
limitation of the right is proportionate.)

Following the approval of the migration
restriction measure, no procedural
safeguards have been introduced and carried
out. This validates that the limitations

are disproportionate and their pursuit
unjustified.

4. Does the restriction respect the
principle of equality? Is it non-
discriminatory? (Measures that limit
rights in a discriminatory way will fail the
test of proportionality. Therefore, the
question of discrimination is generally
considered as one aspect of the
necessity and proportionality test.)

The measure fails to meet the principle

of equality, as the migration ban is
discriminatory towards rural-to-urban
migrants. The measure restricts the
Constitutional rights of rural citizens, as
the measure restricts the right to freedom
of movement and residence within the
country.

1.2

INTERNATIONAL CASES AND PRACTICES IN MIGRATION

RESTRICTION

This section provides a review of international cases where government authorities
placed restrictions on internal migration. The research discovered that such migration
restrictions are more commonly practiced in less democratic contexts, such as those
of China, Nigeria and Myanmar. These cases are presented in order from most to
least comparable and relevant to the Mongolian context.

1.2.1.  China’s hukou system

In 1958, the Government of China implemented a nationwide household
registration system, known as hukou, that tracks key demographic information
about its citizens, including urban/rural residential status, legal address, sector of
activity, religion and physical description. In addition to keeping household records,
the system has been primarily used by the Government to control population
distribution and rural-to-urban migration (Juneja, 2017). Obtaining an urban hukou
is extremely difficult, especially in large cities like Beijing, Shanghai and Guangzhou
(Fu, 2018), as prospective rural-to-urban migrants not only have to pay application
fees but also meet certain criteria that are exclusivist in nature, such as having a high
income, entrepreneurial talent, overseas education and relatives who already have
an urban hukou. Without a proper hukou, rural-to-urban migrants are unable to gain
employment and access education, food, health-care and other social services in a
city (Chan and Buckingham, 2008). However, instead of limiting migration to cities,



the system has encouraged unregistered or undocumented migration, which makes
citizens more vulnerable due to their inability to access key services (Girard, 2019).

The hukou system has been highly criticized both domestically and internationally as
a tool that discriminates rural people by denying them the advantages and rights that
urban residents are able to enjoy, ultimately creating social division in terms of culture
and attitudes. In addition to the social inequality impact, research has found that
there are also economic consequences, including limited labour resources, reduced
consumption and a generally unstable economy in cities, as the policy restricts
free movement of the workforce (Sheehan, 2017). It is estimated that there were
approximately 261 million rural-to-urban migrant workers in 2015 without urban
hukou, treated as second-class citizens, many of whom were denied rightful wages in
the economy (ECOSOC, 2005). Having realized these negative impacts, the Chinese
authorities relaxed the system by committing to the goal of granting urban hukou to
100 million rural-to-urban migrant workers between 2014 and 2020 and eliminating
the restriction in towns and small cities with populations of 3 million people or less.
China reported progress, with 8 million migrant workers having received urban hukou
as of June 2020 (Fang, 2020).

The restrictions imposed through China’s hukou system are comparable to those
under Ulaanbaatar’s migration restriction policy, as the reasons for the migration
of rural Chinese to urban areas are also socioeconomic — that is, higher income
and better employment prospects and access to better public services and urban
amenities (Lu and Xia, 2016). China and Mongolia also have similar exclusivist criteria
in place for people to obtain urban residency (i.e. property ownership, the need
for long-term medical treatment and public service appointment) that have become
major institutional barriers for rural migrants.

We can clearly see in the case of the hukou system that controlling population growth
through discriminatory policies leads to more social and economic problems and
vulnerabilities among internal migrants, in addition to encouraging illegal migration.
Therefore, policymakers should consider shifting towards more pro-market policies
and reducing migration costs embedded in institutional constraints, as recommended
by the Asian Development Bank’s migration experts (Lu and Xia, 2016).

1.2.2. Nigeria’s open-grazing ban

In 2018, a land-use conflict between farmers and herders across Nigeria's Middle Belt
displaced over 300,000 people and caused ethnic, regional and religious polarization
(International Crisis Group, 2018). The main factors that sparked clashes between
the two groups were: (a) climate-induced degradation of pasture and (b) a law that
banned open grazing, thereby prohibiting traditional herders’ practice of letting their
livestock forage freely. Climate change events, such as drought and desertification,
have displaced herders looking for alternative pastures and sources of water for their
cattle. Additionally, the Government’s discriminatory policy against open grazing, which
favoured farmers, exacerbated the tension and led to violence instigated by frustrated
herders. These herders’ main livelihood was threatened by the Government’s open-
grazing ban, which is comparable to Ulaanbaatar’s migration restriction policy, which
prohibited formerly nomadic people who had lost their livestock to climate change
events such as dzuds, drought and desertification (Kwong, 2019a), from entering the
capital city, where they had hoped to find better employment and living conditions.
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Similar to how the Nigerian Government’s ban reinforced social division between
herders and migrants (McDonnell, 2017), Ulaanbaatar’s migration restrictions
favoured urban residents and contributed to rural-urban polarization and associated
negative attitudes towards rural-to-urban migrants, as supported by anecdotes from
our focus group discussions (FGDs). The ban in Nigeria essentially gave herders a
difficult choice between staying behind and facing economic hardship, along with
risks of violence, and fleeing to face an uncertain future in a place where they were
unwelcome. Ulaanbaatar’s migration restrictions implied the same two choices for
Mongolia’s rural migrants. Nigeria’s ban has been heavily criticized by international
actors, such as the Council on Foreign Relations, and some states within the country
already suspended its enforcement. Policy experts have recommended Nigeria to
take non-discriminatory measures to help herders gradually become ranchers and
conduct education programmes for herders to make the transition (Egunyomi, 2018).
This case gives Mongolia the important lesson that exclusionary policies are not an
answer to managing internal migration.

Myanmar’s Rohingya case

The Rohingya are a predominantly Muslim ethnic minority group concentrated in
the state of Rakhine in the western part of Myanmar. Their case is an extreme
example of exclusionary migration restrictions based on religion, ethnicity and
place of birth, with the Government of Myanmar denying them citizenship rights
and considering them to be illegal immigrants, restricting their movement across the
country and limiting their access to critical services (BBC News, 2020). While not
entirely parallel to Mongolia’s case, one similarity observed is the blame culture that
drives discriminatory practices in both countries. The Rohingya people have often
been blamed for causing local unrest and disrupting state security and stability (Albert
and Maizland, 2020) — a justification for the movement restrictions placed by the
Government of Myanmar. Similarly, rural migrants in Mongolia have been blamed for
contributing to harming the rights of the “capital city[’s] residents to live in a healthy
and safe environment and be protected from environmental pollution and ecological
imbalance”, as stated in an official announcement by the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar
(Ulaanbaatar City Governor’s Office, 2017b). This was why the migration restriction
policy was taken as an effort to reduce pollution (especially air pollution) in the city.
Over the years, international humanitarian organizations, human rights advocates
and other countries have increased pressure on the Government of Myanmar to
take measures to protect the Rohingya people. According to the Council on Foreign
Relations, overhauling the culture of blame and institutionalized discrimination against
the Rohingya is key to improving the situation — a principle that is applicable to
Mongolia’s case as well (Albert and Maizland, 2020).

The three international cases thus presented illustrate several key considerations for
Mongolia:

(a) Migration restrictions create both social and economic problems, including
increased vulnerability, social division and risk of violence.

(b) Such discriminatory policies are not a common practice in democratic,
free-market countries (and Mongolia is both a democracy and a free market),
and they are highly criticized on the world stage by human rights groups,
multilateral organizations and governments.

(c) Regardless of migration restrictions, irregular or unregistered migration flows
continue, with migrants in this category facing increasing vulnerability.



2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
=

21. RESEARCH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The main goal of this study is to evaluate the effects of Ulaanbaatar City’s migration
restriction policy on internal migration trends (specifically, migration from rural areas
to Ulaanbaatar) and migrants’ vulnerabilities. In doing so, the research team defined
the key research questions based on the so-called “Theory of Change”, which regards
the current migration picture as a result of the 2017-2020 migration restrictions.

Previous research (e.g. IOM, 2018b) on internal migration in Mongolia have revealed
that economic factors are the main drivers of migration towards Ulaanbaatar. Such
factors include availability of employment, better pay prospects and more favourable
business conditions in the city. The upper-right part of Figure 3 shows that it is
assumed that if the migration restriction policy is effective, rural residents would stay
in their places of origin, resulting in a decrease in rural-to-urban migration (specifically,
to Ulaanbaatar).

Theory of Change, as applied to the migration restriction policy of
2017-2020

Figure 3.
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On the other hand, as the lower-right part of Figure 3 shows, the migration restriction
policy is said to have failed to achieve its intended goal if rural households migrate in
an irregular way, which exposes them to increased vulnerability, and if their migration
affects the population of Ulaanbaatar and the well-being of Ulaanbaatar residents.
The following four key questions were therefore defined to explore the impacts and
effectiveness of the migration restriction policy:

(@) What was the real flow of migration in Ulaanbaatar during the migration
restriction period (2017-2020)?

(b) Was there an increase in the vulnerability of internal migrants who migrated
to Ulaanbaatar during the migration restriction period?

(c) Has the migration restriction policy fulfilled its goal of contributing to the
betterment of living conditions in Ulaanbaatar?

(d) What kinds of policy changes and options should be adopted to effectively
manage migration flows and reduce migrants’ vulnerabilities in Ulaanbaatar?

Both quantitative and qualitative research was conducted under the main research
goal:

(@) Quantitative research. Migrant and non-migrant households were surveyed
to assess the vulnerability(-ies) and well-being of migrants, as well as how
the migration restriction policy affected these. In addition, secondary data
analysis was conducted to estimate trends in rural-to-urban migration flows.

(b) Qualitative research. Migrant and non-migrant household members from
the target communities were interviewed (through FGDs) to learn about
their lived experiences and gather in-depth information on the current state
of migration to Ulaanbaatar. Key informant interviews with public service
providers were conducted to aggregate perceptions and evidence on the
effectiveness of the migration restrictions and to ask for their opinions on
effective policy changes and options.

2.2. RESEARCH DESIGN AND TOOLS

This study utilized both quantitative and qualitative research methods, focusing on
households (migrant versus non-migrant) in Ulaanbaatar City. Mixing qualitative and
quantitative approaches allowed for a wide variety of perspectives and a more in-
depth analysis of the challenges faced by Ulaanbaatar residents. Within the framework
of the overall research, the following analyses were conducted:

(@) Rural-to-urban migration flows during the migration restriction period were
estimated through secondary data analysis using additional administrative and
nationwide survey data.

(b) The vulnerability of both migrant and non-migrant households residing in
Ulaanbaatar City were measured. To do so, a desk review was first conducted
to identify the main components and indicators of vulnerability. A household
survey was then carried out to assess the effects of the migration restrictions
on vulnerability based on these indicators. The indicators of internal migrants’
vulnerability across different periods and those of migrant versus non-migrant
households’ vulnerability were compared.



(c) An evaluation of the changes in the living environment in Ulaanbaatar City was
conducted by assessing basic social service providers and through secondary
data analysis.

(d) Current circumstances, in addition to the legal and policy framework
governing migration from rural areas to Ulaanbaatar City, were reviewed to
provide a contextual overview.

More detailed information on the research framework can be found in Annex 1.

23.  QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE RESEARCH SCOPE
AND COMPOSITION

2.3.1. Household survey sample size and composition

Household survey data collection took place in six central districts of Ulaanbaatar
from 12 June to 2 August 2020. When selecting target areas for data collection, the
research team considered several important factors, such as population density, total
number of households and number of migrant and non-migrant households between
2014 and 2020, and geographic location and size. Subsequently, a total of 40 khoroos®
were selected (Figure 4). The sample size for each target khoroo was determined
under a stratified random sampling design. Detailed information on the computation
of the survey sample size and the sample size for each target khoroo is available in
Annex 2.

Songinokhairkhan district

2nd, 6th, 7th, 18th, 19th,
LOCATIONS i
OF DATA
COLLECTION:

9th, 12th subdistricts
1st, 3rd, 7th, 8th, 10th,
\ 11th, 13th, 16th, 18th
subdistricts

1st, 3rd, 6th, 18th
subdistricts

ULAANBAATAR

Bayanzurkh district

3rd, 15th, 16th 2nd, 5th, 8th, 9th,
subdistricts 14th, 16th, 19th, 21st,
22nd, 23rd, 25th, 26th,

27th subdistricts

Source: This infographic was produced by the IRIM research team.

