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ABSTRACT

We report on four Local Volume dwarf galaxies identified through our ongoing SEmi-Automated
Machine LEarning Search for Semi-resolved galaxies (SEAMLESS): Hydrus A, LEDA 486718, Cetus B,
and Sculptor 26, with the discovery of Hydrus A reported here for the first time. These four galaxies
span a wide range of environments and evolutionary states. Hydrus A (My = —9.39 + 0.20, D
= 3.381532 Mpc) and LEDA 486718 (My = —11.62 + 0.08, D = 4.80 + 0.17 Mpc) are among the
most isolated dwarfs known within 5 Mpe, while Cetus B (My = —8.26 &+ 0.17, D = 3.32%0 35 Mpc)
and Sculptor 26 (My = —11.25 +0.10, D = 3.21 £+ 0.13 Mpc) lie < 2Ry;; of NGC 253. Hydrus A
shows properties consistent with quenching driven by cosmic reionization, cosmic-web interactions, or
internal feedback. LEDA 486718 is an isolated star forming dwarf. Cetus B appears quenched and
morphologically disturbed, making it a low-mass satellite or backsplash candidate, while Sculptor 26
is red and seemingly gas-poor but displays signs of recent activity, consistent with a transitional
evolutionary state. Together, these systems demonstrate the power of SEAMLESS for building a
census of faint galaxies beyond the Local Group.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The lowest mass galaxies (M, < 10577Mg) provide
stringent tests of galaxy formation physics (e.g., Bul-
lock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Sales et al. 2022). Much of
what we know about dwarf galaxy evolution has come
from the Local Group, whose satellites provide unpar-
alleled detail with deep photometric and spectroscopic
studies of kinematics and chemistry (e.g., Weisz et al.
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2014; Brown et al. 2014; Weisz et al. 2015; Skillman et al.
2017; Garrison-Kimmel et al. 2019; Nadler et al. 2021;
Akins et al. 2021; Applebaum et al. 2021; Manwadkar &
Kravtsov 2022; Santos-Santos et al. 2024; Durbin et al.
2025; Doliva-Dolinsky et al. 2025). Yet, this same detail
comes at the cost of cosmic context: the Local Group
represents a single, environmentally dense pair of mas-
sive host galaxies, and may not capture the diversity of
dwarf galaxy evolution in the broader Universe.

The Local Group environment has significant impacts
on dwarf galaxies after infall (e.g., Spekkens et al. 2014;
Putman et al. 2021). The range of environmental pro-
cesses Local Group dwarfs may experience includes tidal
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interactions and ram-pressure stripping, which can re-
move gas and truncate star formation (e.g., Mayer et al.
2006; Slater & Bell 2013; Wetzel et al. 2015; Akins et al.
2021; Samuel et al. 2022; Pathak et al. 2025). Regard-
less of environment, faint dwarf galaxies also experi-
ence the effects of cosmic reionization (by which the
least luminous are likely entirely quenched; e.g., Brown
et al. 2014; Rodriguez Wimberly et al. 2019) and internal
feedback processes such as those caused by supernovae
(e.g., Dekel & Silk 1986; Mac Low & Ferrara 1999; Rey
et al. 2020). All of these effects in combination have
produced the star formation histories observed among
Local Group satellites, making it difficult to disentan-
gle environmental processing from other effects. Stud-
ies of dwarfs in other Milky Way—mass environments
suggest that the Local Group is not typical: both the
abundance and quenching of satellites vary substantially
across hosts of similar mass (e.g., Smercina et al. 2018;
Bennet et al. 2019; Carlsten et al. 2022; Karunakaran
et al. 2021; Greene et al. 2023; Karunakaran et al. 2023;
Geha et al. 2024; Jones et al. 2024a; Mao et al. 2024).
This highlights the need to characterize dwarf galaxies
beyond the Local Group — both in isolation, where en-
vironmental effects are minimal, and in group environ-
ments — in order to capture the full range of evolution-
ary pathways experienced by low-mass galaxies.

Identification of dwarf galaxies beyond the Local
Group does not come easily, as they are inherently faint
targets (My > —12) with low surface brightnesses. Un-
til recently, there were only a few known isolated low
mass galaxies outside of the Local Group, where ded-
icated searches were still coming up short (e.g., Sand
et al. 2015b; Tollerud & Peek 2018). The challenge
of weeding out contaminants from genuine dwarf-galaxy
candidates using parameter-based cuts has necessitated
the adoption of machine-learning approaches to build a
broader sample of faint dwarfs outside the Local Group.
Our search is specifically designed to identify semi-
resolved galaxies: low-mass targets where the brightest
stars appear as point sources, in combination with dif-
fuse light from unresolved stars. Semi-resolved targets
are likely situated between ~ 1.5 — 4 Mpc, based on the
tip of the red giant branch standard candle magnitude
of M, = —3.0 mag (Sand et al. 2014). The SEAMLESS
(SEmi-Automated Machine LEarning Search for Semi-
resolved galaxies) survey, first presented in Jones et al.
(2023), has revealed numerous nearby, low-mass galaxy
candidates in Data Release 10 of the DESI Legacy Imag-
ing Surveys (Dey et al. 2019). This has already resulted
in the discoveries of three isolated dwarf galaxies: Pavo
(Jomes et al. 2023), Corvus A (Jones et al. 2024b), and
Kamino (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025).

In this work, we present deep ground-based follow-
up observations of four additional dwarf galaxies iden-
tified in SEAMLESS: Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor
26, and LEDA 486718. These systems were selected
because they are among the highest-confidence detec-
tions in our search. Of this sample, Hydrus A is
newly identified in this work. Cetus B was first re-
ported in the southern SMUDGes (Systematically Map-
ping Ultra Diffuse Galaxies; Zaritsky et al. 2022) cat-
alog as SMDG0040349-203322 and presented in the
Martinez-Delgado et al. (2024) search for possible Sculp-
tor group satellites as Do VIII. Sculptor 26 was first
identified in Cote et al. (1997) as a potential dwarf
galaxy within the Sculptor group, and as a potential low
surface brightness dwarf in Karachentsev et al. (2000)
(as [KKS2000] 02). It is also identified in the LEDA
database as LEDA 3097692. LEDA 486718 was iden-
tified in the LEDA database and as a dwarf galaxy
(AMO0316-484) in Arp & Madore (1987). Although sev-
eral of the galaxies studied in this work were previously
identified, there was no reliable indication of their dis-
tances and thus their physical properties. The goal of
this work is to establish accurate distances, global phys-
ical properties, and environmental contexts for each sys-
tem.

In Section 2 we discuss the SEAMLESS identification
and follow-up deep imaging of these galaxies using the
Gemini, Magellan, and Swift facilities. In Section 3 we
present distance and physical property measurements.
In Section 4 we discuss these properties in relation to
plausible histories of the galaxies. Last, we summarize
and conclude in Section 5.

2. OBSERVATIONAL DATA AND REDUCTION

Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor 26, and LEDA 486718
were identified in our machine learning aided search for
semi-resolved galaxies in the publicly available DR10 of
the DESI Legacy surveys (Dey et al. 2019), which in-
cludes the Dark Energy Camera Legacy Survey (DE-
CaLS), the Mayall z-band Legacy Survey (MzLS), and
the Beijing—Arizona Sky Survey (BASS). We refer to
this program as SEAMLESS, where a discussion of the
technique is presented in Jones et al. (2023). Here we
briefly summarize.

