arXiv:2512.01281v1 [astro-ph.HE] 1 Dec 2025

DRAFT VERSION DECEMBER 2, 2025
Typeset using IATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Non-detection of FAST and Parkes follow-up observation for 27 Parkes discovered FRBs

XUAN YANG,"? SONGBO ZHANG,"® AND XUEFENG WU''?

1 Purple Mountain Observatory, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Nanjing 210023, China
2School of Astronomy and Space Sciences, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China
3CSIRO Space and Astronomy, Australia Telescope National Facility, PO Box 76, Epping, NSW 1710, Australia

ABSTRACT

To investigate whether apparently non-repeating Fast Radio Bursts (FRBs) are truly one-off tran-
sients, we conducted systematic follow-up observations of 27 out of 81 non-repeating FRBs identified
in the Parkes Transient Database. Using 59.0 hours of data from the Parkes Ultra-Wideband Low
(UWL) receiver and 6.3 hours from the Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical Telescope (FAST) 19-
beam receiver, we searched for repeated bursts from these sources. No additional bursts were detected
from any of the 27 FRBs. Combining these non-detections with prior archival observations, we derived
stringent upper limits on their repetition rates above 1 Jy under two statistical models: Poisson process
constraints range from ~ 10735 to 1079 h~!, while Weibull process constraints range from ~ 10~3
to 1071°h~!. These limits are approximately an order of magnitude stricter than those reported in
previous studies. By applying consistent observational setups and analytical methodologies across all
sources, the derived rate limits converge to a narrow, well-defined range. This suggests that these

FRBs form a relatively homogeneous population with extremely low intrinsic activity rates.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Fast Radio Bursts (FRBs) are bright radio pulses
with a short duration of typical milliseconds. Since the
first FRB was discovered in Parkes archival observa-
tion (Lorimer et al. 2007), more than 800 FRBs have
been detected by telescopes worldwide '. Their disper-
sion measures (DMs) typically exceed the contribution
expected from the Milky Way (Cordes & Lazio 2002; Yao
et al. 2017), and they are considered to be extragalactic.
More than 110 FRB sources have been localized to their
extragalactic host galaxies to date (e.g. Chatterjee et al.
2017; Macquart et al. 2020; Shah et al. 2025). However,
a notable exception is FRB 200428, which was associ-
ated with a Galactic magnetar and has a lower lumi-
nosity compared to most extragalactic FRBs (Bochenek
et al. 2020; Andersen et al. 2020).

Another key observational property of FRBs is their
repeatability. While the majority have only been de-
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tected once, nearly 70 sources have exhibited repeated
bursts (Spitler et al. 2016; Andersen et al. 2019; Xu
et al. 2023; Tian et al. 2025). FRBs are therefore of-
ten categorized into two groups based on their apparent
repeatability.

The Parkes radio telescope played an important role
in the early discovery and characterization of FRBs, and
its data remain essential for studies of FRB repeatabil-
ity (e.g. Thornton et al. 2013; Bhandari et al. 2018). A
significant fraction of Parkes-detected FRBs have not
been observed to repeat despite various follow-up ob-
servations. In particular, among the 30 bright FRBs de-
tected by Parkes with a signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) above
10, only FRB 20180301A has been confirmed as a re-
peater, through follow-up observations using the FAST
and Parkes telescopes (Luo et al. 2020; Kumar et al.
2023; Zhang & Yang 2024). It therefore remains unclear
whether the apparently non-repeating sources represent
genuinely one-off events or instead belong to a popula-
tion with extremely low burst rates. Some studies sug-
gest that some of these sources may be weakly active
repeaters (Good et al. 2023).

Besides the bright FRBs, Parkes has also detected a
population of relatively faint events Yang et al. (2021).
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In Zhang et al. (2020), we reprocessed all observa-
tions obtained during the first four years of operation
(1997—2001) with the Parkes Multibeam Receiver. A
total of 568,736,756 pulses with a S/N larger than seven
were recorded in a single pulse database, known as the
Parkes Transient Database I (PTD-I). In our subsequent
work Yang et al. (2021), we applied a machine learning
classification to all events in PTD-I and identified 81 ap-
parently one-off FRBs with S/N values ranging from 7.1
to 8.2. Based on their detection in a single beam of the
multibeam system, together with their DMs exceeding
the expected Galactic contribution, we concluded that
these events are of extragalactic origin (see more details
in Yang et al. 2021).

The Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical radio
Telescope (FAST), with its exceptional sensitivity (Jiang
et al. 2020), provides a unique opportunity to detect
fainter bursts and better constrain the repetition be-
havior of FRBs. Although several sensitive follow-up
campaigns with FAST and other sensitive instruments
have already placed stringent upper limits on the repeti-
tion rates of part of non-repeating FRB candidates from
the CHIME/FRB catalog (Uno et al. 2025), a system-
atic study specifically targeting the Parkes-discovered
sample is still lacking.

Parkes accumulated the first substantial sample be-
fore the CHIME era (Amiri et al. 2021). During
this pioneering period, the Arecibo telescope discov-
ered FRB 121102 in 2014 (Spitler et al. 2014), which
was later confirmed as the first repeating FRB (Spitler
et al. 2016), while the most Parkes discovered FRBs re-
mained apparently one-off events (Zhang & Yang 2024).
This striking contrast raises important questions about
whether this reflects intrinsic differences in source pop-
ulations, observational selection effects, or simply insuf-
ficient follow-up sensitivity. Investigating the repetition
properties of these historically accumulated, apparently
one-off Parkes FRBs with more sensitive observations
will provide valuable insights into this temporally dis-
tinct sample.

In this work, we present follow-up observations of 27
FRBs from the Parkes Transient Database, using both
FAST and the Parkes latest ultrawide-bandwidth low-
frequency (UWL) receiver to search for repeated bursts
from these sources. In Section 2, we provide a descrip-
tion of the data and searching pipeline used in this study.
Section 4 includes the results and discussion of our ob-
servations. Section 5 concludes this work.

2. OBSERVATION AND DATA REDUCTION

The 81 FRBs identified in PTD-I were obtained from
Parkes Multibeam observations (Staveley-Smith et al.

1996), which had a central frequency of 1374 MHz, a
bandwidth of 288 MHz, and 96 channels 2. We aimed to
monitor as many of these 81 FRBs as possible; however,
due to limitations in available observing time, we priori-
tized targets based on their S/N and observing cadence.
Consequently, 27 FRBs were selected for follow-up ob-
servations using FAST and Parkes telescopes. The total
integration time and observing parameters for each FRB
are summarized in Table 1.

For Parkes observation, we used the UWL re-
ceiver (Hobbs et al. 2020). Its lowest band (~768 MHz)
has a half maximum power (FWHM) of ~ 0.4°, nearly
twice that of the previous multibeam receiver (~ 0.23°)
where our targeted sources were initially detected. The
UWL receiver’s bandwidth of 3328 MHz also represents
a significant improvement over the previous multibeam
observation’s 288 MHz, providing a better chance of de-
tecting repeated signals even if their central frequency
shifts. The feasibility of this strategy is demonstrated
by our new detection of repeating pulses from an appar-
ent one-off Rotating Radio Transient (RRAT) (Zhang
& Yang 2024). A total of 59.0 hours of Parkes UWL
observations were recorded, targeting 21 FRBs between
2020-12-26 and 2025-01-23. The complete observation
log is listed in Table A.1. Observations were conducted
with a central frequency of 2368 MHz, a bandwidth of
3328 MHz, 13312 frequency channels, a sample time of
64 ps, and 2-bit sampling.

For FAST, a total of 6.3 hours observations were con-
ducted, targeting 6 FRBs on 2021-08-09, 2021-08-13,
2025-08-24, 2025-09-05. We used the FAST 19-beam
receiver in Snapshot mode, which was developed to ef-
ficiently map the sky using a four-point gridding strat-
egy (Jiang et al. 2020). The snapshot sky coverage of
~ 0.5° in diameter ensured that the initial Parkes multi-
beam localization uncertainties were fully covered. The
central frequency, bandwidth, the number of channels
, sample time and sampling bit for these observations
were 1250 MHz, 500 MHz, 4096, and 196.608 us, 8-bit,
respectively.

The data were processed using the single-pulse search
software from PRESTO (Ransom 2001; Ransom et al.
2002; Ransom 2011) *. We searched the full-band FAST
data, while the Parkes UWL data were divided into
a series of sub-bands from 128 to 3328 MHz following
a tiered search strategy (Kumar et al. 2023; Li et al.
2025). The raw data were first masked using the RFIFIND

2 Detailed parameters for the 81 FRB sources are available at https:

/ /astroyx.github.io/.

