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Abstract

The location of the Flood/post-Flood 
boundary has been debated for decades. 

The two most commonly proposed candidates 
are (1) the K-Pg boundary and (2) near the top 
of the Neogene. In an effort to resolve this issue, 
we examined the Paleogene and Neogene strata 
in the region containing the nation of Turkey, 
the presumed landing site for the Ark. We found 
uninterrupted marine strata, such as carbon-
ate, salt and glauconitic sands, well above the 
K-Pg boundary, extending from Europe to the 
Middle East, that entirely surround modern-
day Turkey. These findings lead us to conclude 
that the Flood/post-Flood boundary logically 
must lie above the level of these marine layers. 
We propose that the most likely boundary is 
near the top of the Neogene, that is, near the 
N-Q (Neogene-Quaternary) boundary.
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Figure 1. Chart showing the secular timescale, presumed sea 
level curve, and the six megasequences (Modified from Vail and 
Mitchum, 1979). The Tertiary system (Tejas megasequence) is 
now composed of the Paleogene and Neogene systems.
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Figure 2. Basal lithology map for the Tejas megasequence for Europe, 
North Africa, and portions of the Middle East. Color legend is shown 
in Fig. 4.

Figure 3 (left). Strati-
graphic cross section A-A’ 
extending from Europe to 
Turkey showing lithol-
ogy and megasequence 
intervals. Flattened on 
the base of the Tejas, 
which is approximately 
the same level as the 
K-Pg boundary. The blue 
line extending across the 
section within the Tejas 
megasequence shows 
the marine/non-marine 
boundary. Non-marine 
rocks are above the blue 
line in all cases. Loca-
tion of section shown on 
Figure 6. All scales are in 
meters.

Figure 4. Example stratigraphic column from 
the Michigan Basin. The colors for the various 
rock types (lithology) and the megasequences 
(stratigraphy) serve as the key for the two cross 
sections (Figs. 3 and 5).
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Introduction
The correct identification of the Flood/
post-Flood boundary is of utmost im-
portance to the creationist community 
because it has such profound implica-
tions as to post-Flood history. Placing 
the boundary at the beginning of the 
Cenozoic portion of the rock record 
implies, for example, that the Cenozoic 
mammals must all descend from mam-
mals that survived the Flood cataclysm 
on the Ark. Over the past few decades, 
much has been published on the loca-
tion of the Flood/post-Flood boundary, 
with debate back and forth relative to 
its location in the rock record. The two 
locations advanced more than any others 
in the creation literature are the Creta-
ceous-Paleogene, or K-Pg, boundary and 
a location in the Upper Cenozoic. 

The K-Pg location has been champi-
oned by many in the creation paleontol-
ogy community and several prominent 
geologists. Austin et al. (1994) tentatively 
advocated the K-Pg Flood/post-Flood 
boundary based on a “qualitative as-
sessment of geologic maps worldwide”:

Therefore, we tentatively place the 
Flood/post-Flood boundary at ap-
proximately the Cretaceous-Tertiary 
(K/T) [K-Pg] boundary. We believe 
further studies in stratigraphy, pale-
ontology, paleomagnetism, and geo-
chemistry should allow for a more 
precise definition of this boundary.

However, few global studies have 
been completed since 1994 to further 
delineate their “tentative” boundary. 
And especially absent are large-scale, 
detailed stratigraphic studies that 
examine the rocks near the proposed 
boundary. 

Those who have advocated a Flood/
post-Flood boundary higher in the rock 
record in the Upper Cenozoic include 
creation scientists Roy Holt, Mike Oard, 
and John Baumgardner. Over the years, 
there has been much debate between 
the two sides, but no agreed upon reso-
lution. Today, over 25 years later, the 
debate continues. 

Most of those who conclude that 
the K-Pg marks the end of the Flood 
have used paleontological studies (Ross, 
2012, 2014a; Whitmore and Wise, 2008; 
Wise, 2009) or local studies of individual 
units like the Green River Formation 
(Whitmore, 2006) or studies of a single 
small nation, like Israel (Snelling, 2010). 
These scientists have argued that the 
K-Pg boundary marks the end of marine 
deposition across the globe, asserting 
that the truly massive volumes of post-
K-Pg sediments observed globally are 
merely the result of local, post-Flood 
catastrophes (Ross, 2012, 2013, 2014a, 
2014b; Ross et al., 2015; Snelling 2009, 
2014; Whitmore, 2013; Whitmore and 
Garner, 2008; Whitmore and Wise, 
2008; Wise, 2002, 2009, 2017). 

