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Foreword

We were more than pleased when Harrison Steeves asked us to write the foreword for this book; in fact, we are honored to do so. Throughout the following pages, the real Harry Steeves emerges to treat and delight us with his wit and humor, and more importantly, to introduce us to his innovative fly patterns. His wizardry at the vice comes through loud and clear. As the pages fly by, we are sure the readers, like us, will find themselves torn between putting the book down and rushing to the vice to tie one of Harry’s new patterns or turning the next page in anticipation of what’s to come.

Harry laughs when he thinks of the late Vincent Marinaro scoffing at the synthetic fly patterns in his fly boxes. But having spent many seasons with the old master, we can tell you that even Marinaro would be impressed with Harry’s creativity. Marinaro has been credited with introducing us to the world of terrestrial insects and their value to us as fly tiers and fly fishermen and rightfully so, but Harry moves us light years ahead in fly design with his realistic and fascinating ideas for creating terrestrial patterns that literally crawl out of our fly boxes.

Harrison Steeves is more than a creative fly tier, he is a passionate and driven individual. He pushes forward with new insights in fly design and materials, but even more important is his sincere desire to share his ideas with others. We see Harry each year at most of the Fly Fishing Only Shows. He sits tying his patterns behind a chest-high table for all to see. The tabletop is covered with synthetic materials of all kinds and examples of his finished work. In front of the table his audience stands spellbound as they watch Harry work. He looks up as he puts a final whip-finish on his fly, and you can see a glint or sparkle in his eye, the Merlin in Harry at his best.

This is a book for all of us who endeavor to create and tie terrestrial imitations and the like. It gives us new insights and ideas to play with and it gets those creative juices flowing. But it’s also a book that at times reads like a best-selling novel, capturing our attention and imagination as we find ourselves eagerly turning the pages as we become engrossed by its author’s prose.

Harry, you’ve outdone yourself with this one! Thank you.

—Cathy & Barry Beck
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Introduction

It’s difficult for me to believe that the book Terrestrials, which I authored with Ed Koch, was published by Stackpole Books over eight years ago. There’s been a lot of water pass by the waders, a bunch of fish taken, and a host of new patterns developed since then. Although some of what we considered cutting edge in the world of terrestrials back in 1995 has become established practice, much concerning the terrestrial mystique still remains. We still don’t know why a trout will take a terrestrial pattern in the middle of a mayfly hatch. We still can’t explain the trout’s fascination with ants as an integral part of the diet. I still wonder why a cricket pattern is so effective, because I don’t think that there are all that many crickets that fall into a trout stream. And why would any self-respecting trout eat something like a Los Alamos Ant pattern, which doesn’t look like any terrestrial (or any other insect) that I have ever encountered? These are just a few of the things that we can’t explain, but I gave up trying to explain trout behavior regarding dietary preferences a long time ago. We can speculate about these subjects all we want to, and sure, it’s a lot of fun to think and argue about these things, but it really doesn’t get us anywhere.

What is really amazing to me is the number of new terrestrial patterns that have been developed during this eight-year period. I really should go back through all the literature, particularly the more popular magazines, and catalogue these patterns, but I don’t have the energy. This hasn’t just occurred here in the United States. Every time I pick up one of the leading foreign fly-fishing magazines, I see descriptions and articles about new and unusual terrestrial patterns. It’s almost as though we are experiencing a terrestrial renaissance! But why now?

One of the reasons, and maybe the most important one, may be that we now have a host of new materials available to incorporate into fly patterns. Something like closed-cell foam has been around for decades and has been used by many tiers, but other materials have only recently gained popularity. One has only to spend an hour or so in any well-stocked fly shop to get an idea of all the materials that have recently become available to the tier. Where did they all come from? That’s a good question. I suspect the answer lies in the insatiable curiosity of most tiers and their propensity to haunt places like craft shops, needlepoint stores, and fabric shops. That and the fact that many tiers are somehow involved in the trade portion of the industry probably account for the majority of the new materials reaching the market. Something new will always put a few extra bucks in your pocket, so the profit motive cannot be discounted.

