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The Macquart relation and time-delay cosmography are now two promising ways to fast radio
burst (FRB) cosmology. In this work, we propose a joint method that combines strongly lensed and
unlensed FRBs for improving cosmological parameter estimation by using simulated FRB data from
the future sensitive coherent all-sky monitor survey, which is expected to detect a large number of
FRBs including galaxy-galaxy strongly lensed events. We find that using a detectable sample of
100,000 localized FRBs including 40 lensed events can simultaneously constrain the Hubble constant
and the equation of state of dark energy, with high precision of ε(H0) = 0.4% and ε(w) = 4.5%
in the simplest dynamical dark energy model. The joint analysis of unlensed and lensed FRBs
significantly improves the constraint on H0, which could be more effective than combining either
the unlensed FRBs with future gravitational wave (GW) standard sirens or the lensed FRBs with
CMB. Furthermore, combining the full FRB sample with the CMB+BAO+SNe data yields σ(H0) =
0.29 km s−1 Mpc−1, σ(w0) = 0.046, and σ(wa) = 0.15 in the two-parameter dynamical dark energy
model, which outperform the results from the CMB+BAO+SNe+GW data. This reinforces the
cosmological implications of a multi-wavelength observational strategy in optical and radio bands.
We conclude that the future FRB observations will shed light on the nature of dark energy and also
the Hubble tension if enough events with long-duration lensing are incorporated.
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Keywords: fast radio bursts, strong gravitational lensing, cosmology

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmology now stands in the midst of a golden age.
It is mainly attributed to the exquisite precision in mea-
suring the power spectrum of temperature anisotropies
of the cosmic microwave background (CMB), which has
ushered in the era of precision cosmology [1, 2]. As the
standard model of cosmology, the Λ cold dark matter
(ΛCDM) model has only six basic parameters but ac-
curately fits most observations, particularly the CMB
anisotropies [3]. However, within the standard cosmolog-
ical scenario, there are still many unsettled issues like the
nature of dark energy and some cosmological tensions.

Dark energy is a component with negative pressure
that drives the accelerated expansion of the late universe,
and understanding its essence requires determining its
equation of state (EoS). The standard ΛCDM model de-
scribes dark energy as a cosmological constant Λ with the
EoS w = −1, which actually suffers from several theoret-
ical problems [4]. So one have widely proposed dynam-
ical dark energy with the EoS deviating from w = −1
or evolving over time [5]. To accurately measure this
EoS, low-redshift measurements are employed since the
CMB is an early-universe probe, which cannot effectively
constrain the extra parameters describing the EoS of dy-
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namical dark energy. High precision is desirable since the
most stringent constraint today is still far away from deci-
phering dark energy, with the combination of three main-
stream observations (CMB+BAO+SNe, where BAO and
SNe refer to the observations of baryon acoustic oscilla-
tion and type Ia supernovae, respectively) [6]. Worse
still, the tension between the values of the Hubble con-
stant H0 estimated by the early- [3] and late-universe
observations [7] has now exceeded 5σ, widely discussed
as the “Hubble tension” [7–9]. No reliable evidence of
systematic errors has been found [10], and no extended
cosmological model can truly resolve the crisis [11–19].
So developing late-universe precise probes is essential for
addressing the cosmological issues of both the Hubble
tension and dark energy [20–22]. In the coming decades,
some novel late-universe probes will be vigorously devel-
oped via gravitational-wave (GW) and radio astronomy.
In this work, we wish to address the issues by employing
the future fast radio burst (FRB) observations for simul-
taneously measuring the Hubble constant and dynamical
dark energy.

FRBs — bright, millisecond-duration radio pulses at
cosmological distances [23] — are the latest large puz-
zle in the universe and have been attracting intense ob-
servational and theoretical investigations in recent years
[24, 25]. The FRB sample size is rapidly increasing,
primarily due to the contributions of the Canadian Hy-
drogen Intensity Mapping Experiment Fast Radio Burst
project (CHIME/FRB) [26] and the Five hundred me-
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ter Aperture Spherical radio Telescope (FAST) telescope,
which have detected the most FRB sources [27] and
bursts [28, 29], respectively. In spite of unclear physi-
cal origins, FRBs with known redshifts measured from
precisely localized host galaxies have been widely pro-
posed as a cosmological probe [30], owing to the high
event rate and detections of increasing localized FRBs
(see Refs. [31–33] for recent reviews). Probing the uni-
verse with FRBs can be primarily achieved by two pro-
posed methods — the “Macquart relation” and gravita-
tional lensing analysis.

One is realized by the Macquart relation [34], which
makes a connection between the intergalactic medium
(IGM) dispersion measure (DM) and redshift [35–37].
Characterized by the integrated number density of free
electrons along FRB paths, DM record both cosmic evo-
lution and baryonic information across cosmological dis-
tance as standard ping [38]. Thus, localized FRBs (with
redshifts inferred from identified host galaxies) can be
harnessed to determine cosmological parameters, includ-
ing those associated with dark energy and the Hubble
constant. For measuring dark energy effectively via the
Macquart relation, it is important to accurately extract
DMIGM from the total DM, and thus important to quan-
tify the IGM inhomogeneity and host or source DM con-
tribution [39]. To achieve this, a large number of well-
localized FRB sample (with at least ∼ 104 events) is
required. In the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) era, a
million localized FRBs as an independent probe could
precisely measure dark energy [40] and explore the epoch
of reionization [41, 42]. Alternatively, it is effective to
utilize the combination of FRB with external cosmolog-
ical probes like CMB [43–45], BAO [35], SNe [36, 46],
GW associations [47], the CMB+BAO+SNe+H0 com-
bination [48], and information of large scale structure
[49] to break parameter inherent degeneracies, which sug-
gests FRBs a sound probe to complement. For measur-
ing the Hubble constant, effective constraints often come
from the joint analysis of FRB data and big bang nucle-
osynthesis (BBN) results. For example, various localized
FRB datasets were used to constrainH0 [50–55]; recently,
Zhao et al. [56] also developed a Bayesian method to us-
ing unlocalized FRBs. In addition, combinations of FRB
data with SNe datasets [57] and with Hubble parameter
H(z) measurements [58] were also explored.

Another prospect of FRB cosmology is to study the
gravitational lensing. The high rate of FRB events sug-
gests the potential of detecting lensed FRBs in future
blind surveys. The events strongly lensed by massive
galaxies — referred to as galaxy-galaxy strongly lensed
(GGSL) FRBs — offer a unique tool to probe cosmology.
Due to their short durations, the time delays (TDs) be-
tween lensed images can be measured with exceptionally
high precision, leading to numerous applications [59–68];
in particular, the precise measurement of H0 via a tech-
nique known as “time-delay cosmography” [69, 70]. By
measuring the angular diameter distances of simulated
GGSL FRB sources and lenses, Li et al. [59] demon-

strated that using a sample of 10 lensed repeating FRBs
could determine H0 with sub-percent precision. In the
next decade, the GGSL FRB events are expected to
be detected through future ultra-widefield FRB surveys,
such as coherent all-sky monitors (CASMs). With a vast
field of view (FoV) and accurate localization capability
provided by very long baseline interferometry (VLBI),
CASM can perform long-term and high-cadence moni-
toring, which makes it likely to detect the lensed copy of
an FRB signal even after a time delay of several months.
With a system-equivalent flux density (SEFD) compa-
rable to CHIME, such a sensitive CASM survey could
detect 50, 000–100, 000 FRBs including 5–40 potential
GGSL events during a 5-year observation [71]. Note that
we refer to this hypothetical survey as “CASM” through-
out this paper.

