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Executive summary

This report describes the analysis of statistiesh @nd sources on international migration of 11
countries from CI$ Data on migration flows and stocks were colleattti the objective to

explore availability of data on international mitjoa in participating countries and to compare data
on migration as provided, respectively, by recajvamd sending countries. A regional approach to
study international migration in the CIS countréggears as particularly appropriate since these
countries represent a ‘migration system’: as aenaitfact a big portion of migration flows of tlees
countries occur between them, with some notableians such as Moldova and Ukraine that also
have migration exchange outside the region.

" Moscow State Lomonosov University, Russian Fedsrat
! The following countries provided requested datiaformation on sources: Armenia, Azerbaijan, BesaGeorgia,
Moldova, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russian Federaligjikistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.
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From collected data and information it appears dlgministrative and legislative regulations have a
strong impact on definitions used and statistioglpced. In some cases it becomes the main reason
of underestimation of certain categories of flowaternational migrants. The relatively low

figures on migration flows suggest that the mignatiegime of this region, often based on visa-free
agreements, has an impact on statistical dataetefirom registration systems.

In terms of data availability, almost all CIS cotes regularly produce figures on migration flows.
Such data are mainly based on procedures of ragy@trof population in the ‘place of residence’.
Time criterion to determine the place of resideisagsed in several states, but almost everywhere a
foreigner must have a residence permit to be mgidtand included into statistics of flows. The
comparison of data on migration flows as registéngdeceiving and sending countries showed very
similar figures in certain instances, as for examplthe case of migration flows between Belarus
and Ukraine, Russian Federation and Ukraine, Kastakhand Uzbekistan, Armenia and Ukraine. In
other cases, however, there were important disooies between data produced by, respectively,
the country of origin and the country of destinatio

Data on stocks of foreigners and foreign born pafpan is in most cases restricted to census data
only, which makes further comparison with data agration flows or citizenship acquisitions
difficult. Data on population groups based on oagable only (be it country of birth, citizenshim,
nationality/ethnicity) usually bring to unsatisfact when the goal is to extract information on
international migrants. The recent history of thesentries, which were all part of the Soviet Union
until 1991, and naturalization procedures makeatiff the interpretation of data on foreigners or
foreign born. A more extended set of variables &khba used to better identify persons with a
migration background.

Based on the results of the analysis, it can lktbai data sharing, both at national and inteonati
level, is crucial to improve data quality and aahility. Data sharing at national level is essdritia
overcome some of the weaknesses identified: irierabetween statistical and administrative
authorities may improve data collection procedamss make definitions more in line with
international standards. In any case, the utiliwaéind dissemination of available administrative
data should be encouraged to increase scientiiwlatge of international migration. All possible
ways should be explored to improve collaboratiod produce better data, which is the ultimate
objective of all interested parties. Data shadhgnternational level is extremely important tdtbe
assess quality of national data and better undetstgnamics of international migration and
estimate its consequences. Mechanisms to allowexmitange of data on a regular basis should be
put in place, ensuring that data are properly dasued, adequately processed and widely
disseminated.

Given its role in providing good quality data oncts of international migrants, the next census
round should be fully utilized to produce more velat data on international migration, exploring all
possible dimensions and variables that can prodsetil and internationally comparable data.
Some promising examples of using household sanuplegs to produce data on international
migration should also be considered as a possililgien to existing data gaps.

1. Background

1. Many countries trying to compare data on entigmawith statistics of immigration meet
with the problem of different definitions used retprocess of migrants identification. Majority of
the countries of the CIS region have an advantaagethey use a very similar way of measurement
migration flows. It means that the possibility @ingparison of those data seemed to be very
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positive. The importance of data sharing withia state is determined by a special regime of
migration in the region: major part of both immigtsito / and emigrants from the states are
involved into migration exchange between the Cl@ntaes (table 1). Migration management in
the states as a rule is focused on the problerndgitise region.

Table 1 Ratio of migrants to/ and from the CIS ountries and states outside CIS in migration

flows (aggregated data for 2000-2006) %

Immigrants Emigrants
OUTSIDE OUTSIDE
CIS CIS TOTAL CIS CIS TOTAL
Armenia 68,1 31,9 100 78,5 21,5 100
Azerbaijan 97,3 2,7 100 96,7 3,3 100
Belarus 88,6 114 100 62,3 37,7 109
Georgia (CENSUS 2002,
life time migrants 2000-2001) 88,4 11,6 100 NA NA NA
Kazakhstan 90,3 9,7 100 73,1 26,9 10(
Kyrgyzstan 98,3 1,7 100 92,6 7.4 100
Moldova CSB data 52,2 47,8 100 70,4 29,6 10
Moldova Population Register 44% 55,5 100 70, 629, 100
Russia 95,0 5,0 100 52,2 47,8 104
Tajikistan 99,3 0,7 100 99,6 0,4 100
Turkmenistan NA NA NA NA NA NA
Ukraine 85,1 14,9 100 61,2 38,8 100
Uzbekistan 97,3 2,7 100 90,3 9,7 109
TOTAL 86,8 13,2 100 72,2 27,8 100
2. The states of the region are closely tied witineenely big volumes of short-term and long-

term labour migration, as a rule dramatically uedémated both in receiving and sending
countries. However, immigration and emigrationuefices the size of resident population and
social context in the country in general, that nsaka special subject of investigation.

3. The reported project was undertaken to cheelatiailability and comparability of data
collected in the CIS countries from the view paihpossible data exchange. To collect the data for
comparison a series of templates was preparedeby HMECE Statistical Division, and the countries
were asked to use all available sources, includopulation censuses, registers, administrative
records, household surveys and data from the atifsoresponsible for migration management.

4. The requested data (all data - by sex and yghinvthe interval 2000-2006) were as follows:

a) Flows of immigrants by country of origin;

b) Flows of immigrants by citizenship irrespectivelytioe country of origin;

C) Flows of emigrants by country of destination;

d) Flows of emigrants by country of citizenship irrespively of the country of
destination;

e) Immigrants by place of residence one year befdosv§);

f) Stock of foreign resident population by citizenship

9) Stock of foreign born resident population by coymif birth;

h) Citizenship acquisition by country of previous z#nship (annual positive decisions on

applications);
i) Population balance (components).



Working paper 1

Page 4
2. Questions to be answered
5. To assess the possibility of comparison and amallytiapabilities of data several questions

were to be clarified:

a) What typology of sources is prevalent and whdteirtstrengths and weaknesses?

b) If immigration and emigration flows are includedthe population balance and if
yes, whether the data dables 1-4consistent with data dfable 9?

c) Are data on individual countries of origin/citizéms available, respectively for
inflows and outflows?

d) How much different are data on immigration of @oentry from data of
emigration of the sending country, for the sameratign flows (for example how
the flow from Ukraine to Russia measured respelgtivg Ukraine and Russia)?

e) Are data available by sex and other additionakbdes?

f) Is the question on place of residence 1 yr befeesl® what kind of data does it
provide? are they consistent with other migratiow$ data?

g) What is the situation on stock data, (are the dasdlable by country of birth and
citizenship)?

h) What is the situation about the citizenship adtjaisdata? Do these data explain
differences/patterns of data on flows and stocks?

3. Data availability?

6. The requested data was provided by 11 couniieklova provided 3 sets of tables - one
file from the NSI and two files from the PopulatiBegister (for temporary and permanent
residents}.

7. It was expected that there should be a bigrdiffee in availability of data of certain types.
Data on flows of immigrants and emigrants were namalable than data on citizenship of
migrants, information on stocks of foreign and fgreborn population was mainly based on
population censuses, some of them conducted b2@@e

Table 2. Data availability.

All Data provided | Data provided| Not total
requested | for both sexes | not for all available
data only years*

Table 1. Persons who immigrated tq 6 4 1 0 11

your country by country of previous
residence, by sex (years 2000-2006)

Table 2. Persons who immigrated tq 3 2 1 5 11
your country by citizenship, by sex
(years 2000-2006)

2 Acknowledgements. We would like to thank the repreatives of national statistics agencies andatiar authorities
for provided data and consultations: Nina Cesna@d luriu Golus (Moldova), Liudmila Torgasheval agor
Gromov (Kyrgyzstan), Liubov Zadoyenko (Ukraine) aRdlakhverdiev (Azerbaijan), Elena Kislitsyna (ikégtan),
Gagik Gevorgyan (Armenia), Marina Rakhmaninova @rars Federation), Khalida Kambarova (Kazakhstaaat®
Shavishvili and George Mebonia (Georgia), Natalggd&hova (Uzbekistan).

3 After consultation with Ms. Nina Cesnocova tengggrand permanent residents were combined intdabie and
further comparison of data was done using both a8l PR files. Population register in Moldova waslglsshed rather
recently and is in the process of its capacityding.
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Table 3. Persons who emigrated frgm 6 4 0 1 11
your country by country of next
residence, by sex (years 2000-2006)

Table 4. Persons who emigrated frgm 2 1 1 7 11
your country by citizenship and sex
(years 2000-2006)

Table 5. Resident population 0 0 2 9 11
according to country of residence one
year before and sex (years 2000-
2006)

Table 6. Resident population by 1 2 5 3 11
citizenship and sex (years 2000-2006)

Table 7. Resident population by 1 0 7 3 11
country of birth and sex (years 2000-
2006)

Table 8. Persons who acquired 2 4 0 5 11
citizenship of your country by
previous citizenship and by sex (years
2000-2006)

Population balance 11 0 0 0 11

* Several countries provided statistics from popalacensuses conducted in 1999.

8. The data differed from the viewpoint of completes and possible comparability.

Tables 1 and 3 Data on flows of immigrants and emigrants (talllesd 3) as a rule was available
in all countries although 4 countries did not pdavinformation on sex of migrants. Data on
immigrants in Georgia related to 2 years beforeRbpulation census (2002) and therefore cover
life time migrants which have resided in Georgiasi 2000 and 2001.

9. Table 2 Information on citizenship on immigrants was pdad by 6 countries, however
only part of it was used in analysis. Most valitbimation was prepared by statistical institutes of
Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova and Russia , althoughRRebegan to process statistics on citizenship
only since 2002. Although Georgia provided alluested, it could hardly be used in comparative
analysis as the figures were very low (just fewspas). Kyrgyzstan began to produce statistics on
citizenship of migrants only since 2006.

10. Table 4 Data on citizenship of emigrants was providedy &y 4 countries: Moldova,
Kyrgyzstan (only for 2006), Russia (since 2002) bikdaine. Data provided by Belarus in the table
4 included only nationals.

11. Table 5. Factually was not provided at all, although tbardries sent some data based on
the last population censuses. There was no sppeskion about place of residence 1 year ago in
the census programs. Another question was usemime sensuses to identify life-time migrants - if
the person had lived in a given place since bintthi&no - since what year he or she had livedether
The data received from the countries that had s=ssim 1999 were out of the period of
observation as they included information aboutqessvhich moved in 1998 (or even in 1997).
Georgia and Moldova (population register data) jpled the same information that was presented in
the table 1. Central Statistical Bureau of Moldalso provided data on life-time migrants which
have resided in the country for 1 year (arrive@®04). The results of comparison with statistics of
emigration to Moldova within the same year showe@ry good correlation of both sources.

12. Tables 6 and 7 Data on stock of foreign born and foreign popatatvas available for all
years (2000-2006) only in Moldova and was basetherPopulation register. Formally, information
on stocks was not available only in two countrigésgrbaijan and Uzbekistan. But the other
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countries as a rule estimated migrants stock (fwwtign and foreign born) on the basis of
population censuses and data was available onlyrfe year. Besides, in three states the census has
been conducted in 1999 ( Belarus, Kyrgyzstan armhKlastan), so the reference interval was
different from required. Kyrgyzstan in additionttee census data provided statistics from two
household surveys (2005 and 2006, data extendie tohole universe). Among the states without
a population register only Statistics Belarus makeannual estimation of resident population
(nationals and foreigners) using current data efrtimnistry of interior on foreign residents (person
with a permit for residence over 1 year) ). Fordigmn population Belarus is estimated on the base
of the census -1999. Therefore, table 6 was indaailable in 7 countries: Armenia, Belarus,
Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia and TajikistBable 7 with adequate for analysis data was
provided by Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, liheaKyrgyzstan (2005-2006).