The SEAMLESS approach to identifying galaxies
starts with the SMUDGes pipeline (Zaritsky et al. 2019,
2023, 2025). High surface brightness stars and bright
galaxies are masked and replaced with characteristic
noise. Then the images are filtered on a variety of scales
in order to enable detection of faint, extended sources.
Several criteria (Jones et al. 2023) and cuts based on
GALFIT (Peng et al. 2002, 2010) source parameter val-



ues are applied in order to mitigate the number of spu-
rious sources. Candidates are then further refined with
a convolutional neural network (CNN) classifier. This
is the same CNN utilized by SMUDGes, re-trained to
identify resolved and semi-resolved low mass galaxies
(D < 4 Mpc given the DECaLS depth) and to reject
cirrus and background galaxies. Sources with a > 90%
probability of being resolved or semi-resolved undergo
visual inspection by the team in order to identify the
most promising candidates for follow-up. A few dozen
of the highest-confidence candidates are currently under-
going follow-up observations, with four being the focus
of this work. These systems are robustly identified in
SEAMLESS as high-priority targets, and their diversity
in appearance and environment is scientifically interest-
ing, highlighting the breadth of objects our method can
uncover. Given the large time demand of follow-up ob-
servations, several different facilities have been used in
this work.

2.1. Magellan Megacam

Deep optical follow-up imaging of Hydrus A and Ce-
tus B was obtained with the Megacam imager (McLeod
et al. 2015) on the Magellan Clay telescope. Mega-
cam has a =~ 24'x24’ field of view and a 0.16 arc-
sec/pixel binned pixel scale. Observations were acquired
on the nights of December 10 (Cetus B; 0.7” seeing)
and 11 (Hydrus A; 0.85” seeing), 2023 (part of 2023B-
ARIZONA-1; PI: C. Fielder). Images were taken in
the g and r bands, with 14x300 s exposures in g and
12x300 s exposures in 7 for Hydrus A in ~ 0.85" see-
ing and 8x300 s exposures in each filter for Cetus B in
~ 0.7” seeing. Small dithers were taken between the
exposures.

The Megacam data is reduced with the Megacam
pipeline at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astro-
physics, which was developed by M. Conroy, J. Roll,
and B. McLeod. The reduction includes bias subtrac-
tion, flat field corrections, detrending the data, as-
trometric corrections, and stacking individual dithered
frames. After the initial data reduction point-spread
function (PSF) fitting photometry is performed on the
final stacked images using the DAOPHOT and ALLFRAME
software (Stetson 1987, 1994) using the procedure of
Mutlu-Pakdil et al. (2021). Non-point source objects
are removed from the catalogs as outliers in the pa-
rameter spaces of y? versus magnitude, magnitude er-
ror versus magnitude, and sharpness versus magnitude.
For point sources that pass these cuts, the instrumental
magnitudes are then calibrated to the DECaLS DR10
catalog. These calibrated catalogs then are corrected
for Galactic extinction using the Schlegel et al. (1998)

3

reddening maps with the Schlafly & Finkbeiner (2011)
coefficients. Extinction-corrected magnitudes are used
throughout this work.

To determine photometric error and completeness as
a function of magnitude and color we perform artifi-
cial star tests with the ADDSTAR routine in DAOPHOT.
Artificial stars are placed into the images on a regular
grid spaced 10 — 20 times the image FWHM, following
the procedure of Mutlu-Pakdil et al. (2018); Sand et al.
(2012). These fake stars are assigned r magnitudes ran-
domly drawn from 18 to 29 mag (favoring fainter stars)
and g magnitudes set by a uniform (g—r) color distribu-
tion between —0.5 and 1.5. Ten iterations are performed
per field, yielding ~100,000 stars total. Photometry is
derived in the same way as the unaltered image stacks
with the same stellar selection criteria applied allow-
ing determination of both the completeness and magni-
tude uncertainties. The 50% (90%) completeness for Hy-
drus A is r = 26.64 (25.57) and g = 26.59 (26.21) mag.
The 50% (90%) completeness for Cetus B is r = 26.59
(25.62) and g = 27.05 (26.36) mag.

2.2. Gemini GMOS

Deep optical follow-up imaging of Sculptor 26 and
LEDA 486718 was obtained with the Gemini South
telescope using the Gemini Multi-Object Spectrograph
(GMOS; Hook et al. 2004). GMOS has an ~ 5.5’ x5.5
field of view and a 0.16 arcsec/pixel binned pixel scale
(the same as Megacam). We obtained g- and r-band
imaging under the Fast Turnaround program GS-2024B-
FT-208 (PI: M. Jones). LEDA 486718 was observed on
November 25 and December 23, 2024, and Sculptor 26
on January 1, 2025. Both galaxies were observed with
seven 300-s exposures in each filter. Again, small dithers
were taken between the exposures.

We perform initial GMOS data reduction with the
DRAGONS pipeline (Labrie et al. 2023a,b). Our DRAG-
ONS reduction includes bias subtraction, flat-field cor-
rections, bad pixel masking, cosmic ray rejection with
the sigma-clipping method, and stacking of the individ-
ual dithered frames (weighted average). Then astromet-
ric corrections are applied using SCAMP (Bertin 2006).
PSF fitting photometry, Galactic extinction corrections,
artificial star tests and photometric error/completeness
calculations are then performed in the same manner as
that of the Megacam images. The 50% (90%) com-
pleteness for Sculptor 26 is r = 26.80 (25.86) and
g = 27.30 (26.39) mag. The 50% (90%) completeness
for LEDA 486718 is r = 27.05 (26.21) and g = 27.60
(26.56) mag.

2.3. Swift UV Observations
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Figure 1. Top row: Magellan/Megacam g + r color images of Hydrus A (upper left) and Cetus B (upper right). Bottom row:
Gemini/GMOS g + 7 color images of Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718. All images are oriented such that north is up and east is
left. These galaxies are dominated by red stellar populations, with LEDA 486718 containing some central, blue star formation.
It is also evident that Cetus B and Sculptor 26 have somewhat elongated morphologies.

All targets in this work lie within the footprint of the
GALEX All-Sky Imaging Survey, with the exception of
Sculptor 26. To complement this and measure star for-
mations rates in the recent past (= 100 — 200 Myr) for
Sculptor 26 we obtained UV imaging with the Ultra-
violet/Optical Telescope (UVOT; Roming et al. 2005)
on the NASA Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory (Gehrels
et al. 2004) in the UVM2 band, which is the most sim-
ilar to the GALEX NUV band (Hoversten et al. 2009).
Sculptor 26 was observed on October 10, 2025 with an
exposure time of 1281 s. It is clearly detected in UVM2
(see Appendix A). Our star formation rate calculation

is described in Section 3.4 with the results presented in
Table 1.

