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ABSTRACT

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) remain one of the most puzzling astrophysical phenomena. While most

FRBs are detected only once or sporadically, we present the identification of FRB 20190520B as the

first persistently active source over a continuous span of ∼4 years. This rare long-term activity enabled

a detailed investigation of its dispersion measure (DM) evolution. We also report that FRB 20190520B

exhibits a substantial decrease in DM at a global rate of −12.4±0.3 pc cm−3 yr−1, exceeding previous

FRB’s DM variation measurements by a factor of three and surpassing those observed in pulsars by

orders of magnitude. The magnitude and consistency of the DM evolution, along with a high host DM

contribution, strongly indicate that the source resides in a dense, expanding ionized medium, likely a

young supernova remnant (SNR).

Keywords: Fast Radio Bursts, Dispersion Measure, Supernova Remnant, Propagation Effect , FRB

20190520B

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the first FRB, also known as the Lorimer burst

Lorimer et al. (2007), has been discovered, the extra-
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galactic DM budget has always been one of the charac-

teristics of FRBs. The definition of DM is the integral

of ionized media along the LOS, which can be expressed

as DM =
∫D

0
ne dl , where ne is the column density

of electrons and D is the distance from the source to

the observer. The FRBs DM budget can be used as

a tool to measure the missing baryon if the estimated

DM contribution from the host galaxy is estimated Mac-

quart et al. (2020). FRB 20190520Bwas first detected by
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the Five-hundred-meter Aperture Spherical radio Tele-

scope (FAST Nan & Li (2013)) in 2019 and then local-

ized to a dwarf galaxy at redshift of ∼0.241 Niu et al.

(2022). As an outlier from the z-DME relation Macquart

et al. (2020), the unusually high DMhost suggest a highly

complex environment within the host galaxy Niu et al.

(2022); Anna-Thomas et al. (2023); Lee et al. (2023).

The complexity of its environment is also reflected in

the detection of rare circular polarization and a highly

stochastic, Brownian motion-like bursting behavior in

the time-energy domain ??.

Variations in DM suggest reconfigurations in the line-

of-sight (LOS) ionized plasma density, with significant

DM evolution requiring a dense and dynamic ionized

environment. Temporal DM variations were firstly de-

tected in the Crab pulsar PSR B0531+21 Rankin &

Roberts (1971), and subsequent studies have revealed

similar variations in some other pulsars. For pulsar ob-

servations, The ∆DM varies on a yearly timescale within

a range of ∼ 10−4 to 10−3 pc cm−3 Hamilton et al.

(1985); Kuzmin et al. (2008); You et al. (2007); Mc-

Kee et al. (2018). These variations are explained as the

parallel or transverse pulsar motion in fluctuated elec-

tron density region Rankin et al. (1970); Rickett (1977);

Cordes et al. (1985); Cordes (1986). The ∆DM of bi-

nary pulsars can increase significantly near periastron,

as exemplified by the well-known B1259-63, whose ∆DM

can reach 10–20 pc cm−3 Wang et al. (2004); Johnston

et al. (2005). This enhanced DM diminishes during the

eclipse phase, with variations spanning for ∼10 days.

Some pulsars show a linear or periodic change in the

DM over long observation You et al. (2007); Phillips

& Wolszczan (1991); Keith et al. (2013); Petroff et al.

(2013); Demorest et al. (2013); Jones et al. (2017).

FRBs often exhibit significant variations in DM,

even on a burst-to-burst basis. For example, FRB

20201124A, which inhabits a low-stellar-density envi-

ronment, displays a modest DM variation of at most

|∆DM| ≤ 2.6 pc cm−3 in one year Xu et al. (2022).

Such variations may primarily arise from uncertain-

ties in single-burst DM measurements on millisecond

timescales for FRBs rather than integrated profiles av-

eraged for pulsars. Similar to pulsars, linear trends in

DM variations have also been identified in FRB sources.

FRB 20121102A has a positive DM gradient of +0.85 ±
0.10 pc cm−3 yr−1over a 9-year span Li et al. (2021),

while FRB 20180301A has a linear decreasing trend at a

rate of −2.7 ± 0.2 pc cm−3 yr−1 Kumar et al. (2023).

