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Updating neutrino mass constraints with Background measurements
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Low-redshift probes, such as Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) and Supernovae Ia luminosity
distances, have been shown to be crucial for improving the bounds on the total neutrino mass from
cosmological observations, due to their ability to break degeneracies among the different parameters.
Here, we expand background observations to include H(z) measurements from cosmic chronometers,
distance moduli from Gamma Ray Bursts (GRBs), and angular diameter distances from galaxy
clusters. For the very first time, we find neutrino mass limits below the minimal expectations from
neutrino oscillation probes, suggesting non-standard neutrino and/or cosmological scenarios. The
tightening of the neutrino mass bound is due to the slightly higher value of the Hubble constant Hg
preferred by the former three background probes, and also due to the improved errors on Hp and
the matter mass-energy density Q. All values of Hy are however in agreement at the 1 — 20 level.
Interestingly, it is not only the combination of the three background probes that is responsible for
the >~ m, < 0.06 eV limits, but also each of them independently. The tightest bound we find here
is Y- m, < 0.043 eV at 20 after combining Cosmic Microwave Background Planck data with DESI
BAO, Supernovae la, GRBs, cosmic chronometers, and galaxy clusters, showing a clear tension
between neutrino oscillation results and cosmological analyses. In general, removing either one of
the two background probes still provides a limit > m, < 0.06 eV, reassuring the enormous potential

of these low-redshift observations in constraining the neutrino mass.

Sub-eV neutrinos are hot thermal relics. They could
potentially constitute the entirety of the hot dark mat-
ter in our present universe, leaving clear signatures in
cosmological observables (see, e.g., [TH5]), which can be
exploited to place constraints on various neutrino prop-
erties, including their masses and abundances. Neutrino
oscillation experiments have provided evidence for the ex-
istence of at least two massive neutrinos, as they measure
two distinct squared mass differences, such as the atmo-
spheric one |Am%;| ~ 2.55 - 1073 eV? and the solar one
Am3, ~7.5-1075 eV? [0, [7]. Since the sign of |[Am3,| re-
mains unknown, two mass orderings are possible: normal
and inverted. In the normal ordering, > m, = 0.06 eV,
whereas in the inverted ordering, > m, 2 0.10 eV. It
is intriguing that current cosmological constraints are
surpassing the minimum sum of the neutrino masses al-
lowed in the inverted hierarchical scenario (see Fig. .
This suggests that cosmological observations could help
in extracting the neutrino mass hierarchy [S8HIT], which
is a crucial ingredient in future searches for neutrino-
less double beta decay [12], I3]. The primary effects of
neutrino masses on the temperature fluctuations of the
Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) (see also Ref.[14])
include those imprinted via the early Integrated Sachs
Wolfe (ISW) effect and those induced by changes in the
angular positioning of the acoustic peaks. However, these
effects are strongly entangled with other cosmological pa-

rameters, such as the Hubble constant H,, wherein a
larger neutrino mass can always be compensated with
a lower value of Hy. Thankfully, CMB lensing serves
as a secondary source of anisotropies, playing a pivotal
role in constraining neutrino masses from CMB observa-
tions. Sub-eV neutrinos act as thermal relics with sub-
stantial velocity dispersions, leading to reduced cluster-
ing at scales smaller than their free streaming scale. Re-
placing a massless neutrino component with a massive
one increases the expansion rate and suppresses struc-
ture growth. This suppression is scale-dependent, with
the relevant length scale being the Jeans length for neu-
trinos, which decreases over time as neutrino thermal ve-
locities decrease. Of course, this suppression of growth
does not occur at scales larger than the neutrino free
streaming scale. The net result is no effect on large scales
and a suppression of power on small scales, consequently
reducing the lensing power spectrum [I5, [16]. There-
fore, CMB lensing enormously helps in constraining the
neutrino mass, with the Planck collaboration setting a
bound Y m, < 0.24 eV at 95% CL from measurements
of temperature, polarization, and lensing of the CMB [17]
within the minimal ACDM model. This implies that, for
neutrinos with degenerate masses, the combined weight
of siz million meutrinos cannot exceed that of a single
electron (see Fig. [1]).