3. GALAXY PROPERTIES
3.1. Color and Morphology

Our sample, Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor 26, and
LEDA 486718, appears to be fairly red in the public
DESI Legacy imaging. This is confirmed by our own
deep imaging (see Figure 1) and photometric analysis
in Section 3.3 (see the (¢ — r) row in Table 1). Inte-
grated colors and morphologies are commonly used as
a surrogate for dwarf galaxy stellar populations, with
“early-type” dwarfs typically being red, smooth, and



Table 1. Properties of Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor 26, and LEDA 486718

Parameter Hydrus A Cetus B Sculptor 26 | LEDA 486718
R.A. (J2000) | 03:44:46.40 | 00:40:34.90 | 00:40:14.62 03:17:38.18
Dec. (J2000) | —70:21:15.80 | —20:33:25.60 | —17:49:33.28 | —48:30:23.69
mrrreE (mag) | 24.64 +£0.07 | 24.5940.12 | 24.52+0.07 | 25.40+0.05
m — M (mag) | 27.6540.20 | 27.60+0.16 | 27.53+0.09 | 28.41+0.08
Distance (Mpc) | 3.3879:32 3.321033 3.2140.13 4.80 4+ 0.17
mg (mag) | 18.6640.02 | 19.68+0.04 | 16.61+0.03 | 17.050.01
m, (mag) | 17.9840.05 | 19.11+£0.04 | 16.054+0.02 | 16.61 +0.02
(g —r) (mag) | 0.68+£0.05 | 0.57+0.06 | 0.56+0.04 0.44 4 0.02
My (mag) | —9.39+0.20 | —8.26 £ 0.17 | —11.25 £ 0.10 | —11.62 +0.08
logLv (Lo) | 5.6940.08 | 524+0.07 | 6.4340.04 6.58 + 0.03
rn (arcsec) | 11.52+1.2 | 12.72+0.37 | 17.994+0.27 | 12.1440.14
1, (pc) 188738 205117 279+ 12 282 4 11
€| 0154003 | 04740.02 | 0.32+0.02 0.20 =+ 0.02
0 (deg) 0.0 10.83+0.59 | —3.95+2.79 | 18.74+0.67
log (SFRxuv/Mayr ) < —4.3 < —4.6 -3.37+0.13 | —3.74+0.03
log (SFRruv/Meyr™!) < —4.3 < —4.8 —4.02 4 0.10
log M./Mg | 6.0+0.1 5.4+0.1 6.6 +£0.1 6.5+0.1
log Mu /Mg < 6.27 < 6.17 < 6.11 < 6.58

Conversions from SDSS filter band to Johnson-Cousins V-band is facilitated by the Jordi et al. (2006) photometric
conversions. 7, is the semi-major axis of the ellipse containing half the total integrated light, not a circularized radius. The
physical quantities (rp, €, 0) are derived from both the g and r-bands, where we quote the average between the two. Errors are
calculated as the standard deviation between the two quantities. Magnitudes are calculated within 2 x r;. Stellar masses are
derived from mass-to-light ratios. See text for details on calculations.

symmetric, indicative of quenched star formation (e.g.,
Carlsten et al. 2021; Greene et al. 2023). This descrip-
tion broadly applies to our systems, although our deeper
imaging reveals that LEDA 486718 has some resolved
stars blueward of the red giant branch in the galaxy’s
outskirts, and hosts a small concentration of bright, blue
stars near its center - though the central region is par-
tially unresolved due to crowding. Overall, the sam-
ple remains more regular than the recently star-forming
dwarfs in the SEAMLESS survey (e.g., Pavo, Corvus A,
and Kamino; Jones et al. 2023, 2024b; Mutlu-Pakdil
et al. 2025) and more similar in appearance to quenched
field dwarfs such as Tucana B (Sand et al. 2022) and
other typical dwarf spheroidals.

In addition to the global colors and morphologies, our
deep imaging resolves individual stars in each galaxy
(Figure 2), allowing us to examine their stellar popula-
tions directly. In all four systems we clearly detect red
giant branch (RGB) stars, though in some cases only
in the lower-density outskirts where crowding is mini-
Only Cetus B does not suffer from notable cen-
tral crowding. For LEDA 486718, crowding prevents us
from resolving the central blue stars seen in the imag-
ing, but we resolve RGB stars at larger radii, as well
as a small set of bluer stars. Sculptor 26 may suffer
similarly, but the presence of central young blue stars is

mal.

less clear in the imaging. Hydrus A suffers from both
central crowding and contains a prominent foreground
Milky Way main sequence that intersects its RGB, al-
though this only slightly complicates the interpretation
of its CMD (see next).

3.2. Distance

Distances are derived using the tip of the red giant
branch (TRGB) method (Da Costa & Armandroff 1990;
Lee et al. 1993; Makarov et al. 2006). With this ap-
proach the sharp break at the bright end of the old RGB
population of stars is used as a standard candle. The in-
ner regions of all of the dwarf galaxies except for Cetus B
suffer from varying degrees of crowding due to high stel-
lar densities. As a result we manually construct circular
annuli where the inner radius is set outside of where
crowding is significant and the outer radius is set to two
times our calculated half light radius (see Section 3.3
for calculations). We then visually inspect the stars in-
cluded in our annular selection and exclude obvious con-
taminants (e.g., very bright stars in the foreground and
shredded galaxies masquerading as point sources in the
background). These cuts allow us to produce clear color-
magnitude diagrams (CMDs), presented in Figure 2, in
order to measure the TRGB.
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Figure 2. Each set of 3 panels depicts the CMD of each galaxy. In each panel the dotted line marks the 90% completeness
limit and the dashed line indicates the 50% completeness limit. The error bars on the left indicate the typical photometric
uncertainties in bins of 0.5 mag in r-band. Left: The CMD of stars selected within a circular aperture of the galaxy, where
obvious contaminants are excluded (foreground Milky Way stars and background galaxies). Middle: CMD of background stars
in the full field of view. Right: Binned, background-subtracted CMD. This is performed by first binning both the galaxy CMD
and full background CMD. Then the binned background CMD is scaled to cover the same area as the CMD of the galaxy before
the scaled background CMD is then subtracted from the galaxy CMD. In all instances the galaxy CMD clearly separates from
the background CMD. Overlaid in each panel is a 10 Gyr, [Fe/H]=—2.5 Dartmouth isochrone (Dotter et al. 2008) in red, set at

the TRGB distance (Table 1) of the respective galaxy.

We follow the procedure of Crnojevié¢ et al. (2019)
for deriving TRGB distances, which we briefly sum-
marize. The photometric uncertainty, bias, and com-
pleteness function are determined from our artificial star
tests. They are then modeled by continuous functions
and convolved with a model luminosity function. The
resulting luminosity function is then fit via a nonlin-
ear least-squares algorithm to the RGB of each galaxy’s
CMD. The TRGB values are based on the r-band cali-

bration of MTRGE = —3.01+£0.01 derived by Sand et al.
(2014). Our derived TRGB values, distance moduli, and
distances are reported in Table 1. The distances to all
of our targets are between 3 and 5 Mpc (including un-
certainties). Over-plotted in each panel of Figure 2 is
an old (10 Gyr), metal-poor Dartmouth isochrone (Dot-
ter et al. 2008), shifted to the derived TRGB distances.
We have not attempted to assess metallicities, so the
isochrones are an arbitrary old age.



Given the sparse population of the RGB for Hydrus A
and the Milky Way foreground main sequence (seen in
the “background” panel for Hydrus A) that directly in-
tersects our RGB, this distance measurement is the most
tenuous. To evaluate whether the Milky Way main se-
quence could bias the derived distance to smaller values
(so a slightly brighter TRGB magnitude), we conducted
a simple test. We first estimated the expected number
of foreground stars within the RGB selection region by
scaling the number of stars in the background (> 3 x r},
beyond the galaxy) by the relative on-sky area, yielding
~ 4 expected contaminants. We then simulated the ef-
fect of these contaminants by randomly removing four
stars from the Hydrus A RGB region, repeating this
process 1000 times. For each of the 1000 realizations,
we performed background subtraction and refit the old,
metal-poor Dartmouth isochrones, varying the distance
modulus from 27 to 28 mag in 0.01 mag increments.
Across these simulations, the recovered distance modu-
lus shifts by up to 0.16 mag fainter relative to our fiducial
measurement, consistent with the hypothesis that Milky
Way foreground stars can bias the derived distance to
smaller values. We interpret the 0.16 mag shift as the
scale of the uncertainty introduced by foreground con-
tamination, not as a fixed correction. Because this rep-
resents an additional uncorrelated uncertainty, we com-
bine it in quadrature with the statistical TRGB uncer-
tainty (0.12 mag), resulting in a final adopted distance
modulus of 27.65 + 0.20 mag.

