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ABSTRACT

We have searched for weak fast radio burst (FRB) events using a database containing 568,736,756 transient events detected using
the Parkes radio telescope between 1997 and 2001. In order to classify these pulses, and to identify likely FRB candidates, we
used a machine learning algorithm based on ResNet. We identified 81 new candidate FRBs and provide details of their positions,
event times, and dispersion measures. These events were detected in only one beam of the Parkes multibeam receiver. We used
arelatively low S/N cutoff threshold when selecting these bursts and some have dispersion measures only slightly exceeding the
expected Galactic contribution. We therefore present these candidate FRBs as a guide for follow-up observations in the search

for repeating FRBs.

Key words: fast radio bursts < Transients, methods: data analysis < Astronomical instrumentation, methods, and techniques,

Astronomical Data bases

1 INTRODUCTION

Fast Radio Bursts (FRBs) are bright radio pulses of short dura-
tion which range from microseconds to milliseconds. Since Lorimer
et al. (2007) reported the first FRB in an archival observation from
the Parkes 64-m-diameter radio telescope, hundreds of FRBs have
been published! . The majority of these events are seen as one-off
bursts, however 20 are so far identified as producing repeated pulses
and are hence referred to as repeating FRBs (Spitler et al. 2016a;
Amiri et al. 2019; Andersen et al. 2019; Kumar et al. 2019; Luo et al.
2020; Geng et al. 2021). FRBs are generally defined as pulse sources
with dispersion measures (DMs) greater than can be attributed to our
Galaxy. A handful of FRBs have now been localised to their host
galaxies (e.g. Chatterjee et al. 2017; Bannister et al. 2019; Ravi et al.
2019; Prochaska et al. 2019; Macquart et al. 2020; Marcote et al.
2020). Recently, an extremely intense radio burst (FRB 200428) was
detected from a Galactic magnetar, SGR 1935+2154, with an energy
only ~ 30 times weaker than the weakest extragalactic FRBs (An-
dersen et al. 2020; Bochenek et al. 2020). This discovery confirmed
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that FRBs can be produced by magnetars. Combined with the jointly
detected X-ray burst (Li et al. 2021; Mereghetti et al. 2020; Ridnaia
etal. 2021), these results shed light on the FRB radiation mechanism
(see Wang 2020 for a review on this event, and Zhang 2020; Xiao
et al. 2021 for general reviews).

Most of the current FRB search software packages, such as SIG-
PROC?, PRESTO? (Ransom 2011) and HEIMDALL?, are based on
the single pulse search algorithm that was originally developed to
find pulsars. In these pipelines, FRBs are found by searching a wide
range of pulse widths and DM trials. To claim a new FRB detection,
several criteria are applied, including thresholds on the minimum
DM, the burst signal to noise ratio (S/N), and the maximum number
of beams in which the source was detected (e.g. Champion et al.
2016; Bhandari et al. 2018a).

The DM threshold is based on the modelled Galactic DM contri-
bution along the line of sight using the NE2001 (Cordes & Lazio
2002) or YMW16 (Yao et al. 2017) electron-density models. The
S/N cut-off is usually set between 6 and 10 in order to limit the num-

2 http://sigproc.sourceforge.net/
3 https://www.cv.nrao.edu/~sransom/presto/
4 https://sourceforge.net/projects/heimdall-astro/
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ber of false-positive candidates (Foster et al. 2018). The majority of
the published FRBs have a S/N above or close to 10. This thresh-
old value depends on the specific data acquisitions and processing
pipelines (Zhang et al. 2020; Parent et al. 2020). In this work we also
adopt this threshold, namely FRBs are claimed as being detected if
they are observed with a S/N > 10, otherwise we refer to them as
“candidate FRBs”. Recently, two candidate FRBs with S/N of 8.4 and
8.1 were claimed to be real and extragalactic after comparison with
other confirmed astrophysical candidates generated by the process
of Patel et al. (2018) and Parent et al. (2020). Zhang et al. (2021)
discussed a candidate FRB found along the M82 direction with S/N
=~ 6. For repeating FRBs, smaller S/N thresholds are usually applied
(Spitler et al. 2016b; Gajjar et al. 2018; Andersen et al. 2019), and
candidates with S/N as low as 6.4 have been presented (Gajjar et al.
2018).

Assuming normally distributed noise, a false-positive detection
with relatively high S/N would be highly improbable (Zhang et al.
2020; Parent et al. 2020). This value depends on the specific data
acquisition and processing pipelines. For our work, ~ 0.3 false-
positive detections with S/N > 7.5 are expected to be generated in
the entire data sets that we have searched. Detailed calculations are
presented in Section 4. The threshold based on the maximum number
of detected beams in which the source is detected in is primarily
to reduce the false-positive detections caused by radio frequency
interference (RFI), which often is seen in all or many beams of a
multibeam receiver.