13. Table 8. Information on citizenship acquisitiwas received from 6 countries, but only three
of them provided data suitable for further work.ring 2000-2006 quite a few persons obtained the
citizenship of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Moldova%2Z8 and 743 persons respectively, data for
Armenia was available only for 2006). Belarus pded statistics not divided by the countries of
previous citizenship. Data from Ukraine and Russiams to be adequate for the purposes of
comparison.

4, Sources

4.1  Sources on flows

14.  Typology of data sources in CIS countries lgenited from the period of the Soviet Union.
Except Moldova (which established population Reg)sand Georgia (which is also on its way to
PR establishment) statistics of flows is basedrimary individual information received on paper
carriers from police (or other authorized agencigsjnex 1)

15.  This source of data is rather good but ontiiéf “place of residence” is defined similarly in
all the countries. Some countries since 1990-sestwo types of registration - in a place of
residence or in a place of stay, but form instandeussia , period of “stay” is not identified, Wi

in Ukraine registration in the place of stay musicthanged to “place of residence” after 6 months of
stay. Coverage strongly depends on accuracy astragon. As a rule children are registered much
worse than adults are, and many emigrants to noegister before the departure as some private
rights (for example — to use a dwelling space endbuntry of origin) depend on the type of
registration.

Box 1 Method of collection of statistics on migratin flows in the CIS countries.
This method of migration data collection comes friv@ early 1930-ies, when the passport system
was established in the USSR. Registration and gistration of population in (or from) the place
of permanent residence was followed with fillingsgveral blanks, one of them — for the purposes
of statistical observation , the other- for polise only. Information on children (if they have no
passports- i.e. under 14 or 16 years old) movirtg dults is to be included into statistical forim ¢
an adult (only once). If a child is moving aloneseparate form is to be filled out.

The same way of data collection is still in us€i® countries for estimation both of internal and
international migration.

Ukraine recently began to use for statistical pagsahe copies of police forms: although the
coverage of migration flows improved, the list ghdable variables shortened. The primary forms
are collected and monthly transmitted to the stegisbodies for computer input and further
processing. In Kazakhstan nationals are registiertte agencies of the Ministry of Justice and
foreigners — in the Ministry of Interior. Statision foreigners here is based on special ‘stadistic
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coupons attached to a migration card of the foesigBoth coupons to migration cards and
statistical forms filled out for nationals are semthe national statistical body for processing.
Data on emigration is collected in a similar wayenta person is officially de-registered from the
place of residence. In Russia the forms of “departare filled out only incase of emigration
abroad, while other countries use both forms afalrand departure to measure internal migratign.
The list of questions in the form make it possibleollect quite different information about a
migrant

4.2 Sources on stocks

16.  Stocks of foreign and foreign- born populatame as a rule estimated through the population
censuses (Moldova uses two sources —PR and Celbes}ensus is good source of data but it is
conducted with long time intervals and can novjle up-to-date information both on foreign born
and foreign population.

17. In some countries statistical bodies (androistypical up to the moment) receive
information on foreign population (residents ouesd permits for stay) from the Ministry of Interior
As a rule the variety of available characteristitthese data is very poor. Some important data on
migration are not available by sex or age. Tha dali never improve until there is no demand for
improvement, and national statistical instituteldb@ctivate its interaction with migration
authorities. In the RF data on issued residenoaifse and on residence permits holders is avalabl
by request. Only Kyrgyzstan used national housekaidple survey to estimate foreign and foreign-
born population in the country.

5. Definitions

18. UN Recommendations on Statistics of Internatidmigration define an international
migrant as'a person who changes his or her country of useaidence. A person’s country of
usual residence is that in which the person hakeaepto live where he or she normally spends the
daily period of rest'For estimation of migration flows 1 year time crib® is used (presence in the
country of destination and absence from the counftigrigin).

19. Procedures of registration in a place of residerscthe basis of statistics of migration flows
in the CIS counties (irrespectively of the citizeipsconcerns). Very often it does not depend on
time that a person spends in this place. Six ec@mmof 11 apply this criterion, Belarus, Russid an
Tajikistan do not use it. Georgia, in fact, begamge time criterion in residence permit issuaoce f
foreigners (6 months and over), while terms ofstgtion of nationals are not available.
Information on the Uzbekistan was not provided ged. month criterion of stay in the new place
(for registration inthe place of residence used in Ukraine, Kyrgyzstan (after 6 month afgner
must get a residence permit) and Kazakhstan. Irefran immigrants must intend to stay in the new
place for over 3 months. In all cases a foreignest have a residence permit.

20. In all the countries migrant must prove hiser right to reside in a certain dwelling space.

21. Residence permit is necessary in many countriesgister a foreigner in a place of
residencesStatistics observes persons which are de-juretezgs and de-registered in the certain
place of residence (address) by police (or otht#ramized agencies). In 9 countries (of 11) a
foreigner must have a residence permit to be mgidtin the place of residence, in 1 country
(Tajikistan) the question of residence permit fgistration is discussed, and Uzbekistan did not
provide commentaries on this question. In some trima- like the RF, for instance, if a foreigner
does not have a residence permit only registratidhe place of stay is possible and in this case
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statistical forms are not to be filled out. Besid@ Russia before 2007 foreigners with temporary
residence permits also could be registered ondyptace of stay, not residence. Since 15 January
2007 all residence permits holders (temporary arthpnent) are registered as residents of the RF.

22. Bodies responsible for registration both of natiband foreign migrants as a rule belong to
the Ministry of Interior. There may be a specialisiion responsible for registrationlike the

Federal migration service in the RF and Departroénitizenship and registration of physical
persons in Ukraine. In Kazakhstan nationals arsterg@d in the agencies of the Ministry of Justice
and foreigners — in the Ministry of interior. Poatibn register of Moldova is run by the Ministry of
informational development, but Ministry of Interisisued residence permits for the foreigners and
has its own statistics.

23.  Although the registration based statisticsvigi®s a homogeneous and comparable
information, its coverage (from the viewpoint oétbIN definitions) sometimes is problematic. In
many countries time criterion is not used (for amste — in the Russian Federation). There are
thousands of migrants that do not have (and doeetl) a residence permit, although they stay
legally in the country being registered “in a pladestay”. Duration of stay may last several years.
Work and educational visa holders can extend pérgxdate as many times as they need. Therefore
underestimation of immigration may be consideraHlwever the same persons may not be de-
registered as emigrants from their countries atibagh formally the balance is correct, the real
situation is not observed.

Box 2 Two types of registration in a place of resideand official statistics of migration in Russia.
Since 1996 a person in the RF can be registaredplace of stay and in a place of residenceisStail
data are collected only about the second catedanjgrants, although the first category is rather
numerous. Before 2000 foreigners from the CiShbtoes in Russia could be registered in a place of
residence without any residence permit if theyvpd their right to dwell in a certain place. Whkis
rule was established in 2000 many migrants didmariage to get the residence permit as is was
provided to the closest relatives only — childrad apouses of the RF residents. Therefore other
relatives could be registered only iplace of stayirrespectively of how long they in fact resided in
Russia). Statistics on international migration indiaéely ‘lost’ a lot of migrants, as the primaryrtios
were not filled out for them. It is the main expddion of dramatic decrease in immigration to the RF
since 2001. Since 2002 there was one more changéeis of data collection which again caused
underestimation of international migrants (see tva9).

24. Definition of a place of residence as a raiplies certain dwelling space ‘where a person
lives permanently’ and does not coincide with thé dé&finition of place of usual residence.
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Table 3 Definitions of place of residence for mignats registration in the selected countries of
the CIS".

Azerbaijan | Place of residence — is a house, flat , or aniaffawelling apartment, hostel,
sheltered housing, retirement and invalids honets, where a person lives for a
long period of time as a proprietor or by a remnitcact.

Belarus Both for nationals , and foreigners witsidence permits- Place of residence is|a
place where a person permanently or predominamtg s an owner or under the
terms of tenancy contract , etc. (house, flat,élpsheltered housing etc.)

Kazakhstan For nationals “place of residence” is not defindajailable sources), but as a
rule implies stay for 6 months and more.

For foreigners registration in a place of residengglies stay for more than 6
months and obligatory residence permit issuance.

Kyrgyzstan| Place of permanent residence is a pldege a person lives permanently.

Moldova Place of permanent residence is a placeavd@erson lives permanently. As a
rule 6 months criteria is applied for nationalsrdtgners must have a residence
permit for registration of residence.

Russian Nationals: place of residence — a place where sopgoermanently of usually
Federation | resides being an owner, or under the conditioe@ncy contract, etc. — (house,
flat, hostel, sheltered housing etc.)

Foreigners: place of residence of a foreigner stateless person in the RF —is a
dwelling space at the address of which the persoegistered according to this
Law “

Ukraine Both nationals and foreigners — place sid@nce is an administrative territorial
unit where a person lives for 6 months and moraiwia year. Foreigners must
have a residence permit (permanent or temporary)).

One more definition is used: Place of residen@eptace where a person
permanently or predominantly lives as an ownermaten the terms of tenancy
contract , etc. (house, flat, hostel, shelteredshmpuetc.)

25.  There were some peculiarities in definitionaitizenship of immigrants and emigrants
(migration flows). Besides Moldova , which uspdpulation register, data was provided by
Ukraine and Russia. Both countries get this infation while processing the primary statistical
forms (question about nationality is included) Ise pairs of tables 1 and 2, and 3 and 4 cover the
same universe. Belarus will start to processdhta in future but now can receive information only
on immigrants which have got a residence permitn(ieor stay over 1 year) from the MOI.
Migration of nationals is also estimated as nunadfexxit permits that are still used in Belarus.
(However it is clear, that exit permit issuancesdoet mean immediate migration).

26. Foreign and foreign born population was defwétin censuses by self-identification of the
respondents. Moldova use Population register wpiokides this information on a permanent basis,
Belarus annually receives statistics of residemenfis holders from the Ministry of Interior. Time
criterion is not obviously used, although residepeemit issuance depends on the period of
residence of a foreigner in a given country.

* Source: Legislation of the former USSR countriethe sphere of registration. OSCE conference fammeof
registration system. Issyk-Kul, July 2005. CD
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6. Variables.

27. Depth of any analysis depends on variety ofastaristics of the observed object or process.
Social and demographic information on migrantseis/ymportant to understand reasons and
consequences of migration. Although in many casestties did not provide statistics by sex, some
other available variables were to be marked.

28. Number of available variables depends on safrggormation. A very diverse set of data is
collected through a census, however program ofgesing sometimes is limited by financial
considerations. Variables of statistics of flowpeled on what information is collected within the
primary forms and on what tabulation is planneds$tat have used the contemporary forms since
1996, but information on citizenship is processely since 2002, as well as some other variables.

Table 4 Number of countries that process informatin by the following variables

Variable TABLE 1 | TABLE2 | TABLE3 | TABLE 4 | TABLES5 | TABLE6 | TABLE 7 | TABLE 8
Age 9 3 8 3 2 6 3 0
Citizenship 4 6 4 4 1 9 - 6
Country of birth 3 2 3 3 1 3 8 1
Country (place) of

previous residence 11 1 0 0 3 0 0 0
Educational

attainment 7 1 7 1 1 3 2 1
Ethnicity/nationality 9 2 8 2 2 4 4 1
Marital status 6 2 5 2 1 2 1 1
Reason for

migration 4 1 2 1 0 1 0 0
Activity status 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

Sex 8 4 8 3 3 8 8 2

29. Data on age, sex and the country of previcsisi€ace is available in statistics of flows of
immigrants and emigrants. Only 4 countries proegkhtional core variables such as citizenship and
some qualitative variables that may describe migranterms of ethnicity (9), educational

attainment (7) and marital status (6). Only foattess process data on reason for move, although this
information seems to be rather formal.

30. An advantage of the Population register of Me&dwas proven by the diversity of available
variables - for all required tables information ame, marital status, country of birth, ethnicibda
educational attainment could be provided. Besidekibva, major part of the necessary variables
are available in the national statistical agenofe&yrgyzstan and the Russian Federation. The data
obtained from the national ministries of interiene§idence permits, citizenship acquisition) asla r

is not available even by sex.
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Table 5 Availability of variables for different typ es of data in selected countries.
RUSSIAN FEDERATION
VARIABLE Table 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
age X X X X NA X NS
marital status NA NS
citizenship X X X X NA X X
country of birth NA| X NS
reason for migration X X NA NS
ethnicity/nationality X X NA X X NS
educational attainment X X NA NS
activity status NA NS
country of previous residence X X NA NS
KYRGYZSTAN
Table 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
age X X X X NA X X NA
marital status X X X X NA NA
citizenship X X X X NA X NA
country of birth X X X X NA X NA
reason for migration X X X X NA NA
ethnicity/nationality X X X X NA NA
educational attainment X X X X NA NA
activity status X X X X NA NA
country of previous residence X NA NA
MOLDOVA POPULATION REGISTER

Table 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
age X X X X X X X X
marital status X X X X X X X X
citizenship X X X X X X X
country of birth X X X X X X X X
reason for migration
ethnicity/nationality X X X X X X X
educational attainment X X X X X X X X
activity status
country of previous residence X X

31.  The countries that use statistical primary ®tomprocess data on migration not always use
all collected information — for budgetary or otloensiderations. There are certain differenceben t
list of available variables, reason for move exhaps, the most rare one, but main demographic
characteristics are included into the questionnaiput and processed.