Nevertheless, it is precisely in the large-scale structure



where the free streaming nature of neutrinos plays a sig-
nificant role. The information encapsulated in the mat-
ter clustering in the universe can be understood through
measurements of the full-shape galaxy power spectrum or
the Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) signal. A dedi-
cated study has shown that the constraining power of
the BAO signal is stronger than that of the extracted
power spectrum [18], primarily due to its reduced suscep-
tibility to non-linear effects. Thus, for constraining the
neutrino mass, the BAO and the Redshift Space Distor-
tions (RSD) are the typically exploited large-scale struc-
ture observables. In the context of spectroscopic observa-
tions, the BAO signature can be leveraged in two ways.
Along the line of sight direction, BAO data provide a
redshift-dependent measurement of the Hubble parame-
ter H(z). Alternatively, across the line of sight, BAO
data can yield a measurement at the redshift of interest
of the angular diameter distance, an integrated quantity
of the expansion rate of the universe H(z). Addition-
ally, anisotropic clustering in spectroscopic BAO mea-
surements can be exploited to extract RSD [19]. This
effect, resulting from galaxy peculiar velocities, modifies
the galaxy power spectrum and facilitates extraction of
the product of the growth rate of structure (f) times the
clustering amplitude of the matter power spectrum (og),
known as the fog observable. Analyzing current cosmo-
logical data from the Planck CMB satellite, the SDSS-IIT
and SDSS-IV galaxy clustering surveys [20] 21], and the
Pantheon Supernova Ia sample, Ref. [22] established a
very constraining neutrino mass bound, Y m, < 0.09 eV
at 95% CL, primarily driven by RSD analyses from the
SDSS-IV eBOSS survey (see also Ref. [23] for a very com-
petitive limit). This implies that, if neutrinos follow the
normal mass ordering, nine and a half million of the heav-
iest neutrinos could weigh not more than one electron. It
is worth noting that these neutrino limits are extremely
robust and solid, remaining stable against various fidu-
cial cosmologies. Reference [24] computed the limits on
>~ m,, across different underlying cosmologies, obtaining
a model-marginalized limit of 0.1 eV, which is remark-
ably tight and closely aligned with expectations within
the inverted ordering for the minimum value of the sum
of neutrino masses. Consequently, current neutrino mass
limits are challenging to circumvent within the ACDM
framework and its extensions, requiring exploration of
non-standard neutrino physics such as exotic beyond SM
interactions or decays, and/or modified gravitational sec-
tors.

Very recently the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instru-
ment (DESI) collaboration has presented new high-
precision BAO measurements [25] [26] and new cosmolog-
ical results [27] derived from BAO observations in galaxy,
quasar, and Lyman-« forest tracers during the first year
of observations from DESI. DESI BAO measurements
yield robust determinations of the transverse comoving
distance and Hubble rate [27], or their combination rela-

tive to the sound horizon, across seven redshift bins en-
compassing over 6 million extragalactic objects within
the redshift range z € [0.1,,4.2]. Combining DEST BAO
measurements with CMB temperature, polarization, and
lensing observations from the Planck satellite, as well as
lensing observations from the Data Release 6 of the At-
acama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) [28H30], an upper
bound of 95% CL limit of >~ m, < 0.072 ¢V is found [27]
(see also [31]). This suggests that, in the scenario of
normal mass ordering, approximately ten million of the
heaviest neutrinos could not weigh more than one elec-
tron, see Fig.

