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ABSTRACT

Fast radio bursts (FRBs) are millisecond-duration extragalactic transients, observationally classified as repeaters or non-
repeaters. This classification may be biased, as some apparently non-repeating sources could simply have undetected subsequent
bursts. To address this, we develop a semi-supervised learning framework to identify distinguishing features of repeaters using
primary observational parameters from the Blinkverse database, which draws from the CHIME/FRB Catalogs. The framework
combines labeled data (known repeaters and confidently classified non-repeaters) with unlabeled sources previously flagged as
non-repeaters but exhibiting repeater-like characteristics. We employ uniform manifold approximation and projection with a
nearest-neighbor scheme to select potential candidates, followed by semi-supervised classification using five base estimators,
including random forest, support vector machine, logistic regression, AdaBoost, and Gradient boost. Each model is fine-tuned
through cross-validation, and a voting strategy among the five models is employed to enhance robustness. All models achieve
consistently high performance, identifying dispersion measure, peak frequency, and fluence as the most discriminative features.
Repeaters tend to show lower dispersion measures, higher peak frequencies, and higher fluences than non-repeaters. We also
identify a set of candidate repeaters, several of which are consistent with prior independent studies. Our approach can identify 36
additional repeater candidates that conventional methods may have missed. Finally, the results highlight dispersion measure as
a key discriminator between repeaters and non-repeaters, revealing a tension between physical and instrumental origins–either
environmental effects, if the two populations arise from distinct progenitors, or detection bias, as nearby sources are more easily
observed.
Key words: methods: data analysis –fast radio bursts.

1 INTRODUCTION

Fast Radio Bursts (FRBs) are extremely bright, millisecond-duration
pulses of radio emission first discovered in 2007 (Lorimer et al. 2007).
The burst, known as the "Lorimer Burst", exhibited a high dispersion
measure (DM) inconsistent with the expected contribution from the
Milky Way, suggesting an extragalactic origin. Subsequent discover-
ies, particularly by Thornton et al. (2013), confirmed the existence
of a population of such bursts, each characterized by large DMs,
short durations (typically a few milliseconds), and high fluence (the
burst’s total received energy), implying a compact and energetic ori-
gin at cosmological distances. The development of wide-field radio
telescopes and real-time detection pipelines, such as those employed
by CHIME/FRB, ASKAP, and FAST, has led to a dramatic increase
in FRB detections in recent years (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al.
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2019; Shannon et al. 2018; Li et al. 2021), revealing a diverse range
of spectral and temporal properties among FRBs.

One of the most significant breakthroughs in FRB research came
with the discovery of the first repeating source, FRB 20121102A, by
Spitler et al. (2016). The source has exhibited hundreds of bursts,
often displaying complex frequency structures, downward-drifting
subbursts, and temporal clustering, which challenges earlier assump-
tions that all FRBs were cataclysmic one-off events. Identification
of additional repeaters, such as FRB 20180916B and others from
CHIME/FRB, has strengthened the notion that repetition is not
unique (CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2020). However, many FRBs
have not been observed to emit a second burst during follow-up cam-
paigns, leading to their classification as apparently non-repeating
or one-off events (Caleb et al. 2016; Petroff et al. 2016; Bhandari
et al. 2018). The dichotomy between repeating and non-repeating
FRBs has led to the hypothesis that there may be multiple progenitor
types – such as magnetars, stellar-mass compact object mergers, or
stellar-mass compact objects undergoing super-Eddington accretion
(the latter known as ultraluminous X-ray sources; ULXs), as well as
neutron star collapse – each producing different emission behaviors

© 2025 The Authors

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

06
31

6v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.H

E
] 

 6
 D

ec
 2

02
5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.06316v1


2 N. Mankatwit et al.

(Petroff et al. 2019; Zhang 2020; Sridhar et al. 2021). Alternatively,
the observed diversity could result from observational biases, such
as beaming effects (Connor et al. 2020), burst energy distributions,
or limitations due to follow-up sensitivity (Kirsten et al. 2024) and
follow-up duration (Yamasaki et al. 2024). Understanding the nature
of FRB repetition is thus central to unraveling their astrophysical
origins, constraining source environments, and utilizing FRBs as
cosmological probes.

Understanding the relationship between repeaters and non-
repeaters requires sophisticated approaches that account for clas-
sification uncertainty. Recent studies have explored machine learn-
ing (ML) techniques to differentiate repeaters from non-repeaters
based on their observed properties. Xu et al. (2023) applies a random
forest classifier to FRB events in Blinkverse, a database of obser-
vations from telescopes such as FAST, CHIME, GBT, and Arecibo.
Among five input features used for training, they found frequency
bandwidth and fluence to be the most important for classification.
Luo et al. (2023) applied 6 supervised learning methods to the first
CHIME/FRB catalog, using more additional features, and achieved
an efficiency of 71–82% in identifying 27 hidden repeaters.

However, the limitation of supervised learning is label contamina-
tion in the training data, as apparent non-repeaters may actually be
hidden repeaters, which may lead to mislabeling in the training. In
other words, sources classified as non-repeaters after only a single
detected burst may actually be repeaters, with additional bursts yet
to be observed. James (2023) modeled the DM distribution of FRBs
as a function of redshift and found that at least half of the bursts in
CHIME’s first catalog may originate from intrinsic repeaters. Like-
wise, Yamasaki et al. (2024) showed that, after accounting for obser-
vational biases, the apparent non-repeater source count rate continues
to decline over time, revealing a hidden repeater population. Their
source-count modeling indicates an intrinsic repeater fraction of at
least 50%, suggesting that many repeaters remain undetected, e.g. be-
cause their additional bursts lie below the telescope’s sensitivity or
has long waiting times between bursts. Therefore, supervised learn-
ing methods often oversimplify this complex problem through strict
binary labels.

Recent studies have used unsupervised ML approaches to iden-
tify distinct clusters within the FRB population based on observed
properties. These clusters suggest potential subclasses that may be
linked to repeating behavior. Chen et al. (2022) utilized Uniform
Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP) to identify 188
candidate repeater sources in the first CHIME/FRB catalog. Zhu-
Ge et al. (2023) applied K-means and Hierarchical Density-Based
Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise (HDBSCAN) algo-
rithms on the same catalog, using nine features, and identified 29
potential hidden repeaters. Yang et al. (2023) applied the UMAP and
t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) to spectrogram
representations, revealing a clear visual separation between repeater
and non-repeater clusters. Sharma & Rajpaul (2024) adopted a semi-
supervised positive–unlabeled learning framework with 13 features,
identifying 66 repeater candidates from the first CHIME/FRB cata-
log and the CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2023 catalog. More recently,
Qiang et al. (2025) introduced a hybrid unsupervised approach, which
identified 270 hidden repeater candidates using the same two cata-
logs.