This “synthetic revolution” is certainly not limited to terrestrial patterns. More and more tiers are now incorporating these synthetic materials into caddis, mayfly, and stonefly patterns as well, and with phenomenal results. Many of these patterns would have been the envy of the “old-time” tiers, but only if they were willing to accept the use of synthetic materials rather than natural fur and feathers. There would of course be some who would not only balk at this heresy but would probably die of apoplexy if presented with something like a damselfly tied with only synthetic materials. A good example of this sort of purist would certainly be Vince Marinaro, who would undoubtedly have tried to strangle me if he had ever taken a peek into my fly box. Even today there are those who refuse to consider the various synthetics as valid tying materials. They still prefer to tie with natural materials. That is certainly their prerogative, but I believe that they are handicapping themselves. I have seen all sorts of patterns tied with synthetics that were absolutely beautiful renditions of the aquatic insects they represented. All of the new types of foam, synthetic dubbing, fibers, rubber legs, winging material, and many more man-made materials allow a freedom of expression to the tier that was not available a few decades ago. As the saying goes, “better fly fishing through chemistry.”

Talented designers/tiers like John Betts, Phil Camera, Skip Morris, A. K. Best, Bob Popovics, and a host of others have produced patterns using synthetic materials that have taken a rightful place in the fly boxes of many. These patterns range from delicate mayfly imitations to wonderful creations for use in both warm-water and saltwater fly fishing. Their effectiveness is certainly not questionable. Thousands of fish have been taken on these patterns, and thousands more will be taken in the future. Although there are many patterns that are tied with only synthetic materials, there are many others that incorporate both synthetic and natural materials in their design. Here you have the best of both worlds because there are certainly natural materials for which there is no acceptable synthetic substitute. For example, I have yet to find any synthetic materials on the market that could serve as a substitute for peacock herl. Nor have I found any acceptable substitute for turkey feathers, marabou, or ostrich herl, all of which I use in many of my designs.


Chapter 1

Designing a Terrestrial Pattern

What sort of design represents a “good” terrestrial pattern? There is more than one answer to this question. One tier might define a good terrestrial pattern as an accurate imitation of some land-dwelling insect, whereas another believes that a good terrestrial pattern is more impressionistic than realistic. Bob Mead probably ties the most realistic terrestrial patterns of any of the modern fly designers, but you probably wouldn’t want to fish with one of them. At least I can’t conceive of anyone tying on one of his $800 praying mantis patterns and fishing it. You might want to fish one of his ladybugs, but that could run into money too. Another tier who produces beautifully realistic patterns is David Martin, but at $9 to $20 a pop, I don’t think there are many folks who are going to sacrifice one of these to the fish gods. Maybe I’m wrong though, because there are probably those few to whom a 24-inch brown would be worth more than the cost of the fly. I don’t believe, however, that there are that many anglers out there who are going to load up their fly boxes with patterns by either of these extremely talented tiers.

On the opposite side of the coin we have the impressionists who turn out patterns that resemble the original closely enough to fool a fish. Members of this school of design have been around a long time. McCafferty’s Lacquered Ant, the Letort Hopper, and the Letort Cricket are examples of impressionistic patterns with which we are all familiar. Most of us have fished at least one of these patterns, and many of us have fly boxes crammed full of impressionistic patterns. Whitlock’s Hopper, Lawson’s Henry’s Fork Hopper, fur ants, different cricket patterns, maybe a few examples of wasps and bees, Crowe Beetles, and inchworms are all common residents in many fly boxes. We fish them because they work, and they are inexpensive. When one compares the price of any of these with some of the saltwater and warm-water creations, the cost really isn’t too bad.

We also have tiers who produce terrestrial patterns that do not fall into either of the preceding categories. These patterns really don’t look like anything that walks, crawls, or flies, but they can be extremely effective. In many instances, they are more effective than any of the impressionistic patterns.

Take the Chernobyl Ant, for example. It doesn’t look at all like an ant. It doesn’t look like any terrestrial I’ve ever run into, but it is one of the most effective patterns developed in the last ten years. The development of this pattern is of interest because it was an evolutionary process. A number of anglers were involved, each in his own way, and the result was the development and naming of one of the most unusual and effective patterns to be produced within the last decade.

