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well be spurious.  There are many fac-
tors which can disturb the carbon ratio 
including local volcanic eruptions.19

So there are good lessons to be 
learned here.  We should not blindly 
accept any claim before it is properly 
assessed, including the evidence on 
which it is based.  When we examine 
Ryan and Pitman’s work we can say 
confidently that their claim about 
Noah’s Flood is wrong.  Initially their 
geological work looked reasonable 
but now even their geological inter-
pretations are under challenge.  Either 
way, their claim about Noah’s Flood is 
wrong because it does not agree with 
the details recorded in the Bible.

The Noah’s Flood Hypothesis 
proposed by Ryan and Pitman gener-
ated much interest in the media with 
headlines such as ‘Proof of Noah’s
Flood at the Black Sea?’  Now that 
their hypothesis has been refuted, 
will we see headlines such as ‘Proof
that Noah’s Flood never happened’.
Given the propensity of the media 
and our culture to attack the authority 
of the Bible, it certainly would not be 
surprising.  But such headlines would 
be wrong.
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Newly discovered 
dinosaur
megatracksites
support Flood model

Michael J. Oard

Dinosaur megatracksites are huge 
accumulations of dinosaur tracks 
concentrated in one area.  According 
to Martin Lockley and Adrian Hunt,1

as of 1995 there were hundreds of di-
nosaur tracksites worldwide but only 
three megatracksites: 1) in southeast 
Utah, 2) along a linear zone from 
northeast New Mexico to northwest 
Colorado, and 3) the Glen Rose For-
mation of central Texas.  Two more 
megatracksites have just been discov-
ered in the northeastern Bighorn Basin 
of north central Wyoming.2  Dinosaur 
tracks had previously been rare in 
Wyoming.

Two megatracksites were found in 
the vicinity of Shell, Wyoming, and are 
separated vertically by many meters of 
sedimentary rock, representing 3 mil-
lion years within the evolutionary time 
scale.  The higher megatracksite lies on 
a single horizon of the lower Sundance 
Formation, while the lower megatrack-
site is found throughout a one-meter-
thick layer of the evaporite-rich Gyp-
sum Spring Formation.  The tracks are 
found in widely scattered outcrops in 
an area 100 km north-south and 25 km 
east-west.  In a 7.5 km2 area in the vi-
cinity of Shell, the researchers estimate 
150,000 tracks per km2 in the Sundance 
Formation.  These megatracksites dis-
play several unusual features that make 
the evolutionary/uniformitarian inter-
pretation perplexing while supporting 
the Genesis Flood paradigm.

Unusual features

The fi rst unusual feature is that 
the tracks were discovered in car-
bonate units that were believed to be 
totally marine.  The dinosaur tracks 
have forced a sudden ‘reinterpreta-
tion’ of the paleoenvironment of the 
sedimentary rocks.  The uniformitarian 
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geologists now see
‘ … previously unrecognized inter-
tidal to supratidal [just above tide] 
carbonate units once thought to be 
totally marine in origin … .’3

 Uniformitarian scientists often 
deduce a paleoenvironment for a par-
ticular stratum, based on the type of 
fossil and certain characteristics of the 
rock.  Although there often is no mod-
ern analog for their deduced paleoen-
vironments, uniformitarian reasoning 
is applied regardless.4  Because of 
the Wyoming tracks, a shoreline was 
needed and, therefore, was invented, 
forcing a major paleoenvironmental 
reinterpretation:

‘This discovery necessitates a ma-
jor change in the paleogeographic 
reconstructions for Wyoming for 
this period.’5

 The dinosaur tracks in this 
case were enough to switch a marine 
paleoenvironment to one that was ter-
restrial at times, demonstrating the 
equivocal nature of such paleoenvi-
ronmental reconstructions.  Within 
a Flood context, we would expect to 
fi nd dinosaur remains, tracks, and eggs 
associated with marine sediments.

