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ABSTRACT

Manx objects approach the inner solar system on long-period comet (LPC) orbits with the consequent
high inbound velocities, but unlike comets, Manxes display very little to no activity even near perihe-
lion. This suggests that they may have formed in circumstances different from typical LPCs; moreover,
this lack of significant activity also renders them difficult to detect at large distances. Thus, analyz-
ing their physical properties can help constrain models of solar system formation as well as sharpen
detection methods for those classified as NEOs. Here, we focus on the Manx candidate A /2018 V3 as
part of a larger effort to characterize Manxes as a whole. This particular object was observed to be
inactive even at its perihelion at ¢ = 1.34 au in 2019 September. Its spectral reflectivity is consistent
with typical organic-rich comet surfaces with colors of ¢’ —r’ = 0.67 +0.02, v’ — 4’ = 0.26 £ 0.02, and
v’ — 2/ = 0.45 + 0.02, corresponding to a spectral reflectivity slope of 10.6 + 0.9 %/100nm. A least-
squares fit of our constructed light curve to the observational data yields an average nucleus radius of
~2 km assuming an albedo of 0.04. This is consistent with the value measured from NEOWISE. A
surface brightness analysis for data taken 2020 July 13 indicated possible low activity (< 0.68 g s™1),
but not enough to lift optically significant amounts of dust. Finally, we discuss Manxes as a constraint

on solar system dynamical models as well as their implications for planetary defense.

Keywords: asteroids: individual (A/2018 V3) — comets: general

1. INTRODUCTION

Many models of early solar system dynamics in-
clude periods where the giant planets may have shifted
about radially before settling into their present posi-
tions (Gomes et al. 2005; Walsh et al. 2011; Raymond
& Tzidoro 2017). In the process, small solar system ob-
jects were scattered from their original locations. How-
ever, the models vary in both the magnitude and timing
of planetary migration necessary to result in the solar
system arrangement we see today. In addition, dynam-
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ical formation models disagree on how much material
may have originally been present in the inner solar sys-
tem and what percentage may have been ejected to the
Oort cloud during the periods of giant planet migration
(Raymond & Izidoro 2017).

Manx objects may help us distinguish among these so-
lar system models. Manxes are small solar system bodies
that blur the line between asteroids and comets. These
objects follow long-period comet (LPC) orbits but ex-
hibit very little, if any, of the cometary activity expected
from an LPC. The term “Manx” was coined by Meech
et al. (2014) after the breed of tailless cat to describe
the comet C/2013 P2 (PANSTARRS). Despite a typi-
cal LPC orbit, C/2013 P2 displayed orders of magnitude
less activity than typical LPCs, much less than even low-
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activity short period comets. Even near its perihelion
at 2.83 au, C/2013 P2 exhibited only a minimal tail. A
number of other low-activity objects on LPC orbits have
since been observed (Stephens et al. 2017; Bufanda et al.
2020) or identified as such in literature searches (Weiss-
man & Levison 1997; Sekiguchi et al. 2018).

Most intriguingly, the Manx object C/2014 S3
(PANSTARRS) was observed to have a spectral reflec-
tivity with the 1.0 pm absorption typical of inner so-
lar system rocky asteroids and inconsistent with an in-
active comet (Meech et al. 2016). The stony S-type
asteroids dominate the population of the inner aster-
oid belt (Gaffey et al. 1993; Raymond & Izidoro 2017).
This surface type had never been seen on objects on an
LPC orbit, although dynamical models predict that in-
ner solar system material can be scattered to the Oort
cloud. Even more striking, the minerals that form the
1.0 pm absorption characteristic of S-types cannot form
in the presence of water, yet the activity seen in both
C/2013 P2 and C/2014 S3 was consistent with the pres-
ence of water ice sublimation (Meech et al. 2016). It
is hoped that the fraction of Manx objects that display
S-type spectral reflectivity, among a sample of Manxes,
can be extrapolated to the Oort cloud as a whole and
thus help constrain the models of early solar system dy-
namics (Meech et al. 2016; Shannon et al. 2019).

We have studied a Manx discovered by the Panoramic
Survey Telescope and Rapid Response System (Pan-
STARRS2) on Haleakala, Maui (Hoegner et al. 2018).
This object, later designated A /2018 V3, was first de-
tected at r = 3.99 au on 2018 November 2 with g-band
magnitude of 21.9, suggesting a km-scale nucleus. Fur-
ther observations over the course of the month allowed
a good orbit to be determined. It is on a long-period
comet orbit (¢ = 121.59 au; e = 0.989; ¢ = 1.34 au;
Q = 241.8 au; i = 165°; P = 1341 yr at the time of
perihelion!), but no activity was observed even at dis-
tances where significant activity would be expected for a
typical LPC. Thus, under the criteria set out by Meech
et al. (2016), A/2018 V3 currently qualifies as a Manx
object.

With a perihelion of ¢ = 1.34 au, A/2018 V3 falls just
outside the definition of a Near-Earth Object (NEO).
NEOs are typically defined as any comet or asteroid
with a perihelion ¢ < 1.3 au?, but this particular ob-
ject piqued our interest when it passed perihelion and
remained inactive. LPCs can pose significant hazards to

1 JPL Small-Body Database Browser: https://ssd.jpl.nasa.gov/

sbdb.cgi

2 NASA/JPL/CNEOS definitions of NEO groups: https://cneos.

jpl.nasa.gov/about/neo_groups.html

Earth because of their high velocity (Meech et al. 2017);
Manx objects pose an even greater hazard. Their lack of
activity, difficulty of detection, and LPC orbits could all
result in very little warning time for a possible impact
(Chodas 1996; Weissman 1997; Nuth et al. 2018).