The two methods mentioned above (i.e., the Macquart
relation and the time-delay cosmography) are currently
the most compelling approaches for using localized FRBs
as cosmological probes. By precisely measuring DMs
from tremendous FRBs, it is possible to effectively con-
strain dark-energy EoS parameters. However, this ap-
proach has limited effectiveness in constraining H0 due
to potential parameter degeneracies with the baryon den-
sity Ωb [48] (thus, previous work introducing the BBN
prior is arguably not a purely late-universe result). Con-
versely, accurate measurement of TDs with GGSL FRBs
can provide precise constraints on H0, but it cannot inde-
pendently constrain dark energy evolution, also needing
other complementary probes like CMB and SNe [62, 65].
Therefore, combining these two methodologies, which re-
spectively offer remarkable constraints on dark-energy
EoS parameters and H0, has the potential to break mu-
tual degeneracies and merits serious consideration for the
realm of FRB cosmology.

In this study, we first combine TD and DM measure-
ments from strongly lensed and unlensed FRBs, respec-
tively, to constrain the late-universe physics. We wish to
answer what extent the Hubble constant and the EoS
of dark energy can be simultaneously measured using
the localized FRB sample (including GGSL events) from
the future sensitive CASM survey. We assume that the
CASM will build VLBI outriggers to precisely localize
the host galaxies of FRBs and determine their redshifts.

This paper is organized as follows. In sect. II, we de-
scribe the methods of simulating FRB data and other cos-
mological data used. We show the constraint results and
relevant discussion in sect. III. The conclusion is given in
sect. IV.

II. METHODS AND DATA

A. TD measurement from lensed FRBs

In gravitational lensing, the time delay between the ar-
rival times of photons for images i and j can be predicted
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as [70]

∆ti,j =
(1 + zl)D∆t

c
∆ϕi,j , (1)

where zl is the redshift of lens and c is the light speed.
The “time-delay distance” D∆t is defined as [69]

D∆t ≡ (1 + zl)
DA

l D
A
s

DA
ls

, (2)

where DA
l , D

A
s , and DA

ls are the angular diameter dis-
tances between observer and lens, between observer and
source, and between lens and source, respectively. The
Fermat potential difference ∆ϕi,j is defined as

∆ϕi,j =

[
(θi − β)

2

2
− ψ (θi)−

(θj − β)
2

2
+ ψ (θj)

]
,

(3)
where θi and θj are the angular positions of two im-
ages, β is the source position, and ψ is the lensing two-
dimensional potential related to its mass distribution.

Based on the relationship between the dimension-
less comoving distance and the angular diameter dis-
tance d (zl, zs) ≡ (1 + zs)H0DA (zl, zs) /c, we can rewrite
Eq. (2) as

D∆t =
c

H0

dlds
dls

. (4)

We can see that D∆t is inversely proportional to H0. So
if we can measure both redshifts and ∆ϕi,j (of course,
including θi, θj , and β) from modeling the observational
data, we can measure H0 [72]. This method has been
intensively employed to study time-delay cosmography
[73–78] and fundamental physics [79–82]. In this work,
we focus on galaxy-scale strongly lensing of FRBs (see
Refs. [83–89], which discuss FRB microlensing scenarios)
and assume a quadruply lensed system and utilize the
singular isothermal sphere (SIS) model following Li et al.
[59].

In order to estimate the time-delay distance in Eq. (2),
we identify three primary sources of uncertainty, i.e., the
measurement of the time delay, the reconstruction of the
Fermat potential, and modeling the line of sight (LOS)
environment.

For a strongly lensed FRB system, the time delay can
be measured with ultra-precise precision, since the short
duration of the transient (∼ milliseconds) is significantly
less than the typical galaxy-lensing time delay (∼ 10
days). Thus, the relative uncertainty in TD measurement
of strongly lensed FRB sources (ε(∆t)) can be considered
negligible (i.e., ε(∆t) = 0).

The uncertainty related to the Fermat potential (rela-
tive uncertainty denoted as ε(∆ψ)) depends on lens mod-
eling. The absence of dazzling active galactic nucleus
(AGN) contamination within the source galaxy takes ad-
vantage for reconstructing the lens mass distribution and
obtaining a clear image of the host galaxies in lensed FRB

systems. Li et al. [59] showed that lens mass modeling
only introduces ∼ 0.8% uncertainty to D∆t [59]. How-
ever, the precision could be diminished due to the effect
of mass–sheet degeneracy, where different mass models
could produce identical strong lensing observables (e.g.,
image positions) but imply different values of H0 [90].
Through simulations based on HST WFC3 observations
from transient sources like FRBs, Ding et al. [91] found
that the precision of the Fermat potential reconstruction
could be improved by a factor of ∼ 4 when comparing
lensed transients to lensed AGNs. Based on simulations
presented in Li et al. [59] and Ding et al. [91], we adopt
a 0.8% relative uncertainty on the Fermat potential for
the measurements of D∆t (i.e., ε(∆ψ) = 0.8%).
The last component of uncertainty is contributed by

LOS environment modeling (ε(κext)). This budget is gen-
erally characterized by an external convergence (κext),
which is resulted from the excess mass close in pro-
jection to the lensing galaxies along the LOS. Taking
this effect into account, the actual D∆t is corrected to
D∆t = Dmodel

∆t /(1 − κext). In the case of the lens HE
0435-1223 [92], ε(κext) could be limited to 2.5% through
weighted galaxy counts, and a 1.6% uncertainty by uti-
lizing an inpainting technique and multi-scale entropy fil-
tering algorithm [93]. Therefore, it is reasonable to take a
2.0% relative uncertainty on the LOS environment mod-
elling introduced to D∆t for upcoming lensed FRB sys-
tems (i.e., ε(κext) = 2.0%).
Overall, the total uncertainty of D∆t can be propa-

gated as:

σD∆t
= D∆t ×

[
ε2(∆t) + ε2(∆ψ) + ε2(κext)

]1/2
. (5)

The uncertainty levels of all budgets we adopted are out-
lined in Table I, which also lists the corresponding uncer-
tainties for lensed SNe and lensed quasars for comparison
[75, 94, 95]. This shows the advantages of using FRBs
for precisely measuring D∆t. For a strongly lensed FRB
system, σD∆t achieves a high precision level of ∼ 2.15%
using Eq. (5). Also, FRBs occur much more frequently
than SNe in the universe, so the possibility of FRBs being
strongly lensed by massive galaxies is also theoretically
high (see Refs. [96, 97] for strongly lensed transient re-
views). In the following simulation of lensed FRB events,
we calculate the time-delay distances with 2.15% relative
errors for them.

