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Flood processes into the late Cenozoic— 
part 7: critique of a post-Flood Cenozoic
Michael J. Oard

Some creation scientists advocate that the Cenozoic, or 
most of it, is post-Flood. Some of the arguments for their 

position are presented in table 1 and have been analyzed 
elsewhere.1–3

In this series of papers, I have examined 33 Cenozoic 
features that are much better explained by the Flood. Tim 
Clarey of ICR has also emphasized five widespread factors 
favouring a late Cenozoic Flood/post-Flood boundary.4 
In contrast, John Whitmore of Cedarville University has 
presented evidence of how post-Flood catastrophes may be 
able to account for these Cenozoic features,5 building on his 
previous work.6,7

Whitmore claims that mass wasting (sliding downslope) 
for a few hundred years after the Flood can account for 
most of the features of the Cenozoic. He claims mass 
wasting is aided by recently deposited and unlithified 
Flood sediments, with little vegetation, and a climate with 
heavy precipitation. The catastrophes can be giant volcanic 
eruptions, huge earthquakes, meteorite impacts, differential 
vertical tectonism, and hypercanes. He also contends that the 
potential to explain geomorphology by post-Flood processes 
has not been thoroughly explored.

Lithification of sediments

A key element in Whitmore’s argument is that a large 
percentage of Flood-laid sediments would have been 
unlithified or only partially lithified right after the Flood. This 
allows him to suggest that these sediments, with their high 
pore-water content, could readily mass waste during post-
Flood heavy precipitation events and catastrophes. Sapping 
would aid mass wasting and enlarge valleys. However, if 
the top Flood sediments were lithified, little mass wasting 
could occur.

At the 2013 International Conference on Creationism, John Whitmore argued that post-Flood catastrophism was 
sufficiently widespread and intense to explain most of the Cenozoic. He posited that surficial sediments left by the Flood 
were commonly unlithified; that there was a lack of vegetation covering the ground, facilitating much greater erosion than 
seen today; that substantial meteorite impacts, volcanic eruptions, and huge tectonism occurred; that hypercanes and very 
heavy precipitation were significant; and that mass wasting occurred on a grand scale. However, these considerations fail 
to justify placing most of the Cenozoic into the post-Flood era. The difficult and controversial nature of geomorphology 
as a post-Flood boundary criterion, the carving of Grand Canyon, and the deposition of the Green River Formation also 
reveal reasons to be skeptical of such extensive post-Flood catastrophism.

To justify his belief of predominantly unlithified 
sediments, Whitmore writes:

“Some may argue that Flood sediments were already 
lith ified at the end of the Flood and therefore this 
process may not have been important, but this argument 
is moot because some Flood sediments still remain 
poorly lithified today, more than 4,000 years later.” 8

However, just because some sedimentary rocks are 
poorly lithified today, even in Paleozoic and Mesozoic strata, 
does not mean that most of the surficial layers were unlithified 
right after the Flood.

Indeed, it is unlikely that a significant proportion of the 
top layers of Flood sediments would be unlithified right after 
the Flood for several reasons, some of which are presented 
in table 2.9 First, late Flood vertical tectonism and Flood 
run-off would scour predominantly unlithified sediments off 
the continents, leaving behind older lithified strata, as we 
observe today.

Second, specific features of some conglomerates and 
breccia layers show that Flood run-off eroded not only 
unlithified sediments but also lithified sediments. For 
instance, abundant Paleozoic and Mesozoic limestone and 
sandstone boulders found in the Red Conglomerate Peaks 
along the Montana/Idaho border were solid when eroded 
or else they would have disintegrated (figure 1). These and 
other locations in south-west Montana represent about 2,000 
m of erosional debris that was likely deposited east of the 
rising Idaho Batholith. The same argument can be made for 
Paleozoic and Mesozoic boulders in erosional remnants of 
a huge ‘fan’ of debris, once at least 3,000 m deep, spread 
east of the Beartooth Mountains (figure 2). The sandstone 
and limestone within the breccia must have been lithified 
or mostly lithified before the erosion that produced the 
breccia. One may argue that the limestone carries its own 
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cement. While true, some of the boulders are 
sandstone and need a lot of cement, implying 
great volumes of available fluid, to cement 
sandstone.10 Indeed, the material within this 
breccia was lithified and subsequently 99% of 
it eroded away. All this erosion occurred in the 
Cenozoic and is best explained by the Flood.

