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ABSTRACT

We present results from angular cross-correlations between select samples of CHIME/FRB re-

peaters and galaxies in three photometric galaxy surveys, which have shown correlations with the

first CHIME/FRB catalog containing repeating and nonrepeating sources: WISE×SCOS, DESI-

BGS, and DESI-LRG. We find a statistically significant correlation (p-value < 0.001, after account-

ing for look-elsewhere factors) between a sample of repeaters with extragalactic dispersion measure

(DM) > 395 pc cm−3 and WISE×SCOS galaxies with redshift z > 0.275. We demonstrate that the cor-

relation arises surprisingly because of a statistical association between FRB20200320A (extragalactic

DM ≈ 550 pc cm−3) and a galaxy group in the same dark matter halo at redshift z ≈ 0.32. We estimate

that the host halo, along with an intervening halo at redshift z ≈ 0.12, accounts for at least ∼ 30% of

the extragalactic DM. Our results strongly motivate incorporating galaxy group and cluster catalogs

into direct host association pipelines for FRBs with ≲ 1′ localization precision, effectively utilizing the

two-point information to constrain FRB properties such as their redshift and DM distributions. In ad-

dition, we find marginal evidence for a negative correlation at 99.4% CL between a sample of repeating

FRBs with baseband data (median extragalactic DM = 354 pc cm−3) and DESI-LRG galaxies with

redshift 0.3 ≤ z < 0.45, suggesting that the repeaters might be more prone than apparent nonrepeaters
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to propagation effects in FRB-galaxy correlations due to intervening free electrons over angular scales

∼ 0.◦5.

Keywords: Cosmology (343); High energy astrophysics (739); Large-scale structure of the universe

(902); Radio transient sources (2008)

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the most rapidly evolving fields of astrophysics

is the study of extragalactic fast radio bursts (FRBs).

FRBs are highly energetic (∼1036−42 erg) flashes of ra-

dio waves of unknown origins (for a recent review, see

Petroff et al. 2022). In contrast to their intrinsic pulse

widths that last for ∼milliseconds, the FRB arrival

time at Earth can be delayed, e.g., from ∼seconds to

∼minutes across the 400–800MHz band, proportional

to ν−2, where ν is the observed frequency. This dis-

persion is a result of the interaction between propagat-

ing radio waves and intervening free electrons from the

source to observer. In the dispersion relation, the con-

stant of proportionality is defined as the dispersion mea-

sure DM ≡
∫
nedx, where x is the distance and ne is

the free electron column density along the line of sight,

broadly accounting for contributions from the FRB host

(DMhost), intergalactic medium (DMIGM), and Milky

Way (DMgal) as well as other structures (e.g., interven-

ing galaxy groups and clusters).

The first FRB was unearthed serendipitously from

archival data dating back to 2001 (Lorimer et al.

2007). Since then, radio telescopes such as the Cana-

dian Hydrogen Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME;

CHIME Collaboration 2022) have dedicated a large frac-

tion of their computational and human resources to

detecting and analyzing these mysterious signals. At

the time of writing, about 40 FRBs had been local-

ized to their host galaxies (see, e.g., Chatterjee et al.

2017; Bannister et al. 2019; Ravi et al. 2019; Bhan-

dari et al. 2020; Heintz et al. 2020; Law et al. 2020;

Macquart et al. 2020; Marcote et al. 2020; Bhardwaj

et al. 2021a; Bhandari et al. 2022, 2023; Gordon et al.

2023; Law et al. 2023; Michilli et al. 2023; Sharma

et al. 2023). FRB host associations are usually car-

ried out through cross-matching coordinates of single

galaxies with FRBs. However, depending on galaxy sur-

vey completeness limits, galaxy redshifts, FRB localiza-

tion uncertainty, and DM, an FRB may be found to

be plausibly associated with just one or many galaxies

(for a review on direct host associations, see Eftekhari

& Berger 2017). Enabled through its large field of

view (∼200 sq. deg.), wide bandwidth (400–800MHz),

and highly optimized software, the CHIME Fast Radio

Burst instrument (CHIME/FRB; CHIME/FRB Collab-

oration 2018) detects a few FRBs per day, which over

the production period of a few years (O(103) FRBs)

has resulted in a wide range of FRB population stud-

ies. CHIME/FRB sources have localization uncertain-

ties of ∼10′ (real-time intensity beams) or ≲ 1′ (through

saved voltage data) that are generally not sufficient for

per-object analyses such as cross-matching FRBs with

auxiliary catalogs of, e.g., spectroscopic redshift galaxies

or X-ray sources (for an exception, see Bhardwaj et al.

2021b, in which a CHIME/FRB source was localized ro-

bustly to the outskirts of M81). Thus far, CHIME/FRB

population studies have relied on the large number of

sources with localization uncertainties of ∼10′. For in-

stance, Josephy et al. (2021) showed that CHIME/FRB

Catalog 1 (CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2021) does not

correlate spatially with the Galactic plane. To date,

∼3% of CHIME/FRB sources have emitted repeating

bursts sporadically or periodically over long time in-

tervals of ∼days–months (CHIME/FRB Collaboration

2023). Compared to apparent nonrepeaters (hereafter,

for brevity, nonrepeaters), repeaters exhibit wider pulse

widths and narrower bandwidths (Pleunis et al. 2021).

