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Flood EvidEncE numbEr Four

Sand Transported 
Cross Country

by Andrew A. Snelling

We find layers of thick sandstone around the earth. Where 
did the sand come from? Evidence indicates it was carried 

across entire continents by water circling the globe.
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  Six main geologic evidences for the Genesis Flood
 Evidence #1. Fossils of sea creatures high above sea level

 Evidence #2. Rapid burial of plants and animals

 Evidence #3. Rapidly deposited sediment layers spread across vast areas

Evidence #4. Sediment transported long distances

 Evidence #5. Rapid or no erosion between strata

 Evidence #6. Many strata laid down in rapid succession

Genesis 7 says that all the high 
hills and the mountains were 
covered by water, and all air-

breathing life on the land was swept 
away and perished. After reading this 
passage, wouldn’t we expect to find 
rock layers all over the earth filled 
with billions of dead animals and 
plants that were rapidly buried and 
fossilized in sand, mud, and lime? 
Yes, and that’s exactly what we find.

Sediment Transported  
Long Distances

In previous articles we have already 
seen the evidence that rapidly depos-
ited sediment layers containing rapid-
ly buried plant and animal fossils are 
found spread across vast areas, often 
high above sea level. No known slow-
and-gradual geologic processes in the 
present world are currently produc-
ing such fossiliferous sediment lay-
ers spread across continents. Though 
evolutionary geologists are loath to 
admit it, only a global flood in which 
the ocean waters flooded over the 
continents could have done this.

Now it logically follows that, when 
the Flood waters swept over the conti-
nents and rapidly deposited sediment 
layers across vast areas, these sedi-
ments had to have been transported 
long distances. In other words, the 
sediments in the strata had to come 

from distant sources. And that’s ex-
actly the evidence we find.

For example, in the previous issue 
we discussed the Coconino Sandstone, 
seen spectacularly in the walls of the 
Grand Canyon (Figure 1). It has an av-
erage thickness of 315 feet (96 m), cov-
ers an area of at least 200,000 square 
miles (518,000 km2), and thus contains 
at least 10,000 cubic miles (41,700 
km3) of sand.1 Where did this sand 
come from, and how do we know?

The sand grains are pure quartz (a 
natural glass mineral), which is why 
the Coconino Sandstone is such a dis-
tinctive buff color. Directly underneath 
it is the strikingly different red-brown 
Hermit Formation, consisting of silt-
stone and shale. Sand for the Coconino 
Sandstone could not have come from 
the underlying Hermit Formation.

The sloping remnants of sand 
“waves” in the Coconino Sandstone 
point to the south, indicating the 
water that deposited the sand flowed 
from the north.2 Another clue is that 
the Coconino Sandstone thins to zero 
to the north in Utah, but the Hermit 
Formation spreads farther into Utah 
and beyond. So the Coconino’s pure 
quartz sand had to come from a source 
even farther north, above and beyond 
the red-brown Hermit.

Grand Canyon has another set of 
layers with sand that must have come 

from far away—the sandstone beds 
within the Supai Group strata be-
tween the Hermit Formation and the 
Redwall Limestone. In this case, the 
sand “wave” remnants point to the 
southeast, so the sand grains had to 
have been deposited by water flow-
ing from a source in the north and 
west. However, to the north and west 
of Grand Canyon we find only Red-
wall Limestone underneath the Supai 
Group, so there is no nearby source of 
quartz sand for these sandstone beds.3 
Thus an incredibly long distance must 
be postulated for the source of Supai 
Group sand grains.4

Other Sediment Even Trans-
ported Across the Continent

A third layer of sandstone higher 
in the strata sequence gives us a clue. 
The Navajo Sandstone of southern 
Utah, best seen in the spectacular 
mesas and cliffs in and around Zion 
National Park (Figure 2), is well above 
the Kaibab Limestone, which forms 
the rim rock of the Grand Canyon. 
Like the Grand Canyon sandstones, 
this sandstone also consists of very 
pure quartz sand, giving it a distinctly 
brilliant white color, and it also con-
tains remnants of sand “waves.”  

Within this sandstone, we find 
grains of the mineral zircon, which 
is relatively easy to trace to its source 
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sand transported cross country

Today…Above the Permo-Triassic 
sandstones, we find fossils from 
exotic land communities, including 
hundreds of dinosaur species.

