
Draft version April 15, 2024
Typeset using LATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Searching for hyper-compact star clusters in the Milky Way using LAMOST and Gaia

Hao Wu,1, 2, 3, 4 Haibo Yuan,1, 2 Yilun Wang,5, 6 Zexi Niu,5, 6 and Huawei Zhang3, 4

1 Institute for Frontiers in Astronomy and Astrophysics, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 102206, China
2Department of Astronomy, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100871,China

3Department of Astronomy, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China
4Kavli Institute for Astronomy and Astrophysics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China
5National Astronomical Observatories, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China

6School of Astronomy and Space Sciences, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China

(Received March 7, 2024; Revised April 9, 2024; Accepted April 12, 2024)

ABSTRACT

During the early merger of the Milky Way, intermediate-mass black holes in merged dwarf galaxies

may have been ejected from the center of their host galaxies due to gravitational waves, carrying some

central stars along. This process can lead to the formation of hyper-compact star clusters, potentially

hosting black holes in the mass range of 104 to 105 solar masses. These clusters are crucial targets for

identifying and investigating intermediate-mass black holes. However, no hyper-compact star clusters

in the Milky Way have been identified so far. In this paper, taking advantage of the high spatial

resolution power of Gaia, we used data from Gaia EDR3 and LAMOST DR7, along with additional

data from Pan-STARRS and SDSS, to conduct an initial screening of 6,138,049 sources using various

parameters of Gaia EDR3. A total of 4,786 sources were selected for in-depth analysis. Each of these

sources was meticulously scrutinized by examining their images, spectra, and nearby celestial objects

to exclude various false positives, such as contaminations, galaxies, wide binaries, or wrong matches.

We finally identified one likely hyper-compact star cluster candidate in the Milky Way, laying the

foundation for further high-resolution imaging and spectral verification.

Keywords: Stellar astronomy: Star clusters – methods: data analysis – Surveys – Intermediate-mass

black holes

1. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) are predicted to be emit-

ted during the coalescence of black holes (BHs) and

carry away momentum flux, causing the remnant BHs to

recoil in the opposite direction (e.g. Peres 1962; Beken-

stein 1973; Fitchett 1983; Redmount & Rees 1989). This

process resembles the remnant BHs being “kicked”, with

velocities numerically calculated ranging from ∼ 100 to

thousands of km s−1, depending on factors such as spin-

ning, mass ratio, and orientation of the binary BHs, and

typically less than 500 km s−1 (e.g., Favata et al. 2004;

Merritt et al. 2004; Campanelli et al. 2007; Lousto &

Zlochower 2011; Lousto et al. 2012). With such typical

kicking velocities, intermediate-mass BHs (ranging from

Corresponding author: Haibo Yuan email:yuanhb@bnu.edu.cn

103 to 105 solar masses) residing in low-mass galaxies

with shallower potential-wells and lower escape veloci-

ties are more likely to be ejected from their host galaxies

(O’Leary & Loeb 2009). However, these kicking veloc-

ities are smaller than the escape velocity of the Milky

Way (MW). Therefore, numerous remnant BHs are pre-

dicted to be kicked out of the low-mass galaxies during

the formation of the MW and should be floating in the

MW halo today (O’Leary & Loeb 2009). Each black

hole carries a number of stars that used to reside in the

central region of the host galaxy, bound to the black hole

(Komossa & Merritt 2008). The size for such systems is

predicted to be related to numerous factors, such as the

central stellar velocity dispersion of the host galaxy and

the nucleus dynamics (Merritt et al. 2009; Lena et al.

2020), and more likely to be smaller than 1 parsec (Mer-

ritt et al. 2009; O’Leary & Loeb 2009; Greene et al.
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2021), leading to Hyper-compact star clusters (HCSCs,

Merritt et al. 2009; O’Leary & Loeb 2009; Lena et al.

2020). It is estimated that there may be approximately

hundreds of HCSCs in the MW halo today, each poten-

tially carrying an intermediate-mass black hole (Libe-

skind et al. 2006; O’Leary & Loeb 2009).

Identifying HCSCs would not only confirm the occur-

rence of black hole mergers but also showcase the ef-

fectiveness of GWs in expelling the remnant BHs from

their host galaxies (Lena et al. 2020). This may explain

the absence of BHs in certain dwarf galaxies and glob-

ular clusters (Merritt et al. 2004). Additionally, a com-

prehensive characterization of these HCSCs, including

measurements of velocity dispersion, stellar mass, and

effective radius, holds the potential to provide valuable

insights into the distribution of GW recoils and foster a

deeper comprehension of host galaxy formation dynam-

ics, as well as the distribution of stars in the core region

during mergers (Lena et al. 2020).

Due to the significant potential of identifying HC-

SCs and the intermediate-mass BHs possibly associated

with, several studies have been conducted, providing

guidance for identification. O’Leary & Loeb (2009) cal-

culated the dynamical evolution of HCSCs, predicted

their size and argued that existing ground-based photo-

metric surveys are unable to resolve individual stars lo-

cated in the centers. O’Leary & Loeb (2012) conducted

long-term N-body simulations to determine the stellar

distribution of HCSCs. Their findings suggested that

20% to 90% of stars of HCSCs may have been removed

within about 1 billion years, due to scattering and tidal

disruption. They also analyze the photometric and spec-

troscopic properties of the remaining stars in HCSCs. In

light of these results, they attempted to search for HC-

SCs in the MW using Sloan Digital Sky Survey Data Re-

lease 7 (SDSS DR7; Abazajian et al. 2009). As a result,

although ∼ 100 HCSC candidates had been identified

by O’Leary & Loeb (2012), none of them has been vali-

dated. Lena et al. (2020) provided reliable photometric

and spectral characteristics of HCSCs through simulated

observations. They simulated images of HCSCs with

different ages, metallicities, distances, and kicking ve-

locities in the Pan-STARRS (Chambers et al. 2016) and

Euclid (Laureijs et al. 2011) data. Additionally, Lena

et al. (2020) simulated the broad-band spectra and cor-

responding multi-band colors of HCSCs. They found

that the majority of simulated HCSCs’ locations in the

color-color diagram were consistent with those of stars

and galaxies, with spectra resembling K giants but ex-

hibit blue excess. More recently, Greene et al. (2021)

predicted that HCSCs have a size of approximately 0.5–

1 parsec and contain 500–5000 stars and are expected to

exist within a range of 30–50 kilo-parsec from the Galac-

tic center. Based on these predictions, Early Data Re-

lease 3 of the Gaia mission (Gaia EDR3; Gaia Collabo-

ration et al. 2016, 2018, 2021) and Dark Energy Camera

Legacy Survey (DECaLS; Dey et al. 2019) data within

an area exceeding 8000 square degrees were utilized to

derive the stellar counts around each star in Gaia EDR3,

using a Negative Binomial model. They further inves-

tigated significant outliers with large stellar counts to

identify HCSCs in the MW. To date, however, no HC-

SCs in the MW have been identified.