In this work, we present ∼4 year’s follow-up obser-

vations of FRB 20190520Bwith FAST. Notably, un-

like other active repeating FRBs with shutdown win-

dows, we were able to detect the bursts from the FRB

20190520Bin every FAST observation, which is facilitat-

ing detailed propagation analysis. The average detec-

tion rate of FRB 20190520Bby FAST is 5.6 ± 5.5 h−1,

and The sustained activity of this source allows us to

track fluctuations in the propagation effect and burst

rate over time. Consistent with the model of Metzger

et al. (2017), our findings suggest that FRB 20190520B

originates from a young magnetar embedded in an ex-

panding SNR, whose age is inferred to be ∼ 10 – 100

years based on the observed DM decrease.

2. DATA

The observation windows for FRB 20190520B were ir-

regularly and randomly assigned by the FAST schedul-

ing team. The observations were carried out using the

central feed and pulsar backend system operating in the

L band (1.0–1.5 GHz) with a center frequency of 1.25

GHz Jiang et al. (2020). The data have a time resolution

of 49.152 µs and a frequency resolution of 0.122 MHz,

and were recorded in the standard PSRFITS format

Hotan et al. (2004). Burst searches were performed us-

ing the Heimdall pipeline, following the procedures de-

scribed in Refs. Niu et al. (2022); Barsdell et al. (2012);

Niu et al. (2021). A zero-DM matched filter was applied

for RFI mitigation during the blind search. Candidates

with signal-to-noise ratios (S/N) ¿ 7 were retained and

visually inspected through their dynamic spectra.

The previous discovery paper on FRB 20190520Bre-

ported 75 follow-up bursts in FAST tracking mode be-

tween April 25th and September 19th, 2020 Niu et al.

(2022). Subsequent FAST observations, spanning Oc-

tober 24th, 2020, to April 1st, 2023, accumulated a

total of 86.94 hours in 87 observations. In total, 360

new bursts were identified and the event rates spanned

from 1 to 27 bursts per hour. Although the event rate

of FRB 20190520Bis lower than that of FRB 20121102

or FRB 20201124A (O(102) h−1) Xu et al. (2022); Li

et al. (2021), the long-term activity provides a unique

opportunity to study the evolution of propagation ef-

fects. To ensure measurement consistency, we mea-

sure the structure-optimized DMs of 435 bursts from

all FAST observations, which includes re-measuring 75

single bursts from previous studies. Flux calibration

was performed using injected periodic signals with a

reference noise temperature before each observation ses-

sion. Burst energetics were determined through mea-

surements of peak flux density and specific fluence (Fν)

from calibrated data. We measured burst widths and

frequency bandwidth using the full width at half max-

imum (FWHM) from Gaussian fits to the temporal

profiles and its bandpass, respectively. The isotropic

equivalent burst energy was calculated using method de-
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Figure 1. The evolution of the propagation effect for FRB
20190520B. The top 3 panels (a), (b) and (c) depict the evo-

lution of DM, scattering timescale, and scintillation bandwidth.

The horizontal dashed lines and shaded areas in these panels de-

note the mean values and 3σ intervals of the measured data. The

black dashed vertical line at 59111.37098 marks the boundary,

with data before this point coming from previous studies. The red

diamonds in panel (a) represent 72-day averaged DM values, and

the green hexagram denote the DM values for individual burst,

with marker size scaled by burst energy. Triangles, squares, and

hexagons in panel (b) represent τs measured in 72-day averaged

on the top (1300–1500 MHz), middle (1150–1300 MHz), and bot-

tom (1000–1150 MHz) bandpass, respectively. The blue vertical

solid line in panel (c) indicates the scintillation bandwidth result-

ing from the Milky Way’s DM contribution. Panel (d) shows how

the event rate varies with date revealing this source’s long-term

activity. The vertical cyan regions represent the total observation

windows.

scribed in Refs.Niu et al. (2022); Zhang (2018); Gourdji

et al. (2019).