As Figure 5 shows, a total of 2,505 households were surveyed for the quantitative
research. Out of this number, 943 were non-migrant households.® The research
aimed to compare the vulnerability of migrant households with that of non-migrant
households, as well as the livelihood problems faced by each of these two groups.
Out of a total of 1,562 surveyed migrant households (defined as having migrated from
rural areas to Ulaanbaatar City within the six years prior to data collection), 1,022
were registered (i.e. they were officially registered and held permanent residence
permits), with the remaining 540 unregistered.

An administrative subdivision of Ulaanbaatar, the capital of Mongolia. The term is often translated as “subdistrict” or “microdistrict”.
Households that did not participate or get involved in rural-to-urban migration at anytime in the last six years (2014-2020)
and had permanent residency permit in one of the target survey areas. Non-migrants were not necessarily people who never
migrated, as this category also included “old migrants” — people who moved into Ulaanbaatar a considerable amount of time ago.

13



14

Figure 5. Composition of the research sample

GENERAL COMPOSITION OF THE RESEARCH SAMPLE:

2014-2016 486
Total 943 1562 2017-2020 536
2 5 0 5 ) 1,022 Authorized migrant households
) Non- ‘ by the year of migration
. t Migrant
households G} reveahelkk 2014-2016 130
households
2017-2020 407
540 Unauthorized migrant households
Source: This infographic was produced by the IRIM research team.

To capture the effects of the migration restrictions on the lives of migrant households,
two different groups of migrant households were surveyed. The first group comprised
households that migrated to Ulaanbaatar City within the three years (2014-2016)
prior to the migration restriction period. The second group was made up of
households that migrated during the migration restriction period (2017-2020).

Both migrant and non-migrant households from the same neighbourhoods were
interviewed to allow for an accurate comparison between the groups. In terms of
locality (based on dwelling type), 56.4 per cent of the total 2,505 households were
residing in apartments, with the remaining 44.6 per cent residing in ger’ district areas.

The following section summarizes the representativeness of the survey sample.

Table 3.  Sample sizes by study group

Registration | Total migrants

Study group status to Ulaanbaatar Sample size
Non-migrant households Registered n.a.? 943
Households that migrated to Registered 29 862° 486
Ulaanbaatar before the ban ]

(2014-2016) Unregistered n.a.c 536
Households that migrated to Registered 16 903¢ 130
Ulaanbaatar during the ban ]

(201 7_2020) Unr‘eglster‘ed n.a.c 407
Total 46 765 2 505

Notes: * Not applicable.

® The number of internal migrants to Ulaanbaatar from 2007-2016 (according to the NSO statistical

database).

¢ Data not available.

4 The sum of the total number of internal migrants to Ulaanbaatar between 2017 and 2019 (according to

the NSO statistical database).

A ger is a traditional Mongolian detached house or dwelling. A ger district is a form of residential district in Mongolian settlements.
They usually consist of parcels with one or more gers surrounded by 2-metre high wooden fences. Most ger districts are not
connected to centralized heating or water systems.



The quantitative survey sample size was calculated using the following formula:

_z-p(1-p)
n - 2 ’
c
where:
z = zvalue (e.g. 1.74 at a 95% confidence level);
p = percentage picking a choice (.5 used for sample size needed);
¢ = confidence interval, maximum margin of error (we chose

narrower interval 1.9% to increase accuracy of our inferences);
Sample size ~2,505, from which the sufficient sample sizes for the
compared groups are 1,562 and 943.

2.3.2. Qualitative research composition

The primary aim of the qualitative research was to gather more in-depth and
explanatory information, and ensure a diversity of opinions, perceptions and evidence
on the effectiveness of the migration restriction policy. In this regard, we engaged a
total of 15 community-level public service providers, including:

a) Policemen;
b) Family health centre doctors;

(
(
(c) Social welfare social workers;
(d) State registrars;

(e

) School managers of three khoroos in the districts of Sukhbaatar, Khan-Uul
and Bayanzurkh.

In addition, a total of 32 people (16 migrants and 16 non-migrants) participated in
two FGDs and shared their perceptions of the migration restrictions.

Figure 6. Composition of the qualitative research sample

non-migrant bli
household ?:rvilcce
migrant providers
household
Focus group discussion Key informant interviews
32 migrants and 15 staffs

non-migrants

Source: This infographic was produced by the IRIM research team.

In order to see whether there were differences in terms of locality and living
environment, we interviewed public service providers working in the following:

(@) A khoroo located in a central district with apartments only;
(b) A khoroo located in the outskirts of Ulaanbaatar with ger districts only;

(c) A khoroo with a mix of apartments and ger districts.
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3. RESEARCH FINDINGS

3.1.  EFFECTIVENESS OF THE MIGRATION RESTRICTIONS IN
MANAGING RURAL-TO-URBAN MIGRATION

To answer the first research question — on the effectiveness of the migration restriction
policy in controlling the flow of rural-to-urban migrants — the following two analyses
were conducted:

(a) Estimating the number both registered and unregistered migrants in
Ulaanbaatar;

(b) Assessing the actual effects of the policy by separating the impacts of other
socioeconomic factors, such as economic growth and livestock loss.

3.1.1.  Estimating the number of urban migrants

Direct and indirect approaches are commonly used in international practices for
estimating the number of new urban migrants, both registered and unregistered.
Direct approaches draw upon administrative data, including annual surveys and
census data to directly “capture” the number of new migrants. On the other hand,
indirect approaches rely on secondary data, such as registrar data from hospitals or
police stations.

Accordingto official statistics, the inflow of internal migrants to Ulaanbaatar dramatically
decreased in 2017 and 2018, as Figure 7 shows, while the number remained almost
unchanged in other regions. This suggests that the migration restrictions reduced
the volume of registered urban migration flows at least in the short term. However,
estimating the changes in all migration flows, including unregistered migration, would
require other data sources, as administrative data covers only registered migration to
Ulaanbaatar.

Figure 7. Number of migrants in Ulaanbaatar
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Source: NSO, 2020a; researcher’s own calculations based on Labour Force Survey data (NSO, 2020d).
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To understand the trends in both the registered and unregistered migration flows,
we used the annual Labour Force Survey (LFS) from 2007 to 2019, a nationally
representative, large-scale survey conducted by the NSO from 2007 to 2019. It is
assumed that the residents interviewed included new migrants, regardless of whether
they were registered or not.

When we compare the administrative records of new registered migrants in
Ulaanbaatar with the estimated number of all new migrants based on LFS data, a
substantial gap can be observed. As Figure 7 shows, the estimated number of all new
migrants (blue line) and even its confidence interval (green area) is much lower than
the number of new registered migrants (red line). However, it should be the other
way around. As Figure 7 shows, the official number of new registered migrants (red
line) had been more than 25,000 until 2017, sharply declining to 6,800 until 2019
and then increasing to 12,300 in 2019. Although the estimated number of all new
migrants in Ulaanbaatar, based on LFS data (blue line), declined in 2017 and 2018,
increasing only in 2019, the rate of change is much slower than what administrative
data shows. According to the survey microdata, the weighted share of Ulaanbaatar’s
total population of migrants who came from rural areas or other cities during
the survey year declined from 0.65 per cent in 2016 to 0.49 per cent in 2017 and
0.46 per cent in 2018, and increased to 0.54 per cent in 2019.

This finding suggests that the official restrictions on new inflows to Ulaanbaatar
might have led to reduced registered migration. However, the limitations of the
administrative and survey data on new migrants must be considered.

First, the fact that the official number of new migrants in Ulaanbaatar substantially
declined while the number estimated from LFS survey data only slightly declined may
simply reflect a greater number of unregistered migrants who are not accounted for
in official statistics.

Second, although the LFS is a nationally representative study, unregistered migrants
might not have participated in the survey. A full count of the population of unregistered
migrants is, by definition, difficult to track. As described in Kraler and Vogel (2008),
unregistered migrants are “hidden populations” who are either difficult to observe
or, once observed, are difficult to identify as belonging to that population. It is also
not practically feasible to draw a representative sample from the total population, as
the structure of the underlying total population is unknown. In fact, without intrusive
methods (e.g. police investigation or inquiry), it may even be quite difficult to identify
whether a particular person is indeed an irregular or unregistered migrant, even
when observed and questioned. Like people involved in illicit activities, unregistered
migrants have incentives to deliberately hide from public authorities.

Third, the survey-based estimation of the number of new migrants (those who migrated
to Ulaanbaatar within the last 12 months) would not provide reliable statistics because
the survey includes only a few of them. As expected, the coefficients of variation of
the estimated number of new migrants based on LFS data are higher (11-18%). If we
try to increase the weight of the new migrant households in the survey sample and
re-weigh the estimate by assuming that new migrants are undersampled in the survey,
it gets even worse. This can lead to a higher variance of the survey estimate, which
then becomes less accurate.



In the search for more reliable data to estimate the number of internal migrants,
we utilized Population and Housing Census data published by the NSO (2020c).
According to the census report, the number of internal migrants in Ulaanbaatar in
2019 who came from other regions was 55,296.8 However, as mentioned above, the
NSO annual report on internal migration indicates only 12,300 new migrants (20% of
the census estimate) registered in Ulaanbaatar. This means that the remaining 44,000
migrants (80% of the census estimate) can be considered unregistered, irregular new
migrants. Unfortunately, these census and administrative data estimates could not
be disaggregated by key demographic characteristics, such as age and sex, because
a detailed report of the census data has not yet been published. FGD results also
support the finding that people are still migrating to Ulaanbaatar from rural areas.

Perceptions of non-migrants on the effectiveness of the migration restriction
policy

If the migration ban was effective, there would not be an increase in [the number
of ] people living in Ulaanbaatar. But lot of rental apartments and houses have been

built over the past few years. It is almost impossible to find [an] apartment to rent in
September (due to the start of academic year).

Non-migrant 1 (female)

| can feel that lot of people are still coming to the city. Especially in the ger district areq,
people are building fences and gers wherever they want to settle. It is getting extremely
crowded where | live (ger district area).

Non-migrant 2 (male)

| think the number of migrants has decreased only in official registration systems and
reports. People are still migrating to Ulaanbaatar even though there is a ban.

Non-migrant 3 (male)

To improve the estimation results, we attempted to utilize an indirect approach by
using administrative data from police stations and hospitals. This kind of demographic
method is based on the idea that over the course of one’s life, each individual
(whether he or she is a registered or unregistered resident) is exposed to certain
“risks” of demographic events such as giving birth, death or hospitalization. Statistics
on such events are well documented, and data on age, sex and group-specific birth
rates, death rates, and hospitalization rates are widely available for comparison.
Hence, a comparison of recorded demographic events in civil registries with those
normally expected for a given age, sex and group cohort could theoretically be used
in estimating the unregistered resident population.

Unfortunately, such data sources were not available at the city and district levels. Ve
conducted interviews with basic service providers, such as family medical centres,
police stations and schools, in various khoroos to get an estimate of the number of
new migrants in their respective khoroo areas. Specifically, we asked for the number
of registered and unregistered residents who received services from these service
providers. There is no such disaggregated data at the khoroo level, but, according to

8 In the census, the NSO reported the number “last 1 year migration”, which defines migrants as those who moved from other

provinces within last 12 months. The census was held in January 2020, so this number represents the whole of 2019.
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some interviewees, up to 30 per cent of total service recipients at their respective
outskirt khoroos were unregistered migrants.

In brief, although the migration restrictions significantly reduced the trend of
registered migration flows into Ulaanbaatar, according to the recent census report
and qualitative information, it is likely that unregistered migration flows increased.

3.1.2. Impacts of other factors

As identified by Algaa (2018), the main drivers of internal migration in Mongolia
are the prospects of financial security and socioeconomic progress, and access to
information and social services. Similarly, IOM (2018a) finds that the main motivating
factors for migrants to move are economic considerations, such as the desire to
find a job and improve one’s living conditions. This is also supported by this study’s
survey findings. Out of the 2,505 households interviewed, the largest proportion
(40.8%) of migrant respondents migrated mostly for economic reasons such as better
employment prospects or business opportunities. Other considerable factors for
migration included better living conditions in Ulaanbaatar (22.3%) and education
(18.2%).

Figure 8. Main reasons for migration

Lack of arable land/housing at origin | 0.2
Lack of basic necessities and services like water, food, etc. 1 0.3

Marriage W 0.6

Others W 0.9 0.
(o)
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Joining relatives already in Ulaanbaatar N 3.1 EI ] E]

Better life for children |EEER 4.2
Moving with the family [N 6.9
Education/Studies G 18.2
Better living conditions in Ulaanbaatar GG 2?3

Better employment/business opportunities in Ulaanbaatar

40.8

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

% of households

Source: Infographic produced by the IRIM research team.