A /2018 V3 passed perihelion in 2019 September, but
given the nature of Manxes, there are likely many other
such inconspicuous objects traveling through the inner
solar system. Characterizing A/2018 V3 will allow us
to investigate the role of Manxes in the overall context
of solar system dynamics and will sharpen our ability
to detect more of these small, dark solar system objects
that still carry sufficient kinetic energy to inflict signifi-
cant impact damage.

2. OBSERVATIONS AND DATA REDUCTION

Photometry for A/2018 V3 was obtained using data
from the telescopes shown in Table 1; a complete list of
the observing geometry is presented in Table 3. All of
the imaging data except for those from PS1 and CFHT
Megacam were flattened in a standard manner using our
image reduction pipeline. Our photometric calibration
accesses the Pan-STARRS (Magnier et al. 2013), SDSS
(Fukugita et al. 1996; Doi et al. 2010), and Gaia2 (Jordi
et al. 2010) databases to provide a photometric zero-
point for each image using published color corrections
to translate photometric bands. The pipeline identifies
image files by their instrument and generalizes access
to their widely varying metadata. The image reduction
component bias-subtracts and flattens the data, applies
the Terapix tool SCAMP (Bertin 2006) to fit a precise
World Coordinate System to the frame, and finally uses
SExtractor (Bertin & Arnouts 1996) to produce multi-
aperture and automatic aperture target photometry.

Table 1. Observations

Telescope/Instrument  Gain RN ”/pix Nts # 1

Gemini/GMOS 227 332 0.161 4 23
CFHT/MegaCam 1.634 3.00 0.185 11 32
Pan-STARRS1/GPC1 1.26 7.46 0.260 4 11
Pan-STARRS2/GPC2 1.0 7.46 0.257 9 38

HCT/HFOSC 2 0.254 5.80 0.180 1 8
ATLAS/STA-1600 20 11.0 1.8 26 F
MPC 14

NoTE— Number of CCD images; Received photometry (cal-
ibrated from ATLAS, uncalibrated from the MPC).
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2.1. Gemini North 8m Telescope

We obtained 23 images from the Gemini North tele-
scope taken with the Gemini Multi-Object Spectro-
graph (GMOS) (Hook et al. 2004), a mosaic of three
2048x4176 Hamamatsu detectors, binned 2x2. The
data were obtained through SDSS filters using queue
service observing and were processed to remove the in-
strumental signature using DRAGONS, Gemini Obser-
vatory’s Python-based data reduction software (Labrie
et al. 2019). Values in regions outside of the mosaic of
detectors were manually converted to “Not a Number”
(NaN) as necessary so that these areas were not counted
as sky background. For nights where the outer chips
were non-photometric due to guide probe vignetting, we
extracted only the central chip of the mosaic so that the
zeropoint calibration would not be affected.

Data were obtained over four days: 2019 September
22; 2020 January 23 and 25; and 2020 July 22. We
performed manual aperture photometry for each image
by first utilizing a curve of growth to capture 99.5%
of the light for field stars with a similar brightness to
the object. We then measured the object through a
range of apertures at 1-pixel step sizes and corrected the
photometry to a 5”-radius aperture using the curve of
growth. This minimized the sky-dominated background
noise for the object in each image.

2.2. Canada-France-Hawai‘i Telescope (CFHT)

We obtained an additional 54 images using the
CFHT MegaCam wide-field imager, an array of forty
2048 %4612 pixel CCDs with a plate scale of (/185 per
pixel and a 1.1 square degree FOV. These images were
obtained through queue service observing and covered
14 days spanning 2018 December through 2020 July.
Images were taken through the SDSS 7/ filter (A =
0.640 pm, AX = 0.148 pm) and CFHT’s wideband gri
filter (Aegg = 0.611 pm, AX = 0.421 pm). The data were
pre-processed through CFHT’s Elixir pipeline (Magnier
& Cuillandre 2004) to remove the instrumental signa-
ture and then further processed through the pipeline
described at the beginning of Section 2 for astrometric
and photometric calibrations.

We manually inspected each image for issues. Of the
54 images we received, 22 were not usable since the ob-
ject fell too close to other sources in the frame. The 32
images analyzed here consisted of 18 taken through the
r’-band filter and 14 with the gri filter.

2.3. Pan-STARRS1 (PS1) and 2 (PS2)

We received images and photometry data from Pan-
STARRSI (2019 January through 2020 April) and Pan-
STARRS2 (2018 November to 2020 May). Images were

taken through the Pan-STARRS broadband w filter
(Mer = 0.608 pm, AX = 0.382 um), covering their g,
r, and i bandpasses. All Pan-STARRS data were re-
duced by the Pan-STARRS Image Processing Pipeline
(IPP; Magnier et al. 2020) and calibrated against the
Pan-STARRS database (Flewelling et al. 2020).