3.3. Photometry and Structural Parameters

Because each galaxy is semi-resolved, and there is
crowding in the central regions, we take an approach
based off of that of Jones et al. (2024b) to measure the
structural parameters of our targets. The structural pa-
rameters of each of the four dwarf galaxies are measured
in the same way, which we describe below.

With the coadded images, we visually inspect to iden-
tify the approximate center, axis ratio, and position an-
gle of each target by manually constructing an ellipse
that aligns with the visible boundaries of the galaxy.
Then sources that fall outside of the manually defined
elliptical region around the galaxy are detected using the
photutils segmentation algorithm with a 3o threshold.
This created a mask to exclude foreground stars, back-
ground galaxies, and any other contaminants that might
influence our measurements. Additional contaminating
sources within the galaxy aperture are manually masked.
To account for the spatial variance of the sky, we esti-
mate the background using Background2D in photutils
with a median filter and the source mask. The back-
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ground is then subtracted (note that variation across
the background is quite small after data reduction).

To measure structural parameters we then smooth the
images of Hydrus A and Cetus B with a Gaussian ker-
nel (¢ = 2) in order to aid in the detection of the low
surface brightness edges of these galaxies. Smoothing is
not necessary for Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718. The
segmentation algorithm is rerun to isolate the galaxy
and measure ellipticity (e; Table 1) and position angle
(9; Table 1). We then construct concentric elliptical
annuli centered on the galaxy, using the derived physi-
cal parameters. The integrated flux is measured within
each successive aperture to create a cumulative light
profile. Integrated flux is measured at the point that
the profile reaches the sky level, and the half-light ra-
dius (rp; Table 1) is measured as the semi-major axis
of the ellipse containing half of the integrated light.
Integrated magnitudes are derived from the total flux
within the cumulative light profile, converted to magni-
tudes through our derived photometric zero points, and
corrected for Galactic extinction using the Schlafly &
Finkbeiner (2011) reddening maps.

Uncertainties on the flux in each band were derived
empirically, accounting for both background noise and
the uncertainty in the half-light radius. To quantify
uncertainty associated with background noise, we ran-
domly place a set of “empty” apertures (300) across the
image. Each aperture was identical in size and shape
to the aperture used for the galaxy flux measurement
(an elliptical aperture with semi-major axis 2 x ), but
positioned randomly in regions free of bright sources,
beyond 3 x rp, from the target, and away from the image
edges. The fluxes measured within these apertures pro-
vide an estimate of the background noise contribution,
where the standard deviation represents the correspond-
ing flux uncertainty for an aperture area equivalent to
those used to calculate our galaxy photometry.

The uncertainty on the half-light radius was estimated
by using a procedure parallel to the background-noise
test described above. For each elliptical annulus that
contributes to the cumulative light profile, we first quan-
tified the uncertainty in the enclosed flux due to back-
ground fluctuations. To do this, we randomly placed
background apertures whose areas matched the area of
that annulus, and used the standard deviation of their
fluxes as the flux uncertainty at that radial step. We
then propagated these flux uncertainties into an uncer-
tainty on the half-light radius using a Monte Carlo ap-
proach: for each realization, the cumulative light profile
was perturbed by drawing flux values for each annulus
from Gaussian distributions centered on the measured
fluxes with widths set by their corresponding uncertain-
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ties. The half-light radius was then recomputed for ev-
ery realization. The standard deviation of the resulting
distribution of half-light radii represents the uncertainty
in rp, capturing the impact of measurement noise and
background variability on the derived size.

The total flux uncertainty is converted to magnitudes
uSing o fux = s 2ot Lastly we incorporate the
calibration uncertainty from the photometric zero point
by adding it in quadrature.

The same masking, background subtraction, shape
measurement, surface brightness profile fitting, and in-
tegrated light analysis were repeated for both r- and
g-band images. In Table 1, the values presented for el-
lipticity, position angle, and half light radius, and their
corresponding errors are presented as the mean and
standard error between the individual photometric band
measurements.

We compare our results to the DECaLsS imaging mea-
surements for Cetus B from Martinez-Delgado et al.
(2024). The position angle that Martinez-Delgado et al.
(2024) measured, derived instead using GALFIT (Peng
et al. 2002, 2010), is consistent with our measurement
to within the error. We find a slightly rounder ellip-
ticity (0.47 4 0.02) than their 0.64 £+ 0.01, but both re-
sults are fairly elliptical. Our derived half light radii are
smaller and hence our derived magnitudes are slightly
fainter (0.3-0.4 mag), but overall the results are not sig-
nificantly different. Further calculations performed by
Martinez-Delgado et al. (2024) assumed a distance of
3.7 Mpc for Cetus B whereas we derive a closer distance
of 3.3210:3%.

In Figure 3 we plot our sample on the size-luminosity
relation compared to dwarfs in the Local Group utilizing
the Local Volume Database! (Pace 2024) and a selec-
tion of other notable dwarfs in the Local Volume. Over-
plotted are lines of constant surface brightness assuming
an exponential profile (Sérsic index n = 1) for surface
brightness values 24, 26, 28, 30, 32 from bottom to top.
All of the dwarfs in our sample lie within the scatter
of the relation, but are on the higher surface brightness
end, especially Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718. However,
as mentioned in Jones et al. (2024b), this is likely in part
the result of observational bias since high surface bright-
ness dwarfs are easier to identify, especially outside of
the Local Group. Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718, which
contain tracers of recent star formation (see Section 3.4),
also have correspondingly higher surface brightnesses
than Hydrus A and Cetus B, which have no evidence
of recent star formation.

! https://github.com/apace7/local_volume_database

3.4. Star Formation Rates

Star formation rates (SFRs) for Hydrus A, Cetus B,
and LEDA 486718 are derived from the near ultravio-
let (NUV) and far ultraviolet (FUV) data within the
GALEX all-sky survey (Martin & GALEX Team 2005).
While LEDA 486718 has a clear detection in the UV,
Hydrus A and Cetus B do not, so we derive upper limits
on their star formation rates. Sculptor 26 lies just out-
side the GALEX footprint, so we acquired Swift UVOT
data to derive a SFR. Derived quantities are reported in
Table 1.

We perform aperture photometry on the GALEX
NUV and FUV tiles using the same process as Jones
et al. (2022). We used elliptical apertures defined by
twice the galaxy’s half-light radius along the major axis
(our 7, is measured along the major axis, not circular-
ized) and the measured axis ratio, matching the aper-
tures adopted for the optical photometry. Bright fore-
ground sources and image artifacts are masked, and
background noise uncertainties are estimated empiri-
cally by randomly placing 10,000 empty apertures across
each GALEX tile, matched in area to the science aper-
ture and restricted to regions free of extremely bright
sources. Fluxes are converted to AB magnitudes using
the calibrations of Morrissey et al. (2007), and corrected
for Milky Way extinction adopting Ryuv = 8.20 and
Rryv = 8.24 from Wyder et al. (2007). De-reddened
flux densities are then converted to luminosities using
our measured distances to each galaxy. SFRs are calcu-
lated following the procedure of Iglesias-Paramo et al.
(2006), adopting a bolometric absolute magnitude of the
Sun of 4.74.

Swift UVM2 photometry is derived much in the same
way as our optical and GALEX photometry. Note that
GALEX NUV and Swift UVM2 have very similar central
wavelengths (e.g. Cook et al. 2025). Count rates within
the aperture are converted to AB magnitudes using the
Swift UVM2 calibration zero point? of 18.54, and then to
flux densities including compensating for UVOT’s sensi-
tivity loss. The observed magnitude and flux density is
corrected for Milky Way extinction with Ry 2 = 6.99
(Yi et al. 2023). Our measured magnitude for Sculp-
tor 26 is myyme = 18.1. SFRs are then calculated
following the procedure of Iglesias-Pédramo et al. (2006)
as before.