The second perplexing feature of 
these sites for uniformitarianism is the 
tracks are nearly all alike; they are all 
bipedal, tridactyl (three-toed) tracks of 
similar size range on both horizons!  
Kvale et al. state:

‘The sizes of the tracks from the 
Gypsum Spring and Sundance 
intervals are quite comparable 
both in print widths and digit III 
lengths, and were generated by 
small- to medium-sized bipedal 
dinosaurs.’6

 This is truly amazing when 
considering the supposed separation 
of 3 million years between the meg-
atracksites.  Wouldn’t other types of 
dinosaurs, as well as bipedal, tridactyl 
dinosaurs of different sizes, walk on 
this strip of land, if it really was sepa-
rated by 3 million years?

Instead, the similarity of the tracks 
supports a Flood model7 that postulates 
the dinosaur tracks were made during 
the Inundatory Stage of the Flood. 
The Inundatory Stage comprises the 

fi rst 150 days while the water was ris-
ing and covering the Earth, according 
to Tas Walker’s Biblical Geological 
Model.8  According to Walker’s de-
fi ning criteria, tracks represent a live 
animal that would have perished by 
Day 150 of the Flood.  Furthermore, 
dinosaur tracks were made on Flood 
sediments.  This seems contradictory, 
until one realizes that the Flood was 
not simple, and there are at least four 
mechanisms that would temporarily 
expose freshly deposited Flood sedi-
ment while the water continued a net 
global rise.  These are: 1) tidal oscilla-
tions, 2) tsunamis, 3) vertical tectonic 
uplift, and 4) the dynamics of rapid 
Flood currents in relatively shallow 
water that would cause the sea level to 
fall in ‘troughs’.9  This briefl y exposed 
land could be a series of shoals.  Some 
dinosaurs would be able to swim for a 
while and then get on these exposed 
sediments making tracks and laying 
eggs before fi nally succumbing to the 
Flood.  Based on dinosaur eggs and 
tracks, this area of exposed land or 

series of shoals would have been as 
shown in Figure 1.

The situation in Wyoming could be 
explained by a large herd of bipedal, 
three-toed dinosaurs trapped in one 
area of the exposed land or series of 
shoals.  Fluctuating sea level would 
drive the dinosaurs en masse over 
various areas of the exposed land.  So 
after making tracks in one area, sea 
level rose depositing sediments over 
the tracks, preserving them, and forc-
ing the dinosaurs to fl ee.  As sea level 
fell, the dinosaurs moved back into the 
particular spot of the previously-made 
tracks.  Evidence for a wet substrate,10

swim tracks in the lower strata,11 and 
ripple marks formed at the same time 
as the tracks12 add support for this 
Flood scenario.  One would then 
expect the same dinosaurs that made 
the fi rst set of tracks in the Gypsum 
Springs Formation to come back and 
make the same type of print on the Sun-
dance Formation strata.  These events 
had to occur rapidly in order to cover 
up and preserve the tracks.  

Figure 1.  Location of postulated strip of land or series of shoals in western United States 
generally parallel to the crest of the Rocky Mountains.  The three previous megatracksites, 
plus the two new ones in Wyoming are indicated in black (modifi ed from Oard).7
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Fleeing from catastrophe

A third problem for the uniformi-
tarian scenario is that the individual 
trackways shown in the article are 
generally straight, a pattern similar to 
other trackway sites.13  Furthermore, 
all the trackways in the Sundance 
Formation in the vicinity of Shell are 
primarily directed towards the south to 
southwest.14  The trackway directions 
in the Gypsum Springs Formation are 
not given, probably because they are of 
poor quality.  This is unusual behavior 
for such a large group of dinosaurs.  
Normal behavior should include many 
meandering tracks.  The large number 
of orientated trackways indicate that 
the animals were fl eeing from catas-
trophe.15,16

A fourth quandary for uniformitar-
ian scientists is that there are no baby 
or young juvenile tracks.  A normal 
assemblage of tracks should include 
abundant baby or young juvenile 
tracks, for instance 50% of the elephant 
tracks from Amboseli National Park, 
Africa, were made by juveniles.17  This 
rarity of immature dinosaur tracks indi-
cates that the tracks were made during 
unusual conditions and is against the 
uniformitarian principle.  In the Flood 
model, babies and young juveniles 
would be left behind while those able 
to fl ee the encroaching Flood waters 
ran away.  (It is expected that babies 
would be found within or close to egg 
laying sites on the exposed land, which 
seems to be the case, for instance Egg 
Mountain and other areas of north 
central Montana.18,19)

The characteristics of the new 
Wyoming megatracksites are per-
plexing within the uniformitarian 
paradigm.  However, the tracks are 
easily explained by a Flood model of 
temporarily exposed land or a series of 
shoals during the Inundatory Stage of 
the Genesis Flood.