2.4. Asteroid Terrestrial-impact Last Alert System
(ATLAS)

ATLAS provided us with 82 data points of photome-
try for A/2018 V3. The data covered 2019 June through
2019 September and were taken through their broad-
band cyan (Aeg,. = 0.533 pym, AX = 0.290 pm) and
orange (Aefr,o = 0.679 pm, A\ = 0.261 pm) filters. For
nights where multiple data points were taken within
a short observing interval (<30 minutes), we used a
weighted average of the recorded magnitudes due to low
signal-to-noise and large scatter. These ATLAS data,
averaged by date, are listed in Table 3.

2.5. Himalayan Chandra Telescope

We obtained eight images taken on 2020 February 26
from the 2.01 m Himalayan Chandra Telescope (HCT)
at Mt. Saraswati, Hanle, India. The images were taken
with the Himalaya Faint Object Spectrograph and Cam-
era (HFOSC) and the new 4kx4k €2V CCD with the
Bessell/Cousins filter system. These were then pro-
cessed through the pipeline described at the beginning
of Section 2. We performed manual aperture photome-
try for each image and used the weighted average of all
data points taken for the night.

2.6. NEOWISE

We searched the Canadian Astronomy Data Centre’s
(Gwyn et al. 2012) archive using their Solar System Ob-
ject Image Search (SSOIS) tool to search for data from
the NEOWISE survey (Mainzer et al. 2014). A total of
150 images of A/2018 V3 were found during four vis-
its. The first visit, 2010 March 21-24, was during the
cryogenic mission and the W1-W4 bands were available.
Without any cryogens after the first visit, only the two
short-wavelength channels at 3.4 ym (W1) and 4.6 pum
(W2) were available for the subsequent visits.

During visits on 2010 October 5-6, 2014 March 18-
19, and 2014 October 1-2, A/2018 V3 was at heliocen-
tric distances, r = 22.43, 15.98, and 14.85 au, respec-
tively. Because of the large distance and the inability of
WISE to detect small objects at these distances, deter-
mining a meaningful upper limit to the size would not
be possible from these observations and the data were
not reduced. However, there were two additional data
points taken at much smaller heliocentric distances pre-
perihelion, on 2019 January 2 (r = 3.49 au, A = 3.00
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au, TA = —103.83°), and on 2019 July 20 (r = 1.53 au,
A =1.16 au, TA = —41.46°).

2.7. Other Data Sources

We also gathered photometry data for A/2018 V3
from the Minor Planet Center’s (MPC) database of ob-
servations. R-band data came from nine different obser-
vatories and covered 14 days spanning 2018 November
to 2020 April. We averaged the reported magnitudes by
observatory and by date and have assumed an average
error on each measurement of +0.25. These are included
in the heliocentric light curve (see Figure 4) and the ta-
ble of observational geometry (see Table 3). However,
the data only included the observed magnitude and fil-
ter, with no information on error, filter system, or pho-
tometry aperture. For this reason, the MPC data were
used only in constructing the heliocentric light curve,
and not in the calculations and analysis.

3. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

3.1. Classification and Taxonomy
3.1.1. Nucleus Colors

Comparing the color of A/2018 V3 with those of other
comets and asteroids allowed us to infer some of its sur-
face properties. Colors were calculated using the 5”-
radius aperture magnitudes from the 2020 January 23
and 25 Gemini data taken through SDSS ¢, 7/, ¢/, and
2" filters. These are shown in Table 2. The (¢’ — 7/)
value from 2020 January 25 was then used to transform
the data taken using other filter systems. Magnitudes
converted to SDSS 7’ from other filters are denoted as
7.

To convert Pan-STARRS wp; filter magnitudes to 7,
we used the transformation given by Tonry et al. (2012):

7 = wpy — 0.012 — 0.039(g' — 1) (1)

ob = 0oy, |+ (=0.0390(y_p))? + 0.0257 (2)

w

Transformations from the ATLAS filter system mag-
nitudes to SDSS 7/ are found in Tonry et al. (2018).
Equations 3 and 4 refer to the ATLAS c-band values,
while Equations 5 and 6 deal with the o-band magni-
tudes. Again, the (¢’ — »’) value calculated from the
2020 January 25 Gemini data was used in the transfor-
mation.

P =c—047(9' = 1) (3)
02 =07+ (04705 —pn)? + 0.01 (4)
7 =0+026(g —1") (5)

o2 =02+ (0.260(,_)* +0.01° (6)

To convert the CFHT gri magnitudes to 7, we used the
following transformation from CADC (2019) along with
the (¢’ —1i') color calculated from the 2020 January 25
Gemini data.

7 = gri+0.0068 —0.2240(¢' — ') +0.0563(¢' — ') (7)

07 = 0o + (0224005 ;1)) *+
(0.1126(g" — i")o(gr—in)*  (8)
Finally, we used the following transformation given by

Lupton (2005) to convert the Bessell/Cousins magni-
tudes to 7.