7. Population balance and migration statistics.

32. Eight countries of 11 included data on immi¢saand emigrants from the tables 1 and 3
respectively into population balance. Statistigsdihe revised net migration in 2000 and 2001 after
the census -2002 and since 2003 used regular date and out migration flows (from the tables 1
and 3). There were exceptions from the commonatifpulation balance estimation: Georgia,
Moldova and Tajikistan.

33 Statistics Moldova used annual data on flowsrohigrants and emigrants from the tables 1
and 3, however some slight (and not dramatic)sanjants were undertaken annually. The most
considerable adjustment was done for the year 2008n negative net migration was reduced from
- 6380 to -2818 persons. Adjustments are base@mwadtion of error in provisional estimations of
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population size. As a rule this difference (eriemot considerable and caused by final correstion
of births and deaths numbers in the end of the yehmstment for 2000 was caused by an error in
estimation of emigration

Table 6. Adjustments of population balance in Moldea

2000-
Moldova 2000 2001 2001 2003 2004 2005 2006 2006

Net
migration -6380 -3691 -368[L -4471 -3644 -3640 -3032-28539
Adjustment | 3562 18 328 202 41 134 -244 4041

34.  Georgia did not provide annual data on flowsrwhigrants and emigrants due to the
absence of regular system of migrants registratimhdata collection. (Data for the table 1 was
based on the Census 2002 and table 3 was indaprovided). Table 3 contains some information
from the Central register of aliens (CRA) but tlagadis not complete yet and can not be used in
population balance calculation. Therefore in @it#e 9 no data from the tables 1-4 (immigrants and
emigrants) was included.

Table 7. Adjustments of the population balance iftseorgia

2001-
Georgia 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 | 2006
Migration
component (‘net
migration’ 35,2 32,6 27,8 27,6 -5/5 -76,3 41,3

35. However, estimated population by the end efyiar differed from population at the
beginning of the yeanot only by the value of the natural increase.dme way, net migration
appeared to be taken into account as well. It based on data provided by the Border police of
Georgia on entries to / and exits from the teryitaf Georgia

36.  Tajikistan Although net migration (tables 1 and 3) was inctitiethe population balance,
there were annual adjustments of migration in Tstgh.

Table 8 Adjustments of the population balance in djikistan

Tajikistan 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Net migration tab.l -
tab. 3 -12,8 -11,6 -10,
Migration component
included

to population balance -13)7 -14(1 -13,5 -11,3 9,4 -93 -11,0 -82,3

OT
]
0o

8 -6,8 -6,1 -1.3 -68,9

37.  According to explanations provided by Statssfigjikistan population balance include both
internal and international net migration. Althougternal net migration (between territories of the
country) should be equal to zero. However duedertain time lag between the moment of
departure and registration in the new place oflersie in the police agencies, by the end of the
year, number of arrivals differs from the numbedepartures even in case of internal migration. In
Tajikistan this residual is equal approximateh8@®0 persons annually. It is used as the base for
adjustments for population balance correctionterthe next census the population quantity will
be adjusted as well.
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Box 3. The problem of “zero” internal net migration

Such a situation is caused by ‘double’ way of ntigrastatistics collection is Tajikistan (and som
other CIS counties) : at the moment of migration types of primary forms are filled out — coupan
of “departure” (in the pace of origin) and coupdriarrival” in the place of destination. Each fibé
documents is processed separately. Statisticeprtlres identifies direction of future emigratio
(or out-migration) by information provided by migtaalthough the factual place of destination may
be quite different. Statistics of arrivals is mprecise, as it is based on factual events. Itis a
traditional bottleneck of ‘double’ statistics, dugithe soviet period statisticians used to have a
problem of ‘zero’ internal migration, as declareedtions of departure differed from factual places
of destination. In Russian Federation since 199% ome type of primary forms is used fro internal
migration (coupons of arrival). These data arerithisted by the regions of origin to provide
statistics of out-migration). Coupons of departare used only in case of emigration to another
country.

D

-

8. Comparison of flows of immigrants and emigrants : letween receiving and sending
countries

38. Relatively low figures of migration flows indldata prove that this region has a special
migration regime, when thousands of migrants mava temporary basis to get a job. Visa-free
system greatly facilitate regular visits to the ooy of origin, and many migrants do not apply for
the resident status and do not intend to becomenads of the destination country. Their families
remain in the home country. Partially it is caubgdinderdeveloped legislation and difficulties in
obtaining of a permanent resident status. In Rubsigprocess of Residence permit acquisition is
rather complicated and major part of migrantsmainapply for it or do not want doing it.

39. The accuracy of comparison strongly depends ort adantries are comparedhere are the
states with intensive and numerous migration flomtsje some directions of migration are very
‘weak’. Annual numbers may be hardly comparablettiersame reason.

40. The procedure of comparison was as followga dacountry X on total emigration to the
country Y within the period since 2000 till 2006 sseompared with total immigration from X
counted in the country Y. Comparison of data somex was difficult because of very low figures
(even aggregated volumes of flows within the 7-ym&rod). For instance in 2000-2006 Ukraine
registered only 108 emigrants who left for Taji&ist Belarus — counted 51 emigrants which moved
to Tajikistan , Azerbaijan — 47 persons who entgpdo Moldova etc.

41. Understanding of coverage both of immigrants amigeants is importantTheoretically —

in the ideal variant data on emigrants collectethencountry of origin should coincide with data on
immigrants from the same country in the countrgestination, i.e. each migrant must be recorded
twice’. To get information on the “degree” of coveragiémmigration, it is necessary to make a
reversal procedure. Table 8 shows that in Kyrgyzand Uzbekistan the number of immigrants
from the other CIS countries by 60% exceeded amolumigrants that have left for these
countries and were de-registered in the countfiesigin. Kyrgyzstan also demonstrates a better
coverage of emigrants (170% of immigrants fromd$sstan counted in the other countries). In
absolute figures Ukraine has the biggest ‘ovaregtion’ of immigration (to be more precise — most
considerable positive residual) - about 65000qressduring the 7-year period.

® Enrico Bisogno. Measuring emigration: various opsi for a difficult challenge. Expert Group Meetimy measuring
international migration. New York, 4-7 December @0BowerPoint presentation.
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42. A much lower size of flows of immigrants was olesgin Moldovaespecially by its
Population Register that covered about 41% ofowmfbf migrants from the other 9 countries of the
CIS). As official statistics of emigration in Molda since 2002 is totally based on population
register data both sources covered only about 408tma@rants.

43. The Russian Federation also demonstrates an '@stienation’both of immigrants (about

134 thousand) and emigrants (over 100 thousandppser The coverage of immigrants is not so bad
(about 90% of emigrants to RF counted in the otlo@ntries), while emigrants are registered worse
(77% of immigrants from the RF in the CIS).

Table 8. “Coverage” of immigrants counted in the cantries of destination and emigrants
counted in the countries of origin. 2000-2006, peoss.

‘Coverage’

Difference between of ‘Coverage’

immigrants counted in the Difference between emigrants| immigrants | of emigrants

country of destination and | counted in the country of origin (immigrants | (emigrants

emigrants counted in the and immigrants counted in the| to to

countries of origin countries of destination emigrants) | immigrants)
Amenia -1626,5 -10909 0,80 0,84
Azerbaijan -1802,5 -23361 0,48 0,58
Belarus 17968 -5634,6 1,19 0,90
Kazakhstan 10990,b 225155 1,03 1/05
Kyrgyzstan 11069,5 76449 1,60 1,70
Moldova CSB -4206 -48496,b 0,73 0,42
Moldova PR -9137 -50890,b 0,41 0,89
Russia -133632 -100423/5 0,90 0,77
Tajikistan 1117,5 14765,5 1,14 1,26
Ukraine 64606,5 -15700 1,35 0,94
Uzbekistan 17032,% 143904 1,61 1,34

44.  To understand the degree of difference or anityl of data on the same flows of migrants
collected in sending and receiving countries thgregated data (for the whole period) were
transformed into a matrix (Tables A) Then, datdaromigrants in the countries of destination were
related to the numbers of emigrants from the caesmwf origin (table _B Annexes ), and vice
versa — numbers of emigrants were related to imanigrto evaluate the coverage of emigrants in
the country of origin. In both cases is was supgakat the comparison will show the degree of
‘'underestimation’ in one of the compared countries.

45.  The closest to ‘1’ ratio among the countriebl@g D Annexes ) demonstrated Belarus and
Ukraine (coverage of counter flows in both coursljeRussia and Ukraine (number of immigrants
in the RF was very close to number of emigrantaunted in Ukraine). Rather good (about 90% of
coincidence ) was the correlation in data of Kastkih and Uzbekistan, Armenia and Ukraine (also
about 90%).

46. A problematic correlation was demonstrated betwthe data on immigrants and

emigrants from Armenia in Ukraine (there were 2etimore immigrants than emigrants),

from Moldova in Belarus — 2.2 ; from Russia in BkIstan ( 2,3 times more immigrants than
emigrants 22206 to 9550 persons respectivel\grd wvere even more unsatisfactory ratios, but the
numbers of migrants were very low to consider camspa be reliable.
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47.  As estimation of emigration is one of the mptdresting and difficult issue, we shall focus
on this results. Technically it is the same pracedf reversal data correlation, but for the psgso
of comprehension how good is the coverage of emigriais better to use this variant. (Table E
Annexes ). The coverage of emigrants was the gborévoldova (all directions, but especially to
the RF and Ukraine 46 and 40% of immigrants fromddwea respectively), in Azerbaijan
regarding emigration to Ukraine (32% of immigrafntsn Azerbaijan in Ukraine); in Russia (data
on emigration to Kyrgyzstan — covered only 40%moimigrants from the RF in Kyrgyzstan). The
best coverage of emigration from Russia was obddrvéhe direction of Azerbaijan and Armenia.
Moldova ‘underestimated’ migration inflow frometiRF.

48.  The results of migration exchange between d@tries could also be compared using the
data on net migration, estimated in the countrgrafin and country of destination (Table C,
Annexes).

Chart 1 Comparison of net migration estimated in he Belarus, Kazakhstan , the RF
and Ukraine and the otherCIS countries 2000-2006, persons.
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49.  The countries of the biggest volumes of flotwsvg considerable difference in estimation of
net migration. More often sending countries showalger size of negative net migration (Chart 1).
In the case of Russia Uzbekistan ‘overestimatedration loss, during the period of observation the
difference made about 100000 persons (Russia didaumt them). In the case of Belarus (the only
CIS state that as well as Russia has a positiveiggation) Moldova, Azerbaijan, Russian and
Ukraine ‘underestimated’ net migration (negatibg)about 40% on the average. More detailed
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analysis proved that both volume of net migratiod eorrelation between immigrants and
emigrants may vary from year to year. It wortlindoa comparison of annual data in order to
monitor the possible changes.

50. Russia and Ukrain€Comparison of annual data on migration flows betwdkraine and
Russia showed quite an unbelievable situatiomces2005 both countries had positive net
migration in mutual migration exchange (although figures are hardly comparable: in 2006 Russia
had + 20795 and Ukraine + 2017 ‘net-migrants’).s§an statistics demonstrates increasing
numbers of immigrants from Ukraine in 2005 and 2@@6ile Ukraine shows simultaneous decrease
of emigration to the RF. Of course it might havepened due to some peculiarities of registration
or de-registration of migrants. An additional ietigation should be undertaken by national
statistical institutes to clarify the situation aebid incorrect interpretation of the real trends.

