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We investigate the presence of extra relativistic degrees of freedom in the early Universe, contributing
to the effective number of neutrinos Neff, as ∆Neff ≡ Neff − 3.044 ≥ 0, in light of the recent
measurements of Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) by the DESI collaboration. We analyze one-
parameter extensions of the ΛCDM model where dark radiation (DR) is free streaming or behaves as
a perfect fluid, due to self-interactions. We report a significant relaxation of upper bounds on ∆Neff,
with respect to previous BAO data from SDSS+6dFGS, when additionally employing Planck data
(and supernovae data from Pantheon+), setting ∆Neff ≤ 0.39 (95% C.L.) for free streaming DR, and
a very mild preference for fluid DR, ∆Neff = 0.221+0.088

−0.18 (≤ 0.46, 95% C.L.). Applying constraints
from primordial element abundances leads to slightly tighter constraints on ∆Neff, but they are
avoided if DR is produced after Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN). For fluid DR we estimate the
tension with the SH0ES determination of H0 to be around (2.3− 2.8)σ level, and for free-streaming
DR the tension is below 3σ if production occurs after BBN. This lesser degree of tension motivates
a combination with SH0ES in these cases, resulting in a 4.4σ − 5σ evidence for dark radiation with
∆Neff ≃ 0.6 and large improvements in χ2 over ΛCDM, −18 ≲ ∆χ2 ≲ −25.

I. Introduction

Modern cosmological datasets are among the most
powerful probes of physics beyond the Standard Model
(SM), even when this has negligible interactions with
SM particles. This is particularly true if new physics
is in the form of light degrees of freedom that
remain ultra-relativistic throughout the cosmological
evolution, until after the epoch of recombination. Their
additional contribution to the energy density impacts the
background expansion and density perturbations in the
early Universe, when the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB) is produced (see [1, 2] and [3]). Finding
evidence for such dark radiation (DR), or alternatively
constraining its presence to unprecedented levels, is one
of the main targets of active and future cosmological
surveys [4–9], and has a potentially groundbreaking
impact on fundamental physics.
The aim of this Letter is to assess the status of DR

in light of the new measurements of Baryon Acoustic
Oscillations (BAO) from galaxies and quasars [10] at
redshifts 0.3 ≲ z ≲ 1.5 and from the Lyman-α forest [11]
by the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument [12]
(DESI).

BAO data from previous galactic surveys [13–15]
have so far provided the most stringent constraints on
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DR, when combined with CMB measurements from
the Planck satellite [16] (Big Bang Nucleosynthesis and
measurements of primordial element abundances provide
an alternative probe, though one with possibly larger
uncertainties, see e.g. the discussion in [17], and [18]
for a recent update). In terms of the customary
parameterization of the abundance of DR, given by
the effective number of neutrino species, i.e. ∆Neff ≡
ρDR/ρν , where ρν is the energy density of a single
neutrino species, the DESI collaboration has recently
reported ∆Neff ≤ 0.40 (95% C.L.) [12] for free streaming
species. Interestingly, this is a significant relaxation
of the previous CMB+BAO bound ∆Neff ≤ 0.28 [16]
(95% C.L., with fixed sum of neutrino masses

∑
mν =

0.06 eV). Both these results were obtained allowing for
∆Neff < 0 in the prior.

While the ∆Neff parameterization effectively captures
a vast landscape of particle physics scenarios, the specific
microphysical origin of DR can lead to different imprints
on cosmological observables. Perhaps the simplest model
dependence arises between the case where DR is free
streaming (some well motivated examples are: the QCD
axion with a small mass [19–27] and relic gravitational
waves, see also [28] for other candidates), and the
possibility that it behaves as a perfect fluid with equation
of state parameter w = 1/3 (see e.g. the discussion
in [3]). This latter case applies to a self-interacting
gas of relativistic particles (as can arise e.g. in dark
sector models with gauge interactions [29–31]), see [32–
37] for investigations with previous data, and to scalar
fields that start oscillating in quartic potentials well
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before recombination. A different simple scenario that
is captured by ∆Neff is one where the abundance of
neutrinos differs from the prediction of the SM, as can be
the case if neutrinos or photons are slightly reheated by
a dark sector after their decoupling (i.e. at temperatures
below MeV).

The first aim of this work is thus to provide the state-
of-the-art constraints on such simplest DR scenarios,
also accounting for data from additional cosmological
observations, such as measurements of the Hubble
diagram from supernovae [38] and of primordial element
abundances. These can then be used by particle
physicists to determine bounds on microphysical models.

Our findings then lead to the second aim of our
work. We indeed interestingly find that the new BAO
data allow for larger abundances of DR in all cases of
study, which motivates a reassessment of whether such
simple one parameter extensions of the ΛCDMmodel can
reconcile the value of the Hubble expansion parameter
H0 inferred from fitting to cosmological datasets, with
the larger value measured from supernovae [39] (see also
[40–42] for other measurements).

II. Models and datasets

We limit our study to the following three simple
realizations of DR, all effectively captured by a single
parameter ∆Neff ≡ Neff − 3.044, where the latter
contribution comes from SM neutrinos:

• Free-streaming: these species, assumed to be
massless, have large anisotropic stress [1] that
produces a phase shift in CMB anisotropies.

• Fluid: there is no anisotropic stress, thus the
perturbation equations are the Euler and continuity
equations of perfect adiabatic fluid with w = c2s =
1/3 [43]. The extra species is still assumed to be
massless.

