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ABSTRACT

We simulate and analyse the contribution of the Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space and

Time (LSST) to the rate of discovery of Near Earth Object (NEO) candidates, their submission rates

to the NEO Confirmation page (NEOCP), and the resulting demands on the worldwide NEO follow-up

observation system. We find that, when using current NEOCP listing criteria, Rubin will typically

contribute ∼129 new objects to the NEOCP each night in the first year, an increase of ∼8x relative to

present day. Only 8.3% of the objects listed for follow-up will be NEOs, with the primary contaminant

being a background of yet undiscovered, faint, main belt asteroids (MBAs). We consider follow-up

prioritisation strategies to lessen the impact on the NEO follow-up system. We develop an algorithm

that predicts (with 68% accuracy) whether Rubin itself will self recover any given tracklet; external

follow-up of such candidates can be de-prioritised. With this algorithm enabled, the follow-up list

would be reduced to 64 NEO candidates per night (with ∼8.4% purity). We propose additional

criteria based on trailing, apparent magnitude, and ecliptic latitude to further prioritise follow-up. We

hope observation planners and brokers will adopt some of these open-source algorithms, enabling the

follow-up community to effectively keep up with the NEOCP in the early years of LSST.

Keywords: Near-Earth objects, Asteroids, Solar system, Small Solar System bodies, Surveys

1. INTRODUCTION

Near-Earth Objects (NEOs) are asteroids and comets

that have a perihelion distance less than 1.3 au. It is

estimated that approximately one fifth of this popula-

tion passes close enough to Earth that small perturba-

tions in their orbit may lead to intersections with the

Earth’s orbit and potential collisions (e.g. Jones et al.

2018). A subset of these objects are known as Poten-

tially Hazardous Asteroids (PHAs), these objects are de-

fined as being at least 140m in diameter that pass within

0.05au of the Earth1. PHAs are large enough to make

it through the Earth’s atmosphere and still cause con-

tinent scale damage through impact. Given the threat

Corresponding author: Tom Wagg

tomjwagg@gmail.com

1https://cneos.jpl.nasa.gov/about/neo groups.html

posed by these objects, a world-wide effort2 has been

ongoing to catalogue and determine the orbits and sizes

of NEOs including identifying any posing a hazard to

the Earth.

The Minor Planet Center maintains a catalogue of

known NEOs and their orbits3, as well as the NEO con-

firmation page (NEOCP4). The NEOCP is a continously

updated web page listing newly discovered NEO candi-

dates that should be prioritised for additional observa-

tions by the NEO follow-up community. These follow-up

observations contribute additional astrometric observa-

tions necessary to more accurately determine the orbit

of the candidate, as well as photometry to constrain its

2E.g. https://www.unoosa.org/oosa/en/ourwork/topics/neos/
index.html

3https://www.minorplanetcenter.net/iau/MPCORB/NEA.txt
4https://www.minorplanetcenter.net/iau/NEO/toconfirm
tabular.html
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size. An object is only listed on the NEOCP when it has

a high probability of being an NEO. This probability is

quantified using the digest2 code (Keys et al. 2019).

digest2 assigns a score between 0 and 100 based on

potential orbits that fit the observations and only ob-

jects with a score of 65 or more are listed on the page.

Currently, on average between ∼5-27 objects are added

to the NEOCP on each night, varying as a function of

lunation and season (see Appendix A for more details).

The Rubin Observatory Legacy Survey of Space and

Time (LSST, Ivezić et al. 2019) will rapidly increase

the rate at which NEO candidates are identified and

reported to the NEOCP. Jones et al. (2018) showed

that at the end of the 10-year LSST baseline survey the

completeness of NEOs with an absolute magnitude of

H ≤ 22 would be 73%. Most of these objects will be dis-

covered using “tracklet linking”: a computational tech-

nique where at least three pairs of observations (“track-

lets”) observed over a 15-night period are identified as

belonging to the same object (Jurić et al. 2017; Heinze

et al., in prep). The orbits of objects discovered with

this technique will typically be reasonably well known,

and in need of no immediate follow-up. However, this

tracklet linking comes at a cost: the object is not identi-

fied as interesting until the third tracklet is imaged – at

best, two nights after the first observation or, at worst,

nearly two weeks later. This means that potentially in-

teresting (or hazardous) objects may be missed until it

is too late to observe (or react to) them.

A more traditional discovery technique would be to

take enough back-to-back images so high-confidence

tracklets can be built with three or more observations

and immediately reported for follow-up. The LSST can-

not do that, as it would reduce the efficiency of other

science areas the data are to support5. However, in a

smaller area of the sky (e.g., where there are adjacent

field overlaps), the LSST will serendipitously produce

3+ observation tracklets. Such tracklets could be imme-

diately identified and, assuming they meet the digest2

score criteria, submitted to the MPC and included on

the NEOCP. Given the scale, this process will be auto-

mated and typically involve no human vetting.

