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Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs): Current Status 
 
  

INTRODUCTION AND KEY ISSUES 

 
The decade-long internal conflict in Nepal displaced a 
substantial number of people. Because of traditional, 
economic migration and coping mechanisms of the 
displaced, the victims of forced displacement remained less 
visible, but the numbers were estimated to be as high as 
200,000 at the height of the conflict. The signing of the 
Comprehensive Peace Accord in 2006 made return possible 
for many.  
 
Since the previous issue of the Thematic Report on Internally 
Displaced Persons of July 20071, many have returned to their 
place of origin, the majority on their own, and some with the 
assistance of NGOs. There is however still uncertainty 
connected to the actual number of returns, as there is to the 
absolute number of people displaced due to the conflict.  
 
The “new displacement” in the Central and Eastern Terai 
districts observed since the beginning of 2007 has continued 
on a low level: it appears to be happening in a planned and 
discrete manner.  
 
Follow-up of the work with the Directives for the 
implementation of the national IDP policy is ongoing. This 
work was initiated by a task force established in July 2007 
which completed its work in November 2007. 
 
The main focus of solutions for the internally displaced has 
so far been return. It is time to look at alternative options 
such as local integration and settlement in other locations. 
 

 
Legal team providing information about registration to an IDP in Mid Western Terai. 

(Photo: NRC)  

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Prior to the 2007 national IDP policy the Government 
definition of IDPs was limited to persons displaced by the 
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Maoists. The 2007 policy provides a wider definition 
(“person or family displaced by conflict”), removing the 
earlier limitations. The policy recognises people displaced by 
conflict and by man-made and natural disasters as IDPs. The 
IDP policy is to a large extent based on the International 
Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, issued by the 
UN. The Ministry of Peace and Reconstruction (MoPR) is 
responsible for the policy, which has to be implemented 
through the District Administration Offices.  
 
The task force which was active from July to November 2007 
developed Directives for the implementation of the Policy. 
The document has been reviewed by six concerned 
government Ministries to date. At the time of writing the 
Directives are with the cabinet of ministers awaiting 
approval. In the meantime the Policy is not being 
implemented, or only being partly implemented, which has a 
number of negative consequences and leaves protection for 
IDPs incomplete. These include limited registration of IDPs; 
assistance focuses only on return; and no system for de-
registration is in place. Also various organisations continue 
to use inconsistent ad hoc definitions when gathering data.  
 
NUMBERS AND REGISTRATION 
 
Due to the lack of consistent use of an IDP definition and the 
nature of displacement in Nepal there is no systematic and 
comprehensive data set which reliably describes the situation 
of IDPs in Nepal. I/NGOs and UN agencies have been 
collecting information for their own purposes and various 
organisations have made estimates. There are however large 
differences in estimates. “Peaks” in some periods can be 
explained by short term displacement as a consequence of a 
surge in the conflict, whether Maoist or Government Security 
Forces operations. However, a large degree of uncertainly 
persists. 
 
The current estimate is that the number of IDPs in Nepal 
remains between 50,000 and 70,000. In mid- May 2008 the 
Government had registered a total of 35,000 people as IDPs.  
 

Date IDP Figure Source Comment/Limitation
Jan-08 25,000 Government of Nepal Based only on compensation applications
Jul-07 50,000-70,000 OCHA Estimate of the IDP Protection Group
Aug-06 38,000 Government of Nepal Sourced to the NHRC, 2006
Aug-06 212,985-272,600 Caritas Only covers IDPs living in district headquarters
May-06 200,000 UNHCR  - 
Feb-06 350,000 Caritas  - 
Jan-06 At least 100,000 CHR "Between 100,000 and a few hundred thousands"
Nov-05 400,000 UNFPA  - 
Jul-05 18,666 Ministry of Home Affairs Only includes those displaced by the Maoists
Jul-05 17,583 SCA & CCWB Nb. Of children migrating to India between July-Oct. 2004
Jun-05 40,000 ILO/CWIN Children displaced since 1996
May-05 300,000-600,000 Ministry of Finance  - 
Apr-05 50,000 INSEC Only covers 2001-2004 period
Sep-04 2.4 million ADB Cumulative figure since 1996. Includes displacement to India
Aug-04 More than 100,000 Government of Nepal  - 
Aug-04 More than 60,000 NMVA IDPs in Kathmandu displaced by the Maoists
Jan-04 350,000-400,000 CSWC Based on the identification of 160,000 IDP in 5 districts
Mar-03 100,000-150,000 GTZ, INF, SNV & cie  - 
Apr-03 500,000 EC & RRN Includes forced migration to India
Jan-03 80,000 UNDP/RUPP Only covers 2001-2003. Extra migration to urban areas
Jan-03 7,343 Ministry of Home Affairs Only includes those displaced by the Maoists  

