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Player Integration Process with Risk Allocation on the 10th weir problem in Yoshino-river 

Yoshimi HAGIHARA, Michinori HATAYAMA, Maiko SAKAMOTO and Junpei OKUMURA 

Synopsis

Public involvement has become an important part in public project planning.  Therefore, it will 

be more necessary to consider local residents as players who are stakeholders in the planning.  

However, if there are lots of local residents, how are they divided into several players?  In this study, 

the process of setting players among lots of local residents is proposed.  This process is applied to 

Yosino-river dam construction problem, and it is shown how this process can be help in analyzing the 

conflict.  Furthermore, the possibility of managing the Yosino-river dam construction conflict in the 

future is considered. 

Keywords: Water resources development, conflict, game theory, public involvement, 

consensus building 