¥ = R+ (0.1837(¢ — 1)) + 0.0971 (9)

02 = 0%+ (0.18370(, ) +0.0106>  (10)

T

Table 2. A/2018 V3 colors

2020 Jan 23

) 0.649 £0.031 0.677 £ 0.019
( ) 0.965+0.031  0.900 % 0.022
(' —i') 0.316£0.028 0.223 +0.022
( )

)

2020 Jan 25

0.506 +0.025 0.413 £0.019
0.190 +0.026  0.190 £ 0.023

3.1.2. Spectral Reflectivity

We computed the spectral reflectivity, Ry, at each
wavelength normalized to the ¢’ filter using the color
values calculated above along with the following equa-
tions

10~0-4(mx—Mxo)

Rx (11)

= 10—0-4(mMret —Mret)

ORN = 0921R>\ [Oi + O-t?ef + Ui@ + U?ef@] (12)

Here, m) is the object’s magnitude in a specific filter
with uncertainty oy. Mg is the Sun’s absolute mag-
nitude for the same filter with o\g uncertainty. In the
reference bandpass, m,cr is the object’s magnitude and
oot its uncertainty, while Me¢te and orere are the solar
magnitude and error in the reference filter.

For the solar magnitudes in the SDSS filters we used
g6 = 5.12+0.020, r{, = 4.68 £0.028, i, = 4.57 £0.035,
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and 2, = 4.54 &+ 0.040°. We then used the (¢ — /)
color index calculated from the 2020 January 25 Gemini
North data to normalize the spectral reflectivities to A =
0.475 pum. Spectral reflectivity values across the two
days for which we had ¢’r’i’z’ magnitudes are shown in
Figure 1 and are consistent with the organic-rich red
surface reflectivities of comets (Li et al. 2013; Kelley
et al. 2017).

The normalized reflectivity slope S’ for this object was
calculated from the averaged reflectivity values for the
two days of Gemini data. We used the method from
Jewitt & Meech (1986)

% 20\ 10044m 1
s’ =\ Av ) T00a8m 1 (13)
100nm AN/ 10 +1

36.841 - 100-4Am
AN (100-48m 4 1)

(14)

05" = OAm

where Am represents the difference between the object’s
color and the Sun’s color for the bandpass A\, to cal-
culate a gradient of S’ = 10.6 + 0.9 %/100 nm. This
agrees with previously-calculated S’ values for asteroidal
D spectral types (Hartmann et al. 1987; Fitzsimmons
et al. 1994; Hicks et al. 2000; Bus & Binzel 2002).

18 |~ TNOs
1.7 4+ Comets
- | ®1/23/2020
£ 1.6 4 m1/25/2020
E | —C-type
@ 1.5 T+~ D-type
b - =—S-type
Lo 1
D 13T
N -
T 1.2 T
€
o 1.1 +
4 N
1.0 +
0.9 . + - + - + - + - + .
0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

Wavelength [microns]

Figure 1. The spectral reflectivity as calculated from Gem-
ini data is consistent with the red color of comets and the D
spectral type. Data normalized to 1.0 at A = 0.475 pum.

3.2. Searching for Activity
3.2.1. Surface Brightness Analysis Dust Production Limits

We compared stellar surface brightness profiles with
that of A/2018 V3 in deep stacked images to estimate

3 http://www.sdss.org/dr12/algorithms/ugrizvegasun/

upper limits on any dust production that could be pro-
duced by undetected ice-sublimation (Meech & Weaver
1996). The analysis was based on the heliocentric and
geocentric locations of the object and assumed an aver-
age cometary dust grain size of 1 ym (Richter & Keller
1995; Horz et al. 2006; Bentley et al. 2016; Levasseur-
Regourd et al. 2018).

A/2018 V3 N Reference star

I

2019 July 7
»
L

-0

m

2020 July 13

Figure 2. Composite stacked images using CFHT frames;
each image is 20" x 20”. 5" ~ 5700 km at a geocentric dis-
tance of 1.58 au in 2019; but 5" ~ 16,000 km at a geocentric
distance of 4.32 au in 2020. The image of A/2018 V3 is elon-
gated E-W on 2020 July 13, roughly in the direction that a
tail would be expected.

We used the IRAF (Tody 1986) software to stack 4
frames taken 2019 July 7 with CFHT’s MegaCam. The
frames were taken through r’-band filters with exposure
times of 90 seconds each. A/2018 V3 was at a heliocen-
tric distance of 1.62 au and moving inbound toward the
Sun. The resulting image, seen in Figure 2, shows the
object as a point source with no visibly-discernible activ-
ity, with a star from the same frame displayed alongside
as reference.

We computed an azimuthally-averaged radial surface
brightness profile for both the object and each of three
field stars of comparable brightness. The field star fluxes
were normalized and averaged at each radial distance to
form an average stellar profile for comparison with the
profile of A/2018 V3. The resulting surface brightness
profiles for the object and for the average of the three
field stars are shown in Figure 3A. No activity was ap-
parent in either the composite stacked image or in a


http://www.sdss.org/dr12/algorithms/ugrizvegasun/

6 PIRO ET AL.

difference between the surface brightness profiles. From
this, we calculated an average upper limit for dust pro-
duction of ~0.13 g s~! at a distance of 1.2 from the ob-
ject’s core, using the method described in Meech et al.
(2003). The full curve for the calculated dust production
limit is shown as the dashed line in Figure 3A.