I knew that Larry Tullis of Orem, Utah, was somehow involved with this pattern, so I cornered him at a fly-fishing show and asked him to send me something about the development of the Chernobyl Ant. Here is what Larry had to say:

The Chernobyl Ant is a great attractor fly that is a good imitator of cicadas, crickets, grasshoppers, and other terrestrial insects. Its development is (was) a collaborative effort by a number of individuals. I probably was the first to tie up a foam-body Cicada (from a foam beach sandal) for the Green River in the late 1970s, and I showed it to other Green River guides in the mid-1980s, but my foam Cicada looked little like the current Chernobyl Ant.

The acknowledged originator, Mark Forslund, came up with the earliest version in the mid-1980s and called the hackled, black, closed-cell foam overbodied fly the Black Momba. Allen Wooley (Green River guide for Western Fly Fishers of Salt Lake City, Utah) added the rubber legs instead of the hackles, and the current version was born. Someone else whose name I can’t remember actually dubbed the fly Chernobyl Ant (Mark would know). Emmett Heath, famous Green River guide, introduced the Chernobyl Ant to famous Jackson Hole angler Jack Dennis during a guided film session on the Green River. The fly later won the prestigious Jackson Hole 1-Fly Contest (a contest organized and hosted by Jack Dennis Sports), and its fame quickly spread from there.

Well, that’s the story of the Chernobyl Ant, and although Larry says that it is “a good imitator of cicadas, crickets, grasshoppers, and other terrestrial insects,” I don’t necessarily agree with him. It doesn’t really look like any of these insects, but there are a great many patterns that are extremely effective and yet don’t look like anything in particular. What’s going on here?

Quite a few of my own patterns fall into this classification. Take the UFO, for example. I’ve never seen a terrestrial insect that even came close to looking like this thing, but I have caught hundreds of fish with it. What is the Madame X supposed to imitate? Nothing that I know of, and yet it is an incredibly effective pattern. What in blazes accounts for the effectiveness of these off-the-wall patterns? I don’t really have a good answer for this question, and I’m not sure anyone else does either. Do they somehow trigger the aggressive tendencies of a fish (and I say fish, not trout, because many of these patterns are killers on smallmouth bass and panfish). Do they arouse the “curiosity” of the fish to the point that it feels as though it’s just got to eat the thing? Do they trigger the aggressive tendencies of a fish to protect its turf and destroy the odd-looking intruder? Are they representative of a good hearty meal with a minimum expenditure of energy? If I could think like a fish, I would be able to answer these questions, but unfortunately, none of us has the ability to peek inside that tiny little brain and see just exactly what is going on. Personally, I think that all of these oddball patterns look like food, and a lot of food at that. What self-respecting trout is going to turn down one of these juicy offerings?

In the final analysis, what we have in terrestrial design are very realistic patterns, impressionistic patterns, and what I am going to term imaginative patterns. The same classification would probably work for any group of flies, aquatic as well as terrestrial. This is all well and good, but it doesn’t tell you anything about how a tier comes up with an imaginative pattern. How does one go about designing one of these things? Frankly, I don’t have a good answer for that question, but I can tell you a little about how it seems to happen.

First of all, in most instances I don’t believe that anyone who designs a “new” fly is actually coming up with anything new. I think that most of the time something finally clicks in the cerebrum, and an idea begins to form. Now, what triggers that click could be almost anything. Sometimes it’s watching someone else tie a fly, sometimes it’s an article or a picture in a fly-fishing magazine, sometimes it’s a comment made during a conversation. Whatever the trigger might be, that click sets off a series of reactions that sends us to the tying bench. Sometimes we manage to come up with something really interesting, sometimes the idea never really seems to work, and sometimes we discover that the idea is not really our idea at all! It never ceases to amaze me that so many “new ideas” in the world of the fly tier have been around for years. I remember that quite a few years back I woke up early one morning (real early) after I had spent the evening tying some size 22 and 24 Parachute Blue-Winged Olives. I struggled with the parachute post just like everyone else, and the results were not very satisfying. As I lay there in bed, something pulled that cerebral trigger, and an idea popped into my head that would just not wait for morning. So, careful not to disturb my wife, I got up and went downstairs to the tying bench to try out this new idea. Sure enough, it worked like a charm. It worked so well that I couldn’t seem to stop and was busy cranking out the last one of about two dozen when my wife came down and reminded me that I did have to go to work that day.

