Queen Anne’s Revenge
The Queen Anne’s Revenge (QAR) was first a British merchant ship known as the Concorde. It was captured by the French in around 1710 and renamed La Concorde. La Concorde was an 18th-century slave ship used to transport gold from France to Africa where the gold was exchanged for African slaves. The slaves were then taken to the “New World” where they were exchanged again for a cargo of sugar which then returned back to France (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The route that they did across the Atlantic was known as the Middle Passage. The owner of the La Concorde was the prominent French merchant of the time, Rene Montaudoin (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). There are historical accounts of three different voyages undertaken by La Concorde across the Atlantic occurring in 1713, 1715 and the third and final in 1717 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). In the year 1717, the ship was stolen by Blackbeard (Edward Teach) when they were just 100 miles away from their destination, Martinique and weakened from a long and difficult journey (Lawrence and Wilde-Ramsing, 2001, p2). They surrendered to Blackbeard after two volleys (Lawrence and Wilde-Ramsing, 2001, p2). Blackbeard renamed La Concorde, Queen Anne’s Revenge and made it his flagship. He continued to pillage and plunder around the Caribbean for gold and other ships to add to his fleet. But within eighteen months he ran the Queen Anne’s Revenge aground in Old Topsail Inlet, now known as Beaufort Inlet (Lawrence and Wilde-Ramsing, 2001, p3). There is some debate as to whether Blackbeard grounded the ship intentionally or whether it was an accident (Lawrence and Wilde-Ramsing, 2001, p3).   

Detection/discovery
The Queen Anne’s Revenge was discovered by a private research firm ‘Intersal, Inc.’ who were permitted to search by N.C. Department of Natural and Cultural Resources (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). They first found a cluster on the seabed of cannons and anchors located near Beaufort Inlet (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The site was first named ‘31CR314’ by North Carolina and included a sounding weight, a lead cannon apron, a bronze bell which has been dated to 1705, an English blunderbuss barrel and two cannon balls (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). Further discovery of nine cannon tubes and two large anchors both 18th century led to the conclusion that it was the Queen Anne’s Revenge that they had discovered (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018).  According to the UNESCO guidelines, there are no specific rules for how to find a shipwreck but there are general principles about what to do when something is found, for example the correct documentation, reporting and curation of archives once the operation has commenced [sections IX, XII and XIV].   

Assessment
According to UNESCO guidelines, there are strict rules for assessing the site before excavation can take place. These would be rules 10 and 14, which cover ‘developing and assessing a project’ and ‘site assessment’ (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). From the QAR project website, copies of the field reports can be taken which include several assessment records. In the first assessment report produced in 1997, it starts by stating the expedition will take 4 weeks and will determine the ‘nature and extent of the shipwreck’ initially named ‘31CR314’ (QAR Project, 1997). Some of the key information that will be found from this will be the type of vessel found, the period in time it was used, its country of origin and what the function of the ship was, for example, slavery or flagship (QAR Project, 1997). There will also be assessments on the site itself including that of the environment around the shipwreck and the layout of the ship in order to give information to come up with a timescale of excavation as well as how best tactical it (QAR Project, 1997). Both sets of studies are included in the ‘Fall 1997 Assessment Plan’ meaning it abides by the UNESCO guidelines rules 10 and 14 as previously stated. As well as the ‘Fall 1997 Assessment Plan’ there are records of more assessment plans in later years as the study continues. The years are as follows: 1998, 1999 and three post assessment reports in the years 2003, 2004 and 2005. Therefore, it is viewed that the QAR project complied with the UNESCO guidelines of providing assessment pieces during the study of the shipwreck.  

Excavation
Underwater Archaeology Branch (UAB) was the first to dive to fully examine the shipwreck in 1997 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The dive enabled the archaeologist to figure out the orientation and the size of the site as well as uncovering other artefacts including a pewter platter, two cannons and four cannon balls along with fragments of pottery (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). In total, a nearly twelve-foot long anchor, a grapnel and twenty-four cannons have been lifted from the shipwreck as of 2015 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). Over a quarter of a million objects have been excavated from the QAR (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). Of the ship itself there seems to be a very small amount of the hull structure that has survived. What survived was removed from the seabed in spring of 2000 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The fragments of the timbers include: a ‘hull plank’, ‘sternpost’, ‘sacrificial planking’ and ‘paired frame component’ (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The sacrificial planking and presence of ballast suggest that they were able to use counter weights to sail and can then be used to sink/abandon the ship which supports the theory Blackbeard intentionally left his ship. Other ship components were found which are necessary to the ship being functional. These are ‘iron nails’, ‘iron pintle’, ‘a partial iron nail’, ‘wrought iron hook’, ‘rods/drift pins’, ‘trenails’ and rope fragments which don’t tend to survive (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). All of these fixtures would be used to hold the timbers of the ship together allowing it to sail or holding different ropes and fixtures such as the iron hook. In most cases a Nautical Archaeologist tends to find metals such as the ‘signal bell’ found on the QAR site and well-preserved wood depending on the location (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). Unusually do they come across materials like cloth such as sheets used as sails but in this case, there are small fragments found meaning the ship used sails (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018).  