3 http://www.cv.nrao.edu/~sransom/presto/
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script in PRESTO to mitigate radio-frequency interfer-
ence (RFI). During the PREPDATA process, a DM step
of 0.1 pc-em™> was adopted for dedispersion, and the
searched DM range spanned from —20 to +20 pc-cm™>
relative to the known DM of each source, which are com-
monly used values in known FRB searching pipelines
like Gopinath et al. (2024). All dedispersed data
were then searched using the SINGLE_PULSE_SEARCH.PY
script, with a S/N threshold set to 7 and boxcar widths
of1,2,3,4,6,9, 14, 20, 30, 45, 70, 100, 150, 220, and 300
samples, which is consistent with Zhang et al. (2020).
The searching parameters would result in a fluence de-
tection limit of 0.03 and 0.006 Jyms for Parkes and
FAST respectively, assuming a burst with width close
to the sampling time. The effectiveness and reliability
of this pipeline have been demonstrated by the success-
ful detection of over 1000 bursts from similar FAST and
Parkes UWL observations of FRB 20220529 (Li et al.
2025).

3. METHODS
3.1. Sensitivity limit

The flux density limit can be estimated using the ra-
diometer equation (Manchester et al. 2001; Cordes &
McLaughlin 2003):

o S/N Tyys | Wi
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where ¢ is a loss factor due to digitisation, which is
~ 1 for our observations and consistent with Good et al.
(2023) and Uno et al. (2025). Ty is the system tem-
perature: ~21 K for the Parkes multibeam receiver, and
~23 K for both the Parkes UWL receiver and the FAST
19-beam receiver. G is the telescope antenna gain, with
values of ~0.735, 0.757, and 16 K/Jy for the Parkes
multibeam, Parkes UWL, and FAST 19-beam receivers,
respectively . Av is the observing bandwidth as de-
scribed in Section 2, N, = 2 is the number of polariza-
tion channels, and W is the intrinsic burst width, which
we derive from the initial detection and list in table 2.
Wy is the broadened burst width, calculated using:

Wb = \/W22 + tgamp + t?han + tgcatt? (2)

where teamp is the sampling time, fscate is the scatter-
ing time °, and tcpan is the per-channel dispersive delay

4 The Tsys and G values for the Parkes multibeam, UWL and FAST
19-beam receivers are referenced from Manchester et al. (2001);

Hobbs et al. (2020) and Jiang et al. (2020), respectively.

5 We set tscatt = 0 because the S/N of the initial detected bursts
were too low to allow a reliable measurement of the scattering

time.
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(intra-channel DM smearing), which can be estimated
as (Cordes & McLaughlin 2003):

t = 8.3us x Alchan x(yc >_3>< _ DM

chan = 94 MHz GHz pc-cm=3 )’
(3)

where Avgha, is the frequency channel width in MHz

and v, is the center observing frequency in GHz.

3.2. Poisson Distribution

If the bursts from a source are Poisson-distributed
with event rate r, the probability of detecting N pho-
tons in the observation time T is:

r Ne—rT
( T)N! , (4)

To obtain the repetition rate, we follow the scaling
process presented by Uno et al. (2025) and derive the
Poisson-scaled repeating rate rgcaleq. This scaled rate is
based on the assumption that FRBs occur randomly in
time. It includes a sensitivity scaling factor to enable
comparison between different observations:

P(N|rT) =

Tscaled = Noursts (5)
Tm(Si/SO)_1'5 + ]Daucch(Sf/SO)_L5 7

where Npusts 18 the number of detected bursts, T, is the
on-source exposure time in hours, and .S; is the sensitiv-
ity limit in Jansky of previous observations (the Parkes
multibeam observation from 1997 to 2001). Ty and Sy
are the on-source exposure time and sensitivity limit
of our follow up observations with Parkes and FAST.
So = 1 Jy is the reference flux density, and the power-
law index o = —1.5 is the N oc S5, relation. The
P, = 0.25 is the probability of the source being within
the field of view for FAST Snapshot mode observations.

3.3. Weibull Distribution

If the bursts from a source are Weibull-distributed, its
probability density function of is

WSk, r) = g [rar (1 + ;)]ke[m(lﬁﬂ’“, (6)

where 0 is the interval between bursts, and the I' func-
tion is defined as I'(z) = [ t* ‘e~ dt. Here, k is the
shape parameter and 7 is the burst rate.