Therefore, the downward trend of registered migration from rural areas to
Ulaanbaatar could have also been affected by other factors, rather than solely by the
migration restriction policy. One may notice in Figure 7 that the flow of registered
migrants into Ulaanbaatar started to decrease even before the implementation of
the restriction policy. The recent downward migrant trend may be partially related to
the 2012-2017 economic slowdown. Data from the last 20 years gives a correlation
coefficient of 0.28 between the number of new migrants in Ulaanbaatar and the rate
of economic growth. This means that migration into Ulaanbaatar tends to decrease
during an economic slowdown, such as the one during the period 2016-2017.
However, economic growth increased from 2017-2018, while the flow of registered
migrants remained at much lower levels than in previous years. This may suggest that
the migration restriction policy reduced registered migrant flows, at least in the short
term.



Figure 9. Number of rural-to-urban migrants in Ulaanbaatar
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According to |IOM (2018b), another major factor affecting rural-to-urban migration
has been the declining socioeconomic opportunities in rural areas, amplified by
drought and winter disasters. As Figure 6 shows, the number of new migrants in
Ulaanbaatar spiked during the years of great livestock losses from 2000-2001 and in
2010. Additionally, there is a weak correlation coefficient (0.11) between the number
of new migrants in Ulaanbaatar and livestock loss in the last 20 years, but positive
and significantly different from zero. This means that fewer rural people may decide
to migrate to Ulaanbaatar when there are no major natural disasters in rural areas.
In fact, climate conditions were relatively good for the last 10 years. One reason for
the recent downtrend before the migration restriction policy was implemented could
therefore be the normal climatic conditions in rural areas in recent years.

Key findings from available data and associated analyses of migration flow trends
during the implementation of the migration ban yielded the following insights:

(@) The temporary migration restrictions significantly reduced the number of
registered or registered new migrants in Ulaanbaatar between 2017 and
2020. However, unregistered migration may have increased because some
pull factors, such as the city’s economic growth, were prevalent in the
country during that period.

(b) The number of unregistered migrants is not captured through official
administrative records, and it is likely to be higher based on the comparison
of recent census, administrative and qualitative data.

(c) Nationally representative survey data, such as those from the LFS, do not
really provide reliable estimations of the number of migrants including those
who are registered and those who are unregistered.

(d) Registered migration might have declined due to other factors, such as
economic growth slowdown and lower rates of livestock loss, even without
the migration restriction policy in place.
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3.2. THE EFFECTS OF THE MIGRATION RESTRICTIONS ON
INTERNAL MIGRANTS VULNERABILITY

In this section, we assess how the migration ban has affected the vulnerability of
rural-to-urban migrants. First, based on the methodology for estimating household
vulnerabilities, the multidimensional vulnerability index (MVI) was calculated for a
total of 2,505 migrants and non-migrants using the household survey data. We then
identify key factors influencing the MVI through multiple regression analyses and
presented associated conclusions.

3.2.1. Definition of “vulnerability” of internal migrants

There are many different approaches to defining and conceptualizing vulnerability,
which not only differ in the terminology used but also in the methods applied for
its measurement. VWe have developed the vulnerability evaluation criteria based on
studies similar to ours and previous research conducted by IOM.

The IOM Handbook on Protection and Assistance for Migrants Vulnerable to Violence,
Exploitation and Abuse (2019) defines the concept of vulnerability as the increased
susceptibility, relative to others, of some people to harm as a result of their exposure
to some form of risk. The type of harm that migrants are more susceptible to is
variable: it may be psychological, physical or environmental. Risk factors depend on
the type of harm involved and may overlap. IOM uses the definition of “vulnerable
migrant” set out in the United Nations’ “Principles and Guidelines, supported
by practical guidance, on the human rights protection of migrants in vulnerable
situations”: “Migrants in vulnerable situations” are thus persons who are unable to
effectively enjoy their human rights, are at increased risk of violations and abuse and
who, accordingly, are entitled to call on a duty bearer’s heightened duty of care.”
(United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2019).

In the Mongolia Urban Vulnerability Assessment (IOM, 2018a) the following definition
of vulnerability is presented by the Ger Community Mapping Centre: the situation
in which individuals, social groups, property and systems become more vulnerable
to the effects of disasters because of social, economic, environmental and physical
factors and processes.

Loschmann and Siegel (2014) considered that the literature on vulnerability stems from
the seminal work of authors like Sen (1981 and 1999), Chambers (1989) and Jodha
(1988), each making a concerted effort to re-conceptualize the conventional notion
of poverty as being more than lack of income. However, despite similarities between
poverty and vulnerability, the two concepts are not synonymous. While poverty can
be thought of as deprivation in terms of indicators like income, consumption, health,
education and the like, vulnerability is better understood as the uncertainty caused by
deprivation across these indicators. Thus, poverty is a static condition at a moment in
time, while vulnerability is a dynamic condition related to insecurity about the future.



Loschmann and Siegel (2014) suggested that “it is both the lack of entitlements
(internal) and the exposure to risk (external) which create vulnerability and ultimately
influence well-being”. The internal aspect of vulnerability pertains to the idiosyncratic
risks faced by particular groups of individuals or households due to weak risk
management and low coping ability once faced with a shock. The external aspect,
on the other hand, concerns the covariate risks, stress and shocks present in the
surrounding environment that threaten the livelihood security of all members of a
community or the whole society.

3.2.2. Vulnerability evaluation criteria

We determine the vulnerability of internal migrants to Ulaanbaatar based on the
terminology and methodology used by Loschmann and Siegel (2014), who measured
the vulnerability of migrants using a multidimensional approach in line with recent
efforts of poverty measurement® and four dimensions of functioning losses in human
security, exchange freedom, social capital and access.

Ravallion (1998) defined the poverty line as the monetary cost to a given person,
at a given place and time, of a reference level of welfare. If a person does not attain
a minimum level of standard of living, he or she is considered poor. However,
setting poverty lines is a very controversial issue because people disagree on what
“subsistence minimum” is. The poverty line is crucial to monitoring poverty and
policymaking decisions.

The NSO and the World Bank have collaborated on poverty assessments through
the Household Income and Expenditure Survey and the Living Standard Measurement
Survey since 2002. The poverty line is derived from the 2010 Household
Socio-Economic Survey using the cost-of-basic-needs approach. It is set at the cost of
acquiring a consumption bundle that includes food items that provide 2,100 calories
per person per day, as well as non-food essential goods and services. The national
poverty line was updated only for changes in price levels between surveys. The
2018 national poverty line is estimated at MNT 166,580 (USD 58.40) per person
per month using the Bank of Mongolia exchange rate on 31 December 2020.

Based on the poverty measurements used by the NSO and the four dimensions of
functioning losses used by Loschmann and Siegel (2014), we use the vulnerability
evaluation criteria stated in the Research Methodology section. The target
respondents’ vulnerability levels are evaluated using Table 4 and the “dual cut-off”
method developed by Alkire and Foster (2011).

% We will prefer measurements used in Human Development Indices and Indicators (United Nations Development Programme)

and in poverty measurements of the NSO.
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Table 4.  Vulnerability evaluation criteria

m Variable/Indicator Threshold ?f h‘ousehold
deprivation

Dimension 1: | 1. Income/consumption per 1. Below the poverty line
Economic capita (MNT 166,580 (USD 58.40)
welfare 2. Number of income sources per month)
3. Asset ownership (index) 2. Less than two sources
4. Land/livestock ownership 3. Less than the sample mean
4. No ownership of land/livestock
Dimension 2: | 1. Food security 1. Problems securing food once
Health and 2. Access to a health centre every few months or more
education 3. Education level of household frequently
head/main income earner 2. No access to a health clinic or
4. Regular school attendance by hospital

school-age children (ages 6—14) | 3. Less than the secondary level
4. A school-age child not in

school
Dimension 3: | 1. Participation in community 1. No participation in community
Social organization organization
2. Availability of informal 2. Unable to receive available
assistance (from the informal assistance (from the
community), if needed community), if needed
3. Trust in the community 3. No trust in the community
4. Security in the community 4. No security in the community
Dimension 4: | 1. Source of water 1. River, lake, pond or stream as
Basic services | 2. Type of sanitation water source
3. Source of fuel for heat(ing) 2. No toilet; shared pit/latrine or
4. Access to electricity pan/bucket as toilet

3. Wood, straw, shrubs/grass
or animal dung as main fuel
source

4. No access to electricity

Source: Adapted from Loschmann and Siegel (2014).
Note: “ This amount was set as the 2018 threshold defined by the NSO.

3.2.3. Methods for evaluating the level of vulnerability of migrants

To evaluate the level of wvulnerability of migrant respondents and measure
multidimensional vulnerability, we identify cut-offs that determine the number of
variables/indicators in which a household is considered vulnerable. We use the “dual
cut-off” method developed by Alkire and Foster (2011).

When applying the dual cut-off approach to the research, rates of intra-dimensional
vulnerability are calculated for two levels (“vulnerable” and “not vulnerable”) within
each domain. All indicators for each index are binary in Equations 3—7 of Annex 4.
Following Loschmann and Siegel, if the aggregated and weighted indicators in a
dimension are greater than the cut-off, k, which equals 33 per cent, each indicator
will take a value of 1. Each indicator within a dimension will be weighted equally and
will be summed up to 1.

After identifying the multidimensional vulnerability index (MVI) for each household,
we indicate the degree of vulnerability using the dual cut-off rates shown in Table 5.



Table 5.  Criteria of vulnerability level

Level of vulnerability Dual cut-off rate

Not vulnerable k<33%
Vulnerable k> 33%

This means that a multidimensionally vulnerable household deprived in up to half
of all indicators, relatively weighted, across dimensions is understood to be less
severely vulnerable than those households that are deprived in more than a half of all
indicators, relatively weighted, across dimensions.

3.2.4. Estimated multidimensional vulnerability index

We surveyed a total of 2,505 households, including 943 non-migrant and 1,562 migrant
households, and calculated the MVI based on primary data according to the criteria
in Table 2.

The difference between the gender of main income earners of migrant versus
non-migrant households was 5.2 percentage points for both male and female genders
(Figure 10). The age trends show that the main income earners of migrant households
are rather young compared to those of non-migrant households: 60 per cent of
migrant households, compared to 38 per cent of non-migrant households, had main
income earners aged 18-35.

Gender and age of the main income earners of migrantand
non-migrant households

Figure 10.
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Figure 11 illustrates the main challenges that the total 1,562 migrant households face
after migrating from rural areas to Ulaanbaatar City. To capture the effect of the
migration restrictions, a comparison is made between migration periods. For instance,
people who migrated when the migration restriction policy was in force (2017-2020)
face more challenges in renting or buying accommodation (26%) and receiving health
services (12.5%) compared to those who migrated before the introduction of the
policy (i.e. the 2014-2016 period).

Migrants who moved to Ulaanbaatar during the 2014-2016 period face more
difficulties in finding a job (29.2%) compared to those who migrated during the
2017-2020 period. This might have had an effect on the drop in the employment
rate in 2016 due to the economic downturn.

Main challenges faced by migrant households after migration,

Figure 11.
by migration period
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The methods for creating the MVI are shown in Annex 4. The MVI must have a
maximum value of 1 and a minimum value of O, with the index defined as “vulnerable”
if it is less than 0.67, according to the criteria of vulnerability level.

For the total of 2,505 households surveyed, the MVI was estimated at an average
value of 0.671, which falls under the “not vulnerable” category. However, this value is
very close to the vulnerability level threshold of 0.67. The histogram showing the MVI
distribution for all households shows that 26.04 per cent of the 2,505 participants
scored less than 0.67 and are thus considered vulnerable.

The MVI score of the migrant households is 0.67, while that of the non-migrant
households is 0.68. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) finds that there is no statistically
significant difference in MVI scores between the migrant and non-migrant households.
In particular, in one-way ANOVA, chi2(1) = 1.8214 Prob > chi2 = 0.177 is obtained,
and the null hypothesis (i.e. that the mean value of MVI is equal for migrant and
non-migrant households), is accepted at a significance level of a = 0.05.
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Figure 12 shows the histograms of the MVI scores of migrant and non-migrant
households, with 27.6 per cent of migrant households and 23.5 per cent of non-migrant
households in the vulnerable category. This means that migrant households are
more likely to be vulnerable than non-migrant households. Disaggregating by
registration status, 27.8 per cent of officially registered, 26.9 per cent of temporarily
registered, and 27.7 per cent of unregistered migrant households are identified as
vulnerable. This shows that there is almost no difference in vulnerability between
officially registered and unregistered households.
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The respondents’ scores in the MVI (by migrant type and overall sample), as well as in
its four component indices, are shown in Figure 13. Mean scores for the social index
(SI) and the economic wealth index (EWI) are relatively lower than those for the
health and education index (HEI) and the basic services index (BSI).

MVI and component index scores (EWI, HEI SI and BSI) of migrant

Figure 13.
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Each index is broken down into its component indicators (Figure 14), according to
the methods described in the Annexes, to determine the strength of their effects on
the index.

