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This thesis examines the contested governance of riparian informal settlements in Kathmandu, focusing on 

the tension between river restoration, housing rights, and urban planning. It compares how institutional and 
public documents frame riverside informal settlements with how Nepali diaspora members in Finland evaluate 
Kathmandu’s governance approach. The study uses a qualitative multi-method design, combining document 
thematic analysis of legal, policy, planning, NGO, and newspaper texts with reflexive thematic analysis of three 
semi-structured interviews. 

The findings show that institutional documents often frame riverside informal settlements as encroachments 
on public riverbank land, obstacles to environmental restoration, and sources of flood and sanitation risk. At 
the same time, Nepal’s legal and resettlement frameworks contain rights-based language on housing, 
consultation, compensation, verification, and protection of vulnerable groups. This creates a gap between 
inclusive policy language and removal-oriented implementation. The diaspora interviews reveal different 
priorities regarding environmental and social sustainability, and regarding in-situ upgrading versus relocation. 
However, participants converge on one central expectation: demolition without credible verification, meaningful 
consultation, and acceptable alternatives is not legitimate governance. 

The thesis concludes that Kathmandu’s future planning should move beyond a simple choice between in-
situ upgrading and relocation. A more just and sustainable approach would combine ecological protection with 
housing rights, participatory planning-derived intervention, livelihood-sensitive relocation, affordability and 
liveability. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Urbanization has become a trend of spatial transformation in 21st century. It has 

reshaped how people choose to live, work, and access opportunities and 

services. According to the UN statistics provided by Department of Economic and 

Social Affairs, Population Division, Degree of Urbanization methodology indicates 

that 58.1% of world population by national definition live in the urban area in 2026. 

That percentage is projected to reach to 67.3% by 2050. Urban development, 

however, is not only about physical transformation or infrastructural development, 

it is also about whether urban governance can deliver liveable condition like safe 

water and sanitation, mobility and inclusivity, and importantly adequate housing. 

When urbanization fails to deliver, people often navigate their shelter needs by 

the means of self-built housing, informal rental or informal occupation of vacant 

land. This can be depicted by the UN data which notes that over 1 billion people 

globally (United Nations, 2025) are housed in informal settlements due to 

unplanned growth and inadequate policy responses (UN-Habitat, 2015).  

The urban population figures look more prominent in the context of Nepal 

with the percentage of urban population by national definition at 67.2% in 2026, 

which is projected to reach 71.4% by 2050. It is worth noting that growth of urban 

population in Nepal has been drastic since 1990 given how it only stood at 19.8% 

in 1990 when the world urban population was already 42.8%. According to 

National Population and Housing Census 2021, the population of Kathmandu, the 

capital of Nepal alone stands at 2,041,587 out of 29,164,578 total population of 

the country. While the Kathmandu valley that consists of three districts: 

Kathmandu, Bhaktapur and Lalitpur has a reported population of 3,025,386 

(National Statistics Office, 2024). Meanwhile by 2022, the total population of 

people living in informal settlements in Kathmandu valley alone was 28,412 

(Khanal & Khanal, 2022).   

Kathmandu Valley is Nepal’s primary urban concentration and a focal point 

for urban migration and demographic density. Key drivers of this pattern are the 
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interaction between capital region pull factor like economic and service centrality 

and rural push factors: conflict-era displacement during Nepalese civil war, 

political turbulence and governance factors. Kathmandu Valley’s position as the 

political and administrative center and a hub for services like education, 

healthcare, finance, tourism, transport etc is repeatedly identified as a primary 

pull factor. It is complemented by rural push factors like opportunity gaps, limited 

non-agricultural employment and limited access to services (National Urban 

Development Strategy [NUDS], 2017). A huge reason of urban migration towards 

Kathmandu is also due to conflicts during Maoist insurgency decade (1996-2006) 

known as the Nepalese civil war that inflicted internal displacement towards urban 

centres. This trend of political turbulence-led internal migration was met with 

unplanned urban transformation. Specifically, Kathmandu valley was reported to 

have 300% rise in land price since 2003 according to Ishtiaque et al. (2017). It 

directly impacted housing affordability and widened the gap between formal 

housing costs and low-income purchasing power. And as the housing affordability 

worsened, the likely outcome, as also globally noticeable (Ooi & Phua, 2007); 

(Cavalcanti et al.,2019), situation for informal housing unfolded in Kathmandu 

valley, as well as other urban centres of the country.  

 

1.1 Defining challenge 

Informal settlements in Kathmandu are mostly centred around river corridors. By 

2022, there are 65 settlements comprising of 4,696 households and a total 

population of 28,412 in which 30 settlements alone lie on the banks of five rivers 

of Kathmandu valley (Khanal & Khanal, 2022). These riverside settlements, 

locally known as ‘sukumbasi basti’ began emerging in the 1980s and heavily in 

the late1990s as rural migrants settled on unused public land near the water. In 

present context, they form tightly knit neighbourhoods along the five major rivers: 

Bagmati, Bishnumati, Hanumante, Dhobikhola, and Tukucha. Many households 

live under substandard living conditions and lack formal utilities and sanitation 

contributing to the pollution of the rivers they depend on. The major river of 

Kathmandu, Bagmati River which is considered sacred in Nepalese culture has 

been turned into ‘open sewage’ due to unregulated urbanization and waste 
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dumping (UN-Habitat, n.d.). Government agencies and planners have launched 

river revitalization initiatives to address this environmental crisis, most notably the 

5-year Bagmati Action Plan 2009-2014 and the most recent Bagmati River Basin 

Improvement Project 2014-2025. These initiatives aim to restore the river’s health 

and improve riverbank environment, build sewage treatment infrastructure, flood 

forecasting and early warning system (HPCIDBC, 2022). Thus, as part of these 

river development efforts, informal settlements have been viewed as 

encroachments on public land that hinders environmental restoration and disturb 

urban aesthetics. The challenge this study focuses on is hence the contested 

interests between residents of informal settlements and authorities.  

The context has produced a core policy tension between two sustainability 

objectives in Kathmandu valley: in-situ upgrading of informal settlements aiming 

for social sustainability versus the river development goals for environmental 

sustainability. The demands of residents of informal settlements voice in-situ 

upgrading integrating them in city fabric with development in infrastructures 

whereas river development objectives have identified the squatter settlements as 

a key issue since Bagmati Action Plan 2009. The approved Bagmati Action Plan 

explicitly prohibits new construction within the riverbanks and proposes to 

‘relocate and settle’ all squatter settlements in the urban and peri-urban river 

zones (Bajracharya, 2009). The rationale is that removing informal homes from 

the riparian corridor will allow space for sewer pipelines, greenbelts and flood 

control works, thereby revitalizing the river environment. On the other hand, 

community advocates and urban social policies point out that forced evictions 

undermine the fundamental right to housing enshrined in Nepal’s Constitution 

and disrupt the livelihoods of the urban poor. The tension thus revolves around 

whether Kathmandu can meet its river restoration goals without displacing the 

vulnerable communities who have settled alongside these riverbanks. 

The issue has also become urgent because repeated eviction and 

relocation attempts, including the widely discussed Thapathali eviction attempts 

(see pinpoint location of Thapathali settlement from the Figure 1 below), have 

produced conflict rather than durable settlement solutions. Earlier relocation 

efforts were criticized for inadequate consultation, poor accessibility, weak 

livelihood planning, and failure to provide alternatives acceptable to affected 

residents. As a result, this thesis examines both formal policy intentions and 
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diaspora expectations to understand how Kathmandu’s approach to riverside 

informal settlements is justified, contested, and potentially reimagined. 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 1. QGIS Map of three main districts in Kathmandu Metropolitan City 
with river networks and Thapathali settlement pinpointed  

1.2 Research questions 

The aim of this thesis is to critically examine how the governance of riparian 

informal settlements in Kathmandu is framed, justified, and evaluated across two 

forms of evidence: institutional and public documents, and interviews with Nepali 

diaspora members in Finland. The thesis seeks to identify whether the intentions 

and actions found in policy, legal, planning, NGO, and newspaper texts converge 

with or diverge from diaspora expectations regarding fairness, environmental 

sustainability, social sustainability, due process, and future urban planning.  

Thus, the thesis asks a central overarching research question: Where do 

institutional intentions and actions towards riparian informal settlements in 
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Kathmandu converge or diverge with Nepali diaspora’s expectations/viewpoints, 

and what might this imply for future urban planning in Kathmandu? To answer 

this overarching question, it is divided into two sub-research questions. They are:  

 

RQ1: How is the issue of riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu 

represented in legal texts, policy, action plans, NGO, and newspaper 

documents? 

RQ2: How do members of the Nepali diaspora working within Finnish public 

administration understand and evaluate Kathmandu’s governance of riparian 

informal settlements such as Thapathali? 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW: THE 

PERSISTENT CONUNDRUM OF 

URBAN INFORMALITY 

2.1 Stokes’ theory of slums and sociology of slums 

Charles J. Stokes’ theory is often read as an early attempt to theorize slums as a 

structural by-product of urban growth dynamics. According to Stokes (1962), slum 

formation depends on two rates: in-migration to the city and the rate at which 

newcomers are integrated into the urban economy and formal housing market. 

This framing is considered important because of slum’s inclusion in development 

trajectory. Two aspects of Stokes’ approach are influential to this day. First, he 

argues that slum growth is not reducible to individual deficits but emerges from 

the mismatch between citywide economic incorporation and demographic influx. 

Second, his categorization of slums into ‘slums of hope’ and ‘slum of despair’ 

suggests that informal settlements can vary in their trajectories and opportunities 

and they can shift over time. In Kathmandu’s riverside settlements, long 

residence, livelihood networks, and community organization may indicate 

elements of slums of hope while repeated eviction, threats, flood exposure, lack 

of sanitation, insecure tenure can push the same spaces toward conditions of 

despair.  

Further sociological views on slums have oscillated between culturalist 

explanations and political economy explanations. A well-known culturalist view is 

“culture of poverty” which framed poverty as associated with patterned attitudes 

and practices reproduced within poor communities (Lewis, 1966). This view was 

followed by criticism which argued that Lewis’s concept focused only on cultural 

traits and blamed the victim rather than systemic barrier and institutional causes 

(Valentine, 1968; Leacock, 1971). This critique is important for Kathmandu 

because public debates around squatter settlements often frame residents as 
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choosing illegality, occupying land opportunistically, or damaging the river 

environment, while giving less attention to the structural conditions that make 

formal housing inaccessible. On the other hand, structural and political economy 

perspectives reframed informal settlements as rational responses to exclusionary 

urban land and housing systems. These views worked on situating informal 

settlements not as chaos and disorganization but as a unique social formation 

with adaptive capacity (Mangin, 1967) and clarifying how when marginalization 

of informal settlements is narrated, it dismisses focus on system and its structural 

inequality that marginalized them (Perlman, 1976). Applied to Kathmandu, this 

means that riverside settlers should not be understood only as environmental 

obstructions or encroachers. They are also workers, tenants, voters, service 

users, and residents who participate in the urban economy while remaining 

excluded from secure land and housing systems. This perspective is central to 

the thesis because it helps explain why purely eviction-oriented responses fail to 

address the causes of informal settlement formation. 

2.2 Urban informality and tenure security 

Roy (2005) reframing of informality as a mode of urbanization and governance 

has been an influential view on urban informality. This view arises from an 

epistemological analysis. The planning practice often treats informality as what 

lies outside the plan, but Roy (2005) argues that informality is produced through 

state power of selective legalization, exceptions etc. This directly addresses an 

important addition to Stoke’s framework: integration/absorption of newcomers is 

shaped by state choices about legality and enforcement and not only by housing 

market incorporation. This insight is directly relevant to Kathmandu. Riverside 

settlements have often existed for decades with partial service access, political 

mediation, and intermittent tolerance, yet they remain vulnerable to sudden 

eviction when river-corridor restoration or public-land protection becomes a 

priority. Such a pattern reflects the unstable relationship between legality and 

legitimacy.   