In this study, we leverage both the new DESI BAO ob-
servations and the previous SDSS BAO observations, in-
tegrating them with CMB measurements and other back-
ground probes, including cosmic chronometers, galaxy
clusters, and gamma-ray bursts. The impact of these
background measurements on existing limits is remark-
ably profound, as we will demonstrate shortly. In many
of the data combinations, the limit on the neutrino mass
obtained in the standard scenario with stable meutrinos
is smaller than the minimum expected from oscillation
experiments, indicating a tension between cosmological
and oscillation neutrino mass limits, suggesting poten-
tial non-standard neutrino physics or exotic cosmological
scenarios (potentially linked to the physics of the dark
energy sector), as illustrated in Fig.

To investigate the neutrino sector on cosmological
scales, we utilize the following observational datasets:

e CMB. We incorporate observations from the Planck
satellite, which measures the matter components,
the topology and the large scale structure of the
universe, and have extremely important implica-
tions for cosmology and astrophysics. Specifically,
we include the Planck 2018 high-¢ plik tempera-
ture (TT) likelihood covering multipoles 30 < ¢ <
2508, polarization (EE), and their cross-correlation
(TE) data spanning 30 < ¢ < 1996. Addition-
ally, we incorporate the low-¢ TT Commander and
SimAll EE likelihoods within the range 2 < ¢ <
29 [32]. Moreover, we conservatively include the
Planck lensing likelihood derived from SMICA maps
across 8 < £ < 400 [33]. This dataset is denoted as
“C”.

e SDSS. BAO serve as clean probes for studying
the evolution of the universe over time, unaffected
by nonlinear physics at small scales. By measur-
ing the positions of these oscillations in the mat-
ter power spectrum at different redshifts, stringent
constraints on the cosmic background expansion
can be obtained. For the SDSS galaxy survey,
we incorporate BAO measurements extracted from
the 6dFGS [34], MGS [35], BOSS DR12 [36], and



eBOSS DR16 [37, [38] samples. This dataset is de-
noted as “B” hereafter.

DESI. For the DESI galaxy survey, we employ 12
DESI BAO measurements specified in Ref. [27] from
various galaxy samples spanning the redshift range
0.1 < z < 4.16. These samples include the BGS
sample in 0.1 < z < 0.4, LRG samples in 0.4 <
z < 0.6 and 0.6 < z < 0.8, a combined LRG and
ELG sample in 0.8 < z < 1.1, ELG sample in 1.1 <
z < 1.6, a quasar sample in 0.8 < z < 2.1, and the
Lyman-« forest sample in 1.77 < z < 4.16 [25H27].
We refer to this dataset as “D”.

SN. The luminosity distances of type la super-
novae serve as potent distance probes for investi-
gating the background evolution of the universe,
especially the equation of state of dark energy. In
this analysis, we incorporate SN data points from
the Pantheon+ sample [39], comprising 1701 light
curves of 1550 spectroscopically confirmed type Ia
Supernovae sourced from eighteen different surveys.
Henceforth, we denote this dataset as “S”.

Cosmic Chronometers. To further explore the late-
time background evolution of the universe, we in-
corporate cosmic chronometers into our data analy-
sis. This dataset is derived from analyzing the age
variations among the most massive and passively
evolving galaxies. The underlying principle is that
the relative age of old and passive galaxies can di-
rectly constrain the expansion history of the uni-
verse. Notably, the differential dating of passively
evolving galaxies relies solely on atomic physics and
does not involve integrating distances over redshift.
Consequently, this probe remains independent of
any specific cosmological scenario. Specifically, we
utilize 31 data points from this dataset to help con-
strain the sum of neutrino masses [40] at the back-
ground level. We refer to this dataset as “0O”.

