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Abstract. Recent results from the DESI collaboration suggest a preference for an evolving
dark energy (DE) component rather than a cosmological constant, motivating the exploration
of alternative models for the background expansion. These data also reveal tension in the
inferred matter density parameter—lower in DESI and higher in Planck—as well as a neutrino
mass posterior that approaches the lower bounds permitted by oscillation experiments. In
this work, we propose and test a conformal holographic dark energy (CHDE) model in which
the DE density depends on a power law of the conformal time, characterized by an exponent
(n). This formulation introduces a single additional parameter relative to ACDM and reduces
to ACDM in the limit n = 0. We confront the CHDE model with BAO, CMB, and supernova
datasets, following the same combinations used by DESI, and perform parameter inference
under both flat and non-flat cosmologies. Our analyses show that ACDM is not favored
as the best-fit model when using CMB data alone or in joint analyses including BAO and
SNla, and it is disfavored at the 4.40 level for non-flat model and 4.50 for the flat model.
We obtain consistent values of n ~ —0.28 to —0.32 with uncertainties less than 0.1 across
multiple data combinations. Similar to ACDM, the CHDE model predicts a lower matter
density when employing DESI data instead of Planck data. This, in turn, influences the
neutrino mass constraints, yielding values close to the minimal allowed range. Despite these
data-set—dependent tensions, both the flat and curved CHDE models remain compatible
with neutrino mass constraints from terrestrial experiments and yield posterior distributions
that peaks at positive values. This behavior avoids the issue encountered in the ACDM
model, where the posterior peaks at negative mass values. The CHDE model passes all
current observational tests and provide a viable alternative to constant dark energy in light
of emerging dynamical evidence.
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1 Introduction

The standard model of cosmology is based on a content of baryons, photons, neutrinos, cold
dark matter, and dark energy (DE). Although we do not know the origin of cold dark mat-
ter, we have characterized its gravitational effects at different astrophysical and cosmological
scales, and it seems consistent with its cold origin, but interesting alternatives have been
discussed in the literature such as warm and fuzzy dark matter. On the other hand, we know
less about DE, but it is clear that a cosmological constant is the simplest way to account for
the cosmic acceleration. For many years, the ACDM model has been remarkably successful
in explaining a wide range of cosmological observations, including supernova distance mea-
surements, cosmic chronometers, the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), and large-scale
structure clustering statistics. However, the cosmological constant has recently been called
into question by the joint analysis of Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) performed by the
DESI collaboration Year 1 [1-3| and Year 2 [4, 5|, DES final BAO [6], and supernovae results:
Pantheon+ |7, 8], Union3 [9], and DES Year 5 [10]. Their analysis suggests that the DE
responsible for the current epoch of cosmic acceleration is decreasing at present. In any case,
the results provide evidence in favor of a dynamical form of dark energy rather than a strictly
constant one. Because the origin of this behavior remains unclear, numerous alternative ex-
planations have been proposed. These can be broadly classified into fundamental theoretical
models and parametrized phenomenological models.

As far as we know, cosmological data does not reveal DE clustering properties, but it
mainly manifests its effect in the background dynamics (apart from the ISW effect). Therefore,
when thinking of passing from a cosmological constant to a function, it seems appealing
to associate a cosmological function with no clustering properties, or, if any, at very large
distances such as horizon scales, and that is why a holographic Universe is accommodated
in a natural way. Holographic dark energy (HDE) has been a popular model for years, and
different realizations of it have been put forward [11]. Here we discuss a holographic model
that depends on the conformal time. However, our model is different from the well-known
agregraphic models [11, 12|, in which matter conservation is defined apart from the Einstein
equations, assumed to be valid. In our case, the cosmological DE function will be explicitly



written in the Einstein equations, so energy conservation demands an interaction between our
HDE model and dark matter in particular. Our model has the mathematical properties of a
vacuum DE model as the one presented in refs. [13, 14].