Chart 2. Migration flows and net migration in Ukraine and the RF. 2000-2006, persons
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51. Ukraine and Kazakhsta&ince 2002 departures from Kazakhstan to Ukrasuest being
registered worse than arrivals to Ukraine, whileuwge of the counter flow seems to be estimated
almost similarly both in Ukraine and Kazakhstant Mégration in 2000-2006 in Kazakhstan was
‘underestimated’, in Ukraine it was almost 3 timmesre considerable, although its volumes rather
small (in 2007 —164 persons in Kazakhstan and +HibQkraine).

Chart 3 Migration flows and net migration in Kazakhstan and Ukraine. 2000-2006, persons
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52. Kazakhstan and the Russian Federati®uasstat ‘underestimates’ emigratimrather than
immigrationfrom Kazakhstan, therefore net migration appears toidiger in volume, but the
general trend seems to be the same. Although thledifference in coverage of net migration in
Kazakhstan and Russia is not dramatic (+308 thalsaRussia and -301 thousand in Kazakhstan
within the 7- year interval), it masks consideradot@ual differences.
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Chart 4 Migration flows and net migration between Kazakhsta and the RF 2000-2006,
Persons
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53.
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Kazakhstan and Uzbekistaithese countries demonstrate more or less cldaasodahe

flows in the same direction. Even in case of gomdetation in data a certain difference could be

noticed in estimation of emigrants by statistiagdracy of Kazakhstan and immigrants from RK in
Uzbekistan. However, the numbers are relatively éma do not influence the situation in general:
absolute volumes of net migration in both coustaee very similar for every year of observation.

Chart 5. Migration flows and net migration in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. 2000-2006,
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Chart 6.
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The case of Moldovia of a special interestComparing statistics of Moldova (collected by
the Central Statistical Bureau and data obtainech fthe Population register) with statistics of
Russia we could notice that CSB data appears todse complete as they include information from
the Ministry of interior and provide better covesagf some categories of migrants that are
underestimated by the PR. The main problem in dataparability could be seen on the second
chart - statistics of Moldova and Russia demorssti@ite an opposite trend in migration to
Moldova: Rosstat observes permanent decrease gration and Moldova observes a simultaneous
increase in immigration from Russia.

Migration flows and net migration in Moldova and the RF.
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55.  Georgiawas the only country which abolished the systemegistration in a place of
residence after the country had declared its inudgece. Current statistics of migration was
undermined and the Census-2002 became an unigoeect@collect information on recent
migration trends. Statistics Georgia provided aatdife-time migrants which moved to Georgia
from abroad in 2000-2001. The comparison of dath statistics on emigration to Georgia from the
CIS countries ( Table 9) showed that annual figutifered at least twice (there were more
immigrants in Georgia than emigrants to the coynttyseems that the aggregated data on emigrants
for 2 years - 2000 and 2001 looks very similah® data on immigrants which arrived in Georgia in
2000. However, the figures are rather low (exoeigration from the RF) and it may be just a
coincidence. Besides, Georgia did not count imnnitgr@n the territory of Abkhazia, while

countries of emigration identified the directionewhigration for these persons as “Georgia” and
theoretically there should be fewer immigrants go€ia than emigrants to the country.

56. Sex composition of migration flow$o check the ‘quality’ of coverage it is necessary
compare some other characteristics of flows. Foumtries provided information on sex of
immigrants and emigrants. The comparison was samestnot possible because of very low figures
of migrants.

Chart 7. Males ratio among immigrants and emigrans from selected CIS countries in Russia
and Kazakhstan. 2000-2006, %
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57. Russia and Kazakhstan were chosen as therdataoae substantial. There was a certain
difference in data collected in Azerbaijan on emiigs and in Kazakhstan and Russia on
immigrants from this state: percentage of malesragimmigrants was obviously higher than
among emigrants counted in Azerbaijan. It may meéanderestimation’ of either emigration of
males from Azerbaijan or immigration of femaieshe countries of destination . The flows from
other countries demonstrate very similar sex caitipm of flows. However, the comparison was
limited with very low figures of immigrants and egrants in some countries. (For more detailed
data see annex 5)
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Table 9. Georgian census data on life time immigras (20001-2001) and statistics of
emigration to Georgia from the CIS countries

2000 (Country of | 2001 (Country of | 2000-2001

2000 (Census of 2001 (Census of origin data on origin data on Country of
Country of origin Georgia) Georgia) emigrants) emigrants) origin data
Armenia 192 405 66 61 127
Azerbaijan 180 344 97 53 150
Belarus 29 46 5 26 31
Kazakhstan 72 99 38 42 80
Kyrgyzstan 5 7 12 6 18
Moldova 12 17 0 0 0
Russia 3200 3746 1802 1339 3141
Tajikistan 5 12 8 18 26
Turkmenistan 1 11
Ukraine 271 441 207 97 304
Uzbekistan 25 29 21 10 31
Total 3992,0 5157 2256 1652 3908
9. Citizenship of emigrants and immigrants: comarison of data on flows.

58. Considerations to be taken into accoubata on citizenship of migrants was provided by
several countries. Comparison is based on infoomateceived from BelarfisUkraine and
Moldova for the period 2000 - 2006. Period ofafation for the RF differed (2002-2006) due to
the lack of data for the previous years. Data ftbenother countries showed very low numbers of
foreign migrants.

59.  There was a very important limitation in analgt capabilities of collected data on
citizenship of immigrants and emigrants (tablesi@ 4). The requested information was provided
only by citizenship of immigrants and emigrantsgspective of the direction of migratiolt was

not possible to define where the citizens of eamintry arrived from or moved to. It is clear that
both parameters do not obligatory coincide. It ddag¢ assumed that it is more likely that major part
of Kazakhstan citizens move to Kazakhstan fromRReand the citizens of Ukraine move to
Ukraine. Ethnicity perhaps could be helpful hesereany countries have this information (although
ethnicity does not obligatory coincide with theedition of migration or citizenship). As the
nationals also were not distributed by the coustoieorigin and destination, it blocked further
comparison of data.

60. The following data was compared: Citizenshiprohigrants (tab.2), Immigrants (tab.1.)
Citizenship of emigrants (tab.4), Emigrants (tab.3)

61. Composition of migration flows of immigrantsta@migrants (in terms of citizenship)
differs, also it is not the same in each of theceld countries.

® Belarus was the only country which provided in tisle 2 statistics on residence permits issueébfeigners by the
MOIL.
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Table 10. Ratio of foreigners in flows of immigrais in/ and emigrants from the CIS selected
countries, (Belarus*, Ukraine, Moldova PR — 2000-215, Russia — 2003-2006), %

Immigrants (country of destination) Emigrafdeuntry of origin)
Country of
citizenship UKRAINE| RUSSIA| MOLDOVA| BELARUS UKRAINE| RUSSIA| MOLDOVA
Armenia 64,4% 12,19 101,4% 105,6% 87,0% 8,3% 100,0%
Azerbaijan 64,6% 8,2% 97,1% 96,3% 65,5% 12,3% 78,6%
Belarus 31,1% 4,8% 74,2% 5,3% 1,6% 5,2%
Georgia 65,1% 5,0% 101,7% 100,9% 61,4% 5,4% 64,7%
Kazakhstan 35,9% 6,5% 89,36 38,2% 31,4% 4,0% 40,2%
Kyrgyzstan 46,1% 4,9% 100,0% 53,4% 48,0% 5,4% 75,0%
Moldova 25,8% 5,7% 81,1% 23,8% 5,6%
Russia 38,6% 53,5% 92,0% 11,8% 2,6%
Tajikistan 43,9% 6,09 91,7% 75,6% 88,9% 5,4% 88,9%
Turkmenistan 61,69 6,4% 91,7% 44,7% 89,2% 7,3% 50,0%
Ukraine 9,4% 80,29 74,0% 6,2% 9,8%
Uzbekistan 36,39 11,4% 101,66 139,8% 59,6% 8,3% 97,6%
Total
foreigners** 43,8% 8,2% 81,3% 82,8% 10,1% 3,2% 14,4%
Total
nationals 53,4%| 89,7% 18,7% 17,2% 88,2%| 95,4% 85,6%

* Data on nationality of emigrants from Belarusrevaot provided.
**Stateless and ‘unknown’ are not included

62. Immigrants in Moldova and Belarus are mainkeigners. In Ukraine the average ratio of
foreigners is about 43% but strongly depends erctiuntry of origin and may vary from 25% in
case of Moldova to almost 65% in case of the coemtf Caucasus. Russia demonstrates the
smallest ratio of foreigners among immigrants. i&Rat foreigners in registered immigration flows
depends on the country of immigrant’s origin. ¥ré is a bilateral agreement on simplified
procedure of citizenship acquisition , immigrantstfacquire citizenship of the country of
destination and then are registered as citizetis®tountry. It can explain lower percentage of
foreigners among immigrants from Kazakhstan andyi@gstan in Ukraine. Similar situation is
observed in Russia (it will be described below)arny nationals of Moldova have double citizenship
(Ukrainian is the second), this fact may explaihealow ratio of foreigners among immigrants
from Moldova. There were certain trends in rafidoveigners among immigrants during the 2000-
2006, decreasing in Moldova (from 83% in 2000 t&678 2006) and increasing in Ukraine (from
37% in 2000 to over 51% in 2006). In Belarus andgrthere were fluctuations but they do not
allow to make definite conclusion because the pesaather short

Chart 8. Ratio of foreigners and nationals in migation flows in selected CIS countries , %
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63. Composition of emigrants by nationality in #gn@untries is more or less similar, about 88-
95% of emigrants are nationals. Percentage obmalt in flow of emigrants depends on direction
of emigration: emigrants from Belarus and Ukraimé&ussia are mainly nationals of the country of
origin, while emigrants to the countries of Causaand Central Asia are foreigners. Emigration of
foreigners from Russia is underestimated for tlasoa described below.

64. The main problem about the data on the citizenshipigrants is an extremely low
percentage of foreigners in migration flows in Bwssian Federatiorit was observed within the
whole period since data started being processé&tere are two main reasons on why a low
percentage of foreigners is showing: a) changeésita collection procedures and b) (for
immigrants only) rather big numbers of foreign ingnaints from certain states which acquire the RF
citizenship in a simplified manner (only in 3 masiter arrival) and which are registered and
counted as nationals.

a) Statistics collected in the RF was seriouslgaéd in 2002 when certain changes occurred
in the rules of data collection. Since 2002 médthogy of data collection was established
only for nationals. This reason affected botlnestion of in- and out- migration of

foreigners in Russia, although emigrants are inaseeck likely to be the RF nationals moving
abroad.

Box 4. Reasons for underestimation of foreign migmts in Russia.

In 2002 the new federal Law on status of foreigmethie RF was adopted. This Law (for the finstet
in the RF history) defined basic principles of kgnepopulation data bank creation. Unfortunately
nothing was said in the Law about communicaticetsvben administrative sources of data and Russian
official statistics. Besides, nothing was writtdroat necessity to collect primary information foet
needs of Rosstat. It means that since 2002 there any legal act which prescribes either tdrfithe
primary statistical form for foreigners registeiadRussia, or to send any statistical data on rtimna
flows from the Federal migration service to RoSstat

Theoretically no statistical forms for foreignerbavarrive in or leave from Russia should have been
filled in and forwarded to Rosstat. It was expectedt Rosstat would receive information only |on
migration of the RF nationals. In practice, in somegions police agencies (due to the tradition)
continued to collect primary data for Rosstat; e tother, they stopped collecting data for Rosgstat
because of the understanding that it was ho mardatk For example, according to Rosstat data i@ 200
and 2003 in Moscow there were absolutely(z®ro) immigrants with foreign citizenship. Duri@g03-
2006 among 42527 international migrants whichvadiin Moscow there were only 41 persons W
foreign citizenship and 3249 were stateless omdididentify their nationality. The RF capitoldse of
the most attractive regions for foreign migrantg aoch low figures of foreign immigrants seem to| be
unrealistic. Within the same period several thodsaof foreigners got residence permits in Moscow|bu
were not included to official statistics. Similatuation was observed in many other regions oRRke

ith

b) The second reason partially influenced stasssicforeignimmigrationin the RF. In 1999

an agreement on simplified way of citizenship asijioin was signed by Belarus, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and the Russian Federation. As a ruRussia all applicants for citizenship must
stay in the country for a certain period in theugtaf a residence permit holder until they
acquire the RF citizenship. Citizens of the abova&imeed states do not need any residence

" These commentaries were included into introductiothe Demographic Yearbook of Russia (chapteiigtation”,
“Methodology description”), and Migration Statigicrearbook of Russia-, although it can not expldie size of
migration flows underestimation. It means , thatei 2002 citizenship appeared to become a critéoioaxclusion of
migrants from statistical observation. IN the efi@@06 a bilateral decision was reached between BMBRosstat and
since 2007 the data will be colleted on migrantscivlyet the temporary residence permit as it isgabdry before an
application for a permanent residence permit.
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permit to apply for the RF nationality. Just arivaal they submit the necessary application
for citizenship and decision was made in 3 montherefore these persons in 3 months after
arrival theoretically could be registered in thagad of residence as the RF nationals. As
percentage of immigrants from these states is rilgd (especially from Kazakhstan — about
26-30 % of annual inflow; 4% and 6 % from Belaamsl Kyrgyzstan respectively) it
influences the size of the whole flow. (More degdiinformation about average period of
expectation of the RF citizenship was not availpble

65. Numbers of foreign immigrants could be also camgavith flows of emigrants from the
country of the same nationalitggeping in mind that the data on the country ofgeation was not
available). On the average, the results of sochparison were satisfactory , except the case of
Russia for the mentioned above reasons. In a iegetountry ‘X’ the number of foreign immigrants
of a certain nationality 'y’ was rather close tanmber of emigrants who moved from 'y’ to ‘X’
However, it is clear that emigrants from any coymtiay have different nationalities and citizens of
the same state may emigrate to different destingatibhe charts present the data on the main
countries of migrants’ origin in selected countiB$ is excluded to make the data on other
countries more ‘visible’).