The CMDs for our sample (Figure 2) are dominated
by red, evolved stars, reflecting the fact that they probe
the less crowded outer regions where the stellar popula-
tions are uniformly old. Despite this, both Sculptor 26

2 https://swift.gsfc.nasa.gov/analysis/uvot_digest /zeropts.html
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Figure 3. Size-luminosity relation of Local Volume dwarfs, with Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor 26, and LEDA 486718 depicted
with large red symbols. Diagonal dotted lines show constant surface brightness assuming an exponential profile (24, 26, 28, 30,
32 mag arcsec” 2 from bottom to top). Grey points are sourced from the Local Volume Database (Pace 2024). Other noteworthy
Local Volume dwarfs are also highlighted (Irwin et al. 2007; McConnachie 2012; Giovanelli et al. 2013; McQuinn et al. 2015;
Sand et al. 2015a, 2022, 2024; Bennet et al. 2022; Jones et al. 2023, 2024b; Li et al. 2024; Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025).

and LEDA 486718 have detectable star formation, sug-
gesting the presence of younger stars concentrated in
the central regions where crowding limits our CMD sen-
sitivity. The NUV is most sensitive to star formation
that occurred within the past ~ 100 Myr, and FUV
can be sensitive to even younger stars (e.g., Lee et al.
2009, 2011). For Hydrus A, Cetus B, and LEDA 486718,
the star formation rates/limits are comparable in the
NUV and FUV, meaning that the mean star formation
likely has not varied substantially in the past ~ 100 Myr.
Other isolated low-mass dwarfs with extant star forma-
tion rates such as Leo P (log (SFR/Mpyr—!) = —4.4,
log(sSFR) = —10.1; McQuinn et al. 2015), Corvus A
(log (SFR/Mgyr—1) = —3.25 4 0.07, log(sSFR) = —9.5;
Jones et al. 2024b), and Pavo (log (SFR/Mgyr—!) =
—4.0703 log(sSFR) = —10.8; Jones et al. 2023) have
comparable measured SFRs and specific star formation
rates (sSFR = SFR/M,) to Sculptor 26 (log(sSFR) =
—10.0) and LEDA 486718 (log(sSFR) = —10.2). We
note that Leo P, Pavo, and Corvus A are a few times
lower in mass than Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718.

3.5. Stellar Mass and H1 Mass

We estimate the stellar masses of the four dwarf galax-
ies using their (¢ — r) colors, integrated magnitudes,
and the mass-to-light ratio relations of Zibetti et al.
(2009) and Into & Portinari (2013), adopting the mean
of the two methods for each system. The resulting stel-
lar masses span a range of 5.4 < log(M,./Mg) < 6.6
(Table 1). Sculptor 26 is the most massive galaxy in the
sample (log(M./Mg) = 6.6 £ 0.1), closely followed by
LEDA 486718 (log(M./Mg) = 6.5£0.1); both are com-

parable to the isolated dwarf Kamino (log(M./Mg) =
6.5010-15—0.11; Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025). Hydrus A is
less massive (log(M#*/Mg) = 6.0 £0.1), consistent with
isolated dwarfs such as Hedgehog (log(M./Mg) = 5.8+
0.2; Li et al. 2024) and Pavo (log(M./Mg) = 6.0815:04;
Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025). Cetus B is by far the lowest-
mass system in our sample (log(M./Mg) = 5.4 +£0.1),
similar to the extremely low-mass star-forming dwarf
Leo P (log(M./Mg) = 5.4370-9%: McQuinn et al. 2024),
although Leo P’s mass is derived from a very deep CMD
rather than a global color scaling relation.

We also use the derived NUV star formation rates to
obtain independent, order-of-magnitude stellar mass es-
timates for Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718, assuming a
constant SFR over a Hubble time (=~ 1.3 x 10 yr).
This yields log(M./Mg) = 6.8 £0.1 for Sculptor 26 and
log(M./Mg) = 6.4+ 0.1 for LEDA 486718 - both con-
sistent with the mass-to-light—based results within their
uncertainties.

We estimate upper limits on the H1 content of our tar-
gets using spectra from the H1 Parkes All Sky Survey
(HIPASS; Barnes et al. 2001) spectral server. We do not
identify any significant emission peaks that may corre-
spond to the neutral gas content of any of our targets.
This does not completely rule out the possibility that
neutral gas exists in these targets, since the HIPASS
data is not particularly deep, but for now we estimate
upper limits for the H1 masses of these systems. We
assume that the dwarf radial velocities are sufficiently
high enough to not be blended with the H1 emission
of the Milky Way. To address Milky Way contamina-
tion we apply cuts to the HI spectra. The spectrum
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for Hydrus A is the most contaminated by the Milky
Way where we apply a cut —100 < czg < 400. For Ce-
tus B we cut —200 < czp < 100. For Sculptor 26 and
LEDA 486718 we cut —100 < czg < 100. These lat-
ter cuts are still well away from the circular velocity of
NGC 253 (= 261 kms™!; Westmeier et al. 2017), which
Cetus B and Sculptor 26 are near. The spectra are Han-
ning smoothed, with an rms noise of 8.1 mJy at a veloc-
ity resolution of 13 kms~!(27 kms~! post smoothing).
We then calculate the 30 integrated flux limit assum-
ing a line width of 25 kms™! for a dwarf-galaxy HT line
(Leo P’s H1 velocity width is 24 kms—1; Giovanelli et al.
2013). Our values are reported in the last row of Table 1.

Comparing our H1 mass limits to other known low-
mass galaxies, we would generally expect to be able
to detect gas reservoirs on par with that of Corvus A
(log My, /Mg = 6.55 & 0.06; Jones et al. 2024b, Mutlu-
Pakdil et al. 2025), but we would be unable to de-
tect those of either Leo P (log My,/Mg = 5.91; Gio-
vanelli et al. 2013, McQuinn et al. 2024) or Pavo
(log My,/Mg = 5.79; Jones et al. 2025). Also, because
of the distance to our four targets, the H1 limits are sev-
eral times worse than for the quenched low-mass galaxy,
Tucana B (log My,/Mg < 5.6; Sand et al. 2022). This
in turn means that only Sculptor 26 can be said to be
gas-poor (i.e., My,/M, < 1) with confidence.

3.6. FEnvironment

In Figure 4 we plot the super-galactic Cartesian XY
and YZ projection of galaxies within the Local Volume
(< 5 Mpc) centered on the Milky Way. The galaxy
catalog of Karachentsev & Kaisina (2019) is plotted in
gray, with notable groups labeled.

Our sample can be evenly split between those that are
isolated and those that are plausibly associated with a
group. Hydrus A and LEDA 486718 do not fall within
the local sheet and are isolated. Using the Karachent-
sev & Kaisina (2019) catalog, the nearest galaxy to
Hydrus A is KK 27, 902 kpc away (in 3D distance),
measured via TRGB with HST in Karachentsev et al.
(2003a). For reference, the closest group to Hydrus A
is NGC 300, 2.2 Mpc away. The nearest galaxy to
LEDA 486718 is NGC 1311, 821 kpc away, measured
via TRGB with HST in Jacobs et al. (2009). The clos-
est group to LEDA 486718 is NGC 253, 2.9 Mpc away.
In comparison, even the most isolated faint dwarfs fall
in close proximity to the local sheet, except for Kamino
(nearest neighbor 947 kpc away; Mutlu-Pakdil et al.
2025) and GALFAdw4 (nearest neighbor 2.2 Mpc away;
Bennet et al. 2022). Therefore, in addition to Kamino
and GALFAdw4, Hydrus A and LEDA 486718 are some

of the most isolated dwarf galaxies in the Local Volume
that also fall outside of the local sheet.