Third, vertical cliffs, such as the walls of 
600-m-high Zion Canyon (figure 3), would 
bow out or be destroyed if the massive 
sandstone was not cemented at the end of the 
Flood. Most canyons and valleys of the world 
were eroded in the Cenozoic. In a post-Flood 
scenario, it would take considerable time to 
cement the Navajo Sandstone from which Zion 
Canyon was carved.

Fourth, planation surfaces and pediments, 
formed during Flood run-off, are bevelled on 
all types of rock, including sedimentary rocks. 
The rock must have been solid to form the 
flat surfaces, leaving behind a thin veneer of 
mostly rounded rocks.

Fifth, if thousands of metres of mass 
wasting occurred, depositing thousands of 
metres of sediments, then where are the thick 
unlithified sediments from these catastrophic 
events? Some of the mass wasted detritus 
should be nearby. It seems difficult that mass 
wasted debris would lithify after the Flood, 
or that any sediment for that matter, would 
significantly lithify in 4,500 years.

1. Change from worldwide/continental to local/regional scale sedimentation

2. The Tertiary cooling trend

3. Tertiary mammals of the western United States

4. Tertiary bird and mammal tracks and the devils corkscrews

5. Tertiary volcanism in the north-west United States

6. The cooling of ocean basalt while the continents rise

Table 1. Six postulated evidences that the Flood/post-Flood boundary is at or near the K/T

Figure 1. Rounded and angular clasts form breccia of the Red Conglomerate Peaks on the 
Montana/Idaho border, USA. Most clasts are limestone with fossils, but some are sandstone. 
These clasts are eroded solid Flood rocks with the clasts in the breccia mostly dated as 
Paleozoic within the geological column (Brent Carter from Boise, Idaho, provides the scale).

Figure 2. Erosional remnant of a 3,000-m-thick debris fan that accumulated on the east 
side of the Beartooth Mountains at Clarks Canyon, Wyoming, USA

Lack of vegetation and diversification 
of grass

Whitmore believes that the early post-Flood 
period would be characterized by a lack of 
vegetation cover, especially grass, over large 
areas of the surface:

“Early in the post-Flood times 
significant vegetation was probably 
sparse. Erosion rates would have 
been significantly higher considering 
the increased precipitation rates and 
the other factors that have already 
been mentioned. Today, grasses are a 
significant agent in holding soils in place 
and preventing erosion. Bloom (1998) 
suggests that the evolution of grasses 
had a significant geomorphic impact, 
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not only for erosion rates on the 
continents, but depositional rates 
in the oceans (p. 51) … . Thus, there 
was probably a ‘badlands’ landscape 
in most areas following the Flood 
until grasses were able to widely 
diversify.”11

In this view, therefore, heavy 
precipitation and mass wasting would 
more easily erode the surface into a 
rough badlands landscape.

However, there is evidence that the 
biosphere recovered rapidly after the 
Flood. First, the Bible indicates that the 
vegetation had started to sprout well 
before the animals left the Ark, since 
a dove brought back a fresh olive leaf. 
Second, God would not tell the animals 
to repopulate the world if the earth did 
not have enough food for them to live, 
and for the journey. Third, floating 
plant-debris mats would ground 
over large areas of the earth, which 
would likely have quickly produced 
vegetation.12 Research at Mount St 
Helens showed a remarkable recovery 
of vegetation after only a few years.13