Chart 9. Numbers of foreign immigrants, total immigrants and emigrants from selected CIS
countries in Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine (2000-2006and Russia (2002-2006)
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66. In Belarus the number fidreign mmigrants which got the residence permits from M@is
very close to the amount of all emigrants which fief Belarus from the country of the same
nationality. In Moldova a considerably lowemmoers of immigrants make it difficult to
interpret the data, although the number of foramgmigrants is very close to the number of
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immigrants registered in Moldova. In Ukraine thmbers of foreign immigrants are twice lower
than numbers of emigrants from the same countniétkraine. However the difference is even
bigger if foreigners are compared with statistitgromigrants from the same countries in Ukraine.
In the case of the RF the same discrepanciesimadgin of migration of foreigners could be
observed: while emigrants and immigrants from tle@nneountries of origin look very muck alike,
number of foreigners is extremely low.

67.  Conclusion About 90% of immigrants in Belarus and Moldovaldess than % in Ukraine
are foreigners. In Russia percentage of foreigisezgtremely low because of the revised data
collection procedure and rather big number of fpremmigrants could acquire the RF citizenship
very soon after arrival and are registered as nakso

10.  Comparison of data on migration with informatian on citizenship acquisition.

68.  To bridge the data on immigrants / emigranth wfatistics of citizenship acquisition
information from Belarus, the Russian Federationl dkraine was used. All the countries are
receiving countries for many emigrants from therfer USSR republics of the Central Asia and
Caucasus, although Ukraine is also sending emigtarthe RE Comparability of statistics was
problematic for the other countries which providleese statistics as well. Numbers of persons that
acquired new nationality were extremely low asphmcess depends on whether the state is a
sending or receiving country.

69.  Statistics of citizenship acquisition is, pgrhithe most dependent on politics. Sometimes it
is difficult to explain difference or similarity b&een data on immigration and on citizenship
acquisition. As a rule it is impossible to get tizenship immediately just after arrival. Legisden
establishes special terms of citizenship acquaisifior different types of foreigners, that imply
different periods of waiting. For instance in Ressmay be 3 or (normally) 5 years after arrjval
the same is in Ukraine, etc. Some categories ofigrants (which may be very numerous) acquire
citizenship through a simplified procedure justifew months after arrival, while the others must
wait’. It may influence the aggregated data.

70.  To make a sensible comparison it is necessatgdst) to have data on the year of arrival,
type of citizenship acquisition (simplified or naathand year of application for the citizenship.
New administrative rules and changes in legistati@y cause temporary fluctuations in data, so it
worth knowing this context as well. Too many unkmovariables may influence the results of
comparative analysis.

71. Belarus.Data on citizenship of emigrants from Belarus warssing, as only information on
issued exit permits for nationals was availabld (mi by the countries of future residence). Data o
citizenship acquisition were available for 2005 2006.

72.  On the average data on citizenship acquistiiwrelate with statistics of immigration. In
2000-2002 numbers of persons which acquired tharBgian citizenship was lower than the
amount of immigrants. This ‘arrearage’ was compttsan 2003-2004, when citizenship was
granted more often than facts of immigration wegistered. Since 2005 there was an obvious

8 Positive net-migration in Ukraine in exchange wRthssia should be analyzed more thoroughly as Fhda®a do not
prove it.

? In Russia period of simplified citizenship acqtiési differs: for citizens of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyastand Belarus it
lasts for 3 months (without residence permit),ditizens of visa-free states - 8 months, and fbeoforeigners — up to
12 months, in this case temporary residence pésrobligatory to apply for the RF citizenship..
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decrease in procedures of citizenship acquisitioany case it correlates with decreasing numbers
of immigrants. Additional information is necess&mymake the analysis better grounded.

Chart 10. Immigrants and citizenship acquisitionin Belarus, 2000-2006 , persons

(a) by year (2000-2006) (b) by selected countoifesrigin
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acquired O Immigrants in Belarus (total) 387 308 1726 261 514 110 3986 658

73. AsBelarus is a participant of the agreenoangimplified terms of citizenship acquisition
and one of a few receiving countries (of CIS)e, same phenomenon (as it the case of Russia)
could be observed: many immigrants from KazakhatahKyrgyzstan first acquire the citizenship
of Belarus and later are registered as nationaligrants, that is why number of foreign immigrants
is much lower than the number of persons which legiired the citizenship of RB.

74. Russian Federationln 2003 the new legislation (adopted in 2002) stalisidg applied,

and the extremely low figures on citizenship acigjois in 2003 are explained with some
administrative reasons (total - 272,7 thousand®22 only 38,1 in 2003 and over 333 thousand in
2004). Since 2004 we could notice that an amoupeafons which acquired the RF citizenship is
permanently higher than both number of immigrant$ @migrants (data of the countries of origin).
The closest in number (to citizenship granted pesswas the stock of residence permit holders.
The main difference between the countries is devi@l except Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Kyrgyzstan number of residence permit holderdggdr that umber of immigrants The chart 11 (b)
demonstrates that there are many more former redsiaf the three countries mentioned above
which acquired the RF citizenship without residepeamit. The difference (residual) between
persons granted the RF citizenship and immigraatswery big, however these people have had
arrived sometimes to the RF to get the citizendBgsides as it was explained by an expert of the
Federal Migration service of the RF, only part thpsople after citizenship acquisition were
registered in @lace of residence (and included into Russiansties of immigration)Those who

did not have their own dwelling space might haverbesgistered ia place of stayn a hired
apartments or at their relatives’ places. In tlisecstatistics does not observe these migrants,
although they arrived in RF for residence and Haen de-registered in the country of ort§in

10 De-registration in the country of origin in onetbé conditions of application for the RF citizeipsfinformation
provided by the FMS of Russia expert Vladimir Byrov
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Chart 11. Immigrants and citizenship acquisition inRussia, 2003-2006, persons
(1) by year (2003-2006)

Immigration and citizenship acquisition in Russia (2003-2006) by
years, persons

(b) by selected coestaf orign
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75. Partially the discrepancies in data observeaHimva rather short period 2000-2006 could be

explained if we extend the period of observatiookida the 1990-ies.

76.  Chart 12 shows that in the first half of 1986-many more immigrants arrived in the RF
than there were persons granted the RF citizenSimpe 1992 till 2006 about 7.8 million
immigrants arrived in the RF and 4.2 million persgot the RF citizenship. It was the period when
thousands of migrants (mainly — Russian speakingohthe Russian ethnicity) from the former
USSR republics arrived in Russia having the forth86R passports. Many of these people did not
apply for the RF citizenship immediately as thoasgports were still valid in Russia. Since 1992
till 2006 , 88% of all immigrants arrived in Russiefore 2001 and 12 % - after. About 60% of all
persons which were granted the RF citizenship bedam RF nationals in 1992-2000, and about
40% in 2001-2006.

Chart 12. Immigration and citizenship acquisitionin Russia in 1992-2006, persons
Immigration and citizenship acquisition in the RF in 1992-2006,
persons.
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77. New legislation on the RF citizenship (20023 batablished rather strict rules for persons
without the passports issued in the RF (i.e.- @itghip). In 2002-2004 issuance of new passports
was campaigned in Russia. Former immigrants bemapply for the RF citizenship to get valid
documents. Therefore there still is a certain midgéof migrants which arrived many years ago
and only since 2002 began to apply for the RF aitship”.

78. In any case the preliminary conclusion, (altffodisappointing), may be as follows: two
types of administrative data (citizenship acqusitand residence permits) accord much better than
administrative data and official statistics of naigon. A more thorough research should be done to
understand the reason of such dramatic discrepaimciata on immigration and citizenship
acquisition. In general , an experience of analgsiadministrative data for the RF showed that in
this country residence permits holders acquireReitizenship rather quickly. As only certain
categories of foreigners may use this privilegeoiild be an additional characteristic of immigsant
in Russia: many of them have relative ties with R nationals.

79. Ukraine Data on immigrants show a decline in procedufestiaenship granting,

emigration to Ukraine, while according to Ukrammistatistics the flows of foreign immigrants are
even growing and total amount of immigrants iseattable since 2002. The comparison is rather
successful in case of the Caucasian states: nushlf@reign immigrants was very close to number
of persons which acquired the citizenship withia game time interval.

Chart 13. Immigrants and citizenship acquisitionin Ukraine, persons
(1) by year (2000-2006) (b) by selected coestaf orighn
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m Total foreign immigrants in Ukraine 14078 11106 11980 13264 13109 14355
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80.  An extremely high number of immigrants from Ekilstan which were acquired the
Ukrainian citizenship may be explained with thegass of repatriation of the Crimea Tatars from
Uzbekistan to Crimea and their naturalization inaitke'>. Correlation between data on immigrants
from Kazakhstan in Ukraine and persons that aedulUkrainian citizenship could be explained
by similar reasons as it was done for the RF (iadiaation of migrants which moved to Ukraine in
1990-ies) and by simplified procedures of citizepsitquisition within the bilateral agreement.

1 Taking into account that since the middle of 1889-migration is underestimated by official stéatis the potential
may be even more considerable.

2 There was a big diaspora of the Crimean Tatakizivekistan after they had been deported from Griméhe middle
of the XX century, since the 1990-ies the procdsspmatriation is still going on. In 2002 an estiethstock of Crimean
Tatars outside Ukraine was equal to 250-300 thalipansons.
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81. Inthe case of Moldova situation is differévibldova is one of a few countries that
recognized double citizenship, so nationals ofddwh can acquire the citizenship of Ukraine and
any other state and do not need to disclaim threiripus citizenship or immigration for residefite
Besides there is a special agreement on cross+bawegperation between the countries which
facilitates acquisition of Ukrainian citizenship fi@sidents of certain regions of Moldova. In any
case, the political context is very important iseaf Ukraine as the conditions and circumstances
of citizenship acquisition are affected by manyitmal factors.

82.  ConclusionCitizenship acquisition data in the CIS countrigerggly depends on legislation
peculiarities that define special terms for immigsafrom selected countries. Contemporary
situation in the sphere of citizenship acquisii®mfluenced by trends in migration flows in 1990
ies as well.

11. Stocks of foreign and foreign born poputén and citizenship acquisition

83.  The main problem of compilation of these daith wtatistics of citizenship acquisition is as
follows. It is necessary to know the period ofvatias major part of foreign born migrants who
moved many years ago — before the breakup of 8®@RJwhen the migrants had the same
citizenship. Although the ratio of persons bortsale the country is not high , it can show the
results of recent migration only if the data isided by period of arrival. Percentage of persons
which arrived in the country before the breakuphef USSR was rather high : in Ukraine it made
85% and in Belarus — 68% of population born outsidecountry. If we want to analyze trends in
citizenship acquisition it worth to choose the dataoreign population (if possible — of recentgea
of arrival). In most countries, percentage of fgreborn population was higher than ratio of foreign
born population but ratio of foreign populatiortle CIS countries is very low.