Gaia satellite scans the entire sky with a high spa-

tial resolution comparable to that of the Hubble Space

Telescope (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016). Moreover,

high precision astrometric measurements, along with

numerous astrometric parameters provided by Gaia,

make it highly promising to search for extended sources

like clusters using the data released by Gaia. For in-

stance, Voggel et al. (2020) employed stringent param-

eter thresholds with Gaia Data Release 2 (Gaia DR2;

Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018) to identify 632 new lu-

minous clusters candidates situated within the halo of

the galaxy Centaurus A. Similarly, Wang et al. (2023)

effectively harnessed data sourced from Gaia EDR3 in

conjunction with Pan-STARRS1 DR1, resulting in the

successful discovery of 50 novel candidates for globular

clusters (GCs) within the Andromeda galaxy (M31).

Meanwhile, The Large-Area Multi-Object Fiber Optic

Spectroscopic Telescope (LAMOST; Cui et al. 2012)

stands out as a telescope with a high rate of spectral

acquisition and has assembled one of the largest spec-

tral datasets of sources in the Galaxy (Yan et al. 2022).

LAMOST data is very helpful in excluding contamina-

tions from compact extragalactic sources via redshift

measurements. Combining Gaia and LAMOST, it is

possible to select compact yet extended sources in the

Galaxy, i.e., HCSC candidates.

In this work, we conduct a comprehensive exploration

for HSCSs in the MW using the Gaia EDR3 and the

LAMOST DR7 data. The data and method used are

described in Sections 2 and 3, respectively. The results

are presented in Section 4. We summarize and conclude

in Section 5.

2. DATA

In this study, we used the LAMOST DR7 LRS

dataset. Initially, we conducted a cross-matching pro-

cess with the Gaia EDR3 within a 1 arcsec radius, re-

sulting in a total of 6,138,049 sources, each associated

with corresponding LAMOST DR7 spectra. Addition-

ally, data from Pan-STARRS DR1 and SDSS DR15 were

incorporated to assist in the screening process, as de-
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tailed in the Section 3. Detailed descriptions of each of

these catalogs are provided below.

2.1. Gaia EDR3

The Gaia satellite, launched by the European Space

Agency (ESA) in 2013, serves as a space observa-

tory with the primary mission of constructing a three-

dimensional map of our MW galaxy (Turon et al. 2005).

Gaia’s primary goal is to precisely measure the posi-

tions, distances, and motions of over a billion stars in

the MW, offering insights into the structure, composi-

tion, and evolution of the MW (Lindegren et al. 2008).

The unique CCD of Gaia enables the separation of

extended sources from normal single stars. The As-

trometry Field (AF) is the primary part of the CCD,

which collects astrometry and G-band photometry in-

formation. Gaia’s CCDs possess along-scan (AL) and

across-scan (AC) directions. The instantaneous spatial

resolution along the AL axis is comparable to that of the

HST (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2016). When an object

traverses the Gaia satellite’s CCDs, it is encompassed by

a window determined by its brightness. The window size

in AL direction is 0′′.7 (equivalent to 12 pixels) for ob-

jects falling within the magnitude range of 16<G<20.7

and will increase to 1′′.0 (18 pixels) for objects with

13<G<16. In this window, the data undergoes a fitting

process using a line spread function (LSF), ultimately

resulting in the extraction of both the centroid posi-

tion and flux measurements (G-band photometry) (Lin-

degren et al. 2018; Rowell et al. 2021). Notably, each

objects falling in the Gaia’s field is treated as a single

star (Rowell et al. 2021). For extended sources, espe-

cially those with angular diameter larger than 0′′.7, the

use of a fixed window and LSF fitting method may lead

to fainter G magnitudes than they should be. On the

other hand, the magnitudes in the other two passbands,

BP and RP , covering smaller wavelength ranges from

approximately 330 to 680 nm, and 630 to 1050 nm, re-

spectively (Jordi et al. 2010), are aperture magnitudes

derived from a more broader aperture covering 60 pixels

along the AL direction, capturing more flux compared

to G band. In addition to magnitudes in the G/BP/RP

band, we use the following parameters to aid in the se-

lection of HCSC candidates.

1. BRExcess: phot bp rp excess factor, indicating

the excess flux of BP and RP with respect to

G (Riello et al. 2021). For extended sources, the

measured G-band flux would be smaller than their

actual flux, and the BRExcess value will be larger.

2. AEN: astrometric excess noise, measuring the dif-

ference between the best-fitting astrometric model

for single point sources and the observations of a

source (Gaia Collaboration et al. 2018; Lindegren

et al. 2012). For extended sources like clusters,

this parameter should be significant larger than

normal single star.

3. RUWE: Astrometric renormalised unit weight er-

ror of a source. Sources with a RUWE value sig-

nificantly surpassing 1.0 may be non-single or it

is challenging to derive the astrometric solution of

them (Pourbaix et al. 2022). Additionally, sources

with only a two-parameter solution would lack

RUWE value. (Hobbs et al. 2022).

4. IGHA: ipd gof harmonic amplitude, indicating

the variation amplitude of the Image Parameter

Determination (IPD) Goodness of Fit (GoF) rel-

ative to the position angle of the scan direction

(Hobbs et al. 2022). The larger the parameter,

the more likely the source is to have an asymmet-

ric structure (e.g., binary star/ galaxy).