Meteorite impacts

Whitmore suggests that Cenozoic 
meteorite impacts would cause much 
post-Flood catastrophism.14 Indeed, they would, and there 
are 38 recognized impacts, some fairly large, during the 
Cenozoic.15 If there were three times as many impacts that 
are unrecorded because they hit the oceans, then there would 
be at least 150 post-Flood impacts. Would Cenozoic impacts, 
telescoped to within about 200 years after the Flood, be too 
devastating for the biosphere? They would at least cause a 
sustained impact winter.15

Post-Flood tectonism

Whitmore suggests a number of tectonic occurrences 
after the Flood, such as mountain uplift, possibly due to 
isostatic rebound, and more than a thousand kilometres 
of horizontal plate movement. However, the magnitude 
of this tectonism is stupendous and would result in huge 
magnitude earthquakes and coastal tsunamis. Cenozoic 
mountain uplift and basin and valley sinking totalled many 
thousands of metres.16 The elevation difference between 
granitic rocks at the bottom of basin fills in Wyoming and 

the tops of the mountains suggests that around 13,000 m of 
differential vertical tectonism occurred in Wyoming17 and 
12,000 m in the Uinta Mountains.18 It is likely similar in 
other mountainous areas of the world. Can such huge vertical 
tectonism occur after the Flood? It would imply that there 
was very little relief on the continents immediately after the 
Flood, and so the people and animals that entered the new 
world from the Ark would have had to survive huge vertical 
and horizontal tectonism and tremendous mass wasting.

Because so many mammal fossils are found in the basins 
and Great Plains of the western United States in Cenozoic 
strata, differential vertical tectonism would have had to 
wait until the animals had spread across the earth and over 
the Bering Land Bridge, implying that the land bridge was 
somehow tectonically uplifted immediately after the Flood. 
Both the sheer magnitude and timing, relative to the dispersal 
and repopulation, of the vertical tectonism and the volume 
and characteristics of the Cenozoic sedimentary rocks point 
toward their being formed by a Flood mechanism and not 
post-Flood mass wasting.

1. Flood run-off would scour unlithified sediments

2. Conglomerate and breccia clasts lithified

3. Vertical cliffs

4. Planation surfaces and pediments cut on solid sedimentary rocks

5. Problem of how mass-wasted debris would be lithified

Table 2. Five reasons why rocks immediately after the Flood would almost all be lithified

Figure 3. Zion Canyon in Zion National Park, Utah, USA
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Heavy precipitation and hypercanes

Whitmore and I agree there would be heavier precipitation 
immediately after the Flood caused by the warmer sea surface 
temperatures at mid and high latitudes. I performed a crude 
calculation on the amount of precipitation over the currently 
semi-arid south-west United States and estimated there could 
have been about four times the present precipitation right 
after the Flood.19 Probably the same average increase can be 
applied for the rest of the mid and high latitudes. However, as 
the oceans cooled after the Flood, the amount of precipitation 
would have tapered off within a few hundred years.20 Heavier 
precipitation would have caused greater run-off and erosion, 
but such erosion would have been concentrated in river 
valleys. Increased precipitation after the Flood may be able 
to explain a few deep valleys, but how can it explain the 
hundreds to thousands of metres of erosion deduced for 
the vast areas between rivers, such as south of the Grand 
Staircase in Utah, USA?

Whitmore brings up rapid erosion on unconsolidated 
sediments and Quaternary megafloods during the Ice Age 
as examples of huge erosional processes.21 He mentions a 
location with one of the highest precipitations in the world, 
Mt Waialeale, Hawaii, that has carved out Waimea Canyon 
over a length of 16 km and a depth of 900 m. However, 
this erosion hardly resembles the vast volume of Cenozoic 
erosion that occurred.

Because the Ice Age occurred in the very late Cenozoic, 
Whitmore arbitrarily delays the Ice Age for a few hundred 
years after the Flood, to allow post-Flood catastrophism 
to run its course. This, however, has no meteorological 
basis. The oceans would have cooled off significantly in 
this period and so the amount of snow and ice available 
for the Ice Age would be significantly less than needed 
for ice sheets of significant thickness.22 At the end of the 
Flood, volcanic aerosols trapped in the stratosphere would 
cause an instant cooling over the mid and high latitude 
continents. Continued post-Flood volcanism would reinforce 
the continental cooling. The warmer ocean water would 
evaporate much more water vapour into the atmosphere at 
mid and high latitude than today. The result would initiate 
the Ice Age straight away in areas not close enough to be 
heated by the onshore flow of air from adjacent warm ocean 
water. These locations were the mountainous areas all over 
the world and interior and eastern Canada.

