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Supplementary Table 1: Upper limits on the fractional rms value of QPOs at various integer
harmonics of 224 Hz (see Supplementary Figure 1).

Frequency range•
rms upper limit
(coherence=5)†

rms upper limit
(coherence=10)†

rms upper limit
(coherence=20)†

1
2
×(224±16) Hz 30 25 23

3
2
×(224±16) Hz 41 32 27

2×(224±16) Hz 42 36 30

•The frequency range where the rms upper limit is computed. †The rms upper limit is
computed for three different coherence (QPO centroid/QPO width).
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(a) Coherence = 5
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(b) Coherence = 10
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(c) Coherence = 20
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Supplementary Figure 1: 2-D histograms of ∆χ2 improvement (constant vs constant +
Lorenztian) vs corresponding fractional rms of a QPO-like feature at half the observed
frequency, i.e., between 104-120 Hz. These were derived using simulations (See sec. 3
of Methods for more details). The dashed vertical line in each panel corresponds to the 3σ
(99.73%) level. The upper limit on fractional rms corresponds to the intersection of the his-
togram with the 3σ vertical line (see Supplementary Table. 1). The three panels correspond to
three different coherence values (centroid frequency/width) of a QPO-like feature between 104
and 120 Hz.
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