5. IFMP: ipd frac mumlti peak, which is the per-

centage of successful IPD windows with more than

one peak (Hobbs et al. 2022). It characterizes sit-

uations where the target source exhibits multiple

peaks within the Gaia photometric radius. This

parameter allows us to examine the photometric

distribution and morphological information of the

source.

6. phot bp(/rp) n obs: This parameter describes the

number of observations that contribute to the

mean BP (/RP ) band flux and the corresponding

flux error of the target source (Riello et al. 2021).

7. phot bp(/rp) n blended transits: This parameter

characterizes the number of transits evaluated as

blended among those contributing to the mean

spectrum. A transit is classified as blended when

more than one source is within the window (De

Angeli et al. 2023). Combining this param-

eter with phot bp(/rp) n contaminated transits,

we can assess the reliability of the BP (/RP ) spec-

tra (De Angeli et al. 2023).

8. phot bp(/rp) n contaminted transits: Similar to

phot bp(/rp) n blended transits parameter, but

quantifies the transits evaluated as contaminated.

A transit is deemed contaminated when a portion

of the flux within the window is estimated to come

from a nearby source situated outside the window

(De Angeli et al. 2023). Combining this param-

eter with phot bp(/rp) n blended transits enables
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the assessment of the reliability of the BP (/RP )

spectra (De Angeli et al. 2023).

2.2. LAMOST DR7 LRS

LAMOST, also known as the Guo Shou Jing Tele-

scope, is a big astronomical facility located in Xinglong,

China. It combines a wide field of view of 20 square

degrees and a large effective aperture of 4 meters (Cui

et al. 2012). In its low-resolution observing mode (reso-

lution R ≈ 1800), LAMOST can simultaneously control

4000 optical fibers on a 1.75-meter diameter focal plane.

These fibers are connected to 32 CCDs, covering a wave-

length range of 370–900 nm, with a limiting magnitude

of approximately 18. By the end of 2022, LAMOST has

accumulated more than 21 million spectra, consisting of

11 million low resolution spectra and 10 million medium

resolution spectra (Yan et al. 2022).

In this study, we used the data obtained from the

LAMOST DR7 LRS. In addition to spectra, this data re-

lease incorporates stellar parameters determined by the

LAMOST Stellar Parameter Pipeline (LASP; Luo et al.

2015), a specialized program designed for LAMOST to

perform fully automated spectrum analysis using stellar

template matching techniques. For objects classified as

stars, the stellar parameters such as effective tempera-

ture, surface gravity, metallicity and radial velocity are

provided.

2.3. Pan-STARRS DR1

Located in Hawaii, the Panoramic Survey Telescope

and Rapid Response System (Pan-STARRS) has con-

ducted a comprehensive 3π Steradian Survey employ-

ing five broad-band filters, denoted as grizyp1. Within

these bands, the 5σ magnitude limits for the faint end

are (23.3, 23.2, 23.1, 22.3, 21.4) mag, while for the bright

end, they are (14.5, 15.0, 15.0, 14.0, 13.0) mag (Cham-
bers et al. 2016). In our study, we used both the point

spread function (PSF ) magnitudes and the aperture

magnitudes. The PS1 images were also used in this

work.

2.4. Sloan Digital Sky Survey DR15

The Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) employs a 2.5-

meter wide-field telescope equipped with ugriz photo-

metric filters. SDSS Data Release 15 (SDSS DR15;

Aguado et al. 2019) encompasses observed objects along

with their associated parameters, including classifica-

tions (point source or extended source) and magnitudes

in ugriz bands (Eisenstein et al. 2011). Color images

for each object in SDSS DR15 are also available. Ad-

ditionally, a subset of objects in SDSS DR15 has un-

dergone spectroscopic observations, resulting in corre-

sponding spectra.

3. METHODS

Our methods include the classification of the sample

based on the BRExcess parameter to select sources with

significantly large BRExcess values for in-depth analysis.

Subsequently, we employ 6 additional parameters and

establish empirical criteria for these parameters to select

HCSC candidates and eliminate various false positive

cases within these sources.

3.1. Classification based on BRExcess

In this work, we firstly classify the 6,138,049 sources

using the BRExcess parameter. Figure 1 shows the dis-

tribution of BRExcess in relation to BP − RP for all

sources. We establish two criteria to divide the sample

into three sub-samples: 701 sources with 5 < BREx-

cess, 4,085 sources with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5, and the

others with BRExcess ≤ 2.37. Given that most sources

with BRExcess ≤ 2.37 are more likely point sources, our

focus is on the two sub-samples with BRExcess > 2.37.

Figure 1. Distribution of BRExcess as a function of
BP − RP for all 6,138,049 sources. The colorbar indicates
the number density. The sample is divided into three sub-
samples by the two red lines.

3.2. Further classification by other Gaia EDR3

parameters

To characterize the features of HCSC candidates and

further distinguish them from other sources, such as nor-

mal single stars or binaries, we randomly sample 60,671

LAMOST sources with BRExcess ≤ 2.37 from those

6,138,049 sources. Figure 2 plots their Gaia EDR3 pa-

rameters as a function of G or BP −RP . In each panel,
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the red line, along with accompanying annotations, il-

lustrates the selection criteria for HCSC employed in

this study.

1. AEN: Voggel et al. (2020) used AEN along with

BRExcess to identify over 600 new cluster candi-

dates in the halo of NGC5128. In a subsequent

study, Hughes et al. (2021) employed this method

to identify a total of 1450 ± 160 GC candidates

in NGC5128. Using AEN, they defined a line 3σ

above the average foreground stellar’s AEN value,

as shown in Equation 1. Obasi et al. (2023) applied

this criterion to search for GCs in the Circinus

galaxy. They validated the criterion with identi-

fied GCs in M81 and NGC5128, concluding that

all GCs within a distance of ± 10 kilo-parsec from

the galaxies’ center satisfied the criterion. Ulti-

mately, Obasi et al. (2023) obtained a sample of 78

potential GCs in the Circinus galaxy. In our study,

we also tested 453 confirmed GCs in M31 (Wang

et al. 2014) against this criterion, and found that

96.7% of them have AENsource > AEN3σ.