Here, we analyze data from the CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 using a
semi-supervised learning approach that integrates labeled and un-
labeled data. This framework enables us to utilize all available in-
formation while considering the possibility that some apparent non-
repeaters may actually be unidentified repeaters, thus treating them
as unlabelled first. Our method combines UMAP for dimensionality

reduction with a nearest neighbors approach to identify unlabeled
sources. For the first time, we incorporate a self-training algorithm
that iteratively updates the training set by adding sources with high-
confidence predictions. Specifically, sources with predicted proba-
bilities exceeding a defined threshold are labeled and merged with
the labeled set for retraining in each iteration. The implemented self-
training algorithm offers greater adaptability and efficiency com-
pared to previous approaches, making it a robust tool for uncovering
hidden repeating FRB sources.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides
a detailed description of the dataset, including selection criteria,
preprocessing steps, and features used for classification. In Section
3, we introduce our semi-supervised framework, highlighting the
self-training algorithm and model architecture used to distinguish
repeating FRBs from apparently non-repeating ones. Section 4 re-
ports the model performance. We also compare the predictions of
our model to those reported in previous literature. The discussion
and conclusion are presented in Section 5.

2 DATA AND FEATURES

We use the Blinkverse1 database (accessed on 05 April 2025), re-
stricting our selection to data from the CHIME telescope in order
to avoid biases arising from heterogeneous instrumental limitations.
The resulting subset contains 593 bursts, comprising 137 bursts from
known repeaters (originating from 42 repeater sources, with each
burst treated as an independent event) and 456 bursts from sources
classified as non-repeaters, which are primarily drawn from Catalog
1 and Catalog 2023 of CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. (2021) and
CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. (2023).

From the Blinkverse database (Xu et al. 2023), we extract five
primary features for each burst to serve as inputs for the training ML
model. We follow the primary feature selection of Luo et al. (2023), as
these parameters are uniformly available across the dataset. Analyses
involving additional features could be deferred to future work. The
selected features are dispersion measure while maximizing signal-
to-noise ratio (𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 ), peak flux density in Jy (𝐹𝑑), pulse width in ms
(𝑤𝑝), peak frequency in MHz ( 𝑓𝑝), burst fluence in Jy·ms ( 𝑓𝑙𝑢). Note
that 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 is the dispersion measure, which measures the total density
of free electrons along the line of sight, calculated while maximizing
the signal-to-noise ratio of the burst. 𝐹𝑑 represents the burst-peak flux
as determined from calibrated intensity measurements at maximum
signal. 𝑤𝑝 indicates the burst duration based on the full width at half
maximum (FWHM) of its de-dispersed profile, while 𝑓𝑝 marks the
frequency at which the burst spectral intensity is maximum. Finally,
𝑓𝑙𝑢 represents the total received energy per unit area, calculated
by integrating the flux density over the burst duration. Due to the
observational limitations of the CHIME telescope, which operates
within the 400–800 MHz frequency range, the 𝑓𝑝 values of individual
sources fall within the boundaries of this range. However, only 38
cases (∼6%) have 𝑓𝑝 values outside the telescope’s coverage, i.e.,
below 400 MHz or above 800 MHz. For these sources, the 𝑓𝑝 values
are set to the corresponding boundary (400 MHz or 800 MHz).

For an initial statistical assessment, we apply the Mann-Whitney U
test to evaluate whether each feature differs significantly between the
two groups. This non-parametric test compares independent sam-
ples when the dependent variable is ordinal or continuous but not

1 https://blinkverse.zero2x.org/
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Semi-Supervised Models for Repeating FRBs 3

Table 1. The Mann-Whitney U test of features between non-repeaters and
repeaters. 𝜇0 and 𝜇1 denote the mean value of non-repeaters and repeaters,
respectively.

Feature 𝜇0 𝜇1 p-value

𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 (pc · cm−3 ) 684.75 464.83 4.10 × 10−9

𝐹𝑑 (Jy) 1.84 1.53 6.22 × 10−3

𝑤𝑝 (ms) 7.76 3.41 1.60 × 10−7

𝑓𝑝 (MHz) 505.76 513.50 9.37 × 10−3

𝑓𝑙𝑢 (Jy · ms) 7.02 7.77 9.32 × 10−1

normally distributed. Features with p-value less than 0.01 are con-
sidered statistically significant discriminators between repeaters and
non-repeaters. The test results are summarized in Table 1. It can be
seen that, nearly all features including 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , 𝐹𝑑 , 𝑤𝑝 , and 𝑓𝑝 demon-
strate statistically significant differences between repeaters and non-
repeaters. However, 𝑓𝑙𝑢 shows no significant differences. The distri-
bution of 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 for repeaters and non-repeaters has previously been
reported by CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. (2023), showing re-
sults consistent with ours. Note that we use 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 rather than the
extragalactic dispersion measure (𝑒𝐷𝑀). However, CHIME/FRB
Collaboration et al. (2023) found that both 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 and 𝑒𝐷𝑀 show
statistically significant differences between repeaters and apparently
non-repeating sources, so the specific dispersion measure choice
(𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 or 𝑒𝐷𝑀) is not expected to strongly affect the classification
results. Note that the results in Table 1 are based on a standard statis-
tical test of the original dataset and do not account for the possibility
that some non-repeaters may be hidden repeaters; therefore, the p-
value may still not reflect the true level of significant discrimination.

Next, we examine the distribution of each feature using box plots,
as shown in Fig. 1. This visualization reveals the differences in central
tendency, spread, and the presence of outliers between the repeating
and non-repeating FRB populations. Extreme outliers (i.e., points be-
yond the whiskers in Fig. 1) approximately account for ∼ 5–12% of
the non-repeater data, and ∼ 2–11% of the repeater data. However, in
semi-supervised learning, removing outliers is not always beneficial,
since the algorithm uses both labeled and unlabeled data to under-
stand the underlying structure of the dataset. Premature removal of
outliers may discard rare but genuine events. Semi-supervised meth-
ods can effectively handle such unusual or extreme data points by as-
signing low-confidence predictions or gradually incorporating them
as the model learns and the data structure becomes clearer. There-
fore, we retain these outliers in our semi-supervised self-training
approach, allowing the model to represent the full data range without
bias toward common patterns.