Following the formula from Oppermann et al. (2018),
the probability density for observing N = 1 bursts in a
single observation is

P(N=1|k,r)=r-CDF(t | k,r)

(7)
x CDF(A — ty | k,7),

where CDF(§ | k,r) = exp (— [roT" (1 + %)]’f)’ A is
length of an observation.
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Table 1. The observation properties of 27 FRBs, sources observed by FAST are marked with an asterisk (*) in the source name
column. The total PTD-I integration time is 50.0 hours. The follow up integration time is 59.0 hours for Parkes and 6.3 hours
for FAST. The DM _exc is the DM value exceeding the contribution of the Milky Way (Yao et al. 2017).

Source PTD-1 Follow up DM DM_exc Initial Initial R.A. Dec.
Name Integration Time(h)  Integration Time(h) (pc:cem™®) (pc-em™2)  S/N  Width(ms) (J2000) (J2000)

FRB20010702A* 0.22 2.00 182.3 109.0 7.8 5.4 17:50:37.42  11:54:00.55
FRB20010703C* 0.22 2.00 177.1 92.7 7.7 9.4 18:18:34.50  19:56:02.67
FRB20010630E* 0.37 0.58 187.1 110.2 7.5 3.4 18:15:50.77  21:33:42.30
FRB20010630D* 0.15 0.58 82.4 12.4 7.5 5.4 18:10:50.85  22:27:12.41
FRB20010703B* 0.22 0.58 226.7 159.7 7.3 10.1 17:58:05.30  18:26:49.72
FRB20010621C* 1.17 0.58 259.1 4.6 7.2 14.1 19:20:38.50  5:20:34.33

FRB20010303A 0.15 6.86 214.8 185.8 7.2 7.5 4:09:10.27  -44:29:06.27
FRB20001109A 2.33 6.02 528.9 498.8 8.0 17.7 1:35:18.05  -72:01:17.59
FRB20010612A 4.67 5.24 422.9 390.0 7.4 11.3 1:39:32.23  -75:01:24.18
FRB20000622C 2.33 5.12 382.5 351.2 7.4 11.2 0:53:05.17  -73:59:53.00
FRB20001222A 7.00 4.78 508.9 450.6 7.5 21.0 5:31:52.80  -66:44:56.61
FRB19990427A 1.75 4.53 905.5 436.7 7.7 8.8 13:42:01.51  -59:25:54.39
FRB20000928A 4.67 3.52 853.0 805.8 7.5 40.3 4:46:50.18  -67:15:29.16
FRB20001118A 0.66 3.51 730.2 424.7 8.0 19.9 17:04:59.70  -49:51:28.14
FRB20001123A 7.00 3.25 368.6 320.6 8.1 18.4 5:00:39.99  -64:57:46.22
FRB20010509A 7.52 2.72 592.3 541.5 7.6 26.7 5:00:04.51  -67:55:11.36
FRB20010125C 0.22 2.50 751.2 646.2 8.1 10.6 12:11:13.76  -43:30:58.15
FRB20010625A 0.22 2.31 479.7 404.0 7.7 9.9 8:59:42.63  -22:19:07.81
FRB20010128A 0.22 1.51 225.9 121.9 7.3 6.7 10:58:43.41  -81:05:48.26
FRB20000925A 2.33 1.29 206.6 152.0 7.5 20.2 5:09:54.96  -69:59:49.70
FRB20010127A 0.22 1.19 126.8 42.2 7.2 3.7 10:20:02.86  -32:24:18.73
FRB19980624A 0.30 1.00 211.4 175.2 7.6 10.3 4:53:38.17  -53:49:47.47
FRB19990511A 0.29 0.92 410.0 234.4 7.7 10.1 14:12:21.66  -72:36:22.19
FRB20010215A 5.30 0.72 1131.4 1065.0 7.2 39.6 5:51:45.00  -71:14:01.41
FRB20010819A 0.15 0.71 114.2 59.4 7.8 18.3 5:38:49.26  -28:10:59.70
FRB20010127B 0.15 0.70 171.9 23.8 7.2 3.6 10:52:59.72  -43:03:39.39
FRB20010316A 0.15 0.66 478.5 432.7 7.7 13.8 5:34:42.22  -37:02:41.69

The probability density for observing N = 0 bursts in
a single observation is

Ly (U/k (ArTA+ 1/
kT(1+ 1/k) @

The observation length A is scaled by the sensitivity and
Py, following method from Uno et al. (2025):

Ascaled =A. (5/50)71.5 : Pacca

P(N=0|kr)=

(9)
where S is the sensitivity limit derived from equa-
tion (1).