On the other hand, recent cosmological measurements of the neutrino mass by the DESI
collaboration [4] suggest extremely small values that may conflict with limits established
by terrestrial neutrino oscillation experiments. Some DESI data combinations even seem
to disfavor both the normal and inverted mass hierarchies, and the preferred values in the
statistical analyses tend to lie in unphysical, negative regions [15|. These tensions motivate the
exploration of alternative cosmological scenarios. One proposal is to allow spatial curvature
to vary, which weakens the constraints and shifts the inferred values toward more physically
plausible ones [16]. However, even in this case, the most likely value remains close to zero,
indicating that a full resolution of the issue might require analyses that allow for effectively
negative neutrino masses. In this context, DE models must be examined to determine whether
they can resolve or at least mitigate the tension in the inferred neutrino mass. For example,
the wow,CDM model [17, 18] offers some relief, but it does not fully eliminate the problem
once all datasets are considered. We will investigate this question within our proposed model.

This work is organized as follows: In section 2 we present the CHDE model and derive
the relevant equations. In section 3 we employ different datasets and free parameters to
extract the physical information of the model. Finally, in section 4 we review our results and
conclude.

2 The CHDE model

We start with the Einstein equations with a holographic term given by [19]:
1
RMY = SRg™ + Mhegh” = k2T, (2.1)

where k? = 87G /c*; G is Newton’s gravitational constant, ¥ contains the standard matter
pieces of the standard cosmological model (baryons, cold dark matter (DM), and relativistic
particles), and M is an holographic function that will depend on the horizon distance and will
play the role of a cosmological, dark energy function. One may postulate different holographic
functions, see e.g. [11], which typically depend on the physical horizon. But one can also
consider the comoving horizon. In a previous work, one of us opted for this option taking M ~
%, where A is the cosmological length scale given by A = HLORH, where Ry = Hy fot dt’ Ja(t))
is the FRW comoving horizon, where a(t) is the scale factor, ¢ the cosmic time and Hy the
Hubble constant. This model was motivated by its connection to de Proca gravity and the
interpretation that it represents a gravitational wave background [20]. We added appendix
A, where the main features of that model are explained. Regardless of that interpretation,
in the present work we aim at finding out the most favored DE model, letting it be a more
general function. Given the form of Ry, it is convenient to present our model in terms of
conformal time (dn = dt/a(t)). Our conformal holographic dark energy (CHDE) is

M = const.n", (2.2)

where the exponent n is a constant and the const is convenient to be defined as const =
QH[?JFQ, with @ an adimensional constant of order one related to the cosmological function
evaluated today. The two constants will be determined by fitting observational data.



Note that it is convenient to define ppq = M /87G and therefore
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where (2582 = % (Hono)™ and p. the standard critical density. Eq. (2.3) is our cosmological

function, in which the cosmological scale, 7o ~ Hj ! is the comoving scale evaluated at present
times; in principle, it can be thought of as a fundamental scale responsible for DE. Assuming
a flat FRW background geometry, the gravitational equations (2.1) imply
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where H = %, = ég—z; we will also consider the curvature that can be added to this equation.

Adopting a particular value for n, the CHDE model has the same degrees of freedom as the
ACDM model. Note that one can recover the ACDM model for n = 0; n = —2 was used in
previous works by one of the authors [19, 20]. One the other hand, if there is no interaction
between DM and CHDE (Q = 0), pgm ~ 1/a3, one recovers the Einstein de Sitter Universe.
But, in general, matter conservation demands

, ng) © " n—1
Pam + SHpdm n - D <7IO> . (2.5)
where pgo) = 3HZ/87G. This equation specifies the interaction of DM with CHDE, in which
one can directly observe that DM is created if n < 0, and it is sourced by a time decaying
function for n < 1. The CHDE is a geometric term, but in analogy to the ACDM model, it
can be thought of as a perfect fluid, so that the r.h.s. of eq. (2.5) is equal to —[p), + 3H (1 +
W) pm), therefore, this equation shows that wag = —1. This can also be seen from eq. (2.1):
the relationship between pa( and pa is given similar to the ACDM model, T/’\‘AV = — Mg /K2,
from which one can read off the equation of state (EoS) for M. This deduction is the similar
as the presented in references [13, 14].