3 SEMI-SUPERVISED MODELS

Semi-supervised learning is a machine learning technique that com-
bines elements of supervised learning, which relies on labeled data,
and unsupervised learning, which utilizes unlabeled data. In this
context, the labeled data consists of known repeaters-FRBs that have
emitted two or more bursts and are thus confirmed as repeating
sources. The unlabeled data comprises the so-called non-repeaters,
which have only been observed to burst once but may emit additional
bursts in the future. Therefore, the non-repeater class is inherently
uncertain, as it may contain both true non-repeaters and repeaters
that have yet to be observed bursting again. Fig. 2 illustrates the over-
all semi-supervised learning pipeline with self-training used in this
study, which is explained step by step below.

Figure 1. Box plots display the distribution of each feature for non-repeating
FRBs (class 0) and repeating FRBs (class 1). The box shows the interquartile
range (IQR), spanning from the first quartile (Q1) to third quartile (Q3),
with a central line marking the median. Whiskers extend to values within 1.5
times the IQR from the quartiles. Points beyond the whiskers are identified
as outliers. Note that these data are plotted directly from the original dataset
and still do not account for the possibility that some non-repeaters may be
hidden repeaters.

3.1 Data Relabeling

The primary dataset is initially divided into two classes: non-
repeaters (designated as Class 0) and repeaters (Class 1). How-
ever, Class 0 may contain a mixture of true non-repeaters and yet-
unobserved repeaters, introducing uncertainty into the classification.
To address this ambiguity, we implement a relabeling procedure using
the nearest neighbors algorithm within a feature space constructed by
UMAP, which is a non-linear dimensionality reduction technique that
preserves both local and global structures in the data. It excels at clus-
tering and neighborhood-based methods by maintaining the relative
distances between nearby data points, which reveals underlying pat-
terns and improves class separation. We use the umap-learn library
(McInnes et al. 2018) to perform dimensionality reduction, embed-
ding the data from five features into a two-dimensional space using
n_components=2, n_neighbors=15, and min_dist=0.1, with all
other parameters set to their default values. The embedding quality
and stability for the choice of these hyperparameters are discussed in
Appendix A. n_neighbors controls the size of the local neighbor-
hood considered when constructing the low-dimensional map. Lower
values emphasize the preservation of fine-grained local structures,
while higher values favor the retention of broader global relation-
ships. The parameter min_dist regulates how tightly points are
allowed to cluster in the low-dimensional embedding, with smaller
values producing more compact clusters and larger values yielding
more diffuse distributions. By reducing the data to two dimensions,
UMAP allows for better neighbor identification and clearer visual
analysis.

Within the UMAP-embedded space, we apply the near-
est neighbors algorithm (Cover & Hart 1967) to each in-
stance originally labeled as Class 0. This is done using the
sklearn.neighbors.NearestNeighbors (Pedregosa et al. 2011)
algorithm with the hyperparameter n_neighbors=11, keeping all
other parameters at their default values. Distances are computed to
identify the nearest neighbors for each data point of Class 0, yielding
10 surrounding neighbors per instance (excluding the point itself).

MNRAS 000, 1–16 (2025)
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Figure 2. Workflow of the semi-supervised learning pipeline using self-training. The initial dataset comprises two classes: Class 0 (non-repeaters) and Class 1
(repeaters). To identify ambiguous non-repeating sources that exhibit repeater-like characteristics, a UMAP-based nearest neighbors approach is applied. These
selected Class 0 instances are reassigned to an unlabeled category (Class -1), resulting in a dataset with three classes: 0, 1, and -1. The data is then split into 80%
for training and 20% for testing. The labeled portion of the training set (Classes 0 and 1) is used to train five separate base classifiers with five features, each
within its own self-training algorithm (blue boxes). Each trained model predicts class probabilities for the unlabeled data. Instances with a predicted probability
≥ 0.8 are assigned pseudo-labels and merged with the labeled set for retraining, while those below the threshold remain unlabeled (blue arrows). This iterative
self-training process continues until either all unlabeled samples are assigned or a maximum iteration limit is reached. The final model from each self-training
loop is evaluated on the held-out test set to measure performance and to detect raw repeater candidates (red arrows). A voting process is then applied, wherein a
source is recognized as a repeater candidate if at least three out of five base estimators predict it as such. See text for more details.

For each instance, we compute the proportion of its nearest neighbors
that are labeled as repeaters (Class 1). If this proportion exceeds a
predefined threshold, empirically set to 20% in our study, the instance
is marked as a potential repeater candidate. These instances are then
relabeled as unlabeled data (Class -1), allowing the semi-supervised
model to treat them as uncertain cases first, rather than directly as-
signing them to the non-repeater class. After this relabeling process,
the dataset is divided into three categories: Class 0 (non-repeaters),
Class 1 (repeaters), and Class -1 (unlabeled).

3.2 Based estimators and Hyperparameter tuning

We randomly split the full dataset, allocating 80% for training and
20% for testing. The training set contains both labeled data (Class 0
and Class 1) and unlabeled data (Class -1) from our earlier relabeling
process. The dataset contains 217 instances of Class 0, 137 of Class
1, and 239 of Class -1, resulting in an imbalance between Class 0
and Class 1. To mitigate biased predictions and reduce the risk of
overfitting, we apply the synthetic minority over-sampling technique
(SMOTE) (Chawla et al. 2011) using theimbalanced-learn library
(Lemaitre et al. 2016) to balance the dataset. For each minority class,
SMOTE selects neighbors of the original instance, usually using k-
nearest neighbors, then creates new synthetic samples along the line
between the original sample and its neighbor to increase the number
of minority class samples.

We then train the based estimators using only the labeled por-
tion (Class 0 and Class 1) with five features. These based estima-
tors can be any supervised machine learning model that produces
probability outputs. Here, we employ five famous models, includ-

ing random forest (RF), support vector classification (SVC), logistic
regression (LR), AdaBoost (Ada), and Gradient boost (GB) to de-
velop initial models trained exclusively on known repeaters (Class
1) and identified non-repeaters (Class 0). The implementations are
based on the scikit-learn library (Pedregosa et al. 2011), corre-
sponding to RandomForestClassifier, SVC with probability out-
put enabled, LogisticRegression, AdaBoostClassifier, and
GradientBoostingClassifier, respectively. The outputs from
these based models are then aggregated through a voting mecha-
nism which will be explained later.

We employ BayesSearchCV from the scikit-optimize library
(Head et al. 2021) to fine-tune the model hyperparameters. Unlike
traditional grid or random search methods, BayesSearchCV strate-
gically selects parameter combinations that are most likely to im-
prove model performance by leveraging information from previous
evaluations. This approach balances exploration of high-uncertainty
regions in the parameter space with exploitation of areas that have
shown promising results. The specific hyperparameters tuned for
each ML model are summarized in Table 2.