AEN3σ = 0.297 + 5.36× 10−8e0.895G (1)

Since the aim of our study is to search for HCSCs,

which are also compact cluster systems, we utilize

the aforementioned AEN criterion. If a source has

AENsource > AEN3σ, it is more likely to be clas-

sified as an extended source, denoted as “abnor-

mal”. Conversely, the source is considered to be

more likely a point source (such as a single star),

denoted as “normal”. The top left panel of Fig-

ure 2 shows the distribution of the AEN value with

G magnitude of the 60,671 LAMOST sources with

BRExcess ≤ 2.37, indicating that 93.1% of these

sources exhibit AENsource ≤ AEN3σ, which aligns

with our expectations.

2. RUWE: Studies have established RUWE ≥ 1.25

as a criterion to select binary stars (e.g. Andrew

et al. 2022; Penoyre et al. 2022), which is consis-

tent with our inspection shown in Figure 2. To

avoid the contamination of binary systems, we de-

fine sources with RUWE ≥ 1.25 to be “abnormal”.

Conversely, sources with RUWE < 1.25 are clas-

sified as “normal”.

3. IGHA: The observed HCSCs are expected to ex-

hibit structural symmetry (Lena et al. 2020). We

define sources with IGHA ≥ 0.14 as “abnormal”,

while sources with IGHA < 0.14 as “normal”. In

Section 4.2, we also set relatively lenient or strin-

gent screening criteria for this parameter in order

to retain more possible candidates for further val-

idation.

4. IFMP: Mannucci et al. (2022) effectively utilized

the IFMP parameter to identify several binary

quasar candidates. We define sources with IFMP

≥ 10 as “abnormal”, indicating a high likelihood

of being binary systems, while sources with IFMP

< 10 as “normal”. In Section 4.2, we also apply

relatively lenient or stringent screening criteria for

this parameter to encompass a wider spectrum of

potential candidates.

5. phot bp(/rp) n blended transits: The blend-

ing fraction β is defined by Equation 2

(Riello et al. 2021), where A repre-

sents phot bp n blended transits, B repre-

sents phot rp n blended transits, C represents

phot bp n obs, and D represents phot rp n obs.

In our study, to eliminate the false positive

cases where the observed source’s flux is con-

taminated by neighboring sources, resulting in

a higher BRExcess value than expected, we can

select sources with a low β value. Besides the

β value, the flux ratio between the target source

and the blending source(s) should also be consid-

ered(Riello et al. 2021). For example, if β is set

to 0.5 and the target source has a GBP magni-

tude of 14.0 mag while the blending source has a

GBP magnitude of 19.0 mag, the blending source’s

impact on the target source becomes negligible.

Therefore, after selecting sources with relatively

low β value, it is crucial to assess the brightness

contrast between the target and blending sources.

Additionally, due to the size of Gaia’s ccd, sources

influenced by nearby sourced located at angu-

lar separations larger than 1′′.75 would not be

classified as blended.

In our study, we propose a screening criterion as

follows: A source with a β value ≥ 0.5, indicat-

ing that more than half of the observations have

been classified as blended by the Gaia mission,

would be categorized as significantly contaminated

by neighboring sources (“abnormal”). Conversely,

if the β value is < 0.5, the source is considered to

be less affected by neighboring sources (“normal”).

Importantly, each source that has passed through

the screening process would undergo an examina-

tion of the celestial objects within a 20′′.0 radius

centered on the source’s coordinates, to ensure the

absence of contamination.

β =
A+B

C +D
(2)



6 Wu et al.

6. phot bp(/rp) n contaminated transits: We intro-

duce the parameter NCT, which denotes the total

number of observations classified as contaminated

by the Gaia, as defined in Equation 3 below. We

propose a screening criterion for NCT: a source’s

flux would be considered as contaminated by other

sources if its NCT > 0 (“abnormal”), while uncon-

taminated when NCT = 0 (“normal).

NCT = phot bp n contaminated transits +

phot rp n contaminated transits (3)

With the above 6 parameters, on one hand, we expect

the HCSC candidates to exhibit “abnormal” AEN val-

ues, indicative of extended sources. On the other hand,

we anticipate the candidates to demonstrate “normal”

values across the other 5 parameters, to eliminate cases

involving binaries or contaminations.

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

Based on Figure 1, our objective was to identify po-

tential HCSC candidates within sources with BRExcess

value greater than 5 as well as those falling within the

range of 2.37 to 5. The findings for sources with BREx-

cess > 5 are detailed in Section 4.1, while for sources

with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5 are presented in Section 4.2.

4.1. Searching for HCSCs with BRExcess > 5

In this study, we initially tried to identify HCSCs

among the 701 sources with BRExcess > 5. We note

that a number of sources are concentrated in M31.

Given that we aims to identify HCSCs in the MW, we

excluded 116 sources located in the center region of M31

(9.5° < RA < 12.5°, 40° < Dec < 42.5°).
For the remaining 585 sources, we initially analyzed

their parameter distribution in comparison to 60,671
randomly sampled LAMOST sources, as depicted in Fig-

ure 3. To double-check their G-band photometry, we

cross-matched these 585 sources and the 60671 LAM-

OST sources with PS1 DR1 to obtain their g and r band

magnitudes. To minimize errors from over-brightness,

we excluded sources with g < 14.0 mag or r < 14.0 mag.

For the remaining sources, we plotted the G − r distri-

bution relative to g − r, as shown in the subplot in the

second row and first column of Figure 3. All the sources

with BRExcess > 5 lie the region 3σ above the best

fitting regression line of the comparison sample. This

positioning signifies that their measured G-band magni-

tudes are fainter than they should be, aligning with our

initial expectations. Therefore, in the subplot in the

first row and second column, we employed the absolute

magnitudes of GBP since we consider it to be a more

reliable measure than the G-band magnitudes.

We subsequently categorized these 585 sources pri-

marily using images and spectra from SDSS DR15. In

cases where SDSS data were not accessible, we relied o

PS1 images and LAMOST DR7 spectra. To facilitate

our categorization, we also considered the six parame-

ters from Gaia EDR3: AEN, RUWE, IGHA, IFMP, β,

and NCT. Ultimately, we grouped these 585 sources to

eight distinct categories, and their spatial distribution

is shown in Figure 4.