• Neutrinos: we allow for the SM neutrino
temperature to differ from that predicted by the
SM (both larger or smaller), while keeping the free-
streaming nature of neutrinos.

The first two models have exactly the same background
evolution, and differ only at the level of perturbations.
While strictly speaking the species are described as
massless, the ∆Neff parametrization effectively captures
any scenario where the mass is somewhat below 0.05 eV.
The third model differs at both levels, since SM

neutrinos have a non-negligible mass around and after
recombination. Throughout our work, we take neutrinos
to be degenerate in mass and temperature and impose
the prior

∑
mν ≥ 0.06 eV from neutrino oscillations.

We therefore always add
∑

mν as an additional free
cosmological parameter to the ΛCDM model.1 For the

first two models above, the neutrino sector is not altered
with respect to the SM prediction, and thus a prior
∆Neff ≥ 0 is imposed.2

We perform Bayesian searches using CLASS [44,
45] to solve for the cosmological evolution and
MontePython [46, 47] to collect Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) samples. We obtain posteriors and
figures using GetDist [48]. We consider the following
datasets in our searches:

• P18: Planck 2018 high-ℓ and low-ℓ TT, TE, EE
and lensing data [17];

• +DESI: BAO measurements from DESI 2024 [12];

• +SDSS+6dFGS. BAO measurements from
6dFGS at z = 0.106 [13], SDSS MGS at
z = 0.15 [14] (BAO smallz), and CMASS
and LOWZ galaxy samples of BOSS DR12 at
z = 0.38, 0.51, and 0.61 [49]. We use this only in
alternative to DESI BAO data;

• +Pantheon Plus. The Pantheon+ supernovae
compilation [38]. We use the Pantheon Plus
likelihood in MontePython;

• +YHe,D/H: measurements of the abundance of
primordial elements from [50] for Helium and [51]
for Deuterium. The theoretical prediction for YHe

at BBN is determined using [52] and PArthENoPE
v 1.10, as implemented in the likelihood bbn in
MontePython;

• +H0: the latest measurement of the intrinsic
SNIa magnitude Mb = −19.253 ± 0.027 from the
SH0ES collaboration [39]. We add this only in
combination with Pantheon+ data, as consistently
implemented in the Pantheon Plus SHOES
likelihood in MontePython.

For the purposes of setting constraints, we will
consider the combination P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus
to be our baseline dataset (comparing also to the case
with +DESI exchanged for +SDSS+6dFGS). Weaker
bounds from P18+DESI alone are reported in App. B 1.
The +YHe,D/H dataset is used to generate constraints
when appropriate. And finally, the +H0 dataset is
used when interpreting the H0 tension as a moderate
statistical fluctuation.

1 This has however little impact on our results, as already discussed
in [17].

2 This differs from the choice of the DESI collaboration, the prior
choice of which allows neutrinos to be colder than as predicted
by the SM.
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Parameter P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus +YHe,D/H
Free-streaming Fluid Neutrinos Free-streaming Fluid

∆Neff < 0.386 0.221+0.088
−0.18 0.06+0.17

−0.19 < 0.295 < 0.365

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.79+0.60
−0.89 69.35+0.81

−1.1 68.0+1.0
−1.2 68.62+0.53

−0.76 68.97+0.65
−0.93

H0 GT 3.53σ 2.81σ 3.43σ 3.79σ 3.31σ
H0 IT 3.06σ 2.52σ 3.24σ 3.4σ 2.93σ

TABLE I: Marginalized posteriors for ∆Neff and H0. Two models for dark radiation are considered: free-streaming
and perfect fluid. We report results with our baseline dataset, and additionally adding measurements of primordial
abundances. We report upper bounds on ∆Neff·at 95% C.L. for all models and datasets, except for the fluid model
fitted to the baseline dataset, where a 1σ preference for dark radiation is found (the 95% C.L. upper bound is ∆Neff <
0.461). The corresponding tension with the SH0ES measurement is also reported. Posteriors for all parameters are
reported in Appendices B 2 and B5 for the baseline and +YHe,D/H datasets, respectively.

III. New constraints on dark radiation

Let us first focus on the impact of the new BAO
data from DESI on DR models. We fit the models
of free-streaming and fluid DR to the baseline dataset,
and compare this to the case where previous BAO data
are used instead of DESI BAO. Posteriors for ∆Neff

and H0 are shown in Fig. 1. One can immediately
appreciate the qualitative difference in the results; for
both free-streaming and fluid DR, the 1 and 2σ regions
of the posteriors extend to larger values of ∆Neff,
indicating that the DESI BAO data allow for larger
abundances of DR. The new 95%C.L. constraints are
reported in Table I, and show a significant relaxation
of up to 20% for free-streaming DR with respect to
using +SDSS+6dFGS, see Appendix B 7 (our 95%C.L.
upper bound on ∆Neff agrees with [12], despite our
different prior choice; the central value is however shifted
to larger values than in [12], as expected). The situation
is even more interesting for the fluid DR scenario: the
1d marginalized posterior for ∆Neff is shifted to larger
values, and a non vanishing abundance ∆Neff ≈ 0.2 is
now (very mildly) preferred at 1σ. We report further
posteriors in Table I. In particular, for the neutrino
model we find that deviations of up to 6% from the SM
abundance are allowed. In all our runs we find similar
upper bounds

∑
mν ≤ 0.12 ∼ 0.13 eV. Full posteriors

for all models and cosmological parameters are reported
in Appendix B.