Using the observed DM distributions, CHIME/FRB

Collaboration (2023) showed that the repeating and

nonrepeating FRB populations differ statistically at ≈
2.5−3σ levels. In this work, we compare the two popula-

tions through their angular cross-correlations with pho-

tometric redshift catalogs of galaxies (for a comprehen-

sive formalism of FRB-galaxy correlations, see Rafiei-

Ravandi et al. 2020).

This is a follow-up analysis based on Rafiei-Ravandi

et al. (2021), who reported statistically significant

(p-values ∼ 10−4) correlations between unique FRB

sources (i.e., single bursts for repeaters as well as

nonrepeaters) in CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 (median ex-

tragalactic DM ≈ 536 pc cm−3) and galaxies in the

WISE×SCOS, DESI-BGS, and DESI-LRG surveys.

Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021) showed that the strength

and angular scale of FRB-galaxy correlations are consis-

tent with an order-one fraction of the Catalog 1 FRBs

inhabiting the same dark matter halos that host galaxies

in the redshift range 0.3 ≲ z ≲ 0.5. In addition, Rafiei-

Ravandi et al. (2021) found statistical evidence for a sub-

population of FRBs with high DMhost (∼400 pc cm−3),

and showed that this could be explained through the

host halo DM (DMhh) contribution for FRBs near the

centers of massive (∼1014 M⊙) halos.
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In this work, we present results from the FRB-galaxy

correlation analysis for a sample of 25 newly cata-

loged repeaters and 14 candidate repeating FRB sources

(CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2023) along with 18 previ-

ously published repeaters (CHIME/FRB Collaboration

2019a,b; Fonseca et al. 2020; Michilli et al. 2023), 41 of

which have baseband localizations. The CHIME/FRB

baseband pipeline (Michilli et al. 2021) records raw volt-

age data that allow for sky localizations ≲ 1′, enabling

cross-correlation studies at high multipoles ℓ ∼ 104,

where a large number of harmonic modes can give rise to

a large signal-to-noise ratio from two-point correlations

between FRBs and galaxies in the same dark matter

halos, i.e., the one-halo term in the FRB-galaxy cross

power spectrum (see, e.g., Figures 2 and 8 in Rafiei-

Ravandi et al. 2021, 2020, respectively).

Statistical cross-correlations between FRB and galaxy

catalogs have significant constraining power over a wide

range of spatial scales, including the two-halo, one-halo,

and Poisson terms (see Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2020). For

FRB catalogs with sub-arcsec localization precision, the

two-point information is fully recovered in direct host

associations, which attempt to trace FRBs back to their

origins in single galaxies. In this work, we present an ex-

ceptional example that demonstrates how direct associ-

ations with catalogs of galaxy groups or clusters can still

recover information for constraining, e.g., an FRB red-

shift in the absence of an exactly identified host galaxy.

FRB-galaxy group/cluster associations have been pro-

posed in a few recent works. For example, Connor &

Ravi (2022) cross-matched CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 with

a galaxy group catalog (Kourkchi & Tully 2017) in or-

der to place modest constraints on the baryonic content

of the circumgalactic medium (CGM) in the local Uni-

verse (< 40Mpc). More recently, Connor et al. (2023)

identified two FRB hosts using the DESI group/cluster

catalog from Yang et al. (2021). At the time of writ-

ing, there had not been any published report on directly

cross-matching catalogs of galaxy groups or clusters with

roughly localized FRBs that have no associated host

galaxies (e.g., a large fraction of CHIME/FRB sources)

in order to probe FRB-galaxy associations on one-halo

scales and hence place constraints on FRB properties

such as their redshift distribution.

We have organized this article as follows. In Sec-

tion 2, we describe the input catalogs for our cross-

correlation pipeline, which is summarized in Section 3.

Then, we tabulate and discuss the results in Sections 4

and 5, respectively. Unless specified otherwise, all DM

values are extragalactic; we subtract DMgal using the

YMW16 (Yao et al. 2017) model throughout. Following

Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021), we ignore the Milky Way

halo (29 ≲ DMhalo ≲ 111 pc cm−3, Cook et al. 2023;

Ravi et al. 2023). Our results are not sensitive to these

model assumptions. We adopt a flat ΛCDM cosmology

with a Hubble expansion rate h = 0.67, matter abun-

dance Ωm = 0.315, baryon abundance Ωb = 0.048, ini-

tial power spectrum amplitude As = 2.10× 10−9, spec-

tral index ns = 0.965, neutrino mass
∑

ν mν = 0.06 eV,

and cosmic microwave background (CMB) temperature

TCMB = 2.726 K, which are identical to the assumptions

of Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021), and consistent with the

Planck results of Aghanim et al. (2020).