Chart 14. Ratio of foreign and foreign born populdion in total resident population of selected
CIS countries % (Source — National Censuses roundR0, stateless and unknown are not
included)
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13 Although the requested data (table 8) shouldteealy to persons who acquired citizenship insigecountry, we ¢
do not have information whether they were immigsaottjust temporary migrants in Ukraine.

4 except the case of Kazakhstan which could be teneisting pattern for investigation if data onzstiship were
available
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84. Majority of the countries provided informatifrom the recent population censuses — data on
foreign and foreign born population. In Belarus M@dta on residence permits was available, and
in Moldova — data from the population registem(@s described earlier with a negative conclusion
on comparability with citizenship acquisition data)

85.  Statistics Belarus provided information on ktotforeign residents based on residence
permits holders in the country in 2000-2006 (Cend@99 information was available only for
foreign born). Number of foreign residents appddoebe more numerous than number of persons
which acquired the Belarusian citizenship (5 -ifr@&st in different years of observation). In 2000
citizenship was granted to 20,4 thousand persohnige where were about 95 thousand of foreign
residents in the country. In 2006 the proportios W&5 to 117 thousand persons respectively. Only
in case of Kyrgyzstan (although the numbers atberdow) , Kazakhstan and Ukraine the figures
did not differ so much, but still could not explahe regime of citizenship acquisition by foreign
residents of the country

Table 11. Resident foreign population (t.6 templas) and citizenship acquisition in Belarus,
persons.

Foreign Foreign Citizenship Citizenship

Population Population Acquisition Acquisition

2005 2006 2005 2006
Kazakhstan 4271 4145 1132 893
Russia 71921 77 176 1296 1415
Ukraine 17578 2473 1724 1346
Kyrgyzstan 294 266 160 181
Total 111 098 117 372 8182 6570

86. Itis clear that an additional informatiomiscessary to better understand the trends in
citizenship acquisition process and residence pessuance in Belarus.

87. Russian Federation.Rosstat provided data from the population Cen802 &n foreign
resident and foreign born population. In Octobdd2@®ver 1025413 foreign residents in RF which
identified their citizenship ( 88% of them — natdsof the CIS states); 429891 - stateless psrson
and 1269023 residents who did not identify thationality. Comparing the data on resident
foreigners stock in October 2002 with number ospes which acquired the RF citizenship in
2003-2006 we can suppose that the y were very ahosase of Ukraine; if we add immigrants who
arrived within the same period to the stock of igmers from these states (in 2002) it could be
supposed that emigrants from Armenia , Azerbaijah@eorgia also acquired the RF citizenship till
the end of 2006. However, additional informatiomésessary both on migrants and persons granted
the RF citizenship to check if it was the same pentpan.
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Chart 15. Foreign resident population, flows of imngrants and citizenship acquisition in Ukraine and
Russia (period after the population censuses)
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88.  Ukraine.At the moment of Census 2001 foreign populatibblaaine made 167984

persons, 18472 of them — nationals of the CIS ¢camst82550 residents were stateless and 40364
— did not identify the citizenship. Comparison atalseems to be not effective enough as data
differ dramatically. Although number of persons wataguired the Ukrainian citizenship was close

to the stock of foreigners of the same nationalftgr the census it is not clear, how many foreign
immigrants (which arrived in Ukraine after the casjsalso acquired the citizenship of the country
of destination. Only in case of Moldova, it is ygossible that foreigners which resided in Ukeain
at the moment of census were granted the Ukratiteenship within the next few years.

89.  Conclusion.Comparison of data on stocks of foreign populatwith data on citizenship
acquisition is effective and explicit only in cart cases, so additional information in necessary f
a better interpretation of this statistics.

12.  An experience of compilation of data from di#rent sources

90. Additional information on migration was availabler the Russian FederatioBesides the
template tables prepared by Rosstat, some data the Federal migration service were available:
number of residence permits ( permanent — PRReangorary - TRP) issued in 2003-2006 and
number of foreigners with valid residence permutsthe same years (ANNEX 3-4). The
comparison of these data was done with statistiésreign immigrants in the RF and emigrants
from the CIS countries to the RF. (The analysis Waited by data: statistics of citizenship of
emigrants was not provided by the direction of maiigm.)

91. Data on flows of allmmigrants and permanent residence pertit8RP) issuedn the RF

did not correlate well because many of immigraet&ef foreigners) did not need residence permits
for the reasons mentioned above. It could be swapthat official statistics of foreign immigrants
includes only those persons who get a permaneidierese permit and this assumption was proven

15 As a rule application for a permanent residencenjiés possible only after at least one year afpierary residence in
the RF in the status of a TRP holder. TRP is is$ae@ years. Both TRP and PRP allow a foreigoneagply for the RF
citizenship. Temporary residence permit as wethasRF citizenship could also be obtained befioigration to
Russia, if a person applies to the RF consulatéorfhation on these persons was not availablegyio® of waiting for
the temporary residence permit normally lasts fardhths ,. But for persons
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by the FMS data on issued PRP. After the campdighange of documents (valid residence
permits) in 2003-2004 (new Law started to work @2), the numbers of issuggermanent
residence permits became very close to numbe@eigh immigrants registered by Rosstat. It
means, that many foreign immigrants wiémporaryresidence permits will be registered as
residents only in 1-3 years , after they obtaingéemanent residence permit. (therefore the year of
arrival of nationals and foreigners in Rosstat dasey differ). However the coincidence of data is
not overall: the figures are very close in the aafdéazakhstan, rather close in case of Kyrgyzstan
Ukraine and Belarus, more or less close in cageroénia, but is quite different in case of
Uzbekistan and Azerbaijan. Anyway the size of tlesihconsiderable flows of immigrants was
rather similar to the number of citizens of the eastates who got the permanent residence permit
within the period of observation. The average dati@n of foreign immigrants counted by Rosstat
to the number of issued Permanent residence pesnigsy close to 1.

Chart 16. Issued permanent residence permits (FM8f Russia data) and number of foreign
immigrants (Rosstat data) in Russia.
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92 Issued temporary residence permdsrrelate well with statistics of emigration emted in

the countries of origin only if citizens of thesates must have a residence permit to apply for
citizenship in future. Numbers of emigrants froajikistan and Uzbekistan (counted in these
countries) were rather close to numbers of thgteary residence permits issued for the citizens
of these states. However taking into account g vegensive labour migration from these countries
to the RF (including long-term migrants) the figairecluded into official statistics (both from FMS
and national statistical institutes) seem to beerasmall. Correlation between emigration and
temporary residence permits issuance in the RFndispen citizenship of emigrants. In 2005-2006
Rosstat counted 325759 immigrants (both foreigaasnationals) from the CIS countries, NSIs of
the countries of origin counted 270356 emigramtsheé RF (except Georgia and Turkmenistan that
did not provide data on emigrants) and FMS issi8t.26 Temporary residence permits. The
average correlation of numbers of emigrants andsTR#s close to 0, 9 but the difference between
the countries was extremely big.

93.  Statistics of residence permits holders and aishbép acquisition appeared to be closely
connectedBoth temporary and permanent residence permiteroiday apply for the RF
citizenship and the terms of the decision expemiadre the same.
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2003* 2004 2005 2006 | 2003-2006
Total RP holders 213444 298015 321396 269212 1102067
Citisenship acquired 38117 333117 508 457 371782 1251473

* changes in legislation

94.  The degree of correlation depends on what cpisthosen for comparison.
Ukrainian citizens must reside in a status of &eeee permit holder to acquire the RF citizenship
It is well demonstrated on the chart how the stfclesidence permit holders step by step (year
after year) acquire the Russian nationality. Criizef Kazakhstan use their right to apply for tike R
citizenship in a simplified way — without residernmermit and it is also could be seen on the chart.
Perhaps only those persons who do not want tchg@eRF citizenship but want to reside in Russia
legally have the residence permit.

Chart 17 Residence permit holders and persons graetl the RF citizenship : (country of
origin - Ukraine and Kazakhstan)
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95. Border statistics sometimes is used to estimate migration trendscangdequences in the
country. However there are many limitations thatéti be taken into accouttNone of the CIS
countries are isolated, therefore border statistges should be used and interpreted very cayefull
As arule, at the borders data is collected bettezntries rather than exits; means of transgisa
influence the coverage, information on the passesngaveling by train is usually less precise than
information collected in the airports and other porerized points of border crossing, where a
migrant applies to an officer (and not an officasging through a train to check the documents and
collect information). Besides, information on migts (travelers) with visa is supposed to be more
accurate than the data about persons who do ndtuiggeto enter this country, etc. Therefore we
can not be sure if we deal with real trends or wittors in data collection until it is clear what
country is the place of permanent residence ofrtheler, how long he or she intends to stay in the
country of arrival etc. For example, Statistics Mmta showed that during the last several years the
country has had a negative net migration, whileléocrossing data shows an annual increase:

6 UN Recommendations on Statistics of Internatidigiration. Rev. 1, 1998 , paragraphs 68-75
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Table 13 Border statistics in selected CIS countes (2003-2006)

2003 2004 2005
Russia Entries 22521059 22064213 22 200 649
Exits 20642260 20944886 20 801 886
Residual 1878799 1119327 1398763
Ukraine Entries 4388787 18583260 20488701
Exits 3456212 17041128 19263665
Residual 932575 1542132 1225036
Moldova Entries 314883 364846 507014
Exits 277906 358325 482274
Residual 36977 6521 24740

Source: Migration trends 2004-2006 , Soderkopirae@ss Countries, 2007; Rosstat data.

96. The Federal Border service of the Russian diderpublishes data on entries and exits by
purpose of the trip, including — “to the place efmanent residence”. As a rule the other variaihts o
the purpose of the trip depend on the type of,\as&amore than a half of all foreigners arrive in
Russia from visa-free countries of the CIS (ab@%5or 13 million entries and above 11 million
exits per year in 2005-2006). It means that vhisant of purpose confuses comprehension of data
as it may include both persons who immigrateh&country for permanent residence, and people
who have visited a foreign country (Russia) andoar¢heir way home. Many of them travel

several times a year, so the double count (ortgplnt , etc.,) is inevitable. Looking on the ¢Ha

(b. exits)it is very difficult to suppose that emagon offoreigners from Russia is so intensive.

Chart 18 demonstrates that number of emigrants thenRF, which were de-registered in the place
of residence for the reason of emigration is jnsbmparable with number of persons who crossed
the border for the same reason (permanent resiflence

97. Perhaps data on entries for permanent residera@ore comparable with the statistics of
immigration. Data on foreign immigrants and pessao entered the RF for residence in 2002 and
2004 looks very much alike but in 2005 and 2006fidneres are quite different..

Chart 18. Comparison of data collected at the bords and by the national statistical institute

in the Russian Federation. Migration for permanentresidence, persons.
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98. Foreigners which move to the RF for residedeelare the purpose (“move to the permanent
place of residence”) at the moment of border crmgdbut many of them have to apply and wait for
the status of resident (Residence permit issuafugy. after they get this permit the purpose of
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their migration will be realized. Residence peratibws a foreigner to be registered in the plafce
residenceand only then this event will be included intatistics of immigration produced by
Rosstat.

99.  Therefore, border records perhaps could bersttmpared to the FMS data on applications
for residence permits. Besides, many foreignemsacguire the RF citizenship rather quickly.
Period of expectation may last only 3 months apédraon could wait for the citizenship to be
registered in a place of residence as a RF natitimakans that the migrant has crossed the border
as a foreigner and a little bit later (within trevse year) was registered in a place of resideniee a
national.

100. Conclusion. Statistical data could be compiled with informatfoom the other sources,
although the methodology of data collection shdadctlear. Border statistics is not the best source
for combination with data collected through popiolatregistration procedures as they include facts
of border crossings rather than events of migratddministrative data on residence permits from
the national migration authorities could be a gsodrce to explain some peculiarities of official
statistics of international migration.