ADD. Motivated by images from the Chandra and
XMM-Newton telescopes, which show the ellipti-
cal surface brightness of galaxy clusters, the au-
thors of [41] use an isothermal elliptical 3 model
to characterize the galaxy clusters. They constrain
the intrinsic shapes of clusters to derive angular di-
ameter distance (ADD) data by combining X-ray
observations with Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (SZ) obser-
vations. The ADD data used in this analysis are
derived from 25 galaxy clusters within the redshift
range z € [0.023,0.784] [4I]. These 25 ADD data
points are compiled from two subsets: 18 clusters
from [42] and 7 clusters from [43], where a spherical
£ model was assumed. This dataset is denoted as
“A” .

e GRB. GRBs observations, originating from some of
the most powerful sources in the universe, serve as
valuable supplements at high redshifts for type Ia
supernova observations, given appropriate calibra-
tion of empirical correlations between their spec-
tral and intensity properties. These bursts, ob-
served in the gamma-ray band, are nearly immune
to dust extinction, enabling observations up to z ~
9 [44],[45], far beyond the redshift range of observed
type la supernovae (z < 2.5). Therefore, GRBs not
only aid in exploring early universe physics but also
offer high-z constraints on the equation of state of
dark energy at the background level. In this anal-
ysis, we employ calibrated distance measurements
from 162 GRBs spanning the range 0.03 < z <
9.3 [46] to constrain the sum of neutrino masses.
We refer to this dataset as “G”.

To compute the theoretical power spectrum, we uti-
lize the publicly available Boltzmann solver CAMB [47].
For the Bayesian analysis, we employ the Monte Carlo
Markov Chain (MCMC) method to infer the posterior
distributions of model parameters, leveraging the pack-
age CosmoMC [48] [49]. The MCMC chains are analyzed
using the public package Getdist [50]. We assess the con-
vergence of the MCMC chains using the Gelman-Rubin
statistics quantity R — 1 < 0.02 [51].

We specify uniform priors for the model parameters
as follows: the baryon fraction Q,h? € [0.005,0.1], the
cold dark matter fraction Q.h? € [0.001,0.99], the acous-
tic angular scale at the recombination epoch 1000y,c €
[0.5,10], the scalar spectral index ny € [0.8,1.2], the am-
plitude of the primordial power spectrum In(10°A4,) €
[2,4], the optical depth 7 € [0.01,0.8], and the sum of
masses of three active neutrinos ¥m,, € [0,5] eV. It’s im-
portant to note that we assume the degenerate neutrino
hierarchy throughout this analysis.

Table [ summarizes the results obtained in this study.
We start here with the constraints from SDSS BAO,
Planck, and SN Ia observations. The combination CBS
sets a 20 bound on > m, < 0.137 eV. The addition
of cosmic chronometers does not shift this constraint
much. However, when angular diameter distances to
galaxy clusters are considered (CBSA), the mean value
of the Hubble parameter increases. Consequently, due to
its anti-correlation with > m,, the upper limit on the
former quantity is much tighter, > m, < 0.082 eV at
20. The addition of Cosmic Chronometers to this com-
bination (CBSOA) will not change this limit. Never-
theless, the most constraining bounds are obtained when
GRB observations are added to the numerical analyses.
In this case (CBSG), the value of the Hubble parame-
ter is considerably larger, Hy = 68.70 & 0.43 km/s/Mpc,
and therefore the neutrino mass constraint is impressive,
> m, < 0.059 eV at 20. Notice that this limit coin-
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FIG. 1: The three panels show the sum of the neutrino masses (> m,) as a function of other neutrino mass parameters: the
lightest neutrino mass (miigntest, left panel), the effective beta-decay mass (mg, middle panel), and the effective Majorana
mass relevant for neutrinoless double beta decay probes (mgg, right panel). Theoretical predictions for these quantities are
depicted by the red and blue bands for normal (NO) and inverted ordering (I0), respectively. Cosmological constraints from
CMB, CMB plus DESI, and those derived here are also depicted by the shaded green and yellow regions. The current and
future 90% CL sensitivities to mg can be found in Refs. [52] 53]. Concerning neutrinoless double beta decay, current bounds
constrain mgg < 0.036 — 0.156 eV at 90% CL [54], while next-generation experiments are expected to reach 3o sensitivities of

mgp < 0.010 — 0.020 eV [12, [13)].
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FIG. 2: Left panel: 68% and 95% CL limits in the (3> m,, Ho) plane for SDSS BAO combinations with CMB, SN, and the
background measurements considered here, see the main text for details. Right panel: as in the left panel but considering two
or three background measurements in the combinations for the numerical analyses.

