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Note: January 2018 
 
TasWater are actively 
managing the dams 
listed above the 
ANCOLD limit of 
tolerability. These dams 
are listed above the red 
line.
 
- Roaring Meg 
Decommission 
complete.

- Cutten Street 3 
Decommission 
complete.
 
- Lake Mikany  
Currently in 
investigation and design 
stage for the dam’s 
upgrade.

- Pet Dam (Upper and 
Lower)  
Risks are currently 
being addressed. An 
investigation and design 
stage for the dams 
upgrade is underway. To 
manage the flood risk, 
the scour capacity has 
been increased and two 
temporary syphons have 
been installed. 

- Conglomerate Creek 
Dam 
Is in the final stages 
of upgrade and will 
be completed in 
approximately March 
2018.

- Isundula Dam  
Investigation and design 
stage for the dams 
upgrade is underway. 
To manage flood risk, 
an integrated flood 
forecasting system has 
been implemented.
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