23 1.0
Woad 2019 July 7 L 0.9
8 Seeing: 0.73" FWHM L 0.8 5
521 A d stellar profil 5
e | =—Averaged stellar profiles | - o
3 26 —A/2018 V3 =
£ I - 0.6 E
2 07 | ~=Dust production limit =
© - 0.5 §
£ ) 3
:E) 28 + - 0.4 _g
= o
2 29 F 03 =
21 B
qg 30 + F 0.2 é
24 | L 0.1
o S e i S U U S | B Y
0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 175 2.00 2.25
(Al Aperture radius ["]
26 1.0
o 27 1 AT 0.9
g / —
o / r 0.8 ~
T 28 A / e
o / o7 @
2 29 1 ( £
4 -
= 2020 July 13 / 06 =
© 30 T Seeing: 1.24" FWHM ros o
£ — . | 3]
53 L Averaged stellar profiles t 0.4 2
5 —A/2018 V3 Los €
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b= 7 [a)
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34 4 e —+ 0.0
0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75
(B] Aperture radius ["]

Figure 3. [A] A/2018 V3’s pre-perihelion (TA = —49.5°)
surface brightness profile is indistinguishable from that of
stars, which is consistent with a point source showing no dust
activity. [B] Post-perihelion (TA = 110.5°), however, the
surface brightness profile of A/2018 V3 is broader, consistent
with the extension seen in Figure 2. The arrow indicates
possible low-level dust production for the object near 0.9”.

We created a second image stack of 3 frames from
CFHT data taken 2020 July 13 using the gri filter. In-
dividual frames showed a slight east-west elongation in
the object, whereas stellar profiles in the same frame
were round, as seen in the lower row of Figure 2. The
object was moving north to south across the telescope’s
field of view and as such, significant east-west trailing
would have been unlikely. Figure 3B shows the surface
brightness comparison for the 2020 July 13 data. Here,

the object’s radial profile is compared against the aver-
aged profile for nine field stars.

The small bump in the object’s brightness profile (in-
dicated by the arrow in Figure 3B) at 0.9” likely cor-
responds to the small east-west elongation noted in the
deep image stack. However, since both brightness pro-
files fall within their respective margins of error, we can-
not say with certainty that this indicates activity.

We calculated an upper limit on dust production of
~0.68 g s~ ! at a distance of 1.5” from the object’s core,
again using the method from Meech et al. (2003). This
is indicated by the dashed line in Figure 3B. Using this
upper limit on dust production, we calculated an active
fractional area of 7.17x 1075 for a spherical nucleus with
average radius r &~ 2 km (discussed further in § 3.2.2).
This would correspond to a maximum surface area of
0.0036 km? that could be active.

If A/2018 V3 was indeed active and sublimating
around 2020 July 13, this amount of activity was not
sufficient to unambiguously lift optically significant dust
grains. The lack of significant deviation from either light
curve in Figure 4 (discussed in § 3.2.2), along with the
detailed image inspection, all point to either an inactive
or a barely active nucleus.

3.2.2. Sublimation Model

We constructed a heliocentric light curve (Figure 4)
from the SDSS 7’ magnitudes as a function of the ob-
ject’s true anomaly. This served as the basis for under-
standing whether or not A /2018 V3 was active, particu-
larly around perihelion and immediately following. We
also used the light curve to find any data points that
deviated significantly from the trend. We conducted
a careful examination of the corresponding images to
rule out contamination from background objects, cos-
mic rays, or bad pixels. The curves fit to the data points
were determined using the surface ice sublimation model
as in Meech et al. (1986).

The sublimation model enabled us to explore the light
curve and to search for and quantify any possible activ-
ity. This model has been used successfully to explain
the behavior of comets where we do not have a lot of
detailed information, and has proven very successful in
predicting and explaining the behavior of well-observed
mission targets (Meech et al. 2011; Snodgrass et al. 2013;
Meech et al. 2017). The sublimation model computes
the amount of gas sublimating from an icy surface ex-
posed to solar heating, as described in detail in Meech
et al. (2017). This escaping gas flow can drag dust
grains from the nucleus and thereby modify the observed
brightness of the object. By analyzing the shape of the
heliocentric light curve, the model can distinguish be-
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Figure 4. This heliocentric light curve shows that our observations are consistent with only a very weakly active nucleus. The
peak brightness near TA = —20° coincides with the object’s closest geocentric distance. The average errors for each data set

are indicated in the legend.

tween HoO, CO, and CO; driven activity based on the
total brightness within a fixed aperture. This brightness
includes radiation scattered from both the nucleus and
any of the escaping dust grains. Model free parame-
ters include nucleus properties (radius, density, albedo,
emissivity), dust properties (grain size, density, phase
function), and the fractional active area.

The light curves in Figure 4 show the results of
two model runs based on the 2020 July 13 data: one
assuming no activity (i.e. representing the bare nu-
cleus), and the other consistent with the dust production
determined from the surface brightness analysis (Sec-
tion 3.2.1). Both models assumed an average cometary
albedo of 0.04 (Li et al. 2013) an average dust grain size
of 1 pm (Levasseur-Regourd et al. 2018), and a dust to
gas mass ratio of 1 (Marschall et al. 2020). By using the
sublimation and dust models in tandem, we gradually
adjusted the free parameters of each until the resulting
model curves visually matched the data. We then used
least-squares fitting to calculate an average nucleus ra-
dius of ~2.06 km for an inactive object, or ~2 km for a
nucleus with a fractional active area of 7.17 x 1072, The
curve fit to this weakly-active nucleus implied a water
production rate of 2.3 x 10%2 molec/s.