3. DISPERSION MEASURE EVOLUTION

We optimized burst dispersion measures using

dm phase software1, which maximizes coherent signal

power rather than S/N, preserving intrinsic temporal

structures Seymour et al. (2019). This approach, robust

against complex morphologies and interference, was ap-

plied iteratively across ranges of ±20, ±10, and ±5 pc

cm−3 with 0.01 pc cm−3 steps from initial values. Visual

inspection of dedispersed dynamic spectra confirmed no

significant anomalies.

The substantial DM variation over the 4 years is ev-

ident, as shown in the top panel of Fig. 1 , which

clearly illustrates the changes. An energy-weighted

daily average of DM values was employed to minimize

the effect of measurement uncertainties caused by faint

bursts. The DM results from all bursts were fitted

with a linear model to determine the DM decreasing

rate. The derived linear slope corresponds to a DM rate

of −12.4± 0.3 pc cm−3 yr−1, with an absolute change

surpassing other FRBs by a factor of four and many or-

ders of magnitude exceeding the variation rate for pul-

sars of ∼ 10−3 pc cm−3 yr−1 Jones et al. (2017). The

measured DM variation for each burst are shown in the

Fig. S1 (online).

The structure function (SF) of DM, DDM(τ), reveals

the small and large time scale variation of DM value in

the following:

DDM(τ) =
〈
[DM(t)−DM(t + τ)]2

〉
. (1)

In pulsar observations, DDM(τ) is used for diffractive

scintillation time scale analysis Gupta et al. (1994); Ra-

machandran et al. (2006). The structure function of

turbulence comprises three regimes: noise at short lags,

power-law scaling (index ∼5/3 for Kolmogorov turbu-

lence) at intermediate lags, and saturation, marked by
plateauing or oscillations, at long lags. As illustrated

in Fig. 2, the large time scale (τ ≳350 days) DM SF

of FRB 20190520Bare well power-law fitted, meanwhile

the small scale (τ ≲100 days) are flat noise-dominated.

The D∆DM, subtracting the linear DM trend, show no

linear trend but in the noise-dominated region, suggests

that the large-scale linear trend in DDM(τ) is driven by

the corresponding DM variation trend. The DDM(τ),

derived from the initial DM values, yields a power-law

index of 2.08± 0.19, consistent with a linear DM varia-

tion. The fitted DM structure function further supports

a physical interpretation involving a large-scale, orderly

process, possibly associated with an expanding super-

nova remnant.

1 https://github.com/danielemichilli/DM phase
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Figure 2. The structure function of DMs for FRB
20190520B. The structure function DDM(τ) is derived from
the DM values of all the 435 detected bursts. The brown
diamonds (DDM) represent the structure function calculated
from the measured DM values. At large time lags, the SF
exhibits a steep rise that follows the purple dashed line, cor-
responding to a power-law fit with an index of 2.08 ± 0.19,
consistent with a dominant linear trend. The pink hexagons
(D∆DM) show the SF of the de-trended data, obtained after
subtracting the best-fit linear model. This de-trended SF re-
mains flat, indicating no significant turbulence signal above
the noise level. The shaded regions denote 1σ uncertainties.

The Fig. 3 further visualizes the dynamic spectrum of

de-dispersed bursts across different DM values. The left

and right panels of Fig. 3 correspond to bursts 95 (B95)

and 430 (B430). The B430 dynamic spectrum overlays

the dedispersed spectra of DM 1200.9 pc cm−3 (from

B95, recorded 27 months earlier) and the optimal DM

1170.8 pc cm−3 . When DM 1200.9 pc cm−3 is applied

to B430, a significant tilt is observed in the dynamic

spectrum. The top-right panel compares the burst pro-

files, revealing a significant S/N reduction when the B95

DM is used.

