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ABSTRACT

We analyse black-hole scaling relations at the high-mass end, focusing in particular on the regime
of ultra-massive black holes, Mgy > 101 My (UMBHSs). In a sample of 16 Brightest Cluster Galaxies
(BCGs) without previous black-hole mass measurements we discover 8 UMBHSs based on direct dy-
namical detections with triaxial Schwarzschild models. This first sample of triaxial black-hole mass
determinations increases the number of known UMBHs by a factor of two and dramatically increases
the constraints for BH mass scaling relations at the high-mass end. We find that BCGs are outliers
in the canonical BH-¢ relation, while the size of their depleted cores — the central light-deficient
region — is a much better unbiased predictor of the black hole mass and should be used as a proxy
at the high-mass end. BCGs smoothly join the trend already established for massive core galaxies in
previous studies. This also holds for tight correlations between core size and sphere-of-influence radius
and core size and core density. All these relations strongly support the black-hole binary model for
the formation of the centers of the most massive galaxies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A currently accepted paradigm is that essentially ev-
ery galaxy hosts a Supermassive Black Hole (SMBH).
Given that SMBHs lie at galaxy centres — thus feeding
from the same material as their hosts — there is a close
connection between the growth of SMBHs and their host
galaxies (J. Kormendy & L. C. Ho 2013). Indeed, sev-
eral galaxy properties have been found to participate in
tight scaling relations with the black hole mass Mpy.
These include the galaxy velocity dispersion o (L. Fer-
rarese & D. Merritt 2000; K. Gebhardt et al. 2000; S.
Tremaine et al. 2002) and the mass (or luminosity) of
the spheroidal component, Myyige (Lbuige, J. Magorrian
et al. 1998; A. Marconi & L. K. Hunt 2003). On the one
hand, these scaling relations encode important informa-
tion about the physical processes that link SMBH and
galaxy evolution together over a large range of galaxy
and SMBH masses. On the other hand, since direct dy-
namical SMBH mass determinations are still rare, these
scaling relations are important practical tools to approx-
imate black hole masses in large surveys or in galaxies
with unresolved centres. Hence, more than one work has
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raised the question which relation predicts Mgy most
precisely, with agreement that ¢ is the most promising
variable (J. Kormendy & L. C. Ho 2013; R. P. Saglia
et al. 2016; R. C. E. van den Bosch 2016; F. Shankar
et al. 2016; S. de Nicola et al. 2019; F. Shankar et al.
2025).

At the high-mass end galaxy mergers are no longer
dissipational but predominantly gas-free without star
formation and without dissipationally-driven feedback
processes. Such mergers in general do not significantly
increase o (M. Boylan-Kolchin et al. 2006; T. Naab et al.
2009; J. Kormendy & R. Bender 2013; A. King & K.
Pounds 2015). The most striking observational evidence
for gas-poor merging is the fact that massive elliptical
galaxies exhibit a light deficit at their center where the
surface brightness (SB) profile flattens compared to an
inward extrapolation of the J. L. Sérsic (1963) profile
characteristic at large radii. Such galaxies are referred
to as a ”core-elliptical” (S. M. Faber et al. 1997; T. R.
Lauer et al. 2007; S. P. Rusli et al. 2013; B. T. Dullo &
A. W. Graham 2014; K. Mehrgan et al. 2019). The ori-
gin of these cores is explained by in-falling SMBHs of the
progenitors that eject stars via gravitational slingshots
(T. Ebisuzaki et al. 1991; D. Merritt 2006; J. Thomas
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et al. 2014; A. Rantala et al. 2018, 2019; M. Frigo et al.
2021).

