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AfRSW
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DEM
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EES
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EPto
ERo
ETM+
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GPMP
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KHMR
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LDyn
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LPto
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mbsl
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archaeological Area of Interest
African Red Slip Ware
Collection Unit

Cypriot Red Slip Ware

Digital Elevation Model
Egyptian Antiquities Information Service
Egypt Antiquities Organization
Egypt Exploration Society
Egyptian General Survey Authority
Early Prolemaic

Early Roman

Enhanced Thematic Mapper
Geographic Information Systems
Giza Plateau Mapping Project
kom (EES Delta Survey notation)
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Kom Hamrit
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Late Roman Amphora

Late Ptolemaic

Late Roman

meters above sea level

meters belows surface

meters below sea level
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