In principle, as RFI is complex, variable, and hard to quantify,
all the candidate pulses obtained by the search pipelines should be
viewed as a dynamic spectrum by eye. However, with larger and larger
data volumes this is becoming impossible. In Zhang et al. (2020), we
reprocessed all the observations that were carried out during the first
four years of the Parkes Multibeam Receiver. A total of 568,736,756
pulses with a S/N larger than seven were obtained and recorded in
a single pulse database, known as the Parkes Transient Database
(PTD). In our previous work we applied a selection cut for events
with S/N > 8 in the PTD (see usage details in Zhang et al. 2020) and
identified four published FRBs (FRBs 010125, 010312, 010621 and
010724), as well as a new FRB (FRB 010305) with S/N values of
17.9,11.0, 15.8, 32.0 and 10.2, respectively. In this current work, we
mine the database further in order to identify the weaker candidate
FRBs.

Machine Learning (ML) algorithms are playing an important roles
in various research areas, including in the search for FRBs. Wagstaff
et al. (2016) and Foster et al. (2017) both introduced a random forest
classifier to their FRB searching pipelines, while Connor & van
Leeuwen (2018) applied a wide deep learning net to extract features
from four different figures and catch true single pulses from large
numbers of candidates. Farah et al. (2019) detected five new FRBs
using a real-time FRB detection system which included the use of a
random forest algorithm. Recently, Agarwal et al. (2020) developed
a Python package (FETCH) comprised of 11 deep-learning models,
and this package can detect all FRBs with S/N values above 10 in
the ASKAP and Parkes data. Motivated by such research, we applied
an ML algorithm to the PTD. We chose a deep residual network
(ResNet) model, which is commonly used in computer vision tasks
(He et al. 2016).

Candidate FRBs provide pointing directions to enable sensitive,
but narrow-beam, telescopes such as the Five-hundred-meter Aper-
ture Spherical radio Telescope (FAST) to search for more repeating
events. However, we note that the positions of these candidates are
only poorly determined to date. Of course, the detection of any new
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FRBs is of great astrophysical importance as relatively few are cur-
rently known and studied.

In Section 2, we describe our new pipeline, and apply it to the
PTD. We describe the properties of the detected 81 candidate FRBs
in Section 3. We discuss our results in Section 4.

2 IMPLEMENTATION

In our previous data reduction pipeline, we identified the observations
in which burst events occurred. For each event we are able to plot
dynamic spectra around each event. Examples are shown in Figure
2.

The data sets used in creating the PTD contain all of the observa-
tions during the first four years (from 1997 to 2001) of operation of
the Parkes Multibeam receiver system. The central frequency, band-
width and number of channels for these observations were 1374 MHz,
288 MHz, and 96 channels, respectively. The sky coverage of these
observations are shown in Figure 2. Candidates with adjacent DMs,
and overlapping start and end times, often derive from the same
wide-profile signal. Therefore, the candidates that lie within the start
and end time of a given event are grouped and defined as a file seg-
ment (see more details on file segments in Zhang et al. 2020). Our
classification pipeline makes use of SQLITE3 Sto automatically select
a candidate with the largest S/N from each file segment. We then
produce time-frequency plots as shown in Figure 2.

To optimise the processing speed, we extracted dynamic spec-
tra images without applying any de-dispersion. The extracted image
size is 850 x 680 pixels. We chose bicubic interpolation to downsize
the figure into 256 X 256 pixels. An eighteen-layer residual neural
network (ResNet-18) was then used to process the 256 X 256 pix-
els figures. We chose pyTorcH © to implement the ResNet-18 with
pretrained = False. The first layer of the ResNet-18 contains 64 con-
volution kernels with a kernel size of k2 = 7 x 7, a stride of s = 2 and
a padding of p = 3 (see He et al. 2016, for more details). The output
size of the vectors for a particular dimension can be calculated as

Xsize +2Xp —k

Ysize = ‘ +1, ()
s

where |...| means the quotient operation. Our input figure, which

contains xgize = 256 X 256 pixels becomes 64 smaller vectors with a

size of ygize = 128 x 128 pixels. Following He et al. (2016), we next
adopt a maximum pooling process, which can downsize the vectors
to the size of 64 x 64 pixels. The second to seventeenth layers contain
16 convolutional networks with a kernel size of k2 = 3 x 3 and eight
times of operating with Wgx. These layers convert the vectors into
512 vectors with a size of yfize = 8 x 8 pixels. The eighteenth layer
is a full connection layer which combines the small vectors together
and generates the final result which indicates whether the event is
more likely to be an FRB or RFIL.