For the RF, we tune the number of trees (n_estimators), the
minimum number of samples required to split an internal node
(min_samples_split), and the minimum number of samples re-
quired at a leaf node (min_samples_leaf). For SVC, we tune the
regularization strength (C) that balances between maximizing the
margin and minimizing classification errors. The polynomial de-
gree (degree) is used when the polynomial kernel is applied. For
LR, we tune the regularization strength C, the tolerance (tol) that
sets the stopping criterion for optimization, and the solver that
defines the optimization algorithm. For Ada, the number of boost-

MNRAS 000, 1–16 (2025)
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Table 2. Search space for hyperparameters of each base estimator model employed in BayesSearchCV.

Model Hyperparameters Search Space

Random Forest Classifier n_estimators 50 to 500 (integer)
min_samples_split 2 to 40 (integer)
min_samples_leaf 1 to 40 (integer)

Support Vector Classifier C 10−3 to 103 (log-uniform)
degree 1 to 10 (integer)

Logistic Regression tol 10−5 to 10−3 (log-uniform)
C 10−3 to 103 (log-uniform)
solver lbfgs, liblinear, newton-cg, newton-cholesky, sag, saga

AdaBoost Classifier n_estimators 50 to 500 (integer)
learning_rate 0.001 to 2.0 (log-uniform)

Gradient Boosting Classifier n_estimators 50 to 500 (integer)
learning_rate 0.01 to 1.0 (log-uniform)
max_depth 3 to 10 (integer)

ing stages (n_estimators) determines how many weak learners are
combined, and the learning rate (learning_rate) scales the con-
tribution of each learner. Finally, in the GB, the number of boosting
iterations (n_estimators), learning rate (learning_rate), and the
maximum depth of individual trees (max_depth) are tuned. These
parameters control model complexity and help prevent overfitting.
The rest of the parameters in each base estimator are set as default.

3.3 Self-training process

Once each base estimator is trained, it is applied to the unlabeled
samples (Class −1) to estimate their class probabilities, as illustrated
by the blue line in Fig. 2. For each unlabeled instance, the model
predicts a class label—either Class 0 or Class 1—along with an
associated probability. If the predicted class probability exceeds a
confidence threshold of 80%, the instance is assigned a pseudo-label
corresponding to the predicted class. Otherwise, it remains unlabeled.

The newly pseudo-labeled samples are combined with the original
labeled data to create an expanded training set, which is used to retrain
the base estimator. The updated model then predicts classes for the
remaining unlabeled instances. This iterative process, shown by the
blue line in Fig. 2, forms a self-training loop that continues until
either all unlabeled data points receive pseudo-labels or the model
reaches a maximum number of iterations. The maximum number of
iterations was set to 100, and we have verified that the solution has
converged.

3.4 Testing process, Accuracy measurements and voting

Multiple iterations of the self-training process and pseudo-labeling
approach in previous steps help refine the model-decision boundaries
and increase its confidence in classifying ambiguous cases where the
distinctions may be subtle. Finally, the fully trained model undergoes
evaluation on the held-out test set, depicted by the red lines in Fig. 2.
Based on this workflow, the predictions are derived exclusively from
instances within the test set. To ensure that each source appears in the
test set, the data is randomly split 1,000 times, and the entire process
after that is repeated accordingly. For sources initially labeled as
Class 0 and Class -1 in the test set, those predicted as Class 1 in
over 50% of their test-set appearances are considered Class 1 raw
candidates. To increase robustness, we require that at least three of

the five estimators agree on the classification of a raw candidate. If
this condition is met, the source is considered a confirmed candidate.

In binary classification, model performance is evaluated using
several key indicators. True Positives (TP) count instances correctly
identified as positive, such as accurately detecting a repeater. False
Positives (FP) represent instances incorrectly labeled as positive (e.g.
classifying a non-repeater as a repeater). False Negatives (FN) occur
when the model mistakenly identifies positive instances as negative,
failing to detect true repeaters. To assess its classification perfor-
mance, standard evaluation metrics including precision, recall, and
𝐹1 score are calculated, with equations given, respectively, below

Precision =
TP

TP + FP
, (1)

Recall =
TP

TP + FN
, (2)

𝐹1 = 2 · Precision · Recall
Precision + Recall

. (3)

While the precision measures the proportion of predicted positive
instances that are actually positive, the recall measures the propor-
tion of actual positive instances that are correctly identified by the
model. The 𝐹1 score is the harmonic mean of the precision and re-
call, providing a balanced measure when both metrics are equally
important.

3.5 Feature important

We also utilize SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) (Lundberg
& Lee 2017) to assess feature importance for each ML model. SHAP
leverages principles from cooperative game theory to determine how
much each feature contributes to a machine learning output. SHAP
values are computed using TreeExplainer (Lundberg et al. 2020)
and KernelExplainer functions available in the SHAP Python
library, based on the average marginal contribution of a feature across
all subsets of features. This approach ensures a fair and consistent
measure of feature importance.

We also examine feature effects using Partial Depen-
dence Plots (PDPs) (Hastie et al. 2009), computed with
the sklearn.inspectionpartial_dependence algorithm (Pe-
dregosa et al. 2011). This function estimates the average predicted

MNRAS 000, 1–16 (2025)
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Table 3. Comparison of average testing performance scores across different
base estimator models.

Model Recall score Precision 𝐹1 score

Random Forest 0.85 0.86 0.85
Support Vector Machine 0.83 0.82 0.83
AdaBoost 0.90 0.90 0.90
Logistic Regression 0.82 0.90 0.86
Gradient Boosting 0.84 0.88 0.86

response of the model as one or two features vary, while averaging
over all other features. PDPs illustrate the marginal effect of selected
features on the prediction, helping to reveal whether their relation-
ship with the target is linear, monotonic, or more complex (Friedman
2001).

4 RESULTS

At the first step, we investigate all data points in the UMAP feature
space using a nearest-neighbor approach. The results before and after
relabeling are shown in Fig. 3. Note that non-repeaters (Class 0) that
have at least 20% (i.e., 2 out of 10) of their 10 nearest neighbors be-
longing to known-repeater (Class 1) are reassigned to the unlabeled
class (Class -1). Using this criterion, 239 out of 456 non-repeaters
are relabeled as unlabeled. Increasing this threshold to 30% reduces
the number of relabeled samples, but it also limits the opportunity
to capture ambiguous cases that could benefit from self-training.
Conversely, lowering the threshold to 10% increases the number of
unlabeled samples, yet the low probability of true ambiguity may
lead to higher misclassification rates. Nevertheless, We additionally
tested thresholds of 10% and 30% to assess downstream performance.
Among these, the 20% threshold offers the most effective compro-
mise and achieves the highest performance (see Appendix B). We
therefore adopt the 20% threshold as a balance between capturing
uncertain cases and minimizing classification errors.