The aim of this paper is to quantify the impact of Ru-

bin on the NEO follow-up community and consider pos-

sible strategies to mitigate this impact. We performed

mock LSST observations and used digest2 to assess

the number of objects observed by LSST that could be

submitted to the NEOCP. We present an algorithm for

5For example, the Dark Energy science case prioritises obtaining
a uniform scan of the entire visible sky over frequently revisiting
any given area.

predicting whether LSST will later re-detect an object

given a single night of observations (therefore making

community follow-up unnecessary). We apply this al-

gorithm to the mock observations and quantify by how

much we could reduce the number of objects requiring

community follow-up.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we

estimate the impact that LSST will have on the NEOCP

when applying current submission criteria. We describe

the methods for simulating LSST observations, calculat-

ing digest2 scores and present our findings for the total

number and type of objects submitted to the NEOCP

by LSST. In Section 3, we present an algorithm for

prediction of LSST self-followup probabilities and as-

sess how well its application reduces the impact on the

NEOCP. Based on these results, in Section 4 we discuss

further mitigation strategies that may be needed and

make recommendations for how the follow-up of Rubin-

discovered objects could be prioritised. We summarise

our conclusions in Section 5. All code needed to repro-

duce results and figures, as well as the implementation

of our algorithms, is available in a GitHub repository6.

2. THE IMPACT OF RUBIN OBSERVATIONS ON

THE NEOCP

To make predictions for the NEOCP in the era of

LSST, we perform simulated observations of a ‘hybrid’

catalogue of solar system objects that self-consistently

combines known and simulated populations. We then

use the digest2 code to calculate NEO scores for each

object and use these values to make predictions for the

NEOCP.

2.1. Simulated observations

We start by developing a ‘hybrid’ solar system object

catalogue to investigate the effect of LSST sources on

the NEOCP. This catalogue contains real objects (from

MPCORB, The Minor Planet Center 2024) and syn-

thetic objects (from the Pan-STARRS Synthetic Solar

System Model, S3M, Grav et al. 2011). These cata-

logues are combined such that they retain the same over-

all distributions in position, velocity and absolute mag-

nitude as found in the purely synthetic catalogue (see

Appendix B). This makes it possible to exclude already

discovered objects from the simulated lists of objects the

LSST will find.

2.1.1. Rescaling the S3M model

The S3M model, which was calibrated to observa-

tions available in early 2011, overestimates the num-

6https://github.com/TomWagg/lsst-neocp-predictions/

https://github.com/TomWagg/lsst-neocp-predictions/
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Figure 1. A demonstration of our rescaling of the synthetic solar system catalogue S3M to match MPCORB observations at
bright magnitudes. All panels compare known objects (from MPCORB) with synthetic objects (from S3M). The left column
shows the distribution of apparent magnitude of observations of asteroids for a single representative night of LSST. The top
row shows the original S3M distributions and the bottom row shows the distribution after applying our rescaling.

ber of solar system objects seen at present. Compared

to MPCORB, we find the S3M predicts around 25%

more objects from mV = 17 to mV = 20.5, a range

where the sample is expected to be reasonably complete.

For example, the limiting magnitudes of the Catalina

Sky Survey7 and PanSTARRS (Chambers et al. 2016),

the primary discoverers of NEOs, are both fainter than

mV = 20.5.

The excess of objects in S3M can be seen in the upper

left panel of Figure 1, in which we plot the distribution of

apparent magnitudes for objects in S3M and MPCORB

for a representative night of observations. Similarly, in

the upper right panel we plot the distributions of ab-

solute magnitude. The excess is again visible between

H = 10 and H = 17 (the excess for H < 10 is from

trans-Neptunian objects).

Given the excess of objects in S3M, we rescaled the

simulation to match with MPCORB. We rescale by uni-

formly randomly retaining a fraction f of objects in

the catalogue. We searched over a range of choices of

f ∈ [0.75, 0.85] in increments of 0.01 and found that

7https://catalina.lpl.arizona.edu/about/facilities

f = 0.80 resulted in the closest match between S3M

and MPCORB at mV < 20.5. The lower panels of Fig-

ure 1 show the distributions after rescaling S3M and

demonstrate that rescaling results in a strong agreement

between S3M and MPCORB below mV = 20.5.

The rescaling of S3M is a useful solution to enable this

work, but also points to a need for an updated synthetic

solar system catalogue. This is something that the LSST

itself will enable in the next few years, and as such is

beyond the scope of this paper. We additionally note

that most predictions for LSST solar system detections

to date have relied upon S3M; it’s therefore possible the

rates have been systematically overestimated.

2.1.2. Observing strategy

We perform mock LSST observations on the hybrid

catalogue that we constructed. We use the “Baseline

v3.3” 10 year scheduler simulation strategy (Naghib

et al. 2019; Cornwall et al. 2020). These observations ac-

count for both scheduled and unscheduled downtime and

simulate the current baseline observing strategy that

will be followed by LSST. The resulting simulations span

nearly 3600 days, and consist of near a billion observa-

https://catalina.lpl.arizona.edu/about/facilities
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Figure 2. An example of asteroids detected in a single night
of LSST observations. This example has ∼350, 000 observed
asteroids, of which ∼1000 are NEOs. Grey curve indicates
the ecliptic plane.

tions. An example of asteroids detected in a single night

of observations is shown in Figure 2.

2.2. Building and Scoring Tracklets

We begin our analysis by selecting observations from

the simulated LSST dataset that correspond to track-

lets. For a tracklet to be built, we require it to satisfy

the following criteria:

1. Number of observations: We consider only ob-

jects which have at least 3 observations on a given

night (we also consider more stringent criteria of

4+ observations - see Section 2.3).