2. DATA

In this work, we define three FRB samples based on

CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 and published repeaters1 with

different localization precisions:

1. Nonrepeaters: our first sample contains 457 unique

sources, which includes all the apparently non-

repeating FRB sources from CHIME/FRB Cat-

alog 1 (CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2021). Fol-

lowing Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021), we exclude

the sidelobe FRB events 20190210D, 20190125B,

and 20190202B. The sample of 457 was local-

ized through real-time intensity beamforming (also

known as header localization), which has, on av-

erage, a localization error of θf ∼ 10′.2

2. Repeaters (baseband): 41 CHIME/FRB repeat-

ing sources with published baseband localiza-

tions (CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2019a,b; Fon-

seca et al. 2020; Michilli et al. 2023; CHIME/FRB

Collaboration 2023). CHIME/FRB baseband lo-

calizations result in, on average, localization errors

of θf ≲ 1′.

3. Repeaters (all): 52 sources, comprised of the

“repeaters (baseband)” sample mentioned above

and 11 recently published repeating sources

(CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2023). The posi-

tions of the latter were obtained by combining

multiple header localizations (θf ∼ 1′).3

Panels (a)–(c) of Figure 1 show the DM distribu-

tion for the three samples with median DM values

1 CHIME/FRB data products are available at http://www.
chime-frb.ca/.

2 The CHIME/FRB beam transfer function can be approximated
by a Gaussian with a FWHM θf , which is defined as the FRB
localization error throughout (Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2021).

3 Header localizations have confidence regions that can span over
multiple disjoint islands (see, e.g., Figure 4 of CHIME/FRB Col-
laboration (2023)).

http://www.chime-frb.ca/
http://www.chime-frb.ca/
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497 (a), 354 (b), and 372 (c) pc cm−3, respectively.

CHIME/FRB Collaboration (2023) defined two distinct

samples of repeaters based on the false positive rate of

FRB detections: 25 new repeaters (the “gold” sample)

and 14 candidate repeating sources (the “silver” sam-

ple). Because of the relatively small total number of

repeating sources (compared to nonrepeaters), we com-

bine and use both samples along with other published

repeaters throughout this cross-correlation analysis. In

addition, we simulate mock FRB catalogs independently

for each FRB sample listed above. Mock FRB catalogs

have randomized right ascensions, but the same total

number of FRBs (NFRB) and other parameters, e.g., de-

clinations, as in the real samples.

For galaxies, we select the three galaxy surveys

WISE×SCOS (Bilicki et al. 2016; Krakowski et al.

2016), DESI-BGS, and DESI-LRG (Zhou et al. 2020a),

which correlate significantly with CHIME/FRB Cata-

log 1 (Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2021). We adopt exactly

the same galaxy selection cuts (Krakowski et al. 2016;

Ruiz-Macias et al. 2020; Zhou et al. 2020b) and sky

masks as adopted by Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021). In

Table 1, we summarize the relevant properties of these

surveys after applying the selection cuts. We note

that only a fraction of the FRB samples are unmasked

by the galaxy survey footprints (see, e.g., the dashed

lines in panels (a)–(c) of Figure 1; the median DM val-

ues of nonrepeaters and repeaters (all) change to 538

and 395 pc cm−3 after accounting for the WISE×SCOS

survey footprint, respectively). Panel (d) of Figure 1

shows the redshift distributions of these galaxy surveys

(z ∼ 0.5), which are desirable for probing statistical cor-

relations with the CHIME/FRB samples (extragalactic

DM ∼ 500 pc cm−3).

3. PIPELINE OVERVIEW

Our cross-correlation pipeline is described by Rafiei-

Ravandi et al. (2021). Using the same framework

(Rafiei-Ravandi 2023),4 we generate high-resolution

HEALPix (Górski et al. 2005) overdensity maps

(Nside = 8192) from the FRB (f) and galaxy (g) sam-

ples (see Figure 2 here and Figure 3 of Rafiei-Ravandi

et al. 2021, respectively). Then, we estimate the am-

plitude of the angular cross power spectrum Cfg
ℓ , as a

function of multipole (angular wavenumber) ℓ, to a max-

imum multipole of ℓmax = 14000. We assume that the

power spectrum for the one-halo term follows a template

4 FRBX: Tools for simulating, forecasting, and analyzing statistical
cross-correlations between FRBs and other cosmological sources
are available at https://github.com/mrafieir/frbx.

Survey WISE×SCOS DESI-BGS DESI-LRG

fsky 0.638 0.118 0.118

[zmin, zmax] [0.0, 0.5] [0.05, 0.4] [0.3, 1.0]

zmed 0.16 0.22 0.69

Ngal 6,931,441 5,304,153 2,331,043

NFRB

Nonrepeaters 292 168 168

Repeaters (baseband) 26 18 18

Repeaters (all) 35 22 22

Catalog 1 310 183 183

Table 1. Galaxy survey parameters: sky fraction fsky (not
accounting for CHIME/FRB coverage; see Rafiei-Ravandi
et al. 2021), redshift range [zmin, zmax], median redshift zmed,
total number of unmasked galaxies Ngal, and total number
of FRBs NFRB for different samples overlapping the survey.

of the form C
fg(1h)
ℓ = αe−ℓ2/L2

, where the amplitude α

(a free parameter) captures the one-halo term while the

varying template scale L controls the high-ℓ suppres-

sion, owing to the CHIME/FRB beam transfer function

and FRB-galaxy displacements in the same dark matter

halos.