We manually built a training set of 3,000 images to train the
machine learning algorithm. These figures included 1,500 labelled
examples of RFI, 1,500 single pulses from pulsars, and five previ-
ously published FRBs. The 1,500 examples of RFI contain several
types including narrow-band and broad-band RFI, periodic RFI, and
RFI that saturated the image. After 100 training epochs, the training
accuracy of our ResNet-18 implementation was 98.6%, i.e., 98.6%
of figures in the training set are correctly identified. We also built

5 https://www.sqlite.org/
% https://pytorch.org
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a test set with 500 labelled examples of RFI and 500 single pulses
from pulsars which are not part of the training set. For these, the test
accuracy was 95.9%.

We applied the trained ML system to 808,330 events. The algo-
rithm identified 335,877 events as RFI and the remaining 472,453
events as single pulses. The PTD contains information on all the
known pulsars. We compared the sky position for the observation
and the candidate DMs with known sources to identify that 451,609
of the single pulse candidates are from known pulsars.

After excluding these pulsar events, we obtained a relatively small
sample of 20,644 events. As we aimed to search for more candidate
FRBs, we used the Galactic coordinates for the telescope pointing
directions to determine DMjw (the DM contributed by our Galaxy)
based on the YMW16 electron density model (Yao et al. 2017).
Only events where DMexcess =DMops—DMmw > 0 were selected as
possible candidate FRBs. Through this procedure, the sample was
reduced to 6,409 events. Finally, we visually inspected those figures
to study whether the dynamic spectra for these signals conformed to
the dispersion relation and if the event was detected was in three or
fewer adjacent beams. Nine “perytons” were identified, which were
detected in each of the multibeam beams simultaneously and have
been identified as being generated when a microwave oven door is
opened prematurely on-site (Petroff et al. 2015).

3 RESULTS

After visual inspection, we obtained 81 new candidate FRBs as well
as five previously published FRBs. The properties of these candidate
FRBs are listed in Table 2. They were all detected in one beam of the
Parkes multibeam system with DMexcess > 0. Three have S/N > 8.0,
28 with S/N ~ 7.5-8.0, and 51 with S/N ~ 7.0—7.5. Frequency-time
plots and dedispersed pulse profiles are presented in Figure 2 for six
of the candidate FRBs. In these six, we have chosen two relatively
low S/N candidate FRBs (~7), two relatively high S/N candidate
FRBs (~8), and two candidate FRBs whose S/N are around 7.5. The
properties and pulse profiles for all 81 candidate FRBs are available
fromhttps://astroyx.github.io/. Figure 2 shows the location
distribution of the 81 candidate FRBs (marked as orange stars) and
the five previously-published FRBs (marked as purple stars).

The peak flux density for any event can be estimated from

o S/N Teys

Speak = ———,
P GAVN g

where o = 1.5 is a loss factor (Manchester et al. 2001), Tgys is
the system temperature, G is the telescope antenna gain’, Av is the
observing bandwidth, N, is the number of polarisation channels,
and tiq is the duration of the burst. Histograms of the candidate DM
and peak flux density values are shown in Figure 3. The candidate
DM s range from 64 to 1,131 pccm™3 whilst the peak flux densities
of candidate FRBs range from 0.05 to 0.33 Jy.

The distance and redshift of each candidate FRB was estimated
using the YMW16 model with DMy,=0. We then also estimate
the isotropic equivalent peak luminosity (Lpesk) and correspond-

@

ing isotropic energy (Ejs)® for these candidate FRBs. We find

7 https://www.parkes.atnf.csiro.au/observing/
documentation/users_guide/html/

8 Note that the estimated distance and the corresponding redshift given by
the YMW 16 model have significant uncertainties from each of the DM contri-
butions, with the inter-galactic and FRB host contributions being the largest,
and hence the corresponding energy (Ejs,) also has a large uncertainty.
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that they vary over several orders of magnitudes, that is, Lpeak ~
1038 ergs™! — 1042 ergs™!, and Ejg, ~ 10% erg—1040 erg. Figure 4
shows the cumulative distribution of isotropic energy and width of
the candidate FRBs. We compare these distributions with those from
59 events detected at a centre frequency around 1.3 GHz in the FRB
catalogue’. Dotted oblique lines show the power-law fitting of these
distribution, and dotted vertical lines show the cut-off energy Ecy;.
Ecy is the first point used for fitting and is chosen by comparing
the edge between two distributions of a sample set. We find that the
power-law indices of these distributions are ¢y = —1.5 = 0.1 and
ay = —1.7 £ 0.1 for the energy distributions of candidate FRBs and
FRB catalogue respectively, 81 = =2.6 £ 0.1 and 8, = -2.5 £ 0.1
for the width distributions of candidate FRBs and FRB catalogue
respectively. The cut-off energies are E¢y,; = 5.6 X 1037 erg and
Ecyp = 1.3 % 100 erg for the candidate FRBs and the FRB cata-
logue respectively.