2. Maximum time separation: We set the max-

imum time between observations to 90 minutes.

Thus we only allow tracklets that have at least one

pair of observations that occur within 90 minutes.

3. Minimum arc length:8 We ensure that each

tracklet is at least 1 arcsecond in length (corre-

sponding to ∼5 pixels on Rubin’s LSSTCam cam-

era). This ensures that the motion vector of the

tracklet can be determined.

The motivation behind these cuts is to ensure that

the tracklet constrains the on-sky motion of the ob-

ject sufficiently well, so that its position at a later time

can be easily extrapolated. With fewer observations or

shorter tracklets, many different orbits could reproduce

the same motion on the sky. Moreover, observations

that are separated too significantly in time may be spu-

rious linkages, where observations of multiple objects are

incorrectly assumed to be of the same source.

A single tracklet in itself does not determine the orbit.

Tracklets do place constraints on the direction and rate

8Note that this refers to 1 arcsecond across multiple observations,
not in a single exposure.
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Figure 3. The digest2 score cannot adequately distin-
guish NEOs in the presence of a large MBA background.
digest2 scores for all NEOs and MBAs observed in the first
year of our simulated LSST observations. (a) normalised
histograms of digest2 scores, (b) the same histograms un-
normalised (c) NEO histogram divided by the sum of the
histograms in (b). Note that the latter two panels are on a
logarithmic scale.

of motion which can be used – when compared to the

known populations of objects – to determine the proba-

bility of the object having a particular orbit. These can

then be marginalized over classes of interest to score the

chance of an object belonging to any given class of ob-

jects. The main criterion the Minor Planet Center uses

to place an object on the NEOCP is an NEO digest2

score of at least 65. This score, ranging from 0 to 100,
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quantifies the probability that the object is an NEO and

is calculated using the digest2 code (Keys et al. 2019).

At its core, digest2 compares a simulated catalogue

of solar system objects to observed tracklets to estimate

the probability that an object is an NEO. digest2 bins

simulated objects into 15 different orbit classes, using

bins of perihelion, eccentricity, inclination and absolute

magnitude. Then, for each observed tracklet, digest2

samples a series of possible distances and radial veloci-

ties and uses those values to estimate possible orbits of

the object. These orbits are binned and assigned a class

based on the bin they are assigned. The NEO score is

then estimated as a fraction of the orbits that are clas-

sified as NEOs. For a more exhaustive description of

digest2, see Keys et al. (2019). We use digest2 to

calculate the NEO score of each tracklet in our sample.

The distribution of digest2 scores for the NEOs and

MBAs in the first year of observations is shown in Fig-

ure 3. As one would expect most NEOs have scores

around 100, whilst most MBAs have scores around 0.

However, we can already see that due to the volume

of MBA observations, the digest2 score alone will not

result in a high-purity sample of NEOs candidates. In

particular, only 5.4% of objects assigned a score of 65

or more are actually NEOs (Figure 3c). Even requiring

a score of at least 90 only increases this to 8.1%, only

when requiring a score of exactly 100 does the proba-

bility significantly increase to 64.1% (Figure 3c). We

discuss this further in Section 4.4.

2.3. Rubin NEOCP Submissions: Rates and Purity

Figure 4 shows the impact that LSST submissions

would have on the NEOCP if every new tracklet that

met the digest2 ≥ 65 were submitted. We show the

rates both irrespective of magnitude, and with a m < 22

“bright” object cut (discussed further in Section 4.2).

The top panel shows the number of new NEO candidates

added to the NEOCP each night9, whilst the bottom

panel shows the purity of the submissions: the fraction

of candidates that are actually NEOs. We additionally

show the difference of requiring an additional observa-

tion beyond the original choice of 3 as discussed in Sec-

tion 2.2).

Initially, LSST rates exceed several hundred submis-

sions per night. After around 150 nights the rate of

submissions reaches a steady state, at around 95 sub-

missions per night. On average we find that ∼129 ob-

9Crucially, we assume that if an object is re-observed again in
the following days, it will be successfully linked to the initially
submitted tracklet and not counted as an unknown candidate
again.

jects would be submitted per night over the first year.

One can also note short term variations as a result of

the lunar cycle. For comparison, we show the archival

traffic on the NEOCP for May 2023–202410 with a grey

line (Birtwhistle 2024, see Appendix A). As suspected,

we predict LSST contributions will significantly exceed

the current rates. Even when applying a magnitude cut

of mV < 22 the rate remains high at ∼100 submissions

per night. The relatively small decrease is due to the

fact that a digest2 threshold of 65 is already effective

at limiting contamination from faint MBAs (see Sec-

tion 4.2).

The purity of submitted candidates is impacted by

abundant, hitherto unidentified, MBA observations con-

taminating the sample. As these are discovered and can

be removed from the sample, the purity starts increas-

ing until it levels off some ∼5 months into the survey11.

Beyond short term lunar variations, the purity other-

wise remains fairly consistent throughout the rest of the

year, with an average of around 8.3%. Should this sam-

ple be followed up without further filtering, a significant

amount of follow-up time would be spent re-observing

MBAs masquerading as NEOs.