Under the null hypothesis, the total one-halo term

would be zero. We estimate the statistical signifi-

cance of a positive correlation (alternate hypothesis)

by computing the maximum of local signal-to-noise ra-

tios SNRL,z = α̂L,z/Var(α̂L,z)
1/2 over the 2D parame-

ter space of template scales (L) and redshift endpoints

(z) for the data and 1000 mock FRB catalogs.5 Fi-

nally, we compute a global p-value based on the frac-

tion of mocks with the maximum local significance

greater than or equal to the maximum local significance

of data: max
(mock)
L,z SNRL,z ≥ max

(data)
L,z SNRL,z. This

procedure fully accounts for the look-elsewhere effect

that may arise because of our specific choices in the

search space (L, z). In this work, we also discuss the

statistical significance of a negative correlation (alter-

nate hypothesis), which is computed through the same

procedure as described above, except that we replace

all “max” operations with “min”. Subsequently, the

global p-value of a negative correlation is reported as the

fraction of mocks with the minimum local significance

min
(mock)
L,z SNRL,z ≤ min

(data)
L,z SNRL,z. Throughout, we

consider p-values of ∼ 0.005 and ≤ 0.001 to be marginal

and significant evidence for the FRB-galaxy correlation,

respectively.

5 The variance Var(α̂L,z) is estimated from the ensemble of mock
FRB catalogs.

https://github.com/mrafieir/frbx
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Figure 1. Panels (a)–(c): FRB DM distributions, including the subsets of FRBs that overlap with galaxy surveys for compar-
ison. Panel (d): galaxy redshift distributions (see Table 1).

As described extensively by Rafiei-Ravandi et al.

(2021), the angular cross power spectrum Cfg
ℓ and hence

all its associated statistics, including the global p-values,
can be computed for binned catalogs. For instance, in

Section 4 of this work, we bin the repeaters (all) sam-

ple by median DM in order to pin down the DM de-

pendence of a significant correlation with WISE×SCOS

galaxies that are binned by redshift endpoints. In Ap-

pendix A of Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021), we showed

that Lmax = 1396 (Nside = 2048, ℓmax = 2000) is

an appropriate choice for CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 with

header localizations. Assuming that baseband localiza-

tion errors are 10 times smaller than header localization

errors, we extend the search over template scales out

to Lmax = 13960, corresponding to the angular scale

θ = π/Lmax = 0.′77 in this work.

4. RESULTS

In this section, we compare the repeating and nonre-

peating FRB samples through their correlations with

galaxy catalogs. In addition, we report a signifi-

cant correlation between a sample of repeaters and

WISE×SCOS galaxies. We show that the correlation

is dominated by a single FRB source. Finally, we re-

produce results for CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 with the

updated pipeline parameters in this work.

Figure 3 shows the FRB-galaxy cross power spec-

tra for the repeaters and nonrepeaters. We find that

deviations in bandpowers (averaged power spectra in

nonoverlapping ℓ-bins) are either consistent with each

other within 1σ (WISE×SCOS and DESI-LRG) or in-

conclusive (DESI-BGS) on scales of ℓ ∼ 1000, where

CHIME/FRB Catalog 1 (along with the “nonrepeaters,”

which make up the majority of the catalog) shows sig-

nificant positive correlations with the same galaxy sur-

veys (see Figure 7 of Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2021). Focus-

ing on the repeaters in panel (b) of Figure 3, we find a

statistically significant positive correlation between “re-

peaters (all)” with DM > 395 pc cm−3 (median extra-
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Figure 2. Left column: FRB overdensity maps, after incorporating random FRB catalogs, in Mollweide projection centered on
Galactic longitude l = 180◦ in the Galactic coordinate system. Color bars indicate the full range of weighted density variations,
including spurious fluctuations due to the survey geometry, which are modeled through “random” FRBs that encircle the north
celestial pole (see Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2021). Each FRB (orange point) contributes 1/(n2d

f Ωpix) to a pixel, where n2d
f is the 2D

number density and Ωpix is the pixel area. Right column: angular auto power spectrum Cff
ℓ for the three FRB samples on the

left. Mock FRB catalogs (100 shown in each panel) trace the spatial distribution of real samples over a wide range of angular
scales. Throughout, we assume Poisson-noise dominated FRB fields with Cff

ℓ ≈ 1/n2d
f (dashed line) for template scales (L)

corresponding to 315 ≤ ℓ ≤ 13960.
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Figure 3. Angular cross power spectrum Cfg
ℓ for galaxy redshift bins (panels (a) through (d)) in which the “nonre-

peaters” correlation with galaxies are maximized. The displayed “fit” (solid black line) is the best-fit template of the form
Cfg