A couple of weeks after that I was tying at a show in New Jersey and ran into Bob Lay and Al Beatty. I couldn’t wait to show them this “new” technique, so I dragged Bob down to my tying bench, set a 24 hook in the vise, and showed off the new procedure. Bob got this funny look on his face, broke into a big grin, and said, “Hang on, I’ll be back in a second.”

When Bob came back to the bench, he presented me with a tape he and Al had recently done on tying techniques and said, “Take a look at this. We have that technique on our tape.” Was I disappointed? Yes, a little bit, because I really thought that I had made a major discovery and was ready to share it with the world. This brought home to me the idea that there really may be nothing “new” in the world of fly tying.

On the other hand, sometimes someone comes up with what might truly be called a new idea or technique. It doesn’t happen to me very often, but I do remember one event in particular. This also happened in New Jersey at a fly-fishing show (strange coincidence, or is there just something about New Jersey?). It was Sunday afternoon, things had reached an unbelievably slow point, and some of us were just sort of goofing off and not doing much of anything. As I recall, Ken Mead, Marty Bartholomew, A. K. Best, and a few others—including me-were having a contest to see who could tie the best GloBug. Imagine, all these good tiers sitting around with a bunch of egg yarn wasting time. Anyway, when this little contest was over, I was sitting idly at the vise, not thinking much about anything and playing with one of those little cutters that you plug the end of a cigar with. This thing doesn’t cut the end off the cigar, but cuts a nice neat little circle out of the end. So there I was, playing with this cigar plugger, and I pushed the thing down on a piece of sheet foam sitting on the tying bench. Lo and behold, I had a nice little foam circle. Something clicked! I put a hook in the vise, attached tying thread and peacock herl to the hook shank, wound the peacock herl to the eye of the hook, and tied the disc down on top of the hook. Wings were added, and the Disc O’Beetle pattern was born. How long did this take? Maybe three minutes at the most, but I had a very nice beetle pattern, one that I thought would prove to be very effective and was a tier’s dream. A. K. Best took one look at the beetle pattern and said, “Well, I’ll be damned,” and that was the general consensus of the other tiers.

Since then, the foam circle has become one of the major bits of ordinance in my fly-tying arsenal and has been incorporated in many of the new patterns presented here. And I believe that this idea of using a foam circle was perhaps a true “new” idea in the world of the tier. I cannot remember ever seeing anything about this in any fly-fishing magazines over the past twenty-five years, have never read anything about it in a book, and have never heard of anyone else using foam circles (until fairly recently). But does this make it a truly new idea or technique? Maybe someone else did it first and never bothered to write anything about it. They may have used them only for their own particular patterns and never publicized the technique. That’s something I’ll never know.

When it came to designing the Disc O’Beetle, it was nothing more than a little luck and some boredom. It happened so quickly that I am not sure how it happened. There was certainly not very much thought involved in the process. But this is the exception rather than the rule. Most new patterns take a good deal more time and effort than this, and they all seem to involve a period of what I would call “synthesis.” That is to say, you think about it a lot before you ever sit down at the vise and start experimenting—and I do mean experimenting. On some patterns I tie quite a few prototypes before I’m pleased with the finished product. On my fly-tying desk are jars full of prototype patterns that for one reason or another have not lived up to my expectations, but I don’t discard them—I fish with them. They might not be exactly what I have been looking for, but there really isn’t anything wrong with them. They’ll still catch fish, which don’t seem to look at the pattern with the critical eye of the tier. And you know what? They work just fine. The problem is that I am not completely satisfied with the design, so they go into my fly boxes rather than to the general market. I also give a lot of these discards away, and so far no one has objected to their performance on the stream.