Because the formation history of these most massive
galaxies is different, the nature of the black-hole scaling
relations changes as well. The cores give rise to new,
core-specific scaling relations governed by the dynamics
of black-hole binaries. These relations are local, basi-
cally confined to the sphere-of-influence of the central
black-hole binary or, later, the merged black hole. In-
deed, the amount of light in the core (J. Kormendy &
R. Bender 2009), the core size (T. R. Lauer et al. 2007)
and sphere-of-influence size (J. Thomas et al. 2016), and
the SB of the core itself (K. Mehrgan et al. 2019) have
been discovered to scale tightly with the SMBH mass.
Instead, the global scaling relations between Mgy and o
are expected to break down because the galaxy velocity
dispersions saturate (T. Naab et al. 2009; J. Kormendy
& R. Bender 2013).

Just like the classical scaling relations do allow to esti-
mate Mpy for intermediate mass early-type galaxies, the
local core correlations allow to estimate Mgy for massive
galaxies, even with less scatter. Core sizes, for example,
have led to the discovery of the most massive SMBH
found so far (K. Mehrgan et al. 2019) in a galaxy where
the classical scaling relations predict a SMBH ten times
smaller than observed.

While the physical process behind these core correla-
tions — dynamics of SMBH binaries in gas-poor mergers
— is expected to be generic at the high-mass end, little is
known about SMBHs with masses above 1019M,, often
called ultra-massive black holes (UMBHs). So far, only
7 UMBHSs have been discovered (N. J. McConnell et al.
2012; J. Thomas et al. 2016; K. Mehrgan et al. 2019; B.
Neureiter et al. 2023; J. W. Nightingale et al. 2023; S.
de Nicola et al. 2024; C. R. Melo-Carneiro et al. 2025).
Here, we analyse SMBH scaling relations for a sample of
16 BCGs that are candidate hosts of UMBHs together
with massive core galaxies from the literature (S. P.
Rusli et al. 2013; J. Thomas et al. 2016; K. Mehrgan
et al. 2019). This is the first sample of UMBHs and the
first sample of triaxial black-hole mass measurements.
Throughout this paper, we identify the BCG by the clus-
ter name.

2. SAMPLE AND DATA

Our base sample consists of 17 BCGs from the large
collection of 170 local BCGs of (M. Kluge et al. 2020,
2021) with very deep g¢’-band Wendelstein (U. Hopp
et al. 2010; F. Lang-Bardl et al. 2016) data. The
galaxies were selected to be candidate hosts of UMBHs
due to their large central cores larger than 1 kpc or
their high mass, both known to correlate with Mpg (J.

Thomas et al. 2016; R. Saglia et al. 2024). One of them
(A262) has already been published in a pilot study (S.
de Nicola et al. 2024). Some of these galaxies have
archival high-resolution HST data, for the others we
obtained AO-aided photometry from the Large Binoc-
ular Telescope Observatory (LBTO). In addition, long-
slit spectra along 4 different position angles were col-
lected using the MODS instrument at LBTO. We per-
form triaxial orbit-based dynamical models to measure
the masses of the black holes, stars and dark-matter ha-
los (S. de Nicola et al. 2020; B. Neureiter et al. 2021; M.
Lipka & J. Thomas 2021; J. Thomas & M. Lipka 2022).
We complement this sample of galaxies with new black-
hole measurements in the UMBHs regime with existing
data of other massive core ellipticals from S. P. Rusli
et al. (2013); J. Thomas et al. (2016); K. Mehrgan et al.
(2019); R. Saglia et al. (2024).

For 13 BCGs we estimate the core size r. using the
break radius r, through fitting PSF-convolved Core-
Sérsic (I. Trujillo et al. 2004) profiles to the 1D SB pro-
files of the galaxies, extracted along the semimajor axes
of the isophotes. The high-resolution data (HST or AO-
assisted LBT, see de Nicola et al. in prep. for details)
allow us to resolve the cores. For A292 and A1185 we
measure I, by computing the cusp radius r., defined as
dSB/dlogr (r,) =-1/2 (C. M. Carollo et al. 1997). Fi-
nally, for A2107 only a single Sersic fit is needed to fit
the SB profile, meaning that the galaxy does not have a
core.