The EWI is the largest contributor to the MVI. The EWI scores for both migrant
and non-migrant households are below 0.67 (i.e. vulnerable). In particular, monthly
income per capita is in the extremely poor category for both migrant households and
non-migrant households. Migrant households have a weaker index for the indicators
number of income sources and asset ownership than non-migrant households, but a
stronger index for land/livestock ownership.
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Monthly income per capita takes a value of 1 if it is higher than the poverty line
(MNT 166,580 (USD 58.40) per month) and O if otherwise. Monthly income
per capita is compared for migrant and non-migrant households. Approximately
96 per cent of all surveyed households had a monthly income per capita of below
MNT 166,580 (USD 58.40). Income level shows the weakest results compared to
other components, which implies that income is a strong factor contributing to the
high vulnerability level reported for the EWVI.

As Figure 15 shows, non-migrant households are more likely to be employed than
migrant households, with the share of employed people in the non-migrant household
group 2.9 per cent higher compared to the migrant household group.



Only 14.2 per cent of total non-migrant households and 17.3 per cent of total
migrant households have unemployed adults. However, migrant households have a
higher number of working household members than non-migrant households. Nearly
half, or 47.5 per cent, of migrant households have more than two members earning
income, whereas 40.2 per cent of non-migrant households have more than two
income-earning members.

Number of income-earning members in migrant and non-migrant
households

Figure 15.
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Descriptive statistics for migrant and non-migrant households show rather similar
employment trends. The top three employing sectors for both migrant and non-
migrant households are construction (16.8% of migrant and 14.6% of non-migrant
households), followed by wholesale, retail trade and repair of motor vehicles (13.7%
and 12.7%, respectively), and then by transportation and storage (7.8% for migrant
and 9% for non-migrant households).

More than 50 per cent of the main income earners of both migrant and non-migrant
households hold high school and technical and vocational training diplomas. In
addition, the share of household main income earners holding a bachelor’s degree or
higher is considerably high among both migrant and non-migrant households. As for
marital status, 79.7 per cent of the main income earners of non-migrant households
have living partners, whether officially registered or not.
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I Figure 16. Education and marital status of the household main income earner
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Figure 17 shows the respondents’ mean scores, by household type (migrant and non-
migrant), for the four components indicators of the health and education index (HEI).
Both migrant and non-migrant households rate relatively high in three of the four
component indicators of the HEI. The remaining indicator, education level of household
head/main income earner, is rated below 0.67 (i.e. the vulnerability threshold). In
other words, the education level of the household head/main income earner is likely
an important factor leading to household vulnerability in the health and education
dimension.
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Scores for the component indicators of the social index (SI) are shown in Figure 18.
With the exception of security in the community, both migrant and non-migrant
households score below the vulnerability threshold level of 0.67 for these indicators.
Migrant households have lower scores for participation in community organization, trust
in the community and security in the community than non-migrant households. However,
they score higher in informal assistance available for the migrant households than
non-migrant households. Informal support comes in the many forms of helpfulness
and assistance that people give each other freely in daily life, including food, finances,
and psychological or emotional support from parents, siblings and other family
members, friends, acquaintances, colleagues, neighbours, and other people in the
community.
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Figure 19 summarizes the main challenges and difficulties faced by unregistered
migrants upon their migration to Ulaanbaatar City. Due to their unregistered status,
these households have to rent plots of land and houses in remote areas of the city
where infrastructure, such as lighting and electricity, is not well developed. Our
qualitative study documents the case of an unregistered migrant household living
in the outskirts of the city and receiving electricity illegally from their neighbours.
Other respondents find it difficult to get water from the water station, which is often
located far from their homes.

Almost a third (29.3%) of the total 540 unregistered migrants report accessing
basic infrastructure services, including electricity, water and heating, to be their
biggest challenge. Finding adequate employment in the city is the next. Findings of
the qualitative research validate this statement, as an official residency permit or
authorization is needed to obtain a regular job and gain access to electricity,
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Figure 20 shows scores for the BSI indicators, all of which are above the vulnerability
criterion of 0.67. Although it is a challenge for unregistered migrants to get access to
basic infrastructure services, in the end all of them receive these services, including
water, sanitation and heating.
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3.2.5 Methods for assessing the effect of the migration restrictions on migrant
vulnerability

This section provides the ANOVA and regression results based on multiple linear
regression models to assess the effects of the migration restrictions on the vulnerability
of internal migrants.

Based on the literature review on household vulnerability, we hypothesize that the
vulnerability of internal migrants depends on geographic and socioeconomic factors.
Socioeconomic indicators (Bhattacharjee and Behera, 2018) include the following:
the household head’s marital status of the household head; household head’s gender,
age and years of education; household size and number of children; dependency ratio
(number of dependents (those aged 0—14 and over the age of 60) to household size,
expressed as a percentage) (Baiyegunhi and Fraser, 2010); and income and occupation
of the household head, among others. Geographic factors (Brooks et al., 2005) include
distance to a paved road, livestock market and potable water source.

In this analysis, the dependent variable is the MVI and the explanatory variables
comprise everal geographic and socioeconomic variables, as shown in Equation 1:

MVI, =a+ B, X, + S, X, ++--+ B, - X, + 7 -BAN+ 6 -Migration Dummy +¢& (1),

where:
MVI, = Multidimensional Vulnerability Index for household j
X, = geographic and socioeconomic variables
BAN = dummy variable for the 2017-2020 restriction period
Migration Dummy = dummy variable for migrant households
£ = error term

In Equation 1, we include the BAN and Migration Dummy variables to assess the
effects of the migration restrictions on the vulnerability of internal migrants. The BAN
dummy takes a value of 1 if the year of migration is 2017-2020 and 0 if otherwise.
The Migration Dummy takes a value of 1 if a household is a migrant and O if otherwise.



3.2.6. ANOVA and multiple regression analysis results

In this section, we interpret the results of the ANOVA and multiple regression of the
household survey data. ANOVA will focus on determining whether the MVI score
would differ depending on the migrant’s registration status. The multiple regression
analysis is aimed at determining whether the MVI score would differ depending on
whether the migrant household moved to Ulaanbaatar when the migration restriction
policy was in place.

We make the following hypothesis to analyse whether the MVI score of the migrants
differed depending on the type of migration registration.

HO CH Officially registered =H Unregistered =H Temporarily

H_: Not all population means are equal.

The H, implies that the mean MVI scores of all three groups — those with official,
registered permanent residency, registered temporary residency, and unregistered
residency — are equal. ANOVA is a statistical test used to determine whether the
observed differences between the three samples are large enough to reject the H,.
If the H, is rejected, we cannot conclude that all population means are different.
Rejecting the H  means that at least two population means have different values.

The results of the ANOVA are shown in Table 4. The p-value = 0.00087, which is
less than the significance level (@ = 0.05). With the p-value < a, the H_ is rejected.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the MVI mean values of the three samples
differ depending on registration status.

ANOVA results to analyse whether MVI scores vary according to
migrant type (based on registration status)

Summary

Migrant households with

Table 6.

registered permanent 532 362.3125 0.681038534 | 0.012147731
residency

Jnregistered migrant 540 354.6875 | 0.656828704 | 0.012196731
households

Migrant households with

registered temporary 490 325.375 0.664030612 | 0.010487811
residency
ANOVA
___
Between groups 0.164859316 0.082429658 | 7.079142751 | 0.00087 | 3.001496
Within groups 18.15302241 | 1559 | 0.011644017

Total 18.31788172 | 1 561

Note: SS —sum of squares; df — degrees of freedom; MS — mean square; F — F-test statistic; F crit — F-test critical value
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The next step is to find out which two groups have different mean values. Fisher’s
least significant difference (LSD) procedure can be used to determine where the
differences occur. Fisher’s LSD uses the t-test statistic, which can be computed for
using the following formula.

where:

X, X, sample means of MVI for each group
n, n, = number of observation for each group
MSE (mean square due to error) = 0.011644017 (from Table 6)

Degree of freedom (df) n,~k=1562-3=1,559

The results of the analysis using Fisher’s LSD procedure are shown in Table 7. The last
column of the table contains a conclusion on whether to reject the H, hypothesis.

Table 7.  Results of the analysis using Fisher’s LSD procedure

Ceritical value

Hypotheses t-test of the t Decision
vP statistic | distribution /Result
with df = 1 559
HO : 1u0fficially registered = :uUnregistered
0.681 —0.657 = 0.024 0.0066 3.641 1.961 Reject H
H : ! ) #* ) 0
a”* /uOfﬁ(nally registered :uUnreglstered
Hy : fogiciany registerea = Ha il =
T emporarly | 0681 - 0.664 = 0.017 0.0068 2516 1.961 Reject H,
Ha : luOfﬁcially registered # luTemporarily
HO :luTemporarily = IuUnregistered Do not
0.664 — 0.657 = 0.007 0.0067 1.040 1.961 oct H
Ha ::uTemporarily # luUnregistered reject 0

The H, that the mean MVI scores of migrant households with permanent residency
and unregistered migrant households are equal is statistically rejected, with the latter
found to be more vulnerable than the former. In addition, the H that the mean MVI
scores of migrant households with permanent residency and those with temporary
residency are equal is statistically rejected, as ANOVA shows that the latter are
more vulnerable than the former. However, the variance analysis could not reject
the H hypothesis that the mean value of MVI was equal for temporary resident
households and unregistered households. This means that there is no statistically
significant difference in the mean MVI scores of these two groups.

According to the results of the ANOVA, migrant households with officially
registered permanent residency are less vulnerable than those with only
temporary residency and unregistered migrant households. There is no
statistically significant difference in vulnerability between registered and
unregistered migrant households.



A multiple regression analysis is conducted to determine if the MVI score would differ
depending on whether a migrant household moved to Ulaanbaatar in a year when
the migration restriction policy was in place. These variables are tested for statistical
significance at a 95 per cent confidence interval using the t-test and F-test, and the
non-significant variables are excluded from the model. Four of the models identified
in the evaluation are shown in Table 8. For each model, the error variance is not
constant (i.e. heteroscedasticity occurred); all model ratings are evaluated as “robust”
and standard errors are corrected. From the household survey questionnaires of
the regression model, the variables that could affect the MVI are chosen; the MVI
is tested to be statistically significant at a 95 per cent confidence interval using the
t and F tests, and the insignificant variables are excluded from the model. A BAN
dummy variable takes the value of “1” if the household migrated during the migration
ban; in other cases, it is equal to “0”.

Table 8 Results of multiple regression analysis to determine of MVI for the
" migrant households

Dependent variable: MVI of migrant households

Independent variables (1) (2) (3) 4)
BAN_Dummy -0.024 -0.022° -0.0152 -0.013°
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Main_Sex_Woman -0.0152 -0.0130 -0.013¢
(0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
Dependency_Ratio -0.0272 -0.032 -0.0312
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Main_Edu_Low -0.062° -0.058¢ -0.058¢
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Head_Married 0.032° 0.024° 0.025°
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Head_Divorced -0.024¢ -0.029> -0.0270
(0.014) (0.013) (0.013)

Income_Before_Migrating 0.02 0.0
©) ©)

Housing_House 0.038° 0.038°
(.006) (0.007)

Housing_Public_Dormitory -0.0722 -0.072
(0.008) (0.009)
District_Sukhbaatar -0.0142
(0.005)
Mig_Reason_Living_Condition -0.0140
(0.006)

Registration Type in Ulaanbaatar -0.001
(0.003)

Intercept 0.682° 0.7122 0.704* 0.712
(0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.009)

Observations 1562 1562 1562 1562
R-squared 0.011 0.13 0.196 0.203

Note: Robust standard errors are in parentheses.

2p<0.01, ® p<0.05, < p<0.1
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As a result of the estimation, we choose Model 4 and find that the model has high
explanatory power in comparison to the other models. The BAN dummy variable and
most other explanatory variables are statistically significant. R? = 0.203 means that
these explanatory variables explain 20.3 per cent of the variance in the MVI scores of
migrant households. Explaining the coefficients evaluated in Model 4, the estimated
value of the BAN dummy is z—0.013, which means that households migrating in a
year when the migration restriction policy was in place would likely have a mean MVI
score lower by 1.3 per cent compared to migrant households who migrated in other
years. If the household’s main income earner is a woman and poorly educated, the
MVI score is likely to be lower. Regarding marital status, if the head of the household
is married and the marriage is officially registered, the MVI score is likely to be higher;
on the other hand, if the head of the household is divorced, the MVI score is likely
to be lower.

Also, as the number of dependents increases by 10 per cent relative to the total
household size, the household’s vulnerability is more likely to increase by 3.1 per cent.
The MVl score is likely to be better among households that were earning more before
they migrated. The MVI score of a household living in a private house is estimated to
be better, while the MVI score of a household living in a public dormitory is expected
to be worse.