Since we aim to solve the system of equations (2.4) and (2.5) using class [21], we write
in appendix B the corresponding class equations in which we make use of the conformal and
cosmic times as well as the number of e-folds parameter, N(= Ina). The last term of eq.
2.4 (B.7) decreases in the past for n > 0, but diverges for n < 0, however in a matter- or
radiation-dominated universe, the energy density diverges too as pgy, ~ 1/1° and py~1/ n4,
respectively. Thus, the final result for n should not diverge faster than n = 4 to maintain our
CHDE model subdominant in these Universe’s eras, only becoming dominant at later times,
z < 1.

Eq. (2.4) evaluated at present, n = 19, imposes a constraint on the DE,

1=0 + 00 + P 4+ o). (2.6)

dm

The new complexity is that this constraint demands computing Hyng, so we implemented the
check of this constraint, complying it at every time step.



3 Model testing with cosmological data

We modified the code class [22] according to our model, see equations in Appendix B, and
performed the parameter inference computations using the code Cobaya [23]. We carried
out a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) bayesian likelihood function fitting to different
datasets: DESI BAO DR2 [4] (for short, BAO), Planck CMB full multipoles using the Planck
PR4 CamSpec likelihood [24, 25|, the Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT) lensing data [26—
28|, and supernovae compilations (dubbed SNIa data): Pantheon+ [7], Union3 [29], and DES
Year 5 [10]. This whole set of data are described in more detail in refs. [1, 4].

To understand the role of the new DE model, we performed different parameter in-
ferences, one with fixed massive neutrinos to 0.06 eV (a single massive and two massless
neutrinos) and the other with ) m, as a free parameter. We also run inferences for a flat
Universe and for curvature as a free parameter (again with a single massive neutrino). The
inclusion of massive neutrinos and curvature as free parameters is motivated by the recent
debate regarding the negative mass posterior probability [15, 30, 31] and curvature as a possi-
ble solution to this issue [16]. In particular, we consider the following set of data and models
for the analysis:

A) Individual data of DESI BAO DR2, Planck, Pantheon+, DESY5, and Union3. For
these datasets, we perform the inference allowing spatial curvature to vary while keeping the
neutrino mass fixed, since when treated as a free parameter it is better constrained with the
ACT lensing information that will be included in the subsequent datasets. Results of this set
are in Table 2.

B) DESI BAO DR2 + SNIa for a model with free curvature and fixed neutrino mass, as
in A, but now we use two datasets for the inference. Results of this set are in Table 3.

C) DESI BAO DR2 + Planck data + SNIla for a model with free curvature and fixed
neutrino mass, as in A, but now we use three datasets for the inference. Results of this set
are in Table 4.

D) DESI BAO DR2 + Planck + ACT for both curvature and neutrino mass as free
parameters. Results of this set are in Table 5.

E) DESI BAO DR2 + Planck + ACT for a flat model and free neutrino parameter.
Results of this set are in Table 6.

We opted to use the same priors as in the DESI BAO DR2 cosmological analysis [4] in
order to compare their results for ACDM model with ours for the CHDE model. Our priors
are displayed in Table 1, where we also vary the CHDE exponent n, see eq. (2.3). The CHDE

strength parameter @ (or 9582) is a derived parameter obtained from the constraint equation
(2.6), similar as it happens in the ACDM model to determine §2,.

The inferred cosmological parameters are summarized in the following tables and figures.
Our results report best-fitted parameters with 68% confidence levels (C.L.), except for ¥m,,
for which we report 95% C.L. Table 2 presents the results obtained for data set A. Independent
analyzes of BAO and SNIa allow for a relatively broad range of parameter values within our
model, indicating that the CHDE scenario remains partially consistent with the standard
ACDM model, which is recovered for the specific parameter choices (Qg\o/l) = Qp,n = 0).
However, results from Planck data alone exclude ACDM. Also, the joint analysis of BAO
and SNIa displayed in Table 3 points to the discarding of the ACDM model. Next, Table 4
reports the parameter constraints derived from the combined BAO+Planck+SNIa data. In
this case, the ACDM model is disfavored with even greater statistical precision: the nonflat



Parameters Priors

n Uu-1,1)

Ok U(—0.3,0.3)

Hy [km/s/Mpc| 1(20,100)

Wh G(0.0222,0.00052)
Wedm 14(0.001,0.99)
In(1019A4y) U(1.61,3.91)

s U(0.8,1.2)

Treo 14(0.01,0.8)

> my [eV] U(0,5)

Table 1. Priors of the relevant fitting parameters. & y G make reference to flat and uninformative
priors, respectively.

model is discarded by 4.4, whereas the flat model is 4.50 away from ACDM. These results are
presented more visually in Figure 1, which shows contour plots for the best-fitted parameters
of the model (QE&), n) for the analysis combining the different sets. The joint analysis clearly
discards the ACDM model (dashed lines).