We take Mgy from the triaxial dynamical models where
we also determine the radius of the sphere of influence,
rsor, defined as Mgy = M, (r < rso1), where M, is the
stellar mass. We also calculate a velocity dispersion o
as

o= Z vi(ri) x wi(ri) / Zwi(ri)a (1)

I

summed over all radial bins, with v = vv2 + 02 and
v, o the measured line-of-sight velocity and velocity dis-
persion. We take as weights w;(r) = 2w RI(r), where
R is the radius of the i-th bin and I(r) the surface in-
tensity. A detailed description of the photometric and
spectroscopic data, the Core-Sersic fits, the kinematic
extraction of non-parametric LOSVDs with our new fit-
ting code WINGFIT (K. Mehrgan et al. 2023, Thomas
in prep.) and a description of the dynamical models
is provided in a companion paper (de Nicola et al. in

prep).

3. SCALING RELATIONS

Our novel 8 UMBH detections more than double the
number of such systems, allowing for a statistically sig-



nificant investigation of the classical scaling relations be-
tween black holes and host galaxies such as the Mgy —o
and those involving core ellipticals at the very high-mass
end, providing insights in the coevolution of these sys-
tems and their hosts. We analyze the canonical Mgy —o
correlation before focusing on r. and its correlations with
Mgy, the sphere-of-influence rgor, the stellar mass M,
and the core density pcore, along with a possible cor-
relation between Mpy and the mass deficit inside the
core Mger. We finally speculate about the existence of
UMBHs in core-less galaxies.

All the data needed to generate the plots presented in
the next sections are reported in Tab. 1. For all other
galaxies we take the respective data from the literature
(C. R. Melo-Carneiro et al. 2025; R. Saglia et al. 2024;
S. de Nicola et al. 2024; B. Neureiter et al. 2023; K.
Mehrgan et al. 2019; J. Thomas et al. 2016; S. P. Rusli
et al. 2013).

3.1. The break-down of My — o

Core ellipticals do not follow the canonical Mgy — o
scaling relation (see, e.g., R. P. Saglia et al. 2016; K.
Mehrgan et al. 2019). BCGs, in particular, often show
low velocity dispersions (M. Kluge & R. Bender 2023, de
Nicola et al. in prep.): the Mgy — o relation would pre-
dict very small black holes with Mgy < 10° Mg for these
galaxies. In Fig. 1, we show the dispersions and black-
hole masses of our galaxies together with the best-fit
relation for less massive galaxies and additional objects
from R. Saglia et al. (2024) and references therein.The
figure confirms that nearly all BCGs from our sample
host overmassive BHs relative to the predictions of the
canonical Mpgy-o relation, and the effect is particularly
severe due to the low o values of most BCGs. Low veloc-
ity dispersions in massive ETGs fit into the dry merger
scenario as discussed in the introduction.

3.2 MBH_TC

An inevitable consequence of dry merging between
galaxies with supermassive black holes is core scouring
through a combination of dynamical friction and
gravitational slingshots (M. Frigo et al. 2021). At the
end of this process the remnant galaxy has a diffuse
central core with a shallow, almost constant surface
brightness profile. It can be characterised by a core
or break radius that defines the transition from an
outer Sersic-like surface-brightness distribution to the
core. The core typically follows a shallow power-law
distribution. Previous studies have shown that massive
elliptical galaxies with depleted stellar cores exhibit an
almost linear relationship between the masses Mgy of
their black holes and the size of the core (J. Thomas
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Figure 1. The Mgn-o relation with data from the litera-
ture (blue points) with our new measurements (red points).
The solid line is the best-fit relation from R. P. Saglia et al.
(2016) omitting pseudobulges, while the dotted lines enclose
the intrinsic scatter e = 0.380 =+ 0.038.

et al. 2016). Fig. 2 shows this relation for our new
sample. It is clear that the relation extends to the
regime of UMBHs. A comparison between Figs.1 and 2
clearly demonstrates that ¢ is a bad predictor of Mgy
at the high-mass end. Instead, the core size scales as
tighly with Mpyg at the high-mass end, as does the
dispersion o for intermediate-mass bulges.