4,350 years ago…As the sea level rose, Flood 
waves reached farther and farther inland.  
Ecosystem after ecosystem of plants and 
animals were carried out to sea and buried.

INLAND

4,350 years ago…
waves reached farther and farther inland.  
Ecosystem after ecosystem of plants and 
animals were carried out to sea and buried.

4,350 years ago…
waves reached farther and farther inland.  
Ecosystem after ecosystem of plants and 
animals were carried out to sea and buried.

Today…Above the Carboniferous coals, 
extensive sandstone deposits are found 
on all the world’s continents.

4,350 years ago…Tidal waves hit the shoreline 
and tore apart beaches and dunes.  Sand and 
animals were dragged out to sea and deposited 
in thick layers.

COASTAL DUNES

4,350 years ago…
and tore apart beaches and dunes.  Sand and 
animals were dragged out to sea and deposited 
in thick layers.

4,350 years ago…
and tore apart beaches and dunes.  Sand and 
animals were dragged out to sea and deposited 
in thick layers.

coastal Permo-Triassic sands model
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The distinctive sand grains found in the  

Coconino Sandstone of Grand Canyon  

are pure quartz and were most likely  

transported from a source as far as  

northern Utah or Wyoming.

In southern Utah, the Navajo Sandstone  

is made of distinctive sand grains that  

were most likely transported from the  

Appalachians of Pennsylvania and New York. 

FIGURE 1: The Coconino Sandstone  
                      of Grand Canyon

FIGURE 2: The Navajo Sandstone  
                       of southern Utah

because zircon usually contains ra-
dioactive uranium. By “dating” these 
zircon grains, using the uranium-lead 
(U-Pb) radioactive method, it has been 
postulated that the sand grains in the 
Navajo Sandstone came from the Ap-
palachians of Pennsylvania and New 
York, and from former mountains fur-
ther north in Canada. If this is true, 
the sand grains were transported 

about 1,250 miles (2 012 km) right 
across North America.5

This “discovery” poses somewhat of 
a dilemma for conventional uniformi-
tarian (slow-and-gradual) geologists, 
because no known sediment transport 
system is capable of carrying sand 
across the entire North American con-
tinent during the required millions of 
years. It must have been water over an 

area even bigger than the continent. 
All they can do is postulate that some 
unknown transcontinental river sys-
tem must have done the job. But even 
in their scientific belief system of earth 
history, it is impossible for such a river 
to have persisted for millions of years.

Yet the evidence is overwhelming that 
the water was flowing in one direction. 
More than half a million measurements 
have been collected from 15,615 North 
American localities, recording water 
current direction indicators through-
out the geologic record. The evidence 
indicates that water moved sediments 
across the entire continent, from the 
east and northeast to the west and 
southwest throughout the so-called 
Paleozoic.6 This general pattern con-
tinued on up into the Mesozoic, when 
the Navajo Sandstone was deposited. 
How could water be flowing across the 

Coconino 
Sandstone
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North American continent consistent-
ly for hundreds of millions of years? 
Absolutely impossible!  

The only logical and viable expla-
nation is the global, cataclysmic Gen-
esis Flood. Only the water currents of 
a global ocean, lasting a few months, 
could have transported such huge 
volumes of sediments right across the 
North American continent to depos-
it the thick strata sequences which 
blanket the continent.7

The geologic record has many ex-
amples of sediments that did not come 
from erosion of local, underlying 
rocks. Rather, the sediments had to 
have been transported long distances, 
in some cases even across continents. 
This is confirmed by water current 
direction indicators in these sedimen-
tary layers, which show a consistent 
uni-directional flow. However, conjec-

tured transcontinental river systems 
could not have operated like that for 
hundreds of millions of years. Instead, 
only catastrophic global flooding of 
the continents over a few months can 
explain the huge volumes of sediments 
transported across the continents.

In Genesis 7–8 the Bible describes 
the cataclysmic global Flood in which 
the waters covered the whole earth, 
sweeping across entire continents. We 
would expect to find that these global 
waters eroded sediments and transport-
ed them across whole continents to be 
deposited in layers covering vast areas. 
We have now seen that this is exactly 
what we find across North America, so 
there is no excuse for claiming there 
is no evidence of a global flood. The 
global cataclysmic Genesis Flood ac-
tually happened in the earth’s history, 
just as God told us it did. 
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