ℓ = αe−ℓ2/L2

(fixed L) for the underlying cross power spectrum that is shown as shaded bandpowers. Error bars indicate

1σ deviations based on 1000 Monte Carlo realizations. Note the large error bars (∝ N
−1/2
FRB , assuming Cfg

ℓ ≪ (Cff
ℓ Cgg

ℓ )1/2) for
small FRB samples. In panel (b), the positive correlation between the DM-binned “repeaters (all)” sample and redshift-binned
WISE×SCOS galaxies is dominated by FRB 20200320A. In panel (d), the negative correlations are either marginal or totally
insignificant after accounting for look-elsewhere factors (see Section 4).

galactic DM of the sample) and galaxies with redshift

z > 0.275 in the WISE×SCOS survey. The correlation

has a local significance with SNR(data)
max = 6.67. After ac-

counting for look-elsewhere factors, we obtain a global

significance with a p-value < 0.001 (see Table 2) for

this positive correlation. In other words, all the mock

“repeaters (all)” catalogs with DM > 395 pc cm−3 cor-

relate less significantly with WISE×SCOS galaxies over

the search space of template scales and minimum red-

shift endpoints.

Through visual inspection and pipeline reruns, we

identify FRB20200320A in the vicinity of four galax-

ies (z ∼ 0.3) as the only source of this correla-

tion (see Figure 4 and Table 3). FRB20200320A is

a candidate (“silver”) repeater with a signal-to-noise

ratio of 284.8 and observed inverse-variance-weighted

average DM of 593.524(2) pc cm−3 from the sample

in CHIME/FRB Collaboration (2023). This candi-

date has two associated bursts that overlap within

1σ localization errors: FRB20200320A (the first de-

tection) and FRB20201105A (the second burst with

a signal-to-noise ratio of 9.3 and observed DM of

581.408(7) pc cm−3). Taking into account the total num-

ber of bursts, DM, and sky location, CHIME/FRB Col-

laboration (2023) estimated a contamination rate of

Rcc = 0.92 for this candidate repeater from the “sil-

ver” sample (0.5 ≤ Rcc < 5); out of 25 “gold” and

14 “silver” sources, five are expected to be false pos-
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Sample Repeaters Repeaters Repeaters Nonrepeaters Catalog 1

(baseband) (all) (all−FRB 20200320A)

WISE×SCOS 0.278 0.007 < 0.001 < 0.001

(L=1853, (L=9750, . . . (L=493, (L=613,

zmin=0.1375) zmin=0.275) zmin=0.3125) zmin=0.3125)

WISE×SCOS 0.373 0.470 0.015 0.012

(zmin=0.275) (L=13960, (L=13960, . . . (L=954, (L=989,

DM < 395 pc cm−3) DM < 395 pc cm−3) DM < 538 pc cm−3) DM < 535 pc cm−3)

WISE×SCOS 0.463 < 0.001 0.757 0.012 0.035

(zmin=0.275) (L=5051, (L=9104, (L=5374, (L=349, (L=315,

DM > 395 pc cm−3) DM > 395 pc cm−3) DM > 395 pc cm−3) DM > 538 pc cm−3) DM > 535 pc cm−3)

DESI-BGS 0.204 0.291 0.006 0.001

(L=13636, (L=9414, . . . (L=1253, (L=1355,

zmin=0.050) zmin=0.050) zmin=0.295) zmin=0.295)

DESI-LRG 0.545 0.506 0.011 0.001

(L=1069, (L=950, . . . (L=939, (L=1078,

zmax=0.712) zmax=0.712) zmax=0.45) zmax=0.485)

Table 2. Statistical significance (p-value) of positive correlation between FRBs and galaxies after accounting for look-elsewhere
factors in template scale (L) and redshift endpoint (zmin or zmax). Rows and columns correspond to galaxy and FRB samples,
respectively. The L-values are characteristic scales for which p-values are presented. In the second and third rows, we select
galaxies with the minimum redshift zmin = 0.275 (significant correlation with the unbinned “repeaters (all)” sample) and bin
the FRB samples by DM. The DM cuts are median values after accounting for galaxy survey footprints (see Section 2).

itive. Given the faint nature of the latter burst and

the resulting uncertainty in its measured parameters,

we consider derived properties of FRB20200320A as pri-

mary throughout this analysis. The source of this can-

didate repeater was localized through the CHIME/FRB

header localization pipeline (without baseband data)

at right ascension RA=42.◦45+0.02
−0.04 (J2000) and decli-

nation Dec=15.◦84+0.07
−0.06 (J2000), which place the FRB

outside the DESI-BGS/LRG survey footprint. The an-

gular scale of the FRB-galaxy correlation is consistent

with the FRB localization error θf ∼ 1′, corresponding

to scales ℓ ∼ 104 beyond which Cfg
ℓ amplitude is sup-

pressed substantially by the beam (Rafiei-Ravandi et al.