The regression analysis also finds that if a household is located in Sukhbaatar District,
its MVI score is likely to be worse than those of households in other districts. This
may be due to the fact that Sukhbaatar District is populated by more students and
tenants. Another interesting finding is that households that moved to Ulaanbaatar
to improve their living conditions are more likely to have lower MVI scores than
other migrant households. Of the total 1,562 respondent migrant households in
Ulaanbaatar, 212 moved in search of better living conditions; 28.8 per cent of them
are vulnerable.

Migrants in Ulaanbaatar are divided into three categories: those with officially registered
permanent residency, those with registered temporary residency, and those who are
unregistered. Thus, in order to determine how the type of registration affects the
MVI score of the migrant household, we include the variable type of registration as an
independent variable in our regression analysis. However, this variable is found to be
statistically insignificant.

3.3. THE EFFECTS OF THE MIGRATION RESTRICTIONS ON THE
WELL-BEING OF ULAANBAATAR RESIDENTS

One of the research questions in this report is about whether Ulaanbaatar’s temporary
migration ban has served its intended goal of improving the overall living conditions of
both migrant and non-migrant residents. The current study aims to detect whether
there has been a significant change in the quality of the living environment due to
the migration ban. The methodology is based on the combined assessment of the
vulnerability index analysis and focus group discussion (FGD) insights around the four
key dimensions: economic welfare, health and education, social situation, and basic
services. The assessment suggests that the migration restrictions did not increase the
overall well-being of Ulaanbaatar residents, whether migrants or non-migrants.



According to the quantitative survey data collected from non-migrant residents, the
majority, or 57 per cent, of respondents report that the temporary ban did not bring
any improvement to overall living conditions in Ulaanbaatar. This is further supported
by FGD insights from the migrant and non-migrant representatives we engaged. When
asked about how their living conditions changed during the years when the ban was
in full effect, they explain that living conditions in and around both both ger districts
and apartment complexes remained difficult. However, they noted that air pollution
decreased and social assistance improved during the ban implementation period of
2017-2020. It is difficult to conclude whether these improvements are fully associated
with the migration restrictions because there were other initiatives that overlapped
with the ban period, such as a ban of raw coal and the promotion of healthy fuel use
(Kwong, 2019b). As for social protection, the Government instituted generous cash
programmes, including an increase in child allowances from MNT 20,000 (USD 7) to
MNT 100,000 (USD 35) (UNICEF, 2020), which could be linked to the upcoming 2020
parliamentary elections and the Government’s COVID-19 response.

The finding that the migration ban did not improve people’s well-being is also
supported by the vulnerability index analysis. Both migrants and non-migrants are
found to be vulnerable, with MVI scores of around 0.67-0.68 (on a scale of 0—1, where
1 indicates the lowest level of vulnerability), with the migrant group discovered to be
more vulnerable. The high levels of vulnerability suggest that the well-being of both
migrant and non-migrant populations are influenced negatively. If we separate migrants
from the overall sample, they are found to be consistently more vulnerable compared
to non-migrants across all four dimensions, especially economic welfare. During the
migration ban, unregistered migrants are not able to receive key public services in the
fields of education, health and protection (with the exceptions of emergency, domestic
abuse, pregnancy and infant care), and infrastructure services (e.g. electricity).

3.3.1. Economic welfare

While both migrant and non-migrant populations are found to be extremely vulnerable
on this dimension, migrants’ vulnerability is worse, at an EWI score of 0.34, compared
to 0.38 of non-migrants — a statistically significant difference. While there may be
other contextual factors contributing to this vulnerability, such as COVID-19 and the
general economic situation, our index and FGD results suggest that the migration ban
has negatively influenced the economic well-being of all Ulaanbaatar residents, but
especially migrants. For example, we discover that the average salary of migrants is
lower than the average salary of non-migrants by around MNT 200,000 (USD 70.20);
approximately 28 per cent of the migrant respondents reported struggling to find
employment, and 25 per cent having difficulty with asset ownership during the
migration ban implementation period. The FGD insights help us unpack why this is
the case:

| still have not officially registered in Ulaanbaatar. | moved from Darkhan Province
two years ago to be with my children, who are registered. Whenever | attempt to get
registered, the local authority (khoroo) would not accept me because of the migration
ban. I have talked to the khoroo director many times about it. | could get a job — but for
someone of my age, only jobs like janitors are available. However, some employers would
not even consider me because | am not a registered Ulaanbaatar resident. Some places
would put me on trial for a few days, and when they find out that | am not officially
registered, they would decide not to hire me. Sometimes, | would not even get my salary
for the trial days. Because | am not registered, | am now on my fourth job trial.

Migrant 1’s story about looking for employment
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My husband currently has rural registration status but works in the city. We tried to get
a bank loan to purchase a car, but the bank did not accept [our application] because
he is not officially registered in Ulaanbaatar due to the migration ban. So we took out
a private loan at a higher interest rate, and if something like a car crash happens, even
insurance companies require official Ulaanbaatar registration.

Migrant 2’s story about getting a loan and owning assets

3.3.2. Social situation

For the social dimension, we consider participation in community organizations, informal
assistance via the community, trust in the community and security in the community.
According to the vulnerability analysis of the social situation, both migrant and
non-migrant groups are equally vulnerable, with S| scores of around 0.52-0.53
during the migration ban. Aligned with this finding is the fact that majority of the
FGD participants allude to a strong tension between rural and urban residents, as
these groups are considered to have different attitudes and cultures. Some even cite
examples of discriminatory acts from urban residents towards rural people.

On my floor, there is one guy who lives alone. On his door, people would put up a
piece of paper that warns him not to litter. But in redlity, he does not litter. Another
example is that on the third floor, another family has just moved in and people would
put up the same piece of paper about garbage. It seems like people are assuming those
newcomers are rural folk or from the ger districts, so they judge that they might litter.

Migrant 3’s story about discriminatory attitudes towards rural people

The majority of the FGD participants also report a lack of knowledge about the
existence of community meetings and local administrative teams (e.g. khoroo staff) and
their corresponding responsibilities and activities. Additionally, migrants participating in
the FGDs report feeling unsafe, as the most common areas of the city that they move
to are the ger districts, which are usually very remote and do not have any streetlights
and proper infrastructure, posing safety and security concerns. Some respondents
note how the migration ban has exacerbated the situation, as unregistered migrants
are not able to get their electricity set up due to the requirement of having an official
registration, so these migrants opt for illegal and unsafe ways to obtain electricity,
such as by illegally connecting to their neighbours. Unsafe practices have, in the past,
led to a number deaths in the ger districts, including that of a child (MMINFO, 2019).

The vulnerability index results, along with these FGD anecdotes, suggest that the
social well-being of Ulaanbaatar residents has not improved as a result of the ban.
Instead, it may have worsened the situation by creating less safe and more insecure
living conditions, an urban—rural divide in culture and attitudes, and a lack of trust
in community engagement. This finding is further supported by our survey data.
The migrants who respond that they moved to Ulaanbaatar looking for better living
conditions are found to have become more vulnerable overall, which illustrates how
the ban did not deliver on its promise of increasing the well-being of Ulaanbaatar
residents (both migrants and non-migrants).



3.3.3. Health and education

For this dimension, we consider food security, access to a health centre, the education
level of the household head or main income earner, and regular school attendance
of school-age children. The corresponding vulnerability index finds that migrant
and non-migrant populations are equally invulnerable, with HEI scores of around
0.83-0.85, which are above the vulnerability threshold. These index results appear
to show an “overall status” of being able to access health and education services; our
FGD results help us unpack these scores to show what kind of measures people have
to take to access these services. Ve determine that people are able to access health
and education services through illegal ways, such as paying bribes, to get their kids
accepted into schools. According to the FGD insights, people are commonly aware
of such mechanisms and the associated standard bribe “rates” apply informally. These
findings illustrate that index results should be accompanied by and enriched with
qualitative research results.

In the form of donations, people give at least MNT 100,000 (USD 35) to enroll
their kids in schools. Those that are in the downtown area are more expensive. This
has almost become an unwritten law. Last year, people used to give MNT 250,000
(USD 88) to the downtown schools, but this year, the “rate” has increased.

Migrant 4’s story about school bribery

Health-service providers report that doctors provide first-aid support, but if the
health issue requires more work (e.g. lab tests, specialty doctor visits and surgery),
unregistered migrants are sent to district-level hospitals, where they may need to
show their registration documents. At the khoroo level, primary doctors see patients
regardless of their registration status or type; however, they are not able to enter
unregistered migrants’ information into the medical record system. This creates
additional work for khoroo frontline service providers, who do not get the proper
credit and are unable to give accurate figures of their workload, making it difficult
for them to make requests for or claim additional resources. They also report that
explaining their difficult situation to unregistered migrants, the migrants sometimes get
frustrated and make unsavory remarks. Frontline health workers receive a great deal of
derogatory comments and experience disillusionment with their jobs. They estimate
the percentage of people they see who are unregistered migrants at 30-50 per cent
of the total number of their patients. These FGD insights illustrate how the migration
ban has caused the unintended consequence of added workload for frontline health
workers and increased tensions between citizens and public servants.

“Unregistered migrants refuse to tell us their identification numbers, get pretty angry,
and insult us [by calling us] “lazy”, which leaves us no choice but to see them. As a
result, our workload increased substantially and informally since the migration ban.”

Frontline health worker’s story about additional workload

39



40

3.3.4. Basic services

For this dimension, we consider the household’s source of water, type of sanitation,
source of fuel for heating and access to electricity. Our vulnerability analysis finds
migrant and non-migrant populations to be equally invulnerable, with BSI scores of
around 0.95-0.96. While this index shows positive results in terms of low levels of
vulnerability, these need to be interpreted carefully. Similar to the HEI, the index
results only show the final status that people are able to access these basic services,
and do not account for the conditions or ways through which people access them.
Disaggregating the raw data, almost 39 per cent of both migrant and non-migrant
households source their water not from centralized systems, but instead from public
and private wells and rainwater. Also, around 38 per cent of the households report
having an open pit for sanitation, as there is no access to proper plumbing in most ger
districts. Another 39 per cent of the households report lacking centralized heating
systems, so they use stoves heated by burning coal or wood. All these statistics look
worse if we separate migrant households from the sample. These conditions should
not be considered as if people are not vulnerable and are able to access key services.
The United Nations describes the human right to sanitation as everyone having
“physical and affordable access to sanitation, in all spheres of life, that is safe, hygienic,
secure, and socially and culturally acceptable, and that provides privacy and dignity.”
Clearly, going to a pit toilet, travelling long distances to get drinking water from wells,
and burning coal for heating should not be considered dignified ways of fulfilling these
basic needs. Therefore, the index results should be interpreted and applied carefully
based on human right norms — not local norms — when making policy decisions.

With a low indicator score, migrants and non-migrants are found to be invulnerable in
terms of accessing electricity. However, this finding contradicts with FGD findings on
how community members obtain electricity. They share that unregistered migrants
cannot own land due to the migration ban; and because the land is not owned officially,
migrants are unable to gain access to electricity. Hence, people take extremely unsafe
measures to get electricity informally through their social capital (e.g. by tapping into
their neighbours’ electric line).

“When unregistered migrants come to the city, people always move to the most isolated
parts of the city where there is no electricity. As for my family, we moved to the area
called Moringiin Davaa, beyond Tuul River near the Ulaanbaatar airport. There is no
infrastructure and it is completely dark in the evening.”

Migrant 5’s story about basic services

With this integrated assessment of quantitative and qualitative research results, we
conclude that the migration ban did not improve the overall well-being of Ulaanbaatar
residents, as originally intended, across the four key dimensions of economic welfare,
social conditions, health and education, and basic services. Counterproductively,
the migration ban created more social and economic problems, particularly for
unregistered migrant households, as outlined in this section.



34. EXPLORING THE IMPACTS OF COVID-19 ON MIGRANT AND
NON-MIGRANT HOUSEHOLDS

The COVID-19 pandemic is affecting the social and economic circumstances of many
countries. The Government of Mongolia declared State Disaster Preparedness Status
following the first case of COVID-19 transmission in Ulaanbaatar on 13 February
2020. In light of this, all types of schools (including kindergarten) were closed, all
types of public transportation (within Ulaanbaatar) and public events were restricted.
Other measures taken included closure of bars, sport clubs, tourist camps, resorts
and hotels, merchandise markets and wholesale shopping centres, and the prohibition
of religious and cultural gatherings (Wilson, 2020).

In line with the measures taken by the Government, some organizations and private
entities have begun to adjust work hours and salaries, and even laid off employees.
This section of the report further explores the impact of the pandemic and restrictive
measures taken by the Government on migrant and non-migrant households in
Ulaanbaatar.