Using the equation (7), equation (8) and equation (9),
we carried out a Bayesian inference using the nested
sampling software package MultiNest (Feroz et al. 2009;
Luo et al. 2020), the parameters logk and logr were
uniformly sampled (1072 < logk < 10}, 1075 < logr <
10).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Limits of follow-up observation

After processing all 65.3 hours of data (59.0 hours
from Parkes UWL and 6.3 hours from FAST), no con-
vincing repeating bursts were detected from any of the
targeted sources.

The derived flux limits are listed in the second and
third columns of table 2. Here, S; denotes the flux den-
sity of the initial detection, while Sy represents the sen-
sitivity limit of our follow-up observations with Parkes
and FAST. Sources observed by FAST are marked with
an asterisk (*) in the source name column.

Considering the derived flux limit, the resulting up-
per limits on repetition rates above 1Jy under a Pois-
son process are shown in Figure 1 (The 1Jy was cho-
sen as the reference flux for consistent with Good et al.
2023 and Uno et al. 2025). The observations from the
different surveys are combined to derive the rate us-
ing equation 5. The rates are plotted on a logarith-
mic y-axis, with error bars representing 90% confidence
intervals. Data from the original Parkes observations
(1997—2001) and their combinations with Parkes UWL
and FAST are shown as blue, green, and red triangles,
respectively. The combined limits from both follow-up
and prior archival observations span a range of approx-
imately 1073 to 10~19 b1,

In addition to the Poisson analysis, the upper lim-
its on the repetition rates above 1Jy under a Weibull
process (see calculation details in section 3.3) are pre-



sented in Figure 2. The error bars indicate the 90%
confidence intervals from the posterior probability dis-
tribution of logr. The combined limits from follow-up
observations and prior archival observations range from
approximately 10734 to 10715 A~ under the Weibull
process assumption.

Compared to 10-min per-source exposure time in the
FAST campaign by Uno et al. (2025), our observations
achieved significantly longer integration times, up to 2
hours per source. In total, we conducted 6.3 hours of
FAST observations covering six sources and 59 hours of
Parkes observations targeting 21 sources. The result-
ing repetition-rates limit of 1073 to 10~* h=! is ap-
proximately an order of magnitude stricter than that
obtained by Uno et al. (2025), which was 1072 to
1070.22 h*l.

4.2. Comparison with bright FRBs discovered by
Parkes

Our comparison is based on the observation parame-
ters and follow-up campaigns for bright, apparently non-
repeating FRBs (S/N > 10) discovered by the Parkes
telescope. A summary of these FRBs is provided by
Zhang & Yang (2024). For example, observations of
FRB 010724A with the Parkes multibeam receiver com-
prise of three kinds of observation setups: 42.0 hours
at 1526 MHz with 512 MHz bandwidth, 512 frequency
channels, and 96 ps sampling; 7.3 hours at 1374 MHz
with 288 MHz bandwidth, 96 channels, and 1000 us sam-
pling; and 3.6 hours at 1382 MHz with 400 MHz band-
width, 1024 frequency channels, and 64 us sampling ©.
We also incorporated long-term monitoring of the re-
peating FRB 20180301A, as reported by Luo et al.
(2020) and Kumar et al. (2023). Using these infor-
mation, we analyzed the follow-up observations for 27
bright Parkes FRBs. Under a Poisson distribution, we
derived repetition rate limits for these events 7. The re-
sults are shown in Figure 3. In contrast to these previous
heterogeneous datasets,

our observations were conducted with consistently
configured instrumental parameters and comparable in-
tegration times, thereby obtaining a new dataset that
more reliably characterizes the true repetition behavior
of these FRBs.

Figure 4 shows the Probability Density Func-
tion (PDF) and Cumulative Distribution Func-
tion (CDF) of the repetition rate limit for the faint

6 More detailed observation informations for the FRBs can be

found in https://data.csiro.au/search/keyword.

