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MNatural ecosystems have a number of characteristics which
miake them appealing as 2 source of income (o the poor. Environ
mental resources are renewable, widely dispersed, and often found
in common property areas where the poor can negotiate access
(USAID, 2006). Access o any Land, Irom a small plol fo a forest or
communal grazing area, offers local households opportunities to
uphold a diversified livelihood. Multiple strategies from the land
and resources upon it may include production of staple cereals,
vegetables and tree crops, a range of livestock, as well as collec-
Lion and use of non-Gmber orest products (NTFPs) (Shackieton
et al, 2001; Campbell et al,, 2002), The strategies may be solely
for household consumption, or may also incorporate ad hoc local
trade through to regular sale of surplus agricultural production,
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livestock or processed NTFPs on local, regional or eveninternational
iarkets {Relcher, 20050), This wide array of potential Strategies col-
lectively enhances a household's ability to obtain a livelihood under
uncertain amd perbaps diflicull conditions {Lahill, 20403).

Much understanding of livelihood diversification strategies and
the use and value of natural resources, and their role in poverty
dAlleviation has been developed in roral areas of the developing
world {eg Ellis, 1998; Campbell et al, 2002; Kamanga et al.
2004 Scoones, 20000 In comparison, the use of NTFPs by urban
howseholds has received less examination, except for analysis of
market chains of individual NTFPs. The random household sur-
vey all Cocks (2006) mdicated that many urban househaolds i a
town and large city in South Africa continued to use a wide range
of NTFPs for both direct consumption as well as cultural reasons.
Stokan {2005) revealed how access to and marketing of NTFPs col-
lected in rural areas was a vital transitional livelihood strategy for
new urban nugrants i Bolivia, A recent rancin Survey in Swiss
cities revealed high demand for a range of locally collecred NTFPs
[Kilchling et al., 2000}, Davenport et al. (2011) showed that the
proportion of wrban wnship households m South Altica usimng