COVID-19 and employment

Majority (61%) of the 2,120 main income earners of surveyed households report
that their working hours did not change due to COVID-19, while the remaining
39 per cent worked from home, took paid leave, and worked part-time.

Figure 21. Household income due to COVID-19 among all households
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As for changes in salary, 46.4 per cent of the main income earners of total 2,120
households with employed members stated that their salaries have not changed;
2.7 per cent say it has increased; and 31 per cent say it has decreased (Figure 21).

Out of 780 non-migrant households, 50 per cent report no change in the salaries of
main income earners; 46.3 per cent report a decrease; while 57.7 per cent of total
1,340 migrant households with employed members said that their salary has not
changed, and 31 per cent say that their salary has decreased.

Also, there is no statistically significant difference in the answers about how salaries
have changed due to COVID-19, depending on whether they are migrant households
or not.

COVID-19 and household economic situation

In terms of decreased household income due to COVID-19, the percentage of
non-migrant households were 17.1 percentage points higher than migrant households.
Two thirds (66%) of the total 1,562 non-migrant households have full-time employment
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and have stable incomes, and 18.4 per cent of them make money on their own
(Figure 22). Due to COVID-19, full-time employers have reduced working hours,
which resulted in a decrease in employees’ incomes.

Household income change due to COVID-19 among migrant

Figure 22.
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Due to decreased incomes, 11.2 per cent of non-migrant households (compared to
6.9% of migrant households) experience more frequent income insufficiencies to meet
their basic needs. The discrepancy is due to the fact that migrant households are able
to receive informal assistance from their relatives or friends in their places of origin,
while non-migrant households do not. Majority (59.6%) of migrant households report
having close relatives or friends who can provide monetary assistance when needed.
This result is 13.1 percentage points higher compared to non-migrant households.
Also, the percentage of non-migrant households with loans is higher than migrant
households by almost 16 percentage points.

Frequency of household income insufficiency to meet basic needs due
to COVID-19
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Survey results show that 65 per cent of migrant households and 49.2 per cent of
non-migrant households had outstanding loans. When asked whether someone could
help them in case of sudden financial need, 59.5 per cent of migrant households and
46.4 per cent of non-migrant households answered in the affirmative.

To briefly conclude this section, the pandemic situation and the restrictive measures
taken are impacting non-migrant households more, as they have more debt compared
to migrant households and lack direct assistance from others.



4. CONCLUSION

Internal migration policies aligned with national and international frameworks
of human rights on freedom of movement is a healthy and inclusive practice for
sustainable urbanization and development. In exceptional cases of limiting certain
rights, there needs to be a clear justification and the associated evidence to showcase
why the right to move freely within one’s homeland was restricted, such as national
and population security as well as protection of the public order (Article 16(18) of
Constitional Law). However, a mass of evidence collected and analysed through this
researchsuggests that the migration ban imposed by the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar
was not consistent with the national and international legal frameworks or fulfilled
the criteria to limit human rights. This research is the first comprehensive study that
presents an empirical evaluation of the migration ban and provides an understanding
of how it showed effect on migrant and non-migrant populations. The project utilized
a diverse set of research tools, including a large-scale survey, focus group discussions
(FGDs) and a literature review of international and domestic studies.

We conducted ANOVA and multiple regression analyses on the household data
collected to determine whether MVI scores differed depending on the migrants’
registration type and to identify the effect of the migration restrictions on migrants’
vulnerability. As a result of the statistical analysis, it was found that unregistered
migrant households and migrant households with temporary residency permits were
more vulnerable compared to the officially registered migrant households. However,
we should note that there was no statistically significant difference in the MVI. In
addition, the MVI score was likely to be lower by 1.3 per cent when the household
migrated in the year when the migration restriction policy was in place. This could be
concluded as the migration restrictions affected negatively the migrants’ vulnerability.

The research identified that the ban’s intention to reduce migration flows was not
achieved as the the actual volume of unregistered migrants might have increased even
though the official statistics report fewer number of migrants since the ban did not
allow them to register in the system. Unexpectedly, the research data showed that
83 percent of those who migrated during the ban reported that they would have
migrated even if they knew about the migration restriction policy. This illustrates a
significant lack of public awareness about the policy and the ban’s ineffectiveness in
influencing prospective migrants’ behaviour (i.e. the decision to actually migrate).

The ban did not affect the overall number of migrants but because of its operational
nature (i.e. impeding people to get residency registration), what happened was
that, structurally, the migrant population moved towards having fewer migrants
with registered residency and more without. It is also convenient from the official
perspective: As long as official statistics are based on registered migrant numbers,
inflows will show a sharp “decrease”, thus the conclusion that the ban is an efficient
policy — which, of course, is not reflective of the real situation.
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The research discovered that unregistered migrants who moved during the period
of restriction enforcement faced additional exposure to economic, social, and health
risks, compared to non-migrants or permanent residents of Ulaanbaatar. Particularly,
more vulnerable subgroups —households whose main income earner is female, older
or less educated, and households with more members who are of retirement age
and/or children ages 14 and below — faced critical challenges, such as inability to
receive public services, find employment and own assets. The research also found
that these consequences created by-product issues, from corruption in public service
delivery to health hazards, and from illegal connections to electric lines to stigma
and negatives attitudes of the non-migrant community. Surprisingly, FGDs revealed
that the majority of non-migrant groups also believed that the migration ban did not
improve their overall living conditions in Ulaanbaatar either, particularly with regard
to crowdedness, water and soil pollution, traffic congestion, safety and security, and
employment.

Given the size of knowledge gaps about the migration ban’s effectiveness and best
practices to manage internal migration flows in the local context, this research
attempted to add value to the literature review and inform decision-making processes
for relevant stakeholders. As this research gives evidence on the ineffectiveness of
the migration ban and its associated, unintended consequences, we recommend a
combination of short-term practical solutions and longer-term policy approaches
in the next section. Such strategies should build on collected evidence, further
assessments of the ban’s indirect and direct effects, and key stakeholder discussions
to create more inclusive migration policies and regulations moving forward.



5.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
o

The findings of this research study has shed light on our understanding of specific
challenges that migrants faced during the migration restriction period, particularly
for those who are found to be more vulnerable, including unregistered migrants;
households whose main income earner is female, older or less educated (high school
or lower); and households with more members of retirement age and/or children
ages 14 and below. The findings from the quantitative research are consistent with
the results from the FGDs and the literature review and allow us to draw several
direct policy recommendations. These are laid out in Table 6 and summarized below:

(2)

(b)

(d)

Identify and register unregistered migrants by raising public awareness,
engaging community focal points and reducing transaction costs, including
through making the registration procedure simpler and more accessible,
including by digitalizing it and utilizing alternative data collection methods.

Reduce the vulnerability of those subgroups that are in a more difficult
situation by creating targeted interventions and/or making referrals to
existing services that are appropriate, particularly with regard to economic
well-being.

Dedicate more targeted resources for managing and mainstreaming
internal migration by establishing an agency/department/unit for migration
management and migrant integration at the national level (most probably at
the Ministry of Labour and Social Protection), but, more importantly, at the
municipal and local levels, primarily in the Municipality of Ulaanbaatar.

Avoid extreme forms of migration restriction by considering international
human rights conditions, applying less strict barriers to entry, and encouraging
the voluntary return of migrants who are already settled in Ulaanbaatar.

Disseminate accurate, systemic information about decisions and policies on
internal migration to ensure social awareness and buy-in regarding their value
and expected outcomes.

Influence norms and attitudes towards internal migrants among the wider
population about the many proven benefits that migrants can bring to the
city through awareness-raising campaigns; Know Your Rights activities for
migrants themselves, for their empowerment; and training for frontline
workers on practices that are sensitive to migrant rights.

Reduce push factors by focusing on rural development and regional
development as a precondition for stabilizing migration outflows from the
countryside in the long run.

Mainstream internal migration into long-term development plans and policies.

Conduct additional research and key stakeholder consultations to complement
the study.

45



‘(Mojoq pUE 4|, S93e UaJp|Iyd JO/puE 93 JUSLIBIIIDI JO SIaqUIsW
2JoW UM SP|oyasnoy pue ‘(Usmo] Jo [ooyds Y3iy) Pa1edNpa Ss3| JO JIP|O ‘Dewd) S| JaUIBS SWOdU
UIeW SOUYM SP|oYasnoy :9|qedaujna-edixa se sdnou3qns jueJdiwu SUIMmo||0) 93Ul PaljiauSp! Yoaeasad ay |

"9DUE)SISSE “3ulag-||lom

pUIY-Ul pUB SJUBJ3 [OOUDS ‘SOOUBMO|[E USED ‘SIDUDNOA POO} SE UaNs s3iyauaq Joy ulk|dde usym juaoddns SILWOUOI3 UO SN0y

opiroid pPUB 4STIA YSNOJY3 PRISYO SIDIAISS [BUOITEINPS PUE Y3[EdY ‘[BID0S SUISIXS O} S[edddjod el 7 ® yum ‘sdnoudgns

dsT) ‘(uswiJede pue Jed "89) diysiaumo Jues3iwW JenonJed

UOoI}2330.( [BIDOS pue 19SSE U0} SUBO| PIZIPISqNS puE SPeay ployasnoy d[ews) 404 Sulurely [eUOIeI0A ‘sawwesdoud JO AJjIqeJauUNA
JnogeT Jo Ausiully Suiyoyew pue youeas qof se yons ‘sdnou3qns 4o} SUOIFUSAISIUI DILLIOUODS pa3ade) jeadd) | 3Y3 9dnpay

"92UapIsaJ Jo 22e|d DY} JO uoIIe.IIRp € A|dwis se uolje.3sidad Jo
1daouod ays 3uidueyd Ajjenjuaas pue ‘suoljeindod Jo seaue urelIad JU93si3ad 03 sawweddold pajesdiel
1IN0 3ulkuued SadIAJSS paziHdIip y3nodyy ‘ojdwexa Joy ‘ssadoud uoieisidad ayy Ajjdwis pue (ssedde
J9UJ93U| pue uonellodsuedy ‘sauly ‘luoddns uonedijdde ‘89) $3SOD UOIIDBSUBIY PIJRIDOSSE 9ONPAY  'G
93S1394 0} MOY UO UOlFew.Iojul apirodd
pue uoIeJ3SIZa. 93BINOdUS 0} paJalsi3ad SUILIODaQ JO SHJBUD] dY3F INOGE Ssauateme dlignd asiey '}
"XI4Jel SUPOBA| JUSWSE|ASI | O] @Y} Sulpn|aul ‘SPOYIDW UOIID3||0d BIBP SAIFBUISYE 95N 01 ‘|\O)|
Se UoNs ‘suolIeziue3Jo [BUOITBUISIUI PUE [BD0] UIM SUlFeloqe||0d AQ 9Seqelep [BIDIHO U3 03Ul SjueJ3iw

‘(WO 89) [BUISIUI PaJa1SISaJuUN JO JaqUINU 3y} 93ed0dIoduUl pue YJeJ] 0] WS3SAS [BDI3S13els [eUOIIeU 9y} aroddw| €
sJauJed "WIaY3 J93SI8aJ A|[eIDIJO PUB SSIHUNWWOD
[BUOIFBUIRIU|  « | JI9Y3 Ul SJUBISIW Paalsi3aaun AJauap! AjpAldaye 03 soosoyy 03 34oddns [ed1uyda) pue [eIDUBUL SPIACI] T
S00JOL> [BDOT . 9351824 03 3ul||9AR] JO $ISOD ‘sjueJ3|w
Jejeequee|n) 9onpaJ pue 3snJ3 pue 2due3dadde AYUNWWOD dA0IdWI [|IM YDIYM ‘4B 01 pJey aJe Jey) sjuedsiw paJaisidaiun | sjaoya uonednip|
jo Ajredpiunyy | paJtalsi3aaun Ajauapl 01 ss920.4d uoie.3siSad Y3 Ul S00J0uy [e20] Wody syulod [eo0) Ayunwiwiod 93e3ug (| | J33si3ad pue Ajuap) :wu9) 340ys

uonoalip
Ad1jod [easusn)

sJaulued pue

aweJy swi
sapuage 9|qisuodsay £ S

suopepuawwodad Ad1jod diy1dadg

w3 3uo| pue ‘wnipaw ‘340ys 3y3 4o} suoizepusawiwiodad Adijod oydads  “g 3|qel

46



"24njonJ3sedjul ojgnd pue aJed yiesy ‘uondsjoud

[BIUSWIUOUIAUR ‘BUiuiW ‘UOIEdINPD ‘JuadO|SASP [eUOIS. ‘JUSWdOJPASP DIWOUOID Ul SUIPN|DUL ‘S[OA)
[D0] PUE [BUOITBU BY] 3B S3121|0d [B1403D3S JUSISYIP OIUI SUOIFBISPISUOD UOIJEJSIW [BUISIUI WESJISUlRl] '€