By contrast, other creation scientists 
have argued that Flood processes lasted 
well beyond the K-Pg boundary and 
continued throughout much of the 
Cenozoic (Paleogene and Neogene) 
rock record (Baumgardner, pers. comm. 
2017; Clarey, 2016a, 2016b, 2017a, 
2017b; Holt, 1996; Oard, 2006, 2007, 
2010a, 2010b, 2011, 2013a, 2013b, 
2016a, 2016b, 2017a, 2017b). These 
scientists interpret most of the Cenozoic 
strata as the result of the receding phase 
of the Flood. They pick a Flood/post-
Flood boundary in the Upper Cenozoic, 
somewhere near the top or the bottom 
of the Pliocene (Upper Neogene). This 
paper uses stratigraphic data across 
multiple continents, in a region that 
encompasses the nation of Turkey, in 
an attempt to bring clarity on the matter.

A Logical Implication  
of the K-Pg Boundary  
as the Beginning of  
the Post-Flood Era
Unfortunately, identification of the K-Pg 
boundary as the beginning of the post-
Flood era has led to a recent acceptance 
of evolution or “hyper-evolution” by 
several in the young earth creation com-
munity (Wise, 2017). For example, Wise 

(2009) has openly advocated that some 
type of four-legged creature “walked” 
off the ark and then somehow evolved 
rapidly into the whales we find in the 
Cenozoic rock record. More generally, 
his view is that any creature that first ap-
peared above the Lower Eocene in the 
fossil record level must have “evolved” 
from an animal that had previously ex-
ited the ark (Wise, 2009). Clarey (2017b) 
has pointed out the difficulties that this 
vast amount of genetic transformation 
demands, especially considering the 
short time spans available and the 
time requirements necessary for large 
mammals to attain sexual maturity. 
Furthermore, Clarey (2016a, 2017b) 
and Wise (2009) have both noted that 
these proposed “evolutionary” changes 
would have had to occur within a few 
centuries at most between the end of 
the Flood and the onset of the Ice Age. 

In addition, Wise’s (2009) pro-evo-
lutionary views have fanned the flames 
for the critics of young earth creationism 
(Doyle, 2019). Even old earth advocates, 
like Hugh Ross, have correctly attacked 
these ideas of rapid evolution (Doyle, 
2019). However, the need for rapid post-
Flood evolution disappears completely if 
the end of the Flood indeed lies higher 
in the rock record. No “walking whale 
ancestors” are needed if the boundary 
is in the upper Cenozoic. In that case, 
first appearances of fossils above the 
Lower Eocene level correspond simply 
to animals buried in the latter stages of 
the Flood. Their order in the record is 
merely their order of burial. 

In other words, the Cenozoic record 
is no different from the Paleozoic and 
the Mesozoic, other than it represents 
the receding phase of the Flood and, 
accordingly, contains some different 
fossil creatures from the pre-Flood world 
(Clarey, 2017b). In fact, the entire Pha-
nerozoic fossil record consists of sudden 
appearances, stasis and sudden disap-
pearances of all types of creatures, plants 
and animals. It is just that the Cenozoic 
is dominated by larger mammal fossils 
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and more flowering plants compared to 
the earlier deposits. Ecological zonation 
seems to best explain these fossil dif-
ferences within the Phanerozoic strata 
(Clarey and Werner, 2018a).

Previous Studies of North 
African and Middle Eastern 
Stratigraphy
Clarey (2016a, 2016b, 2017a, 2017b) 
has recently sided with the advocates 
for the higher Cenozoic Flood bound-
ary. He has presented five geological 
arguments that Flood sedimentation 
processes were in operation until well 
past the K-Pg point in the record (Clarey, 
2017b). One of his strongest lines of 
evidence in these earlier papers is an 
uninterrupted and continuous carbon-
ate layer across North Africa and the 
Middle East, from the Cretaceous 
upwards through, and including, the 
Upper Cenozoic. He noted that this 
carbonate layer extends upwards to the 
top or middle of the Miocene in many 
countries like Libya, Iraq, Iran, southeast 
Turkey, Qatar and Oman (Kendall et al., 
2014; Clarey, 2017b). 

Clarey (2017b) concluded that the 
Flood could not have ended across 
North Africa and the Middle East until 
at least the post-Miocene stage of the re-
cord. The uninterrupted carbonate and 
salt/gypsum rocks that so widely extend 
across the K-Pg boundary absolutely 
preclude that boundary as marking the 
Flood’s end.