The average efficiency of the five base estimators on the test set
is high, with each achieving a recall score, precision, and 𝐹1-score
of at least 0.8, as shown in Table 3, indicating strong classification
performance. This demonstrates the robustness of the voting process.
Among the models, the Ada model achieved the best performance,
with all recall, precision, and 𝐹1 scores reaching 0.9. The corre-
sponding training scores vary by only 3–5% from the test scores,
suggesting that the models are well-generalized and not overfitting.

Our candidate selection was based on a class probability threshold
of ≥ 0.8 during self-training, combined with a voting scheme that
required agreement from at least three out of five models to ensure
robustness, as described in Section 3.3 and 3.4. Using this approach,
the model identified 168 high-confidence repeater candidates from
the previously non-repeater (Class 0) and unlabeled (Class -1) sets.
Of these, 153 candidates originated from the unlabeled class, and
the remaining 15 came from the non-repeater class, meaning that
∼ 91% of all new repeater candidates were drawn from the unlabeled
class. This strong proportion suggests that the unlabeled set is an
effective source for discovering potential repeaters. The distribution
of the new repeater candidates in UMAP space is shown in Fig. 4. As
expected, they cluster around known repeaters in the feature space.

For comparison, we also examine a baseline model in which the
unlabeled class (-1) is not introduced. In this case, only classes 0 and
1 are used for self-training to obtain the raw candidates, without any
iteration, while all other aspects of the method remain unchanged.

Figure 3. UMAP visualization of the dataset. The top panel displays the
original label distribution, with repeaters (Class 1) shown in green and non-
repeaters (Class 0) in red. The bottom panel shows the updated labels af-
ter neighborhood-based relabeling, where some Class 0 instances exhibiting
repeater-like characteristics are reassigned to the unlabeled category (Class
-1), shown in gray.

Figure 4. UMAP visualization highlighting our repeater candidates. Red cir-
cle, green circle, and blue triangle represent non-repeaters, known repeaters,
and repeater candidates identified in this study, respectively.
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This provides a direct baseline for assessing the impact of introducing
class -1 under a consistent experimental setup.

Table 4 lists our predicted repeaters, along with their CHIME/FRB
catalog IDs, voting results, cross-matches with previous studies,
and comparison against the baseline model. Among the 168 can-
didates, 140 were supported by at least four base estimators, and 89
were unanimously supported by all five estimators.Cross-matching
with five previous studies (Chen et al. 2022; Luo et al. 2023; Zhu-
Ge et al. 2023; Sharma & Rajpaul 2024; Qiang et al. 2025) re-
veals that 11 sources are consistent with all five studies, 16 match
four studies, 16 match three studies, 32 match two studies, and 61
match one study. In total, 136 candidates correspond to at least
one previous study, while 32 are newly identified repeater can-
didates that were not reported previously. We identified 13 high-
confidence candidates that were supported by at least four base es-
timators and matched with at least four previous studies. Finally,
our results suggest the highest-confidence group consists of sources
supported by all five base estimators and matched across all pre-
vious studies. These sources are FRB20190429B, FRB20181221A,
FRB20181017B, FRB20190609A, FRB20190112A.

Nevertheless, the baseline model identifies 132 candidates,
whereas introducing the ambiguity class (-1) increases this to 168,
yielding 36 additional candidates (∼ 27%). This highlights the clear
benefit of incorporating the ambiguity class into the self-training
procedure. We additionally tested neighborhood-fraction thresholds
of 10% and 30%. Under these settings, the baseline model identifies
218 and 94 candidates, respectively, whereas the semi-supervised
approach recovers 68 and 23 additional repeater candidates be-
yond these baselines. Importantly, across all thresholds examined,
the baseline model never discovers candidates that are missed by
the semi-supervised model with the ambiguity class (-1), demon-
strating that the self-training framework consistently expands, rather
than reshuffles, the candidate pool. Despite these variations, the 20%
threshold remains the most suitable choice, as it delivers the strongest
downstream performance (see also Appendix B).
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Table 4: Repeater candidates identified by model voting and cross-matched with previous studies. Note that a source is identified as a repeater
candidate when at least three out of the five models predict it as a repeater. C22, L23, Q25, S24, and Z23 represent Chen et al. (2022), Luo
et al. (2023), Zhu-Ge et al. (2023), Sharma & Rajpaul (2024), and Qiang et al. (2025), respectively. In comparison with the baseline model,
‘Y’ indicates that the baseline model also identifies the source as a repeater. ‘N’ indicates that the baseline model does not recover the source,
meaning the source is recovered only after introducing class -1 in the self-training process.

Source Model Voted Matched Works Baseline Model

FRB20180727A Ada, GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20180729B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20180810A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20180810B Ada, GB, LR, RF Q25 Y
FRB20180814B Ada, LR, RF - N
FRB20180904A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20180907E Ada, GB, LR, RF C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20180915A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20180916A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20180919B GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20180920A Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20180920B Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20180921A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20180923D LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20181013A GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20181014D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20181017B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181018B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181022C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181022D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20181022E Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20181030C GB, LR, RF, SVC Z23, Q25 N
FRB20181030D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181104C GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20181116A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181117B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181118A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20181118B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20181119B GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181119C GB, LR, RF Q25 N
FRB20181125A Ada, GB, LR, RF C22, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181126A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20181128B Ada, GB, LR, SVC Q25 N
FRB20181128C Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181129A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20181129B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181129C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20181202A GB, RF, SVC - N
FRB20181202C Ada, GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20181203B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181213B GB, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181214A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181215A Ada, LR, SVC Q25 N
FRB20181215B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20181216A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20181218C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC L23, Q25 Y
FRB20181221A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181222B GB, LR, RF - N
FRB20181222E Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181223B Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181224A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181225B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N

Continued on next page
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Source Model Voted Matched Works Baseline Model