‘(pareasiw aARYy oym sanauaudaujus pue

yanoA jueddiul Ajigesip yim suosaad juesdiw “8-9) uoieindod ay3 jo sjuswdss pajosstaiul yoead djay

(M Yoiym ‘seawweddoud asayy o3 sjuedijdde Juesdiw 03 Ajuord SUIAIZ pue s93I1AJIRS JO AM[IqISIIS aY3
3uipuedxa Aq ST Jopun sapuade xis jo Suiwwelddoad 3unRsixs ay3 0juUl UOFRISIW [BUISIUl paqWT T

"SODIAIDS

[eros pue sdiysJejoyds ‘Suiydrew-qol 03 ssa208 YHM ‘UIBIO JO SIIHUNWILIOD [BUNJ JIDY} OF UJn3ad
Ajejunjoa sjueddiw 3uoddns pue aziaiusdul Jeyy sadedded UOIIBAIIOW/AJoUSG JUSWDISSAI JOHO |
Suiwwea3oud uone.dajulay

"S9IIAIRDE Uoiowoud

JuswAojdwa pue 3uisied-ssauateme Sulpn|dUl ‘S3IOYS UOIEISDIUl SDUBAPE OF ‘SUOIUN JO SUOIIBIDOSSE
pooyJnoqysiau se Yans ‘s3Iomiau [euldoyul [edo] uipdoddns up 3saaul ‘Suipuly ydaessad siyy Suidedans ¢

(‘Ayunwwod ayy ul sidoad Jayjo pue ‘sunoqysisu

‘son3ea||0d ‘seduBIURNDI. ‘SpUBLI) ‘suaqUIBW A|iLuey Jay3o pue s3ulqls ‘syuaded Aq oyl Ajiep ul AjoaJy

uaAI3 ‘Joddns edidojoydAsd pue sedueuly ‘pooy Sulpnpdul ‘@due)sisse pue djoy JO SWJO) AUBL Ul SSWOD

140ddns [ewJoyu] ‘spjoyasnoy JUeISILL-UOU UBY]} ,SDUBISISSE [BULIOMUI JO AY|IGE|[BAE, Ul J3YSIY PJ0ds

Jejeequee|n Ul SjueJ3IW [BUISIU|) AWIOUODS [B20] 3Y3F SALIP dj3y pjnod Oym Sjue.SIW SSed-3|ppIw
‘Jo-19339q Uo sndoy 3snw ‘}doddns JuswAojdwa pue ssauisng se Yyons ‘sawweddold uopesdsiu] g

"SJUBJSIW D|EUSUINA-BIIXS JO} UOIFEPOLLLIOIIE

Adesodway pue ‘uoires3aul Akem-omi sjowodd o3 sudiedwed Suisied-ssaudieme pue SUlUleJ) [BUOIFBIOA
‘941] A312 Inoge sswwes3oud uoleusiio Supuswalduwl pue 3uludissp Aq uoleddajul adednoduy |,
SBuiwwes3oud uone.saiy|

"9DUBJSISSE UOIIE.IZ2]UIDd pUB UOIRISDIUl SB YdNS "UoFeJSIW [eudajul
‘sjueJ3iw Jo spasu Jejndided sy} Uo sndoy Jeyl sswwesgold pue 24n3onu3s 3ulyels ‘Drepuell payadlel e 40} s3924nosau SUOIID1I3IS3 YOS
dn 3unes Aq SujwesJdisurew pue juswadeurl UOFeISIW [eudaiul Uo Supewdljod pes| 03 ‘(gNIA) S|oAS| |  [elduBUl pUB UBWNY pue uone.adaju|
dSTW [ed0] pue [eddiunwW ay3 se [|oMm St ‘(dSTIA) [9AS] [BUOIIRU DY} 1B Jun/ausWedap/Aousde Ue ysi|qels] pa31adJe) a3ed1pa(g WJ33 WINIP3

sJaulJed pue uoidL.

suonepuawwodau Adjjod oiydadg (e e,

awre.y swl |

sa1puade 9|qisuodsay

47



(£10T "osnoH
JUSWIUIBAOL) ©I|03UO|,|) SODIAIDS DISBq $S92JB 03 JY3ld Y3 pue (0707 ‘Bl[OSUO|A JO FJUDLIUIDAOL))

+AJ3uUnod 3y3 0} SWOY UINIDJ O} PUB ‘PEOIJE SPISA] PUE [9AB.} OF AIIUNOD DY UIYHM SDUSPIS
PUE JUSWSAOW JO WOPa3J) 01 33 9y, SJUES Jey3 eljo3UO|,| JO UOIINYISUOD) dY3 Ul uoisiroid e

UOISSILUWLOD) SI 949y "AJIUNOD SWOY JISY3 JO SDIIBPUNOG Y3 UIYUM SAOW A|93.) 03 Jy31u uBwny dISeq JIdy3 4O
S3ySry Uewinp SJBME JOU 3JB SUSZID Jey s35933Ns siy | "SIYSIJ JIsy3 pa1e|olA Jou pey Adjjod uoIdlIIsal 9y Jeyy
[euoneN . pawlie)> syuspuodsad JueJdiW paziioyineun ays Jo (%9/) AJolel, "JusWSAOW JO WopaaJ) SulpJedau
uolyeonpy UOIIe[SI3S]| [BUOIIEU INOGE SIUBISILI-UOU pUE SIUBISIW JO4 SDIHAIFDE SUISIEI-SSOUDIBME SZIUBSIO '}
jo Ansi . "SIYS1J JISY3 PUB UOITENYS SIUBISIL 01 SAIHSUSS S Jey) AUsAljap ad1AJas dignd ul
dSTIN ¢ | sednoeud pue sapijod Uo ‘SuddJom duljjuod) AlendnJed ‘soakojdws Juswulaaog 4oy Suluredy aziueduQ) ¢
Jejeequee|n) "S9JEDOAPE SW023q
jo Ayjedpiunly .« | 03 Wayl Jomodwd pue sjuedSIW [BUIDIUI 93BINPD 03 SIYSIY JNOL MOU| O Jejiwis sudredwed aziuedl g "SjuBI3IW [BUIDIUI
sJauy.red (9910T ‘IWIMI *£10T “ueg PHOAA) (||Pfs pUe ssaulsng ‘awodul SPJemo} sapnyi3ze
[BUOIBUJSIU| o uoidnpoud ‘@dJopliom pajednpa 89) AU ay3 03 Suliq sjueadiw Jeyy syyouaq uaroad Auew ay3 pue Bw313S ‘swJou
A1919058 |IAD)  « | Inoge uonrejndod Jspim ay3 Suowe s3uesl AHUNwWwod pue sudiedwed SuiSiel-SSaUDIBME 9ZIUBSIQ) | dAI}EZDU SSRUPPY
(7107 ‘s4eH PU® 342q]y) £00T Ul SnJejeg ul pajuswadul A|[nySsaddns sem UdIYMm ‘S21DUBIBA
(Il O3 SeaJe [ednd 03 A3d ay3 ul 9|doad pakojdwaun Suireadiw Jo} swayds JUsW[Iasal e Alddy ¢
dSTIN - - ‘(sueo| adedyiow
Jeyeequee|n PoZIpISqNs pue SAJIAJDS [B120S ‘Juswiojdwa ‘3'3) 3oeq Sulrow asoyy 03 sadeyded JUSWSIIRSAI JRPYO |

jo Ayfedpiuny o

sjueJSIW pa1I9g

Jejeequee|n
Jo Ayfedpiunyy

saauj.ed pue

sa1ouage 9|qisuodsay

"UI-ANQ PUB SSOUDJBME [B[D0S JO 3| B $35933NS UYdIYm ‘Jou 4o Adljod ay3 Inoge maus| Aay3

Jayoym pajeddiw aAeY PINOM A3y} Jey3 pajels ueq ay3 Suldnp pajeJdiw oym syuspuodsad AsAJns

40 (%£8) Apdofew a3ue| v "uonendod Japim a3 Suowe UOIIEULIOJUI D)BINDIE AUNSud 03 sudredwed
SSOUDJBME DIWISAS INO [[0J ‘Adljod uoljeUSIW [BUIDIUI PUNO.IE SPBW SJB SUOISIDIP UIRIIDD JYY
"UoIFeJSIW [eUJI3Ul JO PRl Y3 Ul sadljod SAIRDIIIS

Aue juawa|dwi 03 3UlIBPISUOD B40§q — PUB[DWIOY S,3UO JO AJOLIDY SYF UIYHM JUSWISAOW JO WOPI}
3uIsipJax® Jo JySi urWNY 3y} 991UBIENS YdIYM JO |[B ‘Bl|OSUO|] JO UOIINUISUOD) DYl Ul 9| 321y pue
‘S3yYSy UBWINK JO UONEJRPI(] [BSISAIUM BYL JO €] dPIY “UdDD| U JO ¢ 2213y WO BLISHID
pUE SUOIIPUOD 3y} ‘D|dwexa Joj — Y3nody3 Sus| SARISUIS-AH|IqedauinA pue sy uewny e A|ddy
"juswdojaAsp [e20] 03 33NqIIIUOD pue Jioddns [BUOIIPPE YHM SpISAIIUNOD By}

Ul UleWJ 03 SPIdSp P|NOd OYM SIUDPISAI SSB|D-3|ppIW Suluamodulad A|[ed1louodd pue A|[e1nos 3jIym
9|geJaunNA 3sow ay3 14oddng 1u0sau 35| JO suodo se Ajuo paJapisuod aq pjnoys Jey3 sswwe.do.d
UOIBJSIW SAIRDLIISAI JO pealsul sawwel3old uonel3aiulad pue UOIEIS9IUL Ul SIUSWISIAUL JOARY

b

sjueJSIW dARd3dsouy

suopepuawwodad Ad1jod oiy1dadg

Jejeequee|n
Ul pa33es sjueddiw
JO uJn3aJ AJe3UNjOA
a3 duidednodua
3|IyM ‘s3ydiu uewny
01 SAIISUSS 10U

3JB 1By} UOIDIIISD
uonEJ3IW JO sw.ioy
SWRJIXD PIOAY

uondaJIp
Ad1jod [eususn)

48



‘sowwes3oud sj|ijs Suidod pue JusawdojpAsp ssauisng |[ews ‘Suiuredy
[BUOIIEIOA Y3NoJy) sJapJay Jo Aoeded sy Sulp|ing JSPISUOD O3 Padu OS[e Ay} ‘@JUB]SISSE USED pue
pooj BlIA 3uoddns spasu diSseq SpNn|dUl PINOYS SSAIFRIHIUL YdNS SIYAA “Bl|03UO| Ul A33eu3s Suidod doy
B SU[BWSJ UOITEJSIW [BUISIUI SB SUO| SB U0} ,UOITBINPS UOIEISIW [BUISIUI, DPN|DUl OS[E P|NOYS YJOM

©l|o3uO| JO 9y ‘pPnzp pue 3Y3NOJp SE UdNs ‘SU9ISESIP [BUNJeU JO 9SBD Ul DPISAIIUNOD Y3 Ul SUSPJaY dlpewou 4o
Aouady Juswadeur| | 2OUSI|ISSU DY) SBAUDUI O3 S|OAS| DAIFRUISIUILPE [BDO0] JB A393R43S AUDA0DU puk dsuodsad ‘ssaupadedaud
Aouaduaw3 [euoneN | ‘uoneSiIw ayy 03 pJaeSad yam juswadeurw Aduagiawe dn—wojjoq pue umop—doy O1sijoy Ul 1SaAU| G
juswdojpAsq ueqin ‘seaJe [ednd
pUE UOI}dNJISUOD SSOUDB A}IAI}I2UUOD 230wodd pue s3sOd UOI3dESUEI} 2dNPadJ d[9y PJNOM UYdIYM ‘UOIFBDIUNWLIOD pue
NI S NIVIN] ‘Buisnoy a|qepJoye ‘uoljeldodsuedy dljgnd ‘AYD13I[D ‘SPEOU SB YdNS ‘SWISAS DAnjondisedjul sroadw)
"suoidaJ Y3 03 |nyasn pue di3a3edys ‘Ojeludoudde
AJ[enIxa3u0d 1sow aJe Jeyy sAem ul uipuny puads 03 UOIFRIDSIP Y3 WYl SAIS PNOM Jey3 swisiueydawl
Ayiqeunodoe aoe|d ul Suiand pue s3a3.e) UIe3Uad SUIDS J|IYM SIIIOYINE [BDO] 03 SUIpUNy J|qIX3|}
9J0W SPIAC.{ :UoIsUSWIp ddueuUl d1|gnd s Ajjer2adss ‘W0 UOIRZI[EIIUIIDP SAIFRIISIUILIPE DDUBAPY '€
‘(340ddns 3uijqeus-a4n3onJIseIUl J9YO puUB dIYSISUMO PUB| O} SSIIE ‘SIDAIEM 99}
UOI3IDNJISUOD ‘SJUBIS UYSBD ‘SUBO| SSDUISNG PIZIPISQNS ‘WdISAS UOEXE} paljljdwiis & ‘SHpaJd pue syeadq
X®) 4Y3nouy3 "89) sIaquuaL A|iLLig) JI9Y3 BIA 3S9AUI JO UJINIDJ O3 SUljjim peOIGE SUBIjOZUO O3} SUlpn|dul
9dUBUL JO AUISIUILL| ‘SOAIJUDDU| PASBAIOUI PUB 3SUSAIP SUlI9HO AQ BI|OSUO| [BUNJ Ul SIUSWISIAUI 40323s 1eAlld 1080y T
1BLIB}2.D3G
wuiged .
Aduady "AJDAI|SP 9DIAUSS PUB 3SBQ SDUSPIAS 33 O3UI SJUBISIW [BUIDIUI JO SIAI| pUE
juswdojpasq SUJ92UOD 3U3 JO 93PajMOUs| pue BIep a3 Suijedsajul Aq eljo3uol,] Ul JusawdojoASp [ednJ pue [euoidaJ
[euoneN | Joj Sujuueld pue SUlUOISIA J139343S SY3 OIUI UOISUSWIP UOFRJS|W [BUISIUI JO UOIeU3IUl oY) Jdoddng |,

suauJed pue

sa1ouage 9 qisuodsay

suopepuswwodad Ad1jod oiy1dadg

‘juswdolarsp
[eanJ uo 3uisnooy Aq
540328} ysnd aonpay

uondaJIp
Ad1jod [eusuan)