The DR abundance allowed by the new BAO data is
potentially independently constrained by observations of
light element abundances. We therefore examine the
impact of these measurements using the +YHe,D/H
dataset. We report the resulting upper bounds on
∆Neff in Table I. One can see that the mild preference
for ∆Neff > 0 in the fluid case is erased by the
+YHe,D/H data. Constraints on ∆Neff become
significantly tighter for the free-streaming case as well.3

3 We do not highlight here the results for neutrinos (see
however Appendix B 5), since modifying the neutrino abundance
can most plausibly be achieved after BBN.

FIG. 1: 1- and 2-d posterior distributions for H0 and
∆Neff in dark radiation models, obtained using our
baseline dataset. We compare our results with the
new DESI BAO data (solid curves/shaded contours)
with those obtained with previous BAO data (dashed
curves/contours).

Note that measurements of primordial elements exist,
which disagree with those that we have used (see e.g. [16,
53] for a summary). For instance, using [54] rather
than [50] would lead to significant evidence for ∆Neff (as
noted similarly for free streaming DR in [16, 55]).

We now move to H0, and highlight two interesting
effects of the new BAO data: first, larger values are
preferred, even in the absence of dark radiation. Second,
the alleviated constraints on ∆Neff allow for even larger
values of H0, given the strong degeneracy between
these two parameters. For comparison, the SH0ES
measurement is shown by the gray shaded bands (1−
and 2σ) in Fig. 1. Within the context of fluid DR,



4

1 σ 2 σ 3 σ 4 σ 5 σ
H0 Tension Level

ΛCDM

Neutrinos

FS DR
Before BBN

Fluid DR
Before BBN

FS DR
After BBN

Fluid DR
After BBN

+SDSS+6dFGS

+DESI

FIG. 2: Measure of the tension (IT, see
Appendix A) in the determinations of H0 from the
P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus dataset with respect to
the SH0ES measurement, for models considered in this
work. Results with previous BAO data are shown for
comparison.

as can be also appreciated in Fig. 1. We report two
measures of tension in Table I: one based on a simple
Gaussian estimate (GT) which is commonly employed
in the literature but leads to overestimates when the
posteriors are asymmetric, as in our case; the second
measure partially corrects for this by using the true
posterior distribution from our MCMC analysis (IT),
as suggested in [56] and reviewed in Appendix A. We
estimate the tension to be around 2.5σ within the fluid
model, and around 3σ in the free-streaming scenario,
when we do not include constraints from primordial
elements (the tension is further lowered by ∼ 0.3σ
using P18+DESI alone, see App. B 1). These results
represent a significant alleviation of the H0 tension
within these models. Comparing to results obtained
with previous BAO data, we find that DESI reduces the
tension by (0.5−1)σ depending on the model, see Fig. 2.
The ∆χ2 for all models and datasets considered here with
respect to ΛCDM is close to zero.

IV. The Hubble tension

Our findings (especially for the fluid DR model) open
the possibility to interpret the Hubble tension as a mild
to moderate statistical fluctuation within the context of
the ΛCDM + ∆Neff models presented above.

Additional constraints from primordial elements
from [50, 51] worsen the tension in all models. However,
they are avoided if the dark radiation is produced after
the epoch of BBN and sufficiently before recombination.
This specification does not introduce any additional
parameters, nor does it lead to a coincidence problem
(in contrast to models where a fluid is taken to undergo
a transition around the epoch of recombination, such
as [57–61]), since DR can still be produced in a redshift
range that spans around five orders of magnitude,
corresponding to eV ≲ T ≲ 100 keV.

Beside the relevance of primordial element constraints,
a difference arises if DR is indeed produced after BBN,
compared to the previous case which implicitly assumed
production before BBN. In the latter case, DR alters
the theoretical prediction of YHe, which then affects the
number density of electrons at recombination ne(z) ∝
(1−YHe) (see e.g. [62] for a recent discussion). Therefore,
when considering the scenario where DR is produced
after BBN, we determine YHe by setting ∆Neff = 0 at
BBN. We compare the inferences made with our baseline
dataset for both fluid and free-streaming DR produced
after BBN in Table II. Interestingly, we find an additional
reduction of theH0 tension (and relaxation of constraints
on ∆Neff), and a ≳ 1σ preference for fluid DR persists.
Having estimated the tension in DR models with

production after BBN to be around (2.3 − 2.8)σ
compared to the ΛCDM model, we combine our baseline
dataset with the SH0ES determination of H0. Results
are presented in the rightmost columns of Table II.
Remarkably, we find evidence at the 5σ (4.5σ) level
for fluid (free-streaming) DR, and a negligible residual
tension with SH0ES. This is accompanied by a very
significant improvement in χ2 with respect to the ΛCDM
model. We account for the additional parameter via the
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [63] (see also [64])
∆AIC ≡ ∆χ2 + 2 × (# of added free parameters) and
report ∆AIC ≃ −23(−19) for fluid (free-streaming) DR.
In all the models and combination of datasets used in

this work, we find posteriors for the matter clustering
parameter S8 ≡ σ8

√
Ωm/0.3 in agreement with the most

recent measurements from weak lensing surveys [65].
Finally, we have focused here on perhaps the simplest

DR scenarios, but it is conceivable that analogous
conclusions could apply to other scenarios that lead
to a similar evolution for the cosmological background,
for instance models with varying Newton constant, see
e.g. [66].