Each category is outlined below:

1. Galaxies: We identified 483 sources classified as

galaxies. An example is illustrated in Figure 5. Galaxies

are typical kinds of extended sources, and their BREx-

cess values are expected to be large, as discussed in Sec-

tions 2.1 and 3.1.

2. GCs in the outer region of M31 (M31 GCs): We

have identified 24 GCs located in the outer region of

M31. An example is shown in Figure 6. The classi-

fication is based on SDSS images, LAMOST spectra,

and SIMBAD information. GCs are also typical ex-

tended sources with large BRExcess, as described in

Sections 2.1 and 3.1.

3. Wrong matches: There are 25 wrong match cases,

and one example is shown in Figure 7. These cases are

categorized when the magnitude of the source in the

LAMOST input catalog is more than five magnitudes

brighter than that of the corresponding Gaia EDR3

source after cross-matching. Combined with the images,

it becomes evident that an incorrect match took place

during the cross-matching process, where bright LAM-

OST sources were erroneously paired with faint sources

of Gaia EDR3.

4. Contamination I: This category comprises 14

sources, and an example is depicted in the left panel

of Figure 8. These sources exhibit characteristics such

as NCT > 0 or β > 0.5, indicating contamination from

nearby sources. We checked the flux ratio between the

source and the neighbor, confirming that the neighbor-

ing source is sufficiently bright to introduce a signifi-

cantly higher flux for the target source in the BP and

RP bands compared to its true flux. Consequently, this

leads to a large BRExcess value compared to normal

single stars.

5. Contamination II: This category comprises 21

sources, and an example is illustrated in the right panel

of Figure 8. These sources exhibit NCT = 0 and β <

0.1, indicating that Gaia does not detect any contam-

inating or blending signals. However, we identified at

least one much brighter (by 5.0–11.0 mag) foreground

star located within 3′′.0 to 20′′.0 of the target source.

Combining the SDSS and PS1 images, we concluded

that although Gaia did not detect any contamination
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Figure 2. Distribution of the six Gaia EDR3 parameters relative to G or BP −RP for a random sample of 60,671 LAMOST
sources with BRExcess ≤ 2.37. In each panel, the red line and accompanying text represent the selection criteria employed
in this study. Additionally, the percentages displayed indicate the proportion of randomly sampled LAMOST sources that fall
below the selection criteria.

due to the relative large angular separation, the bright

foreground stars caused contamination, leading to an

increased BRExcess for the target source.

6. Wide binaries: We identified 15 wide binary sys-

tems, and an illustration of images and spectra for these

systems is presented in Figure 9. To identify such sys-

tems, we conducted a search for nearby sources of the

target source’s 1’ radius in the Gaia DR3 catalog, to

check their spatial distributions, parallaxes and proper
motions. Another source with similar positions and as-

trometric parameters to the target source was classified

as the other component of a wide binary system. Due to

mutual contamination between the binary components,

the target source displays a large BRExcess. An illus-

trative example of this classification process is shown in

Figure 10.

7. Lack of data: Two in total. Due to the low image

quality, we cannot classify these two sources.

8. Wrong candidate: Among the 585 sources, one

does not fall into any of the aforementioned categories,

making it stand out as a potential HCSC candidate —

an extended source with a stellar spectrum in the MW.

It exhibits an AEN value greater than AEN3σ along with

an “abnormal” RUWE value. Additionally, it exhibits

“normal” IGHA, IFMP, β and NCT values (NCT = 0

and β = 0.047). Its PS1 cutout image is shown in the left

panel of Figure 11. The LAMOST spectrum identifies

this source as a G7 star, as depicted on the right panel

of Figure 11.

However, we were surprised by the relatively high

signal-to-noise ratio of of the LAMOST spectrum for

this faint candidate. Consequently, we examined the

signal-to-noise ratio in the g-band (S/Ng) as the func-

tion of the g magnitude for LAMOST sources within

the same plate of the candidate. The S/Ng value for

this candidate stands out significantly, suggesting a po-

tential anomaly. This discrepancy raises concerns about

a possible acquisition error in the spectrum, indicating

that the observed spectrum may not belong to this can-

didate.

We then examined this candidate’s parameter distri-

bution, compared to the other sources with BRExcess >

5, as shown in Figure 3. Given the candidate’s faint ab-

solute magnitude, we became more convinced that this

is not the HCSC candidate we are searching for. Con-

sidering its image in the left panel of Figure 11, we pro-

pose that the candidate in question may actually be a

galaxy and the corresponding LAMOST spectra might

have been taken from the wrong target. It is essential
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Figure 3. Parameter distribution of the 585 sources with BRExcess > 5, compared to a random sample of 60,671 LAMOST
sources. The comparison sample is represented by gray dots, while sources with BRExcess > 5, excluding those near the center
of M31, are depicted by blue dots. The wrong candidate is indicated by the red dot. In the first subplot of the second row, the
blue line is a second-order regression for G− r vs g− r of the comparison sample. The two orange lines indicate the position ±
3σ away from the regression line.

Figure 4. Spatial distribution of the 585 sources with BRExcess > 5, with different categories identified by different colours.
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Figure 5. An example of galaxies, whose image and spectrum are from the SDSS.

Figure 6. An example of outer GC of M31, whose image is from SDSS and spectra is from LAMOST.

Figure 7. An example of wrong matches, whose image (1 arcmin × 1 arcmin) is from the PS1 i band. The green cross denotes
the location of the LAMOST source, while the white represents the Gaia source after a wrong match process.
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Figure 8. Left: An example of contamination I cases, whose image is from the SDSS. Right: An example of contamination
II cases, whose image is from the SDSS.

Figure 9. An examples of wide binaries, whose image is from the SDSS and spectra is from the LAMOST.
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Figure 10. An example of the identifications of wide binaries. Blue and red dots represent sources located within 1’ of the
target source in Gaia DR3. One of the two red dots is the target source, while the other is considered to be another component
of a wide binary system, together with the target source.
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Figure 11. Wrong candidate with BRExcess > 5, whose image (1 arcmin × 1 arcmin) is from the PS1 i-band and the spectra
is from LAMOST. The green cross in the center of the left panel denotes the candidate.
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to validate our findings by reacquiring the spectrum of

this specific source.