Designing any new pattern obviously takes time, effort, and a lot of thought, but when it comes to designing terrestrials, I feel pretty lucky. In many instances, what I am trying to do is to effectively imitate a natural insect. You have to do this for certain terrestrials such as Japanese beetles, hoppers, crickets, and any other insect that you are specifically trying to imitate. But, taking a page from one of Vince Marinaro’s books, I learned long ago that sometimes a generalized pattern works just dandy. Marinaro’s Jassid pattern is the perfect example of this. He realized that it was absolutely impossible to design a pattern for every single species of treehopper, leafhopper, froghopper, spittlebug, and planthopper that one might encounter along the banks of a trout stream. So Vince simply designed an all-purpose pattern, the Jassid, which worked fine back then and works fine now. Many of the terrestrial patterns on the market today fall into what I would call a generalized category. The Crowe Beetle is an excellent example of one, and so is the old fur ant. Many of the hopper patterns we see in fly shops have been around for years and represent wonderful generalized patterns. As such, they work well no matter where you might be fishing. But in certain instances, you might be better off designing a terrestrial pattern that more accurately resembles a local or regional insect. The Crystal Butt Hopper was designed with just this thought in mind and was tied to specifically resemble western hoppers rather than eastern ones. So what’s the difference between the two? After collecting a bunch of western hoppers and giving them a very close examination, I found that they were not yellow. On most of them, the ventral portion of the abdomen was tan, olive, brown, or dull gray, but definitely not yellow. I’m certainly not the first to notice this. Take a look at Mike Lawson’s Henry’s Fork Hopper or Ed Schroeder’s Parachute Hopper. My first thought was that this was why these two patterns were so deadly on western streams. I love Lawson’s Henry’s Fork Hopper and have caught a lot of fish with it, but it has its problems. The bullet head explodes after a few fish, and although it is still effective in this condition, I just don’t like to fish it like this. And as much as I like Schroeder’s Parachute Hopper, it gives me a lot of trouble, particularly on windy days, when it tends to twist the tippet into some pretty spectacular configurations. My answer was to design the Crystal Butt Hopper with a body the color of many western hoppers, but which would cast like a bullet, even in the wind. Because it is constructed almost entirely of foam, it also never needs dressing, floats low in the surface film, and looks a great deal like the natural. Strangely enough (or maybe not so strangely), it works just fine back here in the East as well, simply because most of our hoppers aren’t yellow either! Surprised? You wouldn’t be if you went out and collected a hatful of eastern hoppers. So why are so many hopper designs tied with yellow bodies? It all goes back to Vince Marinaro, who was so adamant about a hopper having a yellow body that I think he intimidated most of the designers of the time. From what I understand of the man, he didn’t have any trouble intimidating people, so I’m not surprised.

In the final analysis, if you’re going to design a terrestrial pattern (or any pattern for that matter), you can take one of three different approaches. You can design a realistic pattern, an impressionistic pattern, or what I call an imaginative pattern. An imaginative pattern would be one that doesn’t really set out to imitate anything in particular, but looks like something that might be good to eat. The wonderful thing about these imaginative terrestrial patterns is that there just might be something out there that actually looks like the fly. You never know. Remember that there are so many different species of terrestrial insects, particularly beetles, that you just might have tied something that comes very close to being an impressionistic pattern of one. On the other hand, your imaginative pattern may look like nothing more to a fish than something that might be good to eat. If it’s an effective pattern and routinely catches fish, do you really care if it imitates an insect or not? The Los Alamos Ant doesn’t look like anything I’ve ever seen before, but it’s a surprisingly effective fly, and I fish it all the time. I guess you could call any of these imaginative flies “food flies” if you wanted to.

Sometimes luck or fate plays an important role in designing a new fly pattern.

When the phone rang, I wasn’t expecting it to be anyone wanting to go fishing, but I was pleasantly surprised to hear Ed Koch’s voice on the line.

“What are you doing tomorrow?”

“Nothing really,” I replied. “Why? Is something happening up your way?”

“You bet it is,” said Ed. “We’ve got a major cicada hatch going on over on Clark’s Creek, and the trout are going crazy. Is there any chance you can get up here within the next few days?” Did he really need to ask that question?

“Ed,” I said, “I can be on the road first thing in the morning. I’ll meet you at the Yellow Breeches Fly Shop at noon. Is that soon enough?”