V. Discussion

The large improvements in the goodness-of-the-fit
which we find are of course driven by the SH0ES
measurement, and have been reported to a similar level
in the past for other models with previous BAO data.
Therefore, one may doubt the relevance of our results.
However, we would like to stress two crucial differences
with such previous findings. First, our results are
obtained by combining datasets that are in ∼ 2.5σ
tension with each other within the context of DR models
when production occurs only after BBN, especially for
the fluid DR case (removing Pantheon+ data further
reduces the tension to even ∼ 2σ, see Appendix B 1).
Second, the models under consideration are simple, one-
parameter extensions of ΛCDM, with several possible
implementations in particle physics.
Perhaps the simplest example of DR production after

BBN, which can arise in a broad class of models, is a
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P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus +H0

Parameter Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Free-streaming DR Fluid DR

∆Neff < 0.435 0.26 (0.34)+0.11
−0.21 0.63 (0.56)± 0.14 0.65 (0.73)± 0.13

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.94 (68.41)+0.63
−0.99 69.56 (69.82)+0.85

−1.2 71.82 (71.65)+0.78
−0.77 72.26 (73.0)+0.77

−0.78

H0 GT 3.37σ 2.59σ 0.94σ 0.6σ
H0 IT 2.84σ 2.28σ 0.94σ 0.6σ
∆χ2 ∼ 0 −0.4 −20.5 −24.7
∆AIC +2.0 +1.6 −18.5 −22.7

TABLE II: Marginalized posteriors for ∆Neff and H0 for scenarios where dark radiation is produced after BBN. Two
models are considered: free-streaming and fluid DR. We report results with our baseline dataset, and additionally
adding the determination ofH0 from SH0ES. The corresponding tension with the SH0ES measurement is also reported,
as well as two measures of goodness-of-fit compared to the ΛCDM model. Posteriors for all parameters are reported
in Appendices B 8 and B9.

FIG. 3: 1- and 2-d posterior distributions for H0

and ∆Neff in models with dark radiation produced
after BBN. We compare our results obtained with our
baseline dataset (solid curves/shaded contours) with
those obtained by combining with the determination of
H0 from SH0ES (dashed curves/contours). The 1-d H0

posterior for ΛCDM with the baseline dataset is shown
by the dotted curve.

massive particle, the abundance of which is negligible
in the pre-BBN era, and that decays to some light
states after BBN (see e.g. [67–72]), with a decay rate
10−37 GeV ≲ Γ ≲ 10−27 GeV. Other possibilities exist
in the literature for the production of DR after BBN; see,

for instance, [73, 74].

Our work provides new state-of-the-art bounds on
dark radiation models, that partially relax constraints
on beyond the SM physics and should prove important
for model building.
Remarkably, our findings also suggest that the

new BAO data open the possibility to address the
Hubble tension with well-motivated minimal extensions
of ΛCDM model.

With a conservative perspective, the possibility that
our findings are driven by a statistical fluctuation or
underestimated systematic uncertainties in the DESI
measurement (which exhibit some discrepancy with
previous BAO data) should be kept in mind, and will be
decisively clarified soon by upcoming data releases from
DESI itself and Euclid, see e.g. [75], where the 1σ error
on ∆Neff for the free streaming case from Euclid power
spectrum and lensing measurements is forecasted to be
0.05.
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Appendix

A. Tension Measures

For the assessment of tension between the H0 measurement of the SH0ES collaboration and the inferences made in
this work, we define the following metrics. First, the commonly used measure of “Gaussian tension” (GT ) is defined
as

GT =
|µm − µMC|√
σ2
m + σ2

MC

, (A1)

where µm and µMC are the mean values of H0 determined by the SH0ES collaboration and by our MCMC analyses,
respectively. σ2

m is the variance for the SH0ES measurement. For the variance of the MCMC inference σ2
MC, we take

the upper 1σ error derived from our marginalized posteriors on H0. Since the posteriors for H0 we derive are not
symmetric, there is not a clear choice of whether to average the upper and lower σ, or to take the value that is on
the side of the distribution closest to the SH0ES measurement (upper). In this work, we take σMC to always be the
upper derived σ such that we do not underestimate the tension.

To address the non-gaussian nature of our inferred posteriors, we employ also the measure which we term the
“integrated tension” (IT ) [56, 76], defined via

ˆ ∞

−∞
PMC(h)

1

2

(
1± erf

(
h− µm√

2σm

))
dh =

ˆ IT

−∞

1√
2π

e−
1
2x

2

dx (A2)

To understand this formula, let us examine each side. The left hand side is the integral over the cross-correlation of
the two posterior distributions, namely the posterior distribution derived from our MCMC PMC(h), and the posterior
from the SH0ES measurement. In Eq. (A2), we have already integrated the SH0ES posterior, assuming it to be
purely gaussian, and therefore all that remains are the mean and standard deviation µm and σm. Using the posterior
distribution from a given MCMC, the left hand side constitutes a probability (understood as the probability of
measuring the SH0ES value given the posterior from MCMC). Then, the right hand side of Eq. (A2) equates this
probability with the integral over a gaussian (with mean= 0 and variance= 1), and one solves for the upper limit of
the integral IT which gives this same probability. For example, if the left hand side of Eq. (A2) gives a probability
of 68%, then we obtain the measure of tension to be IT = 1σ.