B. DM measurement from unlensed FRBs

We generate the DMs of unlensed FRB samples using
the DM model in Ref. [40]. The observed DM, DMobs,
is a measure of the number density of free electrons ne
weighted by (1 + z)−1, along the path l to the FRB:
DMobs =

∫
nedl/(1 + z). This value can be determined

by the captive signal with the time delay between the
highest frequency and the lowest frequency. Physically,
DMobs is usually divided to four components: two from
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FIG. 1. Simulated FRB data from a 5-year CASM observation. Panel (a) shows the distributions of lens redshifts (zl) versus
source redshifts (zs), with grey circles indicating current GGSL systems from Chen et al. [98] and yellow circles representing
GGSL systems with TD measurements from Denzel et al. [99]. The green and orange stars denote simulated GGSL FRB
data for scenarios with 5 (normal) and 40 (optimistic) sample sizes, labeled as FRB1L and FRB2L, respectively, which are
derived from the simulated sample of GGSL systems from Collett [100]. Note that FRB2L includes FRB1L. Panels (b) and
(c) display the normalized redshift distributions for zs and zl, respectively. The lines of different colors and styles correspond
to different datasets. The histogram of host galaxy redshift of unlensed FRBs (FRBUL) is also illustrated in panel (b), with
the normalized redshift distribution plotted as the purple line to show the lognormal+Cauchy fitting function (see Eq. (10)).
Panel (d) illustrates the simulated TD distance data. Note that the fiducial model using the fiducial flat dynamical dark energy
model with w = constant.

TABLE I. Uncertainties of three components contributing to
the uncertainty of TD distance measurements. ε(∆t), ε(∆ψ),
and ε(κext) correspond to the relative uncertainties of time
delay, Fermat potential difference, and LOS contamination,
respectively.

GGSL source ∆t ε(∆t) ε(∆ψ) ε(κext)

Lensed SNe O(106 s) 3% 1% 3%

Lensed QSOs O(1 s) 5% 3% 3%

Lensed FRBs O(10−6 s) 0% 0.8% 2%

the Milky Way, i.e., one from the interstellar medium
(ISM) and a second from its halo; and two extragalactic
ones, the IGM and the FRB host galaxy,

DMobs = DMMW +DMext. (6)

For the DM contribution within the Milky Way

DMMW = DMMW,ISM + DMMW,halo, DMMW,ISM can
be obtained using the typical electron density models
of the Milky Way, i.e., the NE2001 [101] and YMW16
[102] models. The calculation is related to the FRBs’
Galactic coordinates. DMMW,halo is in the range of
[30, 80] pc cm−3 [103, 104]. In this study, we use
the YMW16 model to calculate DMMW,ISM and as-
sume a normal distribution to model DMMW,halo as
DMMW,halo ∼ N (55, 252) (in units of pc cm−3 ) [51].

On the other hand, the extragalactic contribution,
DMext = DMIGM + DMhost, is typically the dominant
part in DMobs. DMIGM is closely related to cosmology,
and the Macquart relation gives its averaged value [34],

⟨DMIGM(z)⟩ = 3cΩbH0

8πGmp

∫ z

0

χ(z′)fIGM(z′)(1 + z′)

E(z′)
dz′,

(7)
where G is the gravitational constant, mp is the mass of a
proton, and χ(z) represents the number of free electrons
per baryon, i.e., χe(z) = 3

4χe,H(z) +
1
8χe,He(z), where

χe,H and χe,He are ionization fractions for hydrogen and
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helium, respectively. We take χe,H = χe,He = 1, assum-
ing that both hydrogen and helium are fully ionized at
z < 3. fIGM(z) is the baryon fraction in the diffuse IGM
evolving with redshift. It is suggested that fIGM ≃ 0.9
at z ≥ 1.5 [105] and fIGM ≃ 0.82 at z ≤ 0.4 [106] (see
Refs. [107–113] for other studies constraining fIGM). We
adopt a moderate value of fIGM ≃ 0.83 for the redshift
range considered in our sample. More importantly, E(z),
the dimensionless Hubble parameter, is directly related
to cosmological parameters, which will be discussed fur-
ther in sect. II E.

Due to large fluctuations in the IGM, the actual value
of DMIGM varies significantly around the mean value
⟨DMIGM(z)⟩. The variation is mainly attributed to the
galactic feedback [48]. The probability distribution func-
tion (PDF) of DMIGM has been derived from numeri-
cal simulations of the IGM [114] and galaxy halos [115].
Based on cosmological principles, the impact of compact
halo contribution on large scales is insignificant, and we
assume that the distribution of DMIGM follows a Gaus-
sian distribution, with σIGM scaling with redshift in a
power-law form as:

σIGM(z) = Azα pc cm−3, (8)

where A is fitted to 173.8, and α is 0.4 [116].

The contribution from host galaxy, DMhost, is diffi-
cult for modeling due to its strong dependence on the
type of galaxy and local environment. Macquart et al.
[34] proposed a lognormal PDF with an asymmetric long
tail allowing for high DMhost values (e.g., that of FRB
20190520B [117]), which fits well with the results from
the IllustrisTNG simulation [118]. However, recent sim-
ulations suggest that DMhost may deviate from this dis-
tribution [119, 120]. So the real distribution remains
uncertain, which needs for larger FRB samples in fu-
ture studies. We adopt a simplified physical scenario,
assuming that the distribution of DMhost also follows
a Gaussian distribution with a standard deviation of
σhost = 30 pc cm−3 [107], which is expected to be re-
alized in the high-statistics era.

Overall, DMIGM is available for a localized FRB with
DMobs, DMMW and DMhost determined. The observa-
tional uncertainty is negligible compared to other errors
and can be ignored. Consequently, if these parameters
are treated properly, the total uncertainty of DMIGM is
determined by

σDMIGM
=

[
σ2
MW + σ2

IGM +

(
σhost
1 + z

)2
]1/2

, (9)

where the uncertainty of DMMW, i.e., σMW, averages
about 10 pc cm−3 for the pulses from high Galactic lati-
tude (|b| > 10◦). The factor (1 + z) accounts for cosmo-
logical time dilation for a source at redshift z.

For the redshift distribution of the mock unlensed FRB
data, we have fitted the distribution in Connor and Ravi

[71] with a lognormal+Cauchy PDF,

N(z) =
1√
2πσz

exp

[
− (lg z − µ)

2

2σ2

]
+

γ

π((x− x0)2 + 1)
,

(10)
where parameters σ, µ, γ, and x0 are fitted to 0.45,
−0.02, 0.05, and 1.60, respectively. This is the assumed
redshift distribution for the CASM, which is derived by
scaling the redshift distribution from the latest CHIME
catalog [27].