$34042 UOIIUAI]
:wa93 3uon

awiedy awi |

49



SHUBIUIY L
sJaulJed
[BUOIIEUIDIY|
Aouady
uswdojpasq
[euonreN

dSTW
Jejeequee|n)
Jo Aredpiunyy

'sue|d uooe SsIASp pue ‘9dueldodull pue A}|IqISes) JO JSPJo Ul Wyl
3uizipuonud ‘suoipepuswiodad Ad1jod suljad pue ssnaSIp Jay3Jny 03 s3USaW Jap|oyadels Aoy aziue3uQ

juswiJedaq
$21s17R15
Jeyeequee|n

Jo Ajredpiuniy
3P0 SIMSIFEIS
[eUOEN|

"so3ua|[eyd Jejilis padualiadxa aAeY Jey) S91I3UNOD

9|qesedwod wouy sadndedd 3s9q Ajdde pue ‘Jou Sey Jeym pue PadJOM SBY JBUM PUEBISIDPUN O} SMOJ4
uoeJ3IW [euJ3Ul SUISBUBW A[SAIFIRHS UO MIIAJ 4N3eIS}| A43UN0D-5S0Jd ‘Y3dap-ul ue 3onpuod)
‘Jnydjoy 3sow 2q pjnom sawwe.doud juoddns Jeym pue ‘©q pjnOM UOIEISIIUIRI pUB UOIFBISIIUI JO)
sapijod 3599 a3 JBYM ‘S.03DB) SS9I0NS A3 ‘UOIFBAIIOW ‘SUSALIP JI9Y} PUBISIDPUN :JBJEBQUEE|M WO}
OPISAJIUNOD 2y} OJUI P[339SaJ PUB PAUINIDI OYM SIUBISIW JO JUSSUIIUOD JUSLIND DY UO YDJeasay
"SMO[} JUBJSIW JO SWNJOA DY3 dJeWIlSD A[93eINdde

9JoW 0} BJep SAIJEJISIUILIPE JDYIO PUB SPIOd3. UOIRIISISDL JOYIO YUM eIep ay3 SulyenSuel} pue
sjueJdiw [eusaiul Suyesauddesip ‘eyep 070 SNSUad padnpoud Ajmau 9y uo sasAjeue yidap-ul 3oNpuod)
"SJ9]SES|P [BJNJBU PUE SUINJUMOP DILWLIOUODD SB UINS SIO0JDB) IDYIO JO 3SOU3 Wod) Ad1jod UodLIsal
uoneJiW ay3 Jo (S)30aye Y3 91B|0S! Jey) SIUDLUSSISSE D1IFDUIOUOID DAISUSYIUOD 3J0W JONPUOT)

*SUOIIB}NSUOD
Japjoyaxels Aoy
puU® y2Jeasa
Jay1Jn} 1oNpUOD)

©1|03UO||

JO JUSWIUISAOD)
9y} JO JelIBIRUIDS
PUIqeD
Jejeequee|n

Jo Aredpiunyy

saauj.ed pue

sa1puade 9|qisuodsay

"S|9AS] WNOS pue SpLID SY3 Je pue Jejeequee|n

Ul syuswindop dujuueld 3uswdojoASp [BD0] 03Ul SUOIFBIDPISUOD UO[IRISIW [BUISIUl WEBIISULR||
"sswwes3old pa1dJe] ay3 se yons

‘padojersp 2q 03 ||i3s syuswindop duiuueld pue Ad1jod jJuswdoleAsp Ul UOIIRISIW [BUJDIUI LIBDIISUIR|.|
uolsiA Juawdoppasq [euoiday  (3)

0T0T—910T Ueld UONdY 1UdWUIA0S  (9)

0T0T Ueld 4o1sely Jereequeen (p)

G707—9107 Wswdopasg uonendoy uo Adljod 91815 ()

(Butuueyd Ao ayjpe3es "8'9) 0507 UOISIA ()

sjUBWWIWIOd 0EOT DAS (B)

:s393.e) spJemo} ssaudoud ssasse

0} swisjueydaw UdI|dxa pajeIdosse pue UoneJSIW [eulsiul 93eddajul 03 syuswndop Adijod ayepdn

suopepuawwodad Ad1jod oiy1dadg

"SjuUsWINdOp
[e3a] pue sueid wus)
-3uo| ojul uoneJdIW
[BUJDIUI WBDJISUIE|

uonda.Ip

Ad1jod [essuan) Suled stilL

50



GLOSSARY OF KEY TERMS

aimag

dzud

ger

internal
migration

irregular
migration

khoroo

The first-level administrative subdivision of Mongolia. An aimag
is further divided into soums.

A summer drought followed by a severe winter, generally causing
serious loss of livestock.

A traditional Mongolian dwelling.

Movement of persons within a State (or country) involving the
establishment of a new temporary or permanent residence.
Internal migration movements may be temporary or permanent
and include those who have been displaced from their habitual
place of residence, as in the case of internally displaced persons,
and those who decide to move to a new place of residence, as
in the case of rural-to-urban migration. The term covers both
nationals and non-nationals moving within a State, provided
that they move away from their place of habitual residence.
(IOM, 20202)

Movement of persons that takes place outside of the laws,
regulations and international agreements governing entry into
or exit from a State of origin, transit or destination. Although
a universally accepted definition of irregular migration does
not exist, the term is generally attached to persons moving
outside of regular migration channels. Moreover, categories
of migrants who may not have any other choice but to use
irregular migration channels may also include refugees, victims
of trafficking and unaccompanied migrant children. The fact
that they use irregular migration pathways does not imply
that States are not, in some circumstances, obliged to provide
them with some forms of protection under international law,
including access to international protection in the case of asylum
seekers fleeing persecution, conflict or generalized violence.
(IOM, 20202)

An administrative subdivision of Ulaanbaatar, the capital of
Mongolia. The term is often translated as “subdistrict” or
“microdistrict”.
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migrant

migrant in a
vulnerable
situation

non-migrant
household

registered
migrant

registration

regular
migration

soum
unregistered

migrant

vulnerability

An umbrella term, not defined under international law, reflecting
the common lay understanding of a person who moves away
from his or her place of usual residence, whether within a country
or across an international border, temporarily or permanently,
and for any of a variety of reasons. The term includes a number
of well-defined legal categories of people, such as migrant
workers; persons whose specific types of movements are legally
defined, as in the case of smuggled migrants; and those whose
status or means of movement are not specifically defined under
international law, as with international students. (IOM, 2020a)

A migrant who is at an increased risk of abuse and violations of
his or her rights — and, thus, is unable to effectively enjoy them.
Accordingly, such a migrant is entitled to call on a duty bearer’s
heightened duty of care. (IOM, 20203)

A household that did not participate or get involved in rural-to-
urban (also, “rural—urban”) migration in the six years prior to the
survey, with its members having permanent resident permits in
the survey’s target areas.

An individual that participated or was involved in rural-to-urban
migration in the past six years and is officially registered as a
permanent resident in any of the target survey areas.

The process of enlisting in the Civil State Registration Database
under one’s residential address, in accordance with the Mongolian
Law on Civil Registration. (Mongolia Government House, 2018)

Migration that occurs in compliance with the laws of the relevant
countries of origin, transit and destination. (IOM, 2020a)

The second-level administrative subdivision of Mongolia.

An individual that participated or was involved in rural-to-urban
migration in the past six years and is not officially registered as a
permanent resident in any of the target survey areas.

Vulnerability is any condition characterized by either a lack of
entitlements (internal vulnerability) or exposure to risk (external
vulnerability). Ultimately, conditions of vulnerability adversely
affect well-being. (Loschmann and Siegel, 2014)
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ANNEX 2. SURVEY SAMPLE SIZE
CALCULATION

The survey sample was calculated by the following formula:

_zp(1-p)
n= > ’
c
where:
n = sample size
z = confidence level (at a 95% confidence level, z = 1.96)
p = probability of occurrence, C-error limit (confidence interval)

The sample error limit was chosen to be *3.7%, and confidence level to be
95 per cent. The sample size for each target location was determined by stratified
random sampling. Please refer to Annex 3 for more detailed information on the
quantitative research sample composition.
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ANNEX 3. QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH
SAMPLE COMPOSITION,
BY TARGET KHOROO

No. of total No. of non-migrant No. of migrant
households households households
Total 2 505 943 1562
Khoroo 1 62 25 37
Khoroo 3 61 18 43
Khoroo 6 58 23 35
Khoroo 18 58 22 36
BoanrkhDistrict 81 49 3
Khoroo 2 36 23 13
Khoroo 5 45 14 31
Khoroo 8 95 46 49
Khoroo 9 22 9 13
Khoroo 14 47 17 30
Khoroo 16 47 16 31
Khoroo 19 37 16 21
Khoroo 21 44 23 21
Khoroo 22 40 21 19
Khoroo 23 23 8 15
Khoroo 25 35 18 17
Khoroo 26 71 18 53
Khoroo 27 39 20 19
Songinokharikhan District 394 136 258
Khoroo 2 35 12 23
Khoroo 6 56 30 26
Khoroo 7 55 10 45
Khoroo 18 32 12 20
Khoroo 19 27 7 20
Khoroo 23 47 16 31
Khoroo 24 47 16 31
Khoroo 25 29 1" 18
Khoroo 31 66 22 44




No. of total
households

No. of non-migrant
households

No. of migrant
households

Khoroo 1 89 34 55
Khoroo 3 64 21 43
Khoroo 7 63 28 35
Khoroo 8 75 25 50
Khoroo 10 84 26 58
Khoroo 11 221 75 146
Khoroo 13 66 21 45
Khoroo 16 75 33 42
Khoroo 18 95 30 65
KhanUuDistrict 265 s 10
Khoroo 3 61 11 50
Khoroo 5 115 57 58
Khoroo 16 89 37 52
(ChingekeiDistiet 1% 7 ;>
Khoroo 9 109 41 68
Khoroo 12 85 31 54

Research Study on Assessing the Effectiveness of Migration Restrictions in Ulaanbaatar City and Migrants’ Vulnerability
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ANNEX 4. METHOD FOR CREATING
THE MULTIDIMENSIONAL
VULNERABILITY INDEX

We used a subjective weighting technique to allocate values to classes of dimension
for each variable and formulates indices based on Equation 2 below.

W AW AWt W, D W,

cl (2),
n n
where:
Cl = composite index
w,w, w, ..Ww = transformed values assigned to variables
n = number of variables used in computing the index

Following this general principle, the economic welfare index, health and education
index, social index, and basic service index were calculated. In addition, the
multidimensional vulnerability index (MVI) for each household was calculated using
Equation 7.

Economic Welfare Vulnerability Index for Each Household EWI = ZLEWI. /n, (n=4)

Health and Education Vulnerability Index for Each Household HEI =Z;HEI, /n, (n=4) (4)

Social Vulnerability Index for Each Household SI :Z;Sli /n, (n=4)

Basic Service Vulnerability Index for Each Household BSI = z;BIi /n, (n=4)

EWI + HEI + SI + BSI

Multidimensional Vulnerability Index MVI = 2
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