Finally, we note that these predictions are model de-

pendent. For example, Granvik et al. (2018) presents a

different model for NEOs. This model predicts almost a

factor of 2 more bright NEOs than S3M (Granvik et al.

2018; Grav et al. 2011). Therefore, if one adopts this

model, our predictions would change proportionally: in

this case increasing the purity but leaving the traffic

(which is dominated by MBAs) relatively unchanged.

3. MITIGATING THE IMPACT OF LSST

Given that Rubin repeatedly re-observes large swaths

of the sky, it will recover many potential NEOs on its
own, providing sufficient astrometry for accurate orbit

determination without external follow-up. If we could

predict which objects will be followed up by LSST itself,

this would reduce the load on the follow-up system and

allow the community to focus on ones that truly require

external follow-up to be designated.

3.1. The best-case scenario: perfect prediction of

self-follow-up

Rubin requires the pipelines link 95% of objects ob-

served on at least 3 separate nights within a 15 day

window, each with at least 2 observations separated

10Note that the difference in year means the lunar phases are offset.
11At that point, the unknown MBAs become concentrated in the
new sky rising in the East, thus reducing the overall contamina-
tion rate.
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by at most 90 minutes (Claver et al. 2021). As these

pipelines are still under development, we compute how

many objects Rubin can link on its own by using a

python package difi (Moeyens 2021). This package em-

ulates a “perfect linker”, identifying tracklets that Ru-

bin pipelines will be able to link and compute orbits for.

We’ve confirmed that the development version of Ru-

bin linking pipelines are very close to the performance

emulated by difi (Ari Heinze, priv. comm.).

Using difi, we find that removing objects that would

not require follow-up decreases the average NEO can-

didate rates for the first year by around a factor of 2,

to 55 follow-up candidates per night. Additionally the

average purity slightly increases to 10.3% over the first

year.

3.2. Estimating the probability of self-follow-up

Motivated by these potential improvements, we look

at developing an algorithm that assesses whether an ob-

ject can be detected without external follow-up. Note

that this will be an inherently imprecise, probabilistic,

estimate: the LSST schedule is dynamic, the weather

cannot be predicted exactly, and the NEO candidate it-
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our sample based on a single night of mock LSST observa-
tions. The white arrow indicates the initial sight-line for the
observation. The blue dotted line indicates the orbit of the
Earth. Background stars are for illustrative purposes only.

self could take many different paths on the sky within

the allowable observational errors.

The technique we adopt is conceptually simple. Given

a single tracklet, one can compute the ensemble of ranges

and radial velocities (D, Ḋ) of NEOs consistent with

that tracklet. We can compute the expected sequence of

Rubin observations for the next month, assuming clear

weather12. Finally, we cross-correlate the two, and com-

pute the fraction of the NEO ensemble that would be

recovered.

The details and the implementation are as follows. In

order to determine the location of an object on subse-

quent nights one needs to estimate its orbit. Each object

on a given night consists of at least two observations, O,

that have the form

O = {α, δ, t} (1)

where α is the right ascension, δ is the declination and

t is the time of observation. We determine the proper

motion of the object on the sky, (α̇, δ̇), by calculat-

ing the change in position between the two observations

using Astropy SkyCoord and dividing by the time be-

tween observations. This determines 4 of the 6 orbital

12More sophisticated weather forecasting could be deployed once
the survey is ongoing.

elements, but the topocentric distance, D, and radial

velocity, Ḋ, of the object are unconstrained.

We draw a sample of D uniformly in log-space be-

tween [0.1, 10] au and a sample of Ḋ uniformly between

[−50, 10] km s−1 to create a grid of (D, Ḋ) (e.g. Virta-

nen et al. 2001). Combining these with the measured

(α, δ, α̇, δ̇) values (and adding 0.1′′ of scatter to the mea-

sured on-sky positions to account for the detector uncer-

tainty), we create a series of possible variant orbits for

the object. We use the functionality in the THOR pack-

age (Moeyens et al. 2021) to handle the orbital dynam-

ics and celestial mechanics (including light-time travel

corrections). Since we are only interested in NEOs, we

mask out any orbits that have a perihelion distance of

greater than 1.3 au. To demonstrate the different possi-

ble orbits that we could infer from a single observation,

we plot a subset of the variant orbits obtained for an

NEO observed in our mock observations in Figure 5.

Additionally, we estimate the absolute magnitude of

the object for each orbit using the HG-system (Minor

Planet Center et al. 1985). This is needed to assess

whether the object will be bright enough to detect in

subsequent observations. To convert to LSST band mag-

nitudes, we assume a C-type asteroid and mean colours

adopted from (Jones et al. 2018). For the slope param-

eter, we assume the customary G = 0.15 (Minor Planet

Center et al. 1985).

For each night in the first year, we use rubin sim

to create a predicted schedule for the following 14

nights, our assumed detection window (Yoachim et al.

2022). These predicted schedules represent an esti-

mate of where LSST will look next and as such account

for scheduled downtime, but do not include unsched-

uled downtime or poor weather conditions. This means

our predicted schedule represents the best-case scenario;

once Rubin is in commissioning and additional infor-

mation about the weather becomes available it will be

straightforward to incorporate it into the analysis.

Next, using OpenOrb, we produce ephemerides for all

variant orbits at times of each visit in the following 14

nights of the predicted schedule (Granvik et al. 2009).