In contrast, Cetus B and Sculptor 26 lie in proximity
to the Sculptor filamentary structure and consequently
the NGC 253 group. In Figure 5 we plot Cetus B
and Sculptor 26 alongside confirmed members of the
NGC 253 group. Note that in this projection Cetus B
(D = 3.327025 Mpc) and Sculptor 26 are in the fore-
ground (D = 3.214+0.13 Mpc) compared to NGC 253 (D
= 3.54+0.1 Mpc; Radburn-Smith et al. 2011), NGC 247
(D = 3.72 £ 0.03 Mpc; Jacobs et al. 2009; Westmeier
et al. 2017) and even DDO6 (D = 3.447513 Mpc; Anand
et al. 2021). The closest galaxy to Cetus B is DDOG,
with a 3D separation of only 177 kpc measured via
TRGB with HST (Karachentsev et al. 2003b). The
closest galaxy to Sculptor 26 is Cetus B, separated by
190 kpc. In relation to the dominant members of the
Sculptor group Cetus B is 347 kpc away from NGC 253,
and Sculptor 26 is 533 kpc from NGC 253. Assuming
NGC 253 has a virial radius of approximately 330 kpc
(Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2021), Cetus B is very close to the
virial boundary (and falls within the virial radius when
accounting for errors on this distance), with Sculptor 26
a bit further out. NGC 247 is a plausible sub-group of
NGC 253, with a virial radius of 120 kpc (Mutlu-Pakdil
et al. 2021, 2024). Cetus B lies 410 kpc from NGC 247
while Sculptor 26 lies 550 kpc away.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Hydrus A

Hydrus A is an isolated dwarf galaxy 3.3810 35 Mpc
away, with a stellar mass of M, = 1(06-040.03 Mp. It is
the smallest galaxy in this sample (r, = 188f§g pc), but
remains consistent with the size-luminosity relation for
Local Volume dwarfs (Figure 3). In physical parameter
space Hydrus A is strikingly similar to Hedgehog (M, =
10>8+92 My, My = —9.8440.16, 7, = 176+£14; Li et al.
2024), and nearly as isolated. NGC 300 is the nearest
group to Hydrus A, ~ 18R,;, away (Mutlu-Pakdil et al.
2021).

Hydrus A shows no sign of recent star formation.
There is no UV emission to signal traces of star for-
mation within the past ~ 100 Myr, no detected H1 (al-
though this constraint is weak), and its red optical color
((g —r) = 0.68 £ 0.05) is consistent with an exclusively
old stellar population. While Hydrus A suffers from cen-
tral crowding (< 9”), there is no evidence that there is
a significant population of younger stars at the center
given the red color and lack of UV detection. Its mor-
phology is smooth and featureless, without evidence for
tidal disturbances, and contains no dust lanes or sim-
ilar features. Together, these properties indicate that
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Figure 4. Supergalactic XY (left) and YZ (right) projections of objects in the nearby galaxy catalog (Karachentsev & Kaisina
2019). In the XY plane we label notable nearby galaxy groups. Hydrus A, Cetus B, Sculptor 26, and LEDA 486718 are marked
with red points. Other notable nearby dwarf galaxies are included for comparison. Hydrus A and LEDA 486718 are isolated,
while Cetus B and Sculpture 26 are in the periphery of the NGC 253 group.

Hydrus A is quenched. Given Hydrus A’s extreme iso-
lation, external environmental processes associated with
massive hosts (e.g., ram-pressure stripping or tidal ha-
rassment) are not likely explanations for its quenched
appearance. Instead, field-quenching mechanisms (e.g.,
filaments), cosmic quenching mechanisms (e.g., reion-
ization), or internal quenching processes (e.g., feedback)
may explain the observed properties of Hydrus A.

Hydrus A is low enough in mass that it falls close
to the anticipated mass threshold at which galaxies are
effected by cosmic reionization. Reionization is expected
to be the likely cause of quenching for field dwarfs <
10Mg (e.g., Babul & Rees 1992; Bullock et al. 2001;
Benson et al. 2002; Ricotti & Gnedin 2005; Weisz et al.
2014). Very low mass galaxies are expected to be highly
susceptible to gas evaporation (e.g., Shapiro et al. 2004;
Wheeler et al. 2015) and suppression of gas cooling and
accretion due to the UV background from reionization
(e.g., Okamoto et al. 2008; Katz et al. 2020). In this
scenario, Hydrus A formed its stars early and failed to
subsequently accrete or retain cool gas.

In the field filaments may also ram pressure strip the
gas within a dwarf galaxy (Benitez-Llambay et al. 2013;
Simpson et al. 2018; Benavides et al. 2025). However, it
is unclear how large of a role this mechanism plays in the
quenching of field dwarfs. Given how isolated Hydrus A
is, far from the local sheet structure (see Figure 4), Hy-

drus A would have had to pass through such a structure
at much earlier times.

Internal quenching mechanisms may also be a driver
in how Hydrus A looks today. Low-mass dwarf galax-
ies are more susceptible to the feedback effects of star
formation and supernovae. While star formation feed-
back is thought to not be capable of completely quench-
ing a dwarf galaxy, supernova feedback may be strong
enough to expel most of the gas within a dwarf galaxy,
especially if working in tandem with cosmic reioniza-
tion (e.g., Salvadori & Ferrara 2009; Benitez-Llambay
et al. 2015; Jeon et al. 2017; Rey et al. 2020). For ex-
ample, Gallart et al. (2021) finds that nearby ultrafaint
dwarf Eridanus II (M, = 10%%Mg) could be quenched
by supernova feedback alone. Distinguishing internal
feedback from reionization in Hydrus A requires a de-
tailed star-formation history derived from deep space-
based optical and infra-red photometry. In the former
case star formation would be expected to rapidly cease
> 12 Gyr ago, while in the latter case a more protracted
SFH would be expected, potentially extending several
Gyrs after the end of reionization.

A backsplash origin is technically possible, a scenario
in which Hydrus A formerly traversed a larger halo and
was ejected to its current location. However, the ab-
sence of a candidate host make this scenario improb-
able and we can likely exclude an ancient flyby with
NGC 300 given their large separation. Following the
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Figure 5. Known dwarf galaxies in proximity to NGC 253.
The dashed black and gray circles mark the virial radii of
NGC 253 and NGC 247 respectively. The sample includes
dwarfs from the PISCeS survey (Sand et al. 2014; Toloba
et al. 2016; Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2022), and dwarfs discov-
ered by Martinez-Delgado et al. (2021) (Dolll and DolV)
and Carlsten et al. (2022) (dw0036m2828) with associations
confirmed in Mutlu-Pakdil et al. (2024). Cetus B and Sculp-
tor 26 are marked with red points. In this projection Cetus B
appears to lie within the virial radius of both NGC 253 and
NGC 247. Cetus B is within the foreground of both ob-
jects, but accounting for uncertainties on the distance may
fall within the virial radius of NGC 247. Sculptor 26 is also
in the foreground and within neither virial boundary.

logic of Li et al. (2024) if we assume an ejection ve-
locity of v/2vgre and a maximum circular velocity for
NGC 300 of ~ 100 kms™! (Westmeier et al. 2011), it
would take ~ 22 Gyr to reach its current location, or
longer than the age of the Universe. This is further
supported by recent simulation work (e.g., Benavides
et al. 2025) that shows that only ~ 6% of quenched field
dwarfs are expected to be true backsplash systems un-
der stringent isolation criteria. Therefore, for Hydrus A
we favor a quenching mechanism that involves either
early reionization/feedback-driven gas loss, or removal
of gas via a filament/void encounter rather than a clas-
sical satellite-host interaction.