Source: IDMC 

It is believed a large number of the registered are landowners 
whose land/property had been confiscated/occupied and 
who, therefore, have an incentive to register in order to 
submit claims for compensation. 
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The announcement, in October 2007, of the Government’s 
return and reintegration package was followed by an increase 
in the number of applications for registration. Another rise in 
applications was seen with the actual implementation of the 
assistance project. This implies that people are not likely to 
register unless there are clear and tangible benefits. Another 
reason for internally displaced people not registering is the 
lack of information. This implies that the most vulnerable 
IDPs are still not registered and remain invisible. 2 
 
Responsibility for registration lies with the District 
Administration Office.  Rather than the Displaced Persons 
Identification Committee foreseen in the Policy, Districts use 
existing or ad hoc committees, in which the political parties 
and, in some cases, representatives of civil society 
participate. The lists agreed upon by the committees are 
submitted to the MoPR for final approval before proceeding 
with delivery of return assistance.  
 
The Directives for the implementation of the IDP policy give 
clear instructions to local Government authorities regarding 
IDP registration, and there is a great need for this document 
to be adopted by the Government. As the situation stands, 
individual District Administration Officers (DAOs) decide 
how they will approach the IDP issue. 
    

 IDP definition in Nepal:   
 
 (a) "Internally Displaced Person" means a person who is living 
somewhere else in the country after having forced to flee or leave 
one's home or place of habitual residence due to armed conflict or 
situation of violence or gross violation of human rights or natural 
disaster or human made disaster and situation or with an intention 
of avoiding the effects of such situations. 
 
(b) "Person or family displaced by conflict" means a person or 
family who is displaced internally by compulsion owing to creation 
of such a situation where it is not possible to live in one's home or 
place of habitual residence due mainly to armed conflict or situation 
of violence or the conditions of gross violation of human rights. 
 
(c) "Person or family displaced by human-made disasters" means a 
person or family who is displaced internally by compulsion owing to 
creation of such situation where it is not possible to live in one's 
home or place of habitual residence due to such activities as 
development, construction, industry and factory. 
 
(d) "Person or Family displaced due to natural disasters" means a 
person or family displaced internally by compulsion owing to 
creation of such a situation where it is not possible to live in one's 
home or place habitual residence due to natural disasters. But if a 
person who has, from the viewpoint of possible disaster, lived in 
government-prohibited area is displaced, such a person shall not be 
deemed to have been internally displaced. 
 
(National Policy on Internally Displaced Persons 2063 (2007) 

 
IDP PROFILES 
 
Most IDPs were displaced only during a short period during 
the escalation of the conflict, but were able to return soon 
after that. Others, in particular those who were targeted for 
political reasons as well as those whose property had been 
destroyed or occupied, have either not been able to return, 
found better livelihood elsewhere, or have gradually returned 
to their place of origin. However, many of the latter face 

                             
2 The Norwegian Refugee Council legal aid project (ICLA) found that 
only 30% of IDPs according to the international definition are 
officially registered. In some districts such as Morang and Sunsari 
the number is as high as 90 per cent. The data also discloses that the 
majority of the IDPs not registering are women.  

significant challenges to continued protection issues, as well 
as difficulties to make a living.   
 
During the conflict, whole families moved together or, in 
other cases, only individual members, typically, but not 
always, young men were displaced. In one case, of 175 
displaced persons, 125 were found to be young men who 
moved alone. In another case, of 59 returnees, 57 were single 
people (of whom eight women) whose families had not 
moved. This shows the often more individualized character 
related to political opinion, which makes it harder to identify 
vulnerable households and obtain a clear picture on 
displacement or returns.    
 