Methods of the Current Study: 
European Stratigraphy
To help address further the Flood/post-
Flood controversy, we compiled an 
additional 499 stratigraphic columns 
across the European continent using 
oil industry wells, outcrops, seismic data 
and published cross-sections. At each 
location, we input detailed lithology 
data and the Sloss (1963) megasequence 
boundaries (Fig. 1). These data were in-

put into Rockworks (ver. 17), a commer-
cial software program for geologic data. 

From these data we created isopach 
maps for each of the six megasequences 
across Europe and corresponding basal 
lithology maps for the lowermost units 
in each megasequence (Parkes and 
Clarey, 2019). We also constructed two 
regional cross sections using selected 
stratigraphic columns. One section went 
across Central Europe and Turkey and 
another one extended from the Caspian 
Sea, across Turkey, and south to Syria 
and Iraq.

Results
Probably of most relevance to the Flood/
post-Flood debate is the basal Tejas map 
shown in Figure 2. This map represents 
the first rocks deposited and preserved 
on top of the K-Pg boundary across Eu-
rope. The basal Tejas map is the same 
level as the one we had earlier created 
across Africa (Clarey, 2017b, his Fig. 
9). However, this time we included the 
nation of Turkey and areas to the north. 
We compiled both maps as Figure 2. 
Note how the carbonate rocks (shown in 
blue) of the lowermost Tejas form a near 
continuous circle around the nation of 
Turkey. This lowermost Tejas carbonate 
layer is part of the same carbonate system 
we identified earlier across North Africa 
and the Middle East (Clarey, 2017b).

Figure 2 clearly demonstrates that 
the Flood waters had not yet receded 
in any direction around Turkey by the 
time of deposition of these layers. Recall 
that Iraq is where the Tower of Babel was 
most likely located. This is where civili-
zation probably initiated after Noah and 
his family exited the ark. And the strata 
across Iraq and Syria (to the south of Tur-
key) and the areas to the north of Turkey 
both indicate extensive, uninterrupted 
marine deposition from the Cretaceous 
level all the way up through the Middle 
Miocene level (Grabowski, 2014) and 
above. The Flood could not have been 
over at the K-Pg level in this area. There 

is too much preserved marine rock sur-
rounding the nation of Turkey in the 
Paleogene and the Neogene for that to 
be a viable possibility.

Furthermore, our regional cross 
sections (A-A’ and B-B’, Figs. 3 and 
5, respectively) confirm that a strong 
marine influence extended well into 
the Upper Cenozoic across much of 
Central Europe. Figures 3, 5, and 6 
show the regional cross sections and 
their map locations flattened on the 
base of the Tejas, which is very near to 
the K-Pg boundary. Each section shows 
the corresponding stratigraphic columns, 
including the megasequences and the 
lithology at each site. Figure 4 shows 
the various rock types (lithology) and the 
megasequences (stratigraphy) we com-
piled in our study at each stratigraphic 
column. It also serves as the key for the 
two cross sections (Figs. 3 and 5).

We also added a blue line marking 
the bounding surface between marine 
rocks (below) and non-marine rocks 
(above). Note, that most of the Tejas 
across Europe is composed of marine 
rocks. The marine/non-marine delinea-
tion line is based on detailed studies of 
the geology at each stratigraphic column. 
For section A-A’ (Fig. 3), Vandenberghe 
et al. (2014) noted that there was still 
considerable marine influence across 
northern Europe (Netherlands) through 
the Miocene (with ample glauconitic 
sands) and even into the lowermost Plio-
cene. And it was not until the Pliocene 
that the marine sedimentation pattern 
was broken in the Lower Rhine Valley 
(Vandenberghe et al., 2014). This same 
pattern extends from the Netherlands 
across Austria (Janoschek and Matura, 
1980), Hungary (Kazmer, 1986), Bos-
nia (Hrvatovic, 2005), Albania (AKBN, 
2019), Bulgaria (Graf, 2001) and even 
across parts of Turkey (Bozkaya et al., 
2007; Caglar, 2009; Kaymakci et al., 
2009; Okay, 2008) (Fig. 3). Nearly all 
of these columns show marine rocks 
extending upwards through Miocene 
and even as high as Pliocene strata, 
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Figure 6. Location map for 
Stratigraphic Sections A-A’ 
and B-B’ showing Europe 
and parts of Africa and 
the Middle East. Circles 
show the locations of the 
column data used in the 
construction of Fig. 2.

Figure 5. Stratigraphic 
cross section B-B’ extend-
ing from the Caspian Sea, 
across Turkey, to Syria and 
Iraq showing lithology and 
megasequence intervals. 
Flattened on the base of 
the Tejas, which is ap-
proximately the same level 
as the K-Pg boundary. The 
blue line extending across 
the section within the 
Tejas megasequence shows 
the marine/non-marine 
boundary. Non-marine 
rocks are above the blue 
line in all cases. Location 
of section shown on Figure 
6. All scales are in meters.
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depending on surface erosion levels at 
each column location.