B. Detailed Posteriors

We present in the following sections the detailed posteriors we obtain when evaluating the several models discussed
in this work against several combinations of datasets. Appendices B 1 to B 7 present tables and plots of posteriors for
the models: ΛCDM, Free-streaming dark radiation, Fluid dark radiation, and Neutrinos. The title of each section gives
the combination of data explored in that section. Then, Appendix B 8 and Appendix B 9 explore the posteriors with
a variety of datasets on the models of dark radiation produced after BBN for fluid and free-streaming, respectively.



10

1. P18+DESI

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.249 (2.248)+0.013
−0.013 2.262 (2.264)+0.016

−0.016 2.272 (2.274)+0.017
−0.019 2.256 (2.25)+0.019

−0.017

ωcdm 0.11811 (0.11823)+0.00087
−0.00086 0.1208 (0.1212)+0.0015

−0.0024 0.1224 (0.1205)+0.0021
−0.0031 0.1193 (0.1176)+0.0024

−0.0028

ln 1010As 3.054 (3.057)+0.014
−0.016 3.062 (3.055)+0.015

−0.017 3.052 (3.041)+0.015
−0.016 3.058 (3.057)+0.015

−0.018

ns 0.9689 (0.9689)+0.0036
−0.0036 0.9748 (0.9742)+0.0047

−0.0057 0.9712 (0.9678)+0.0039
−0.0039 0.9713 (0.9715)+0.0064

−0.0065

τreio 0.0608 (0.0608)+0.0070
−0.0081 0.0614 (0.0595)+0.0072

−0.0083 0.0619 (0.053)+0.0072
−0.0084 0.0615 (0.0641)+0.0067

−0.0087

∆Neff – < 0.395 0.25 (0.13)+0.11
−0.18 0.12 (0.062)+0.16

−0.16∑
mν < 0.119 < 0.124 < 0.127 < 0.116

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.09 (68.18)+0.43
−0.40 69.10 (68.91)+0.66

−0.95 69.75 (69.19)+0.87
−1.2 68.5 (68.4)+1.1

−0.99

S8 0.813 (0.818)+0.010
−0.010 0.814 (2.483)+0.011

−0.011 0.812 (0.809)+0.010
−0.010 0.816 (0.807)+0.011

−0.010

H0 GT 4.4σ 3.2σ 2.43σ 3.0σ
H0 IT 4.12σ 2.81σ 2.17σ 3.08σ

TABLE III: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI. All upper bounds are reported at 95% C.L., for any case where
the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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FIG. 4: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming
DR, Fluid DR, and Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI.
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2. P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.247 (2.251)+0.013
−0.013 2.258 (2.246)+0.015

−0.016 2.265 (2.257)+0.017
−0.019 2.248 (2.256)+0.019

−0.018

ωcdm 0.11844 (0.11856)+0.00084
−0.00086 0.1211 (0.1192)+0.0014

−0.0025 0.1223 (0.1212)+0.0020
−0.0030 0.1186 (0.1191)+0.0028

−0.0031

ln 1010As 3.054 (3.061)+0.015
−0.016 3.061 (3.039)+0.014

−0.017 3.050 (3.055)+0.015
−0.015 3.054 (3.052)+0.017

−0.018

ns 0.9681 (0.9679)+0.0039
−0.0036 0.9734 (0.9689)+0.0045

−0.0058 0.9699 (0.9667)+0.0037
−0.0039 0.9685 (0.9759)+0.0068

−0.0069

τreio 0.0602 (0.0636)+0.0074
−0.0083 0.0606 (0.0537)+0.0071

−0.0082 0.0605 (0.0619)+0.0072
−0.0080 0.0601 (0.0608)+0.0071

−0.0086

∆Neff – < 0.386 0.221 (0.128)+0.088
−0.18 0.06 (0.143)+0.17

−0.19∑
mν < 0.123 < 0.137 < 0.132 < 0.127

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 67.93 (68.07)+0.44
−0.38 68.79 (67.99)+0.60

−0.89 69.35 (68.72)+0.81
−1.1 68.0 (67.14)+0.97

−1.2

S8 0.817 (0.822)+0.010
−0.010 0.818 (0.436)+0.010

−0.011 0.8161 (0.825)+0.0099
−0.0099 0.817 (0.821)+0.011

−0.011

Mb −19.424 (−19.421)+0.013
−0.011 −19.396 (−19.426)+0.017

−0.028 −19.381 (−19.4)+0.024
−0.033 −19.422 (−19.448)+0.030

−0.036

H0 GT 4.53σ 3.53σ 2.81σ 3.54σ
H0 IT 3.93σ 3.06σ 2.52σ 3.22σ

TABLE IV: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus. All upper bounds are reported at 95% C.L.,
for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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3. P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.264 (2.275)+0.013
−0.013 2.290 (2.289)+0.015

−0.015 2.304 (2.307)+0.015
−0.015 2.291 (2.285)+0.014

−0.014

ωcdm 0.11682 (0.11669)+0.00083
−0.00083 0.1263 (0.126)+0.0025

−0.0025 0.1281 (0.1286)+0.0019
−0.0016 0.1263 (0.1268)+0.0024

−0.0024

ln 1010As 3.061 (3.07)+0.015
−0.016 3.078 (3.079)+0.015

−0.017 3.048 (3.042)+0.015
−0.016 3.078 (3.065)+0.016

−0.016

ns 0.9723 (0.9732)+0.0037
−0.0036 0.9871 (0.9867)+0.0049

−0.0050 0.9746 (0.972)+0.0036
−0.0039 0.9872 (0.9873)+0.0049

−0.0050

τreio 0.0651 (0.0666)+0.0074
−0.0085 0.0634 (0.0636)+0.0072

−0.0086 0.0633 (0.0588)+0.0074
−0.0077 0.0633 (0.0567)+0.0073

−0.0084

∆Neff – 0.54 (0.52)+0.13
−0.13 0.592 (0.611)+0.091

−0.060 0.59 (0.619)+0.12
−0.13∑

mν < 0.099 < 0.126 < 0.131 < 0.118

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.82 (68.98)+0.37
−0.39 71.47 (71.39)+0.73