4. TURBULENT MEDIA PROPAGATION

Multi-path propagation induces scattering and scin-

tillation, which are commonly seen in both pulsar and

FRB observations Gopinath et al. (2024). The scat-

tering timescales inferred from burst profiles trace den-

sity fluctuations along the LOS. The mean scattering

timescale τs of FRB 20190520Bis ∼10 ms at 1 GHz, but

changes rapidly over timescales as fast as minutes Ocker

et al. (2022). These scattering variations are orders of

magnitude faster than variations typical for the ISM,
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Figure 3. The waterfall plots corresponds to yearly dura-
tion. The top panel displays the burst profile, while the bot-
tom panel shows the corresponding waterfall plot. The left
plots presents data from the 95th burst observed on 2020-12-
25, whereas the right panel depicts data from the 430th burst
observed on 2023-02-02. In the top panel, the black line rep-
resents the profile dedispersed with a DM of 1200.9 pc cm−3 ,
and the blue line corresponds to the profile dedispersed with
a DM of 1170.8 pc cm−3 , the measured value for the 430th
burst. The right waterfall figure combines dedispersed data
with DMs of 1200.9 and 1170.8 pc cm−3 , highlighting the
over-dedispersion effect at 1200.9 pc cm−3 .

and are most likely from the circumstance medium of

FRB 20190520BOcker et al. (2022).

The bursts from FRB 20190520Bwere emitted at dif-

ferent central frequencies. As shown from Fig. 4, FAST

observations show that 84% of the bursts occur in the

1300–1500 MHz band, while only 4% are detected in the

1000–1150 MHz band. The results indicate that FRB

20190520Btends to emit more bursts at higher frequen-

cies, which is consistent with the analysis from previous
work Zhu et al. (2024). In this work, the averaged scat-

tering timescale was measured across three sub-bands in

the Fourier spectrum: 1000–1150 MHz, 1150–1300 MHz,

and 1300–1500 MHz.

Applying the Fourier domain methodology from Refs.

Ocker et al. (2022, 2023) to the expanded dataset of

FAST follow-up observations yields measured τs values

ranging widely from 3.3 to 24 ms, with an average of

11±6 ms, affirming that the scattering time continues

to vary significantly. The sub-band-dependent scatter-

ing timescales are displayed in Fig. 5 and indicate a

frequency-dependent broadening consistent with previ-

ous studies. The day-averaged τs varied with time, but

no linear trend, as seen in the DM measurements, was

identified. Excluding bursts with complex or multi-
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Figure 5. The scattering timescale, τs, was obtained
by fitting the stacked profile spectrum of bursts from FRB
20190520B. Following the method proposed by Ocker et al.
(2022, 2023), we analyzed burst profiles in the Fourier do-
main across three sub-bands and performed fits to derive the
scattering timescales, τs.

component structures, we performed a stacking analysis

of the remaining profile spectra.

We additionally measured scintillation bandwidths for

25 out of the 435 bursts, selecting those whose Auto-

correlation Function (ACF) had a signal-to-noise ratio

(S/N) exceeding 7. The median νd at 1.4 GHz, 0.27 ±
0.12 MHz, is consistent with the value expected for the

turbulent ISM in the Milky Way and is in agreement

with the earlier result of 0.21 ± 0.01 MHz at 1.4 GHz

Ocker et al. (2022). These results support the previous

two-screen interpretation that the scintillation comes

from the Milky Way and the extragalactic scattering

from near the source.

To evaluate cross-correlation and the Pearson coeffi-

cient (ρ), we interpolated the measured parameters as a

function of time. Based on the association between the

scattering time variations and circumstance medium, we

searched for correlations between the variations in τs and

DM. No significant correlation between τs and DM was

found.

5. RESULTS

The DM evolution of FRB 20190520Bshows an ex-

tremely large host DM of DM ≃ 902 pc cm−3 and a

long-term decline in the past few years with a decline

rate of dDM/dt = −12.4±0.3 pc cm−3 yr−1. Lee et al.