We obtain a robust log-linear relation

Tc

log 1\1\44]3; = (0.916 + 0.081) log e (10.087 + 0.053)
(2)
with an intrinsic scatter of ¢ = 0.222 + 0.035. Nearly
all data points fall within the intrinsic scatter of this
relation, and the slope of this relation is similar to the
slope observed in massive core galaxies (J. Thomas et al.
2016).
‘We observe two kinds of outliers in the Mgy —ry, relation.
The galaxy A240 is an example of an outlier with a
too large core: simulations show that recoil kicks can
generate very large cores compared to Mgy (A. Rawlings
et al. 2025) if the recoil velocity is a factor of 2-3 higher
than the escape velocity. While this is not the general
case for our sample—our black holes correlate well with
the core size—for galaxies such as A240, this mechanism
could play a role. We discuss large BHs found in galaxies
with small (or no) cores in Sec. 3.7.
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Figure 2. The Mpn-core size relation with data from the
literature (blue points) with our new measurements (red cir-
cles). The solid and dotted lines are the best-fit line and the
intrinsic scatter, respectively.

3.3. Mpy — M, and r. — M,

A classical scaling relation that is obeyed by core ellip-
ticals is that between Mpy and the galaxy stellar mass
M., (R. Saglia et al. 2024). This tells us that the most
massive BHs are found in the most massive galaxies,
agreeing well with the picture of coevolution of BH and
host galaxies (J. Kormendy & L. C. Ho 2013). We eval-
uate M, in two ways:

e We take the total integrated magnitude My of M.
Kluge et al. (2020) and turn this into a mass es-
timate using our dynamically estimated mass-to-
light ratios (see de Nicola et al., in prep.);

e We evaluate the total luminosity by integrating
the innermost Sersic component reported by M.
Kluge et al. (2020) to fit the SB profile up to in-
finity.

The exact values are reported in Tab. 1. In the top
panels of Fig. 3 we show the correlation of R. P. Saglia
et al. (2016) with the points from R. Saglia et al. (2024)
in blue and our BCGs plotted as red points. We see that
contrarily to the Mgy — o relation, our core-elliptical do
follow this scaling relation. Instead, in the bottom pan-
els of Fig. 3 we do the same for the r, — M, correlation
of R. Saglia et al. (2024). We see that the most BCGs
agree well with this relation - this is expected given the
tightness of the Mgy — r. relation - with few outliers
for which M, is too high. This might be due to con-
tamination from ICL (M. Kluge et al. 2021). In fact,

the effect is mitigated by evaluating M, using the in-
nermost Sersic component rather than integrating the
whole 2D profile (compare bottom panels). In particu-
lar, A399 has a very large M/L value, whereas A2319
has one of the smallest core radii of the sample. More-
over, M. Kluge et al. (2020) report a best-fit profile with
only one Sersic component and very large effective radii:
in this case, disentangling BCG and ICL becomes diffi-
cult.

We stress here the importance of these correlations:
r. — M, allows us to estimate the stellar mass of a galaxy
only relying on photometric analysis, whereas Mgy — M,
can be used to hunt UMBHs in core-less galaxies such
as A2107 or A1201 (see also Sec. 3.7 below).

3.4. rsor — Te

While the correlation between core size and black-hole
mass discussed in the previous Sec. 3.2 seems natural —
bigger black-holes carve out bigger cores — it is not a
direct consequence of the black-hole binary model for
core scouring. In fact, a purely dynamical argument
supporting the formation of cores by SMBHs is provided
by the very tight correlation between the size of the
sphere of influence rgor, defined as M, (< rsor) = Mpmu,
and the size of the core (J. Thomas et al. 2016). In
Fig, 4 we demonstrate that this correlation also extends
to the regime of UMBHSs. The best-fit relation is

SOl _ (0.960+0.060) log —<
¢ kpc

with an intrinsic scatter of € = 0.161 + 0.026. This is
in very good agreement with the relation in J. Thomas
et al. (2016). The fact that rgor and r. are essentially
identical provides the most direct link between the grav-
itational influence of the SMBHs and cores.