−0.76 72.13 (72.25)+0.61
−0.41 71.46 (71.79)+0.73

−0.73

S8 0.8017 (0.8045)+0.0096
−0.010 0.822 (0.824)+0.011

−0.011 0.8095 (0.8086)+0.0097
−0.010 0.821 (0.819)+0.011

−0.011

Mb −19.398 (−19.392)+0.011
−0.011 −19.320 (−19.319)+0.021

−0.021 −19.301 (−19.295)+0.017
−0.011 −19.320 (−19.311)+0.021

−0.021

H0 GT 3.82σ 1.23σ 0.75σ 1.24σ
H0 IT 3.8σ 1.23σ 0.76σ 1.24σ
∆χ2 − −19.1 −23.8 −17.5
∆AIC − −17.1 −21.8 −15.5

TABLE V: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0. All upper bounds are reported at 95%
C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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FIG. 6: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming
DR, Fluid DR, and Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0.
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4. P18+DESI+YHe,D/H

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.249 (2.24)+0.013
−0.013 2.254 (2.25)+0.015

−0.017 2.266 (2.271)+0.016
−0.018 2.250 (2.23)+0.017

−0.018

ωcdm 0.11812 (0.11808)+0.00089
−0.00087 0.1212 (0.1206)+0.0016

−0.0021 0.1212 (0.1205)+0.0018
−0.0026 0.1183 (0.1166)+0.0026

−0.0026

ln 1010As 3.055 (3.051)+0.015
−0.015 3.061 (3.06)+0.015

−0.017 3.053 (3.061)+0.015
−0.016 3.055 (3.058)+0.016

−0.016

ns 0.9689 (0.9676)+0.0036
−0.0035 0.9743 (0.9754)+0.0050

−0.0057 0.9707 (0.9723)+0.0039
−0.0039 0.9693 (0.9629)+0.0064

−0.0062

τreio 0.0610 (0.0587)+0.0071
−0.0082 0.0605 (0.061)+0.0072

−0.0083 0.0619 (0.0642)+0.0074
−0.0083 0.0611 (0.0655)+0.0071

−0.0083

∆Neff – 0.179 (0.136)+0.073
−0.15 0.182 (0.148)+0.061

−0.17 0.06 (−0.078)+0.16
−0.16∑

mν < 0.121 < 0.125 < 0.127 < 0.118

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.09 (68.17)+0.42
−0.41 69.00 (68.86)+0.69

−0.93 69.30 (69.39)+0.71
−1.0 68.2 (67.2)+1.0

−1.0

S8 0.814 (0.814)+0.010
−0.010 0.817 (1.829)+0.010

−0.011 0.813 (0.816)+0.011
−0.010 0.814 (0.822)+0.011

−0.011

H0 GT 4.42σ 3.23σ 2.97σ 3.37σ
H0 IT 3.95σ 2.99σ 2.66σ 3.31σ

TABLE VI: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+YHe,D/H. All upper bounds are reported at 95% C.L., for
any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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5. P18+DESI+YHe,D/H+Pantheon Plus

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.247 (2.251)+0.014
−0.014 2.254 (2.255)+0.014

−0.014 2.260 (2.242)+0.016
−0.016 2.249 (2.238)+0.015

−0.015

ωcdm 0.11845 (0.11833)+0.00084
−0.00084 0.1203 (0.1196)+0.0013

−0.0020 0.1213 (0.1187)+0.0016
−0.0024 0.1191 (0.1183)+0.0015

−0.0025

ln 1010As 3.053 (3.055)+0.014
−0.016 3.059 (3.061)+0.015

−0.017 3.052 (3.045)+0.015
−0.015 3.055 (3.034)+0.015

−0.017

ns 0.9680 (0.9677)+0.0035
−0.0038 0.9721 (0.9728)+0.0043

−0.0049 0.9694 (0.9694)+0.0037
−0.0037 0.9695 (0.9662)+0.0050

−0.0065

τreio 0.0602 (0.0606)+0.0069
−0.0081 0.0607 (0.0625)+0.0071

−0.0084 0.0608 (0.058)+0.0071
−0.0082 0.0599 (0.0519)+0.0070

−0.0082

∆Neff – < 0.295 < 0.365 0.087 (−0.007)+0.076
−0.15∑

mν < 0.121 < 0.125 < 0.131 < 0.130

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 67.92 (68.09)+0.41
−0.41 68.58 (68.89)+0.55

−0.69 68.97 (68.0)+0.65
−0.93 68.13 (67.53)+0.68

−0.96

S8 0.817 (0.817)+0.010
−0.0098 0.819 (0.816)+0.010

−0.011 0.816 (0.819)+0.010
−0.010 0.817 (0.818)+0.010

−0.0097

Mb −19.424 (−19.421)+0.012
−0.012 −19.404 (−19.393)+0.016

−0.021 −19.392 (−19.423)+0.020
−0.028 −19.418 (−19.436)+0.020

−0.029

H0 GT 4.58σ 3.8σ 3.31σ 3.96σ
H0 IT 3.79σ 3.42σ 2.93σ 3.68σ

TABLE VII: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+YHe,D/H+Pantheon Plus. All upper bounds are reported
at 95% C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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6. P18+DESI+YHe,D/H+Pantheon Plus+H0