3.3. NEOWISE Size Estimate

We also used the NEOWISE data to determine the
effective radius of A/2018 V3. As mentioned in Sec-

tion 2.6, images were available only in the W1 and
W2 bands. The WISE data have all been processed
through the WISE science data pipeline (Wright et al.
2010) to bias-subtract and flatten the images, and to
remove artifacts. The images are then stacked using the
comet’s apparent rate of motion (Bauer et al. 2015).
Aperture photometry is converted to fluxes using the
WISE zeropoints and appropriate color temperature
corrections (Wright et al. 2010). These corrections are
temperature-dependent, and an initial temperature esti-
mate is required based on the expected blackbody tem-
perature for the heliocentric distance of the observation.

The data from 2019 January 2 show no signal in either
band down to a 1-o magnitude of 18.4, which yields a
3-0 upper limit of 12 km for the nucleus radius (which is
unconstraining). However, detections were identified in
data from 8 exposures taken on 2019 July 20, centered at
01:23:30.585 UT (Figure 5). A/2018 V3 was clearly not
active at the time of these observations as shown by the
profile comparison in Figure 6. Using the NEATM ther-
mal model (Harris 1998; Masiero et al. 2017; Mainzer
et al. 2019) along with the observed fluxes, we derived
a radius of 2.7 + 0.9 km. Coupled with the observa-
tions provided here, this yields a surface reflectivity of
~ 0.03%5:02 consistent with the derived value used in
Section 3.2.2.
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+«—— 3 arcmin ——— <+«—— 3 arcmin ———

W2 band

2019 July 20 W1 band

Figure 5. The W1 and W2 co-added images from 2019
January 2 and July 20. There is no significant signal in
either of the January frames, but the July frames clearly both
show high signal-to-noise, with the W2 image showing the
greatest. The images show no evidence of extended emission.
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Figure 6. The NEOWISE W2 profile of A/2018 V3 relative
to the instrumental profile in the same bandpass. Both pro-
files have been normalized to the peak counts. The profiles
are nearly a perfect match, indicating no coma detection.

4. DISCUSSION

Figure 7 shows how the large survey projects such as
Pan-STARRS and the Catalina Sky Survey have dra-
matically increased the number of known small solar
system bodies in the last 20 years. These surveys have
enabled detections of an increasing percentage of ever-
smaller solar system bodies in Earth’s neighborhood.
No longer is there such a heavy sampling bias towards
large, bright objects; but this also means that there must

be many more undetected, low-albedo objects in near-
Earth space.
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Figure 7. The advent of large all-sky surveys in the mid-
1990s increased both the discovery rate and the distance
at which comets are discovered. Because Manx comets are
fainter and harder to detect than LPCs, most are discovered
only within ~4-5 au of the Sun.

Both Mainzer et al. (2011) and Harris & D’Abramo
(2015) have estimated that about 90% of near-Earth as-
teroids (NEAs) larger than one kilometer in diameter
have been discovered. However, the latter study also
noted the inherent bias against detecting NEAs with
high eccentricities and long orbital periods. Manxes
and LPCs have just such orbital parameters; thus, long-
period objects that also qualify as NEAs are likely un-
derrepresented in asteroid surveys.

Such high-eccentricity orbits also imbue Manxes and
LPCs with much higher velocities near perihelion than
the usual near-Earth object. At its closest geocentric
approach (0.37 au), A/2018 V3 was moving at 64 km/s
relative to Earth?; the average NEO velocity is approxi-
mately 21 km/s relative to Earth (Shannon et al. 2015).
A /2018 V3 has passed both Earth and the Sun without
incident and will not return to the inner solar system for
another 1300 years, but given that Manxes are likely un-
derrepresented in surveys, the threat from long-period
objects may be higher than previously believed.

Figure 7 demonstrates that most of the Manx objects
discovered thus far have only been detected within ~4
au of the Sun. A/2018 V3 was a typical Manx in this
regard: at its discovery in 2018 November, it was almost
exactly 4 au from perihelion. This translated to about

4 JPL Small-Body Database Browser: https://ssd.jpl.nasa.gov/

sbdb.cgi
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nine months between discovery and closest geocentric
approach. The inherent nature of these objects means
that we could have very little time to implement mitiga-
tion measures should a new Manx be discovered on an
impact trajectory with Earth (Napier et al. 2004; Nuth
et al. 2018).

We realize that with present technology, it would be
cost-prohibitive and probably impossible to catalog ev-
ery single LPC and Manx. Some have argued that the
probability of an LPC impacting Earth is small enough
to rate a lower priority for planetary defense than the
asteroids (Shannon et al. 2015; Stokes et al. 2017). We
argue that this group of inconspicuous, yet potentially-
dangerous objects has not yet been fully characterized
and thus warrants further attention. Additional infor-
mation will lead to more accurate estimates of overall
population size and give us a better idea of where to
best allocate limited planetary defense resources.

The study of A/2018 V3 has demonstrated that we do
not yet have a comprehensive picture of these objects.
A /2018 V3 had a red spectral slope characteristic of
comets, yet even at 1.34 au from the Sun, well within the
range where water ice sublimation would be expected
for comets, did not display an obvious tail. However,
possible activity was seen as a small dust coma approx-
imately 10 months after perihelion in July 2020. Other
Manx objects are weakly active while inbound (Meech
et al. 2014); still others appear to be rocky inner solar
system material and yet display low-level activity consis-
tent with water ice sublimation (Meech et al. 2016). It
will be important to determine whether or not Manxes
represent a distinct and diverse category of small solar
system bodies that may have formed near the solar sys-
tem ice-line and subsequently ejected to the Oort cloud
during formation, or if they represent long period comets
that have lost their surface volatiles.