13.  Concluding remarks

101. The preliminary analysis of available datarfrthe CIS countries showed that data on flows
are available in all countries except Georgiai(tin¢ Population Register is activated), only sale
countries process data on citizenship of immigramtd fewer - of emigrants. Information on stocks
is provided mainly by the population Censuses.d®dlty of information on foreigners in flows of
immigrants and emigrants depends on data colleptiocedures and terms of citizenship
acquisition for immigrants from different countriédows data are collected through registration
in a place of residence and a foreigner aseamuist have a Residence permit. Time criterion for
registration in a place of residence is used onb/few countries

102. The best results in comparison of flows of ignants were demonstrated by Belarus and
Ukraine (coverage of the same flows between thentties was almost 1 to 1) ; Russia and
Ukraine (number of immigrants in the RF was veselto number of emigrants , counted in
Ukraine), Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, Armenia anchldk. A problematic correlation was
demonstrated between the data on immigrants andrams from Armenia in Ukraine (there were
2 time more immigrants than emigrants), from Met@an Belarus — 2.2 ; from Russia in
Uzbekistan ( 2,3 times more immigrants than emitpa

103. The estimation of emigrants from Moldova bae differences especially to the RF and
Ukraine which are 46% and 40% respectively antizerbaijan regarding emigration to Ukraine
(32% of immigrants from Azerbaijan in Ukraine);Russia (data on emigration to Kyrgyzstan —
covered only 40% of immigrants from the RF in Kyzgian). The best coverage of emigration from
Russia was observed in the direction of Azerbaajath Armenia.

104. Statistics of citizenship acquisition in diffat countries correlate with different data.

In the RF it depends on a) annual stock of ezgid permit&iolders( that proves relatively short
period of expectation) and b) numbers of immigrdirim the countries with simplified procedure
of citizenship acquisition that do not need thédesce permit.

105. Data on stocks of foreign born population ddwdrdly be used to monitor the process of
immigrants naturalization, although data on foreigsidents may possibly be more adequate, but
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only for the years close to the Census. In gendhid data (at least obtained from the censukes o

2000 round) do not explain much and could harélgdmpared with statistics of flows (except the

case of Georgia and Moldova — where data on resdemch arrived 2 years before the census are
close to emigration flows to these states withanghme period).

106. Compilation of statistical data is useful whiaformation collected by the national
migration authorities is used as the main datacgwrhile border statistics has obvious limitations

107. However, the answer on the efficiency of @atzhange is positive, comparison of
homogeneous (in terms of sources and definitiarfeymation allows to see the main differences,
stimulates to search for the reasons for theseegiaacies and eliminate their effect. Besides,at
stimulus for exchange of information both on changemethodologies of data collection, as well as
on political context which may influence trendsnigration management and naturalization
process.
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ANNEX 1. DATA SOURCES
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THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION
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Table 1. Persons who immigrated to your countrgdmyntry of previous

Table 3. Persons who emigrated from your countrgduyntry of next residence,

DATA SOURCES residence, by sex (years 2000-2006) by sex (years 2000-2006)

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of initar agencies at the moment| Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inie agencies at the moment of
ARMENIA of migrants' registration in the new place of resae migrants' registration from the place of residence

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inir agencies at the momentStatistical forms collected in the Ministry of int&r agencies at the moment pf
AZERBAIJAN of migrants' registration in the new place of reswme migrants' registration from the place of residence.

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inir agencies at the momentStatistical forms collected in the Ministry of int&r agencies at the moment pf
BELARUS of migrants' registration in the new place of resme migrants' de- registration from the place of resae

The data of 2000 and 2001 are from populationu®o$ 2002 (by the 17th
GEORGIA of January), life-time migrants that resided abr@a@ars before the census| Census 2002 (for 2000 - 2001) ; for 2006 - Cemigister of aliens

Statistical forms collected in the agencies ofNtimistry of Justice (nationals) Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of Jast (Nationals) and Ministry of

and Ministry of Interior (foreigners) at the morhei migrants' registration Interior agencies at the moment of migrants' deisteation from the place of
KAZAKHSTAN in the new place of residence, (the forms differ). residence (the forms differ).

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of initr agencies at the momentStatistical forms collected in the Ministry of int&r agencies at the moment pf
KYRGYZSTAN of migrants' registration in the new place of resme migrants' de- registration from the place of resik.

MOI of RM data on foreigners with permit of stayep\®0 days in Moldova | Population register and Register of aliens dataniditiy of informational

and Population register data (Ministry of Infornoathl development) on development) on persons de-registered in the piawesidence by declaration or|
MOLDOVA CSB nationals registered for residence. by residence permit expiry date.

MOLDOVA permanent residents PR

Ministry of Informational development data on natits registered for
residencea nd foreigners with Permanent resideagaipp Population
register - date 31 Dec.

Ministry of Informational development (Populaticegister) data on de-registere]
nationals and foreigners with Permanent residenaaipe- date 31 Dec.

MOLDOVA temporary foreign residents
PR

Ministry of Informational development data (Popidatregister) on
foreigners with eriod of stay > 90 days with tempgraesidence permit
(valid 12 months, can be renewed), date- 31 Dec.

Ministry of Informational development data (Popidatregister) on de-registere
foreigners with period of stay > 90 days with tengsgr residence permit

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of Ini@ (Federal migratior)

service) agencies at the moment of migrants' megist in the new place df Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of Iniar (Federal migration Service)
RUSSIA residence. agencies at the moment of migrants' de- registrdtmm the place of residence

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inier agencies at the momentStatistical forms collected in the Ministry of inter agencies at the moment pf
TAJIKISTAN of migrants' registration in the new place of reswe migrants' de- registration from the place of resae

Registration forms collected in the Ministry of enbbr agencies at thp

moment of migrants' registration in the new placerasidence (copies qf Registration forms collected in the Ministry ofenibr agencies at the moment jof
UKRAINE police forms, not special statistical forms- leasiables). migrants' de- registration from the place of resae

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inir agencies at the momentStatistical forms collected in the Ministry of int&r agencies at the moment pf
UZBEKISTAN of migrants' registration in the new place of resae migrants' de-registration from the place of resien
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Table 2. Persons who immigrated to your country byitizenship,

Table 4. Persons who emigrated from your country byitizenship

DATA SOURCES by sex (years 2000-2006) and sex (years 2000-2006)
ARMENIA NA NA
AZERBAIJAN NA NA

MOI data on issued permits of entry for permanesidence in MOI exit permits for residence abroad (nationatsfaict - NA (data not
BELARUS Belarus (for foreigners) distributed by countries of destination)
GEORGIA Permits of stay MOI NA
KAZAKHSTAN NA NA

Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of inter agencies at the | Statistical forms collected in the Ministry of iner agencies at the
KYRGYZSTAN moment of migrants' registration in the new plateesidence. moment of migrants' de- registration from the plateesidence. 2006
Moldova CSB NA NA

Moldova permanent residents PR

Population regjs&f12

Population register , 31/12

Moldova temporary foreign resident
PR

n

Population register , 31/12

Population register , 31/12

Statistical forms collected in the MOI (Federabraition service)
agencies at the moment of migrants' registratichémew place of

Statistical forms collected in the MOI (FMS) agesscat the moment of

RUSSIA residence. migrants' de- registration from the place of resae
TAJIKISTAN NA NA

Registration forms collected in the Ministry ofénibr agencies at | Registration forms collected in the Ministry ofénibr agencies at the
UKRAINE the moment of migrants' registration in the newceplaf residence. | moment of migrants' de- registration from the plateesidence
UZBEKISTAN NA NA
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Table 5. Resident population according to country ofesidence one

Table 8. Persons who acquired citizenship of yourozintry by previous

DATA SOURCES year before and sex (years 2000-2006) citizenship and by sex (years 2000-2006)

ARMENIA NA Decree of the President of Armenia very low figures

AZERBAIJAN NA Data of Ministry of Internal Affairs of Azerbaijan Reblic, very low figures
BELARUS Census 1999 Persons are distributed by countries of previdgtizeaship only for 2005 and 2006
GEORGIA Census 2002 NA

KAZAKHSTAN NA NA

KYRGYZSTAN Census 1999. NA

Moldova CSB Census 2002 NA

Moldova permanent residents PR

Population regiS&f12

Population register , 31/12

Moldova temporary foreign residents PR

Populatigister , 31/12

RUSSIA NA Persons granted with the RF citizenship, MOI (Fedmigfation service) data
TAJIKISTAN NA NA
UKRAINE NA Ministry of Interior
UZBEKISTAN NA NA
DATA SOURCES Table 6. Resident population by citizenship and sgyears 2000-2006)| Table 7. Resident population by country of birth andsex (years 2000-2006)
ARMENIA Census 2001 Census 2001
AZERBAIJAN NA NA
Current estimations of population including datassued stay permits
BELARUS (MOI information) Census 1999
GEORGIA Census 2002 Census 2002
KAZAKHSTAN Census 1999 Census 1999
KYRGYZSTAN Census 1999 (data for 2000); for 2003-206fusehold Budgets Survey. Census 1999 (data for 2000); for 2003-2006 - HooiseBudgets Survey.
Moldova CSB Census 2004 Census 2004

Moldova permanent residents PR

Population regig&f12

Population register , 31/12

Moldova temporary foreign residents PR

Populatigister , 31/12

Population register , 31/12

RUSSIA

Census 2002

Census 2002

TAJIKISTAN Census 2000 NA
UKRAINE Census 2001 Census 2001
UZBEKISTAN NA NA
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ANNEX 2. DATA ON IMMIGRANTS AND EMIGRANTS IN THE CO UNTRIES OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION (TEMPLATES 1

AND 3)

TABLE A. IMMIGRATION IN THE SELECTED CIS COUNTRIES

IN 2000-2006, PERSONS

COUNTRY OF DESTINATION DATA (SOURCE- TABLE 1, 2002006 )

10 10

COUNT | COUNT

RIES RIES
COUNTRY OF (Moldova- | (Moldova-
ORIGIN Amenia | Azerbaijan Kazakhstan tan ddwh CSB| Moldova PH Ukraine Uitek | PR data) | CSB data)
Amenia 121 95P 141 57 278 6 446 7|18 66 324 66 352
Azerbaijan 358 1657 173 189 125 240 433 55 62% 55 655
Belarus 77 123 2120 128 10 9136 P68 B9 00 58 958
Kazakhstan 95 685 2833 406 (088 10153 3852 447 317 447 23b
Kyrgyzstan 19 110 16 807 26 35 7 1394 2530 9 760 109 766
Moldova 29 43 458 0 53 208 27 708 65 38FB 83 836
Moldova 29 43 458 0 08 27 708 65 38% 83 836
Russia 5 318§ 10 84B 139 349 9126 168 351 22 206 442 947 446 070
Tajikistan 22 54 2920 P4 43 677 746 5032 57 894 57 899
Ukraine 486 1121d 5 380 2749 1717 283 63 285 5113
Uzbekistan 96 676 200 475 128 094 6 21 166 D 424 520 424 508
10 COUNTRIES 6 500 13766 1112 370 118 6293 1188141 6 251 269 44 823 2030861

6 500 13 765 370118 6/2D388 141 251 269 44 823 2 035792




TABLE B. EMIGRATION FROM THE SELECTED CIS COUNTRIES

IN 2000-2006, PERSONS
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Data on emigrants COUNTRY OF ORIGIN DATA (SOURCE- TABLE 3, 2000-2006
COUNT | 10 COUNT
DIRECTION RIES RIES
OF (Moldova- | (Moldova-
EMIGRATION Amenia | Azerbaijan Belarug Kyrgyzs t°R data) | CSB data)
Amenia 0 0 103 8136 8117
Azerbaijan 0 0 137 15 590 15 545
Belarus 1095 718 0 117 93 812 93 859
Kazakhstan 598 1 030 960 24 76 1 8 359448 359 40"
Kyrgyzstan 28 97 1 18 588 18 581
Moldova 126 47 221 15 493 15 493
Moldova 126 47 221 161 15493 15 493
Russia 50 311 28394 45 094 153 3 1345 859 1347 998
Tajikistan 8 8 51 7 947 7 938
Ukraine 3153 1670 6588 7 188055 188 423
Uzbekistan 110 136 120 27 864 27 827
10 COUNTRIES | 55429 32100 53 306 186 702 080 792
55 429 32100 53306 186 2 2 083 186

TABLE C. NET MIGRATION BETWEEN THE SELECTED CIS COU NTRIES IN 2000-2006, PERSONS

11 11

COUNT | COUNT

RIES RIES

(Moldova- | (Moldova-

Amenia| Azerbaijan Belarus Kazakhstan e UzbekisiaPR data) | CSB data)
Amenia 0 121 1 064 7 3 - 58188 58 235
Azerbaijan 358 g 101y 925 5 40 035% 40 110
Belarus -1 018 -595 -8 427 0 0 - -34 812 -34 901
Kazakhstan -503 -345| 12 000 ( 7 7 87 869 87 830
Kyrgyzstan -9 13 959 13 876 D D 443 91 179 91 185
Moldova CSB -97 -4 2076 0 18 0 68 343 68 343
Moldova PR -97 -4 2076 0 18 0 68 343 68 343
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Russia -44 993 -17551 25043 -300736  -136340 5285 -16513 Q 50390 -71585  -289847 -902 912 01 8p8
Tajikistan 14 46 588 2579 3045 29 15 38370 0 61 3723 49 947 49 961
Ukraine -2 667 -560 12509 -3 097 -1 242 -8169 689| 118018 -1 252 D -16 450 95 576 97 090
Uzbekistan -14 54( 2 694 194 318 -582 111 86 185/05 -5743| 20 304 [ 3966596 396 681
11 COUNTRIES
(Moldova- PR data)  -48 929 -18335 57 950 -99 626-156 566| -24 101 -26638 846715  -63595 -17B60 23 H47 -49 931
10 COUNTRIES
(Moldova-CSB data) -48 929 -18335 57 950 -99 $26 156-566| -24101 -26638 846715 -63595 -17 360 3 &HW -47 394

* Interpretation - in 2000-2006 net migration betw&erssia and Moldova was equal to -15529 (Centaal Btreau of Moldova) and - 16513 (Population Riegiof Moldova)
while the Russian data demonstrated a bigger nunib&t363 persons. Therefore, negative net migmnato the RF from Moldova was at least 2.7 timeserarge in number
than CSB and Population Register showed.