References

1.    Lockley, M. and Hunt, A.P., Dinosaur Tracks 
and Other Fossil Footprints of the Western 
United States, Columbia University Press, 
New York, 1995.

Speed of light 
slowing down 
after all?  Famous 
physicist makes 
headlines

Carl Wieland

Headlines in several newspapers 
around the world have publicized a 
paper in Nature by a team of scien-
tists (including the famous physicist 
Paul Davies) who (according to these 
reports) claim that ‘light has been 
slowing down since the creation of 
the universe’.1

In view of the potential sig-
nifi cance of the whole ‘light slowing 
down’ issue to creationists, it is worth 
reviewing it briefl y here.

Well over a decade ago, Creation
magazine published very supportive 
articles concerning a theory by South 
Australian creationist Barry Setterfi eld, 
that the speed of light (‘c’) had slowed 
down or ‘decayed’ progressively since 
creation.

In one fell swoop, this theory, 
called ‘c decay’2 (CDK) had the 
potential to supply two profound an-
swers vitally important for a Biblical 
worldview.

The distant starlight problem

One was, if stars are really well 
over 6,000 light years away, how could 
light have had time to travel from them 
to Earth?  Two logically possible an-
swers have serious problems:
1. God created the starlight on its 

way: this suffers grievously from 
the fact that starlight also carries 
information about distant cosmic 
events.  The created-in-transit 
theory means that the informa-
tion would be ‘phony’, recording 
events which never happened, 
hence deceptive.

2. The distances are deceptive: 
but despite some anomalies in 
redshift/distance correlations,3 it’s
just not possible for all stars and 

2.    Kvale, E.P., Johnson, G.D., Mickelson, D.L., 
Keller, K., Furer, L.C. and Archer, A.W., 
Middle Jurassic (Bajocian and Bathonian) 
dinosaur megatracksites, Bighorn Basin, 
Wyoming, USA, Palaios 16:233–254, 2001.

3.    Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 252.

4.    Froede, Jr., C.F., Field Studies in Catastrophic 
Geology, Creation Research Society Mono-
graph No. 7, Creation Research Society, St. 
Joseph, Missouri, pp. 7–13, 1998.

5.    Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 233.

6.    Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 248.

7.    Oard, M.J., Polar dinosaurs and the Genesis 
Flood, CRSQ 32:47–56.

8.    Walker, T., A Biblical geological model; in: 
Walsh, R.E. (Ed.), Proceedings of the Third 
International Conference on Creationism,
Technical Symposium Sessions, Creation 
Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, pp. 581–592,
1994.

9.    Baumgardner, J.R. and Barnette, D.W., Pat-
terns of ocean circulation over the continents 
during Noah’s Flood; in: Walsh, R.E. (Ed.), 
Proceedings of the Third International Confer-
ence on Creationism, Technical Symposium 
Sessions, Creation Science Fellowship, Pitts-
burgh, Pennsylvania, pp. 77–86, 1994.

10.  Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 252.

11.  Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 249–251.

12.  Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 243.

13.  Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 165.

14.  Kvale et al., Ref. 2, p. 248.

15.  Oard, M.J., The extinction of the dinosaurs, 
CEN Tech J. 11(2):144–145, 1997.

16.  Oard, M.J., Dinosaurs in the Flood: a response. 
CEN Tech J. 12(1):72–73, 1998.

17.  Lockley, M.G., Dinosaur ontogeny and popula-
tion structure: interpretations and speculations 
based on fossil footprints; in: Carpenter, K., 
Hirsch, K.F. and Horner, J.R. (Eds), Dinosaur
Eggs and Babies, Cambridge University Press, 
London, p. 359, 1994.

18.  Oard, Ref. 15, pp. 145–147.

19.  Oard, Ref. 16, pp. 71–76.