2020, 2021). We discuss this atypical yet robust result

in Section 5.

Besides the positive correlation, we find for the first

time statistical evidence for a negative correlation in the

FRB-galaxy cross power spectrum. For instance, we ex-

amine panel (d) of Figure 3: the “repeaters (baseband)”

sample correlates negatively with the DESI-BGS/LRG

galaxies on scales ℓ ∼ 100. As a case in point, the nega-

tive bandpower centered on ℓ = 127.5 has a local p-value

(not accounting for look-elsewhere factors in ℓ or z) of

0.002 and < 0.001 for the DESI-BGS and DESI-LRG

surveys, respectively. Computing a global significance

through minL,z SNRL,z (see Section 3), we obtain the

p-values 0.097 (DESI-BGS, L = 768, zmin = 0.24) and

0.006 (DESI-LRG, L = 315, zmax = 0.45), which fully

account for the look-elsewhere effect.

We note that the locally significant negative correla-
tion in the DESI-BGS case vanishes after accounting

for look-elsewhere factors. In addition, negative corre-

lations from the “repeaters (all)” sample are not statis-

tically significant (p-values ∼ 0.1) after accounting for

the look-elsewhere effect. Thus, the only case that re-

quires further consideration is the global p-value = 0.006

(DESI-LRG, L = 315, zmax = 0.45). Furthermore, we

note that repeaters and nonrepeaters differ by this neg-

ative correlation, which we discuss in the next section.

Finally, we run the cross-correlation pipeline with the

updated parameters Nside = 8192, ℓmax = 14000, and

315 ≤ L ≤ 13960 for CHIME/FRB Catalog 1. We find

that all the results presented in this work are consistent

(i.e., no statistical or interpretational discrepancy af-

ter considering uncertainty limits throughout) with the

work presented by Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021). In par-
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# WISE ID RA (J2000) Dec (J2000) W1 W2 B R z

1 J024925.65+155711.3 42.◦3568758 15.◦9531491 14.49 ± 0.03 14.45 ± 0.07 20.8 ± 0.1 19.01 ± 0.07 0.470

2 J025000.22+154127.0 42.◦5009564 15.◦6908555 14.33 ± 0.03 14.14 ± 0.04 20.7 ± 0.1 18.82 ± 0.07 0.430

3 J024948.42+155059.7 42.◦4517860 15.◦8499300 14.57 ± 0.03 14.18 ± 0.04 20.35 ± 0.09 18.59 ± +0.07 0.310

4 J024947.67+155101.3 42.◦4486436 15.◦8503706 14.76 ± 0.03 14.43 ± 0.05 20.15 ± 0.08 18.46 ± 0.07 0.276

5 J024949.86+155102.4 42.◦4577628 15.◦8506816 14.62 ± 0.03 14.36 ± 0.05 20.8 ± 0.1 18.80 ± 0.07 0.367

6 J024950.98+155111.2 42.◦4624195 15.◦8531153 14.78 ± 0.03 14.44 ± 0.05 20.7 ± 0.1 18.74 ± 0.07 0.324

7 J025015.49+155056.4 42.◦5645709 15.◦8490154 14.78 ± 0.03 14.49 ± 0.05 20.03 ± 0.08 18.80 ± 0.07 0.279

8 J024929.63+154724.0 42.◦3734899 15.◦7900246 14.50 ± 0.03 14.28 ± 0.05 19.92 ± 0.07 18.35 ± 0.06 0.284

9 J024958.24+155535.5 42.◦4927080 15.◦9265453 14.40 ± 0.03 14.13 ± 0.04 19.90 ± 0.07 18.14 ± 0.06 0.287

10 J024928.10+155511.9 42.◦3671062 15.◦9199978 15.20 ± 0.04 15.05 ± 0.08 20.12 ± 0.08 19.14 ± 0.08 0.282

Table 3. WISE×SCOS galaxies in the vicinity (< 10′) of FRB 20200320A (#3–6, in bold, are ≲ 1′ from the FRB; see Section 4).
The photometric redshift “z” has an overall uncertainty of ≈ 0.033. The WISE magnitudes “W1” (3.4µm) and “W2” (4.6µm)
are in the Vega system, whereas the SCOS magnitudes “B” and “R” are in an AB system (see Bilicki et al. 2016).

RA
(J2000)

Dec
(J2000)

Figure 4. Pan-STARRS DR1 color image (Chambers et al.
2016; Baumann et al. 2022) of the vicinity of the candidate
repeating FRB 20200320A. The dashed line encircles objects
within 1′ from the center, where the FRB is localized. Using
the cross-correlation pipeline, we find a statistical association
between the FRB and four WISE×SCOS galaxies, labeled
#3–6 underneath each object, presumably all in the same
dark matter halo at z ≈ 0.32 (see Table 3).

ticular, we do not find any significant difference between

results (p-values along with their corresponding tem-

plate scale and redshift endpoint; see the two rightmost

columns of Table 3) from nonrepeaters and Catalog 1.