Whitmore especially emphasizes that hypercanes, 
hypothetical super hurricanes generated above warm oceans 
with water temperatures of 40°C or greater, were possible:

“Considering that the post-Flood oceans were 
probably very warm; it has been suggested that world 
precipitation rates were overall higher and that large 
storms and possibly hypercanes (super hurricanes with 
horizontal wind speeds greater than 300 mph) were 

prominent in post-Flood times … .” 23

These would produce very heavy rain. However, if the 
tracks of hyper canes are similar to those of hurricanes, then 
hyper cane erosion would be confined mainly to the east coasts 
of continents between about 40°N and 40°S. Furthermore, 
there is a problem generating large areas of hot ocean water 
at low latitudes for hypercanes. Worse still, hypercanes take 
time to develop, so the initial storm must intensify slowly over 
hot water (possibly generated by hot ocean bottom rocks?). 
So, both the atmosphere and water must almost be at rest to 
generate hypercanes.24 This is unlikely after the Flood.

Earthquakes and volcanic activity

Whitmore mentions earthquakes and volcanic activity 
on a scale in the Cenozoic that enhanced post-Flood 
catastrophism. There is no doubt that the amount of Cenozoic 
volcanism was huge. Just the extreme tectonism (see earlier 
part) would cause monstrous earthquakes. But volcanism 
would result in volcanic winter, as discussed in part 6.15 It 
is doubtful that humans and large animals would survive in 
these conditions after God commanded them to repopulate 
the earth.

Mass wasting

Mass wasting is Whitmore’s main agent for erosion, 
transport, and deposition of sediments in post-Flood 
catastrophism. Landsliding is one form of mass wasting, 
but there are other types on the land, such as volcanic debris 
flows as observed at Mount St Helens in 1980 or the Heart 
Mountain slide during the Eocene.25 Whitmore states:

“Certainly as continents were lifted out of the 
Flood waters, giant failures (exponentially larger than 
those we have historically observed) aided by water in 
sediments would have occurred, especially around the 
edges of the uplifted masses.” 8

I believe he is correct on this conclusion, but the geologic 
activity likely occurred underwater at the end of the Flood 
and not above water after the Flood.

He gives other examples of relatively small landslides 
within historical times, claiming detachment faults, as 
described by Scott Rugg, are post-Flood, contrary to the 
Flood view of Rugg.26 He mentions large slides of Hawaiian 
rocks into the ocean that have left large blocks of lava in the 
deep sea. In response to the possible question of why we do 
not see such large blocks on the land, he states:

“Probably one of the reasons that we can still 
recognize these great [Hawaiian] slides is that they 
are preserved underwater and have not had surficial 
processes at work to modify them. Recognition of these 
types of slides in terrestrial environments has been 
difficult in the past, and when catastrophic conclusions 
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are reached they are often very 
controversial (like the conclusions 
of Heart Mountain drawn by Pierce, 
1987).” 27

He believes surficial processes 
would have destroyed these great blocks 
on land, al though the blocks of the 
Heart Moun tain slide have weather ed 
little since their emplace ment in the 
Eocene.

The net result of all this mountain 
uplift, mass wasting, and deposition of 
sediments is tremendous. For example, 
he asserts that the 10 km of uplift of 
the Teton Fault, along with 5,000 m 
of sediments accumulating in adjacent 
Jackson Hole, are post-Flood.28 He 
could have men tioned other mountains 
and basins of Wyoming that show 
up to 13,000 m differential vertical 
relief, including several thousand 
metres of deposition in the basins. 
He also mentions the Salton trough 
of south-east California with 10 km 
of sediments. The top 5 km are dated as late Cenozoic,29 
which would mean these sedimentary rocks accumulated 
well after the Flood.