4.2. Searching for HCSCs with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5

For the 4,085 sources with BRExcess values ranging

from 2.37 to 5, we first analyzed their parameter dis-

tribution, following a procedure similar to that in Sec-

tion 4.1. The results are presented in Figure 12.

Subsequently, we employed distinct screening meth-

ods to identify single-source resolved HCSCs and multi-

sources resolved HCSCs, respectively. The screening

methods for each category are detailed below, in accor-

dance with our anticipated characteristics for each type

of HCSCs.

4.2.1. Searching for single-source resolved HCSCs

Firstly, in the case of the single-source resolved HC-

SCs, we expect Gaia to detect the entire cluster as a sin-

gle extended source, without any nearby point sources.

As a result, we can reliably eliminate sources with sig-

nificant BRExcess resulting from neighboring sources’

contamination. Our screening process depends on the

Gaia EDR3 parameters listed below.

Step 1) To exclude the case of the source being part of

a binary system, which could result in a large BRExcess

value due to contamination from companion stars, we

establish the following criteria:

1. IFMP: We defined two criteria, IFMP < 10 as a

lenient criterion and IFMP = 0 as a stringent cri-

terion.

2. IGHA: IGHA < 0.2 as a lenient criterion, and

IGHA < 0.14 as a stringent criterion.

3. RUWE: RUWE < 1.25.

Step 2) To minimize the possibility of targets being

contaminated by nearby sources and consequently dis-

playing large BRExcess values, we established the fol-

lowing criterion:

1. β: We required β < 0.5 to ensure that at least 50%

of the observations for the target are not regarded

as blended by Gaia.

2. NCT: We required NCT = 0. For sources with

NCT > 0, we considered them to be significantly

contaminated from nearby sources.

Step 3) From Section 2.1, we anticipate that the

AEN values of HCSCs should be 3σ above the aver-

age AEN values of foreground stars, and therefore we

implemented a screening criterion:

1. AEN: AENsource > AEN3σ.

Step 4) If a source satisfies all the criteria mentioned

above, it undergoes a more rigorous screening process

using IGHA, IFMP, and RUWE:

1. IGHA < 0.14

2. IFMP = 0

3. RUWE < 1.25

Sources that meet all three criteria are labeled as “3A

candidates”. Those meeting two of the criteria are clas-

sified as “2A candidates”. Similarly, sources meeting

only one criterion are designated as “1A candidates”.

Lastly, sources failing to meet any of the three criteria

are denoted as “0A candidates”.

We also employ PSF magnitudes and Ap (Aperture)

magnitudes of sources to make references to the charac-

teristics as either extended or point sources. We cross-

matched 4,085 sources with BRExcess values between

2.37 and 5 with PS1 DR1 to obtain their g-band PSF

and Ap magnitudes. Additionally, we randomly selected

17000 LAMOST sources with BRExcess ≤ 2.37 as the

comparison sample and obtained their g-band PSF and

Ap magnitudes. We retained sources with magnitudes

fainter than 14.0 mag to minimize errors from over-

brightness. This resulted in 2,572 sources with BREx-

cess values between 2.37 and 5 and 11,368 sources in the

comparison sample. We then explored the relationship

between the magnitude difference (∆magg, calculated

as gPSF - gAp), and gPSF values, as shown in Figure 13.

We performed a linear regression on the ∆magg val-

ues of the comparison sample against gPSF , followed by

applying a Gaussian function to the residuals to deter-

mine their scatter σ. In Figure 13, the ∆magg values

of most sources with BRExcess values between 2.37 and

5 lie above the mean of the comparison sample (repre-

sented by the best-fit) plus 3σ (denoted as ‘above +3σ’

hereafter), consistent with the expectations for extended

sources. A few sources fall within the ± 3σ range from

the best-fit (denoted as ‘within ±3σ’ hereafter) or below

the best-fit minus 3σ (denoted as ‘below−3σ’ hereafter),

indicating a higher likelihood of being point sources in

the PS1 survey. Subsequently, we applied our screen-

ing process to each of these three subsets, and the final

results are presented below:

1. 19 sources below −3σ: one 2A candidate was

screened.

2. 647 sources within ±3σ: no candidate was

screened.

3. 1906 sources above +3σ: one 2A candidate and

one 1A candidate were screened.
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Figure 12. Distribution of parameters for the candidate with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5. The light gray dots represent the 60671
random LAMOST sources, while the dark gray dots correspond to the sources with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5. The HCSC candidate
is denoted as the red dot. The subplot of the first column of the second row is made similarly to that in Figure 3.

Figure 13. The distribution of ∆magg with gPSF , where
grey dots represent the comparison sample with BRExcess ≤
2.37, while blue dots denote sources with 2.37 < BRExcess
≤ 5. The central solid orange line is the best linear fitting
for the comparison sample, and the two dashed orange lines
are ± 3σ away from the the best fitting line.

Subsequently, we conducted a comprehensive valida-

tion of each candidate passed through the screening pro-

cess. The validation involved the cross-referencing of

various datasets, including SDSS DR15, PS1 images and

LAMOST spectra. Additionally, we carefully examined

sources within a 20′′.0 radius centered on the candidate’s

coordinates in Gaia DR3 to determine if the candidate

is contaminated by nearby sources. The results of this

validation process are summarized in Table 1.

Among these candidates, the source with source id

= 64983928937034241 has been identified as a poten-

tial 1A candidate. It exhibits an “abnormal” RUWE

value, while IFMP meets lenient criteria and IGHA

meets stringent criteria. Although classified as a galaxy

in SDSS, LAMOST spectra identifies it as a K5 spec-

tral type star. Therefore, we consider this source as a

potential HCSC candidate. The SDSS image and LAM-

OST spectra of this source are presented in Figure 14.

We examined the distribution between S/Ng and g for

both this candidate and other LAMOST sources ob-

1 Information from LAMOST: 1) Teff = 4444.07 K; 2) Logg =
3.953; 3) Fe/H = −0.976
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Table 1. Searching for single-source resolved HCSCs: screening results.