4 DISCUSSION

The primary goal of this work was to develop a technique that could
classify events drawn from a large sample. Applying the ResNet-18
ML model to the PTD led to 81 relatively strong candidate FRBs with
only minor human input. Being able to cut down candidate numbers
automatically is becoming more and more essential. For example,
FAST (Wang et al. 2019) and the Square Kilometre Array (Dewdney
et al. 2009) are likely to obtain billions of candidates.

To analyse how many of these 81 candidate FRBs could come
from statistical noise fluctuations, we simulated ten 1-hour Parkes
data sets containing only normally distributed noise. The central
frequency, bandwidth, number of channels and sample time used in
our simulations were 1374 MHz, 288 MHz, 96 channels and 1 ms,
respectively. We then processed these data sets in the same way
as was used in the PTD !0, Processing the ten simulated data sets
and taking the average candidate count for each 1-hour observation
gave an average of 489.4 candidates with S/N > 5.0, 45.4 with S/N
> 5.5, and 2.1 with S/N > 6.0. This result is consistent with a
normal distribution,!! therefore, we speculate that ~ 2.98 x 1073,
~ 742 % 1073 and ~ 1.55 x 107¢ such events would be detected
with S/N > 7.0, S/N > 7.5 and S/N > 8.0, respectively. However, as
shown in Figure 5, the smallest boxcar width!? of our 81 candidate
FRBs is 14, and only ~ 10.1% of the candidates in the pure noise data
sets were detected with boxcar widths > 14. As the total integration
time of the PTD is 38,190 hr, about 11.5 with S/N > 7.0, 0.3 with
S/N > 7.5 and 0.006 with S/N > 8.0 of our 81 candidate FRBs could
be result from statistical noise fluctuations. This implies that most of
our candidate FRBs, especially those with S/N > 7.5, are not from
background, Gaussian noise. They may therefore be real, or may be
from RFI that mimics a high DM candidate. However, we note that

9 The catalogue contains the population of FRBs published up to July 2020,
available from http://www. frbcat.org (Petroff et al. 2016). In this work,
28, 26, 1, 1, and 1 FRBs detected by Parkes, ASKAP, FAST, Apertif, VLA
telescopes were used.

10 Based on the duration and the corresponding DMpw of the observations
in the PTD, an average DMyw of 442.1 pc-cm™ is obtained. Only events
with DMs above this value were selected.

I Depending on the datasets and our processing pipelines, the number of
statistical trials in a 1-hr observation is ~ 2.33 x 10°.

12 PRESTO convolves the dedispersed time series data with different boxcar
widths. When an event is detected at multiple boxcar widths, it filters the
boxcar width list to report only the width with the best S/N.

MNRAS 000, 1-7 (2021)


https://astroyx.github.io/
https://www.parkes.atnf.csiro.au/observing/documentation/users_guide/html/
https://www.parkes.atnf.csiro.au/observing/documentation/users_guide/html/
http://www.frbcat.org

4 X Yang, S.-B. Zhang et al.

1300

Frequency (MHz)

1300

Frequency (MHz)
1400

1500

— o
S 52
<=} el
R R
£8 £8
3% 33
o o
o o
~ ~
E'-O h-o
o o
n 0
] 2
Tl 585
= 50
o
§ 58
3 3
o o
2 o
& £k
gt
0n
; 2 ‘
181.6 181.8 182 4673 4673.5

1 1
4674 209.2 209.4 209.6

Frequency (MHz)

~o ~
N N
Tz =
&= &
Iy By
£ 8 =
5} 15
33 =3
& &
@ ]
& &
o

i=3

0

~o k ~
S 8 N
Z o e}
s 2
Iy ¥
£ Sk g
o - o
R 3
o o
o o
£ &
) [3)

Frequency (MHz)

4877.5 4878 3014.8

3015 3015.2 2861.2 2861.4 2861.6 2861.8

Figure 1. Pulse profiles of six example candidate FRBs detected in Parkes data archive. For each sub-figure, the bottom panel shows the time-frequency plane,
the central panel shows the event after being de-dispersed at the optimised DMs, while the top panel is the integrated pulse profile using an arbitrary flux density
scale. From left to right, the S/N of these candidate FRBs are 7.1, 7.2, 7.5, 7.5, 8.0, 8.1, respectively.

the ML algorithm is trained to distinguish FRBs from RFI. RFI ,
like “perytons”, could be indistinguishable for our ML algorithm,
but would be eliminated by the number-of-beams criterion.