For each orbit and each visit, we check whether the ob-

ject is within the LSST camera footprint, and whether it

is bright enough to be detected using Rubin’s canonical

5σ cutoff (Ivezić et al. 2019, Table 1). If both of these

criteria are met then we assume an observation has been

made.

Finally, we determine the fraction of variant orbits

whose tracklets satisfy LSST linking requirements, such

that they have at least 2 observations on at least 3 nights

in a 15 day window, with each having a minimum arc

length of 1 arcsecond and maximum time separation of
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Figure 6. A demonstration of the prediction algorithm described in Section 3.2 using 1 year of simulated observations for both
NEOs (top) and MBAs (bottom). Left: Probability that an object will be detected within 15 nights, split into a population of
objects that are actually detected within 15 nights in the simulated observations and a population that are not. The black dashed
line indicates our threshold of 0.8 for submission to the NEOCP. Right: A contingency matrix representing the algorithm’s
ability to predict the detectability of an object. The truth columns correspond to whether an object would be successfully
followed-up by Rubin and the prediction columns correspond to whether the probability predicted by our algorithm surpassed
a threshold of 0.8. Lower right quadrants are labelled as “excess NEOCP” given that the objects would be unnecessarily
be prioritised for external follow-up. Upper right quadrants are labelled “lost objects” since they would be de-prioritised for
external follow-up, but not receive adequate follow-up from Rubin. Small annotated values indicate the number of objects that
would be followed-up by Rubin by the end of the first year of LSST, but after the initial 15 night window.

not more than 90 minutes (Claver et al. 2021). We also

account for prior observations in this calculation. As an

example, consider an object that was observed on night

10 and had previously been observed on night 8. In this

case, we would account for the prior observation, and

so even a single additional future tracklet in the link-

ing window (on, for example, night 14) is sufficient to

complete the criterion of 3 nights for linkage. Following

this procedure, the overall probability of the object be-

ing detected by LSST is then a simple fraction of variant

orbits that were successfully linked.

3.3. Avoiding the follow-up of likely-to-be-linked objects

We now examine the effect of applying the LSST de-

tection probability algorithm to reduce the load on the

NEOCP. Figure 6 shows the results for a year of simu-

lated observations for both the NEOs and MBAs, includ-

ing only objects that we would potentially submit to the

MPC (at least 3 observations in the initial tracklet and

with an apparent magnitude of at most 22). The his-

tograms show the estimated probability of detection by

LSST for each object, split into a population of objects

that are actually detected within 15 nights in our sim-
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ulated observations and a population that are not. On

average, when compared to the true outcome calculated

by difi, the algorithm predicted the correct outcome

approximately 68% of the time.

We use a threshold of 0.8 for deciding whether an ob-

ject will be detected by LSST. We found that this value

is a good balance between the number of NEOs that

are lost and the number of candidates that need to be

followed up, whilst at the same time maximising the

fraction of objects that are truly NEOs.

In the right side of Figure 6, we show contingency

matrices for both NEOs and MBAs when applying this

threshold. The lower left quadrants give a count of the

number of objects that will be sent to the NEOCP need-

lessly as LSST will detect them without follow-up. The

upper right quadrants total the number of objects that

will be lost, since LSST will not detect them within the

given detection window but they would also not be sent

to the NEOCP. We additionally annotate the number of

objects that would be found after the detection window

and note this reduces the overall number of lost objects.

Overall, when applying this threshold, we find that, on

average, ∼64 of the objects submitted to the NEOCP

per night would require external follow-up, but only

around 8.4% (∼5) of those objects would be NEOs.

Moreover, by the end of the first year, 189 NEOs that

were not prioritised for external follow-up due to this al-

gorithm would remain undiscovered by LSST (i.e. there

is no 15 night window with 3 nights of observations in

the first year of observations). Though providing only a

minimal improvement on the purity of the submitted ob-

jects, this method would reduce the follow-up need by a

factor of two. In reality, we intend to submit all objects

and their self-follow-up probabilities to the NEOCP, re-

gardless of the value of the probability, such that the

follow-up community can apply their own thresholds or

sorting based on this additional parameter.

4. FURTHER MITIGATION STRATEGIES

The simulations discussed in Section 2 present a po-

tentially bleak picture for follow-up, one in which less

than 10% of NEOCP submissions are due to true NEOs.

Even after applying the algorithm we describe in Sec-

tion 3, the purity remains low despite improvements

to the overall number of submissions. Given the lim-

ited telescope resources available, this is less than ideal.

We therefore next look into a few simple prioritisation

strategies that can increase the purity of the follow-up

sample.

4.1. Prioritize trailed sources

A number of NEOs will be instantly recognisable as

such due to their high angular velocities. An object
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Figure 7. Apparent magnitude of LSST NEO observations
in year 1, split up by whether they are trailed sources.

moving faster than 1.5 degrees per day will leave trails of

at least 1.875 arcseconds in a single 30s LSST exposure,

corresponding to just over 9 pixels (1 LSSTCam pixel

spans 0.2 arcseconds on the sky), which we adopt as

our working definition of a trailed source. Based on our

simulations, LSST will, on average, observe 4 trailed

NEOs in tracklets with at least 2 observations per night

in the first year. No MBAs are trailed.