Source id (type) RA (deg) Dec (deg) RUWE IGHA IFMP (%) ∆magg Ultimate classification

Sources with g-band PSF and Ap magnitudes

6498392893703424 (1A) 41.28292 5.70386 1.5272 0.0538 3 above +3σ HCSC candidate

2705814759231952768 (2A) 339.53612 5.18785 1.4281 0.1010 0 below −3σ Contamination I

173086700992466688 (2A) 68.23740 34.60345 5.7579 0.0522 0 below −3σ Post-AGB Star

Sources lacking g-band PSF and Ap magnitudes or over-brightness

3267157265308327424 (2A) 46.78342 1.08972 1.7812 0.1048 0 – Galaxy

3848578082069151104 (1A) 149.63648 3.74268 – 0.1652 0 – Contamination II

1484005522545507584 (1A) 214.08919 36.70537 1.7970 0.1483 0 – Galaxy

2563091316653315840 (1A) 19.76825 4.54843 1.6664 0.1316 9 – Wide binary

1565731912601035392 (1A) 203.76656 57.11682 1.8412 0.0446 1 – Galaxy

2752350592445700352 (0A) 3.68213 8.87581 2.0088 0.1854 6 – Contamination II

369143990894286080 (0A) 10.41455 40.67588 – 0.1647 7 – M31 GC

932233479210634752 (0A) 124.33875 50.88864 1.2872 0.1455 5 – Contamination II

served within the same sky region with the same plate,

finding no significant anomaly. We suppose that this

candidate exhibits an extended source with stellar spec-

tra characteristics. Further high resolution spectral and

image verification is necessary to confirm our findings.

The source with source id = 173086700992466688 was

screened as a 2A candidate. It has been classified as a

Post-AGB Star (IRAS 04296+3429) (Oudmaijer et al.

2022). We do not categorize it as a HCSC candidate,

but rather as a noteworthy source deserving further in-

vestigation. In Figure 15, we present a cutout image

centered on the source’s coordinates obtained from PS1,

along with the LAMOST spectra.

Subsequently, we extended the screening to the 1,511

sources initially excluded due to the absence of PS1 mag-

nitude data or over-brightness. Within this subset, three

0A candidates, four 1A candidates, and one 2A candi-

date were identified. To validate these candidates, we

performed a thorough validation process identical to the

one mentioned earlier. The results were presented in Ta-

ble 1, and no potential HCSC candidate was found in

this subset.

4.2.2. Searching for multi-sources resolved HCSCs

Unlike the single-source resolved HCSCs, we expect

multi-sources resolved HCSCs to display a central clus-

ter region as a bright, extended source, accompanied by

faint point sources within a 10′′.0 radius. Consequently,

the case of nearby sources’ contamination could not be

readily dismissed. Therefore, adjustments were made

to the screening criteria by removing step 3). We con-

ducted screening on three subsets categorized based on

the distribution of ∆magg values against gPSF , simi-

lar to Section 4.2.1, using identical notations. The out-

comes are as follows, noting that candidates validated

in Section 4.2.1 are excluded.

1. 19 sources below −3σ: no candidate was screened.

2. 647 sources within ±3σ: one 1A candidate was

screened;

3. 1906 sources above +3σ: one 2A candidate, thir-

teen 1A candidates, and five 0A candidates were

screened.

We further validated each of these candidates. The re-

sults after the validation are shown in Table 2. We did

not identify any HCSC candidates during this investiga-

tion.

We also screened the 1,511 sources lacking g-band

magnitudes or over-brightness. Within this subset, we

identified three 0A candidates, nine 1A candidates, and

three 2A candidate and one 3A candidate. We con-

ducted a comprehensive validation of these candidates.

The results are detailed in Table 2, with no HCSC can-

didate identified.

The spatial distribution of 4,085 sources with 2.37 <

BRExcess ≤ 5 is depicted in Figure 16, where all candi-

dates passing through the screening process, including
false positive cases, are differentiated by various colors.

Furthermore, Figure 12 illustrates the distribution of pa-

rameters for the single-source resolved HCSC candidate

and the Post-AGB star, compared to other sources with

2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5 and the random sampled LAM-

OST sources.

To expand the identification of potential candidates,

we also studied the sources with BRExcess values rang-

ing from 1.8 to 2.37. This resulted in a dataset of

37,306 sources. Following the screening process outlined

previously, we screened 6 single-source resolved HCSC

candidates and 240 multi-sources resolved HCSC candi-

dates. After conducting further verification, we found

that among the 6 single-source resolved candidates, one

was classified as a wide binary, two were identified as

galaxies, and three were categorized to be contamina-

tion II. Among the 240 multi-sources resolved HCSC
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Figure 14. Single-source resolved HCSC candidate, whose image is from SDSS and the spectra is from LAMOST.

Figure 15. Post-AGB Star: IRAS 04296+3429, whose image is from PS1 (1 arcmin × 1 arcmin) i-band and the spectra is
from LAMOST.

candidates, one was classified as a galaxy, 69 were iden-

tified as wide binary systems, and 170 were categorized

as contamination I. We did not identify any potential

HCSC candidates within this dataset.

5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

HCSCs are potential host clusters for intermediate-

mass BHs. There could be hundreds of HCSCs within

the MW’s halo. Identifying and studying HCSCs could

provide a promising way to discover and investigate

intermediate-mass BHs with masses ranging from 104

to 105 solar masses. However, despite the exciting po-

tential, no HCSCs have been observed in the MW to

date.

Taking advantage of the high spatial resolution data

of Gaia, we can effectively separate extended sources

from point sources. In our study, we analyzed 6,138,049

sources that are common for Gaia EDR3 and LAMOST

DR7 to identify potential HCSC candidates in the MW.

We further studied 701 sources with BRExcess > 5 and

4,085 sources with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5.

For the 701 sources, we carried out a rigorous classifi-

cation process to eliminate the false positive cases. This

involved inspecting images from SDSS, PS1, examining

spectra from SDSS and LAMOST, and referencing other

astrometric parameters from Gaia EDR3. Among the

701 sources, the majority are galaxies, with some being

M31 GCs, wide binaries, and sources contaminated by

nearby objects. We identified a potential HCSC candi-

date, an extended source with a stellar spectrum. How-

ever, further analysis of the signal-to-noise ratio of its

LAMOST spectrum led us to deduce that the spectrum

does not belong to this candidate. Taking this informa-

tion into account, along with its faint absolute magni-

tude and image characteristics, we determined it not to

be an HCSC candidate. Reacquiring the source’s spec-

trum could validate our findings.
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Figure 16. The spatial distribution of the 4,085 sources with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5. The light gray dots represent the 60671
random LAMOST sources, while the dark gray dots correspond to the sources with 2.37 < BRExcess ≤ 5. The HCSC candidate
is represented by the red dot, while the Post-AGB star is indicated by the blue dot.