TABLE D. ‘COVERAGE’ 1. (CORRELATION OF DATA ON IMMI  GRANTS PROVIDED BY THE COUNTRY OF DESTINATION TO
DATA ON EMIGRANTS PROVIDED BY THE COUNTRY OF ORIGIN )

10

COUNT | 10COUNT

RIES RIES

(Moldova- | (Moldova-

Amenia| Azerbaijan Belarus Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstanolddva| Moldova| Russia Tajikistan Ukraine UzbekisidPR data) | CSB data)

Amenia 1,07 1,59 0,98 1,34 1,12 114 0,75 2,04 1,70 1,20 1,20
Azerbaijan 1,60 1,61 1,18 4,32 3,68 164 1,50 ,1438 3,18 1,73 1,78
Belarus 0,75 0,93 2,21 2,81 0,39 0,58 1,04 0|67 1,39 .23 1,11 1,11
Kazakhstan 0,76 0,94 1,23 1,54 0,43 0,67 0,92 0/64 1,20 .01 0,95 0,95
Kyrgyzstan 0,83 0,50 0,85 0,68 0,76 0,79 0,67 0}93 0,90 D,66 0,59 0,59
Moldova CSB 29,00 3,91 2,13 5,45 5,00 2,49 162, 13,00 2,37 2,37
Moldova PR 1,45 0,77 2,23 3,61 2,08 2477 0,33 ,232 1,55 2,55 2,55
Russia 0,75 0,8% 1,20 1,42 2,60 066 0,30 1,25 2511, 2,33 1,30 1,31
Tajikistan 1,00 0,53 1,42 1,29 0,88 1,p1 1/00 Q,77 1,21 0,72 0,80 0,80
Ukraine 0,88 1,63 1,0y 1,99 1,73 0,81 0/48 1,05 11,2 2,00 1,06 1,06
Uzbekistan 0,41 0,78 1,10 0,88 0,83 0|72 0,80 D,62 0,98 1,17 0,74 0,76
11 COUNTRIES
(Moldova- PR data) 0,80 0,88 1,19 1,03 1}59 Q,72 ,410 0,88 1,14 1,34 1,61 0,98 0,00
10 COUNTRIES
(Moldova-CSB data; 0,80 0,89 1,20 1,03 1/60 0,73 410, 0,92 1,14 1,34 1,6p 0,00 1,00
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TABLE E. 'COVERAGE’2. (CORRELATION OF DATAON EM IGRANTS PROVIDED BY THE COUNTRY OF ORIGIN TO DATA
ON IMMIGRANTS PROVIDED BY THE COUNTRY OF DESTINATIO N)

10
COUNT | 10COUNT
RIES RIES
(Moldova- | (Moldova-
Amenia | Azerbaijan| Belarus Kazakhstan Kyrgyzstan ddeh| Moldova| Russid Tajikistan Ukraine UzbekistaRR data) | CSB data)
Amenia 0,94 0,63 1,08 015 089 088 133 049 059 0,84 0,84
Azerbaijan 0,62 0,62 0.85 0.23 op7  ol61 067 320 0,31 0,58 0,58
Bel
elars 1,34 1,07 0,45 0.36 257 173 0096 150 0,72 )45 0,90 0.90
Kazakhstan
1,32 1,07 081 0,65 241 150 1,08 1|57 d,83 )50 1,05 1,05
K t
yrgyzstan 1.21 1,00 114 1,47 142 127 1576 107 111 153 1,70 1,70
Moldova CSB 0,03 026 047 0.18 0.20 040 604 0,08 0,42 0,42
Moldova PR 0.69 130 045 0.28 0.48 0/36 300 450 0.65 0.39 0.39
Russia 1,33 118 088 0,70 0.40 1]52 329 ),80 800, 043 0.77 0.77
Tajikistan 1,00 187 071 078 113 083 100 131 0,83 1,40 1,24 1,25
Ukraine 1,14 061 094 0,50 0,58 1,03 207 dos 208 0,50 0,95 0,94
Uzbekistan 247 128 091 1,14 1p1 1|39 126 160 1,02| 086 1,34 1,34
10 COUNTRIES
(Moldova- PR data) 1,2 113 084 007 ol63 138 462 1,13 088 0,75 0,62 1,02
10 COUNTRIES
(Moldova-CSB data 1,25 113 083 0.07 0l63 137 442, 1,09 088 0,74 0.62 1.d
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ANNEX 3. RESIDENCE PERMITS ISSUED IN THE RF IN 2003-2006. FMS OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION DATA

ISSUED PERMANENT RESIDENCE ISSUED TEMPORARY RESIDENCE TOTAL
PERMITS PERMITS
Country of citizenship
(for stateless persons — 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2008 2004 0052 | 2006
the last country of residence)
9092 11755 21851 22100
Armenia
8915 3199 974 1146 1717 8556 20879 20954
Azerbaijan 7708 3310 1045 867 134 5119 10607 12753 /842 8429 11652 1362p
2952 2476 1364 1049
Belarus |
2814 806 229 234 138 1670 1189 813
Georgia 9707 2088 943 982 13p 3571 4502 4dog 9839 6559 5535 o21p
Kazakhstan 28465 5972 1803 1390 2305  104p4 2523 1563 30770 16466 4326 296p
7029 2622 1504 1198
Kyrgyzstan
6575 1297 387 316 450 3325 11p1 882
3152 6615 9446 9344
Moldova | i
3015 1037 287 281 13 5578 9159 9063
Russian Federation 1449 691 430 384 1449 691 43( 388
Tajikistan 4225 1232 528 476 51 2784 6718 ggs7 4276 4016 7248 903p
Turkmenistan 1877 518 474 473 83 2360 3582 2g17 1960 2878 4056 329p
_ 24287 51561 52488 36029
Ukraine |
22915 9419 2122 188D 1372 42142 50366 34149
Uzbekistan 20034 6088 1344 1205 1345 34748 53178 42752 21379 40834 54518 43937
CIs 117699| 36557 10566 9649  308| 1203471 16386k 138541 124027| 156004 174430 148180
Other coutries 18084 8982 5773 5540 o4 5001 6292 4630 18298 13983 12065 10174
TOTAL 135783| 45539 1633b 1513  ©6542| 125348 170156 143161 142325 170887 184495  55B3
CIS without Georgia,
Turkmenistan and Russia 104666 32360 8719 7806 6113 114416 155690 131486 07791 146776 164409 139292
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ANNEX 4. RESIDENCE PERMIT HOLDERS IN THE RF IN 2003 -2006. FMS OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION DATA

HOLDERS OF PERMANENT

HOLDERS OF TEMPORARY

TOTAL HOLDERS OF RESIDENCE

RESIDENCE PERMITS RESIDENCE PERMITS PERMITS
Country of citizenship 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 2005 2006 2003 2004 005p 2006
(for stateless persons - the last country of
residence)
. | 14660 19600 29278 29314
Armenia 14660 11945 8881 5658 0 7655 20395 23656
. | 9935 13414 18286 19383
Azerbaijan 9935 8768 660 437y D 4646 116[79 15006
i 3730 5065 4396 3806
Belarus 3730 3595 2559 1941 9] 1470 1837 1865
. 15601 14575 13241 10999
Georgia 15601 11248 8071 5478 0 3327 51/68 58
| 33019 38042 22841 11889
Kazakhstan 32957 27209 15994 8370 62 108383 6847 3519
7617 10076 5945 345
Kyrgyzstan 7617 6815 3779 1808 9) 3261 2166 1649
10345 5030 9813 13214 12343
Moldova 5027 4863 3314 1998 ¢] 49530 9896
. . . 1194 1031 1331 125p
Russian Federation (stateless persons in the RF) 94111 1031 1331 1252
. 9583 4971 6830 10084 11547
Tajikistan 4971 4067 3101 1964 D 2763 6983
. | 3503 3148 4567 5791 4816
Turkmenistan 3148 2551 19440 13138 0 2016 3861
. 49033 38439 68457 78781 659383
Ukraine 38439 35695 25148 16900 0 32762 53633
. ] 48555 29791 62302 74880 57591
Uzbekistan 29791 23706 15907 9036 0 38596 58973
CIs 167070 141493 96640 60090 55 1122379 181428 17224067136 253772 278068 232330
OUTSIDE CIS 46309 38993 32141 26556 0 5250 11187 10826 12402756904 174430 148180
TOTAL 65 117529 192614 182566 |
213379 180486 12878[L 86646 18298 13983 12065 10174
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GRANTS IN SELECTED CIS COUNTRIES

Country of destination

Country of origin

Country of destination data on
immigrants

Country of origin data on
emigrants to Kazakhstan

Residual

Azerbaijan 60% 48,4% -11,29

Moldova 48% 50,4% 2,4%

Kazakhstan Russia 48,8% 48,8% 0,09
Tajikistan 67% 64,5% -2,89

Uzbekistan 50% 49,9% -0,3%

Azerbaijan 55% 43,9% -11,39

Kazakhstan 46% 45,4% -0,39

Russia Moldova 49% 46,1% -2,89
Tajikistan 56% 60,4% 4,9%

Uzbekistan 45% 45,3% -0,19

Kazakhstan 64% 54,9% -9,3%

Moldova 72% 53,6% -18,59

Azerbaijan Russia 61% 56,5% -4,2%
Tajikistan 54% 46,5% -7,29

Uzbekistan 55% 51,1% -3,9%

Azerbaijan 80% 80,9% 1,19

Kazakhstan 46% 43,3% -2,7Y

Moldova PR Russia 46% 52,9% 6,99
Tajikistan 63% 70,8% 8,3%

Uzbekistan 48% 39,8% -8,7%

Azerbaijan 50% 50,0% 0,0%

Kazakhstan 68% 76,0% 8,2%

Tajikistan Moldova 67% 77,8% 11,19
Russia 65% 61,7% -2,9%

Uzbekistan 41% 51,0% 10,39

Azerbaijan 45% 39,0% -6,39

Kazakhstan 49% 46,7% -2,59

Uzbekistan Moldova 35% 52,4% 17,09
Russia 49% 51,3% 1,99

Tajikistan 43% 39,4% -3,6%
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ANNEX 6. REQUIREMENTS TO PROVE DEREGISTRATION IN TH E RF IFAMIGRANT
ARRIVES FROM RF FOR RESIDENCE IN THE FOREIGN COUNTR Y *":

Deregistration in the country of origin is obligabry

Armenia

Belarus

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan

Uzbekistan

Spain

RF —in case if a person intends to apply for tRecRizenship.
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Deregistration in the country of origin is notobligatory

Australia
Azerbaijan
Bulgaria
Canada
China
Estonia
Finland
Georgia
. Germany

10.Greece

11.India

12.ltaly

13.Latvia

14.Lithuania

15.New Zealand

16. Norway

17.Poland

18.Sweden

19.The Netherlands

20.United Kingdom

21.USA

Israel - deregistration in the RF is obligatory if migoat for residence is arranged in the RF

before the departure, if application for resideisogone after arrival deregistration is not oblaygt
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*kkkk

" Information provided by the Ministry of Foreigrfaifs of the RF in 2005