However, if we assume that the stellar density profile
in the center is approximately a power-law

-
T
P = Pcore <I‘> ) (4)

log +(0.0284+0.039) (3)

where peore = %SC) is the mass density at the break
radius r., then the enclosed stellar mass reads
4d7p 3
M.(r <r.) = fw’;erc. (5)

If we now take into account the empirical fact that
rsor = r. as discussed above (Eq. 3) and the definition
of the sphere-of-influence then we directly obtain

4T peor
Mgy ~ Mrfi_ (6)

This reflects that, physically, the core size can not be
exclusively determined by Mpy. While the black-hole
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Figure 3. Same as Fig. 1 for the Mgy — M. and M. — rp, relations. In Figs. 3a and 3c the stellar mass has been estimated
using the total V-band magnitude, whereas in Figs. 3b and 3d it comes from the integrated 1D best-fit Sersic profiles. In both
cases the data are taken from Table 4 of M. Kluge et al. (2020); the best-fit relations and intrinsic scatters (blue lines) come
from R. P. Saglia et al. (2016) (top panels) and R. Saglia et al. (2024) (bottom panels), respectively.

mass (in an equal mass merger) roughly defines the avail-
able gravitational energy of the binary, the size of the
depleted core that can be produced as a result of the
release of this energy will also depend on the binding
energy of the progenitor centers, i.e. on the core density

Pcore-

35 Pcore — Te

In fact, Eq. 6 implies that any correlation between
Mpy and r. requires a homology in the progenitor galax-
ies, i.e. a correlation between peore and r. (variations in
~ will only play a minor role, given that the range of v
in real galaxies is small compared to the range of peore
and r.). In fact, if peore ~ re, then Mpy ~ r£3+a). Thus,
the almost linear relationship between Mpy and r. ob-

served in real galaxies (Eq. 2) leads to peore ~ 12 2. In

Fig. 5 we show the core densities pcore and core sizes r
of our sample galaxies explicitly. As expected, there is
a strong correlation

Pcore I'c

———— = (—2.08+0.11) log
Mgokpe™

+(9.313 4 0.068).
(7)

with an intrinsic scatter of ¢ = 0.272 4+ 0.043. Eq. 7
is the 3d version of the observed tight scaling between
the core surface brightness and core size (S. M. Faber
et al. 1997). Fig. 5 suggests that the progenitors of the
cores had a nearly universal central density profile with
a slope of v = —2.1. We do not know exactly when
the final mergers take place which produce the depleted
stellar cores, but we note that this estimated progenitor
slope is consistent with the peak of the central slopes of
power-law ellipticals in the local universe (T. R. Lauer

1
08 kpc
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Figure 4. Same as Fig. 2 but the correlation between black
hole sphere of influence rsor and core size rc¢ is shown.

et al. 2007). The simulations of elliptical galaxies with
SMBHSs of A. Rantala et al. (2018) also showed that the
central density slopes of the progenitor galaxies deter-
mine the slope of the final correlation between black-hole
mass and core size in the remnants. They also showed
that progenitor slopes steeper than v < —1.5 are re-
quired for the remnants to follow a correlation between
black-hole mass and core size with a similar slope as
the one observed in real galaxies. Density slopes near
v &~ —2 are also consistent with the properties of ellip-
tical galaxies as a whole (M. Cappellari 2016) (see also
references therein).

3.6. MBH‘Mdef

A final remark concerns the possible correlation be-
tween Mpy and the mass deficit Myes inside the core.
This measures how much mass has been expelled from
the core during its formation and is computed by taking
a Sersic profile which reproduces the SB profile outside
the core and integrate the luminosity difference Lges be-
tween this Sersic function and the best-fit Core-Sersic
up to infinity (see S. P. Rusli et al. 2013). The missing
light in the centre can then be turned into Mger using
the dynamical mass-to-light ratio.