As it happens in the ACDM model, €,, is smaller for BAO than for Planck, but the
discrepancy is larger in our CHDE model. Figure 2 shows the matter density parameter vs
the Hubble constant (left panel) and 1-dimensional (1D) marginalized posteriors when using
different datasets (right panel). Also in this figure one observes a shift in the value of the
Hubble constant towards larger values than in ACDM (vertical dashed line). The reported
value in Table 4 for BAO-Planck-Pantheon+ data is Hy = 70.75J_r?:§1 h/Mpc when Q is a
free parameter, whereas in ACDM is 63.3 + 2.1 A/Mpc [4]. For a flat cosmology, we report
in Table 6 a value of 67.40 £+ 0.36 h/Mpc and ACDM for Planck data is 67.36 + 0.54 h/Mpc
[32], that are compatible values to 1o. These results are shown in Figure 3. Thus, the results
for Hy do not solve the Hubble tension using early universe physics (CMB and BAO).

With runs A-D we explore the role of curvature in our CHDE model. The curvature
behaves similar to the ACDM model’s: Planck fitting results in a small negative Q [25],
whereas for DESI BAO fitting it is positive 4], thought in our case € is larger with larger
uncertainties too, since we have an extra parameter. These results are shown in Table 2, and
Figure 4 shows the contour plots of the curvature vs the matter parameter. Further fittings
that include BAO data in Tables 3-5 show a preference for a positive ).

In recent determinations of the summed neutrino mass () m,,), the DESI collaboration
reports very small values that may eventually come into tension with terrestrial oscillation
experiments, which establish a lower bound on this quantity of > m, > 0.059 ¢V for normal
mass hierarchy (NH) and > m, > 0.1 eV for inverted hierarchy (IH) [33]. The result found in
the DESI DR2 analysis is, for a flat cosmology, >~ m, < 0.0642 eV (95% C.L.) [4], and SPT-3G
D1+DESI and CMB-SPA-+DESI combinations appear to rule out the normal and inverted
hierarchies at 97.9% and 99.9% confidence, respectively [34]. Furthermore, the maximum
posterior probability lies at nonphysical, negative values [15]. These conflicting results open
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Figure 1. Contours plots of the CHDE model parameters: the density parameter of DE (QS&)) and
the power law exponent (n) , cf. eq. (2.3). The cosmological parameters and data of each plot are
combination of the different sets: the left panel correspond to results of BAO and Planck with the
curvature as free parameter; the right panel corresponds to BAO, Planck, and ACT, also for free
curvature; and the panel below corresponds to BAO, Planck, and ACT for a flat model. Our results

exclude the ACDM model (95&) = Qu, n = 0, dashed lines) as a best fit when CMB data are included.

the possibility for alternative scenarios. In this sense, reference [16] argues that inclusion of
the curvature as free parameter relaxes the constraint to Y m, < 0.1 eV (95% C.L.) and
making the posterior probability more positive, thus hinting to have solved the problem.
However, their maximum probability is around cero, suggesting that a full resolution would
imply to perform an analysis with effective negative neutrino masses [15]. In our CHDE
model we computed the neutrino mass, using sets D (free curvature) and E (flat model),
obtaining the results in Tables 5 and 6: we obtain > m, = 0.341035 eV (95% C.L.) with
a negative Q; when using Planck+ACT data and 3" m, = 0.037700L) eV (95% C.L.) with
BAO-+Planck+ACT data resulting a positive {2, as in ref. [16]. For a flat cosmology, we obtain
S my, = 0.3975:38 eV (95% C.L.) when using Planck + ACT data and 3" m,, = 0.02170930 eV
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Figure 2. Contours plots of matter density parameter vs the Hubble constant for the CHDE model
(left) and the marginalized 1D posteriors probabilities (P) for different datasets. As a reference, the
black dashed line points to the best fit values for the ACDM model using Planck data.
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Figure 3. Contours plots of matter density parameter vs the Hubble constant for the flat CHDE
model. As a reference, the black dashed line points to the best fit values for the ACDM model using

Planck data.