Lee et al. (2023) recently found that two separate galaxy

clusters are directly intersected by the FRB 20190520B

sightline. After subtracting off their DM contribu-

tions from galaxy halo, the host DM is estimated to be

280− 430 pc cm−3. Although such a result implies that

the host DM of FRB 20190520B might no longer signif-

icantly exceeds the predicted values estimated by DM-z

relation, the observed long-term DM decline reported by

this work supports that there is still a significant contri-
bution from the nearby plasma, because galaxy clusters

can not contribute an observable DM variation Yang

& Zhang (2017). Consider the uncertainty of the DM

contribution from the foreground galaxy clusters, in the

following discussion, we will discuss a possible range of

the host DM from (300− 900) pc cm−3. The long-term

monotonic decrease in DM, together with the significant

host contribution of FRB 20190520B, is consistent with

the expected signature of an expanding shell such as

a supernova remnant, as suggested by previous works

Yang & Zhang (2017); Piro & Gaensler (2018). During

the SNR expansion, both the electron density and the

SNR thickness evolve, leading to a power-law evolution,

DM ∝ t−α, where the temporal index α depends on

the evolution stages of the SNR and the distribution of

the ionized medium in the SNR, see the detailed discus-

sions in Refs. Yang & Zhang (2017); Piro & Gaensler
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(2018). For example, for a fully ionized ejecta in the free-

expansion phase, one has α = 2; for a shocked-ionized

ejecta in the free-expansion phase, one has α = 1/2; for

the Sedov–Taylor phase with an ionization degree less

than 40%, one has α = −2/5. According to the above

DM power-law evolution, the SNR age could be gener-

ally written as

tSNR ≃
∣∣∣∣ αDM

dDM/dt

∣∣∣∣ . (2)

The host DM of FRB 20190520Bmight be:

DMh ≃ (300− 900) pc cm−3,

as pointed out before Niu et al. (2022); Lee et al.

(2023), and the DM decline rate in the long term is

dDM/dt =−12.4±0.3 pc cm−3 yr−1based on this work.

Assuming that the SNR mainly dominates the host DM,

the SNR age is estimated to be tSNR ≃ (24 − 73) α yr.

Since the temporal index α is of the order of mag-

nitude of the unity as pointed out above, the above

result suggests that the SNR should have an age of

∼ (10 − 100) years, most likely in the free-expansion

stage. For a fully ionized ejecta and a shocked-ionized

ejecta with α = 2, 1/2, respectively, the SNR age is esti-

mated to be tSNR ∼ (50−150), (12−37) yr, respectively.

One can further estimate the evolution of dDM/dt, i.e.,

d2DM/dt2. We consider that

dDM/dt = −12.4 pc cm−3yr−1(t/tSNR)
−α (3)

with tSNR ∼ 100 yr. Then one has

d2DM/dt2 = (12.4α/tSNR) pc cm−3yr−2(t/tSNR)
−α−1.

(4)

Since the factor of 12.4α/tSNR is of the order of ∼
0.1 pc cm−3yr−2, it is not easy to measure d2DM/dt2

with such a small value.

Based on the above SNR’s age, the typical parameters

(e.g., the ejecta mass M , the ejecta kinetic energy E,

etc.) of the SNR could be further constrained. For the

fully ionized ejecta in the free-expansion phase, the time-

dependent DM is Yang & Zhang (2017)

DM ≃ 260 pc cm−3

(
M

10M⊙

)2(
E

1051 erg

)−1

×
(

tSNR

100 yr

)−2

. (5)

Taking DMh ≃ (300 − 900) pc cm−3 and tSNR ≃ (50 −
150) yr for α = 2, one finally obtains the following con-

straint, (
M

10M⊙

)2(
E

1051 erg

)−1

≃ 0.3− 7.8. (6)

The SNR velocity is given by

v ≃
(
2E

M

)1/2

≃ (1900− 4300) km s−1

(
E

1051 erg

)1/4

.

(7)

According to the estimated SNR age of tSNR ≃ (50 −
150) yr, the SNR radius is estimated to be

RSNR ≃ vtSNR ≃ 0.2 pc

(
E

1051 erg

)1/4

. (8)

For the shocked-ionized ejecta in the free-expansion

phase, the time-dependent DM is Piro & Gaensler

(2018)

DM ≃ 29.5 pc cm−3

(
M

10M⊙

)3/4(
E

1051 erg

)−1/4

×
( n0

1 cm−3

)1/2( tSNR

100 yr

)−1/2

, (9)

where n0 is the number density of a uniform ambi-

ent ISM. Here, the mean molecular weight µ and the

mean molecular weight per electron µe are potentially

assumed to be approximately equal, µ ∼ µe, see Piro &

Gaensler (2018). Taking DMh ≃ (300 − 900) pc cm−3

and tSNR ≃ (12 − 37) yr for α = 1/2, one obtains the

following constraint,

(
M

10M⊙

)3/4(
E

1051 erg

)−1/4 ( n0

1 cm−3

)1/2
≃ 3.5− 18.6 (10)

The SNR velocity is given by

v ≃ (450− 1400) km s−1

(
E

1051 erg

)1/3 ( n0

1 cm−3

)1/3
.