S. P. Rusli et al. (2013) computed the mass deficit
for a sample of 23 core-galaxies with dynamical
Mpy estimates (see their Table 4), finding that most
galaxies show deficits below 10Mpy, consistent with a
number of mergers Ny, < 2. In Fig. 6a we plot the
deficits from our sample together with those from S. P.
Rusli et al. (2013) and NGC1272 (R. Saglia et al. 2024).
The correlation between Mpy and Mger is not particu-
larly strong: the Spearman’s correlation coefficient is
only 0.36. Fig. 6b shows the histogram of the mass
deficits scaled to the respective Mgy value. Simulations
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Figure 5. Same as Figs. 2 and 4 but the correlation between
core density pcore and core size rc is shown.

show (A. Gualandris & D. Merritt 2008) that a sin-
gle dry merger can generate a deficit of up to 5Mpy.
Therefore, in the most cases the missing mass can be
accounted for assuming only two major, dry mergers
per galaxy, agreeing with the results of S. P. Rusli et al.
(2013).

3.7. Can UMBHs in core-less galaxies exist?

J. W. Nightingale et al. (2023) report a 30-billion solar
mass BH in a core-less galaxy. In this work, we found
a second example: A2107 does not show any resolved
core (de Nicola et al. in prep.), has the second most
massive UMBH of the whole sample and the largest o.
If the presence of UMBHs does not necessarily require
a core elliptical, then the demography and the evolu-
tion of high-mass end of the BH mass function cannot
be determined from a census of core galaxies but re-
quires dedicated surveys of respective core-less galaxies,
with important consequences in the context of Pulsar
Time Array (PTA) data. In fact, a gravitational-wave
background is expected from the distribution of merg-
ing SMBH binaries. In particular, the properties of
the mergers - mass of the progenitors, spin - shape the
spectrum and the amplitude of the background (E. R.
Liepold & C.-P. Ma 2024). Such candidates can be iden-
tified using the Mpy-M, relation, which - in contrast
with the Mpy-o - works well at the high-mass end (see
Sec. 3.3). The remaining question is how these systems
can exist. A simple, possible explanation would be the
following: while the widely accepted evolution scenario
leading to the formation of massive ETGs suggests that
these accrete mass through dry mergers in the latest
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Figure 6. Left: Plot of the mass deficit Mqger inside the core against M. No strong correlation is found. Right: Maer values
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to A. Gualandris & D. Merritt (2008).

phases (R. Bender et al. 1992; J. Kormendy & R. Bender
1996), a small number of galaxies may well have experi-
enced late wet mergers as well or growth from cooling-
flow gas, resulting in cuspy profiles and UMBHs.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that the canonical Mgg-o relation is
inadequate for predicting black hole masses at the high-
mass end, and the effect is particularly severe for BCGs,
given their low central velocity dispersion. In contrast,
the core size predicts Mgy much more accurately and
allows for the rapid identification of galaxies potentially
hosting a massive BH, requiring only photometric data.
While systems with large cores and small black holes can
exist - with two confirmed detections (A1201 and A2107)
- the presented scaling relations and the selection of the
targets based only on their core-size, suggest that such
systems are rare. On the other side, we do find mas-
sive or even ultra-massive black-holes in core-less galax-
ies, suggesting that even the most massive galaxy can
undergo merging processes which can re-form a cuspy
SB profile. These galaxies can be identified using the
Mgp — M., relation.

We have also discussed the connection between the
Mgy — re correlation and the even tighter correlation
between rsor and r.. This provides a direct link to the
black-hole binary model of core formation. This model
can plausibly explain the Mgy — r. correlation and we
have shown how the homology properties and in par-
ticular the central densities of the progenitor galaxies
influence the expected slope of the relation.