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.264 (2.273)+0.013
−0.013 2.285 (2.28)+0.014

−0.014 2.295 (2.296)+0.015
−0.015 2.287 (2.284)+0.015

−0.014

ωcdm 0.11685 (0.11643)+0.00081
−0.00081 0.1248 (0.1238)+0.0019

−0.0019 0.1260 (0.1256)+0.0024
−0.0024 0.1244 (0.1229)+0.0023

−0.0023

ln 1010As 3.060 (3.068)+0.015
−0.017 3.076 (3.057)+0.015

−0.017 3.051 (3.042)+0.015
−0.017 3.075 (3.063)+0.016

−0.017

ns 0.9723 (0.9721)+0.0035
−0.0036 0.9849 (0.9825)+0.0048

−0.0047 0.9742 (0.9747)+0.0037
−0.0037 0.9844 (0.9832)+0.0050

−0.0049

τreio 0.0647 (0.0677)+0.0073
−0.0084 0.0635 (0.0557)+0.0071

−0.0087 0.0636 (0.0604)+0.0070
−0.0087 0.0639 (0.0615)+0.0074

−0.0084

∆Neff – 0.45 (0.38)+0.10
−0.10 0.48 (0.48)+0.11

−0.11 0.49 (0.431)+0.12
−0.12∑

mν < 0.099 < 0.120 < 0.128 < 0.115

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.81 (69.12)+0.37
−0.37 71.02 (70.59)+0.69

−0.67 71.46 (71.78)+0.74
−0.72 70.95 (71.06)+0.70

−0.70

S8 0.8015 (0.8005)+0.0098
−0.0098 0.817 (2.701)+0.010

−0.010 0.8090 (0.8007)+0.0099
−0.010 0.817 (0.807)+0.011

−0.011

Mb −19.398 (−19.387)+0.011
−0.011 −19.332 (−19.341)+0.019

−0.020 −19.321 (−19.31)+0.021
−0.021 −19.335 (−19.332)+0.020

−0.020

H0 GT 3.83σ 1.62σ 1.24σ 1.67σ
H0 IT 3.84σ 1.62σ 1.24σ 1.67σ
∆χ2 − −12.7 −17.7 −10.5
∆AIC − −10.7 −15.7 −8.5

TABLE VIII: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR,
and Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+YHe,D/H+Pantheon Plus+H0. All upper bounds are
reported at 95% C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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FIG. 9: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming
DR, Fluid DR, and Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+DESI+YHe,D/H+Pantheon Plus+H0.
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7. P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus

Parameter ΛCDM Free-streaming DR Fluid DR Neutrinos

100ωb 2.238 (2.253)+0.013
−0.013 2.246 (2.248)+0.015

−0.015 2.251 (2.252)+0.016
−0.018 2.232 (2.23)+0.018

−0.018

ωcdm 0.11964 (0.11931)+0.00090
−0.00089 0.1217 (0.1202)+0.0012

−0.0022 0.1223 (0.1204)+0.0015
−0.0025 0.1183 (0.1177)+0.0028

−0.0031

ln 1010As 3.049 (3.053)+0.013
−0.015 3.055 (3.049)+0.014

−0.016 3.048 (3.048)+0.014
−0.016 3.045 (3.051)+0.016

−0.016

ns 0.9652 (0.9653)+0.0036
−0.0037 0.9691 (0.9698)+0.0039

−0.0053 0.9666 (0.9656)+0.0038
−0.0038 0.9621 (0.9615)+0.0069

−0.0068

τreio 0.0572 (0.0578)+0.0067
−0.0075 0.0570 (0.0563)+0.0069

−0.0078 0.0577 (0.056)+0.0068
−0.0080 0.0568 (0.0597)+0.0067

−0.0075

∆Neff – < 0.312 < 0.285 −0.04 (−0.061)+0.18
−0.18∑

mν < 0.152 < 0.174 < 0.169 < 0.146

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 67.27 (67.78)+0.43
−0.43 67.84 (67.79)+0.58

−0.75 68.25 (67.83)+0.69
−0.98 66.8 (66.9)+1.1

−1.1

S8 0.827 (0.826)+0.011
−0.011 0.826 (5.249)+0.012

−0.012 0.826 (0.828)+0.011
−0.011 0.826 (0.826)+0.011

−0.011

Mb −19.443 (−19.43)+0.013
−0.013 −19.421 (−19.426)+0.015

−0.026 −19.412 (−19.427)+0.021
−0.030 −19.458 (−19.455)+0.034

−0.035

H0 GT 5.12σ 4.37σ 3.83σ 4.19σ
H0 IT 5.11σ 3.53σ 3.35σ 4.24σ

TABLE IX: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming DR, Fluid DR, and
Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus. All upper bounds are reported at
95% C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.