“You bet. We’ll have a blast,” he said.

So the next morning I took off for Boiling Springs, Pennsylvania, arrived at the fly shop promptly at noon, and Ed was waiting for me. I loaded my gear in the back of Ed’s car and headed for Clark’s Creek with my anticipation level at maximum. When we arrived there, it was obvious that Ed had not been exaggerating. The noise was deafening! Anyone who has ever experienced a major cicada hatch knows exactly what I am talking about. These things are so loud that it seems almost surrealistic, and the constant drone rises and falls like the tides of the ocean. We were so excited that it was tough gearing up. You know what that’s like. You miss one of the guides on the rod, you can’t tie on a new section of tippet material, you forget to put on that extra pair of socks with your waders, you drop your sunglasses in the dirt, and a host of other mishaps seem to plague you. That’s when it’s time to take a deep breath, shut your eyes, calm down, and try to get it all back together again. We eventually did manage to get it all together, but it took some serious concentration.

I had tied up a dozen or so of my UFO patterns the night before, which makes a pretty good cicada imitation, particularly if it’s tied with an orange underwrap on the body. I passed a few over to Ed; we each tied one on and headed for the stream.

Frankly, I had never seen anything quite like this. Every fish in the stream was on the prowl looking for the unlucky cicada that happened to land in the water. Caution was thrown to the winds as they cruised the gin-clear creek. Ed headed upstream and I headed down; there was plenty of water to cover and not another angler in sight. What happened after we parted was just short of spectacular for both of us. I have no idea how many fish came after the UFO pattern. Even the smaller fish tried to eat the thing, sometimes smacking it three or four times before giving up. At one point the foam body on one of the UFOs finally broke just behind the head and was hanging off the rear of the fly, so I cut the fly off, replaced it with an undamaged one, and continued to fish. You can only take this frantic action for so long, and I finally headed for the bank of the stream to take a break.

While I was sitting on the bank, I reached up and removed the damaged UFO from the fly patch on my vest, took out the terrestrial box, and started to put it away, but something about the fly caught my eye. When the foam body broke at the head, it flipped back over the rear of the fly and exposed the hook shank, which had been wrapped with peacock herl. This in itself was no revelation, but the silhouette of the hook shank intrigued me. It was decidedly wasplike, long and thin, and I figured that if I cut most of the loose foam away, I would have a nice fat little abdomen hanging off the rear. So, using my handy little scissors I cut away all of the damaged body except about a quarter of an inch. “An instant wasp imitation,” I thought to myself, and tucked the modified UFO in the fly box for future reference.

When I returned to Blacksburg, I headed for the tying desk, took the modified UFO out of the terrestrial box, and gave it a careful once-over. It did look a lot like a wasp, but with a little bit of work I figured it would look even better. The end result of half an hour of playing around at the vise was the Mud Dauber pattern, which is a much better imitation than the damaged UFO. Why a mud dauber, though, and not just a wasp? Well, mud daubers are a nice iridescent blue-black color, and because this pattern was tied with black foam, it was a much closer match for this species than for something like the common paper wasp.

In this situation, there is no question that luck played an important role in the design of the Mud Dauber pattern, which has proved to be very effective on many trout streams. But luck doesn’t often play a major role in designing new terrestrial patterns. More often than not, it’s hard work, imagination, and experience that counts. The two previously mentioned patterns, the Disc O’Beetle and the Mud Dauber, are certainly exceptions.