5. DISCUSSION

In this article, we report on a statistically signifi-

cant correlation (p-value < 0.001) between a sample of

CHIME/FRB repeaters and WISE×SCOS galaxies. We

show that the correlation is dominated by the proximity

of FRB20200320A (extragalactic DM ≈ 550 pc cm−3)

to a group of four galaxies with mean redshift z ≈ 0.32

(see Figure 4). In Table 3, we list all the galaxies from

the WISE×SCOS survey in the vicinity of the FRB.

The listed redshift values for the four galaxies men-

tioned above (galaxies #3–6) are consistent within 1.5σ

(≈ 130h−1Mpc) uncertainty, owing to photometric red-

shift errors. Hence, they could all be at the same redshift

within the statistical uncertainty.

Assuming a Navarro–Frenk–White density profile

(Navarro et al. 1997) and comoving units throughout,

a dark matter halo with mass M ∼ 1012 M⊙, which is a

typical value for galaxy groups with ≲ 4 members (Tully

2015), spans a virial radius of ∼ 1′ (∼ 400 kpc) at this

redshift on the sky. This picture is consistent with the

FRB and galaxy group inhabiting the same dark matter

halo. If we assume that galaxies #3–10 in Table 3 are

members of the same gravitationally bound system, then

we estimate the total halo mass to be M ≳ 1014 M⊙.

Nevertheless, no galaxy clusters have been identified

near this sky location at redshift z ≈ 0.32 (see the clus-

ter catalog of Wen et al. 2018, which has a completeness

limit of ≈ 50% for clusters with mass M ≈ 1014 M⊙).

Additionally, we do not find any Sunyaev-Zel’dovich or

X-ray sources near this group of galaxies (Flesch 2016;

Planck Collaboration et al. 2016; Salvato et al. 2018).

More precise statements on this presumably bound sys-

tem of galaxies would require spectroscopic redshifts,

which were unavailable at the time of writing. There-

fore, we defer the study of the galaxy group to future

work.

If we assume that the FRB originated from redshift

z ≈ 0.32, then the mean IGM contribution to the ob-

served DM is DMIGM ≈ 325 ± 180 pc cm−3 (Macquart
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et al. 2020; James et al. 2021). Computing the Galactic

contribution based on two different models, we obtain

DMgal = 38.92 pc cm−3 (YMW16, Yao et al. 2017) and

45.53 pc cm−3 (NE2001, Cordes & Lazio 2002) with neg-

ligible uncertainties compared with the uncertainties in

DMIGM and DMhalo (see Section 1). Subtracting these

contributions from the observed DM, we estimate the

FRB host DM to be DMhost ≲ 380 pc cm−3, which also

includes any contributions from the host group/cluster

electron profile. As pointed out by Ibik et al. (2023),

most localized FRBs have DMhost ≲ 200 pc cm−3, and

the FRB host DM distribution, e.g., as a function of

redshift, is largely unknown.

Based on the assumptions outlined earlier, we esti-

mate the DMhost contribution from the host halo en-

compassing the galaxy group to be DMhh ≳ 70 pc cm−3

(Connor & Ravi 2022). In the foreground, we iden-

tify the galaxy cluster NSCJ024958+155217 (Northern

Optical Cluster Survey III, Gal et al. 2009) at red-

shift z ≈ 0.12 along the line of sight. This cluster has

12.0± 5.6 member galaxies that constitute a symmetric

mass profile with a virial radius of ≈ 1 Mpc (see Figure 5

of Gal et al. 2009). Assuming a halo mass of ∼ 1014 M⊙
with an “ICM” gas profile (Prochaska & Zheng 2019),

we estimate that NSCJ024958+155217 contributes ≳
100 pc cm−3 to the DMIGM of FRB20200320A, which

is localized to ≈ 3.′2 (≈ 400 kpc) from the halo center.

However, we highlight that the actual DM contribution

from the host/intervening halo depends strongly on the

uncertain distance between the FRB and the halo center

(see, e.g., Figure 11 of Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2021).

We emphasize that FRB20200320A is a “candidate”

repeater comprised of two relatively different bursts

(see Section 4), making this FRB-galaxy correlation

intriguing. For instance, we note that a DM varia-

tion of ≈ 13.5 pc cm−3 between the two FRBs, sepa-

rated by 7.5 months, is large compared with observa-

tions of published repeaters that have typically shown

smaller DM variations, e.g., from < 0.15 pc cm−3 in

10 months (Nimmo et al. 2023) to ∼ 4 pc cm−3 in

∼ 1.5 − 3 yr (Hilmarsson et al. 2021; Kumar et al.