(11)

Based on the above result of tSNR ≃ (12 − 37) yr, the

SNR radius is estimated to be

RSNR ≃ 0.02 pc

(
E

1051 erg

)1/3 ( n0

1 cm−3

)1/3
. (12)

Since the SNR is more likely in the free-expansion phase

with a typical velocity v ≳ a few × 1000 km s−1, the

condition of (E/1051 erg)1/3(n0/1 cm−3)1/3 ≳ 10 is re-

quired in this case, e.g., in a star-formation region with

n0 ≳ 103 cm−3. Notice the above discussion assumes

that the SNR DM is equal to the host DM. Consider-

ing an additional poorly-known DM contribution from

the interstellar medium in the host galaxy, the above

constraint would be looser.
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It is worth noting that Hilmarsson et al. Hilmarsson

et al. (2021) made a constraint on the SNR properties

based on the long-term RM decline of FRB 20121102A

and found that the SNR has an age of ∼ 10 yr. How-

ever, the potential assumption is that the field config-

uration always remains unchanged during the SNR ex-

pansion. For FRB 20190520B, the observed RM reversal

suggests that such an assumption is invalid at least for

this source. Therefore, compared with the RM varia-

tion that is modulated by the field configuration, the

DM variation as the probe to constrain the SNR age

can be much more robust.

On the other hand, a binary environment is also a

popular model to explain the evolution of DM and RM

of FRB repeatersWang et al. (2022); Yang et al. (2023);

Zhang & Hu (2025). However, the observed long-term

DM decline of FRB 20190520Bdisfavors that it origi-

nates from the binary orbital motion due to the follow-

ing reason. We consider that the central engine of FRB

20190520Bis a neutron star with a mass of m ∼ 1.4 M⊙,

and the companion has a mass of Mc. According to Ke-

pler’s third law, the orbital separation is

a =

[
G(Mc +m)P 2

orb

4π2

]1/3
= 5.4 AU

(
Mc +m

10M⊙

)1/3(
Porb

4 yr

)2/3

. (13)

Since FRB 20190520Bhas exhibited a long-term DM de-

cay, the orbital period should satisfy Porb ≫ 4 yr, imply-

ing a much larger separation. The wind velocity should

be at least larger than the escape velocity:

vw ≳ vesc ≃
(
2GMc

Rc

)1/2

≃ 620 km s−1

(
Mc

M⊙

)1/2(
Rc

R⊙

)−1/2

. (14)

The electron density of the stellar wind at a distance r

from the companion is

nw(r) ≃
Ṁc

4πµmmpvwr2
, (15)

where µm = 1.2 is the mean molecular weight for a

solar-like composition, and Ṁc is the mass loss rate of

the companion depending on its stellar type. We assume

that the FRB emission region is close to the neutron star

as its central engine. Due to nw ∝ r−2, the companion

wind would contribute most of the local DM at r ∼
a. Thus, the DM contributed by the stellar wind is

estimated as Yang et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2021)

DMw ∼ nwa ≲ 100 pc cm−3

(
Mc +m

10M⊙

)−1/3

×
(
Porb

4 yr

)−2/3
(

Ṁc

10−6M⊙ yr−1

)( vw
103 km s−1

)−1

.

(16)

Since FRB 20190520Bappears to have a long-term DM

decline in the past 4 years, the expected amplitude of

the DM variation in one complete orbital period should

be much larger than the observed value of ∆DM ∼
a few × 10 pc cm−3. In this case, the mass loss rate of

the companion is constrained to be Ṁc ≳ 10−6M⊙yr
−1.