Due to their ease of identification, trailed sources

should be given priority in follow-up considerations.

Their magnitude distribution is shown in Figure 7. Ap-

proximately 72% of trailed NEOs are brighter than

mV < 22; these may be especially good targets for the

follow-up community to prioritise.

4.2. Fainter sources are more likely to be NEOs

Many objects observed by LSST will be too faint for

external follow-up with presently available facilities. For

example, the MPC observation archive13 includes the

magnitude of each observation at discovery. We cross-

referenced this with the list of known NEOs and find

that the 98th percentile in apparent V-band magnitude,

m, is 21.73. For comparison, in Figure 7 we show the

distribution of apparent V-band magnitudes of NEO ob-

servations in the first year of LSST. We find that only

around 40% of non-trailed NEO observations in the first

year of LSST are brighter than mV < 22.

However, if facilities have the capability to follow up

fainter objects, this will improve their chances of finding

NEOs. As shown in Figure 8, we find that the likeli-

hood of an object with a digest2 score ≥ 65 being an

NEO increases significantly at fainter magnitudes. In-

13https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/ECS/MPCAT-OBS/
MPCAT-OBS.html

https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/ECS/MPCAT-OBS/MPCAT-OBS.html
https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/ECS/MPCAT-OBS/MPCAT-OBS.html


10

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Apparent Magnitude

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

N
um

be
r 

of
 o

bj
ec

ts
 p

er
 0

.1
 m

ag

NEOs, digest2  65
MBAs, digest2  65
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digest2 score ≥ 65 observed in the first year of LSST.

deed, we predict that 58% of objects observed by LSST

with mV > 22 and a digest2 score ≥ 65 are NEOs.

The reason for the dearth of MBAs at fainter mag-

nitudes is the digest2 score cut. MBAs are assigned

higher digest2 scores if their orbits could be consistent

with an NEO due to the degeneracy between distance

and absolute magnitude (i.e. a source could be large and

further away or smaller and close to Earth). For faint

MBAs this is not possible because, for the already faint

object to be closer to Earth, it would need to be incred-

ibly small, which is not supported by the underlying

population behind digest2. This leads to faint MBAs

being removed by the digest2 score cut.

Therefore, if facilities aim to maximise the chance of

an object they follow-up being an NEO, they counter-

intuitively should prioritise fainter objects14.

4.3. Apply ecliptic latitude cuts

The final filter we examine in detail is applying an
ecliptic latitude cut. Given that MBAs are constrained

to lie within the ecliptic plane, ecliptic latitude, b, is a

strong distinguishing factor between NEOs and MBAs.

We explored the effect of applying this cut in Figure 9.

We show, for a range of potential ecliptic latitude cuts,

the resulting number of follow-up candidates (total num-

ber of NEOs and MBAs with digest2 scores above 65)

and average purity (fraction of those objects that are

NEOs)15.

Inspection of this figure shows how adopting different

b thresholds is effective at increasing the purity of the

14Note that this prioritises the number of NEOs detections but
would bias towards smaller NEOs, which would be less useful for
missions focused on planetary defense.

15An interactive version of this plot is available online at https://
www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/neocp ecliptic latitude.html
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resulting follow-up candidate list. For example, deciding

to only observe objects at b > 30 instantly raises the

purity to 21% though at the expense of completeness.

Therefore, rather than applying cuts, the best strategy

may be sort in descending order of ecliptic latitude when

constructing follow-up lists. We suggest that the MPC

implement this feature on the NEOCP to allow users to

easily prioritise in this manner.

4.4. Improve digest2 algorithm

In Figure 3 we highlighted that digest2 struggles to

distinguish between NEOs and MBAs when dealing with

the large volumes of previously unknown MBAs that

LSST will observe. For this reason, it is important to

consider whether there are improvements that can be

made to digest2.

Population model—The population model used by

digest2 for orbit classification is S3M (Keys et al.

2019). As noted in Section 2.1.1, S3M does not ac-

curately reflect our current knowledge of solar system

objects. Therefore, updating the underlying population

model, particularly after the first year of LSST observa-

tions, would help to improve digest2’s success in clas-

sifying NEOs.

Algorithm—Currently the digest2 algorithm considers

bins of perihelion, eccentricity, inclination and absolute

magnitude to distinguish between different orbit classes.

One could also consider other parameters for identify-

ing NEOs, such as ecliptic latitude and the direction

of motion on the sky. As noted in Section 4.3, MBAs

are constrained to reside within the asteroid belt and

therefore close to the ecliptic. NEOs have no such re-

https://www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/neocp_ecliptic_latitude.html
https://www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/neocp_ecliptic_latitude.html
https://www.tomwagg.com/html/interact/neocp_ecliptic_latitude.html
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striction and hence observations with increased ecliptic

latitudes are more likely to be NEOs. Moreover, since

NEOs are much closer than MBAs, we would expect

a much greater variation in direction of motion on the

sky for NEOs. Specifically, it is unlikely for MBAs to

be moving in a direction away from the ecliptic plane,

whereas NEOs could be moving in almost any direction.

In this way, the digest2 algorithm could take into ac-

count further observational data, rather than classifying

entirely based on the orbit, to more effectively classify

potential NEOs.

5. SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

We present new predictions for the NEOCP in the

era of LSST. We performed mock LSST observations

and used digest2 to estimate the number of objects

that LSST would send to the NEOCP using the cur-

rent criteria. We created a new algorithm for predicting

whether an object will be detected by LSST without ex-

ternal follow-up based on a single night of observations

in order to reduce the load on the NEOCP. Our main

conclusions can be summarised as:

1. Assuming no changes to listing criteria,

LSST will significantly increase submissions

to the NEOCP

Our simulations show that – even though tracklets

with ≥ 3 observations occur only serendipitously

within the baseline cadence – LSST contributions

will increase the nightly NEOCP submission rate

by a factor of ∼8 over the first year to an average

of 129 objects per night. Of these objects, ∼100

will be brighter than mV = 22. The rate will

be the highest at the start of LSST and decline

as more objects are identified. Due to the large

number of tracklets due to an unrecognized MBA

background in the first year of LSST, the fraction

of submitted objects that are truly NEOs will be

low, typically around ∼8.3% (Section 2.3).

2. Follow-up of objects that LSST itself will

recover should be avoided

We construct an algorithm to identify submitted

objects that are unlikely to require external follow-

up. The application of this algorithm reduces the

follow-up need by a factor of ∼1.6 (to ∼64 objects

per night) on average.

3. Early NEO follow-up strategies should be

highly selective

Selection on trailing, apparent magnitude, and ad-

ditional scoring based on ecliptic latitude cuts can

be used to prioritise the number of follow-up can-

didates. As the background of unknown MBAs

diminishes with time, these constraints can be re-

laxed.

Finally, we note that the S3M simulations of Grav

et al. (2011) overestimate the number of solar system

objects by about 25% (which we’ve taken into account

for our predictions; Section 2.1.1).

The purpose of this paper was to bring the impact of

LSST on the NEOCP into focus and offer possible solu-

tions. The increased number of candidates on NEOCP

due to Rubin submission will make the (already ardu-

ous) job of prioritizing follow-up even more difficult.

However, with the proposed mitigations and prioritiza-

tion the number of candidates per night can be reduced.

We therefore hope that, in anticipation of LSST’s start

in early 2025, the types of algorithmic mitigations we’ve

developed here could be incorporated into tools such as

NEOFixer (Christensen et al. 2021), the SNAPS bro-

ker (Trilling et al. 2023), or other observation planning

tools and aids. Also, the NEOCP inclusion criteria could

be revisited and improved (e.g. inclusion thresholds, or

stronger emphasis on sorting by digest2 score), includ-

ing improving the digest2 score algorithm itself.
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Science Conference, ed. Stéfan van der Walt & Jarrod

Millman, 56 – 61, doi: 10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a

Yoachim, P., Jones, L., Eric H. Neilsen, J., et al. 2022,

lsst/rubin sim: 0.12.1, 0.12.1, Zenodo,

doi: 10.5281/zenodo.7087823

—. 2023, lsst/rubin sim: v2.0.0, v2.0.0, Zenodo,

doi: 10.5281/zenodo.10215451

http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10909890
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1945-5100.2009.tb01994.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2018.04.018
http://doi.org/10.1086/659833
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10034229
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
http://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab042c
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.icarus.2017.11.033
http://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1512.07914
http://doi.org/10.1088/1538-3873/ab1157
https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/ECS/MPCArchive/1985/MPC_19851227.pdf
https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/ECS/MPCArchive/1985/MPC_19851227.pdf
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4752719
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/ac042b
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/aafece
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10045529
https://minorplanetcenter.net/iau/MPCORB.html
http://doi.org/10.3847/1538-3881/acac7f
http://doi.org/10.1109/CIDU.2012.6382200
http://doi.org/10.1006/icar.2001.6592
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11661896
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11292917
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.04405
http://doi.org/10.25080/Majora-92bf1922-00a
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7087823
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10215451


14

APPENDIX

A. HISTORICAL NEOCP SUBMISSIONS

The Near Earth Object Confirmation Page receives a

varying number of submissions as a function of lunation

and month and these totals have changed historically

over the years. Historical archives of NEOCP submis-

sions are maintained online by the Great Shefford Ob-

servatory (Birtwhistle 2024). We examine these archival

records in order to assess how the submission rate varies.

The collated machine-readable data and code for repro-

ducing these plots is available on GitHub16 and archived

on Zenodo (Wagg & Birtwhistle 2024).
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Figure A1. Total number of submissions to the NEOCP per
year since 2002. Annotated lines show the start of operations
of significant contributors to the NEOCP.

In Figure A1 we show how the total number of sub-

missions to the NEOCP has varied each year since 2002.
The rate remained steady from 2002–2010, with primar-

ily submissions from the Catalina Sky Survey. As Pan-

STARRS1 begins operations in 2010 there is a sharp

increase in the number of submissions which continues

as Pan-STARRS2 and ATLAS start submitting obser-

vations. The rate over the past five years has remained

relatively steady and thus we consider only these years

when estimating the variations per month and lunation.