We plan to extend the study of cores and of the evolu-
tion of black holes and host galaxies to higher redshift,

up to z = 1, with data from the Euclid telescope. Our
discussion of the role of progenitor properties could help
providing clues how to interpret any potential evolution
in the various Mpg-core correlations.
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Galaxy Mgu (10° Mg) re (kpc) rsor (kpc) o (kms™")  peore (10° Mg kpc™)  Mgarop (10" Mo) Mgt sersic (10" Mg)  Maer (10° Mg)
A160 13.2+3.7 0.921 + 0.060 1.50 £ 0.13 3023 £ 7.3 1.380 + 0.069 25.4 + 2.3 135+ 1.2 23.5 + 3.5
A240 9.2+26 0.678 + 0.053 1.26 + 0.13 258.2 + 4.3 2.09 + 0.10 109 £ 1.1 10.0 =+ 1.0 4.09 £ 0.61
A292 13.8+£39 1.25 + 0.12** 1.06 £ 0.13 311.0 £ 7.3 2.34 £ 0.12 33.3 £ 23 55.3 + 3.9 -

A399 7.2+£20 1.50 £ 0.21 1.64 £ 0.13 289 + 10 0.389 + 0.019 100 + 11 118 £ 13 5.03 = 0.74
A592 8.6 24 0.57 £ 0.24 1.26 + 0.13 278.3 £ 5.1 1.318 £+ 0.066 55.8 + 3.7 92.8 + 6.1 0.91 + 0.14
A634 5.6 £1.3 0.249 + 0.088  0.367 £ 0.063  266.9 + 4.1 372+ 1.9 8.07 &+ 0.90 134 £15 69.6 £ 7.1

A1185 11.2+3.1 1.05 £+ 0.10** 1.50 £+ 0.13 3019 £ 6.4 1.072 £ 0.054 128 £ 1.1 144+ 1.2 -
A1314 5.3+£3.0 0.619 £ 0.035 0.54 + 0.15 277.3 £ 5.6 7.94 £+ 0.40 9.75 + 0.34 6.35 + 0.22 4.85 £ 0.39
A1749 10.5+2.9 0.84 + 0.10  0.8404 + 0.0040 286.7 + 3.7 5.25 £+ 0.37 14.25 £ 0.87 15.86 + 0.97 48 £ 10
A1775 15.1+£3.3 2.133 £ 0.088 2.14 £ 0.20 336 £ 11 0.331 £ 0.030 76.0 + 4.0 30.3 £ 1.6 39.17 £+ 0.38
A2107 224433 - 1.04 £+ 0.19 373.1 £8.1 14.45 +£ 0.87 55.9 + 2.5 43.97 £ 2.0 -
A2147 16.21 £ 0.90 0.80 + 0.13 1.38 £ 0.12 266.3 + 6.1 2.34 £ 0.12 139 £ 2.3 2.66 + 0.44 4.06 £+ 0.70
A2256 24.7+6.9 2.29 £+ 0.12 1.86 £ 0.13 320.3 £8.1 0.890 + 0.027 62.5 + 2.2 4278 £ 1.5 170 £+ 26
A2319 8.0+£2.3 0.360 £ 0.058 0.994 + 0.13 386.0 £ 9.3 2.09 £ 0.10 95.2 + 2.6 32.81 £ 0.91 0.78 + 0.12
A2388 9.6+1.0 1.00 £ 0.087 0.876 = 0.050  234.1 £ 5.1 2.69 £+ 0.11 485 + 2.4 41.0 + 2.0 16.61 + 0.25
A2506 28+ 1.1 0.359 + 0.051 0.324 + 0.042 235.1 + 5.6 19.50 £ 0.39 9.01 £+ 0.54 14.11 £ 0.85 1.21 + 0.11

Table 1. The 16 BCGs considered throughout this work. Col. 1: BCG name; Col. 2: Black Hole mass; Col. 3: Core size.
The double ** denotes estimates obtained using the cusp radius instead of the break radius; Col. 4: BH Sphere of influence
from integrated mass profiles; Col. 5: Velocity dispersion; Col. 6: Core density; Cols. 7-8: Galaxy masses from 2D profiles
and Sersic 1D fits, respectively; Col. 9: The mass deficit inside the core.

Price through the Price Fellowship in Astronomical In-

strumentation.

This work makes use of the data products from the HST
image archive.
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