All that I see when I drive to the Oregon coast is expanses of clearcut former forests.  I have seen some devastated landscapes—Oregon’s land looks much like areas of South and Central America that I have visited.  The WOPR proposal would only worsen this situation, by polluting watersheds (despite the assurances of setbacks), and altering population levels of sensitive species.  In effect, the WOPR will have impacts on an entire ecosystem, and shouldn’t be neatly divided into its effects on fish, water, and forests.  In an era when we are only beginning to understand climate change, it doesn’t make sense to make a plan such as the WOPR based on timelines of 10-100 years. The WOPR reflects short-term profit-driven thinking, which obviously influences the decisions of the BLM!  I am not sure what the “public” in public forest refers to, as BLM manages land for the logging companies rather than the public.   Further, no land in Oregon seems to be truly protected, as evidenced by the map of off-road vehicles on the WOPR informational website.  It seems that currently, virtually no land is off-limits to these ridiculously devastating vehicles.  I think that this alone starkly reveals the priorities of the BLM.  Public forests are simply fodder for lumber mills, and the clearings a playground for ATVs.  The WOPR will simply decimate the few (relatively) tiny patches of old-growth left amidst land that has been irrevocably altered.  Oregon will regress to its reputation of being nothing but a state given over to logging interests, with a correspondingly weak economy.  As it is, the only way to really improve the economy (and forest management) is to concentrate on developing a 21st century economy!  The WOPR has no place in a progressive, “green” economy, and therefore a different sort of land management plan, focused on environmental efforts, should replace the “purpose and need” of sustained yield.  Not to mention that permanent forest production is an impossible goal, especially when “sustained yield” is actually clearcutting with a nice name.  Why base enormously important environmental decisions that will have an impact far into the future on the O&C Act, legislation that is 70 years old?  Although the O&C Act was affirmed by a court decision in the 1990s, an increase in logging is not the only legal recourse.  Perhaps BLM should sell the land, or cease to manage it, if their mandate is dictated by outdated legislation.   My suggestion is, sell the land to a private conservation group—more revenue will be generated than selling it to the logging companies for pennies an acre.  Best of all, the BLM won’t have to be so worried about making sure that they are complying with legislation created before World War II.  