GENERIC PATTERNS

I’m sure that anyone who ties his own flies has noticed that once a tying technique has been devised and developed, that same technique often provides the basis for a host of different patterns. This should come as no surprise, because one has only to look at certain patterns to see that they have a great deal in common. For example, the traditional Catskill dry-fly patterns are all cut from the same cloth. In most instances, only the color (or material) of the body, hackle, and tail has been changed, while the style remains essentially the same. Another good example would be the Wulff series of hair-winged flies. Here again, the basic pattern remains the same for all; certain body colors have been changed, and the wings can be tied with either elk hair, deer hair, or calf tail, but they are all easily recognizable as one of Lee Wulff’s creations. Over the years, many of these “genetically” closely related lines of fly patterns have been modified by the substitution of new materials, but the basic concept remains the same. Sometimes the patterns have been improved upon, and sometimes an “improvement” is questionable at best. You have to remember that most fly tiers are experimenters and will change, modify, refine, and tweak many patterns just to see what they can come up with. One good example would be the overall acceptance, use, and recognition of cul-de-canard feathers as a superior fly-tying material. Ten or fifteen years ago, it was virtually unheard of in the United States, but now it is used in tying everything from caddis to Cahills. The same holds true for the introduction of metal beads. Twenty years ago, you would not have found any nymphs in fly shops with bead heads, but now they’re all over the place. Just about every known nymph pattern has been modified to include the bead head, which many people swear by as a terrific improvement. Personally, I don’t much care for them, but I don’t much care for nymph fishing anyway. On the other hand, a friend of mine, Dave Brandt, wouldn’t be without them and fishes them in preference to just about anything else. I believe that Dave likes them because, although he is about average as a tier, his casting leaves something to be desired. Presenting a delicate cast with a small dry fly to a rising fish has always given him problems, so he has pretty much gone to nymph fishing within the past decade. That’s fine, but it just doesn’t work for me.

This common thread seen in patterns is easily recognized in much of what I do. If a material or tying technique gives a good result for one pattern, then I will often use it again as a basis for designing another pattern. My feeling is that if you are riding a good horse, you might as well continue to ride it. Sometimes a little modification is necessary, but if you look at many of the patterns in this book, the modifications are often minimal, and the generic technique is quite evident.

One final word about pattern design is necessary. I try to keep everything I design as simple as possible. The patterns presented in this book should prove to be no problem for the average tier, and I believe that simplicity is the key to any good pattern, terrestrial or otherwise. You should not have to labor at the tying bench. If you can’t tie a respectable number of flies in an hour, then the pattern is too complicated.


Chapter 2

Materials

FOAM

Designing terrestrials in this day and age is certainly a great deal easier than it used to be. In the past, there were plenty of materials from which to choose, and there were plenty of effective terrestrial patterns that were designed. But in the last fifteen or so years, a smorgasbord of new materials has appeared that makes the job much easier. Deer and elk hair, wing quills, assorted yarns and threads, various feathers, and other natural materials are still used to design and tie extremely effective terrestrial patterns. I believe, however, that the designer who limits himself to only natural materials is operating under a severe handicap. With all the new and wonderful synthetic materials on the market, why limit yourself to only natural materials? I know that there are still purists who refuse to tie with anything except natural materials, but when it comes to terrestrial patterns, I think they are few and far between. Perhaps the ultimate purist was Vince Marinaro, who damned Don DuBois to hell for showing up on the Letort one day with a foam rubber beetle imitation. I really don’t think there are too many Vince Marinaros left today. After all, why remain a dinosaur in the age of mammals?

So what are some of these modern-day materials we use for designing and tying terrestrial patterns? Perhaps the most useful—and the one that immediately comes to mind—is closed-cell foam. This really isn’t a new material but has been around for years. I remember as a boy I used to buy foam-rubber crickets that were killers on bluegill, and that same pattern is still commercially produced. If you don’t believe me, look in the Umpqua fly encyclopedia. There it is, and it hasn’t changed one bit in the last five decades or so. Well, five decades ago you could get “sponge rubber” if you knew where to look, but you did have to search for it. In contrast, the modern types of closed-cell foam are easy to find. All you have to do is open up a fly-shop catalog, and there they are. If you don’t want to deal with a fly shop, then go to WalMart, K-Mart, or any craft shop, and you can find plenty of foam in different thicknesses and colors. About the only type of foam that can’t be found in one of these craft stores is the soft [image: img]- ⅛-inch-thick closed-cell sheet foam (advertised as Evasote or ⅛-inch Fly Foam). You still have to order this from fly shops, but it’s relatively cheap, and a sheet of it will tie quite a few terrestrial patterns. You can even buy closed-cell foam that is precut into strips, but I prefer to cut it myself, because the precut strips are often not the correct size for the pattern I am working on.
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