Due to unrest in the Terai in 2007, which had strong ethnic 
connotations, whole communities left their villages and 
settled temporarily elsewhere. In Kapilvastu district between 
16 and 21 September 2007 fourteen people were killed and at 
least nine people injured in the violence that followed the 
murder of a local leader.3 Up to 8,000 people were internally 
displaced and up to 10,000 temporarily fled to India as a 
result of the violence. According to official figures, more than 
300 buildings were damaged or destroyed, including five 
mosques and 200 houses. The violence spilled over into 
neighbouring Dang and Rupandehi where property was also 
damaged or destroyed and many were temporarily displaced. 
Humanitarian agencies worked closely with local authorities 
to provide assistance to the IDPs, most of whom had 
returned home by November 2007, as had most of those who  
had fled to India. However, some of the IDPs have requested 
resettlement, rather than returning to villages that have been 
targeted by violence several times. Currently 196 households 
remain in Shankarpur in a simple camp-like settlement and 
23 families are living in Badganga. 
 
Due to unrest in the Terai, a whole community left Haripur 
village in Sunsari District in 2007. Some 60 displaced 
families remain in very precarious conditions, particularly 
during the monsoon season. Recognising that the group 
cannot return to the village, as well as the unsuitability of the 
current location, the local administration is making efforts to 
identify a suitable site for more permanent resettlement. 
 
RETURN 
 
Registration is necessary to be able to benefit from the 
Government’s IDP return package. At present Government 
assistance focuses only on return.  The main donors to the 
Nepal Peace Trust Fund (NPTF) approved a Government 
proposal to distribute a relief package of $US 5.6 million to 
IDPs who were prepared to return to their places of origin. 
The project aims to provide relief and rehabilitation support 
to “a total number of 50,000 IDPs displaced during the 
decade long conflict”. The project is coordinated by the 
MoPR and implemented through the Ministry of Home 
Affairs’ District Administration Offices in 73 districts. 4 
 
The NPTF’s latest, Second Four-Monthly Progress Report of 
15 February 2008 lists as its substantive achievements that 
the “National Policy on IDPs have been declared in 2007” 
and that the “Government has also constituted a committee 
headed by the Chief District Officer in the districts to identify 
potential IDPs at the local level”. As of 15 February 2008, 

                             
3 OHCHR has documented these events and has issued a detailed 
report on the human rights violations including displacement. See 
http://nepal.ohchr.org/en/resources/Documents/English/reports/
HCR/2008_06_18_KAPILVASTU_Report_E.pdf  
4 Its starting date was 21 September 2007 and it is planned to be 
completed by July 2008.  Two Districts have no IDPs 
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23,079 persons5 had received assistance through the fund in 
52 districts, about one third of them in the Kathmandu 
valley.  At the time of writing, the NPTF Third Four-Monthly 
Progress Report with up-to-date numbers is being drafted.  
 
It is not known how many people have actually returned. In 
late 2007, UNHCR with INSEC carried out a survey in 31 
districts in Eastern, Western and Mid-Western Regions.  It 
found that 82 per cent of registered IDPs had returned.  
Were this percentage applied to all registered IDPs (i.e. 
35,000), some 28,700 may have returned.  However, 
information to date indicates that very few have received 
reintegration assistance as foreseen in the Policy: assistance 
to repair/rebuild homes, education assistance, livelihoods 
loans, effectively leaving the returnees to restart their lives 
with no support.  It is important to note that the 
UNHCR/INSEC figures are qualified as “neither official nor 
accurate”.  According to the NPTF report, the only assistance 
provided to date has been to return, and, in a few cases, the 
four-month subsistence allowance.  However, it is known 
that in some districts, assistance towards house repairs or 
reconstruction has been given. 
 

 
Their father killed, displaced for three years, a family returns home and is helped by 
IRC with clothes, household items and tools to repair their house. (Photo: IRC) 

 
OBSTACLES TO RETURN 
 
It is widely believed that the majority of IDPs who intend to 
return have already done so. The remaining IDPs either have 
no intention of returning or are not returning for one of the 
following reasons: protection concerns; confiscated/occupied 
property/land; lack of livelihoods; and/or lack of access to 
services. It can be assumed that many of those that are more 
vulnerable have not yet returned. 
 