cides with the minimum mass allowed by neutrino os-
cillation experiments. If we add data from galaxy clus-
ters (CBSAG), the bound is > m, < 0.046 eV at 20
due to the larger value of the Hubble constant obtained
with this data combination. Background measurements,
by measuring the Hubble parameter, therefore have a
strong potential to constrain the neutrino mass. Need-
less to say, this limit is well below the standard expec-
tations and would require physics beyond the standard
model of particle physics, cosmology, or both canonical

scenarios. If cosmic chronometers are added to the anal-
ysis (CBSOAG), we obtain »_ m, < 0.049 eV at 20,
reinforcing the need for alternative schemes. Notice that
the larger the mean value of the Hubble parameter, the
smaller the bound on ) m, is. As the neutrino mass
constraint gets tighter, the amount of the matter mass-
energy density gets smaller, as the product Q.h? cannot
take very high values because of the CMB peaks location.
To compensate for the low values of {y,, the clustering
parameter og is increased (and also as the limit in > m,
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FIG. 3: Left panel: 68% and 95% CL limits in he (>  m,, Hp) plane for DESI BAO combinations with CMB, SN and the
background measurements considered here, see the main text for details. Right panel: as in the left panel but considering two
or three background measurements in the combinations for the numerical analyses.

Datasets ¥m, [eV] Hoy [km/s/Mpc] Qm o8

CBS <0.137 (20) 67.5470-52 0.31307550%8 0.81315:00%
CBSO <0.135 (20) 67.56755% 0.312810-5056 0.81370 037
CBSA <0.082 (20) 68.27 + 0.38 0.3039 = 0.0049 0.816510 0oos
CBSG <0.059 (20) 68.70 + 0.43 0.2991 = 0.0054 0.8184 + 0.0068
CBSOA <0.082 (20) 68.28 + 0.38 0.3038 & 0.0049 0.8167 0053
CBSOG <0.056 (20) 68.70 + 0.42 0.2991 = 0.0053 0.8185 =+ 0.0068
CBSAG <0.046 (20) 69.04 + 0.37 0.2949 =+ 0.0047 0.8177 + 0.0065
CBSOAG <0.049 (20) 69.02 & 0.37 0.2951 = 0.0047 0.8179 + 0.0068
CDS <0.093 (20) 68.20 + 0.44 0.3045 =+ 0.0056 0.815610 bose
CDSO <0.091 (20) 68.20 + 0.43 0.3045 = 0.0054 0.815810 0ocs
CDSA <0.071 (20) 68.65 + 0.37 0.2990 + 0.0047 0.816015 907%
CDSG <0.049 (20) 69.17 + 0.40 0.2932 = 0.0050 0.8179 = 0.0069
CDSOA <0.065 (20) 68.69 + 0.36 0.2984 =+ 0.0044 0.8166 = 0.0071
CDSOG <0.049 (20) 69.14 & 0.40 0.2934 = 0.0050 0.8174 =+ 0.0067
CDSAG <0.045 (20) 69.38 + 0.36 0.2906 + 0.0045 0.8172 + 0.0066
CDSOAG <0.043 (20) 69.38 £ 0.37 0.2906 = 0.0045 0.8174 + 0.0068

TABLE I: Mean values and uncertainties of four main cosmological parameters within the Arv model from different data
combinations. Note that we quote 20 errors for ¥m, and 1o errors for Hy, Qm,, and os.

improves). The most interesting case when considering
SDSS BAOQ is the data combination CBSOG, as in this
case, we can report a non-zero value for Y m, at the
~ 20 level, > m,, = 0.02170:02% eV. Tt is also crucial to
stress that not only one of the background observations is
considerably tightening the bounds: both galaxy clusters
and GRBs are preferring a larger value of Hy, implying a
lower bound on ) m,. Figure [2[shows the allowed two-
dimensional contours in the (> m,, Hy) plane for one,

two, and three background probes added to the fiducial
CBS data set. Notice that despite the clear shift in the
mean value of the Hubble constant when the background
observations considered here are added into the numer-
ical analyses, all the values of the Hubble constant are
consistent with each other at the 1 — 20 level, ensuring
the stability of our findings. This good level of agreement
can be noticed from the results depicted in Figs. [4] and
in the Appendix.



