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Overview and Outline 

 
--Making the case for cooperation and collaboration for 
surveying for NEOs 
 
--The necessity for cooperation in follow-up selection 
 
--Existing MPC resources to aid in collaboration 
 
--Real-world examples of cooperation in action 
 
--Needs as the survey and follow-up teams increase and 
increase capabilities.  Don’t forget physical follow-up as well! 
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The Need for Cooperation 

Finite survey and follow-up capabilities necessitate 
distribution of effort 
 
Direct duplication of effort has negative consequences, 
especially for the largest survey instruments 
 
On any given day there can be 100 unconfirmed NEOs in 
need of targeted follow-up; cooperation there essential as 
well 
 
Designated NEOs need orbit improvement for tracking 
purposes and impact probabilities 
 
Don’t forget physical follow-up coordination! 
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Total Sky Coverage 
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Follow-up capability all NEOs 
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Follow-up capability all NEOs V > 20 
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            Existing Worldwide Observing Network 

While many observatories, vast majority  
of the work being done by ~ 10 teams 
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MPC and Other Remedies & Resources 

NEO Confirmation Page & NEO Confirmation Page Blog 
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NEO Coordination System 

http://spaceguard.iasf-roma.inaf.it/SSystem/NEOCS/
NEOCSMain.html 
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Survey Cooperation 

There’s no substitute for different survey personnel 
discussing survey plans and strategy 
 
Real-world example of Pan-STARRS and Catalina/Mt. 
Lemmon surveys discussing and implementing joint survey 
strategies  
 
As the field grows, survey cooperation will become more 
complicated.  I suspect we will need a meeting of the 
interested parties within the next year. 
 
The MPC is happy to “coordinate the coordination” but 
always keep in mind the surveys generally know their 
individual strengths and weaknesses best (know thyself) 
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Specific and Directed Observing 
Campaigns 

Virtual Impactors (1999 AN10, 99942 (Apophis) 
 
Call for observations of radar or physical observation targets 
 
Observations of potential spacecraft targets 
 
We must be exceedingly careful requesting time on the 
largest groundbased facilities for Target of Opportunity (ToR) 
observing 
 
We must also decide that some NEOs don’t need follow-up 
after the discovery arc and initial orbit determination.  Amors, 
non-PHAs, the smallest objects, and so on.   
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Self-follow-up 

At some point self follow-up will be the rule of the day.   
 
LSST and space-based systems require a cadence that 
acquires many observations over a long arc for many NEOs.  
To put it plainly, NEOCAM and Sentinel must operate in such 
a way to provide excellent orbits 
 
Note that MLS and PS1 are approaching some self-follow up 
strategy already 
 
Brian Marsden recommended for Main Belt Asteroids a 
simple cadence of a pair of nights at one lunation and a pair 
at another lunation.  I suspect this would still work very well if 
we had very robust single-night tracklets 
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Notes and Summary 

Perhaps we need to define what our goal is for the database 
of NEOs?  What objects need follow-up, and what objects 
can we ignore? 
 
Currently existing follow-up structure likely to be swamped 
by full PS1 and PS2 and upgraded Catalina/Mt. Lemmon 
 
Tools for coordination of follow-up and survey planning exist 
and teams are communicating 
 
We need someone from the physical observations 
community involved to help avoid duplication here, but a 
much knottier issue because this is a science problem  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 