C. Simulation of TD and DM measurements from
CASM’s FRBs

We briefly introduce the CASM survey and then the
simulation of both the TD distance and DM measure-
ments from lensed FRBs.
So far, no gravitational lensing has been firmly iden-

tified in FRB signals (nevertheless, FRB 20190308C was
recently reported as a plausible candidate with a signifi-
cance of 3.4σ and requires further investigation [122]).
This is likely due to missed detections, lensing below
telescope sensitivity, or simply not being lensed within
the observation period. To settle these issues, continu-
ous coverage of a significant fraction of the sky may be
the optimal way of finding strongly lensed FRBs [63].
The CASM facility can observe a unique all-sky collect-
ing area, which will play a critical role in the blind FRB
search. This is because surveys of transient events like
FRBs benefit from a large FoV, as the number of de-
tections increase proportionally with the FoV, while de-
tecting persistent source depends on sensitivity, which
increases with the square root of the FoV [123]. An ex-
plicit example of CASM is the upcoming Bustling Uni-
verse Radio Survey Telescope for Taiwan (BURSTT)
[121] project1. BURSTT is the first telescope dedicated
for a complete census of nearby FRBs with a long time
window, which allows for monitoring of FRBs for rep-
etition and counterpart identification. These would be
clues to understanding the origins of FRBs, and there
have been many efforts for answering whether all FRBs
repeat [124–128] and what their counterparts are [129–
135].
Due to its unique fisheye design, BURSTT has a

extremely large instantaneous FoV of ∼ 10, 000 deg2,
which is 25 times larger than that of CHIME. With
VLBI outrigger stations, BURSTT can achieve a sub-
acrsecond localization for identifying the unambiguous
host galaxy. More importantly, BURSTT has been con-
sidered to search for lensed FRBs with short time delay
(less than ∼milliseconds) [136]. Meanwhile, its wide FoV
enables long-term, high-cadence monitoring of a large sky
area, which can technically detect lensing delays up to the

1 https://www.burstt.org/

https://www.burstt.org/
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TABLE II. Main properties of CHIME, BURSTT-256, and CASM assumed in this work, corresponding to current, upcoming,
and future-concept FRB observatories.

Specification CHIME [26] BURSTT-256 [121] CASM [71]

Number of antennas 1, 024 256 ∼ 25, 000

Frequency range (MHz) 400–800 300–800 400–800

Effective area (m2) 8, 000 40–200 8, 000

FoV (deg2) ∼ 200 10,000 5,000

SEFD (Jy) 50 ∼ 5, 000 50

Localization accuracy (′′) ∼ 60 ∼ 1 ∼ 1

Detection event rate (year−1) 500–1, 000 ∼ 100 7, 500–25, 000

survey duration, and avoids missing potentially lensed
FRBs with long time delays (∼ days to months). This
suggests that CASM experiments are particularly supe-
rior in detecting strongly lensed FRBs.

However, BURSTT is initially designed to detect hun-
dreds of bright and nearby FRBs at z ∼ 0.03 per year. To
detect strongly lensed FRBs usually at higher redshifts, a
high sensitivity is required for blind searches, which can
be achieved by using a dense aperture array with sub-
stantial small antennas. BURSTT is built with 256 an-
tennas (BURSTT-256) and is planned to expand to 2048
antennas (BURSTT-2048). The SEFD of BURSTT-256
is ∼ 600 Jy, and that of BURSTT-2048 is ∼ 5,000 Jy,
but both are still lower than CHIME’s SEFD of 50 Jy.
In principle, methods to improve sensitivity include re-
ducing system temperature, increasing the number of an-
tennas, and utilizing a compact phased array technology
for beamforming [123]. If the sensitivity matches that of
CHIME, the number of detected FRBs would dramati-
cally increase. Connor and Ravi [71] assumed a future
CASM survey with a large FoV of ∼ 5, 000 deg2 and
an SEFD of 50 Jy observing in the 400–800 MHz band,
which is equivalent to a CHIME/FRB survey but with
25 times of the sky coverage. They predicted that such
a survey could potentially detect 50,000–100,000 FRBs
including 5–40 lensed events, during a 5-year observa-
tion with an 80% duty cycle (see Table 2 in Ref. [71]).
This estimation is purely based on the fact that the event
rate is 25 times larger than CHIME, without additional
assumptions. If these FRBs can be well localized, they
would be valuable for studying FRB cosmology, which
requires a large sample of localized FRBs as well as po-
tential lensed events. This is also what future BURSTT
science pursues, focusing on key topics in cosmology and
fundamental physics. We assumed that the CASM can
also localize FRBs to the sub-acrsecond resolution like
BURSTT, so the redshifts of the detected FRBs can be
measured. The main properties of the CASM are sum-
marized in the last column of Table II, together with
CHIME and BURSTT-256 for comparison.

In this work, we simulate the FRB data observed by
the CASM survey (with a CHIME/FRB SEFD), using

the methods for simulating TD measurement in sect. II A
and DM measurement in sect. II B. Based on the event
rate estimation in Connor and Ravi [71], we consider two
scenarios: a conservative scenario with 5 lensed FRBs
(labeled as FRB1L) and an optimistic scenario with 40
lensed FRBs (labeled as FRB2L), both within a sample of
100,000 unlensed FRBs (labeled as FRBUL). Note that
we focus on what role the lensed bursts can play in large
samples, so for convenience, we assume the total detec-
tion of 100,000 FRBs. The mock lensed FRB data, which
are derived from the mock strong lens sample in Collett
[100], are shown in Figure 1. In addition, the histogram
of simulated unlensed FRBs and the fitting PDF (see
Eq. (10)) are illustrated in purple in Figure 1(b). The
redshift distributions of the mock lensed FRBs are con-
sistent with that of the unlensed FRBs and significantly
overlap with both the currently detected GGSL systems
from Chen et al. [98] and those with TD measurements
from Denzel et al. [99].

D. Other cosmological data

In addition to mock FRB data, we incorporate com-
plementary cosmological datasets, including the acutal
CMB, BAO and SNe data, as well as mock GW datasets.
For the mock data, we employ the GW standard siren

data from Ref. [40], which is generated based on the
third-generation ground-based GW detector, the Ein-
stein Telescope (ET) [137]. The GW standard siren
method [138, 139] is an emerging probe of the late
universe, which gives ∼ 14% precision in measuring
H0 through the only multi-messenger observations of
GW170817 [140]. Recently, this method have widely in-
formed forecasts of the cosmological parameter estima-
tions based on the future standard sirens detected by
ground-based [141–159], space-borne [160–167] GW ob-
servatories, and pulsar timing arrays projects [168–170].
These efforts detect GWs across various frequency bands
from nanohertz to several hundred hertz (see Refs. [171–
173] for reviews). The absolute distance to a GW source
can be determined by analyzing the GWwaveform, where
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TABLE III. Absolute (1σ) and relative errors on cosmological parameters of interest in the wCDM and w0waCDM models
using the single dataset from early- or late-universe observation, i.e., CMB, FRBUL, FRB1L, and FRB2L. Note that the mock
FRB data are derived from a 5-year observation of BURSTT, including FRBUL with an unlensed event number of 100,000, as
well as FRB1L and FRB2L with lensed event numbers of 5 and 40, respectively. Here, H0 is in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Model Error CMB FRBUL FRB1L FRB2L

wCDM

σ(H0) 6.20 — 1.35 0.52

ε(H0) 9.0% — 2.0% 0.8%

σ(w) 0.200 0.052 — 0.245

ε(w) 19.2% 5.1% — 19.6%

w0waCDM

σ(H0) 7.60 — 1.65 0.70

ε(H0) 11.0% — 2.4% 1.0%

σ(w0) 0.450 0.105 — 0.835

ε(w0) 54.0% 11.0% — 68.0%

σ(wa) — 0.85 — 1.65

the amplitude in frequency domain is approximately in-
versely proportional to the luminosity distance DL. We
consider only the binary neutron star (BNS) merger
events, which could provide electromagnetic (EM) coun-
terparts carrying redshift information. Then the estab-
lished DL–z relation can be used to study cosmology as

DL(z) = (1 + z)

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
, (11)

which is referred to as bright sirens. We only consider
bright siren data in this work. The error in the measure-
ment of DL is calculated as

σDL
=
[
(σinst

DL
)2 + (σlens

DL
)2 + (σpv

DL
)2
]1/2

, (12)

where σinst
DL

, σlens
DL

, and σpv
DL

are the instrumental,
weak lensing, and peculiar velocity errors derived from
Refs. [174], [175], and [176], respectively. The ET is an-
ticipated to detect 1, 000 bright sirens from BNS merg-
ers at z ≲ 5 during a 10-year observation period [177].
For more details on this simulation, readers can refer to
Ref. [40].