7 For three of the 30 bright Parkes FRBs, no archival datasets are

available to constrain their rate limits.
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FRBs from the PTD-I and the bright Parkes FRBs. The
PDF is estimated by Kernel Density Estimation (KDE)
method. As shown in Figure 4, our systematically de-
rived repetition rate constraints span a relatively nar-
row range of ~ 1073 to 107*%A~! under the Poisson
model, which is approximately an order of magnitude
tighter than the upper limits obtained for the bright
Parkes FRBs (~ 107% to 1072h~!). This improvement
in stringent constraints results from the longer integra-
tion times (up to 2 hours per source) and the enhanced
sensitivity provided by FAST and the Parkes UWL re-
ceiver.

These substantially stricter limits allow us to more
confidently rule out moderate repetition in these
sources. This provides stronger evidence for the exis-
tence of a population of genuinely non-repeating FRBs.
It also suggests that some sources may have extremely
low intrinsic activity rates. Moreover, our constraints
have converged into a well-defined range. This conver-
gence was made possible by applying consistent obser-
vational and analytical frameworks across all sources. It
suggests that the faint Parkes FRBs form a relatively ho-
mogeneous population with similar repetition character-
istics, unlike the broad dispersion seen in bright Parkes
FRBs studies that used heterogeneous methodologies.

Understanding FRB populations requires accounting
for their diverse burst rates. The Galactic event FRB
200428 from SGR 193542154 is illustrative: its energy
was ~30 times weaker than the faintest extragalactic
FRBs (Andersen et al. 2020; Bochenek et al. 2020), and
would appear as a non-repeater at extragalactic dis-
tances. This supports the inference by Ravi (2019) that
most FRBs are repeaters given their high volumetric
rate. Our stringent rate limits further agree with James
(2019) and indicate that hyperactive repeaters such as
FRB 20121102A and FRB 20201124A represent a dis-
tinct population from apparently non-repeating FRBs.

5. CONCLUSIONS

Based on 65.3 hours of sensitive follow-up observations
with FAST and the Parkes UWL receiver, we report no
detection of repeating bursts from 27 FRBs identified
in the PTD-I. From these non-detections, we derived
strict upper limits on their repetition rates, ranging from
~ 1073% to 10~9h~! under a Poisson model, and ~
10734 to 107 +5h~! under a Weibull model.

The combination of the Parkes UWL and FAST 19-
beam observations provides improved sensitivity and
bandwidth coverage. Given FAST’s exceptional sensi-
tivity, it could detect bursts more than 20 times fainter
than Parkes. The continued non-detections strongly
suggest that these sources are either non-repeating on
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human timescales or have repetition rates below ~
These may represent “inactive repeaters”

1073.5 h*l'
with extremely low intrinsic activity.
By employing consistent observational setups, data
processing, and statistical analyses, we obtained uni-
form and comparable results across all sources. This
consistency underscores the importance of methodolog-
ical uniformity in FRB follow-up studies, which helps

minimize systematic biases and enables a more reliable
assessment of the underlying FRB population. Nonethe-

© ©
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~ o
S O
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3 @
& &
Figure 2. Limits of Weibull repeating rate of 27 FRBs. The error bars represent 90% confidence intervals from the posterior
of burst activity means active phases may have been

In addition, as some repeaters show narrow-

missed.
band emission (Yang et al. 2023; Luo et al. 2023), bursts
outside the FAST 19-beam receiver’s frequency coverage

cannot be excluded.

Future long-term monitoring campaigns with highly
sensitive telescopes such as FAST will be essential to
further tighten these rate constraints and potentially

capture rare bursts from these apparently quiet sources.

Confirming or definitively ruling out repetition in such
faint FRBs will be a crucial step toward understanding

less, some limitations remain. The total on-source time
per FRB is modest, and possible temporal clustering
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Table 2. Overview of sensitivity and repeating rate limits. Sources observed by FAST 19-beam receiver are marked with an
asterisk (*) in the source name column, the other sources are observed by Parkes UWL receiver. S; is the sensitivity limit in
Jansky of previous observations (the Parkes multibeam observation from 1997 to 2001). Sy is the sensitivity limit of our follow
up observations with Parkes or FAST. 7gcateda (P) is the rate limit under Poisson model, 7scaiea (W) is the rate limit under Weibull
model.