FRB20181226B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20181226D LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20181228B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181229B Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20181231B GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190102B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190103B Ada, GB, RF, SVC S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190104B GB, LR, RF - N
FRB20190106A GB, LR, RF C22, L23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190106B GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190109A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190110B GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190112A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190116C GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190116F Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190118A LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20190121A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190122B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190124B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190124C GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190124D GB, LR, RF Q25 Y
FRB20190124E Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190124F Ada, LR, RF Q25 Y
FRB20190125A Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190125B LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, Q25 Y
FRB20190128B GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190128C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190128D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190129A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190131C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190131D GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190202A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190202B GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190203A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190203B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190204A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190206A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190206B Ada, GB, RF, SVC L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190210D GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190210E GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190211B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190214C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190218B Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190218C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190219B Ada, GB, SVC C22 N
FRB20190221D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190222C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190223A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190223B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190224C GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190224E Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190226A GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190227A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190227B GB, LR, RF Q25 Y
FRB20190228A Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190304A GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20190304C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190308C Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y

Continued on next page
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Source Model Voted Matched Works Baseline Model

FRB20190309A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190316A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190317B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190317C GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190320C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190320E Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190323C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190328B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190403A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Z23 N
FRB20190403B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190403E Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190405A GB, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190409A Ada, GB, SVC - N
FRB20190409B Ada, GB, RF, SVC L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190410A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190410B GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, Q25 Y
FRB20190411C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190412A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190415A Ada, GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190415C GB, RF, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190417C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190419A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190422A Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190423B GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190423D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190426A GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190427A Ada, LR, SVC Q25 N
FRB20190429A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22 Y
FRB20190429B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190430A Ada, GB, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190502C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190515A Ada, GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190515D Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190517C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20190518C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190518G GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190519G Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190520A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190527A GB, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190527C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190530A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190531C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190601C Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190604C Ada, GB, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190606B GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190609A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, L23, Z23, S24, Q25 Y
FRB20190609B GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190612A Ada, GB, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190614B GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190617B LR, RF, SVC C22, Z23, S24, Q25 N
FRB20190619B GB, LR, RF Q25 N
FRB20190621C GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190624B GB, LR, SVC C22, Q25 N
FRB20190625A Ada, GB, LR, RF Q25 Y
FRB20190627A GB, LR, RF, SVC Q25 Y
FRB20190627B Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC - Y
FRB20190629A Ada, GB, LR, RF, SVC C22, Q25 Y
FRB20190630C Ada, GB, SVC - Y
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To better understand how each feature contributes to the model pre-
dictions, we examine SHAP values, which provide a unified measure
of feature importance for individual samples. An example of SHAP
feature importance at the 1000th iteration of the train-test split is
shown in Fig. 5. In each subfigure, features are ordered from top to
bottom by their relative importance, with the most important feature
at the top. These plots provide insight into how each model utilizes the
five input features to distinguish between repeater and non-repeater
classes. Large positive and negative SHAP values indicate strong
contributions toward predicting repeaters and non-repeaters, respec-
tively. Across all base estimators,𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 is consistently identified as the
most important feature, with high 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 values typically associated
with non-repeaters and low 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 values associated with repeaters.
However, it should be noted that the machine learning models do not
rely solely on a single feature for prediction, and each base estimator
may weigh features differently. For RF, SVC, and GB, the top three
most important features are 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , 𝑓𝑝 , and 𝑤𝑝; for LR and Ada, they
are 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , 𝑤𝑝 , and 𝐹𝑑 .

Fig. 6 presents, as an example, partial dependence plots (PDPs)
from the RF model for the most important feature, 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , together
with the second-ranked features, 𝑓𝑝 . The one-dimensional PDPs (left
and middle panels) illustrate how the predicted probability of being
a repeater (Class 1) varies as each feature changes, averaged over all
other features. High partial dependence values (closer to 1) indicate
a strong tendency toward predicting Class 1, whereas low values
(closer to 0) suggest a tendency toward Class 0 (non-repeater). The
two-dimensional PDPs (right panels) further reveal interaction ef-
fects between 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 and 𝑓𝑝 . In these plots, yellow and green regions
correspond to higher probabilities of repeaters, while purple and
blue regions correspond to non-repeaters. The contours show clear
thresholds: repeaters are most likely when 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 is relatively low
(≲ 600 pc · cm−3) combined with moderate 𝑓𝑝 of ∼ 450–700 MHz,
whereas parameters outside these ranges likely drive the prediction
strongly toward non-repeater classification. Taken together with the
SHAP analysis, these results provide complementary perspectives on
feature contributions and decision boundaries. While the illustration
is shown here for the RF model, it is intended as a representative
example of how our machine learning models operate in practice.

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Overall, our self-training pipeline combines UMAP and a nearest-
neighbor approach to identify non-repeater sources (Class 0) that may
have the potential to be repeaters (Class 1), which are then treated
as an unlabeled class (Class -1). A self-training machine learning
framework is subsequently applied to classify these unlabeled and
non-repeater sources, identifying repeater candidates (Class 2). Us-
ing this approach, we identify 168 repeater candidates with high
model efficiency, achieving recall, precision, and 𝐹1-scores above
∼83%. The obtained accuracy is comparable to those of previous
studies, yet our method relies on only five features rather than a larger
set of features (e.g., Luo et al. (2023); Yang et al. (2023); Sharma &
Rajpaul (2024)), demonstrating both efficiency and adaptability of
the proposed method.

As shown in Section 2, the Mann–Whitney U test indicates the
significance of the differences between the five features of repeaters
and non-repeaters. Among them, 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 shows the strongest statisti-
cal separation with the lowest p-value, followed by 𝑤𝑝 and 𝑓𝑝 . This
finding is consistent with the machine learning results, as illustrated
in, e.g., Fig. 5, where these three features emerge as the most impor-
tant for distinguishing repeaters from non-repeaters. However, note

that Table 1 reports standard statistical tests on the original dataset
and does not account for hidden repeaters. While the test suggests
𝑓𝑙𝑢 is not significant, some ML models (e.g., Ada) rank it second,
indicating that traditional statistics applying directly to the dataset
alone may be insufficient. Moreover, each ML model operates in-
dependently and produces its own ranking of important parameters,
underscoring the importance of the voting process adopted in this
work and also in, e.g., Luo et al. (2023); Sharma & Rajpaul (2024).