In addition to mock data, we also utilize actual main-
stream cosmological data, including the CMB, BAO, and
SNe data. For the CMB data, we employ the “Planck
distance priors” from the Planck 2018 observation [98],
and we use the BAO measurements from 6dFGS at
zeff = 0.106 [178], SDSS-MGS at zeff = 0.15 [179], and
Data Release 12 of Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Sur-
vey (BOSS-DR12) at zeff = 0.38, 0.51, and 0.61 [180].
For the SNe data, we use the sample from the Pantheon
compilation with 1048 supernovae data [181].

We use the data combination CMB+BAO+SNe (ab-
breviated as “CBS”) to constrain the fiducial cosmolog-
ical models, and the obtained best-fit cosmological pa-

rameters are used to generate the central values of DMs
and TDs in the simulated FRB data.

E. Cosmological parameter estimation

We provide a overview of the adopted dark energy
models and methods for cosmological parameter estima-
tion.
The dark energy models considered in this work in-

clude flat ΛCDM, wCDM, and w0waCDM models. The
EoS parameter for dark energy, w(z), is defined as the
ratio of its pressure pde(z) to density ρde(z) at redshift
z. It helps describe the dimensionless Hubble param-
eter E(z), which can be formulated using the Fried-
mann equation for a given cosmological model. In a
spatially-flat universe, the dimensionless Hubble param-
eter E(z) = H(z)/H0 is expressed as

E2(z) = Ωm(1+z)
3+(1−Ωm) exp

[
3

∫ z

0

1 + w(z′)

1 + z′
dz′
]
,

(13)
where Ωm represents the present-day matter density pa-
rameter.
The simplest and most widely accepted dark energy

model is the ΛCDM model with the vacuum energy EoS
w = −1. The wCDM model, on the other hand, assumes
a constant EoS w, representing the simplest scenario for
dynamical dark energy. Finally, the w0waCDM model
describes an evolving EoS as w(z) = w0 + wa/(1 + z),
where w0 and wa are the two parameters that character-
ize the evolution.
The cosmological parameters ξ we sample include Ωm,

Ωbh
2, w, w0, wa, and H0, and we take flat priors within

ranges of [0, 1], [0, 0.05], [−2, 1], [−5, 1], [−3, 3], and
[0, 100] km s−1 Mpc−1, respectively. They are optimized
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via maximization of the joint likelihood function,

L ∝ e−χ2/2, (14)

where the χ2 function for lensed FRBs, unlensed FRBs,
and GWs are defined as

χ2
TD(ξ) =

NFRBL∑
i=1

(
Dth

∆t,i(ξ)−Dobs
∆t,i

σD∆t(zi)

)2

, (15)

χ2
DM(ξ) =

NFRBUL∑
i=1

(
DMth

IGM(zi; ξ)−DMobs
IGM(zi)

σDMIGM
(zi)

)2

,

(16)
and

χ2
GW(ξ) =

NGW∑
i=1

(
Dth

L (zi; ξ)−Dobs
L (zi)

σDL
(zi)

)2

, (17)

respectively. Dobs
∆t , DMobs

IGM, and Dobs
L are the observable

values, and Dth
∆t,i(ξ), DMth

IGM(zi; ξ), and Dth
L (zi; ξ) are

theoretical values of D∆t, DMIGM and DL at zi calcu-
lated by Eqs. (4), (7), and (11), respectively. σD∆t

(zi),
σDMIGM

(zi), and σdL
(zi) represent the related uncertain-

ties calculated by Eqs. (5), (9), and (12).
We derive the posterior probability distributions

through the Markov chain Monte Carlo analysis
(MCMC) ensemble sampler emcee [182], and use
GetDist2 for plotting the posterior distributions of the
cosmological parameters.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we employ the simulated FRB observa-
tion from CASM to constrain two dynamical dark energy
models, i.e., wCDM and w0waCDM models. For com-
parison and combination, we also use the actual CMB,
BAO, and SNe data, as well as the simulated GW data.
The constraint results for key cosmological parameters,
i.e., H0 and the EoS of dark energy, are summarized in
Tables III–VI and shown in Figures 2–7 using different
datasets. Here, we use σ(ξ) and ε(ξ) = σ(ξ)/ξ to repre-
sent the absolute and relative errors of the parameter ξ,
respectively.

In the following, we first report the results separately
from unlensed FRBs and lensed events in sect. III A, and
their joint analyses with CMB in sect. III B. Then we
present the results from combining the lensed and the
unlensed FRBs into a full sample in sect. III C. Finally,
we discuss the combination of this full FRB dataset with
CBS in sect. IIID.

2 https://github.com/cmbant/getdist/

A. The lensed or unlensed FRB data

We first report the constraint results from the FRB
dataset of either unlensed or lensed events, i.e., FRBUL,
FRB1L, and FRB2L in Tables III, which represent a sin-
gle probe from the late-universe observation.
When considering dynamical dark energy, the CMB

data alone cannot give precise constraints, with ε(H0) =
9.0% and ε(w) = 19.2% in the wCDM model. In con-
trast, the FRB datasets can provide more precise con-
straints. A large number of 100,000 FRB data can ef-
fectively constrain dark-energy EoS parameters. Con-
cretely, FRBUL gives an absolute error of σ(w) = 0.052 in
the wCDM model, and σ(w0) = 0.053 and σ(wa) = 0.85
in the w0waCDM model. The constraints are all about
74% better than those from the actual CMB data. How-
ever, it cannot constrain H0 due to the strong parameter
degeneracy between Ωbh

2 and H0 in Eq. (7).
On the other hand, if the lensed events are detected,

they will provide very precise measurement on H0. We
give some examples in the w0waCDM model. By using
5 and 40 lensed FRB data, FRB1L and FRB2L offer H0

constraints with 2.4% and 1.0% precision, respectively,
which are about 78% and 92% more precise than that
of the CMB data, respectively. Nevertheless, using the
lensed data is insufficient to effectively constrain dark
energy, with the most precise constraint of σ(w) = 0.245.
Overall, the future FRB observation with CASM can

effectively measure dark energy and the Hubble constant,
by analyzing DM and TD measurements from localized
FRB datasets, respectively.

