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Evaluation of Ecological Conservation Measures of

the Hu-Shan Reservoir
Wen-Chieh Liao and Kuang-Tsung Chang*

ABSTRACT Water resource engineering in Taiwan was conducted mostly for irrigation, water supply, power
generation, flood control, and tourism. It ignored the maintenance of the original ecosystem and had serious
impact on the ecological environment. The Hu-Shan Reservoir Engineering Project is the first time in Taiwan to
consider both the ecosystem and engineering. A number of ecological conservation measures implemented
in the project included the ecosystem investigation, flora and fauna conservation, habitat compensation, and
habitat creation. As a case study, we collected the environmental monitoring data before and after the project
(i.e. in 2003 and 2017), respectively. The data included water quality, habitat species, index of biotic integrity
(IBl), indigenous species (), Margalef's index, Shannon-Wiener’ s duversity index (H" ), and evenness index.
The ecological compensation and benefits in the region as a result of the ecological conservation measures
were evaluated.
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Fig. 1 The geographic location
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Fig. 2 The scope of the ecological investigation and locations of monitoring stations
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Table 1 The monitored water quality indices and analysis methods
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Table 3 The rating of the IBI attribute
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Fig. 3 The pH values before and after the project
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Fig. 5 The DO degrees before and after the project
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Fig. 7 The water quality in the upstream portion of the Qingshui River before and after the project
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Fig. 8 The water quality in the downstream portion of the Qingshui River before and after the project
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x4 BFE\BREAGERE
Table 4 The Monitoring data of Fairy Pitta Station

g KE 3]k

AR st
#H HEE TRE
2003 4 43 21 - 64
b
I 2004 5 54 6 - 60
Ay
2005 % 15 4 - 19
2006 # 21 19 - 40
2007 4% 25 10 - 35
2008 4 27 6 33
2009 # 4 4 8
¥ 2010 % 4 6 10
o
& 2011 % 5 2 7
2012 % 1 1 2
2013 % 4 3 1 8
2014 4 4 2 1 7
2015 4 4 2 2 8
o 2016 % 4 1 1 6
=
E 2017 & 7 1 8
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