The range of the peak flux densities of our candidate FRBs is
relatively small compared with the Parkes FRBs, which is consistent
with our search using a lower S/N threshold than in previous work.
The mean DM for these candidates is smaller than the mean DM
of previously published FRBs detected using the Parkes telescope.
‘We note that the observations in the PTD are less sensitive to high-
DM FRB events, because of the use of relatively wide channel widths
(i.e. 3 MHz) in these early observations. A wide channel width would
also result in large DM-smearing (Cordes & McLaughlin 2003). For
instance, the intra-channel DM smearing across a 3 MHz channel is
~ 3.1 ms at 1374 MHz for a signal with a DM of the mean DM of our
81 candidate FRBs of 319.5cm™3 pc. We noticed that the observed
width of each of our candidate FRB is larger than its intra-channel
DM smearing broadening width.

Comparing with all the events in the FRB Online Catalogue, the
range of most of the candidate FRBs are of peak luminosity and
energy consistent with these published FRBs. While for some can-
didate FRBs, the luminosity and energy are much lower than the
extra-galactic FRBs, but consistent with the Galactic one (Bochenek
et al. 2020). As shown in Figure 4, the cut-off energy of our candi-
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date FRBs sample is E¢y,1 = 5.6 X 1037 erg, much smaller than that
(Ecut,2 = 1,3 X% 10%0 erg) of the events of the current FRB catalogue.
The difference in the cut-off energies could be caused by (1) the S/N
of all our candidate FRBs being relatively low, so their flux densities
are small; (2) the PTD observation is less sensitive to high-DM FRB
events indicating larger distances; (3) almost half of the used FRBs
in the catalogue were discovered with telescopes less sensitive to
Parkes radio telescope and (4) we have included all the events with
DMexcess > 0 therefore some candidate FRBs may have very small
inferred distances. The cut-off width of our candidate FRBs sample
is ~ 3 ms smaller than that of the events of the current FRB cata-
logue, which is consistent with the intra-channel DM smearing of
the PTD data. We find the power-law index of the energy and width
distributions of the candidates are consistent with those of the FRBs
in the FRB catalogue, which provides evidence that these candidates
could be real FRBs.

These candidates can be used to guide follow-up observations. In
particular for the low-DM-excess events, they may be FRB events
from nearby galaxies, and thus would be ideal for searching for
electromagnetic counterparts, such as X-ray bursts (Li et al. 2021;
Mereghetti et al. 2020; Ridnaia et al. 2021; Geng et al. 2020; Dai
2020), multi-wavelength nebulae for repeating FRBs (e.g. Chatter-



81 new candidate FRBs 5

1997-2001

+ Candidate FRBs
* 5 published FRBs

Figure 2. The sky map of the Parkes data used in this work in Galactic coordinates. The orange stars show the distribution of 81 candidate FRBs, and the
shadow zone shows the survey regions from 1997 to 2001. The 5 purple points are published FRB detections from Parkes in 2001.
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Figure 3. The histograms of the DM and peak flux density distributions of the 81 candidate FRBs versus 28 published Parkes FRBs.

jee et al. 2017; Wang & Lai 2020), and possible multi-wavelength
afterglows for individual events of FRBs (Wang & Lai 2020).

Some of these low-DM-excess events could also come from Galac-
tic pulsars or from rotating radio transients (RRATSs). A detection
from a source located in the Large Magellanic Cloud (LMC) or Small
Magellanic Cloud (SMC), whose DM-excess could generated by the
surrounding nebula, would also allow us to obtain a higher FRB event
rate compared with other surveys. Taking into account the survey in-
tegration time of 38,190 hours, 86 events (81 candidate FRBs and 5

published FRBs) in a total of four years of observing correspond to
an all-sky detectable event rate of S.Zi%)'_g x 10% events d~!. Table 1
lists the on-sky integration time in three latitude ranges, and the cor-
responding event rate at the 95 percent confidence level. The event
rates obtained from this work are approximately ten times larger than
the estimates of Parkes HTRU survey (Bhandari et al. 2018b) and
are approximately half of the estimate from the FAST CRAFTS sur-
vey (Niu et al. 2021). Our event rate estimate could be over-estimated
as we used a lower flux density threshold in the FRB search and in-

MNRAS 000, 1-7 (2021)
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Figure 5. The histograms of the boxcar widths of the 81 candidate FRBs
and candidates detected in the simulated data sets containing only normally
distributed noise.