(95% C.L.) with BAO+Planck-+ACT data. Both results are compatible with the terrestrial
oscillation experiment results within 95% C.L. Furthermore, Figure 5 depicts the marginalized
1D posterior probabilities for nonflat and flat models, clearly shown that the maximum for
both cases lies in the positive values for the CHDE model. As we mentioned, DESI data
determined a lower 2, than Planck data and this fact reduces the convergence of > m,
when these datasets are combined. Figure 6 shows these results for flat and non-flat models,
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Figure 4. Contours plots of the curvature and matter density parameters for the CHDE model.
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Figure 5. Posterior probabilities of the sum of the neutrino masses for nonflat (left panel) and flat
(right panel) models for the CHDE model. Both plots show a maximum probability in the positive
neutrino masses. For reference vertical dashed lines indicate the NH and TH experimental limits from
terrestrial experiments, at 0.059 eV and 0.1 eV, respectively.

in which one can see that the concordance zone, where probabilities coincide, is small, resulting
in a small )" m,.

In appendix C we show the contour plots of a larger set of relevant cosmological param-
eters of the different runs. Figure 7 shows results from set C with a free curvature model and
fixed neutrino mass; Figure 8 shows results from set D with a free curvature model and free
neutrino mass; Figure 8 shows results from sets E for flat model with a free neutrino mass.
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Figure 6. Contours plots of the neutrino mass vs the

matter density parameter. Left panel is for

as a free parameter and right panel for a flat model. The region of concordance in the joint analysis
is quite narrow, driving the inferred neutrino mass towards very small values.

BAO Planck Pantheon DESY5 Union3
Parameter 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits
n —0.157037 —0.312 £ 0.056 —0.2870%9 —0.417022 —0.407018
Qy, 0.10719-56° —0.0041F5-0060 0.14970-32. 0.15119-30 0.148106%%
Oy, h? 0.02222 +0.00050  0.0222670 00011 0.02222 + 0.00050  0.02222 + 0.00050  0.02223 + 0.00050
O 0.30219-933 0.3741007%% 0.318 £ 0.024 0.344 4 0.022 0.352 = 0.032
Hy[km /s/Mpc] 73.7748 66.7 + 3.5 108749 109739 109750
Qi 0.59270-1%, 0.63070:015 0.533 + 0.084 0.505 + 0.082 0.50010 04

Table 2. Parameter inference for the relevant cosmological parameters using independent BAO DESI
DR2, Planck, and SNIa data. Results from set A explained in the main text.

BAO-Pantheon+ BAO-DESY5 BAO-Union3
Parameter 68% limits 68% limits 68% limits
n —0.30 + 0.24 —0.52 + 0.24 —0.44 £0.28
o 0.129790-98° 0.156 + 0.078 0.146 £ 0.081
O, h? 0.02222 £ 0.00050  0.02223 £ 0.00050  0.02223 + 0.00050
Qmm 0.314 4 0.019 0.332 + 0.017 0.326 + 0.021
Ho|km/s/Mpc] 75.0182 743759 744757
Qpm 0.556 10 50 0.511 £ 0.081 0.528 + 0.086

Table 3. Results for the joint analysis of BAO DR2 + SNIla data. Results from set B.
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Parameter 68% limits

68% limits

68% limits

n —0.285 £ 0.061

O 0.002719 5038
Qph2 0.0225019-00018
m . —0.0076

Hylkm/s/Mpc] 70.75f(1)j§1
Qg 0.66787"0 boas

—0.284 £ 0.052
0.0021.1550,
0.02249 £ 0.00016
0.3304 £ 0.0063
0.6674 ¢ 0063

—0.280 + 0.054
0.00235:004
0.02248 + 0.00016
0.3296;%%%%
[T
0.6680Z¢ 9064

Table 4. Results for the joint analysis employing BAO DR2+Planck+SNIa data. Results from set

C.
Planck-ACT BAO-Planck-ACT

Parameter 68% limits 68% limits
n —0.321 £ 0.080 —0.279 £ 0.064
o —0.0176 £ 0.0079 0.0038"0 5054
Q,h? 0.02215 4+ 0.00016  0.02220 + 0.00013
O 0.46215-0%0 0.3344 4 0.0086
Holkm /s/Mpc]| 57.8+ 3.4 67.68 +0.39
Qpm 0.55615-032 0.6618 + 0.0096

S my[eV] (95% C.L.)