4.2. LEDA /86718

LEDA 486718 is an isolated dwarf galaxy 4.80 +
0.17 Mpc away, with a stellar mass of M, =
106-53+0:06 N o LEDA 486718 is isolated, and over
~ 8.8Ri; from the nearest group, NGC 253. Such sep-

arations strongly disfavor a recent interaction with an-
other galaxy.

LEDA 486718 is the largest (r;, = 282 &+ 11 pc; only
slightly larger than Sculptor 26) and the brightest galaxy
in our sample (My = —11.62 + 0.08). While it falls
within the expectation of the size-luminosity relation, it
is on the high surface brightness end. In this physical
parameter space both LEDA 486718 and Sculptor 26
are very similar to Corvus A (M, = 105207007 Mg,
My = —10.91 £ 0.10, r, = 292 + 16 pc; Mutlu-Pakdil
et al. 2025), but are redder in appearance.

UV emission indicates star formation within the past
~ 100 Myr for LEDA 486718, consistent with its blue
color ((¢ —r) = 0.44 + 0.02; the bluest in our sam-
ple). The central region appears to have bright blue
stars that are not fully represented in our CMD due
to central crowding, but are plausibly the site of recent
star formation. LEDA 486718 is redder than Corvus A
or Pavo (both (¢ —r) = 0.3; Jones et al. 2023, 2024b),
but the CMD of LEDA 486718 still clearly displays both
an old RGB sequence and some bluer, younger stars.
While less prominent than in Corvus A, Pavo, or Leo P
(see ground-based CMD in McQuinn et al. 2013), LEDA
486718 is the only galaxy in our sample with an iden-
tifiable younger stellar population distinct from back-
ground contaminants (see Figure 2). This young com-
ponent, combined with measurable UV SFR, suggests
that LEDA 486718 has experienced star formation in
the past ~100 Myr.

Unlike the isolated star-forming dwarf Leo P, LEDA
486718 does not have a detected H1 reservoir. The
non-detection could indicate that (1) the remaining gas
is below current sensitivity limits of the HIPASS sur-
vey, (2) the Hr could overlap with the Milky Way
(—100 < czg < 100), (3) the gas is predominantly ion-
ized, or (4) the recent star-formation episode exhausted
or expelled the neutral gas component. Such low or
absent H1 content in otherwise star-forming (until re-
cently) dwarfs has been noted in other isolated systems,
for example Pavo (Jones et al. 2023, 2025).

Standard galaxy formation theory suggests that low-
mass dwarfs commonly form stars in bursty, intermit-
tent episodes driven by internal feedback through star
formation (10-100 Myr timescales, e.g., Hopkins et al.
2014; Fitts et al. 2017; Emami et al. 2019) or super-
novae (> 100 Myr timescales, e.g., Stinson et al. 2007;
Bland-Hawthorn et al. 2015; Wheeler et al. 2019; Hi-
rai et al. 2024). In either scenario gas is disrupted and
heated, typically flowing out into a hot halo where it
cools until star formation is able to continue. Observa-
tional (e.g., Giovanelli & Haynes 2015) and theoretical
works (Rey et al. 2020, 2022) suggest that the very low



mass, star forming galaxies may even periodically be-
come invisible to H1 surveys due to these feedback pro-
cesses (assuming the HT is not detectable with deeper
observations). LEDA 486718 may be undergoing such a
cycle, where the gas reservoir is low-mass, difficult to de-
tect at HIPASS sensitivity, and intermittently converted
into stars.

The combination of isolation and clear evidence of re-
cent star formation suggests that LEDA 486718 is an
example of a low-mass field dwarf with either low level
star formation, or internally regulated, intermittent star
formation. Deeper H1 observations and photometric ob-
servations to measure the star formation history are nec-
essary.

4.3. Cetus B
Cetus B is a very low mass M, = 10%>40F0:04 N[
+0.25

quenched dwarf galaxy, located 3.32% 53 Mpc away. Ce-
tus B is the faintest (My = —8.26 £ 0.17) and least
massive galaxy in our sample. In terms of targets out-
side of the Local Group, Cetus B is the most similar to
Sculptor B, a quenched galaxy which may plausibly be
an extreme backsplash galaxy of NGC 300 (Sand et al.
2024).

Cetus B has no tracers of star formation in the past
~ 100 Myr in the UV and a red stellar population ((g —
r) = 0.5740.06). These properties suggest that Cetus B
contains a predominantly old stellar population and its
star formation has quenched, but we note that the H1
limits are insufficient to draw conclusions about gas in
the system. Cetus B has no dust lanes or detectable star-
forming regions, and appears elongated in the north-east
southwest directions.

Cetus B is not isolated, ~ 1.1R;, from NGC 253, and
~ 3.4Ryi; from NGC 247 (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2021) Ce-
tus B is in the foreground of the projection plotted in
Figure 5, but including error on the distance we mea-
sure to Cetus B, it may be within the virial radius of
NGC 253.

Given Cetus B’s proximity to NGC 253, coupled with
elongated morphology suggestive of environmental pro-
cessing, Cetus B is a satellite/backsplash candidate of
the Sculptor group. In the backsplash picture, Cetus B
would have passed within the virial radius of NGC 253
(or possibly NGC 247), where environmental process-
ing - e.g. ram-pressure stripping or tidal interactions
- could have substantially removed its gas supply and
perturbed its stellar structure (e.g. Slater & Bell 2014;
Simpson et al. 2018). If Cetus B is a satellite of the sys-
tem (and may very well be, since within error is < 1Ry;;
from NGC 253) then this process may be ongoing.
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Cetus B may also have experienced a variety of other
processes (e.g., cosmic filament interactions, reioniza-
tion, internal feedback, see Hydrus A discussion) and
is only coincidentally near the Sculptor group, but its
close proximity to NGC 253 and distorted morphology
are suggestive of a backsplash/satellite candidate (al-
though the major axis of Cetus B does not point towards
NGC 253). Deep kinematics, gas-sensitivity-limited ob-
servations, and orbital modeling will ultimately be re-
quired to distinguish these evolutionary histories.

4.4. Sculptor 26

Sculptor 26 is a star-forming dwarf galaxy located at
D = 3.21+0.13 Mpc in the direction of the Sculptor fil-
ament, with a stellar mass of 10558004 M the most
massive in our sample. In size and luminosity Sculp-
tor 26 is fairly high surface brightness, closely resem-
bling the isolated star-forming dwarfs LEDA 486718 and
Corvus A (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025; Jones et al. 2024b).

Like LEDA 486718, Sculptor 26 shows UV emission
indicative of star formation within the past ~ 100 Myr.
The CMD of Sculptor 26 lacks an obvious young main-
sequence component, although we may be missing some
due to central crowding. Its morphology is smooth,
without clear dust lanes or knotty star-forming regions.
Together, these properties point to a system at the
boundary between actively star forming and quenched.

Sculptor 26 does not have a detected HI reservoir.
However, unlike the rest of the sample, the H1 limit
is below the stellar mass estimate, so we can infer
that even if HI is present then Sculptor 26 is gas poor
(Mu,/M, < 1). As we mention for LEDA 486718 the
gas could just be below the sensitivity limit of HIPASS,
overlap with the Milky Way in its spectrum, be pre-
dominantly ionized, or the H1 may have been recently
exhausted. Group infall provides a fifth pathway: Sculp-
tor 26 may be experiencing gas removal via tidal or ram-
pressure interactions.