cluded all of the events (most of which are close to the detection
threshold). We also note that our relatively high event rate estimates
may be partly caused by some of the signals being Galactic sources
(e.g., from pulsars or RRATSs) and some may simply be coincidental
RFL

Searching for weak FRB events from large data sets can help study
the relationship between “repeating” and “non-repeating” bursts. We
notice the cut-off energy and power-law index of our candidate FRBs
sample are @) = —1.5+ 0.1 and E¢y; = 5.6 X 1037 erg, very close
to the results of a sample of low-energy bursts from the repeating
FRB 121102 [i.e. @ = —1.8 + 0.3 and Ecy = 2 x 1037 erg, (Gourdji
et al. 2019)]. However, the cut-off energy of FRB 121102 of Gourdji
et al. (2019) was recognized as due to the completeness limit of the
telescope. Note that most of our lower energy candidate FRBs have
DMexcess < 50% DMpyw and our estimated energies (Ejg,) also have
large uncertainties, it is hard to make any convincing conclusion or
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037 040

erg, 1.3x 1 erg,

Table 1. The on-sky integration time, in three latitude ranges, for observa-
tions from 1997 to 2001. The all-sky event rates are shown with 95 percent
confidence level.

Galactic latitude (deg)  Total time (h)  Nevents Rrrp (events dh
0° < |b| <19.5° 29,938 58 4.5t 10%
19.5° < |b| < 42° 5,799 21 8.473-1 x 10*
42° < |b| £90° 2453 7 6.6'32 x 10*

indication with our cut-off energy. The similarity is not yet highly
significant and more reliable samples are necessary to make any pre-
diction. The huge number of relatively weak FRBs is also crucial
in determining the luminosity function of FRBs, and hence the ac-
curate event rate. While different physical models predict different
event rates, in the future, searching for weak signals will be required
to constrain these models.

This is the first attempt to apply a ML algorithm to the first version
of the PTD and we have identified a large number of candidates
for follow-up observations. In the near future we will continue to
enlarge the PTD with more recent observations and also will carry
out a more in-depth study of the various ML algorithms that are
available. In particular we will inject FRB-like signals into the data
sets allowing us to form a quantifiable measure of the effectiveness
of these algorithms.
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Table 2. The properties of 81 new candidate FRBs detected in this work. The five previously published FRBs are not listed in this table.