[bookmark: _Hlk2021053]Post-excavation documentation and analysis
For an excavation, there is a lot of paperwork involved including archaeological plans, recovery plans, daily reports, preliminary reports and post-excavation reports. Using the QAR projects website all of these many types of documentation and so many more can be found for the shipwreck Queen Anne’s Revenge. The excavation process was a very long process which can be seen when looking at the documents date ranging from 1997 to 2014 with other research publications by external academic in later years (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). The documents themselves of the field study are very detailed giving people in-depth knowledge into the processes involved in this field of work. UNESCO rules 26, 27, 30 and 31 focus on documentation and reporting guidelines (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). Rule 26 begins by stating ‘documentation including progress report of activities’ must be made to ‘professional archaeological’ standards (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). Then rule 27 goes on to state the minimum documentation requirements that people undertaking underwater archaeological activities should produce (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). Meaning both rules focus on standards of documentation and the importance of it. With further reading of rule 27, it can be understood that the different pieces of documentation coincide with the different documentation found on the QAR projects website.  

Conservation
There are a number of conservation challenges for the excavators of saltwater sites. Artefacts can deteriorate rapidly once they are taken out of their original environment either anaerobic or aerobic. An anaerobic environment such as those found in the sediment on the seafloor tends to preserve artefacts in better condition than aerobic marine environments, where oxygen and water currents cause corrosion (Hamilton, 1999). The saltwater conditions lead to artefacts being covered in concretions from corrosion and marine growth. On the QAR x-radiography is used to identify the objects. This helps to prevent damage that could be caused when removing concretions from delicate objects to see how much of the project is in tactic to decrease the amount of damage to the objects. Post-excavation the objects are stored in wet storage until later conservation treatments are used. According to UNESCO once an archaeologist has assessed then excavated a site and removed artefacts from where they were found there is a range of rules to follow to allow the optimum conservation. Rule 1 states that if possible ‘in situ’ preservation should be the first option (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). However, this is not always possible, so external preservation is the alternative, this was the case with the QAR. The QAR project has conservation labs with conservation reports that can be accessed, in order to keep all the artefacts they recovered from the sea and keep it well documented (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). As well as the conservation lab to preserve the artefacts for investigation it is required by UNESCO rule 24 to have a conservation plan for both short term travel and long term preservation (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). Whatever the procedure it is generally understood that any conservation work must be able to be undone as later generations of archaeologist may want to do something with them. The QAR project did adhere to the UNESCO guidelines as they produced several conservation plans for the site in the years 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2013 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018).

Publication and dissemination 
According to the UNESCO manual of the management of underwater heritage, excavation projects should ‘provide for public education and popular presentation of the projects results’ [rule 35] (Maarleveld and UNESCO, 2013). The QAR project has made many different efforts to do this. The project has produced a website that has both academic resources and a child-friendly section of information about the pirate Blackbeard. The project also has a conservation lab that the public can tour to see what the conservators are working on (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). After conservation, some artefacts are displayed in the ‘North Carolina Maritime Museum’, the designated repository for the collection to be interpreted then displayed (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). Another aspect in the museum to help with dissemination is a now interactive 3D replica online so people who are at the museum can learn more. Furthermore, they give full detailed access to reports relating to the investigation of the site. This provides an excellent resource for academic. The QAR shipwreck site is listed on the National Register of Historic Places since 2004 (‘Queen Anne’s Revenge Project’, 2018). During one week in 2000 and 2001 the QAR project filmed an educational live underwater video of the shipwreck as part of QAR Dive Live (‘Live from Morehead City, it’s Queen Anne’s Revenge’, n.d.).  

Replica construction
There seems to be no full-scale replica for sail testing purposes for the Queen Anne’s Revenge but there are records of a digital reconstruction. After visiting the North Carolina Maritime Museum in Beaufort on holiday, Jeff Levy, Engineering Design Technology department head decided a digital reconstruction needs to be done (NRCC, 2018). New River college was chosen to undertake this project due to its Engineering Design Technology programme (NRCC, 2018). It was a comprehensive ‘3 year multi-team project’ which included reverse engineering drawings from the 1600s from archives (NRCC, 2018). As well as translating ‘French dialect and measurement systems’ that were last in practice 300 years ago (NRCC, 2018). This caused some difficulty in the project. However, they were able to produce a final product including large 2D prints, 3D models of all the timbers of the Queen Anne’s Revenge shipwreck itself. Finally, a fully functioning real time 3D interactive model for people to navigate to look at what the ship would have been like when it was built (NRCC, 2018).    

[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude the Queen Anne’s Revenge was a ship owned by the British but there does not seem to be record of how it became a French slavery ship which was then taken to be the flagship of the notorious pirate Blackbeard (Edward Teach). During its time as a flagship it was used to store goods from all over the seas which would explain the large quantity of cannons found. When the shipwreck was found in 1996 it was not until research started around 1997 that evidence came to light to confirm it was the Queen Anne’s Revenge. Throughout the following years from discovery to presentation the Queen Anne’s Revenge project and all those involved in the different stages have had to abide by a set of guidelines outlined by UNESCO. It is clear that, where applicable, the people in the project have been able to follow the guidelines and met the standards necessary. For example, in sections assessment, post excavation documentation and analysis, conservation, publication and dissemination.
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