If Manx objects do indeed represent a cohesive popu-
lation, an in-depth study will provide insight as to where
they fall in the context of solar system dynamics. We
can then compare the composition and distribution of
Oort Cloud populations against what would be expected
based on the various models of solar system dynamics.
These small, unassuming Manx objects can thus impose
limits on the magnitude of giant planet migration early
in the solar system’s history, and thereby help constrain
the current models.
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Table 3. Observing Geometry and Photometry

PIrRO ET AL.

UT Date JD?¢ rb Ab ab TA®  Filt # Images magiad Tmag' £0
Gemini North data
2019/09/22 8748.72873 1.354 1.303 44.354 12.04 r’ 2 18.796 £ 0.014
2020/01/23 8872.14957 2.324 2.686 21.098 81.50 r/ 1 20.691 + 0.019
2020/01/23 8872.15054 2.324 2.686 21.098  81.50 i’ 1 20.375 + 0.020
2020/01/23 8872.15226 2.324 2.686 21.098  81.50 7’ 2 20.185 + 0.016
2020/01/23 8872.15449 2.324 2.686 21.098 81.50 g 1 21.340 + 0.024
2020/01/25 8874.13988 2.345 2.668 21.418 82.09 i’ 1 20.374 +0.018
2020/01/25 8874.14160 2.345 2.668 21.419  82.09 7’ 2 20.184 +0.014
2020/01/25 8874.14460 2.345 2.668 21.419  82.09 g 3 21.274 +0.013
2020/01/25 8874.14691 2.345 2.668 21.419 82.09 Y’ 2 20.246 + 0.029
2020/01/25 8874.15129 2.345 2.668 21.420 82.09 T/ 3 20.597 +0.013
2020/07/22 9052.77292 4.162 4.550 12.393 111.34 ¢ 5 22.711+0.014
CFHT data
2018/12/09 8461.90062 3.727 2.898 9.302 -106.75 1’ 3 20.783 + 0.029
2019/01/06 8489.78282 3.446 3.039 15.902 -103.26 1’ 3 21.057 +0.038
2019/07/07 8672.10057 1.623 1.579 36.992 -49.54 1 4 19.327 £ 0.009
2020/02/02 8882.15529 2.428 2.588 22.363 84.36 r’ 2 20.541 +0.021
2020/02/03 8883.16645 2.438 2.577 22.440 84.63 v/ 2 20.835+0.018
2020/02/26 8906.15469 2.678 2.323 21.357 90.30  gri 2 20.581 +0.015 20.34 + 0.02
2020/03/23 8932.10234 2.948 2.140 13.373  95.59 r’ 2 20.247 +0.016
2020/05/26 8995.80694 3.599 3.010 14.389 105.23 1’ 2 21.243 +0.040
2020/06/20 9020.75373 3.848 3.687 15.310 108.13  gri 4 21.665 +0.034 21.42+0.03
2020/06/23 9023.77276 3.878 3.771 15.191 108.45  gri 5 21.354+0.030 21.11+0.03
2020/07/13 9043.79350 4.075 4.317 13.522 110.49 gri 3 22.062 +0.055 21.82+0.05
Pan-STARRS1 data
2019/01/02 8485.80048 3.486 3.007 15.237 -103.79 w1 1 20.374 +0.086 20.34 £ 0.09
2019/08/04 8700.09003 1.435 0.649 38.814 -30.04 wp1 2 17.160 £0.014 17.12+0.02
2020/04/18 8958.06430 3.216 2.261 6.651 99.99  wp1 4 20.409 +0.046 20.37 £0.05
2020/04/23 8962.85430 3.265 2.324 7.383  100.73  wp1 3 20.396 + 0.087 20.36 £ 0.09
Pan-STARRS2 data
2018/11/12 8434.91595 3.994 3.0561 4.963 -109.66 w2 4 20.356 +0.052 20.32 £ 0.05
2019/07/28 8693.09891 1.475 0.875 42.279 -35.36 wp2 7 17.675+£0.004 17.64£0.01
2019/08/09 8705.06070 1.411 0.508 31.594 -26.09 wyo 3 16.369 £ 0.006 16.33 +0.02
2020/02/25 8905.13669 2.667 2.334 21.529  90.07  wp2 3 19.793 £ 0.051 19.76 + 0.05
2020/03/22 8931.07134 2.937 2.143 13.789 9540  wp2 3 20.359 £ 0.063 20.32 £ 0.06
2020/03/29 8938.01692 3.009 2.136 10.972  96.66  wp2 2 20.302 £ 0.067 20.26 + 0.07

Table 3 continued
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Table 3 (continued)