Sculptor 26 is not isolated, ~ 1.6R,;, from NGC 253
and ~ 4.6 Ry, from NGC 247 (Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2021).
Although in the foreground relative to NGC 253, Sculp-
tor 26’s position lies in the regime where association with
the group is plausible (Fillingham et al. 2018; Simpson
et al. 2018).

While Sculptor 26 is a backsplash candidate of the
Sculptor group at this radius, its relatively regular mor-
phology and nonzero recent star formation make a back-
splash origin less compelling, as backsplash dwarfs are
typically more strongly processed (Slater & Bell 2014;
Fillingham et al. 2015; Wetzel et al. 2015; Fillingham
et al. 2019). A simpler explanation is that Sculptor 26 is
on first infall into the NGC 253 system and is beginning
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to experience environmental suppression (gas stripping
takes a few Gyr after infall to MW-mass hosts). Alter-
natively, Sculptor 26 could be like LEDA 486718, with
the UV flux reflecting either continuous or intermittent
star formation. The proximity to NGC 253 leads us
to favor early group processing as an explanation for
Sculptor 26’s current appearance, but fully distinguish-
ing between these scenarios requires deeper H1 mea-
surements, kinematic measurements to determine group
association, and resolved space-based photometric star
formation history measurements.

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The environmental diversity and properties of these
four systems provides an opportunity to assess how iso-
lation and group association influence the properties of
low-mass galaxies beyond the Local Group. Hydrus A
and LEDA 486718, which lie outside the local sheet,
are currently among the most isolated dwarfs known in
the Local Volume, while Cetus B and Sculptor 26 oc-
cupy the periphery of the Sculptor filament and may
be associated with the NGC 253 group. Hydrus A and
Cetus B appear to be quenched, while Sculptor 26 and
LEDA 486718 harbor evidence of star formation in the
past ~100 Myr. None of these targets have H1 detec-
tions in the HIPASS survey; the H1 constraints on Sculp-
tor 26 are strong enough for us to infer that it is gas
poor.

Our sample is low mass (M, < 107, M), below the
mass threshold where nearly all isolated dwarfs are ex-
pected to be star forming (Geha et al. 2012). At this
mass scale the quenched fraction of isolated galaxies
rises to ~ 15-20% in simulations (Christensen et al.
2024). Thus, the presence of both star-forming and
quenched dwarfs in isolated environments is not unex-
pected. Hydrus A’s low stellar mass, compact struc-
ture, red stellar population, lack of indicators of recent
star formation, and extreme isolation (nearest neigh-
bor ~900 kpc) make it a candidate for quenching by
reionization, the cosmic web, or self-regulating internal
feedback. Conversely, LEDA 486718, with recent star
formation, may represent a low-mass dwarf with either
continued and steady star formation, or intermittent,
and possibly bursty star formation.

The other half of our sample lies plausibly within the
dynamical reach of the NGC 253 group, with both Ce-
tus B and Sculptor 26 located at < 2R,;, of NGC 253.
Yet these two systems are distinct. Cetus B is a faint,
low-mass, morphologically disturbed galaxy, with its
proximity to the Sculptor group making it a backsplash
or satellite candidate. If confirmed as a backsplash sys-
tem, it would be among the lowest-mass backsplash sys-

tems known, comparable to Sculptor B near NGC 300,
and would serve as a valuable case study of environ-
mental transformation around a Milky-Way-like system.
Sculptor 26, by contrast, appears to be an intermediate-
state dwarf: currently forming stars but red, plausibly
gas poor. Its properties place it between isolated star-
forming dwarfs and backsplash satellites, consistent with
early-stage environmental transformation.

Overall, these four galaxies illustrate that low-mass
dwarfs outside the Local Group occupy a wide range
of evolutionary states. Their gas content, recent star-
formation histories, and morphological properties do not
correlate in a simple way with environment. Instead, the
sample supports a picture in which quenching mecha-
nisms at low mass are diverse: internal regulation may
dominate in some isolated systems; reionization or the
cosmic web may suppress star formation in the most
weakly bound halos; and environmentally driven pro-
cesses — ram pressure stripping or tidal heating or strip-
ping — operate near massive hosts.

Future observations are needed to clarify the evolu-
tionary histories of these systems. Deep H1 observations
would determine whether weak gas reservoirs exist, po-
tentially revealing ongoing environmentally driven strip-
ping or re-accretion. Systemic velocities will be critical
for determining whether Cetus B and Sculptor 26 are
bound to NGC 253, thereby constraining their orbital
histories and backsplash likelihoods. Space-based imag-
ing with HST or JWST to the oldest main sequence turn
off would yield detailed star-formation histories, differ-
entiating early quenching (e.g., by reionization) from
more recent environmental or internal shutdown (e.g.,
Weisz et al. 2019; Mutlu-Pakdil et al. 2025). Such data
would also resolve whether LEDA 486718 has experi-
enced bursty star formation (like Leo P) or more steady
low-level activity (as was revealed for Pavo). Together,
these observations would place strong constraints on the
dominance of internal versus environmental quenching
channels in the lowest-mass galaxies.

To date, SEAMLESS has identified dozens of strong
dwarf-galaxy candidates across the Local Volume and
has now delivered detailed follow-up characterization
for seven systems (see Jones et al. 2023, 2024b; Mutlu-
Pakdil et al. 2025). The four galaxies presented here
highlight the survey’s ability to uncover both extremely
isolated dwarfs and systems at the edges of group en-
vironments, populations that have been historically un-
derrepresented in census studies. SEAMLESS will pro-
vide an unprecedented, machine-learning—enabled map
of the low-mass galaxy population within 5 Mpc. Many
of these additional candidates will require vetting with
deeper imaging: roughly half appear to lie beyond
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5 Mpc and instead resemble the SHIELD galaxies (Sur-
vey of H1 in Low-mass Dwarfs; Cannon et al. 2011).
These ‘beyond-Local Volume’ systems illustrate both
the power of SEAMLESS to identify low-mass galaxies
and the need for careful distance confirmation. The re-
sulting statistical sample — paired with targeted follow-
up spectroscopy, HI mapping, and space-based imaging
— will enable transformative tests of low-mass galaxy
formation, quenching pathways, and environmental pro-
cessing outside the Local Group.

This paper includes data gathered with the 6.5 meter
Magellan Telescopes located at Las Campanas Observa-
tory, Chile.

Based on observations obtained at the international
Gemini Observatory (under Fast Turnaround program
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is managed by the Association of Universities for Re-
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agreement with the U.S. National Science Foundation
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U.S. National Science Foundation (United States), Na-
tional Research Council (Canada), Agencia Nacional de
Investigacién y Desarrollo (Chile), Ministerio de Cien-
cia, Tecnologia e Innovacién (Argentina), Ministério da
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and Korea Astronomy and Space Science Institute (Re-
public of Korea).
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APPENDIX

A. UV DETECTIONS

In this section we present the UV images of Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718. Sculptor 26 is constructed from the
UVM2 data we acquired through Swift, as described in Section 2.3. LEDA 486718 is constructed from archival GALEX

all sky imaging survey data (Martin & GALEX Team 2005).
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Figure 6. Left: Swift UVM2 image of Sculptor 26. Right: GALEX NUV image of LEDA 486718. Both images are oriented
such that north is up and east is left. The dashed ellipses mark 2x the optical half light radius of the respective galaxy, where
the semi major axis is 2 X r, in Table 1 and the remaining properties of the ellipse come from the ellipticity € and position angle
0 of the same table. Sculptor 26 and LEDA 486718 are both clearly detected in the UV.
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