Filename RA Dec Galactic longitude Galactic latitude DMgpg DMpmw S/N Width Beam number
(peem™)  (pe-em™>) (ms)
SMC012_01281.sf 00:45:13.9 -74:49:04.8 303.4812 -42.3036 259.9 32.0 72 9.8 8
SMC012_01221.sf 00:49:18.1 -74:24:31.6 303.1274 -42.7187 1013.0 31.7 7.3 33.7 2
SMC012_01231.sf 00:53:05.2 -73:59:53.0 302.7763 -43.1297 382.5 31.3 7.4 11.2 3
SMC014_059C1.sf 01:35:18.0 -72:01:17.6 298.1937 -44.7010 5289 30.1 8.0 17.7 12
SMC020_00171.sf 01:39:32.2 -75:01:24.2 298.7958 -41.7163 4229 329 7.4 11.3 7
PH0012_05341.sf 04:09:10.3 -44:29:06.3 250.1791 -47.0918 214.8 29.0 72 75 4
SMC014_038D1.sf 04:46:50.2 -67:15:29.2 278.5401 -36.7630 853.0 472 7.5 40.3 13
SMO0005_03551.sf 04:53:38.2 -53:49:47.5 261.6881 -38.7817 211.4 36.2 7.6 103 5
SMC019_01391.sf 05:00:04.5 -67:55:11.4 278.8776 -35.3649 592.3 50.8 7.6 26.7 9
SMC016_00181.sf 05:00:40.0 -64:57:46.2 275.3282 -36.0277 368.6 48.0 8.1 18.4 8
SMCO014_006A1.sf 05:09:55.0 -69:59:49.7 281.0488 -33.9843 206.6 54.6 7.5 20.2 10
SMCO017_005B1.sf 05:31:52.8 -66:44:56.6 276.7940 -32.5800 508.9 58.3 75 21.0 11
PHO015_07571.sf 05:34:42.2 -37:02:41.7 241.8570 -30.5389 478.5 45.8 7.7 13.8 7
PHO0038_10881.sf 05:38:49.3 -28:10:59.7 232.3412 -27.3730 114.2 54.8 7.8 18.3 8
SMCO017_073C1.sf 05:51:45.0 -71:14:01.4 281.8149 -30.3626 1131.4 66.4 72 39.6 12
BJ0006_063D1.sf 07:54:30.5 -67:04:34.8 279.5738 -19.0124 165.1 154.6 7.3 3.9 13
PMMO001_05071.sf 08:19:18.6 -38:38:28.9 256.4980 -1.4149 579.9 476.4 7.3 133 7
PHO0030_003A1.sf 08:59:42.6 -22:19:07.8 248.5657 15.3049 479.7 75.7 7.7 9.9 10
PMO0004_00651.sf 09:02:03.8 -46:14:24.0 267.3188 0.1615 485.1 449.4 74 85 5
BJ0010_035B1.sf 09:46:17.2 -79:27:25.8 294.8606 -19.6185 210.2 108.3 7.5 6.6 11
BJ0005_006D1.sf 09:47:36.9 -28:51:31.9 261.2568 18.7724 189.7 155.1 75 6.9 13
PH0037_08251.sf 09:56:44.9 -14:50:39.7 252.2568 30.3595 64.0 41.8 7.7 23 5
PH0026_07231.sf 10:01:49.3 -13:54:00.7 252.4855 31.8966 163.5 40.0 7.5 55 3
BJ0014_04851.sf 10:20:02.9 -32:24:18.7 269.3747 20.4247 126.8 84.6 72 3.7 5
PH0042_07061.sf 10:30:27.2 +00:25:28.7 246.2259 46.3390 114.8 28.1 7.2 6.6 6
PH0034_10311.sf 10:39:41.3 +09:16:00.2 236.5260 54.1560 646.3 24.4 72 11.8 1
BJ0014_05881.sf 10:52:59.7 -43:03:39.4 281.0160 14.7140 171.9 148.1 7.2 3.6 8
BJ0016_04661.sf 10:58:43.4 -81:05:48.3 298.4931 -19.2126 225.9 104.0 73 6.7 6
BJ0024_056D1.sf 11:29:53.8 -42:24:36.1 287.2459 17.9645 2254 124.5 7.4 6.6 13
BJ0005_03861.sf 11:41:06.5 -45:10:08.9 290.1351 15.9479 294.9 144.9 7.6 9.7 6
BJ0005_032B1.sf 11:43:21.1 -42:29:47.4 289.7661 18.6279 216.8 115.4 7.7 8.8 11
BJ0010_01281.sf 12:11:13.8 -43:30:58.2 295.2500 18.7550 751.2 105.0 8.1 10.6 8
BJ0005_05321.sf 12:25:51.7 -45:27:48.0 298.2425 17.1754 193.6 112.6 7.5 3.7 2
PMO112_05851.sf 12:27:03.6 -58:04:15.7 299.7024 4.6478 513.7 330.4 7.2 18.3 5
PMO0110_04231.sf 12:50:21.0 -66:29:33.3 302.8232 -3.6211 829.6 539.0 75 10.5 3
BJ0003_033C1.sf 12:58:20.0 -82:06:12.0 303.1827 -19.2349 103.6 96.2 7.6 1.8 12
BJ0017_00831.sf 13:03:53.7 -42:35:23.9 305.3747 20.2227 104.4 83.8 7.3 1.8 3
BJ0017_01381.sf 13:11:18.8 -43:45:03.0 306.7254 18.9745 169.0 89.7 7.3 3.8 8
PMO0108_024A1.sf 13:22:07.5 -57:44:24.8 307.0330 4.8870 440.3 283.2 7.5 103 10
SWO0007_08541.sf 13:23:24.9 -55:17:47.2 307.5104 7.2908 2579 214.8 7.5 14.1 4