Personal Security 
Despite the peace process, in some Districts there is still a 
great deal of tension which easily turns into violence at the 
local level. Many of the IDPs who have not returned are 
affiliated with political parities and fear for their personal 
security. According to a monitoring mission in May 2008 
returnees in some districts were forced to abide by the rules 
and conditions set by local CPN-M cadres. Following the 
elections there were reports form Dang and Kalikot that 
CPN-M cadres threatened to displace returnees on account of 
not voting for the CPN-M.  
 
 
 

                             
5 The report lists a total number of 1913 families as recipients, but 
only lists the numbers of families in 29 of 52 districts. Figures per 
family can therefore not be extracted.  

Return of property 
Although at the national level, the CPN-M has promised to 
return all confiscated/occupied property/land, they still have 
not done so in many areas. In some districts like Rukum and 
Salyan negotiations at the local level have led to return of 
property, and displaced persons going back to their 
communities. In other districts, like Bardiya, the CPN-M 
have imposed conditions upon the land owners and the use 
of land  
 
Livelihood options  
During displacement, often to the district headquarters, the 
IDPs have experienced improved livelihood options than at 
their place of origin. Also better access to food plays a role, 
especially for people originally from the hills and mountains. 
Also many poor IDPs are moving to Kathmandu, other large 
towns and to India in search of economic opportunities, 
many becoming squatters, which in turn leads to a number of 
vulnerability concerns.6     
 
Access to services 
Many IDPs were displaced to places where access to services 
like health posts and schools is better than in their place of 
origin. This is important to many, who therefore prefer to 
stay at the place of displacement.  
 
DISENFRANCHISEMENT  
 
Prior to the 2007 Policy, IDPs could not register as voters in 
their place of displacement.  The electoral register closed in 
late 2006 for the CA elections, originally planned for June 
2007.  Despite the delays in carrying out the elections, voter 
registration was not reopened, de facto disenfranchising all 
IDPs who had no property in their new location for the April 
2008 elections. 
 
NEW DISPLACEMENT 
 
Since early 2007, unrest in the Terai led to the emergence of 
a number of political movements and armed groups, 
particularly in the Central and Eastern Terai, where they 
have caused some displacement.  This displacement is often 
invisible and affects mainly, but not exclusively, people of 
hill/Pahade origin.  Information is very scant, but numbers 
are relatively small. No attempt has been made to register 
these departures.  All sources agree that those concerned 
wish to move as discretely as possible and remain 
“anonymous”.  There are reports that some have returned 
since the CA elections, but, like the departures, they are 
difficult to substantiate.  
 

OUTLOOK AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
The need to inform the public and, in particular, IDPs, of 
return, local integration and resettlement options and 
entitlements is very important.  While return may be the 
preferred solution for many, it is not the solution for all.  
Authorities and donors should consider support for 
IDP integration in place of displacement or 
resettlement to an appropriate location.  
 
The Directives are likely to be approved in a very new 
political context following the installation of a new 
Government. The inclusiveness of the Policy and the range of 

                             
6 The livelihood challenges faced by many IDPs, as well as returnees, 
in particular women, has also been highlighted in the IDMC’s most 
recent IDP Profile on Nepal: Sustainability of IDP returns 
Undermined by Lack of Assistance, 19 June 2008 
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entitlements and solutions will be publicised extensively. It is 
anticipated that this new political environment, coupled with 
the full implementation of the Policy, will enable 
heretofore hesitant or disinterested IDPs to come 
forward and register and take advantage of the 
available benefits. The policy and directives should 
be widely disseminated and implemented 
throughout Nepal. 
 
While every effort will be made to encourage IDPs, 
particularly those in need, to register, it is probable that 
many will remain invisible.  The strategy to ensure that those 
most in need will be assisted is to encourage 
Government, UN agencies, and I/NGOs to expand 
existing projects, begin new projects addressing 
those in particular need as well as giving a new 
impetus to development and poverty reduction 
programmes. 
 
Ensure equality of access to State IDP assistance 
mechanisms, especially for women. Local authorities and 
actors should recognize the special protection 
concerns of displaced women and female headed 
households, particularly in regard to their right to 
housing, land and property. 
 