Furthermore, if the main host DM with DM ∼ (300 −
900) pc cm−3 is contributed by the binary environment,

the mass loss rate of the companion is required to be

Ṁc ≳ 10−5M⊙yr
−1. Therefore, if the DM variation is

from the binary orbital motion, it is required that the

companion is at least a post-main-sequence star Yang

et al. (2023); Vassiliadis & Wood (1993).

On the other hand, although the mass loss rate of the

companion is still within an acceptable range, especially

for a post-main-sequence star. The observed RM evolu-

tion with a significant reversal signal reported by Anna-

Thomas et al. Anna-Thomas et al. (2023) does not sup-

port the binary picture. In observation, the timescale

of the RM variation of FRB 20190520Bis about a few

months, much shorter than the timescale of the DM de-

cline. As pointed out above, if the observed long-term

DM decline is due to the orbital motion, the orbital

period should be Porb ≫ 4 yr. In this case, monthly

timescales for the RM variation should correspond to a

very small orbital phase and the geometric configura-

tion of the magnetic field along the line of sight should
be relatively stable, inconsistent with the observed RM

reversal of FRB 20190520B.

6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Although hundreds of FRBs have been detected, their

origin remains a mystery. Some FRBs favor with core-

collapse events involving compact objects like magne-

tars. As for FRB 20190520B, it was hypothesized that it

is driven by a young magnetar, formed in the aftermath

of a massive star’s core collapse, situated in the overlap-

ping structures of a magnetar wind nebula (MWN) and

a supernova remnant Zhao & Wang (2021). Based on

the large reversal RM evolution results, a binary model

was proposed for FRB 20190520BWang et al. (2022).

The follow-up observations on Crab and Vela (PSR

0833-45) pulsars present a ∆DM ∼ 10−2 pc cm−3 much

higher than the general pulsar ∆DM from ∼ 10−4 to
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10−3 pc cm−3 Hamilton et al. (1985); Kuzmin et al.

(2008); You et al. (2007); McKee et al. (2018). As the

electron density of the ISM are unable to fully account

for the observed DM variations, the DM fluctuations in

the Crab and Vela pulsars are more likely attributed

to the electron density within the nebula McKee et al.

(2018); Backer et al. (1993).

The dispersion measure (DM) of FRB 20190520Bex-

hibits a pronounced decline at a rate of −12.4 ±
0.3 pc cm−3 yr−1, which is significantly higher than

those observed in typical pulsars or other FRBs. Con-

sistent with previous findings, the measurements of τs
and νd of FRB 20190520Bfavor a two-screen model,

where scattering timescales are attributed to a screen

near the source, while scintillation effects arise from a

screen within the Milky Way. The mean measured τs is

11±6 ms, slightly exceeding the value reported by Ref.

Ocker et al. (2023). Compared to the decrease in DM,

the scattering timescales change slightly. The new νd re-

sults exhibit stable values, indicating that ISM fluctua-

tions within the Milky Way are minimal compared to the

significant dynamic changes in the host galaxy. All mea-

surements and observational results are presented in Ta-

bles S1 and S2 (online). FRB 20190520Bexhibits a sub-

stantial host DM contribution, and the accompanying

scattering timescale τs further supports that the varia-

tion originates from the local environment of the source.

Assuming a power-law evolution of DM in an expand-

ing supernova (SN) ejecta, the corresponding age of the

associated SNR is estimated to be tSNR ≃ (24–73) α yr.

This implies that the SNR is likely in the free-expansion

phase, with an age of approximately 10–100 years. The

large DM variation is consistent with a substantial host

contribution (DMhost ) and supports the interpretation

that the observed monotonic DM decrease arises from

the expansion of a young SNR.

Our study confirms FRB 20190520B as the only

known FRB exhibiting sustained activity on year-long

timescales. Over approximately four years of biweekly

to triweekly monitoring with FAST, bursts were consis-

tently detected, enabling long-term investigations of the

source’s dispersion and scattering properties. The ob-

served decrease in DM supports a scenario in which a

magnetar is embedded within a young, expanding super-

nova remnant, offering valuable insights into the origin

and evolution of FRB sources.
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