PMO0080_03581.sf 13:42:01.5 -59:25:54.4 309.3325 2.8099 905.5 468.8 7.7 8.8 8
BJ0021_067D1.sf 13:54:02.1 -45:58:54.1 314.1499 15.5221 256.5 106.1 7.1 7.5 13
BJ0001_10081.sf 14:02:32.5 -40:39:59.3 317.2193 20.2243 131.7 8.7 73 4.9 8
SW0004_02281.sf 14:12:21.7 -72:36:22.2 308.9706 -10.6900 410.0 175.6 7.7 10.1 8
BJ0001_09211.sf 14:17:04.0 -43:37:31.0 318.9330 16.5700 102.1 96.9 7.2 4.5 1
BJ0002_1_00211.sf 14:19:21.5 -42:10:49.7 319.8660 17.7820 107.9 89.8 73 53 1
SW0004_104D1.sf 14:31:12.9 -49:00:21.6 319.2830 10.6721 206.6 147.1 7.4 7.8 13
BJ0002_1_013C1.sf 14:34:29.3 -43:56:08.8 321.8500 15.1180 202.1 105.1 7.5 10.4 12
PM0120_00791.sf 14:56:40.9 -63:35:14.4 316.3317 -4.0225 473.3 472.6 7.9 11.1 9
BJ0017_058C1.sf 15:26:52.9 -80:18:18.3 309.3652 -19.4369 172.4 88.7 72 4.6 12
BJ0016_068C1.sf 15:41:23.5 -31:43:25.1 340.2388 18.5704 141.8 82.5 7.2 9.2 12
SW0007_02341.sf 16:41:47.5 -37:06:29.4 345.5438 6.0461 581.6 240.0 7.5 8.4 4
BJ0002_2_02611.sf 16:43:14.7 -19:35:59.1 359.5330 16.9740 112.8 91.1 7.5 54 1
PMO0130_023D1.sf 16:44:40.0 -39:29:44.2 344.0986 4.0596 382.9 326.6 7.4 83 13
SM0025_010D1.sf 16:52:51.2 -57:45:02.2 330.9088 -8.6695 378.4 187.5 73 13.0 13
PMO0131_00611.sf 17:04:59.7 -49:51:28.1 338.3000 -5.2540 730.2 305.5 8.0 19.9 1
BJ0003_089A1.sf 17:07:24.4 -67:04:11.8 324.2434 -15.5397 364.0 104.4 79 10.4 10
BJ0004_01181.sf 17:09:25.1 -64:33:42.0 326.5160 -14.3100 128.6 112.8 7.2 3.0 8
BJ0003_07631.sf 17:28:16.9 -69:20:20.7 3232714 -18.3730 139.5 87.8 7.1 3.8 3
PMO0123_04141.sf 17:34:29.5 -40:33:34.5 348.9261 -4.2281 3743 344.4 7.8 8.8 4
BJ0026_00271.sf 17:36:46.8 -02:05:32.7 222654 15.5440 197.4 115.3 7.3 5.0 7
PMO0141_00181.sf 17:49:34.5 -16:47:60.0 10.8860 5.4744 319.5 273.5 7.3 5.7 8
BJ0020_09651.sf 17:50:37.4 +11:54:00.5 36.9610 18.8087 182.3 733 7.8 54 5
SWO0005_089A1.sf 17:54:44.3 +00: 0.0 25.7841 12.2891 210.2 1232 7.4 15.7 10
BJ0022_02641.sf 17:58:05.3 +18:26:49.7 44.0764 19.8187 226.7 67.0 7.3 10.1 4
BJ0023_05871.sf 18:03:29.8 +14:17:36.3 40.6204 16.9580 2125 81.1 7.1 8.5 7
SWO0006_11251.sf 18:08:16.2 +00:42:06.5 28.5961 9.9168 147.7 146.8 8.2 7.4 5
BJ0017_09541.sf 18:10:50.9 +22:27:12.4 49.2113 18.6067 824 70.0 7.5 54 4
BJ0017_093Al1.sf 18:15:50.8 +21:33:42.3 48.8172 17.1936 187.1 76.9 7.5 34 10
BJ0022_04071.sf 18:18:34.5 +19:56:02.7 47.5212 15.9633 177.1 84.4 7.7 9.4 7
BJO018_052A1.sf 18:27:41.1 -51:27:44.3 343.4328 -17.4159 2179 89.1 7.5 11.0 10
SW0004_07481.sf 18:30:56.3 -38:42:56.3 355.7999 -12.8951 169.6 118.1 72 42 8
BJ0008_09141.sf 18:32:28.8 -43:38:08.4 351.2853 -15.1554 196.7 101.2 7.2 11.8 4
BJ0020_052A1.sf 18:47:53.4 -46:35:41.6 349.4568 -18.7726 105.0 81.8 79 3.0 10
BJO011_00251.sf 18:51:02.7 -37:19:48.9 358.7352 -15.9797 2553 95.0 7.4 53 5
PMO0126_04121.sf 18:52:50.0 -06:52:08.4 26.9697 -3.4349 503.9 366.5 7.5 14.8 2
BJ0026_01991.sf 19:13:18.1 -29:27:26.4 8.1672 -17.3411 170.1 86.3 72 55 9
SWO0008_03371.sf 19:19:55.4 +01:56:38.0 37.9275 -5.4400 279.8 217.9 7.2 8.9 7
PMO141_023B1.sf 19:20:38.5 +05:20:34.3 41.0327 -4.0226 259.1 254.5 72 14.1 11
BJ0020_10761.sf 20:09:08.3 +02: 3.1 44.4691 -15.9480 197.2 85.3 7.4 7.2 6
BJ0019_08691.sf 20:11:37.0  +00:04:49.8 423034 -17.7995 270.3 76.7 72 9.5 9
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