Furthermore, while 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 is identified as the most important fea-
ture, its effect is not straightforward. Some previous studies sug-
gest that the host galaxy and its immediate environment may play a
dominant role in shaping the dispersion measure (Yang et al. 2017;
Straal et al. 2020; Orr et al. 2024), and some generally regarded
the it as moderately informative (Xu et al. 2023; Sharma & Rajpaul
2024)). Here, we find that higher 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 values are more likely associ-
ated with non-repeaters, while lower 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 values tend to correspond
to repeaters. This trend may reflect a distance effect, where distant
sources (with higher 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 ) are more often classified as non-repeaters,
and nearby sources (with lower 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 ) as repeaters. This raises the
possibility that the separation between repeaters and non-repeaters
could be driven by distance and contributions from the intergalactic
medium, the host galaxy, and the local environment of the FRBs.
Therefore, 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 cannot be directly interpreted as a difference in the
intrinsic physical properties of the sources, as it may also reflect envi-
ronmental effects. A clearer interpretation will depend on improved
knowledge of the source environments and the physical mechanisms
of FRBs, which remain uncertain at present. Moreover, the ML model
does not rely on a single feature but rather combines all five features
in its prediction, as illustrated as an example in Fig. 6, right panel.
Still, it is only capture pairwise effects and do not fully represent the
complete decision process of the model, which jointly utilizes all five
features.

Given the complexity of the self-training pipeline, the feature im-
portance of the machine learning model cannot be directly extracted.
Instead, we examine the feature distributions of non-repeaters (Class
0), repeaters (Class 1), and repeater candidates (Class 2), as shown
in Fig. 7. It can be seen that the feature distributions of repeaters and
repeater candidates are strongly similar. To quantify this, we applied
the Mann–Whitney U test to assess whether each feature differs sig-
nificantly between Class 1 (repeaters) and Class 2 (candidates). The
test results indicate that 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , 𝑓𝑝 , and 𝑓𝑙𝑢 do not differ significantly,
with p-values greater than 0.05. This suggests that these features in
repeaters and repeater candidates are likely drawn from the same
population, thereby supporting the robustness of our method in iden-
tifying repeater candidates.

While our results suggests that 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , 𝑓𝑝 , and 𝑓𝑙𝑢 play a significant
role in identifying repeater candidates, which is consistent with, e.g.,
Chen et al. (2022); Luo et al. (2023); Xu et al. (2023); Yang et al.
(2023); Zhu-Ge et al. (2023); Sharma & Rajpaul (2024), we find that
𝑤𝑝 and 𝐹𝑑 have little impact on identifying repeater candidates. For
𝑤𝑝 , previous studies report mixed findings: while some works (e.g.
Yang et al. 2023; Sharma & Rajpaul 2024) suggest it is an important
discriminative feature, others are consistent with our conclusion that
its role is limited (e.g. Chen et al. 2022; Luo et al. 2023; Xu et al.
2023). In contrast, for 𝐹𝑑 , our result agree with the majority of studies
that it is among the least informative features (e.g. Luo et al. 2023;
Xu et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023; Sharma & Rajpaul 2024).

Fig. 8 presents box plots of the feature distributions for non-
repeaters, repeaters, and repeater candidates. The red hatched corre-
sponds to the distribution of non-repeaters (class 0) before some of
them are reclassified as repeater candidates, which are shown in blue.
Consistent with the Mann–Whitney U test results, the features 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 ,
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Figure 5. SHAP feature importance visualizations at the 1000th iteration for five different classifiers: RF, SVC, LR, Ada, and GB. Each point represents a data
instance, colored by the feature value (low to high). The x-axis shows the SHAP value, which quantifies the impact of that feature on the model’s prediction for
a given sample. A high positive SHAP value indicates a strong contribution toward predicting a repeater (Class 1), while a large negative SHAP value reflects a
strong influence toward predicting a non-repeater (Class 0).

𝑓𝑝 , and 𝑓𝑙𝑢 have p-values greater than 0.05, indicating that we cannot
reject the null hypothesis that two independent groups come from the
same population. This implies that repeaters (Class 1) and repeater
candidates (Class 2) are statistically drawn from the same popula-
tion. Specifically, the 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 distribution of non-repeaters shifts toward
higher values, whereas both repeaters and repeater candidates exhibit
lower 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 values. For 𝑓𝑝 , non-repeaters are distributed at lower val-
ues, while repeaters and candidates show slightly higher values, in
agreement with Zhong et al. (2022) and Sharma & Rajpaul (2024).

For 𝑓𝑙𝑢, non-repeaters are distributed at lower values, although this
contradicts Sharma & Rajpaul (2024) which reported the opposite
trend. Regarding 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , our findings are consistent with Sharma &
Rajpaul (2024), who reported that lower dispersion measure values
are more predictive of repeaters, whereas higher dispersion mea-
sure values are more predictive of non-repeaters. Curtin et al. (2024)
found that non-repeaters tend to exhibit larger bandwidths associated
with higher dispersion measures. This may imply that non-repeaters
possess intrinsically higher specific energies than repeaters.
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Figure 6. Partial dependence plots for the most important feature (𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 ), along with the second most important features ( 𝑓𝑝) in the RF model. The left and
middle panels show the one-way partial dependence of each feature, while the right panel displays the two-way interaction between two features. High partial
dependence values indicate that the feature values strongly influence the model toward predicting Class 1 (repeater), whereas low values suggest a tendency
toward Class 0 (non-repeater). The blue lines represent the individual partial dependencies for each data point, while the orange dashed line denotes the average
marginal effect of the model with respect to that feature. For the right panel, contour lines delineate regions of equal partial dependence. Yellow and green
regions correspond to higher model-predicted probabilities of repeaters, whereas purple and blue regions indicate higher probabilities of non-repeaters.

Many theories have been proposed regarding the origin of FRBs,
and some have gained empirical support in recent years. Bruni et al.
(2024) provided strong observational confirmation of the plasma
bubble engine model by examining FRB 20201124A. They found
that the persistent radio emission follows expectations for an ion-
ized nebular bubble around the central engine, directly linking its
activity to the surrounding plasma. Such bubbles are thought to be
driven by winds from a magnetar or a high-accretion X-ray binary,
producing the observed persistent emission associated with the FRB.
Nimmo et al. (2025) offered the first direct evidence that FRBs can
originate from neutron star magnetospheres. Through scintillation
analysis of FRB 20221022A, they concluded that the burst formed
within 10,000 km of a rotating neutron star, supporting the mag-
netospheric origin hypothesis. Meanwhile, Eftekhari et al. (2025)
reported FRB 20240209A in the outskirts of an old, quiescent ellip-
tical galaxy, challenging both Bruni et al. (2024) and Nimmo et al.
(2025) and implying alternative formation channels beyond young
magnetar or core-collapse origins. If repeaters and non-repeaters
arise from distinct progenitors or environments, the associated pro-
cesses may leave environmental imprints on 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , highlighting its
potential as a key discriminator between the two. However, James
(2023), Kirsten et al. (2024), Yamasaki et al. (2024) and Beniamini &
Kumar (2025) suggested that repeaters and non-repeaters belong to a
single population differing only by observability. Note that 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 rep-
resents the observed total DM and does not directly map to distance
because the Milky Way contribution must first be subtracted. Never-
theless, population studies show that both 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 and the extragalactic
DM differ statistically between repeaters and apparent non-repeaters
(CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al. 2023), indicating that 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 re-
tains distance information. Then, our findings may also support the
scenario in which repeaters tend to have lower 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , implying closer
proximity and easier detection. Conversely, non-repeaters’ higher
𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 may indicate greater distance, meaning they could burst again,
but remain undetected given current sensitivity limits. In addition
to the possibility that high-DM FRBs are intrinsically fainter, de-
tectability decreases at large DM owing to intra-channel smearing.
The First CHIME/FRB Catalog (CHIME/FRB Collaboration et al.
2021) shows that the DM selection function varies substantially, with
some bias against high-DM events due to DM smearing. These instru-
mental effects, together with any intrinsic or distance-related trends,
may explain the reduced number of high-DM repeater candidates
recovered in our semi-supervised model.