Another influential literature on informality is De Soto’s book ‘The mystery 

of capital’. Soto (2000) famously argues that poor possess ‘dead capital’ in 

informal assets that cannot be leveraged because they are outside formal 
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property systems, thus implying that titling could unlock credit, investment and 

growth and reduce poverty. His argument was highly influential in development 

policy circles and continues to shape tenure programs. However, critiques argue 

that Soto’s solution is too legalistic and individualistic, underestimating that 

effective property rights depend on broader institutions and that titling can have 

untended effects in unequal land markets (Gilbert, 2002). The land titling 

solutions to slums and informal settlements were proposed in various settlements 

and still continues as a solution. But Gilbert (2002) argues that De Soto’s 

argument does not provide the complete truth and De Soto’s views might 

persuade lawmakers to offer property titles in all circumstances. Based on 

Gilbert’s (2002) arguments, if property titles are offered in Kathmandu’s informal 

settlements scenario it can change the market structure and boom real estate 

market unequally.    

Further literature that follows show that tenure regularization matters but not 

from a simplistic titling to credit method. One study of Peru’s large-scale titling 

program finds that the increased tenure security can raise labour supply and 

reduce the need for households to allocate time to guarding property, suggesting 

meaningful welfare and labour market effects (Field, 2007). Similarly, a quasi-

experimental allocation of titles to squatters in Buenos Aires found substantial 

increases in housing investment and improvements in children’s educational 

outcomes, while emphasizing that it is not primarily because of improved access 

to credit but through slow increase in physical and capital investment (Galiani & 

Schargrodsky, 2010). Similarly, De Soto-style land regularization and titling 

programs in Brazilian cities depicted that tenure securities improved 

infrastructures but increased land values, market pressures and gentrification 

(Handzic, 2010); in Cambodia showed that land titles working as a collateral for 

microfinance loans resulted in rise of household debts, land loss and financial 

vulnerability for poor (Bateman, 2020), in post-apartheid South Africa showed 

that ‘allocation of land titles failed to create more dynamic and socially responsive 

urban land and housing markets’ (Payne et al., 2008, pg. xi). Furthermore, 

Thailand’s land titling program is considered an example of best practice, but 

Leonard & Ayutthaya (2006) suggests that although the land titling program had 

a significant impact on Thailand’s economy as a whole, the actual people’s 
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situation who were supposed to be uplifted from this World Bank program didn’t 

improve. 

However, there exists a gap in enforcement of tenure security. Many of the 

tenure studies treat the state as a main actor implementing the titling and starting 

the chain of security while informality literatures show that legality is often 

produced from interconnected yet distributed authority. Thailand’s example 

further complemented Gilbert’s idea that the implications also depend hugely on 

broader institutions and their effectiveness.  Also, if tenure security is provided to 

those with tolerated illegality, that might add security for specific groups but might 

increase vulnerability in other groups and distort a market and system. Thus, 

tenure regularization consists of concerns like who the tenure security will be for, 

and which governance arrangement will mediate it.  

In Nepal, scholarship shows that legality and legitimacy don’t particularly 

align. While the formal tenure maybe absent, residents still claim social legitimacy 

and their right on the basis of their long residence, political affiliation and 

influence, community investment and the absence of viable alternatives etc. 

Studies of Kathmandu’s riverside settlements depicts clashing experience in 

resident’s livelihood: partial inclusion through political mediation and 

infrastructure, alongside continued vulnerability to eviction (Shrestha et al. 2016; 

Butcher, 2021). Hence, even when they don’t have legality and formal grounds, 

they continue to build a life, add infrastructures, and livelihood around them based 

on their claims of social legitimacy.  

2.3 Upgrading, relocation and eviction as competing options 

A central debate surrounding the wicked problem of informal settlements globally 

is on how states should respond as a solution: in-situ upgrading (upgrading the 

settlement in the same area where it exists at the time being), 

resettlement/relocation as a regularisation approach, or eviction. In-situ 

upgrading is often recommended as the best tackle for these issues to protect 

livelihoods and social networks by allowing residents to remain in place and 

continue in their livelihood while services and housing conditions improve in the 

meantime. In-situ upgrading is often considered more effective and less 

expensive than the relocation. Recent work comparing in-situ upgrading with 
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relocation in Chile reports that in-situ upgrading produces clearer improvements 

aligned with the goals of allowing households to remain while infrastructure 

improves, whereas relocation can have weaker or less durable benefits (Gertler 

et al. 2025). Climate-resilience literature increasingly argues that upgrading can 

enhance resilience through better drainage, safer construction and service 

provision, especially when led by local governments and community 

(Satterthwaite et al. 2020). 

However, upgrading is not always a straightforward solution. Rigon (2022) 

highlights internal diversity in informal settlements and argues that upgrading can 

reproduce inequalities if it does not consider gender, class, and intersecting 

vulnerabilities. In the similar line of concerns, Harari and Wong (2025) show that 

policymakers sometimes worry that upgrading may delay formal redevelopment 

or create incentives for further crowding, indicating that upgrading debates are 

also shaped by land-value politics and visions of urban order. Similarly, upgrading 

is also not a feasible solution in cases where another sustainability measure is 

compromised as a trade-off. That’s exactly the concern of informal settlements 

by the riparian corridor of Kathmandu. Upgrading is the socially sustainable way 

of dealing with this problem. It would make the settlers credible, integrate them in 

the formal housing system, and as a result protect their social right, right to urban 

citizenship, all while improving their socio-economic condition without hampering 

their livelihood. But in this context, upgrading those informal settlements within 

the 20-meter buffer zone of river would leave the environmental sustainability at 

risk. The settlements would itself be on at risk of floods and hazards, while also 

disturbing river quality and beautification. This is why riparian informal 

settlements in Kathmandu are particularly contested: they require planners and 

authorities to navigate the sustainability trade-offs between ecological protection, 

hazard management, and housing needs, and no single intervention provides an 

uncomplicated solution. 

2.4 Diaspora perspectives and transnational expectations 

Levitt & Schiller (2004) argue that migrants remain embedded in transnational 

social fields that connect host and home contexts, capable of shaping political 

norms and claims-making across borders. This implies that Nepali diaspora 
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members in Finland may evaluate Kathmandu’s governance using frames 

learned through Finnish institutions. The evaluation could be about, e.g. policy 

decisions, planning shortcomings, gap in implementation, welfare or municipal 

service responsibilities while also drawing on media, family ties and memories of 

Nepal. In migration studies, such cross-border norm circulation is often 

conceptualised as ‘social remittance’ meaning the transfer of ideas and practices 

as well as money (Levitt, 1998). According to Levitt (1998), social remittance 

impact depends on the characteristics of transnational organizational systems 

and networks through which it flows. That can mean individual level of social 

remittance might not be influential enough to create a huge impact on the 

practices of home state in context, but increasing the nodes and networks for 

knowledge transfer can bring upon a positive social remittance impact.  

Nepali migrants in Finland form part of a transnational public that remains 

deeply connected to Nepal’s political and social developments. Applied to this 

thesis, diaspora perceptions can be an important lens to analyse trust in 

institutions, perceptions of fairness, how they interpret policy intentions versus 

authority’s actions, and most importantly to see if there is any social remittance 

impact that can be transferred back to Nepal’s policies. Although it is important 

to note that there might be limitations in the potential of social remittance impact 

between countries that are geographically and culturally farther apart (Levitt, 

1998). Nevertheless, their views matter because they contribute to- in varying 

extent- public discourse, influence families back home, and often participate in 

civic and financial support networks.   

In summary, the literature indicated that informal settlements should be 

analysed as a governance issue shaped by selective legality, tenure security and 

contested urban citizenship producing a complicated sustainability trade-off 

situation. The policy options of in-situ upgrading, relocation, and eviction are not 

merely technical instruments; they represent different assumptions about legality, 

environment, rights, and the place of the urban poor in the city. In environmentally 

sensitive river corridors, these assumptions become especially visible because 

social and ecological objectives collide. Building on this, this thesis aims to 

identify policy intentions based on the current institutional documents and policies 

available upon which implementations are supposed to be based on, versus what 
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is actually being implemented, and comparing that to Nepali diaspora’s 

expectations and viewpoints as a public analytical lens 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

This chapter explains the research design, data sources, data analysis process, 

and limitations of the study. The thesis follows a qualitative multi-method design 

in which riverside informal settlement governance in Kathmandu is examined 

through two forms of data: (1) legal, policy, planning, NGO, and newspaper 

documents; and (2) semi-structured interviews with members of the Nepali 

diaspora in Finland. Qualitative document analysis is used to answer RQ1, while 

reflexive thematic analysis is used to analyse the interview data for RQ2. A 

comparative synthesis then brings the two strands together to answer the central 

question. The design is exploratory and interpretive rather than representative. It 

does not claim to capture the full range of settler experiences or diaspora views; 

instead, it examines how formal policy intentions and a small set of transnational 

governance perspectives illuminate the same contested urban issue and aims to 

keep the depth and analysis compliable within the scope of bachelor’s thesis. 

Kathmandu valley and its riparian informal settlements are selected as the 

direct scope of this study because it is Nepal’s primary urban concentration region 

and because riverside informal settlements have become a long-running 

governance issue linked to river restoration projects, public land management, 

housing rights and contested claims to urban citizenship. Thapathali settlement 

of Kathmandu is used as an illustrative example at several points because it has 

been central to public debate and eviction attempts. However, the findings and 

study apply across riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu, and to some 

extent to the other regions of Nepal  

3.1 Research design and data analysis 

As stated in the introduction, the central research question with two sub-research 

questions this thesis aims to answer are:  
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Central RQ: Where do institutional intentions and actions towards riparian 

informal settlements in Kathmandu converge or diverge with Nepali diaspora’s 

expectations/viewpoints and what might this imply for future urban planning in 

Kathmandu? 

 

RQ1: How is the issue of riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu 

represented in legal texts, policy, action plans, NGO, and newspaper 

documents? 

 

RQ2: How do members of the Nepali diaspora working within Finnish public 

administration understand and evaluate Kathmandu’s governance of riparian 

informal settlements such as Thapathali? 

 

Document analysis is a systematic process of evaluating documents to yield 

context, generate questions, track changes and supplement or connect to other 

sources (Bowen, 2009). While both quantitative and qualitative studies include 

document analysis, this thesis will conduct a qualitative document analysis with 

a content analysis focus. The document analysis follows established qualitative 

document analysis procedures, treating texts as data rather than as background 

reading (Bowen, 2009). Since the analysis is also content focused: it asks more 

than questions about the format, credibility, agenda, circumstances of the 

documents but also the voice of documents, their definition and approach to our 

study’s theme of riverside informal settlements, what interventions they prescribe, 

and how do they justify their suggestion/prescription.  

The document analysis adapted the READ workflow approach by Dalglish 

et al. (2020), which provides a systematic procedure for managing 

heterogeneous documents. This approach was selected because the corpus 

includes different text types, including legal instruments, planning documents, 

NGO reporting, and news articles, and therefore required a transparent and 

organized method of extraction and synthesis. The approach is a four-step 

systematic procedure of collecting documents and gaining information in context 

of health policy studies but can find its application across disciplines (Dalglish et 

al., 2020).  
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The READ approach was applied in four steps. First, the materials were 

readied by compiling a purposive document corpus based on relevance, 

credibility, and connection to the research questions. Second, relevant excerpts 

were extracted from each document, including language on encroachment, 

compensation, and river restoration. Third, the extracted materials were coded 

using a predefined but flexible coding framework. Fourth, the coded patterns were 

distilled into analytical themes.  