Parkes(1997-2001)  Parkes(1997-2001)  Parkes(1997-2001) Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up

Source Wi S Sy Tscaled (P) Tscaled (W) k Tscaled (P) Tscaled (W) k
Name (ms) Jy) Jy) (hr~1) (hr~1) (107 3hr~Y) (107 3hr~1)
FRB20010702A* 5.1  0.214  0.004 0.44773%19 0.5047 3559 1.0%53 06755 151718389 02722
FRB20010703C* 9.2  0.154 0.003 0.13679:999 0.28171398 0.9137 04753 115173482 02108
FRB20010630E* 2.9  0.342  0.006 024719722 0.49072-559 5.913¢ 31759 35.2121584 .27
FRB20010630D* 5.4  0.195 0.004 0.09019-252 0.55172:955 26779 1.9%%S 26.8721681  0.217°
FRB20010703B* 9.8  0.141  0.003 0.04579 032 027073577 24173 1.2%%3:¢ 20.1152%86 0.215
FRB20010621C*  13.9  0.139  0.003 0.02279-955 0.04179:2%5 31754 0.9727 0714785 031775
FRB20010303A 7.2  0.166 0.031 0.07119:207 051372595 087357 0.8722 1.0+3% " 02153
FRB20001109A  17.0  0.142  0.020 0.003%9-919 0.01779- 7% 21174 0.4752 05779 04753
FRB20010612A  10.5  0.142  0.025 0.00119-90% 0.00979-95¢ 1.3%%2 05755 0.617%° 04153
FRB20000622C  10.5 0.141  0.025 0.00819922 0.01679:99% 3.075°% 07721 07752 04153
FRB20001222A 204  0.120 0.018 0.001F9-90¢ 0.00679-953 0.815% 04753 0.477% 05759
FRB19990427A 1.3 1.232 0.072 0.4247} %55 0.83272:29% 5.074% 421328 3.915428 0.3152
FRB20000928A  39.5  0.087  0.013 0.002719-905 0.00579-95° 5.972¢ 03755 0.47773 04153
FRB20001118A  18.7 0.108 0.019 0.00979-627 0.04616-273 9.5195 07720 0.979%8 0.2+83
FRB20001123A  18.1  0.137  0.019 0.00279-207 0.00679-95% 1.3%%3 06758 0.8132.0 0.3152
FRB20010509A  26.1  0.107  0.016 0.00119-902 0.00519-927 26759 0.47573 0.5 57! 04152
FRB20010125C 7.7  0.242  0.030 053978579 0.42273-954 47148 2.0759 11.671847°  0.2159
FRB20010625A 8.7  0.197  0.028 0.06619 093 0.4767 1543 71724 2.0757 151118387 02787
FRB20010128A 6.3 0.180  0.033 0.09479-275 0.41773755 1.2%53 3.811L" 291710247 03773
FRB20000925A  20.0 0.120  0.018 0.00579-9%4 0.01679-220 6.55%1 1.4779 1.3775,7 0.4182
FRB20010127A 3.4  0.240 0.044 0.26570777 0.43972591 17178 772234 6.67.557° 03773
FRB19980624A  10.1  0.146  0.026 0.01379-9%9 0.191793-78% 71724 3.275% 2.9132576 0.215%
FRB19990511A 9.3 0.187  0.027 0.00279-205 0.3017¢ 325 71720 1.3737 3.9132590 02153
FRB20010215A  38.1  0.085 0.013 0.00119-902 0.00479-92% 5.372% 0575 1.0+17? 05759
FRB20010819A  18.3  0.130 0.019 0.03219:09% 0.326155°° 4.974¢ 3.4198 2.9171246:6 0.2+51
FRB20010127B 3.1  0.311  0.047 0.29479-550 1.01475952 17479 13.77992 9.5132149 0.3152
FRB20010316A  13.0 0.132  0.023 0.04379 127 0.30577782 1.817% 4713358 3.81712518 0.21753
their progenitors and the true nature of the FRB popu- Nos. 12321003, 12041306, 12273113, 12233002,
lation. 12003028), the international Partnership Program of
Chinese Academy of Sciences for Grand Challenges
DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENTS (114332K'YSB20210018), the National SKA Program
The dataset P1040 and P1105 used in this work is of China (2022SKA0130100), the National Key R&D
available from the CSIRO Data Access Portal, https:// Program of China (2021YFA0718500), Postdoctoral Fel-
data.csiro.au/. P1040:  doi.org/10.25919 /ngms-ph41, lowship Program of CPSF (grant No. GZC20252100),
P1105 d(norg/lo25919/1nefz_(3228 Detailed param- the ACAMAR Postdoctoral FGHOW, China Postdoctoral
eters for the FRB sources from PTD-I are available Science Foundation (grant No. 2025M773201), and
at https://astroyx.github.io/. Jiangsu Funding Program for Excellent Postdoctoral
Talent.
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APPENDIX

A. OBSERVATION EPOCH

Table A.1. The observation date and telescope of 27 FRBs.