B. Combination with the CMB data

Next, we report the results from combining the
CMB data with FRB datasets of either unlensed or
lensed events, i.e., CMB+FRBUL, CMB+FRB1L, and
CMB+FRB2L in Tables IV, which represent multiple
probes from both early- and late-universe observations.
We mainly discuss the results from the combined case of
the lensed FRBs.
Current mainstream low-redshift observations, BAO

and SNe, cannot independently constrain dark energy
but can effectively break parameter degeneracies inherent
in the CMB. By combining CMB with BAO+SNe, the
CBS data offers greatly improved constraints: ε(H0) =
1.2% and ε(w) = 3.4%.
Similarly, we find that when combining the CMB data,

the lensed FRB data can precisely constrain both H0 and
dark-energy EoS parameters. The combination greatly
improves the constraints over either single probe. We
give some examples in the wCDM model. When com-
pared to the CMB data alone, CMB+FRB1L provides
constraints in precision of ε(H0) = 1.2% and ε(w) =
3.5%, which are improved by about 87% and 82%, re-
spectively. Also, when compared to the FRB1L and
FRB2L data alone, CMB+FRB1L and CMB+FRB2L im-

https://github.com/cmbant/getdist/
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TABLE IV. Same as Table III but using the combined datasets from both early- and late-universe observations, i.e., CBS,
CMB+FRBUL, CMB+FRB1L, and CMB+FRB2L data. Here, CBS stands for CMB+BAO+SNe and H0 is in units of km s−1

Mpc−1.

Model Error CBS CMB+FRBUL CMB+FRB1L CMB+FRB2L

wCDM

σ(H0) 0.83 0.35 0.79 0.28

ε(H0) 1.2% 0.5% 1.2% 0.4%

σ(w) 0.034 0.019 0.036 0.026

ε(w) 3.4% 1.9% 3.5% 2.6%

w0waCDM

σ(H0) 0.84 0.48 1.50 0.55

ε(H0) 1.2% 0.7% 2.2% 0.8%

σ(w0) 0.084 0.068 0.280 0.110

ε(w0) 8.5% 6.8% 30.4% 11.1%

σ(wa) 0.32 0.21 0.90 0.35
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FIG. 2. Two-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3% and 95.4% credible regions) in the w–H0 plane for the wCDM model
(a) and the wa–H0 plane for the w0waCDM model (b), by using the CMB, CBS, FRB1L, CMB+FRB1L, and CMB+FRB2L
data. Here, CBS stands for CMB+BAO+SNe.

prove the constraints on H0 by about 40% and 50%, re-
spectively. It is noteworthy that the lensed FRBs can
effectively probe dark energy with the help of CMB.
Figures 2(a) and 2(b) show the posterior contours in
the w–H0 and wa–H0 planes, respetively, by using
the CMB, CBS, FRB1L, FRB2L, CMB+FRB1L, and
CMB+FRB2L data. The results indicate that the lensed
FRB data can well break the parameter degeneracy in-
duced by CMB.

To assess the extent of this capability, we make
some comparative analyses. Previous studies [43–45, 62]
demonstrated that combining CMB with FRB data can
effectively improve cosmological constraints. Accord-

ingly, we include the constraint contours of both CBS and
CMB+FRBUL in Figure 3 for comparison with those of
CMB+FRB1L and CMB+FRB2L for the wCDM model.

When compared to CBS, we can see that
CMB+FRB1L gives similar constraints on both H0

and w, and CMB+FRB2L provides even tighter mea-
surements for these parameters. Note that for the
w0waCDM model, CMB+FRB2L also offers constraints
similar to CBS, with a better precision of ε(H0) = 0.8%,
and slightly less precise results of ε(w0) = 11.1% and
σ(wa) = 0.35. These suggest that using 5–40 lensed
FRBs alone can effectively break the inherent param-
eter degeneracies in CMB, comparable to using the
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FIG. 3. Two-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3% and
95.4% credible regions) in the w–H0 plane for the wCDM
model, by using the CBS, CMB+FRBUL, CMB+FRB1L, and
CMB+FRB2L data.

combination of BAO+SNe.
On the other hand, when compared to CMB+FRBUL,

the constraints on H0 from CMB+FRB2L are more pre-
cise than those from CMB+FRBUL in Figure 3. Specif-
ically, CMB+FRB2L achieves 20% better precision of
ε(H0) = 0.4%, and slightly worse precision of ε(w) =
2.6% than CMB+FRBUL (giving ε(H0) = 0.5% and
ε(w) = 1.9%). They give similar constraint results.
Overall, we conclude that the effect of only 5 lensed

FRBs could be similar to that of BAO+SNe in breaking
the CMB degeneracies, and 40 lensed FRBs could even
be comparable to 100,000 unlensed FRBs.

C. The joint lensed and unlensed FRB data

As the main focus of this paper, we report the
constraint results from the full FRB dataset of both
unlensed and lensed events, i.e., FRBUL+FRB1L and
FRBUL+FRB2L in Table V, which represent multiple
probes from late-universe observations alone.

Here we emphasize two advantages of jointly analyz-
ing the unlensed and lensed FRB data: (i) It serves as
pure late-universe probes, thereby avoiding the impact of
the tension between the early and late universe. (ii) It
holds promise for precisely constraining key cosmological
parameters, where unlensed and lensed FRBs can give
tight constraints on dark energy and the Hubble con-
stant, respectively, as shown in sect. IIIA. In upcoming
FRB observations, e.g., of CASM, a large detected FRB
sample may harbor lensed bursts that have yet to be iden-
tified, so the joint method leads to an in-depth analysis
that explores the cosmological value of the future FRB

sample.
It is evident that the FRB sample with lensed events

can simultaneously provide precise measurements of H0

and the EoS of dark energy. Remarkably, the addi-
tion of the unlensed events to the lensed can signifi-
cantly improve the constraint on H0. For example, in
the wCDM model, the combinations of FRBUL+FRB1L
and FRBUL+FRB2L achieve precision of ε(H0) = 1.0%
and ε(H0) = 0.4%, respectively, which are improved by
about 47% and 42% compared with using the FRB1L
and FRB2L data alone, respectively. However, the joint
analysis does not effectively improve the constraints on
dark-energy EoS parameters compared to using the un-
lensed FRB data alone. Quantitatively, in the w0waCDM
model, the constraints on wa from FRBUL+FRB1L and
FRBUL+FRB2L are only about 7% and 17% better, re-
spectively, than those from FRBUL alone. Note that in
the wCDM model, the improvements are even less sig-
nificant. This is because the large number of unlensed
FRBs already provide strong constraints on dark energy,
weakening the contributions of additional probes. Fig-
ures 4(a) and 4(b) show the posterior contours in the wa–
H0 and H0–Ωbh

2 planes, respectively, by using different
FRB datasets. The different orientations of the contours
constrained by FRBUL and lensed FRBs allow for mu-
tually breaking parameter degeneracies. Obviously, the
effect is more significant for the parameter H0 than for
wa, leading to very different improvements in the joint
analysis.