The initial document coding framework included five categories: (a) problem 

framing, such as encroachment, pollution, flood risk, poverty, legality, and urban 

order; (b) target group definitions, such as sukumbasi, landless, squatter, and 

opportunistic occupier; (c) intervention instruments, including in-situ upgrading, 

relocation, resettlement, eviction, and clearance; (d) justification types, including 

environmental restoration, public land protection, flood safety, housing rights, 

welfare, and rule of law; and (e) procedural requirements, including verification, 

consultation, notice, compensation, alternative housing, grievance mechanisms, 

and safeguards for vulnerable groups. The coding framework remained open to 

refinement where documents introduced additional categories or tensions. 

3.2 Data sources 

RQ1 is addressed through qualitative document analysis of policy, legal, and 

institutional texts relevant to riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu. 

Documents were selected purposively, prioritising texts that (a) establish rights, 

duties, or procedures relevant to housing, land, environment, and local 

government; (b) prescribe, regulate, or justify in situ upgrading, relocation, 

resettlement, or eviction; or (c) define institutional mandates for river-corridor 

management. The expected core corpus includes nationally available data from 

credible sources. All of the documents used for analysis listed below are in 

English which can be accessed through the links provided in reference. 
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TABLE 1.  List of data sources used for document analysis 

Docum
ent 
Type 

Title of 
document  
[number 
of pages 
in the 
document
] 

APA references of the documents 

Legal 
docume
nt 

Right to 
Housing 
Act, 2018  
[11] 

Nepal Law Commission. (2018). The Right to Housing 
Act, 2075 (2018). 
https://giwmscdnone.gov.np/media/app/public/275/post
s/1721034496_37.pdf 
 

Legal 
docume
nt 

Land 
Acquisitio
n Act, 
1977 [21] 

Nepal Law Commission. (1977). Land Acquisition Act, 
2034 (1977). 
https://faolex.fao.org/docs/pdf/nep6227.pdf 
 

Policy 
docume
nt 

Land 
Acquisitio
n, 
Resettle
ment and 
Rehabilit
ation 
Policy for 
Infrastruc
ture 
Develop
ment 
Projects 
[23] 

National Planning Commission Secretariat. (2014). 
Land Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation 
Policy for Infrastructure Development Projects, 2014 
(2071 BS). 
https://events.development.asia/sites/default/files/mater
ials/2014/04/201404-nep-land-acquisition-resettlement-
and-rehabilitation-policy-infrastructure-development.pdf 
 

Action 
Plan/ 
Plannin
g 
docume
nt 

Bagmati 
Action 
Plan, 
2024-
2044 
Draft 
[201] 

High Powered Committee for Integrated Development 
of the Bagmati Civilization (HPCIDBC). (2022). Bagmati 
Action Plan 2024-2044 Draft. 
https://www.bagmati.gov.np/content/9107/9107-
bagmati-action-plan-2024-2044/#flipbook-
flipbookContainer/1/ 
 

NGO 
report 

Nowhere 
to go: 
Forced 
evictions 
in Nepal 
[31] 

Amnesty International. (2025). Nowhere to go: Forced 
evictions in Nepal. 
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/asa31/9562/20
25/en/ 
. 

https://giwmscdnone.gov.np/media/app/public/275/posts/1721034496_37.pdf
https://giwmscdnone.gov.np/media/app/public/275/posts/1721034496_37.pdf
https://faolex.fao.org/docs/pdf/nep6227.pdf
https://events.development.asia/sites/default/files/materials/2014/04/201404-nep-land-acquisition-resettlement-and-rehabilitation-policy-infrastructure-development.pdf
https://events.development.asia/sites/default/files/materials/2014/04/201404-nep-land-acquisition-resettlement-and-rehabilitation-policy-infrastructure-development.pdf
https://events.development.asia/sites/default/files/materials/2014/04/201404-nep-land-acquisition-resettlement-and-rehabilitation-policy-infrastructure-development.pdf
https://www.bagmati.gov.np/content/9107/9107-bagmati-action-plan-2024-2044/#flipbook-flipbookContainer/1/
https://www.bagmati.gov.np/content/9107/9107-bagmati-action-plan-2024-2044/#flipbook-flipbookContainer/1/
https://www.bagmati.gov.np/content/9107/9107-bagmati-action-plan-2024-2044/#flipbook-flipbookContainer/1/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/asa31/9562/2025/en/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/documents/asa31/9562/2025/en/
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Moreover, RQ2 is addressed through semi-structured interviews with three 

Nepali diaspora participants residing in Finland. Participants are selected using 

purposive sampling, focusing on individuals who (a) identify as Nepali, (b) 

currently live in Finland, (c) maintain some connection to Kathmandu or follow 

Nepal-related public discourse, and (d) have work experience or familiarity with 

public administration or governance in Finland. The small sample is suitable for 

exploratory research with a narrow aim and a highly specific participant group. 

Despite the attempt to explore educated perspectives and expertise in the study 

matter, it doesn’t claim representativeness since there is no actual input from 

lived experiences of settlers themselves. However, the study aims to seek 

transnational perspectives in a problem as complicated as the informal 

settlements. 

3.2.1 Recruitment and consent 

Recruitment proceeded from the researcher’s personal knowledge of Nepali 

diaspora working in Finnish administrative sector. The participants were chosen 

in a way that there was at least one female participation. Recruitment process 

also included snowball sampling in addition to purposive sampling. Snowball 

sampling allows the researcher to narrow down and choose the required number 

of participants. This helped leverage the benefits of snowball sampling by 

including people, who I was unaware of or simply cannot reach (hard-to-reach 

Newspa
per 
article 

“Thapath
ali 
squatters 
thwart 
another 
eviction” 

Ojha, A., & Shrestha, P. M. (2022, November 29). 
Thapathali squatters thwart another eviction. The 
Kathmandu Post. 
https://kathmandupost.com/kathmandu/2022/11/29/tha
pathali-squatters-thwart-another-eviction 
 

Newspa
per 
article 

“Court 
ruling to 
boost 
KMC’s 
push to 
evict 
riverside 
squatters
” 

Poudel, P. (2024, July 18). Court ruling to boost KMC’s 
push to evict riverside squatters. The Kathmandu Post. 
https://kathmandupost.com/province-no-
3/2024/07/18/court-ruling-to-boost-kmc-s-push-to-evict-
riverside-squatters 
 

https://kathmandupost.com/kathmandu/2022/11/29/thapathali-squatters-thwart-another-eviction
https://kathmandupost.com/kathmandu/2022/11/29/thapathali-squatters-thwart-another-eviction
https://kathmandupost.com/province-no-3/2024/07/18/court-ruling-to-boost-kmc-s-push-to-evict-riverside-squatters
https://kathmandupost.com/province-no-3/2024/07/18/court-ruling-to-boost-kmc-s-push-to-evict-riverside-squatters
https://kathmandupost.com/province-no-3/2024/07/18/court-ruling-to-boost-kmc-s-push-to-evict-riverside-squatters
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population), with desired background of working in Finnish public administrative 

sector from already identified participant (Emerson, 2015). Each potential 

participants were then reached out through email. They were given opportunity 

to contact the researcher back through email or a phone call if they had any 

inquiries. Potential participants were also reached out through their mobile 

contact when there was no clear negative or positive form of response 

whatsoever. During the email exchanges, it was ensured that they had at least 

minimum context of the topic being covered. They were provided with general 

information about the thesis, why they were chosen, what was being studied and 

researcher’s motive of conducting an interview and their own 

knowledge/confidence in the research topic was assured. Based on their 

response, each participant then received a privacy protection form describing the 

nature of study, the research topic and questions, their voluntary terms of 

participation and how their personal information will be protected confidentially. 

Once the participants were on board for interview, they were given choice to have 

the interview completed in written form as well. Although interview over an online 

meeting to allow for a natural conversation was presented as the prioritized 

interview mode. At the end, two interviews were completed online through Teams 

and one was returned as written interview. Further interview and interviewee’s 

details are mentioned in the table below:  

TABLE 2. Interview and interviewee’s details 

Pseudonym Gender Date of interview Duration 

Rose Female 2026 April 5 32m 57s 

Krish Male 2026 April 23 Written interview 

Shekh Male 2026 April 6 43m 25s 

 

3.2.2 Interview procedure 

Interviews were conducted in a semi-structured format, allowing participants to 

have space for elaboration, examples and enough time to speak out their 

viewpoints. While semi-structured interviews are not suitable for studies with 

large number of participants, they are quite flexible method for small-scale 
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research (Drever, 1995). Hence, considering the number of interviews to be 

conducted for this research was capped at three, semi-structured interview 

method was applied.  Interviews were expected to last approximately 30-60 

minutes. The first choice of language of communication during the interview was 

English. But interview in Nepali was also possible depending on the comfortability 

and preference of participants. But all the actual interviews were conducted in 

English which allowed for easy transcription and no need of translation. The 

interviews followed semi-structured format from the predesigned interview guide 

(see Appendix). The interview guide included greeting, introduction to the theme 

of the interview, brief of the participant’s right to stay or withdraw from the 

interview at any point. A brief case description at the beginning was read to 

ensure the minimum context, while explicitly stating that the study doesn’t 

assume any viewpoints as right or wrong. Additional to live transcription, note-

taking process was also actively undertaken. Since, note-taking process is 

recommended for refine understanding and detailed reconsideration of ideas 

between different interviews (Lima & Harta Mimba, 2024), it also acted as a tool 

for me to actively engage in conversations, connect the dots, for on-the-spot 

synthesis of probes and prompts to result in better conversation in the same 

interview as well. Furthermore, transcripts and excerpts were transcribed 

verbatim with light edit to improve readability while preserving participant’s 

intended meaning.  

 

3.2.3 Data management and ethical considerations 

Audio and video recordings, as well as transcripts were stored securely and were 

only accessible to the researcher. Names and identifying details were redacted 

from transcripts. Pseudonyms of interview participants were used to maintain 

anonymity. Given the small size of Nepali community in Finland, additional care 

was taken to avoid indirect identification through details such as workplace type, 

specific role, biographical details. Data were only retained till the date of report 

wrap-up and then deleted in its entirety. 
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3.3 Methodology justification and limitations 

The chosen methodology reflects the structure of the sub-research questions. 

RQ1 is inherently document-centred because it asks what formal instruments 

prescribe and how they justify their preferred interventions. RQ2 requires 

interviews because it concerns diaspora perceptions and expectations. The 

central research question then requires synthesis from this multi-method 

qualitative analysis because it examines the relationship between the two. Using 

thematic analysis for document analysis and semi-structured interviews 

separately therefore provides a coherent division of labour between methods 

while enabling a systematic comparison of institutional intention and diaspora 

viewpoint. 

The most important limitation is the very small number of interviews. With 

three participants, the study cannot claim to represent the full diversity of Nepali 

diaspora perspectives in Finland. Similarly, findings lack the perspectives from 

lived experiences of settlers so it cannot be treated as representative and should 

therefore be limitedly interpreted as exploratory and illustrative. But the size is 

assumed sufficient in terms of ‘information power’ given the assumption that the 

three samples hold sufficient amount of relevant information (Malterud et al., 

2016), applicable for the scope of our thesis. 