Section B-B’ (Fig. 5) also shows that 
the strong influence of Upper Cenozoic 
marine strata extended east of Turkey 
to the Caspian Sea area (Guliyev et 
al., 2001) and also south of Turkey into 
Syria and Iraq as earlier noted (Clarey, 
2017b). The marine/non-marine bound-
ary is either in the Miocene or Pliocene 
across these columns also, depending on 
the local surface erosion level (Keskin, 
1994; Ulmishek and Harrison, 1981; 
USGS, 2010).

Conclusions: A New  
Flood/Post-Flood Boundary  
at the N-Q
These results dramatically conflict with 
the choice of the K-Pg as the Flood/
post-Flood boundary. Instead, the sedi-
mentary rocks across much of Central 
Europe, North Africa and the Middle 
East indicate marine depositional pro-
cesses continued without interruption 
from the Cretaceous through the Upper 
Cenozoic. Many locations show con-
tinuous deposition of carbonate rocks 
right across the K-Pg boundary, from the 
Cretaceous through Miocene. These 
results demonstrate that the vast majority 
of European Cenozoic strata were not 
post-Flood, but instead represent the 
receding phase of the Flood. Massive 
marine deposits across such vast areas of 
the world indicate Flood processes were 
still active well into the Upper Cenozoic. 

Stratigraphic data is a directly observ-
able record of what has been deposited. 
Although some of the rock record has 
obviously been destroyed by erosion, a 
sufficient volume is preserved globally 
and can be compiled directly from sub-
surface data and outcrops.

Figures 2, 3, and 5 show thick layers 
of Paleogene and Neogene carbon-
ate strata and other types of marine 
sediments that completely surround and 
indeed blanket much of the nation of 
Turkey, the presumed landing place of 

the ark. How could Noah and the ani-
mals have gotten off the ark while these 
marine layers were still being actively 
deposited? No other data is as compel-
ling in this debate. In fact, we consider 
this to be as close to “proof” of a high 
Flood/post-Flood boundary as you can 
get in a forensic analysis. The Flood/
post-Flood boundary must be placed 
high in the Upper Cenozoic. 

We propose that the correct Flood/
post-Flood boundary is near the top 
of the Pliocene, or close to that level, 
coinciding with the top of the Neogene 
and the base of the Quaternary. There 
is even a major recognizable extinction 
in the rock record at this level also (Pi-
miento et al., 2017). Hence, we propose 
calling this Flood/post-Flood boundary 
surface the N-Q (Neogene-Quaternary). 

These results clearly call into ques-
tion the claim that marine sedimenta-
tion was largely over at the K-Pg level 
(Austin et al., 1994). In fact, our find-
ings indicate just the opposite is true. 
Stratigraphic data demonstrate that the 
marine realm continued, uninterrupted, 
from the Cretaceous level up through 
most of the Cenozoic, including much 
of the Neogene, across Europe, North 
Africa and the Middle East. This is com-
pellingly strong evidence that the Flood 
was not over until late in the Cenozoic. 
Noah could not exit the ark into water. 
Nor could the Tower of Babel be con-
structed in water.

Any scientific debate must be mea-
sured by the strength of the data support-
ing each viewpoint. Massive volumes 
of rock data that support an Upper 
Cenozoic Flood/post-Flood boundary 
are far more compelling than conclu-
sions based on limited fossil data from 
isolated locations. Plant and animal 
macro-fossils are infrequent in most 
of the sediment record and are largely 
dependent on surface exposures and can 
be misinterpreted. By contrast, rocks 
are not restricted to surface exposures. 
Oil wells have penetrated thousands of 
meters into the subsurface, giving us 

three-dimensional control beyond what 
can be observed only at the surface. Rock 
layers are much more continuous and 
massive in extent and volume. We can 
correlate the same rock layers across vast 
regions, often spanning entire countries 
and in some cases major portions of 
continents (Clarey and Werner, 2018b). 
The overwhelming strength of the global 
rock record needs to be included and 
acknowledged in any assessment of the 
Flood/post-Flood boundary location. It 
simply cannot be ignored or relegated 
to secondary importance.

The sheer volume and extent of 
marine rocks deposited during much 
of the Tejas megasequence is what tips 
the scale in favor of the N-Q Flood/
post-Flood boundary. Stratigraphic data 
across Europe, North Africa, Turkey, 
and the Middle East are so compre-
hensive and compelling that it makes 
it nearly impossible to argue otherwise. 
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