For the 4,085 sources with BRExcess values ranging

between 2.37 and 5, we tried to identify single-source

resolved and multi-sources resolved HCSC candidates,

respectively. We employed different Gaia EDR3 astro-

metric parameters to identify these two types of candi-

dates separately. Following the identification, we con-

ducted further validation of the candidates to eliminate

any false positive cases. This validation process incorpo-

rated data from SDSS, PS1 images, LAMOST spectra,

and examination of sources within a 20′′.0 radius cen-

tered on each candidate’s coordinates in Gaia DR3. As

a result, we identified one single-source resolved HCSC

candidate, which is an extended source with a star-like

spectrum. Additionally, we identified a Post-AGB Star

as a noteworthy source for further investigation.

The HCSC candidates can be further validated

through the following observations:

1. High-resolution imaging observations. We can

employ instruments like Hubble Space Telescope,

the Chinese Space Station Telescope (CSST; Zhan

2011), and other high-resolution space telescopes.

It will allow us to thoroughly examine the candi-

dates, confirming their identities through distinct

morphological features and structural characteris-

tics.

2. High-resolution spectroscopic observations. HC-

SCs are distinguished by high velocity dispersion.

It is expected that the spectral lines in their spec-

tra should exhibit broader profiles compared to

those observed in typical stellar spectra. This

spectroscopic analysis will serve as an essential cri-

terion for certifying the HCSC candidates, provid-

ing insights into their internal dynamics.

We have developed a comprehensive selection proce-

dure for identifying HCSC candidates, offering valuable

insights for future data-mining efforts in upcoming data

releases and surveys such as the CSST, the Nancy Grace

Roman Space Telescope (Spergel et al. 2015), and Eu-

clid (Laureijs et al. 2011). Additionally, our methodol-

ogy can aid in the development of search strategies for

similar objects.
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Table 2. Searching for multi-sources resolved HCSCs: screening results.

Source id (type) RA (deg) Dec (deg) RUWE IGHA IFMP (%) ∆magg Ultimate classification

Sources with g-band PSF and Ap magnitudes

449392156284056320 (2A) 52.33586 57.16223 1.2308 0.0312 9 above +3σ Wide binary

704464938231855744 (1A) 129.78772 28.44897 1.4418 0.0227 9 within ± 3σ Contamination I

311588474186803840 (1A) 16.07852 30.45814 5.4640 0.0328 9 above +3σ Contamination I

1275471219510990336 (1A) 228.57050 30.12952 1.6151 0.1292 9 above +3σ Wide binary

1528957028223827840 (1A) 192.18811 44.54689 1.4649 0.0947 9 above +3σ Wide binary

112064428424442752 (1A) 48.24959 25.04831 1.6719 0.0790 9 above +3σ Wide binary

675908353517004928 (1A) 122.81268 20.80834 1.9797 0.0982 6 above +3σ Contamination I

873227500510164736 (1A) 112.04762 28.00048 – 0.1224 6 above +3σ Contamination I

2825149467773549824 (1A) 350.76716 19.77727 4.4414 0.0632 1 above +3σ Contamination I

3394676631033414784 (1A) 76.82286 16.23994 1.5533 0.0384 2 above +3σ Wide binary

1572562594229422592 (1A) 185.68549 54.54430 6.3407 0.0336 1 above +3σ Wide binary

958948725548486144 (1A) 97.43805 43.70542 1.7100 0.0486 7 above +3σ Wide binary

3344212483292171520 (1A) 92.12091 12.88156 – 0.0717 6 above +3σ Contamination I

805414227517251840 (1A) 152.71911 42.19703 1.3181 0.1124 7 above +3σ Contamination I

155844571964505216 (0A) 76.51998 29.35847 1.6010 0.1998 9 above +3σ Contamination I

883649152754683520 (0A) 107.33776 27.40741 – 0.1661 8 above +3σ Contamination I

1586519038916853248 (0A) 223.50317 44.59921 1.5171 0.1567 9 above +3σ Wide binary

400193168469697152 (0A) 20.03275 48.75375 1.4746 0.1892 8 above +3σ Contamination I

1188076297256651520 (0A) 224.16966 17.10362 – 0.1925 6 above +3σ Contamination I

Sources lacking g-band PSF and Ap magnitudes or over-brightness

2624183996623482624 (3A) 342.36668 -4.39149 1.1216 0.0545 0 – Wide binary

141723239185156352 (2A) 42.23868 37.24501 2.0758 0.0312 0 – Wide binary

18449736397548800 (2A) 39.63145 6.32936 1.1256 0.0168 8 – Wide binary

1776969257602295040 (2A) 333.83645 17.76417 – 0.0462 0 – Contamination I

727019735648631680 (1A) 155.35621 26.09911 1.2713 0.0197 4 – Contamination I

2099457980827307264 (1A) 288.54912 38.56520 2.2538 0.0938 8 – Contamination I

2720656997978119296 (1A) 332.03690 6.64466 5.1655 0.0972 2 – Wide binary

360649503357099392 (1A) 10.37483 31.29947 2.6613 0.1983 0 – Wide binary

640962678529014016 (1A) 144.69539 21.90644 – 0.0990 5 – Contamination I

2763824069297410944 (1A) 354.92190 11.72348 1.8492 0.0569 2 – Wide binary

2715608178020587392 (1A) 345.52535 11.32835 – 0.1220 5 – Contamination I

3281684081655197824 (1A) 72.49482 4.89385 9.2288 0.1263 3 – Contamination I

303379829611779072 (0A) 23.45040 30.65799 – 0.1643 8 – Galaxy

2583656921443112576 (0A) 18.96947 12.51747 – 0.1564 7 – Contamination I
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