UT Date JD¢ r0 A a? TAC  Filt # Images mag+o? rmag/iad
2020/04/21 8960.86413 3.244 2.296 7.013  100.42 wpo 8 20.405 4+ 0.034 20.37 +0.04
2020/04/26 8965.82409 3.295 2.368 8.050 101.17 w2 4 20.899 + 0.060 20.86 + 0.06
2020/05/12 8981.79239 3.458 2.674 12.027 103.42 wp2 4 20.641 £ 0.055 20.60 £ 0.06
HCT data
2020/02/26 8906.40805 2.680 2.321 21.314 90.35 Rp 8 20.631 £0.037 20.85 £ 0.04
ATLAS data
2019/07/12 8677.02859 1.585 1.416 39.090 -46.46 o 2 18.598 +0.093 18.77 + 0.09
2019/07/14 8679.04963 1.570 1.349 39.867 -45.15 o 2 18.470 +0.112 18.64 +0.11
2019/07/16 8681.10287 1.555 1.280 40.588 -43.79 o 3 18.406 £+ 0.088 18.58 £+ 0.09
2019/07/18 8683.10049 1.540 1.213 41.209 -42.45 o 1 18.645 £ 0.161 18.82+0.16
2019/07/20 8685.04042 1.527 1.147 41.718 -41.12 o 1 18.119 £0.144 18.29+£0.14
2019/07/26 8691.09842 1.487 0.942 42.449 -36.83 o 4 18.210 £0.033 18.38 £0.03
2019/07/28 8693.05001 1.475 0.877 42.287 -35.40 o 4 17.636 +0.033 17.81 +0.03
2019/07/30 8695.01820 1.463 0.811 41.841 -33.93 c 4 18.327 +0.034 18.01 +0.03
2019/08/01 8697.03012 1.452 0.746 41.016 -32.41 o 4 17.498 £0.031 17.67 £0.03
2019/08/05 8700.98035 1.431 0.622 37.901 -29.35 o 4 16.851 +0.015 17.03 +0.02
2019/08/07 8702.95738 1.421 0.565 35.325 -27.78 c 4 17.013 £0.015 16.69 £ 0.02
2019/08/09 8705.00221 1.411 0.510 31.713 -26.14 o 5 16.156 +0.010 16.33 £0.01
2019/08/10 8706.01279 1.407 0.484 29.519 -25.32 c 4 16.356 +0.010  16.04 + 0.01
2019/08/12 8707.93176 1.398 0.442 24.560 -23.75 o 4 15.529 £ 0.010 15.70 £0.01
2019/08/18 8713.97130 1.376 0.374 11.501 -18.70 o 3 14.651 +0.007 14.82+0.01
2019/08/20 8715.92015 1.369 0.379 16.681 -17.03 o 4 14.915 4+ 0.006  15.09 + 0.01
2019/08/22 8717.73993 1.364 0.397 23.275 -15.47 o 3 15.083 £0.010 15.26 £0.01
2019/08/24 8719.90087 1.358 0.431 30.596 -13.59 o 3 15.685 +0.009 15.86 + 0.01
2019/08/26 8721.78821 1.354 0.471 35.859 -11.94 c 3 16.445 +0.014 16.12 +0.02
2019/08/28 8723.75967 1.350 0.519 40.147 -10.21 o 1 16.660 + 0.050 16.83 + 0.05
2019/08/30 8725.81659 1.347 0.575 43.452  -8.39 c 1 17.335+0.110 17.01 £0.11
2019/09/03 8729.77504 1.342 0.693 47.224  -4.86 c 4 17.657 £0.028 17.34 £0.03
2019/09/15 8741.76290 1.343 1.079 47.557  5.87 o 2 18.343 £0.094 18.52 4+ 0.09
2019/09/19 8745.74047 1.349 1.207 45.893  9.40 o 7 18.331 +0.050 18.50 + 0.05
2019/09/23 8749.75147 1.357 1.335 43.784  12.93 c 4 18.654 £ 0.066 18.33 £0.07
2019/09/25 8751.71820 1.361 1.397 42.637 14.64 o 1 18.393 £0.142 18.57+£0.14
MPC data'

2018/11/14 8436.8 3975 3.030 4.803 -10947 R 3 21.3
2018/11/16 8438.8 3.956 3.008 4.723 -109.27 R 3 21.3
2018/11/18 8440.8 3.936 2.989 4.744 -109.06 R 2 21.1
2018/11/29 8451.7 3.828 2917 6.471 -107.90 R 3 21.5
2018/12/08 8461.3 3.733 2.898 9.127 -106.82 R 3 20.3
2019/07/28 8693.2 1.474 0.872 42.263 -3529 R 4 17.7
2019/08/01 8697.2 1.451 0.740 40.927 -32.28 R 1 17.7
2019/08/11 8706.5 1.405 0.473 28.358 -24.93 R 24 15.9

Table 3 continued
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Table 3 (continued)

UT Date JD¢ r0 A a? TAC  Filt # Images mag+o? rmag/iad
2019/08/17 8713.1 1.379 0.376 11.063 -19.44 R 1 15.1
2019/08/30 8726.3 1.346 0.589 44.078  -7.96 R 3 16.8
2020,/03/31 8940.5 3.035 2.139 9.997 97.10 R 2 20.2
2020/04/03 8942.6 3.056 2.145 9.214 97.46 R 3 20.4
2020/04/11 8951.4 3.147 2.195 6.830 98.93 R 3 19.8
2020/04/14 8954.5 3.179  2.223  6.547 99.43 R 2 19.4

@ Julian Date -2450000.0

bHeliocentric, geocentric distance [au]; and phase angle [deg]

¢True anomaly [deg], the position along orbit; TA at perihelion = 0°

dMagnitude and error through 5" radius aperture; and converted to SDSS 1’ as described in the text

NoTE—'MPC data did not include error; assumed £0.25 error for light curve calculations
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