A second limitation is that diaspora knowledge is not cultivated through 

direct involvement in Kathmandu governance, rather mediated through news 

sources, family networks, news, social media, memory, and political discourses. 

Moreover, since there are no informal settlements in Finland comparable to 

Kathmandu’s riverside settlements, participant’s Finnish administrative 

experience with housing policy, governance, its precarity and success provides 

indirect rather than directly equivalent comparison.   
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4 FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents the findings in two linked parts. The first part reports the 

document thematic analysis of the legal, policy, planning, NGO, and newspaper 

corpus listed in the methodology. It examines how riverside informal settlements 

are framed in formal and public texts, what policy instruments prescribe, and how 

the tension between in-situ upgrading, relocation, and eviction is justified. The 

second part develops a reflexive thematic analysis of three interviews with 

members of the Nepali diaspora in Finland. The interview analysis does not claim 

to represent all Nepali diaspora views. Rather, it uses a small and information-

rich sample to examine how participants interpret Kathmandu’s informal-

settlement governance through transnational experiences of housing, welfare, 

planning, and public administration. Together, the two parts answer the central 

concern of this thesis: where policy intentions and public/diaspora expectations 

converge or diverge in relation to riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu. 

 

4.1 Document thematic analysis: Policy intentions and institutional 
framing 

The document corpus reveals three broad themes: (a) Framing informal 

settlements as encroached public land, (b) Recognized rights but narrow 

protection, (c) In-situ upgrading, relocation, and eviction as competing 

instruments. These three broad themes encompass multiple nuances of 

information regarding five coding categories mentioned in the research design 

above. These themes show how Kathmandu’s river corridor documents construct 

informal settlements as encroachments that obstruct ecological restoration, flood 

control, river beautification, and public land management, and Nepal’s housing 

and resettlement frameworks contain right-based and welfare-oriented language 
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that demands procedure, identification, consultation, resettlement, and protection 

of vulnerable populations.  

4.1.1 Framing informal settlements as encroached public land 

One of the strong narrations promoted by policy and institutional texts is 

encroachment of riparian land by informal settlers. The 2022 Bagmati Action Plan 

report by High Powered Committee for Integrated Development of the Bagmati 

Civilization (HPCIDBC) repeatedly links settlement along riverbanks to pollution, 

ecological deterioration, encroachment of riparian land, and obstruction of 

corridor planning. The 2022 BAP report notes:  

The squatter settlement along the river bank have encroached the riparian 
land along the river which has affected in ecology as well the environmental 
condition of the area. (HPCIDBC, 2022, p. 82) 

This framing matters in planning context because it determines the solution 

options that follows. Once the settlement is narrated principally as an ecological 

and spatial obstruction, interventions like clearance and corridor control etc are 

adapted. The justification for these interventions implied by these texts is deeply 

rooted in reasoning for flood control, river environment, water security etc. 

HPCIDBC (2022) further intensifies the environmental-risk frame and writes that 

urban flooding has increased in the Kathmandu valley area due to river 

encroachment in Bagmati river tributaries and changes in land use and land cover 

pattern (p. 85). 

Due to increased urbanization, river encroachment in most of Bagmati river 
tributaries and changes in land use and land cover pattern over the years; 
the threat and risk of the urban flooding has increased in Kathmandu Valley 
area. (HPCIDBC, 2022, p. 85) 

The narration follows that it is due to these river encroachment and unplanned 

construction that caused the narrowing and deepening of the waterways 

(HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. v). In fact, informal squatter settlements are addressed 

together with other activities like extractions of sand from riverbeds as the reason 

for river environment deterioration and water security (HPCIDBC, 2022) which 

shows how they are understood and framed as one of the most contributing 

factors to ecological deterioration.  Such a frame risks reproducing what Perlman 
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(1976) criticizes as the “myth of marginality”: the tendency to view the urban poor 

as the source of disorder rather than as people produced by exclusionary 

economic and institutional arrangements. 

Apart from that, extractions of sand from river bed, construction of public 
infrastructure in river space and informal squatter settlements along the 
banks have deteriorated the river environment and the water security. 
(HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. iv) 

 

River encroachment, unplanned construction of embankments, roads and 
other infrastructures and sand mining in some cases have caused the 
narrowing and deepening of the waterways. (HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. v) 

The action-oriented part of the same action plan document makes the framing of 

informal settlements as encroachers even clearer. In the urban zone-action table, 

the report moves from general discourse to operational tasks like “verification and 

inventory of illegally encroached land along river banks” and “relocation of verified 

squatters” in named riverside settlements (HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. 108). It is then 

immediately followed by park development and open space along the river 

corridor for the sake of public land management. Across the document, informal 

settlements has been framed as something actionable after which many 

environmental problems will be solved. For example,  

For minimizing the growth of informal settlement and for conservation of 
riparian land, river banks need to be cleared and green area needs to be 
developed along the flood prone areas (i.e. ROR) of these river banks for 
recharging the water. (HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. 82) 

This is important to realize that action plans lean towards removal of the 

settlement after framing them as illegal and responsible of river environment 

deterioration. The document also considers the possibility of opportunistic 

occupiers, locally referred to as hukumbasi, within the informal settlement and 

hence keeps the forced eviction possibility open as a solution option. The 

verification of squatters and differentiating between genuine squatters and 

opportunistic occupiers is recognized as a solution measure.  

But in some cases, if the informal settlement has been developed to occupy 
valuable land in the city center this approach can be applied with better 
study of the condition. (HPCIDBC, 2022, pg. 82) 
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This is where the document introduces an ambiguity between genuine 

landlessness (locally known as sukumbasi) and opportunistic land occupiers 

(locally known as hukumbasi). The distinction may be administratively necessary 

because it addresses fraudulent claims. However, it also creates a politically 

powerful suspicion toward all residents, especially when verification is incomplete 

or contested. But the time and again attempt of relocation in Kathmandu shows 

that the verification has been bypassed on all occasions. Amnesty International’s 

research of five forced eviction cases of Nepal describes the 2022 attempt to 

bulldoze the settlement during an ongoing verification process initiated by Land 

Issue Resolving Commission as an attempt to clear the area “without verification, 

consultation, or alternative housing arrangements” (Amnesty International, 2025, 

pg. 15). The action plan document also notes: 

 Most of the squatters has been identified from different organizations but 
the numbers and locations are not verified from HPCIDBC.” (HPCIDBC, 
2022, pg. 38).  

This shortcoming by the authority is only making their solution measures 

narrower. It affects the solution to be applied, nuances within those applications 

depending on the number of squatters- genuine squatters. Nevertheless, it twists 

the framing of informal settlements towards more complicated scenario of 

genuine squatters vs opportunistic occupiers.  

The two newspaper articles in the corpus reports this same official framing 

in more public and immediate language.  Ojha and Shrestha (2022) report that 

authorities and the HPCIDBC justified demolition in Thapathali through the 

beautification and sewage drain objectives claiming the squatter settlement has 

become a major obstacle in doing so, while Poudel (2024) reports that the 

committee described its mandate as making the Bagmati “pollution-free” and 

removing encroachment from riverside land. 

The recurrence of this vocabulary across planning texts and media texts 

shows that the ecological and environmental restoration is the dominant concern 

through which riverside informal settlements are rendered actionable and 

encroachers of public land. The environmental concern is real, especially 

because the settlements are located in flood-prone and ecologically sensitive 

river corridors. However, the limitation of this framing is that it narrows the social 
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history of settlement formation. It does not adequately connect the presence of 

riverside settlements to rapid urbanization, civil-war-era displacement, land-price 

escalation, housing unaffordability, or selective state tolerance, all of which the 

literature review identifies as structural causes of urban informality in Kathmandu. 

. 

4.1.2 Recognized rights but narrow protection 

Against the river-restoration framing is a second strong discourse of rights and 

procedures. Legal texts and documents provide a legal ground of rights but on 

practice still fails to provide protection to the squatters. The Right to Housing Act 

affirms that every citizen has the “right to an appropriate housing” and the state 

bears the “responsibility to respect, promote, protect, fulfil and implement the 

right” (Nepal Law Commission, 2018, p. 2). The same act also sets a procedural 

threshold for eviction carried out for public purposes. It requires consultation, 

sufficient notice with reasons, proper identification of the person or family to be 

evicted, the presence of an authorized official, and protection for vulnerable 

groups such as older people, children, people with disabilities and pregnant 

women (Nepal Law Commission, 2018, p. 3). 

The importance of this Act is that it directs and preserves a constitutional 

mandate language into a field otherwise dominated by land control and river 

management as depicted in the first theme. Legally, it doesn’t deny the possibility 

of eviction for public purposes. But it insists that the eviction must be procedurally 

qualified and socially mitigated. This is the strongest statutory basis on the corpus 

for arguing that any river-corridor intervention must be more than a demolition 

practice.  

The condition in which Government of Nepal, Provincial Government or 

Local Level has to provide housing facility is mentioned as: 

(a) Having no house and land under ownership of him or her or his or her 
family within the State of Nepal or and is unable to make arrangement for 
housing from his or her or his or her family's income generation, resource 
or effort, 

 (b) Having been displaced permanently due to a natural disaster, and 
having the condition referred to in clause (a) in existence. (Nepal Law 
commission, 2018, p. 4) 



 

31 

The Act also establishes a recognition pathway for people who are to be provided 

with housing support. Local levels are required to collect lists containing the 

“detailed identity and settlement conditions” of people and families to be provided 

with housing, and to be distributed with identity cards so that the housing facilities 

can be provided gradually without duplication (Nepal Law Commission, 2018, p. 

4). In analytical terms, the Act does not treat housing as abstract moral claims 

alone. It imagines an administrative route to be followed to provide vulnerable 

residents with housing facilities. Yet the same act also reveals one of the most 

important limitations in the legal framework. Section 5(2) ties resettlement and 

compensation to evicted citizen from the “housing owned by him or her” (Nepal 

Law Commission, 2018, p. 3). Amnesty International (2025, p. 27) identifies this 

as a central weakness of more than one legal documents. The report argues that 

the Right to Housing Act 2018 follows an “ownership-centric” approach that 

leaves people on public or unregistered land inadequately protected in practice. 

It reports:  

The Right to Housing Act 2018 follows a similar ownership-driven 
approach, prioritizing compensation and resettlement for people who legally 
own the land on which their housing is built. (Amnesty International, 2025, 
p. 27) 

The significance of this critique is directly related to our informal riverside 

settlement concerns where legal title is often exactly what the residents do not 

possess. It shows how a law that appears protective is still fragile and 

inconsiderate of diverse realities.  

Similarly, regarding another legal document of the corpus, The Land 

Acquisition Act 1977, the report developed the same concern: 

One of the act’s main flaws is its ownership-based approach, which 
prioritizes formal land documentation over the lived experiences and rights 
of those who depend on the land. (Amnesty International, 2025, p. 27) 

These acts vest governmental power to acquire land for public purpose, provides 

for notification, allows landowners to file complaints, authorizes the state to take 

possession after the complaint period, and sets compensation criteria around 

land crops, structures, and losses from shifting residence or business (Nepal Law 

Commission, 1977, pp. 2, 7-12). On a superficial level, the Acts contain 

procedure, compensation, and some room for relocation. But the underlying 
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subject of the Act is the landowner, or at most registered tenant. This is not a 

minor technical point. It means that the central acquisition statute in the corpus is 

not designed around informal occupation, collective settlement histories or long-

term use without title and doesn’t consider the social legitimacy concepts.  