Source Telescope Start Date(UTC) Integration Time(h)
FRB20010702A FAST 2021-08-09 12:57:29.267 2.0
FRB20010703C FAST 2021-08-13 13:29:00.000 2.0
FRB20010630E FAST 2025-08-24 12:24:00.000 0.58
FRB20010630D FAST 2025-08-24 11:37:00.000 0.58
FRB20010703B FAST 2025-08-24 10:50:00.000 0.58
FRB20010621C FAST 2025-09-05 13:58:00.000 0.58

Parkes 2021-01-02 11:56:43.101 1.7
Parkes 2021-01-16 08:34:23.101 1.01
FRB20010303A Parkes 2021-01-24 06:59:06.101 1.51
Parkes 2021-01-25 11:07:54.101 0.85
Parkes 2021-01-26 08:23:53.101 0.57
Parkes 2021-04-04 01:22:29.000 1.23
Parkes 2021-01-03 08:13:33.103 1.01
Parkes 2021-01-21 06:50:13.105 1.16
FRB20001109A Parkes 2021-01-26 06:48:53.103 1.51
Parkes 2021-01-27 07:06:24.103 1.01
Parkes 2021-02-27 05:48:45.103 1.01
Parkes 2022-08-29 14:49:06.113 0.34
Parkes 2020-12-29 09:15:45.103 1.01
FRB20010612A Parkes 2021-01-02 09:45:06.103 1.72
Parkes 2021-01-16 10:41:56.103 1.01
Parkes 2021-01-21 05:17:36.103 1.51
Parkes 2021-01-02 07:22:32.102 1.59
FRB20000622C Parkes 2021-01-03 07:09:11.102 1.02
Parkes 2021-01-16 09:39:12.102 1.01
Parkes 2021-01-26 05:16:12.102 1.51
Parkes 2020-12-29 11:22:06.103 0.87
Parkes 2021-01-03 10:19:47.103 1.62
FRB20001222A Parkes 2021-01-24 08:33:17.103 0.88
Parkes 2021-01-27 08:10:16.103 0.82
Parkes 2021-02-27 06:52:39.103 0.59
Parkes 2020-12-26 16:14:12.105 1.75
FRB19990427A Parkes 2021-04-04 09:19:04.105 1.01
Parkes 2021-09-18 00:13:36.105 1.77
Parkes 2020-12-29 10:19:18.105 1.01
FRB20000928A Parkes 2021-01-03 09:17:07.105 1.01
Parkes 2021-01-24 05:12:38.105 1.51
FRB20001118A Parkes 2021-01-03 03:08:57.104 1.81
Parkes 2021-09-19 03:17:16.104 1.69
FRB20001123A Parkes 2021-04-04 02:44:38.102 1.01
Parkes 2022-03-12 08:41:15.102 2.24
FRB20010509A Parkes 2021-09-17 19:04:52.104 2.5
Parkes 2025-01-23 05:20:35.104 0.22
FRB20010125C Parkes 2021-09-17 21:40:12.104 2.5
FRB20010625A Parkes 2021-09-19 19:55:27.103 2.31
FRB20010128A Parkes 2021-04-06 07:06:28.101 1.51
FRB20000925A Parkes 2021-04-06 08:40:10.101 1.29
FRB20010127A Parkes 2021-04-07 08:16:55.101 1.19
FRB19980624A Parkes 2021-04-07 07:09:21.101 1.0
FRB19990511A Parkes 2020-12-30 22:04:06.102 0.92
FRB20010215A Parkes 2021-01-16 11:45:28.107 0.72
FRB20010819A Parkes 2021-09-19 19:07:03.101 0.71
FRB20010127B Parkes 2020-12-30 21:06:08.101 0.7

FRB20010316A Parkes 2021-04-04 03:49:11.103 0.66
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