In the following, we shall discuss the bounds when
DESI BAO observations are considered, instead of the
SDSS BAO dataset. Table [l shows that the limit with-
out any of the background probes exploited here (CDS)
is Y m, < 0.093 eV at 20, less constraining than that
reported by the DESI collaboration due to the absence
of the ACT lensing measurements in our numerical anal-
yses. As in the SDSS BAO case, the data from cosmic
chronometers do not change this limit significantly. Nev-
ertheless, adding galaxy clusters (CDSA) shifts the limit
down to Y m, < 0.071 eV at 20. More importantly,
GRBs prefer > m, # 0 at ~ 20, with the neutrino to-
tal mass well below the (minimum) expectations from
neutrino oscillation experiments. The two-background
data combinations CDSOA and CDSAG set limits of
> my, < 0.065 eV and > m, < 0.045 eV, all at 20 re-
spectively. As in the SDSS BAO case, the shifts in the
limits of > m, are directly related to the smaller errors
in the Hubble constant and in the matter mass-energy
density as well as to the higher value of Hy preferred by
background measurements. Such high values of the Hub-
ble constant, all consistent with each other at the 1 — 20
level, are accompanied by low values of €, and large val-
ues of og. Figure [3| shows the allowed two-dimensional
contours in the (3> m,, Hp) plane for one, two, and three
background probes added to the fiducial CDS data set,
showing clearly the shift in the mean value of Hy. We
illustrate via yellow regions the most constraining bound
derived here, > m, < 0.043 eV at 20, obtained in the
case in which all three background probes are combined
with CMB, DESI BAO, and SN Ia (CDSOAG) in Fig.
The three panels show the sum of the neutrino masses
(>3- m,) as a function of other neutrino mass param-
eters: the lightest neutrino mass (miightest), the effec-
tive beta-decay mass (mg), and the effective Majorana
mass relevant for neutrinoless double beta decay probes
(mgg). We also depict the present 90% CL sensitivities
and forecasts for 5-decay and neutrinoless double beta
decay searches; see Refs. [12, 13}, 52H54] for more details.

Cosmological limits currently possess the highest con-
straining power on neutrino masses, if the standard sce-
nario is assumed for neutrino decoupling and if neutrinos
are stable particles with a constant mass. Albeit indi-
rectly, these observations can also provide the first mea-
surement of the neutrino mass ordering, by disfavoring
inverted ordering more than normal ordering. In this re-
gard, low-redshift background data play a very important
role. Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) from SDSS
and more recently from the DESI survey can improve by
more than one order of magnitude when they are added
to Cosmic Microwave Background observations. In this
manuscript, we use the new DESI BAO, and the for-
mer SDSS BAO background measurements, and combine
them with CMB data and other background probes, such
as cosmic chronometers, galaxy clusters angular diam-