The 2014 Land Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation Policy for 

Infrastructure Development Projects is the most socially expansive text in the 

corpus. It requires social impact assessment, early compensation, complaint 

mechanisms, public information, monitoring, transparent dialogue, and special 

attention to vulnerable groups. Most importantly, it attempts to ensure that the 

projects implementation doesn’t correspond to social displacement with policy 

suggestions. A few to mention are: 

7.2.3 To ensure provisions relating to compensation, resettlement and 
rehabilitation to the affected individuals much before they are physically 
and economically displaced, (National Planning Commission Secretariat, 
2014, p. 8) 

7.2.8 To ensure the environment of receiving compensation and 
resettlement package to the displaced people if they have no land under 
their ownership or they lack legal basis to ascertain ownership of the land in 
which they are residing, (National Planning Commission Secretariat, 2014, 
p. 8) 

7.3.1 To ensure that project implementation authority has carried out 
meaningful dialogue and negotiations with affected individuals, community, 
vulnerable group and especially people living below the poverty line, 
landless, senior citizens, women, children, indigenous people, disabled, 
incapacitated people and those who lack legal basis to ascertain 
landownership of the land in which they are currently residing, (National 
Planning Commission Secretariat, 2014, p. 8) 

 

Moreover, it prioritizes “land for land” where acquisition would make people 

landless and provide compensation and resettlement packages even where 

displaced people “have no land under their ownership” or lack legal basis to prove 

ownership (National Planning Commission Secretariat, 2014, pp. 8–9). This 

policy is the clearest document in the corpus in support of an inclusionary, least-

displacement approach where the rights are widely covered in detail and at least 

protected in language. However, its weakness lies in implementation power. The 

policy is socially sensitive, but it does not itself determine the spatial design of 

the Bagmati corridor. The Bagmati plan contains the more concrete river-corridor 
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actions, and those actions give stronger operational weight to relocation, 

verification, clearance, open-space development, and corridor control than to 

negotiated in-situ upgrading. 

The overall finding is therefore not that Nepal lacks rights-based language. 

Rather, the corpus reveals a layered mismatch between policy recognition and 

policy implementation. Housing rights exist, but compensation is often attached 

to ownership. Resettlement policy is socially expansive, but corridor planning 

remains clearance-oriented. Verification is presented as necessary, but eviction 

attempts have occurred before verification and consultation were completed. This 

is exactly the paradox described by Shrestha et al. (2022): inclusive policy texts 

coexist with exclusionary practices.  

4.1.3 In-situ upgrading, relocation, and eviction as competing instruments 

A central question for this thesis is whether the existing framework allows in-situ 

upgrading while also pursuing river development. The corpus suggests that the 

answer is not a simple yes or no. In-situ upgrading is present in discourse, but it 

is present in a distinctly subordinate way. 

The most explicit acknowledgment of upgrading appears in the Bagmati 

Action Plan report. After reviewing wider approaches to informal settlement 

management, the report lists three broad options: forced evictions, clearance and 

relocations, and on-site upgrading. Its definition of on-site upgrading is notable: 

This might be done from different methods such as site and services, on 
site redevelopment or land sharing concept. In this approach, the site will 
be managed with better infrastructures and services. In most of the cases, 
the land has planned to be shared with the concept of multistorey 
apartments, so that more lands can be cleared and planned for the better 
uses. (HPCIDBC, 2022, p. 82).  

This is important because it shows that the planning apparatus does not 

conceptually reject upgrading. It can imagine urban reconfiguration that retains 

settlement on or near site while improving infrastructure and reducing 

environmental harm. 

The same Bagmati document gives detailed action indicators for 

encroachment inventory, relocation of verified squatters, corridor roads, greenery 

management, and river-edge public-space development (HPCIDBC, 2022, pp. 
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108–111), but it does not provide an equally concrete operational package for in-

situ upgrading in the riverbank settlements it identifies. Upgrading exists as a 

recognized method and a possibility whereas relocation exists as an actionable 

program. That imbalance is one of the most consequential findings in the corpus. 

A short contrast illustrates the point. The planning report HPCIDBC (2022) 

acknowledges the consequences of forced evictions. It writes: 

This involves clearance through violent force and large-scale slum 
demolition without any alternative or choice of population. This process of 
approaching leaves them homeless and hopeless aggravating the circle of 
poverty, discrimination and social exclusion. (HPCIDBC, 2022, p. 82) 

It implies forced eviction is socially destructive from the language. Yet when it 

moves into urban-zone actions, it names relocation targets and open-space 

outputs, not upgrading pilots, service standards, tenure steps, or co-designed 

settlement improvements (High Powered Committee for Integrated Development 

of the Bagmati Civilization, 2022, pp. 82, 108). In analytical terms, upgrading is 

admitted at the level of possibility but not institutionalized at the level of 

implementation. 

The 2014 Land Acquisition, Resettlement and Rehabilitation Policy for 

Infrastructure Development Projects partially counterbalances this. It provides 

textual support for near-site relocation, land-sharing, or on-site redevelopment. It 

notes in its policy suggestions that: 

 7.2.5 Except in case the affected individuals wish to resettle elsewhere, to 
make the affected people resettle in their existing residing areas as far as 
possible, (National Planning Commission Secretariat, 2014, p. 8). 

In principle, this policy could be used to design a socially sustainable response 

to river-corridor settlements: first verify residents, then assess social impacts, 

then co-design near-site or accessible housing alternatives, and only then clear 

the unsafe riparian zone. However, the corpus suggests that this approach has 

not become the dominant implementation model. 

The media documents reinforce this finding. Ojha and Shrestha (2022) 

show that residents in Thapathali were not refusing all relocation; they demanded 

that the government first provide a proper alternative place to stay. It can be 

depicted by the settler’s statements reported by The Kathmandu Post such as:  
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“We have not said we won’t vacate the current squatter settlements. But 
the government should first arrange alternative places for us to stay,” (Ojha 
& Shrestha, 2022) 

Similarly, they also captured language of resistance from the settlers like: 

“We are ready to die, but we won't leave this place without being given a 
proper alternative,” (Ojha & Shrestha, 2022) 
 

Poudel (2024) similarly reports that, after the 2024 court ruling, official 

discussions turned toward demolition along with relocation, while residents 

indicated willingness to relocate if the proposal matched their needs. 

“We have for long been waiting for an appropriate government decision on 
our relocation. People living in squatter settlements will happily accept the 
government proposal,” (Poudel, 2024) 
 

The conflict, then, is not best understood as state action versus community 

immobility. It is more accurately a conflict between a removal-first model and a 

rights- and livelihood-sensitive model of resettlement. 

Amnesty International’s report sharpens this critique through the example 

of the Ichangu Narayan relocation scheme during 2012 Thapathali eviction. It 

argues that the scheme lacked meaningful consultation and failed to adequately 

account for family size, transport access, proximity to work, essential services, 

affordability, and habitability. Further, it mentions: 

For instance, residents in the Thapathali settlement had been waiting for 
their verification process to begin, as stipulated by the agreement between 
the KMC and the Land Issue Resolving Commission.144 Instead, they 
faced attempted evictions by the KMC authorities before the verification 
process had even started. (Amnesty International, 2025, p. 25) 

This is crucial because failed relocation is often publicly interpreted as evidence 

that settlers do not want solutions. The document analysis suggests a different 

interpretation: failed relocation may instead indicate that relocation was designed 

in technocratic rather than lived terms.  

The broader analytical conclusion is that the framework does not absolutely 

foreclose in-situ upgrading or near-site resettlement. The Bagmati plan names 

upgrading. The 2014 resettlement policy supports minimal displacement and 

compensation for people without title. The Right to Housing Act requires due 
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process and social protection. However, the most spatially powerful planning 

document gives practical specificity to relocation and riverbank clearing. The 

feasibility of upgrading is therefore shaped less by legal impossibility than by 

planning hierarchy. Upgrading survives as a subordinate option inside a 

framework whose main implementable logic remains removal, corridor control, 

and environmental recovery. 

 

4.2 Reflexive thematic analysis: Nepali diaspora perspectives in 
Finland 

The second part of the findings develops the reflexive thematic analysis of the 

interview material. Five themes were generated from the interview extractions: 

(1) environmental sustainability versus social sustainability; (2) relocation versus 

in-situ upgrading; (3) distrust in governance and resettlement mechanisms, 

alongside cautious new optimism; (4) criminalization versus humanization of 

informal settlements; and (5) participatory and integrated urban planning. These 

themes are not treated as fixed categories that simply summarize participant 

opinions. They are interpreted as meaning-making patterns through which 

participants negotiated competing values: environmental restoration and housing 

rights, legality and vulnerability, administrative authority and public trust, and 

Finnish governance experience and Kathmandu’s planning realities. 

The participants’ positions were not identical. Krish (April 23, 2026) 

consistently emphasized social sustainability, human dignity, due process, and 

tenure security. Rose (April 5, 2026) offered a more mixed and relational view, 

repeatedly arguing that social and environmental issues are interconnected and 

that solutions must combine short-term upgrading with longer-term relocation. 

Shekh (April 6, 2026) prioritized environmental sustainability, riverbank 

clearance, and clearer mechanisms to distinguish people in need from fraudulent 

claimants. The value of the interview analysis lies precisely in these tensions. The 

diaspora perspective does not produce a single alternative policy. Instead, it 

reveals how people connected to both Nepal and Finland evaluate Kathmandu’s 

governance through comparative expectations of planning, welfare, institutional 

trust, and administrative procedure. 
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4.2.1 Theme 1: Trade-off between environmental sustainability and 
social sustainability 

The first theme concerns how participants understood the relationship between 

environmental sustainability and social sustainability. All three participants 

recognized that riverside informal settlements involve an environmental problem. 

However, they differed in how they prioritized the relationship between river 

restoration and housing security. Krish (April 23, 2026) framed social 

sustainability as the moral foundation of environmental protection: 

In Finland, I’ve learned that the environment is sacred, but people are the 
reason we protect it. If the river is clean but the people are starving or 
homeless, the "system" has failed. I believe Social Sustainability must 
come first. If you settle the people properly, they will eventually help you 
keep the river clean. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

Krish’s (April 23, 2026) statement directly challenges a narrow environmental-

restoration frame. He does not deny the value of the river; rather, he argues that 

environmental policy loses legitimacy if it produces homelessness. This aligns 

with rights-based housing literature and with the critique of forced eviction in the 

document corpus. It also resonates with Satterthwaite et al. (2020), who argue 

that climate and environmental resilience in informal settlements should be built 

through service provision, safer infrastructure, and community involvement rather 

than displacement alone. In Krish’s (April 23, 2026) reasoning, environmental 

outcomes are not separate from social outcomes. Residents who are securely 

housed can become participants in river restoration; residents who are displaced 

become evidence of governance failure. 

Rose’s (April 5, 2026) view was more ambivalent and relational. She initially 

resisted choosing between the two forms of sustainability: 

It’s kind of tricky, but I would root for both because if you think of the 
informal settlement itself, it represents the places without proper drainage, 
proper toilets, proper sanitation that have direct impact to the environment. 
But not only that, it’s also kind of related to adverse effects on the people 
living there because it’s kind of by the riverside and there’s always flood 
when there is a rainy season. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

Rose’s (April 5, 2026) answer is analytically important because it refuses the strict 

opposition between environment and society. She identifies sanitation, drainage, 

flooding, residential proximity, and livelihood exposure as interlinked. Her later 
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statement that she would choose environmental sustainability if forced to choose 

does not erase this relational view. Rather, it suggests that in the Kathmandu’s 

context environmental deterioration is not an abstract ecological concern; it 

circulates and reflects through the lives of residents and neighbouring 

communities. She also notes that drainage and water systems in Kathmandu are 

not properly isolated and that slum areas are connected to residential areas. This 

expands the problem from “settlers pollute the river” to “urban infrastructure 

failure connects vulnerabilities across the city.” 