2023). Here, the only other comparator is the “candi-

date” repeating FRB20190107B (CHIME/FRB Collab-

oration 2023) with a DM variation of ≈ 14 pc cm−3 in

two months. Furthermore, FRB20200320A has a scat-

tering timescale of 2.46(3) ms at 600MHz (see Figure 13

of CHIME/FRB Collaboration 2023), ≲ 1% of which

could be produced by the Galactic ISM based on the

NE2001 and YMW16 models. Given the FRB redshift,

the remaining ≳ 99% of scattering could originate from

the host CGM and circum-burst environment (Macquart

& Koay 2013; Masui et al. 2015; Prochaska & Neeleman

2018; Chawla et al. 2022; Ocker et al. 2023; Sammons

et al. 2023). In sharp contrast, FRB20201105A (the sec-

ond burst from presumably the same source) has a scat-

tering timescale of ≪ 1ms at 600MHz (CHIME/FRB

Collaboration 2023). These burst-to-burst variations

in DM and scattering further motivate follow-up ob-

servations of the FRB and galaxy group in order to

identify and characterize the exact host through in-

terferometry and spectroscopy at higher angular and

frequency resolutions, respectively. With a burst rate

of 3.91+14.60
−3.78 × 10−2 hr−1 (CHIME/FRB Collaboration

2023), any follow-up radio observations of the FRB (e.g.,

to verify whether the “candidate” is indeed a repeater

with two bursts, or two nonrepeaters are associated with

the same galaxy group/cluster) would be feasible only

for continuous scans over ∼days–month. In the mean-

time, spectroscopy of the galaxy group could shed light

on our understanding of potential environments that the

FRB source might inhabit.

The association between FRB20200320A and a galaxy

group is not a typical result from statistical cross-

correlations with large numbers of roughly localized

sources; typically, we expect a large fraction of the

sources to contribute statistically to any high-SNR de-

tections (see, e.g., the results on nonrepeaters in Ta-

ble 2). Nonetheless, this positive correlation is robust,

since we use an appropriate template for the one-halo

term and account for all look-elsewhere factors through-

out the pipeline. This is the first time that a presumably

bound system of galaxies has been discovered using FRB

observations. Indeed, we would obtain the same result if

we were to cross-match the FRB sample with a catalog

of galaxy groups/clusters containing the group of four

galaxies here. Therefore, we strongly suggest including

catalogs of galaxy groups and clusters in direct host as-

sociation pipelines even for FRBs with ∼ 1′ localization

precision.

In addition, we find evidence for a negative corre-

lation between our “repeaters (baseband)” sample of

FRBs and DESI-LRG galaxies. Negative FRB-galaxy

correlations were formalized and forecast analytically by

Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2020). The formalism was applied

for the first time to real data (CHIME/FRB Catalog 1)

by Rafiei-Ravandi et al. (2021). In this work, we report

the statistical significance of the negative correlation as

p-value = 0.006 (L = 315, zmax = 0.45), which is in-

teresting yet marginal. We do not find any such evi-

dence for negative correlations in the analysis of “non-

repeaters,” suggesting hypothetically that repeaters and

nonrepeaters might cluster differently in dark matter ha-

los over angular scales ∼ 0.◦5. However, negative terms

in the FRB-galaxy cross power spectrum Cfg
ℓ might
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arise only from propagation effects due to intervening

plasma (Rafiei-Ravandi et al. 2020). For instance, a

negative DM-completeness term could stem from DM

perturbations caused by electron anisotropy along the

line of sight. These perturbations decrease the prob-

ability of detecting FRBs above a fixed signal-to-noise

ratio threshold (i.e., increased DM: fluence preserved,

signal-to-noise ratio reduced). In such a scenario, the

observed number density of FRBs, apparently corre-

lated with galaxies through foreground electrons, expe-

riences a deficit due to the influence of DM perturba-

tions. Consequently, this deficit results in the appear-

ance of a negative contribution to Cfg
ℓ . Considering the

borderline significance (99.4% CL, after accounting for

the look-elsewhere effect in L and zmax) of this nega-

tive correlation based on a relatively small sample size

(NFRB = 18), we defer any additional analysis regard-

ing it, such as characterizing the instrumental selection

function for the “repeaters (baseband)” sample, to fu-

ture work.

Would we expect the repeaters to show an overall pos-

itive correlation with galaxies, in light of the results on

nonrepeaters? This depends on the ℓ-dependence of the

cross-correlations. The repeater population has larger

Cfg
ℓ error bars (see Figure 3), so if the two FRB popu-

lations had the same ℓ-dependence, then we would not

expect the repeaters to show a statistically significant

cross-correlation. On the other hand, if the repeaters

(ℓCfg
ℓ ) peaked at higher ℓ-values (compared to nonre-

peaters), which is plausible because the repeaters have

more precise localization, then we might find a cross-

correlation at higher L-values. Before we did the analy-

sis, either outcome was possible. However, the lack of an

overall positive correlation between the repeating FRBs

(excluding FRB20200320A) and galaxies is unsurpris-

ing, given the small sample size. The CHIME/FRB

baseband system is continuously localizing repeating

and nonrepeating sources, enabling future explorations

of the FRB phenomenon through cross-correlations with

large-scale structure. The results in this work will im-

prove with larger FRB catalogs in the future.
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