65 70

H0 [km/s/Mpc]

0.80

0.85

S
8

0.1

0.2

∑
m
ν

0.2

0.4

0.6

∆
N

eff

0.95

1.00

n
s

0.115

0.120

0.125

ω
cd
m

0.12

ωcdm

0.96 1.00

ns

0.2 0.6

∆Neff

0.10 0.18∑
mν

0.78 0.87

S8

ΛCDM

Free-streaming DR

Fluid DR

Neutrinos

FIG. 10: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the ΛCDM, Free-streaming
DR, Fluid DR, and Neutrino models, fitting to the dataset: P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus.
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8. Fluid Dark Radiation Produced After BBN

Parameter P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0

100ωb 2.251 (2.241)+0.015
−0.017 2.266 (2.263)+0.015

−0.019 2.299 (2.305)+0.015
−0.015

ωcdm 0.1228 (0.1219)+0.0018
−0.0028 0.1229 (0.1254)+0.0023

−0.0034 0.1291 (0.1303)+0.0028
−0.0028

ln 1010As 3.047 (3.049)+0.015
−0.015 3.049 (3.041)+0.015

−0.015 3.045 (3.053)+0.016
−0.016

ns 0.9658 (0.9652)+0.0038
−0.0037 0.9689 (0.9666)+0.0037

−0.0037 0.9716 (0.9759)+0.0035
−0.0035

τreio 0.0575 (0.057)+0.0069
−0.0075 0.0607 (0.057)+0.0071

−0.0081 0.0627 (0.0679)+0.0073
−0.0083

∆Neff < 0.433 0.26 (0.34)+0.11
−0.21 0.65 (0.73)+0.13

−0.14∑
mν < 0.166 < 0.137 < 0.149

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.39 (67.94)+0.71
−1.1 69.56 (69.82)+0.85

−1.2 72.25 (73.0)+0.79
−0.79

S8 0.826 (0.834)+0.011
−0.011 0.815 (0.825)+0.010

−0.011 0.809 (0.812)+0.011
−0.011

Mb −19.408 (−19.42)+0.022
−0.033 −19.374 (−19.365)+0.026

−0.037 −19.298 (−19.276)+0.024
−0.021

H0 GT 3.69σ 2.59σ 0.6σ
H0 IT 3.02σ 2.28σ 0.6σ
∆χ2 ∼ 0 −0.4 −24.7
∆AIC +2.0 +1.6 −22.7

TABLE X: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the Fluid DR model where the
DR is produced after BBN. The fit is shown for the datasets P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus,
P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus, and P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0. All upper bounds are reported at 95%
C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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FIG. 11: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the Fluid DR model
where the DR is produced after BBN. The fit is shown for the datasets P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus,
P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus, and P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0.
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9. Free-streaming Dark Radiation Produced After BBN

Parameter P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon Plus P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0

100ωb 2.245 (2.24)+0.015
−0.014 2.257 (2.254)+0.015

−0.015 2.288 (2.278)+0.014
−0.014

ωcdm 0.1219 (0.1218)+0.0014
−0.0024 0.1214 (0.1193)+0.0016

−0.0027 0.1278 (0.1287)+0.0026
−0.0026

ln 1010As 3.054 (3.041)+0.015
−0.016 3.060 (3.059)+0.014

−0.017 3.077 (3.071)+0.014
−0.017

ns 0.9688 (0.9676)+0.0043
−0.0050 0.9731 (0.9732)+0.0045

−0.0055 0.9864 (0.987)+0.0044
−0.0047

τreio 0.0568 (0.0493)+0.0068
−0.0079 0.0602 (0.0623)+0.0071

−0.0081 0.0622 (0.0584)+0.0069
−0.0084

∆Neff < 0.353 < 0.435 0.63 (0.65)+0.14
−0.14∑

mν < 0.161 < 0.129 < 0.137

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 68.03 (68.17)+0.57
−0.84 68.94 (68.41)+0.63

−0.99 71.82 (71.65)+0.78
−0.77

S8 0.830 (0.826)+0.011
−0.011 0.821 (0.822)+0.011

−0.011 0.823 (0.83)+0.011
−0.011

Mb −19.419 (−19.414)+0.017
−0.026 −19.393 (−19.41)+0.019

−0.030 −19.310 (−19.311)+0.022
−0.022

H0 GT 4.22σ 3.37σ 0.94σ
H0 IT 3.62σ 2.84σ 0.94σ
∆χ2 ∼ 0 +0.4 −20.5
∆AIC +2.0 +2.4 −18.5

TABLE XI: Marginalized posteriors for various model parameters for the Fluid DR model where the DR is produced
after BBN. The fit is shown for the datasets P18+DESI+Pantheon Plusand P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0.
All upper bounds are reported at 95% C.L., for any case where the 1σ lower bound is overlapping with our priors.
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FIG. 12: One and two-dimensional posterior distributions for various model parameters for the free-streaming DR
model where the DR is produced after BBN. The fit is shown for the datasets P18+DESI+Pantheon Plusand
P18+DESI+Pantheon Plus+H0.


	 Dark Radiation with Baryon Acoustic Oscillations from DESI 2024 and the H0 tension  
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Models and datasets
	New constraints on dark radiation
	The Hubble tension
	Discussion
	References
	Tension Measures
	Detailed Posteriors
	P18+DESI
	P18+DESI+Pantheon_Plus
	P18+DESI+Pantheon_Plus+ H0
	P18+DESI+ YHe, D/H
	P18+DESI+ YHe, D/H+Pantheon_Plus
	P18+DESI+ YHe, D/H+Pantheon_Plus+ H0
	P18+SDSS+6dFGS+Pantheon_Plus
	Fluid Dark Radiation Produced After BBN
	Free-streaming Dark Radiation Produced After BBN