To explore the cosmological potential of combin-
ing lensed and unlensed FRBs, we compare the re-
sults with those from combining FRB datasets with
low-redshift cosmological probes like BAO, SNe, and
GW. The BAO+SNe combination represents current
optical probes, while GW serves as a promising non-
optical probe. Future GW bright standard sirens
can precisely constrain the Hubble constant, but ef-
fective constraints on dark-energy EoS parameters re-
quire supports from additional external probes. Zhang
et al. [40] have found that the synergy between fu-
ture GW and FRB observations can achieve sub-
percent precision on H0. Consequently, we have in-
cluded the constraints from FRBUL+BAO+SNe and
FRBUL + GW in Table IV for comparison.3 We also
plot the two-dimensional constraint contours of CBS,
FRBUL+BAO+SNe, FRBUL+GW for the w0waCDM
model in Figure 5, comparing them with contours from
FRBUL+FRB1L and FRBUL+FRB2L. We first report
the constraints of dark energy, and then those of the Hub-
ble constant.

For constraining dark energy, any of the above com-
binations cannot significantly improve the constraints.
From Figure 5(a) showing the w0–wa plane, we can see

3 We only selected the unlensed FRB data to represent combina-
tions with non-FRB data, as the lensed FRB data provides less
precise results.
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TABLE V. Same as Table III but using the combined datasets from late-universe observations alone, i.e., FRB+BAO+SNe,
FRB+GW, FRBUL+FRB1L, and FRBUL+FRB2L data. Note that the mock GW data are derived from a 10-year observation
of ET, with an expected event number of 1,000. Here, H0 is in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Model Error FRBUL+BAO+SNe FRBUL+GW FRBUL+FRB1L FRBUL+FRB2L

wCDM

σ(H0) 2.50 0.42 0.71 0.30

ε(H0) 1.2% 0.6% 1.0% 0.4%

σ(w) 0.045 0.049 0.051 0.046

ε(w) 4.4% 4.8% 5.0% 4.5%

w0waCDM

σ(H0) 4.15 0.80 0.89 0.51

ε(H0) 6.1% 1.2% 1.3% 0.7%

σ(w0) 0.068 0.095 0.096 0.072

ε(w0) 6.9% 9.8% 9.9% 7.4%

σ(wa) 0.61 0.80 0.79 0.70
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FIG. 4. Two-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3% and 95.4% credible regions) in the wa–H0 plane (a) and the H0–Ωbh
2

plane (b) for the w0waCDM model, by using diferent FRB samples, i.e., the FRBUL, FRB1L, FRB2L, FRBUL+FRB1L, and
FRBUL+FRB2L data.

that the contours from FRBUL+GW, FRBUL+FRB1L,
FRBUL+FRB2L, FRBUL+BAO+SNe, and CBS seem in-
creasingly tighter. When combining unlensed and lensed
FRBs, the constraints provided by FRBUL+FRB1L, with
σ(w0) = 0.096 and σ(wa) = 0.79, are very similar
to those from the FRBUL+GW, with σ(w0) = 0.095
and σ(wa) = 0.80. Furthermore, FRBUL+FRB2L of-
fers slightly worse constraints than FRBUL+BAO+SNe,
with σ(w0) = 0.072 and σ(wa) = 0.70 for the former,
versus σ(w0) = 0.068 and σ(wa) = 0.61 for the lat-
ter. It is worth noting that the constraint on w0 from
FRBUL+FRB2L is 14% more precise than that from
CBS. We conclude that the inclusion of lensed FRBs

in the unlensed sample could still deliver improvements
of dark energy constraints, which is similar to includ-
ing other late-universe probes: adding 5 lensed FRBs is
comparable to adding GW, and adding 40 lensed FRBs
is slightly weaker than adding BAO+SNe, but the w0

constraint could still be better than that from CBS.

For constraining the Hubble constant, combining the
lensed and unlensed FRBs can provide tighter con-
straints than other combinations. In the H0–Ωbh

2

plane, Figure 5(b) shows increasingly tighter con-
tours from FRBUL+BAO+SNe, FRBUL+FRB1L, CBS,
FRBUL+GW, and FRBUL+FRB2L. We give some
examples in the w0waCDM model. We find that
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FIG. 5. Two-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3% and
95.4% credible regions) in the w0–wa plane (a) and the
H0–Ωbh

2 plane (b) for the w0waCDM model, by using the
CBS, FRBUL+BAO+SNe, FRBUL+GW, FRBUL+FRB1L,
and FRBUL+FRB2L data.

FRBUL+FRB1L gives H0 constraints similar to CBS,
with precision of ε(H0) = 1.3%, compared to ε(H0) =
1.2% from CBS. Furthermore, FRBUL+FRB2L deliv-
ers about a 36% better constraint on H0 compared
to FRBUL+GW. Specifically, FRBUL+FRB2L gives
ε(H0) = 0.7%, meeting the standard of precision cos-
mology, while FRBUL+GW offers about ε(H0) = 1.2%.
These results show that, including 5 lensed events in a
sample of 100,000 FRBs can constrain H0 with the preci-
sion similar to CBS, and including 40 lensed FRBs could
exceed that of including 1, 000 standard siren data from
the future GW observation of ET.4

4 The inclusion of the lensed events also significantly improve the

Interestingly, we also compare the combined results of
lensed FRBs with unlensed FRBs and CMB, and find
that FRBUL+FRBL could yield even more precise mea-
surement of cosmological parameters than CMB+FRBL

from Figure 6. For example, the constraints on H0,
w0, and wa from FRBUL+FRB1L are ∼ 40%, 67%,
and 12% more precise, respectively, than those from
CMB+FRB1L for the w0waCDM models. The con-
straints from combining both lensed and unlensed FRB
data could be not only precise but also a late-universe re-
sult derived from the FRB observation alone. The dual
advantages provide a potential cross-check against the
“Hubble tension”.
Overall, we conclude that the joint analysis of unlensed

and lensed FRB datasets of CASM is highly valuable,
which can significantly improve the precision in measur-
ing the Hubble constant. The effect of combining the
lensed FRBs with the unlensed ones is better than com-
bining the future GW observation (with the unlensed
FRBs) , and combining the unlensed FRBs with the
lensed ones could be more effective than combining the
CMB observation (with the lensed FRBs).

D. Combination with the CBS data

Finally, we report the constraint results from com-
bining the CBS data with the full FRB dataset, i.e.,
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FIG. 6. Two-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3%
and 95.4% credible regions) in the w0–H0 plane for the
wCDM model, by using the CMB+FRB1L, CMB+FRB2L,
FRBUL+FRB1L, and FRBUL+FRB2L data.

constraint on Ωbh
2 from Figure 5, which can help localized FRBs

find “missing” baryons in the local universe.
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TABLE VI. Same as Table III but using the the combined datasets from current and future cosmological observations, i.e.,
CBS+GW, CBS+FRBUL+FRB1L, and CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L data. Here CBS stands for CMB+BAO+SNe. H0 is in units
of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Model Error CBS+GW CBS+FRBUL+FRB1L CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L

wCDM

σ(H0) 0.51 0.30 0.21

ε(H0) 0.8% 0.4% 0.3%

σ(w) 0.028 0.017 0.017

ε(w) 2.8% 1.7% 1.7%

w0waCDM

σ(H0) 0.62 0.38 0.29

ε(H0) 0.9% 0.6% 0.4%

σ(w0) 0.067 0.051 0.046

ε(w0) 6.5% 5.1% 4.6%

σ(wa) 0.22 0.16 0.15

0.2 0.3
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FIG. 7. Three-dimensional posterior distribution (68.3% and 95.4% credible regions) for the w0waCDM model, by using the
CBS, FRBUL+FRB1L, and CBS+FRBUL+FRB1L data (a) and the CBS+GW, FRBUL+FRB1L, and CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L
data (b).