eter distances, and gamma-ray bursts distance moduli.
Very interestingly, several of the possible data combi-
nations imply a neutrino mass limit at 20 smaller than
the minimum expected from oscillation experiments, i.e.,
> m, < 0.06 eV, pointing towards a clear tension be-
tween cosmological and oscillation neutrino mass lim-
its. Therefore, despite the fact that such tension has
so far not been present [55], not only one but several
background probes of those considered here indicate a
clear problem between these two sets of observations.
For instance, the combination of CMB with GRBs and
SDSS BAO (DESI BAO) provides Y. m, < 0.059 eV
(X m, = 0.01870 3% at 20. In the former case, there is
even a (very mild) 20 detection of the neutrino mass. If
galaxy cluster observations are added to these measure-
ments, the former limits are tightened to > m, < 0.046
eV and Y m, < 0.045 eV respectively, both at 2¢. The
most constraining bound we obtain is when CMB, SNIa,
DESI BAO, and all background probes are combined.
This limit is 0.043 eV at 95% CL. Background probes are
therefore able to provide strong bounds on the neutrino
mass due to both the preferred higher mean value of the
Hubble constant and the smaller errors on both Hy and
the matter mass-energy density 2. Nevertheless, the
values of Hy obtained in the different dataset combina-
tions exploited here are perfectly consistent within 1—20,
reassessing the stability of our results. The bounds ob-
tained here may imply the existence of very exotic cosmo-
logical scenarios (possibly related to the dark energy sec-
tor physics) and/or non-standard neutrino physics, since
simple extensions of the ACDM model are not expected
to significantly modify the bounds within the minimal
ACDM cosmology; see e.g., [24]. Possible scenarios to re-
lax the cosmological neutrino mass bounds include time-
varying neutrino masses [50], neutrino decaying scenar-
ios [57H59], long-range neutrino forces [60], among oth-
ers [61]. Upcoming background measurements, such as
those from e.g., future observations by DESI, will test
all these possibilities while sharpening the cosmological
neutrino mass limits.
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Appendix

In the following, we present the constraints on the Hub-
ble parameter and on the matter mass-energy density
for each of the background observations exploited in this
study, comparing them to those obtained by CMB ob-
servations to test their compatibility and justify the data
combinations considered here.

Concerning cosmic chronometer data (“0O”), the con-
straints are perfectly consistent with those obtained from
CMB data alone (Hy = 67.36 £ 0.54 km/s/Mpc and
Qn = 0.3153 £+ .0073 for the CMB versus Hy = 67.8 +
3.1 km/s/Mpc and Qy, = 0.332+9:94%),

From galaxy clusters (“A”), we obtain Hy = 69.9 &+
1.2 km/s/Mpc and Q,, = 0.31770 072, Even if the Hubble
constant is slightly larger than that from Planck, it still
remains consistent at the ~ 20 level. The value of the
matter mass-energy density is instead in perfect agree-
ment with that reported by Planck.

GBRs provide the largest value of Hy (77.7 £
7.5 km/s/Mpc). However, the consistency with CMB
observations is ensured due to the large error bars. The
value of Q,, = 0.5270-3} is also consistent with CMB val-
ues.

Figure [4] depicts the one-dimensional probability dis-
tributions for Hy and €, from each of these probes sepa-
rately. Notice the overlapping of the different lines. This
compatibility among the data sets justifies their combina-
tion. Figure[5]shows the two-dimensional allowed regions
in the (Hg, >_my), (Qm, Y. m,), and (o, > m,) planes
for CMB alone and also after combining CMB observa-
tions with each of the background probes independently.
As the value of the Hubble constant increases, the limit
of > m, becomes tighter. The reduced errors on the
matter mass-energy density also imply a lower bound on
neutrino mass. The overlapping in the allowed regions
from each of the combinations justifies the constraints
derived here and clearly demonstrates the robustness of
our results.
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FIG. 4: Left panel: One-dimensional probability distribution for 2., from each of the different datasets independently, where
“O”, “A” “G” and “C” refer to cosmic chronometers, galaxy clusters, GRBs and CMB respectively. Right panel: Same as
in the left panel, but for Hy.
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FIG. 5: Upper panel: Two-dimensional allowed contours in the (Ho, > my), (Qm, Y. m.) and (os, Y m,) planes arising from
CMB alone (“CMB”), together with those obtained by adding each one of the background probes considered here independently
plus SDSS BAO plus SN data. Lower panel: Same as in the upper panel, but combining with DESI BAO and SN observations
(“CDS” ) .
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