WHO IS DOING WHAT  

  
ICRC:  As part of its programme to support conflict-affected 
persons, ICRC has supported IDPs through the provision of 
material assistance, including food and shelter materials, and 
through livelihood support projects. 
 
NRC: The Information, Counselling and Legal Assistance 
(ICLA) project has since March 2007 been providing legal 
aid (legal advice, mediation, and litigation), assistance with 
civil documents (birth and death certificates), information 
services and return assistance to vulnerable IDPs and 
returnees.   Through the project NRC is also collecting data 
on the IDP situation. From June 2008 NRC will be providing 
Non Food Items (NFIs) and shelter repair to IDPs and 
returnees.  Advocacy as well as support to the Government in 
its efforts to implement the IDP Policy is also part of NRC’s 
programme.  
 
IRC, INSEC, FORWARD and Sahaj Nepal: IRC is working 
with INSEC and FORWARD in six districts in the Mid-West 
Region, through integrated assistance that strengthens 
protection services and improves quality of life for IDPs, 
returnees and conflict-affected households. IRC has 
developed VDC and family assessment tools to identify over 
600 of the most vulnerable IDP, returnee and conflict-
affected families for immediate NFI assistance. Community 
working groups were established in 24 VDCs to facilitate 
conflict resolution training and identify priority community 
needs. IRC is currently finalizing booklets on 
Decentralization and Entitlements in Nepali. The second 

phase of its program with partners FORWARD and Sahaj 
Nepal focuses on livelihoods. 
 
SC-US, NRCS and INSEC: From August 2007 to May 2008 
Save the Children US and Nepal Red Cross Society were in 
cooperation supporting returning IDPs through a 
programme focusing on distribution of food and non food 
items, and recovery of livelihoods through rehabilitation of 
infrastructure. The programme covered 15 districts in the 
Mid West Region and 9 in the Far West Region. INSEC was 
supporting the programme with a protection component. 
INSEC worked closely with local NGOs, NRCS, and local 
authorities to identify IDPs, and assist IDPs in returning. The 
programme also included reconciliation activities in the place 
of origin.  
 
UNHCR:  Throughout 2007, UNHCR supported 17 Districts 
(8 in Eastern and 11 in Mid Western Region) to form Task 
Forces for IDP identification and registration.  In late 2007-
early 2008, UNHCR and INSEC carried out a survey of IDP 
returns in 31 Districts (9 in Eastern, 11 in Western, and 11 in 
Mid-Western Regions). UNHCR’s projects ended on 31 
March 2008. 
 
WFP: provides an initial food rehabilitation/reintegration 
package to returnees and vulnerable IDPs. Communities in 
cluster areas of return are targeted for assistance through 
Food for Work schemes.  Targeted populations will also have 
the opportunity to participate in non-formal education 
sessions. 
 
OCHA: From July to December 2007, OCHA supported the 
Ministry of Peace and Reconstruction (MoPR) with an expert 
in the Task Force responsible for drafting the Directives 
relating to the implementation of the 2007 IDP Policy.  The 
Directives were presented to the government for approval in 
late November 2007. OCHA had two IDP Advisors one based 
in Biratnagar, one in Nepalgunj, from January to July 2008 
to monitor the IDP situations.  In Kathmandu, the advisors 
liaised with MoPR on the Directives and participated in the 
NPTF IDP Cluster. 
 
UN HABITAT: In early 2008 UN-HABITAT received US$ 
200,000 from CERF for "Assistance to IDPs and Returnees" 
which include provision of basic non-food items and 
emergency shelter materials to 605 vulnerable families of 
Kathmandu, Surkhet, Rukum, Nepalgunj and Biratnagar. 
NRC is the implementing partner of UN-HABITAT. 
 
ICRC, NRCS, SAVE Nepal, IRC, MS Nepal, Caritas, UNICEF, 
UNFPA, WFP and OCHA in Kapilvastu: In the aftermath of 
the September 2007 Kapilvastu violence and displacement 
several organizations worked closely with district authorities 
and local communities to provide food, shelter, clothing, 
health care, psychosocial support, education material, and 
return assistance. Organizations include ICRC, NRCS, SAVE 
Nepal, IRC, MS Nepal, Caritas, UNICEF, UNFPA, WFP and 
OCHA.  
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