He says the net results of all this activity is:
“In short these processes should have either taken 

off hundreds to thousands of meters of sediment from 
that [end Flood] surface or buried that surface with 
hundreds to thousands of meters of sediments.” 30

Thus, he has come to the belief that all this erosion, 
deposition, and lithification of mass wasting debris as seen 
in the Cenozoic is expected! Such erosion would include 
the 2.5 to 5 km of average erosion of the Colorado Plateau, 
including the 4 to 5 km of erosion of the San Rafael Swell 
of the north-west Colorado Plateau.31 He goes on to say that 
my deductions have been off base: “Oard’s high placement 
of the Flood boundary (at the end of the Tertiary) essentially 
ignores the expected quantity of sediment that must have been 
produced during this time.” 32 Instead of general statements, 
I would like to see specific examples of such mass wasting. 
He further states:

“Oard commonly uses examples like Devils Tower 
(eastern Wyoming on the edge of the Black Hills), 
Boars Tusk (southwestern Wyoming, between the Wind 
River and Uinta Mountains) and the area of the San 
Rafael Swell (southeastern edge of the Uinta Mountains 
and just west of the Wasatch Mountains, Utah) as 
examples of where incredible amounts of surface strata 
have been removed (2006a, 2009; Oard and Klevberg, 
2008). Not surprisingly, all of these areas are high in 
elevation and are in areas where we might expect large 

amounts of erosion in post-Flood times.” 32

There are several problems with this analysis. The first 
is the sheer magnitude of the Cenozoic uplift, erosion, and 
deposition of thousands of metres of strata.33

Second, after deposition of thousands of metres of 
sediments (e.g. in the Rocky Mountain basins) hundreds of 
metres of the top were eroded. How can a minimum of about 
470 m of erosion occur over the entire Bighorn basin after 
the deposition of the Cenozoic sediments within the basin? 
What process does the eroding, long after the end of the 
Flood, since the basin fill must first accumulate? Moreover, 
the eroded sediments on the top of the Bighorn Basin, as 
well as other basins in the Rocky Mountains, are not found 
nearby, but have been swept off the continent. The Cenozoic 
strata just east of the Rocky Mountains are highly volcanic 
and not completely sedimentary, as would be expected in 
Whitmore’s scenario.

Third, the Cenozoic sediments need to consolidate—after 
the Flood. How could this happen, even for those sediments 
now on or at the surface?

Fourth, we should see evidence of mass wasting, but the 
Cenozoic sediments do not show the texture of massive mass 
wasting. They very often show water-deposited banding 
(figure 4).

Fifth, Whitmore needs to explain features left behind from 
all the erosion that can be seen on the surface of the earth, 
such as planation surfaces, water and wind gaps, pediments, 
long transported resistant rocks, deep vertically walled 
canyons, valleys, submarine canyons, etc.18,34 It is especially 

Figure 4. The top of the well-layered Eocene Wind River Formation in the upper Wind River Basin, 
Wyoming, USA. Note that a significant amount of erosion has occurred between the top of the strata 
and the viewer. According to the K/T Boundary Model, this formation was deposited hundreds of 
metres thick with hundreds of metres of erosion occurring at the top—all after the Flood.
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the character of these features that show the difficulty of 
post-Flood catastrophism. How could all these form after 
the Flood? Uniformitarian scientists have the same problem. 
They attempt to solve geomorphological issues by throwing 
deep time at it. However, this does not work.18

Geomorphology

Whitmore does not believe geomorphology is all that 
significant in determining the Flood/post-Flood boundary. 
He states:

“In Oard’s model, retreating Flood water causes 
multiple features such as planation surfaces, water 
gaps and pediments; which are widespread in places 
like the western United States. However, these are 
surficial features that are not buried. If such features 
were produced by retreating Flood water, they should 
be either buried deep in basins or, if exposed, have been 
removed by post-Flood mass wasting according to the 
arguments presented here. Oard’s high placement of 
the post-Flood boundary utterly fails because it does 
not take into account the massive amount of erosion 
and deposition that would have happened following 
the draining of the Flood waters.” 35

However, he still needs to explain how these surficial 
geomorphological features formed after the Flood. These 
surficial landforms fit very well with the retreating Flood 
water.36

I need to clarify the terminology that I have used for the 
Recessive Stage of the Flood, since Whitmore states:

“Although Oard often refers back to Walker’s 
paper as the origin of the terms ‘sheet flow phase’ 
and ‘channelized flow phase’ (e.g. 2012, p. 245) these 
words and concepts do not appear in Walker’s 1994 
manuscript. The usage of these terms appear [sic] 
to have been first used by Oard (2001a, 2001b) as 
what might hypothetically happen when Flood waters 
retreated. No experimental or observational citations 
were made by him in those papers that documented 
that sheet flow leads to channelized flow; it was simply 
assumed.” 32

I simply renamed Walker’s two phases, the Abative 
and Dispersive Phases,37 into more layman-friendly terms 
based on the advice of Ken Ham. The concepts of a sheet 
flow followed by channelized flow during the waning of any 
flood are sound. All floods transform from wide sheet flows 
into more channelized flows as more objects become exposed 
above the flood water.

Whitmore has stated that we have not examined 
geomorphology from a post-Flood point of view. I would 
think that such an analysis is up to him. Thus, he minimizes 
the powerful testimony of geomorphology:

“Thus, we need to be exceptionally careful when 
identifying geomorphic features caused by retreating 

Flood water. Geomorphology should only be a minor 
consideration (rank of 3, Whitmore and Garner, 
2008) when identifying where the Flood/post-Flood 
boundary may lie. Geomorphology should not be used 
exclusively or primarily as a criterion for the Flood/
post-Flood boundary as Oard has advocated in many 
of his publications. Instead, multiple criteria should 
be sought in placing the boundary, realizing that some 
things may be more important than others (Whitmore 
and Garner, 2008). Not only would large amounts of 
post-Flood erosion be expected, but thick deposits of 
the eroded material would follow.” 38

It is not enough to challenge geomorphology or minimize 
it, but Whitmore needs to show how all these geomorphological 
features can occur after the Flood with lower energy and 
smaller scale events. Besides, I have always included other 
evidences besides geomorphology in my determining the 
Flood/post-Flood boundary. Indeed, I have explored many 
non-geomorphological factors in the late Cenozoic that 
are better explained by Flood processes than post-Flood 
catastrophism in this series of articles.

Whitmore suggests that thousands of water and wind gaps 
across mountains, ridges, and plateaus over the earth can 
possibly be explained by faults and joints: “In some cases 
these features might help explain how rivers cut through 
mountains and topographic highs, or have cut exceptionally 
deep canyons in short periods of time.” 14 But water and wind 
gaps are hardly ever connected with faults, leaving the origin 
of water and wind gaps as a major problem for post-Flood 
catastrophism.

When it comes to pediments, Whitmore states that mass 
wasting deposits can sometimes be mistaken for pediments.39 
This is rare since pediments are eroded into hard rock, 
leaving a thin veneer of mostly rounded rocks, while mass 
wasting debris is depositional.

Grand Canyon

Since Grand Canyon was cut in the late Cenozoic by the 
receding floodwater,40 advocates of the K/T Boundary Model 
automatically require a post-Flood mechanism. I believe this 
is the main reason for the dam-breach hypothesis, which has 
several flaws, two of which I believe are fatal.41 Whitmore 
and others think there is great potential in the outdated 
secular idea of the spillover hypothesis:

“Basin overflow hypotheses have been around 
for a long time to explain canyons like the Grand 
Canyon (Austin, 1994; Blackwelder, 1934). Although 
the erosion of the Grand Canyon is a complex topic 
and probably cannot be explained by a single model, 
basin overflow is being reconsidered by conventional 
geologists for both the upstream and downstream 
courses of the Colorado’s canyons (Young and Spamer, 
2001).” 42
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However, secular scientists have 
great difficulty explaining Grand 
Canyon,43 and the spillover hypothesis 
has mostly been rejected.44 The 
Bidahochi Formation, claimed to 
be leftover lake sediments, does not 
support a huge, ancient ‘Lake Hopi’. 
This formation is mostly volcanic and 
‘fluvial’ with the lower portion said to 
be lacustrine. However, the types of 
sediments indicate a playa lake to uniformitarians, which 
is hardly what one expects for a large, deep lake. Besides 
the Bidahochi Formation is located only on the north-east 
edge of the supposed lake, while the whole Little Colorado 
River Valley should be full of lake bottom sediments, if the 
lake once existed, but there are none. Additionally, there 
are no erosional lake terraces around the claimed edges of 
these ‘lakes’, indicative of other Ice Age lakes like Lake 
Bonneville, the precursor to the Great Salt Lake, Utah.45

The Green River Formation

The Eocene Green River Formation (GRF) plays a 
prominent part in the post-Flood catastrophism hypothesis. 
The GRF does have unique features that are difficult to 
explain in either a Flood or post-Flood model. However, the 
GRF must first be put into biblical history with all the clues 
available before we attempt to explain how various rocks 
and fossils fit. As Thomas Kuhn states with interpretations, 
it is always possible to reinterpret the data within a different 
paradigm:

“Philosophers of science have repeatedly 
demonstrated that more than one theoretical 
construction can always be placed upon a given 
collection of data. … One perceptive historian, viewing 
a classic case of a science’s reorientation by paradigm 
change, recently described it as ‘picking up the other 
end of the stick,’ a process that involves ‘handling the 
same bundle of data as before, but placing them in a 
new system of relations with one another by giving 
them a different framework.” 46

There are many strong evidences that the Green River 
Formation was deposited during the Flood,33,47 some of which 
are presented in table 3.

Discussion

The evidence is abundant that the Cenozoic is pre-
dominantly from the Flood. I think most of the differ ence 
of opinion can be ex plain ed by the old adage of the six blind 
men and the ele phant (figure 5). Many have drawn different 
conclusions from different backgrounds and training. 

Most advocates for attributing the Cenozoic to post-Flood 
catastrophism are creation paleontologists. On the other 
hand, I have included evidence from many fields that relate, 
including geomorphology, sedimentology, and paleontology.

I can’t help but think that another reason why some 
creationists place the boundary at the K/T, or even lower in 
the geological column, is because they cannot imagine how 
certain features in the rocks and fossils could have occurred 
during the Flood that we have never been witness to. Others 
are possibly hampered by their secular geologic training and 
some may be unwilling to weigh and critically access the 
strength of each type of data.

Second, we need to admit that just because we cannot find 
a Flood mechanism for ‘such and such’, does not mean ‘such 
and such’ is not a product of the Flood. We may not have all 
the facts. We certainly do not understand a global flood that 
well. And we certainly are not smart enough to integrate and 
remember almost an infinite amount of data to determine 
the placement of a phenomenon. We also should not expect 
to answer every question or challenge this side of eternity.

One thing is for sure, once the proper placement of a 
location or phenomenon within biblical earth history is first 
established, we will all be able to do better research. And 
with time, answers to many phenomena will be revealed.

1. Covers 77,000 km2

2. Averages 600 m thick, but includes 6,800 m thick adjacent to southern Uinta Mountains

3. About 5,000 m of erosion of the San Rafael Swell of which the top formation is the GRF

4. Enough oil in the shale for 100 years of US energy needs

5. Tropical and subtropical fossils at inland location that is currently near the continental divide

Table 3. Five evidences that the Green River Formation is best explained as a Flood deposit

Figure 5. The blind men and the elephant (wall relief in north-east Thailand) 
(Pawyi Lee, Wikipedia Commons PD-self)
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