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Local M. - host galaxy relations

 understand
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connection

* e.g.AGN feedback,
accretion <> merging
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Why another M. - Ly calibration?
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Why another M. - Ly calibration?
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Why NIR (K-band) ?

* better tracer of stellar Mass (Mx/L)

than visual A

* |ittle dust extinction
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Pending issues:

huge + variable background — subtraction!?
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NIR (K-band) !

Pending issues:

huge + variable background — subtraction!?

depth
resolution
decomposition



Disparate Results
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Solution:
CFHT WIRCam (and some careful reduction)

* seeing FWHM 0.8 (cf. 2MASS:2” - 3”)
— nuclei, inner disks

* WIRCam limit: Pk A > 26 mag/arcsec?
< UvaAe = 28 mag/arcsec?

— outer disks, Ellipticals’ “wings”
* Wide Field (20’ x 20’)

* Improved Dithering & Sky Modeling !!









Decompositions: GALFIT

* first “standard model™:
Sérsic Bulge (+ exponential Disk)

— Lbsed & Lestd

* then “improved model”:
- Ellipticals: mask core
- other: Nucleus, Bar, Inner Disk, Spiral Armes,
Envelope
























“Standard” (Bulge + Disk)
VS
extra component(s) included




: single' - - (Bulge - (B+D
Sersic + Disk) + Envelope)
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Decompositions: GALFIT

* first “standard model™:
Sérsic Bulge (+ exponential Disk)

— Lbsed & Lestd

* then “improved model”:
- Ellipticals: mask core

- other: Nucleus, Bar, Inner Disk, Spiral Armes,

Envelope
total - disk (- spiral)

rpg Lb,min, I—b,max, Lsph & I—t,imp <— total : sum of all components

T— only bulge T— “spheroid” : bulge (+ envelope)



Results: improved bulge parameters

a=0.39+0.03
b=0.68+0.05
€=0.16+0.02

0.40x0.05
0.8410.05
0.26+0.03

a=0.40+0.06 Q
b=0.74+0.08 b
1.0Fe=0.31+0.04 : €

—~
3
Q.
v
~
Qo
(4 4
S
o
O

o

10 i 10 11

10 1"
log(Lb.m'r/Lvm) IOQ(L“/L”")

qu ( Lb.ﬂd/l-un)

Bulge Size - Lum ...and using However, Size - Lum
relation using simple  improved models  of the total light

bulge(+disk) model  (detailed decomp.).  distribution is
even tighter.



Results: BH Scaling Relations
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Results

|. The log-slope of the Me-Mpui(Lbul) relation
is significantly smaller than unity (0.7%0.1)

2. and it depends on modeling detail.



Results

. The log-slope of the Me-Mpui(Lbul) relation
is significantly smaller than unity (0.7%0.1)

. and it depends on modeling detail.

. The Me-L¢o: relation is robustly
characterized

. and its intrinsic scatter is consistent with
Me=L 51
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Summary

|. shallow Me - Mpul (log-slope << |)

2. bulge properties difficult to determine

3. use NIR Mo - Lio: instead of Me - Lpu
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