In order to calculate the rate as a function of luna-

tion we use the ephem python package to convert each

date from the NEOCP archive to a lunar phase17. We

16https://github.com/TomWagg/neocp-historical-trends
17The dates in the archive are the MPEC dates and so there is a
slight lag between this date and the submission date. However
this lag is typically short and so this offers a good proxy for
submission rate.
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Figure A2. Nightly NEOCP submission rate as a func-
tion of lunation averaged over 2019–2023. Histogram shows
30 equally spaced bins over a full lunation, weighted such
that each bin height corresponds approximately to an aver-
age nightly submission rate. Illustrations of the moon as a
function of lunation are shown along the top axis.

then calculate the number of submissions for each lu-

nation over the past 5 years. In Figure A2 we show a

histogram of these results, with 30 equally spaced bins

over a full lunation, with each bin total dividing by the

number of lunations in the past 5 years. This means that

the height of each bin corresponds approximately to an

average nightly submission rate. As one would expect,

the number of submissions is at a minimum at each full

moon, with around 5 submissions per night, and rises to

a peak each new moon, with around 27 submissions per

night.

In additions to variations by lunation, the rate also

changes monthly due to seasonal variations. In Fig-

ure A3 we show the cumulative number of monthly sub-

missions as a function of lunation, averaged over 2019–

2023. As in Figure A2, the number of submissions close

to a full moon is much lower than when there is a new

moon. In addition in this figure one can note seasonal

variations as the ecliptic plane moves through the sky

(and due to changing weather patterns). For example,

in March the total number of submissions only reaches

around 320 on average, whereas in October the average

total is instead around 800.

Overall we find that the number of submissions to the

NEOCP during the era of LSST from other sources will

be around 15 on average. This value will vary signifi-

cantly over lunation and by month (and due to weather),

such that on a given night there could be as many as 60

submissions or as few as none at all.

https://github.com/TomWagg/neocp-historical-trends
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Figure A3. Cumulative montly submission rate to the
NEOCP averaged over 2019–2023 as a function of lunation.
Illustrations of the moon as a function of lunation are shown
along the top axis.

B. HYBRID CATALOGUE PIPELINE

Many studies that make predictions for LSST use syn-

thetic catalogue sof solar system objects that don’t ac-

count for prior observations. In reality, we have already

detected more than a million objects in the solar system

and this number will continue to grow until LSST comes

online. This means that current predictions of detection

rates will be inflated, since a fraction of “new” detections

may already be known. Therefore, for this paper we cre-

ated “hybrid” catalogue that combines a synthetic cat-

alogue with all known observations, whilst keeping the

population distributions relatively unchanged.This

We created the hybrid catalogue to be dynamic, such

that we can run a single pipeline to merge in an updated

version of MPCORB as more objects are discovered in

the time until LSST comes online. All code to reproduce

this hybrid catalogue is open-source and available on

GitHub18.

B.1. Data preprocessing

For the synthetic catalogue of the solar system we use

S3M, the Pan-STARRS Synthetic Solar System Model

(S3M Grav et al. 2011). We merge this synthetic cata-

logue with the latest version of MPCORB (The Minor

Planet Center 2024), a database of all currently known

objects. We use OpenOrb (Granvik et al. 2009) to con-

vert both catalogues to Cartesian coordinates and prop-

agate all orbits until the same date.

18https://github.com/dirac-institute/hybrid sso catalogue
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Figure B1. A comparison of the parameter distributions of
S3M (Grav et al. 2011) and the hybrid catalogue we created.

B.2. Merging algorithm

The general idea for the merging algorithm is to inject

each object from MPCORB into S3M, replacing objects

that are similar to those injected. An object’s similarity

is determined based on its position, x⃗, velocity, v⃗, and

absolute magnitude (size), H.

We split each catalogue into bins of absolute mag-

nitude linearly spaced from −2 to 28 and perform the

merge algorithm on each bin separately. For each bin

we build a K-D trees for both catalogues based on the

positions (x, y, z) of objects. For every MPCORB object

we query the S3M tree for the nearest 100 objects up to

a maximum distance of 0.1 au, excluding any that have

already been matched to a different real object. From

these remaining nearest neighbours, we select the S3M

object with the closest velocity as the matched object.

If there were no remaining neighbours, either because

no synthetic objects were nearby or because all nearby

objects had already been matched, then we select a syn-

thetic objects with the same absolute magnitude.

https://github.com/dirac-institute/hybrid_sso_catalogue
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To complete the merging process, we compile the

matched object IDs and delete them from S3M. We then

add the entirety of MPCORB to the remaining cata-

logue, resulting in a hybrid catalogue.

B.3. Assessing quality of hybrid catalogue

It is essential that the underlying distributions of the

hybrid catalogue do not differ significantly from S3M

so that we still accurately reproduce the solar system.

In Figure B1, we show the distributions of the abso-

lute magnitude and six orbital elements in both the

hybrid catalogue and S3M. It is evident that the dis-

tributions are essentially identical, only showing slight

differences for the brightest absolute magnitude objects

(where S3M doesn’t include simulated objects similar to

those discovered in reality).

As a further check, we compared MPCORB to the

objects that were removed from S3M, since these should

have nearly identical distributions other than MPCORB

objects that had no matches. In Figure B2, we show a

comparison of the densities for the heliocentric x and y

and it is clear that these distributions are left unchanged

in the hybrid catalogue.
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Figure B2. Top two panels: A comparison of the density
of MPCORB objects with those objects that were matched
in S3M by our hybrid catalogue pipeline. Bottom panel:
Residuals between the two plots above.
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