Shekh (April 6, 2026) placed environmental sustainability first in a more 

explicit hierarchy: 

If we think about the human evolution, human have always evolved 
considering the environmental feasibility and then it started to build a 
society around it. So, my priority would always be in the environmental 
sustainability rather than social sustainability because if there is no 
environmental sustainability, people cannot adapt for a longer term. 
(Shekh, Interview, April 6, 2026) 

His reasoning reflects the strongest convergence with the Bagmati planning 

frame. He sees the river corridor as an unsafe and environmentally inappropriate 

place for permanent settlement. His flood example makes this point clearer: if 

social development occurs in a riverside settlement and a major flood destroys it, 

the settlement cannot be called sustainable. This argument cannot be dismissed 

as anti-poor. It raises a legitimate hazard-planning concern. The literature review 

similarly recognizes that upgrading is not always straightforward when land is 

environmentally sensitive and exposed to flood risk. However, Shekh’s (April 6, 

2026) prioritization becomes more critical when connected to his later support for 

complete relocation. The risk is that environmental sustainability may become a 

justification for removal unless paired with strong resettlement safeguards. 

Across the three interviews, sustainability appears not as a settled hierarchy 

but as a contested planning dilemma. Krish (April 23, 2026) emphasizes that 

social sustainability must not be sacrificed for river restoration. Rose (April 5, 

2026) frames the two as mutually entangled. Shekh (April 6, 2026) argues that 

environmental feasibility is the condition for long-term social sustainability. This 

pattern complicates any assumption that diaspora perspectives simply oppose 

state policy. Instead, the participants reproduce the central tension of the thesis 
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itself: the riverbank cannot be treated as socially neutral land, but residents 

cannot be treated as environmentally disposable. 

4.2.2 Theme 2: Relocation versus in-situ upgrading as a question of 
livelihood, safety, and sequencing 

The second theme concerns preferred solutions: in-situ upgrading, relocation, or 

a combination of both. The participants did not divide neatly into pro-upgrading 

and pro-relocation positions. Their responses show that the acceptability of any 

solution depends on safety, livelihood access, timing, and administrative 

credibility. 

Krish (April 23, 2026) leaned toward in-situ upgrading, but with a clear 

condition: it must be safe. His reasoning centred on community and urban 

access: 

I lean toward In-situ Upgrading if it’s safe. After 18 years here, I see how 
important "community" is. In Finland, even social housing is built where 
people have access to jobs and buses. If you move Thapathali residents to 
the edge of the valley where there are no jobs, you haven’t solved the 
problem; you’ve just hidden it. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

This statement strongly connects to the global upgrading literature discussed in 

the thesis. In-situ upgrading is often preferred because it protects livelihoods, 

social networks, and access to the city while improving services. Krish’s (April 23, 

2026) comparison with Finnish social housing is particularly revealing. He is not 

simply saying that Nepal should copy Finland. Rather, he uses Finnish planning 

norms to evaluate the social consequences of displacement. For him, relocation 

that disconnects people from jobs, buses, and community networks is not a 

solution; it is spatial concealment. This directly supports Amnesty International’s 

critique of relocation schemes that ignore transport, work, services, affordability, 

and habitability. 

Rose (April 5, 2026) proposed a hybrid and sequenced approach. She 

stated: 

I want to put upgrading the existing sites they are living in as the short-term 
plan and the relocation can be long-term plan, and they should go 
simultaneously hand in hand. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 
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Her framing is important because it shifts the debate from choosing one 

instrument to designing a transition. She recognizes that immediate displacement 

can intensify vulnerability, but she also acknowledges that long-term relocation 

may be necessary in an environmentally risky river corridor. Her view 

corresponds closely with the least-displacement logic of the 2014 resettlement 

policy: avoid unnecessary displacement, assess social impacts, and resettle 

people in existing areas or accessible alternatives as far as possible. It also 

responds to a practical problem in Kathmandu: when authorities act without a 

concrete plan, residents often return, and the cycle of eviction and resistance 

repeats. 

She explicitly connected this to the 2012 eviction experience: 

I would vote for mixed one because like I said that it was a great failure 
already in 2012 and they had relocation, but they didn’t have a concrete 
plan. So, at the end of the day, no matter all the unpleasantness and all the 
stress, people went back to the place again. It didn’t lead to anything which 
clearly signifies or reflects that it doesn’t happen overnight. (Rose, 
Interview, April 5, 2026) 

The emphasis on sequencing is analytically strong. Rose (April 5, 2026) does not 

romanticize informal settlement. She recognizes failure in previous relocation 

attempts not because relocation is impossible, but because relocation was not 

planned as a social process. This echoes the document analysis: the problem is 

not only the presence or absence of policy, but the translation of policy into 

credible implementation. 

Shekh (April 6, 2026), by contrast, preferred relocation and riverbank 

clearance: 

I would consider a relocation as the best solution because if we talk about 
in-situ upgrading then you know the problem with the riverside settlement is 
that river doesn’t always stay in the same line. They keep on moving ... So, 
I think my point is that they need to be relocated completely, making the 
riverbanks entirely free rather than any settlements. (Shekh, Interview, April 
6, 2026) 

Shekh’s (April 6, 2026) argument converges most closely with the environmental 

and spatial logic of the Bagmati plan. He sees river mobility, hygiene, long-term 

urban development, and future planning over 50 or 70 years as reasons to avoid 

permanent settlement in river corridors. His position is not merely punitive; it is 

grounded in long-term planning and hazard avoidance. However, it becomes 
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socially sustainable only if relocation is accompanied by credible identification, 

support, and housing access. Without those safeguards, his position risks 

reproducing the clearance-first model criticized in the document corpus. 

Taken together, the theme shows that the real analytical distinction is not 

simply in-situ upgrading versus relocation. It is livelihood-sensitive transformation 

versus removal-first intervention. Krish (April 23, 2026) supports upgrading where 

safe and opposes peripheral displacement. Rose (April 5, 2026) supports a mixed 

transition. Shekh (April 6, 2026) supports complete relocation but still later calls 

for mechanisms to protect those genuinely in need. This suggests that a feasible 

future policy may need to combine ecological riverbank protection with near-site 

or accessible relocation, temporary upgrading where immediate displacement is 

harmful, and participatory planning that secures livelihoods before demolition. 

4.2.3 Theme 3: Distrust in governance, failed resettlement, and cautious 
optimism 

The third theme concerns trust in Kathmandu Metropolitan City and other public 

authorities. Participants’ trust was shaped less by policy texts than by memories 

of failed action, particularly the 2012 eviction and broader perceptions of reactive 

governance. Krish (April 23, 2026) expressed the lowest trust, rating authorities 

at 2/10: 

Honestly? A 2/10. After seeing the 2012 eviction where nothing was built 
afterward, why would anyone trust them? Trust in Finland is high because 
the government keeps its word. In Kathmandu, the government’s word 
changes with the Mayor. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

This quotation directly connects institutional trust to policy continuity. Krish’s (April 

23, 2026) comparison with Finland is not only about administrative efficiency; it 

is about predictability and credibility. A government that does not keep its word 

cannot expect compliance from vulnerable residents. This links to Weinstein’s 

(2014) argument that informality persists through selective state action and to 

Shrestha et al.’s (2022) paradox of inclusive policies and exclusionary practices. 

In Kathmandu, distrust is not irrational resistance. It is produced by a history in 

which eviction, promises, incomplete development, and policy discontinuity 

appear to repeat. 
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Krish (April 23, 2026) also described Kathmandu authority’s actions as 

reactive and destructive: 

In my work in Finland, everything is "Ennakoiva" (proactive). We plan for 
five years before we move a single brick. In Kathmandu, it feels like the 
authorities wake up one morning, see a problem, and send a dozer. There 
is no "human touch" in the administration. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

The phrase “send a dozer” captures more than the act of demolition. It symbolizes 

the absence of consultation, sequencing, and administrative empathy. In the 

document analysis, this appears as the gap between procedural safeguards and 

demolition-oriented implementation. For Krish (April 23, 2026), the problem is not 

simply bad policy but the absence of a human-centred administrative culture. 

Rose (April 5, 2026) also emphasized the 2012 failure and placed 

responsibility on authorities: 

Based on 2012 result I think they are accountable 100% because it’s kind 
of a big failure for not being able to deliver what they promised. (Rose, 
Interview, April 5, 2026) 

Her critique again focuses on delivery. She notes that people moved but returned 

because they had no choice, which she interprets as a complete failure of the 

government or metropolitan city. This supports the thesis’s document finding that 

relocation without social fit can produce non-compliance and return. It also 

challenges public narratives that settlers simply refuse to cooperate. From her 

perspective, residents’ return can be read as a rational response to inadequate 

alternatives. 

However, the theme also includes cautious optimism. She described the 

current political leadership as more practical and expertise-oriented, raising her 

trust to around 7/10 while acknowledging uncertainty: 

Maybe there’s a better planning right now ... I think we’re very much 
optimistic about it because they’re very practical oriented people and 
people who have expertise in this field, so they know what they are doing ... 
We will figure it out and we will see in the tenure of five years. (Rose, 
Interview, April 5, 2026) 

Shekh (April 6, 2026) expressed even higher trust, rating the authorities around 

8/10 while acknowledging protests and political complications: 
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I would say that Kathmandu Metropolitan City and public authorities will 
probably now take this issue more seriously than ever and then they will be 
able to manage this problem probably I would say like 8 because there are 
still some issues like there will be protests, hooliganism, racketeers. 
(Shekh, Interview, April 6, 2026) 

The contrast among participants is analytically revealing. Krish (April 23, 2026) 

emphasizes institutional memory and broken promises. Rose (April 5, 2026) 

criticizes past failure but allows for new administrative capacity. Shekh (April 6, 

2026) foregrounds stronger authority and expects improved management. This 

shows that diaspora perspectives are mediated through different interpretations 

of current political leadership, administrative capacity, and public order. It also 

demonstrates that trust is not a stable attitude; it is historically produced and 

politically updated. 

The critical point is that even optimism remains conditional. Rose’s (April 5, 

2026) “we will see” and Shekh’s (April 6, 2026) reference to protests and 

racketeers show that trust depends on visible procedural seriousness. The 

document corpus indicates that verification, consultation, and alternative housing 

are repeatedly named but insufficiently implemented. The interview corpus shows 

why that matters: without trust, even technically reasonable plans are likely to be 

interpreted as threats. 

4.2.4 Theme 4: Criminalization versus humanization of informal 
settlements 

The fourth theme concerns how participants morally and legally positioned 

informal residents. This theme most clearly exposes the tension between legality 

and urban citizenship. Krish (April 23, 2026) and Rose (April 5, 2026) strongly 

humanized settlers, while Shekh (April 6, 2026) supported criminalization of 

illegal encroachment but qualified it with a mechanism to protect those genuinely 

in need. Krish’s (April 23, 2026) position was direct: 

You have to treat them like citizens, not squatters. (Krish, 2026) 

He further argued: 

Nepal needs to learn that Housing is a Human Right, not a political favor. 
Also, "Due Process" - you cannot just skip the court and bring the 
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bulldozer. That is the biggest lesson: the process is as important as the 
result. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

This theme connects closely to the Right to Housing Act and to the literature on 

tenure security and urban informality. Krish (April 23, 2026) rejects a discretionary 

model in which housing support is treated as charity, political patronage, or 

temporary favour. Instead, he frames housing as a right and due process as non-

negotiable. His insistence that “the process is as important as the result” is 

particularly important for Kathmandu. Even if riverbank clearance is 

environmentally justified, it cannot be legitimate if the process produces social 

displacement. This directly supports the document-analysis finding that 

procedural safeguards are the missing bridge between environmental restoration 

and social justice. 