CBS+FRBUL+FRB1L and CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L in
Table V, which represent multiple probes from current
and future cosmological observations.

We find that with the addition of FRBUL+FRB1L to
CBS, the constraint precisions of w0 and H0 are im-
proved from 9.9% and 1.2% to 5.1% and 0.6%, respec-
tively. For the parameter wa, the absolute constraint
error is significantly improved from 0.79 to 0.16, with a
significant increase in precision of about 80%. We plot
three-dimensional posterior contours in Figure 7(a) for
the w0waCDM model. As can be seen, the improvements
are also evident for the parameters Ωm and Ωbh

2. Hence,
the FRB observation of CASM will significantly improve

current constraint precision of cosmological parameters.

To study the ability of the full FRB samples to improve
cosmological parameter estimation, we compare the com-
binations CBS+FRBUL+FRBL with CBS+GW, which
also represent multi-wavelength and multi-messenger ob-
servations, respectively. Meanwhile, we can thus in-
vestigate what precision the two perspectives of mul-
tiple probes may achieve in the future. Constraint
contours of CBS+GW, CBS+FRBUL+FRB1L, and
CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L for the w0waCDM model are
shown in Figure 7(b). We can clearly see that the con-
tours from the joint CBS+FRBUL+FRBL data are both
tighter than those from CBS+GW. For example, the
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constraints from CBS+FRBUL+FRB2L include σ(H0) =
0.29 km s−1 Mpc−1, σ(w0) = 0.046, and σ(wa) = 0.15.
For the concerned parameters H0, w0, and wa, the ab-
solute errors from CBS+FRBUL+FRBL are smaller than
those from CBS+GW by about 39%–53%, 24%–31%, and
27%–32%, respectively.5

Overall, we conclude that when combining current cos-
mological probes, the FRB detections of CASM may out-
perform the GW detections of ET in constraining cos-
mological parameters. This reinforces the cosmological
implication of a multi-wavelength observational strategy
in optical and radio bands.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we forecast cosmological parameter es-
timation using localized FRBs from the future sensitive
CASM survey. With continuous wide-field monitoring
and high sensitivity, the CASM is expected to detect
and localize a large sample of FRBs, which potentially
include strongly lensed events by massive galaxies. The
study of FRB cosmology will greatly benefit from precise
TD measurement of lensed bursts and DM information
of abundant unlensed ones, via the time-delay cosmog-
raphy and the Macquart relation, respectively. We have
employed both methods to study the cosmological po-
tential of the simulated FRB sample with the CASM. By
using MCMC techniques, we have mainly focused on the
constraints on the Hubble constant and dark-energy EoS
parameters within the fiducial flat dynamical dark energy
framework (i.e., the flat wCDM and w0waCDM models).
Based on different datasets, we have the following main
findings.

(i) Using only the FRB dataset of either unlensed or
lensed events as an independent late-universe probe, we
found that a large number of 100,000 FRBs can effec-
tively constrain dark-energy EoS parameters, with con-
straint error of σ(w) = 0.052 in the wCDM model, and
using 5 and 40 lensed FRB data can measure the Hub-
ble constant with relative errors of ε(H0) = 2.4% and
ε(H0) = 1.0% in the w0waCDM model, respectively.

(ii) Combining CMB with lensed FRBs as multiple
probes from both early- and late-universe observations,
we found that, the lensed FRB data can greatly improve
the constraints over either single probe, by well break-
ing the parameter degeneracy induced by the CMB data.
Compared to using the CMB and lensed FRB data alone,
the joint analyses improve H0 constraints by about over

5 For CBS+GW, we also test the case of incorporating 10 strongly
lensed mock GW events with EM counterparts, following Liao
et al. [183], and find minimal improvement in parameter con-
straints (e.g., H0), suggesting that the cosmological impact of
strong lensing in GW bright siren observations is less significant
compared to FRB observations.

80% and 40% for both wCDM and w0waCDMmodels, re-
spectively. The effect of only 5 lensed FRBs could be sim-
ilar to that of current BAO+SNe in breaking the CMB
degeneracies, and 40 lensed FRBs could even be compa-
rable to 100,000 unlensed FRBs.

(iii) Using the full FRB dataset of both unlensed and
lensed events as multiple late-universe probes enables
an in-depth cosmological analysis of the localized FRB
samples, avoiding the impact of the tension between the
early and late universe. We found that the combina-
tion can simultaneously constrain the Hubble constant
and dark energy, with high precision of ε(H0) = 0.4%
and ε(w) = 4.5% in the wCDM model. The inclusion
of the lensed events to the unlensed ones can signifi-
cantly improve the H0 constraint; for example, includ-
ing 5 lensed FRBs can achieve the precision similar to
CBS, and including 40 lensed FRBs could exceed that of
including other emerging late-universe probe like 1, 000
GW standard sirens from future ET’s observation. Al-
though the constraints on dark energy are not signifi-
cantly improved, the joint analysis could still offer im-
provements comparable to those from combining the un-
lensed FRBs with BAO+SNe. Interestingly, the com-
bination FRBUL+FRBL could yield more precise con-
straints than CMB+FRBL. Overall, the joint analysis of
unlensed and lensed FRB datasets of the CASM is highly
valuable, which can significantly improve the precision
in measuring H0. The synergy could be more effective
than combining either the unlensed FRBs with future
GW standard sirens or the lensed FRBs with CMB.

(iv) Combining CBS with the full FRB datasets
as multiple probes from current and future cosmolog-
ical observations, we found that the joint CBS and
FRBUL+FRB2L data give σ(H0) = 0.29 km s−1 Mpc−1,
σ(w0) = 0.046, and σ(wa) = 0.15 in the w0waCDM
model. The constraint results from the joint
CBS+FRBUL+FRBL data are about 50%–80% tighter
than those from CBS, and about 30%–50% than those
from CBS+GW. Therefore, the FRB observation of the
CASM will significantly improve current constraint pre-
cision of cosmological parameters, which may outperform
the GW detections of ET in constraining cosmological pa-
rameters. This reinforces the cosmological implications
of a multi-wavelength observational strategy in optical
and radio bands.

This study aims to preliminarily explore the prospect
of FRB cosmology, particularly considering the effect of
strong gravitational lensing. It remains challenging to
address the bias induced by systematic errors from the
both two methods and large-scale structure [184, 185],
as well as to observationally determine the FRB redshift
from its host [186, 187]. Nevertheless, future ambitious
FRB observations are expected to resolve these issues
and greatly contribute to deciphering the nature of dark
energy, as well as resolving the Hubble tension if enough
events with long-duration lensing are incorporated.
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