In conclusion, our model suggests that repeaters are characterized
by relatively lower average 𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 , higher average 𝑓𝑝 , and higher 𝑓𝑙𝑢
compared to non-repeaters, while no consistent differences are found
in 𝑤𝑝 and 𝐹𝑑 . Notably, the model achieves high accuracy with only a
small set of features, underscoring the efficiency of our pipeline and
showing that a minimal subset can capture the essential distinctions
between repeaters and non-repeaters. A compact feature set reduces
overfitting and improves interpretability, clarifying the physical im-
plications of feature importance. We note, however, that CHIME’s
400–800 MHz frequency band may bias frequency-dependent fea-
tures, and the limited number of labeled repeaters constrains robust-
ness and generalizability. The result highlights the importance of
𝐷𝑠𝑛𝑟 as a discrimator, suggesting a tension between physical and
instrumental origins, either environmental effects or detection bias
from nearby, easily observable sources. The ongoing accumulation of
repeater detections, particularly with the release of CHIME/FRB Cat-
alog 2, will provide larger labeled samples, enabling more rigorous
validation of both feature importance and candidate identification.
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Figure 7. Pairplot illustrating the pairwise relationships and marginal distributions among the five extracted features. Note that Class 0, 1, and 2 are non-repeaters,
known-repeaters, and repeater candidates, respectively. Notice that Class 2 (repeater candidates) exhibits a similar distribution to Class 1 (known repeaters).
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solid red), and repeater candidates (Class 2, solid blue). Note that the full
original non-repeater population is shown by the red hatching, and the repeater
candidates are a subset of this population. The components of the box plots
are defined as in Fig. 1
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APPENDIX A: UMAP HYPERPARAMETERS

In semi-supervised settings, the unlabeled (-1) samples can mix with
true classes and contaminate the feature space. Rather than select-
ing parameters based solely on the highest clustering score, which
can be sensitive to noise, contamination, and local irregularities, we
instead adopt hyperparameters that fall within the standard stability
regime and then assess their stability and representativeness after
removing the class -1 samples. We adopt n_neighbors = 15, which
is consistent with the UMAP authors’ recommendation2 that values
between 5–50 (typically 10–15) provide a stable balance between
local and global structure. This choice is further supported by appli-
cations across multiple domains in which n_neighbors is often set
to approximately 0.5–6% of the dataset size (e.g. Heiser & Lau 2020;
Brown et al. 2023). A local scan of n_neighbors ∈ [10, 30] and
min_dist ∈ [0, 1] suggests silhouette scores3 of ∼ 0.2–0.3 (mean
∼ 0.22), with our selected configuration (n_neighbors = 15 and

2 https://github.com/lmcinnes/umap
3 The silhouette score measures how similar a sample is to its own cluster
compared with other clusters. Values range from -1 to 1, with higher scores
indicating better-defined, well-separated clusters.

Figure A1. The heat map shows the number of unlabeled classes obtained
across different hyperparameter settings. These hyperparameter pairs yield
comparable silhouette scores of ∼ 0.2–0.3, which is typical for UMAP em-
beddings with irregular or overlapping cluster shapes. Our selected hyperpa-
rameters yield 239 unlabeled sources, approximately the median of the values
obtained across the search, with alternative choices differing by only ∼ 5%
relative to our selected parameters. This small variation confirms the stability
of our parameter choice.

min_dist = 0.1) achieving 0.24 and ranking within the top 15% of
Calinski–Harabasz values4

Fig. A1 shows how the number of samples assigned to the unla-
beled class varies across different hyperparameter choices. Our se-
lected hyperparameters yield 239 unlabeled sources, which is close
to the median of the values obtained across the search. Furthermore,
all tested hyperparameter pairs yield comparable scores, and the al-
ternative choices within this search change the number of relabeled
samples by only∼ 5% relative to our selected configuration. This nar-
row variation demonstrates that our selected parameters fall within a
stable region of the hyperparameter space, providing a representative
and robust balance between local structure preservation and overall
embedding consistency.

APPENDIX B: THRESHOLD SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

We tested alternative neighborhood-fraction thresholds of 10% and
30%, in addition to the 20%. The number of relabeled samples varies
systematically with the threshold: 318, 239, and 152 for 10%, 20%,

4 The Calinski–Harabasz, or variance ratio criterion, evaluates clustering
quality by comparing between-cluster separation to within-cluster compact-
ness; higher values indicate more distinct and well-defined clusters.
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and 30%, respectively. The corresponding numbers of recovered re-
peater candidates are 286, 168, and 117. This behavior is expected
since higher thresholds send fewer non-repeater–like sources to the
unlabeled pool, leaving most Class 0 samples confidently labeled
from the outset and naturally yielding fewer candidates after self-
training. Nevertheless, we also find that the downstream classifica-
tion performance is ∼ 5% lower for the 10% and 30% thresholds
compared with 20%, indicating that 20% provides the most balanced
and effective model in our case.

Also, we would like to emphasize that the unlabeled-class thresh-
old should not be set too high: at 30%, too few samples are treated
as ambiguous, reducing the informative unlabeled data needed for
effective self-training. Conversely, a very low threshold such as 10%
sends too many samples to the unlabeled pool, introducing noise and
weakening class structure. Therefore, the 20% threshold offers the
best compromise between these extremes and also achieves the high-
est performance. Importantly, nearly all repeater candidates identified
at higher thresholds are recovered at lower thresholds, demonstrating
the robustness of our core results.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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