Rose (April 5, 2026) similarly humanized residents through poverty, dignity, 

and social acceptance. She stated: 

We all know that the informal settlement is due to extreme level of poverty. 
If there are no poverty, people might have been able to afford housing ... 
So, I think the main problem here is the lack of money that people cannot 
afford normal housing as other people do. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

Her statement shifts explanation from deviance to structural inequality. This 

resonates with the literature review’s movement away from culturalist 

explanations of poverty and toward political-economic explanations of informal 

settlement formation. Like Mangin (1967) and Perlman (1976), Rose’s (April 5, 

2026) framing understands informal settlement as a response to exclusion from 

formal housing systems rather than as evidence of moral failure. 

Her most forceful moral statement was: 

Maybe don’t treat them as a garbage. Please change the attitude towards 
them. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

This quote is brief but analytically powerful. It identifies stigmatization as part of 

the governance problem. Public attitudes toward informal residents shape the 

political acceptability of eviction. When residents are treated as waste, nuisance, 

or encroachment, demolition appears cleaner and less ethically troubling. She 

also warns that relocation is not only a physical move but a social integration 

challenge: 
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It’s not just about one-way integration. In this case, if they are moved to a 
proper place, they might also not get acceptance. That acceptance might 
be another problem. The social fabric in Nepal is built so that it’s so much 
influenced by the rich people. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

This is a critical extension of the relocation debate. Even if housing units are built, 

social exclusion can continue through neighbourhood rejection, class hierarchy, 

and stigma. Rose’s (April 5, 2026) point could analytically connect as a version 

to Rigon’s (2022) warning that upgrading and redevelopment can reproduce 

inequalities if internal and intersecting vulnerabilities are ignored. It also suggests 

that resettlement must include social integration, not only physical shelter. 

Shekh (April 6, 2026) presented a different but internally qualified position: 

Actually, it is a good way to go because informal settlements should be 
criminalized because no one is allowed to encroach the government or 
private property in that way. But the Kathmandu municipality or other 
authoritative body has to establish a mechanism ... where first government 
protects them who are in the need and then second criminalizes who are 
actually doing the fraudulent or illegal activities. (Shekh, Interview, April 6, 
2026) 

Shekh’s (April 6, 2026) view converges with the rule-of-law and public-land-

protection frame in the document corpus. He insists that encroachment cannot 

be normalized. However, his statement contains an important distinction: 

criminalization should apply after a protective mechanism identifies who is 

genuinely in need and who is acting fraudulently. This makes his view less 

punitive than it first appears. Like the Bagmati plan, he recognizes the need to 

differentiate vulnerable settlers from opportunistic occupiers. Unlike demolition-

first approaches, however, he places protection before criminalization. This 

sequencing matters. If the state criminalizes before identifying and protecting, 

vulnerable residents become collateral damage. If it identifies and protects first, 

enforcement can be more legitimate. 

The theme therefore shows that legality and humanization need not be 

mutually exclusive. Krish (April 23, 2026) and Rose (April 5, 2026) emphasize 

citizenship, dignity, poverty, and social acceptance. Shekh (April 6, 2026) 

emphasizes legal order but still calls for mechanisms that protect the genuinely 

vulnerable. The policy implication is that Kathmandu’s future approach must 

avoid both extremes: it cannot romanticize all informal occupation, but it also 
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cannot criminalize poverty. A credible system must combine verification, rights 

protection, anti-fraud measures, and dignified communication. 

4.2.5 Theme 5: Participatory and integrated urban planning 

The fifth theme concerns what Kathmandu could learn from Finnish planning and 

public administration. Participants repeatedly emphasized transparency, 

decentralization, co-creation, tenure security, social housing, identification 

systems, and subsidies for low-income people. This theme is where the diaspora 

perspective most clearly functions as a form of social remittance: participants use 

experiences from Finland to imagine alternative governance practices in Nepal. 

Krish (April 23, 2026) emphasized transparent and human-centred 

planning: 

They need a Human-Centric Master Plan. Don’t just draw a green line on a 
map and say "no people here." Acknowledge that these people are part of 
the city’s economy. The new plan should offer "Land Pooling" or low-cost 
apartments within the city limits, not far away in the hills. (Krish, Interview, 
April 23, 2026) 

This quote directly challenges technocratic spatial planning. The “green line on a 

map” represents environmental zoning that erases social life. Krish (April 23, 

2026) does not reject planning; he calls for a master plan that recognizes informal 

residents as part of the urban economy. This connects with Stokes’ (1962) 

structural account of slum formation: informal settlements emerge when cities 

absorb migrants economically but fail to integrate them into formal housing. 

Krish’s (April 23, 2026) proposed low-cost apartments within city limits would 

preserve access to work and services, addressing the failures of peripheral 

relocation. 

He also linked Finnish governance experience to tenure security: 

After working in the Finnish system, I see that Tenure Security is the key to 
everything. When a person knows they won’t be kicked out tomorrow, they 
start to care about their surroundings, they send their kids to school, and 
they contribute to society. Fairness isn’t just about the law; it’s about 
dignity. (Krish, Interview, April 23, 2026) 

This statement strongly resonates with the tenure-security literature. Field (2007) 

and Galiani & Schargrodsky (2010) show that secure tenure can improve 
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household investment, labour allocation, and educational outcomes, though not 

necessarily through simple credit access. His view similarly emphasizes 

behavioural and social effects: people invest in surroundings and family futures 

when they are not under constant threat. Importantly, he frames tenure not only 

as a legal category but as dignity and predictability. 

Rose (April 5, 2026) emphasized collective decision-making and 

decentralized feedback: 

I think there’s so much to take away from the practices we have in Finland 
... there are house owners, there are apartment owners, and there’s always 
some board where we say the problem and if we have anything that we 
need to kind of say it loud or bring it to the table, then we can do that. So, 
it’s constructive, it’s collective. The decisions are made collectively that has 
always lead the city to kind of understand the holistic view, not just one 
specific area. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

Her emphasis on boards, collective discussion, and bringing problems “to the 

table” directly addresses the consultation gap found in the document analysis. 

She contrasts this with Kathmandu’s centralization: 

In metropolitan city [Kathmandu Metropolitan City], it’s very centralized. But 
in Finland it’s decentralized. It always helps when you have decentralized 
systems. So, the feedback always flows from bottom to top, not just from 
top to bottom. (Rose, Interview, April 5, 2026) 

The analytical significance is that participation is not treated as symbolic 

consultation after decisions are made. It is understood as an institutional 

feedback system that allows small-scale problems to become visible before they 

become crises. She suggests that Kathmandu’s problem is not only insufficient 

policy content but weak participatory infrastructure. 

Rose (April 5, 2026) also foregrounded inequality and public funding. She 

argued that the gap between rich and poor contributes to informal settlement 

formation and that Finland’s regional funding and co-creation of public services 

offer lessons for Nepal. Her statement that services must respond to need rather 

than simply produce “excellent infrastructure” is particularly relevant to the 

Ichangu Narayan housing critique. Relocation housing can be physically built and 

still fail if it does not respond to household needs, transport, livelihoods, and 

affordability. 
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Shekh’s (April 6, 2026) planning recommendations focused on 

administrative identification and targeted welfare: 

The problem with Nepal is that we have not built a system where a citizen 
is identifiable. The problem with Nepal is that a citizen has to verify and 
prove again and again that he is a citizen of this country ... government has 
to imply a system where every citizen is identifiable and recognizable. That 
is the only one practical solution that can be done. (Shekh, Interview, April 
6, 2026) 

This statement connects to both the Right to Housing Act’s requirement for lists 

and identity cards and the Bagmati Action Plan’s call for verification. Shekh (April 

6, 2026) sees identification as the precondition for fair support and fair 

enforcement. His critique is administrative: the state should already know who is 

homeless, who lacks income, and who needs support. He adds that low earners 

should receive subsidies or free temporary accommodation depending on need 

and policy design. This resembles welfare-state reasoning more than punitive 

clearance: identify vulnerability, provide support, then regulate illegality. 

Across all three participants, Finland appears not as a perfect model to be 

copied, but as a comparative reference point for what Kathmandu lacks: proactive 

planning, credible welfare systems, decentralized participation, tenure security, 

low-income housing, transparent identification, and reliable implementation. This 

is the clearest example of Levitt’s (1998) concept of social remittances, where 

migrants carry ideas, norms, and practices across borders. However, the data 

also confirms Levitt’s caution that social remittance depends on networks and 

institutional translation. Individual diaspora insights alone cannot change 

Kathmandu’s policy field unless they are connected to policy networks, municipal 

learning, professional exchange, or public discourse. 
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5 DISCUSSION 

The interview analysis reveals both convergence and divergence with the 

document corpus. There is convergence around the recognition that the river 

corridor is environmentally sensitive and that unplanned riverside settlement 

cannot be ignored. Rose and Shekh, in particular, accept that drainage, flood risk, 

sanitation, and river restoration are legitimate concerns. Even Krish’s social-

sustainability argument does not deny the importance of environmental 

protection. This means diaspora expectations are not simply anti-state or anti-

environmental. 

There is also convergence around verification. The Bagmati plan calls for 

inventory and verification; the Right to Housing Act imagines identification of 

people needing housing; Shekh strongly emphasizes a citizen-identification 

system; Krish and Rose criticize eviction without clear planning and alternatives. 

All sources suggest that the state must know who is affected before acting. The 

divergence lies in sequence of actions and trust. Documents and authorities often 

appear to move from encroachment framing toward clearance, with verification 

either incomplete or contested. Participants expect verification to come before 

demolition and to be linked to protection, alternatives, and due process. 

The strongest divergence concerns the meaning of relocation. In the 

Bagmati-oriented implementation logic, relocation appears as a spatial solution 

to free riverbanks. In the interview corpus, relocation is acceptable only if it 

preserves livelihood access, social networks, transport, dignity, affordability, and 

community acceptance. Krish calls peripheral relocation equivalent to hiding the 

problem. Rose calls the 2012 experience a failure because people returned 

helplessly as squatters to the same spot without real alternatives. Shekh supports 

complete relocation but still demands mechanisms to protect those in need. The 

diaspora expectation therefore transforms relocation from a land-clearing 

instrument into a welfare-planning process. 
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A second divergence concerns how informal residents are represented. The 

document corpus frequently frames residents through encroachment, illegality, 

and environmental obstruction. Krish and Rose insist on citizenship, poverty, 

human rights, and dignity. Shekh supports criminalization only after protection 

mechanisms distinguish need and vulnerability from fraud. This suggests that the 

future of Kathmandu’s informal-settlement governance depends not only on 

technical policy designs but on representational change. If residents remain 

publicly imagined as pollutants or encroachers, rights-based relocation will 

remain politically fragile. If they are recognized as citizens produced by housing-

market exclusion, river restoration can be pursued without dehumanization. 

This discussion returns to the central research question by bringing the 

document analysis and the interview analysis into conversation with the literature 

on urban informality, tenure security, upgrading, relocation, and transnational 

perspectives. The findings do not show a simple opposition between institutions 

and diaspora participants. Rather, they show partial convergence around the 

seriousness of environmental risk, the need for verification, and the impossibility 

of ignoring riverside settlements. At the same time, they reveal substantial 

divergence over how the problem is framed, how intervention should be 

sequenced, and what counts as legitimate governance. The documents often 

move from the language of encroachment and river-corridor management toward 

relocation and clearance. The interview participants, although different in their 

priorities, generally move from the language of dignity, due process, livelihood, 

and trust toward more socially accountable forms of planning. This contrast is 

important because it shows that the conflict is not only between river restoration 

and housing rights, but also between different ways of imagining the city, the 

state, and the urban poor. 

