What If Site Information Potential Was Not Binary?
A Research Question Driven, Analytically Based Approach to the NRHP Eligibility Assessment
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here, six primary research dimensions are considered: |) archaeological methodology, I, archaeological site
formation processes, lll regional prehistory, IV, human ecology, V, applied archaeology/management, and VI
paleoecology. In addition, options for additional evaluation of historic sites (VIl) and other less common

with stone structures, but few or no stone tools (d). The clusters also highlights unique sites (b).
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