The document analysis answers RQ1 by showing that riverside informal 

settlements are represented through a double frame. On one side, the planning 

and public documents frame settlements as encroachments on public riparian 

land, contributors to pollution, flood risk, and obstacles to river restoration. On the 

other side, the legal and policy texts recognize rights, procedures, consultation, 

compensation, resettlement, and protection of vulnerable groups. This duality 

directly reflects Roy’s (2005) argument that informality is not simply what exists 

outside planning; it is produced through selective legalization, tolerance, and 



 

51 

enforcement. Kathmandu’s riverside settlements have existed for decades with 

varying levels of political mediation, partial infrastructure, and intermittent state 

tolerance, but they become newly actionable when river restoration and public 

land recovery are prioritized. Therefore, the issue is not only that residents 

occupy land informally. It is also that the state has historically managed 

informality unevenly, sometimes tolerating it and at other times treating it as a 

removable illegality. 

This finding also connects with the literature that challenges individualistic 

or moral explanations of slum formation. Stokes’ (1962) theory identifies slums 

as an outcome of the mismatch between urban in-migration and the city’s 

capacity to integrate newcomers into the formal economy and housing market. In 

Kathmandu, the literature review showed that rapid urbanization, rural-urban 

migration, civil war induced conflict-related displacement, service centrality, and 

land price escalation have all contributed to housing exclusion. Seen from this 

perspective, riverside informal settlements are not simply accidental disorder or 

opportunistic occupation. They are also the spatial expression of a housing 

system that has failed to absorb low-income residents. Mangin (1967) and 

Perlman (1976) similarly caution against viewing informal settlements only as 

marginal or deviant spaces. Their work helps interpret the Kathmandu case as a 

structural urban problem rather than as the isolated failure of individual 

households. This does not deny environmental harm in the river corridor, but it 

prevents environmental harm from becoming the only explanation for the 

existence of the settlements. 

The interview analysis answers RQ2 by showing that Nepali diaspora 

participants in Finland evaluate Kathmandu’s governance through a transnational 

but diverse set of expectations. The findings from interviews also reflects 

Butcher’s (2021) work on differentiated citizenship in Kathmandu how urban poor 

may be partially included as voters, workers, service users, and political elements 

while remaining excluded from secure land and housing.  Further, the interviews 

extend the literature review by showing how transnational administrative 

experience shapes policy expectations. Participants do not merely compare 

Nepal unfavourably with Finland. They translate Finnish governance experiences 

into specific expectations: proactive planning, decentralized participation, social 

housing near jobs and transport, tenure security, subsidies, and reliable state 
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promises into actions. These expectations are not neutral. They reflect the 

participants’ positionality as Nepali diaspora members who remain attached to 

Nepal while evaluating it through expectations derived from experiences with 

Finnish institutional norms. The reflexive value of the analysis lies here: the 

diaspora perspective is neither for or against Kathmandu and its actions. It is a 

transnational lens that exposes what Kathmandu’s policy texts already partly 

know but have not consistently implemented. 

Overall, the thematic analysis answers RQ1 and RQ2 and contributes to 

central research question by showing that diaspora participants evaluate 

Kathmandu’s informal-settlement governance through the linked criteria of 

sustainability, dignity, procedural fairness, livelihood continuity, and institutional 

trust. Their views diverge on whether environmental or social sustainability 

should come first and whether in-situ upgrading or relocation is preferable. Yet 

they converge on one core expectation: any future intervention must be planned 

before demolition, must protect those genuinely in need, must distinguish poverty 

from fraud through credible verification, and must integrate affected residents into 

the city rather than remove them from view. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

This thesis examined the contested governance of riverside informal settlements 

in Kathmandu by comparing institutional intentions and public documents with 

Nepali diaspora perspectives and expectations from Finland. The central 

question asked where institutional intentions and actions toward riparian informal 

settlements converge or diverge with diaspora viewpoints, and what this implies 

for future urban planning in Kathmandu. The analysis shows that convergence 

exists, but it is limited. Both the document corpus and the interview participants 

recognize that riverside settlements raise serious environmental, flood-risk, 

sanitation, and planning concerns. There is also shared recognition that 

verification is necessary and that not all claims to landlessness can be treated in 

the same way. However, the strongest divergence concerns how intervention 

should be sequenced, justified, and implemented. 

The document analysis found that planning texts, especially the Bagmati 

Action Plan 2024-2044 Draft, tend to frame riverside informal settlements as 

encroachments on riparian land and obstacles to river restoration. This framing 

gives operational priority to clearance, relocation, public land management, and 

environmental recovery. At the same time, legal and policy documents contain 

rights-based language, including the right to housing, consultation, notice, 

resettlement, compensation, and protection for vulnerable groups. The 

contradiction is not simply between bad policy and good policy. Rather, it is a 

contradiction between inclusive legal language and exclusionary implementation, 

a pattern already identified in Nepal’s urban informality literature. 

The interview analysis showed that diaspora participants evaluated 

Kathmandu’s approach through expectations shaped by both Nepalese public 

debate and Finnish administrative experience. They disagreed on whether social 

or environmental sustainability should come first and whether in-situ upgrading 

or relocation should be prioritized. Yet they converged on one core principle: 

demolition without verified need assessment, meaningful consultation, and 
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credible alternatives is not legitimate governance. For Krish, housing is a human 

right, and tenure security is the basis of dignity as well as key to many other 

solutions. For Rose, environmental and social problems are interconnected, and 

planning must be mixed, gradual, participatory and co-created. For Shekh, 

environmental sustainability and legal order matter, but the state must first protect 

people who are genuinely in need before criminalizing fraudulent occupation. 

Together, these perspectives show that diaspora expectations are not anti-

environmental; they are anti-arbitrary, anti-reactive, and anti-dehumanizing. 

The thesis therefore concludes that Kathmandu’s future urban planning 

should move beyond the binary of in-situ upgrading versus relocation. The more 

important distinction is between removal-first intervention and rights-based, 

livelihood-sensitive transformation. In-situ upgrading may be appropriate where 

sites are safe, and infrastructure can be improved without undermining river 

restoration. Relocation may be necessary where settlements are exposed to 

serious flood risk or where river-corridor protection requires land clearance. 

However, relocation must be planned as a social and economic process, not 

merely as a physical transfer of people away from valuable or environmentally 

sensitive land. It must preserve access to work, transport, schools, services, and 

community networks, and it must include mechanisms for affordability, liveability, 

and social acceptance. 

The broader contribution of the thesis is to show that the governance of 

informal settlements is not only a technical planning issue. It is a question of 

legality, legitimacy, trust, citizenship, and the moral imagination of the city. When 

informal residents are represented only as encroachers or pollutants, forced 

eviction becomes politically easier. When they are recognized as citizens shaped 

by structural housing exclusion, environmental restoration must be designed 

differently. Kathmandu’s challenge is therefore to restore its rivers without erasing 

the urban poor from the city’s future social fabric. A just approach would combine 

ecological protection with housing rights, verification with protection, and planning 

authority with participation. Future research should extend this study by including 

the lived experiences of settlers, the perspectives of municipal and national 

officials, and a closer evaluation of current resettlement schemes. Such research 

would help move the debate from repeated eviction conflict toward a more 

durable, humane, and environmentally credible urban settlement policy. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix: Interview guide 

Hello …, my name is Mamata Shahi. Thank you for agreeing to participate in this 

interview. The interview should take about 30-60 minutes. Before starting, you 

should know as an interviewee that this study is not assuming that any one side 

is fully right or wrong; it is to explore how Nepali diaspora in Finland who has 

worked in public administration field understand this issue, does their viewpoint 

align with the government’s approach, and how would they have tackled the issue 

after gaining experience in Finnish administration and governance, and if there 

are any unique insights. Let me brief the issue we are tackling today:  

Brief case description: 

“Kathmandu has long faced debate over informal settlements ‘sukumbasi 

basti’ located along river corridors, especially near the Bagmati River. One of the 

most heated debates surrounding this issue are time and again eviction attempts, 

and corresponding resistance by settlers claiming their right to urban citizenship. 

Most famous eviction attempts are Thapathali settlement evictions in 2012 

(successful, but the residents moved back after no development traces were seen 

after eviction), in 2022 (unsuccessful, ended up in injuries on both settler’s and 

authority’s sides). Authorities have still been pushing for evicting the settlement 

whereas the residents seem to demand concrete relocation plan, alternative 

solutions that will not disrupt their livelihood to comply with authorities. More 

recently, even judicial system has ruled relocation but only with due process 

considerations. “ 

The interview is semi-structured. So, feel free to answer your way, add 

examples, or reframe the question that suits better. Your details will be kept 

anonymous and be deleted in its entirety after the report wrap-up. You have the 

right to withdraw your participation and quit at any point in this interview. Now 



 

 

before we start with formal interview questions, do I have the permission to record 

this interview for the purpose of transcription and analysis? 

 
Section A: Background 

1. How long have you been living in Finland? 

2. How often do you follow news or updates about Nepal? 

3. What sources do you usually rely on for information about Nepal 

(news, social media, family, community groups)? 

4. Are you familiar with riverside informal settlements in Kathmandu, 

such as Thapathali? If yes, how did you learn about them and how 

confident do you feel in your understanding about them? (on a scale 

of 0-10) 

 
Section B: views on relocation vs in-situ upgrading 

1. Which one should be more important for development: 

environmental sustainability or social sustainability? 

2. Specifically in context of informal settlements, which solution would 

you prefer: relocation vs in-situ upgrading? Can you shortly explain 

why? Does it align with what was important for you in previous 

question or not?  

3. How would you describe the way the Kathmandu Metropolitan City 

and higher authorities have dealt with informal settlements? (fair or 

unfair, planned or reactive, supportive or destructive) 

4. What is your opinion on eviction as a response to riverside informal 

settlements? (reasonable, unreasonable) 

- If support eviction- (Under what circumstances would you 

justify the eviction?) 

- If condemn eviction but support proper relocation – How would 

you turn the eviction into a smooth relocation process? What 

measures and methods would you apply? 

5. If support in-situ upgrading and not eviction/relocation- how to pursue 

in-situ upgrading in the settlements which are within 20-meter river 

buffer zone? How to ensure environmental sustainability? 

6. Settlers have always demanded alternative options if relocation was 

the inevitable solution. So then, what do you think are the reasons 



 

 

authorities are always neither able to provide alternatives nor draft a 

proper relocation plan before acting nor draft the aftermath 

development in the area beforehand in case of success of 

eviction/relocation? 

7. Do you think the main problem in Kathmandu regarding this issue is 

the policy itself, or the way it is implemented? Why? 

8. How much do you trust Kathmandu Metropolitan City and other 

public authorities to handle informal settlement issues fairly and 

effectively? (on a scale of 0-10)? Why? 

9. What do you think Kathmandu should do differently in the future to 

address informal settlements in a more sustainable and just way? In 

the new master urban planning of Kathmandu, how should the 

informal settlements and settlers be addressed?  

10. Do you think working in Finnish public administrative sector has 

influenced how you think about housing, tenure security, urban 

informality, policy and fairness, and urban planning in Kathmandu? 

11. Is there something Nepal’s/Kathmandu’s policy making bodies and 

implementing authorities should learn from Finland (specifically for 

the kind of issue we discussed)? 

 