.34
0.341530

0.03719579

Table 5. Results for the joint analysis employing Planck-+ACT DR6 and BAO DR2+Planck+ACT
DR6 data for a non-flat model. Neutrino masses are given in eV and reported with 95% C.L., as

standard. Results from set D.

Planck-ACT BAO-Planck-ACT

Parameter 68% limits 68% limits

n —0.322 +0.074 —0.27970:0%
Qp,h? 0.02196 7505021 0.02233 + 0.00012
Om 0.412+5-03¢ 0.332710:650%3
Ho|km/s/Mpc] 61.9i0§;§;54 67.40 10065,8%
Qi 0.58870 06 0.667210 0059

S m, [eV] (95% C.L.) 0.39+0-49 0.02170-53¢

Table 6. Results for the joint analysis employing Planck-+ACT DR6 and BAO DR2+Planck+ACT
DR6 data for a flat model. Neutrino masses are given in ¢V and reported with 95% C.L., as standard.

Results from set E.

4 Conclusions

The striking recent results put forward by the DESI collaboration |1, 4] that suggest an
evolving DE component, instead of a constant, motivate us and many colleagues to test other
possible models for background expansion. Furthermore, notable discrepancies were identified
in the inferred values of the matter density parameter, for which DESI yields a lower value,
while Planck favors a higher one. Also, the neutrino mass determined by DESI seems to
be within the limit of the permitted values from oscillation experiments, and its resulting

posterior lies on the negative mass side.

~10 -



As an alternative to ACDM, we propose a model, a holographic model, dubbed CHDE,
that depends on the conformal time, with an exponent (n), which can be determined by
observations; this represents an extra parameter with respect to the ACDM model. The
model differs from the standard holographic formulation but resembles the vacuum dark
energy model [13]; its equation of state is wpg = —1, but it includes an interaction with dark
energy through the horizon term. We have tested the model using different datasets of BAO
and SNIa distances and CMB spectra, which were also employed by the DESI collaboration
in their recent results. We divided our parameter inference runs into different sets (A-E) to
address different questions. First of all, our model theoretically includes the ACDM model
for the case n = 0. Our results, however, demonstrate that ACDM is not favored as a best
fit when using CMB data alone or in joint analysis with BAO and SNla data. Tables 4-6
show consistent results for flat and nonflat models separately: Using Planck+ACT data alone
results in n ~ —0.32 + 0.1 and using BAO+Planck+SNIa and BAO+Planck+ACT predicts
approximately n ~ —0.28 £ 0.1. A negative n implies, from eq. (2.5), a positive source
of matter production, implying that our CHDE model is in fact a model with dark energy
density that increases with time until the time 7y but eventually decays following the power
law, eq. (2.3).

As it happens in ACDM, the CHDE model tends to have a lower €2, with DESI data
than the one obtained with Planck data, and this fact plays a role in the determination of
the neutrino mass, as shown in Figure 6. This leads to a small neutrino mass, similar to
what occurs in the flat ACDM model. We computed the neutrino mass in both flat and free-
curvature scenarios using different datasets, and in all cases our constraints remain compatible
with results from terrestrial oscillation experiments. Moreover, the posterior distributions
exhibit a maximum at positive values of ) m,, thereby avoiding the issue present in the
ACDM model, where the probability peaks on the negative side.
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Hubble parameter. Instead of the frequency we can consider the wavelength (A = ¢/ f):

in=a(L) =a (%) "

Eq. (A.1) can be written in the following form

02

0 = Mh? A3
where M is related to the graviton wavelength as
272

A is the wavelength of the primordial gravitational waves that propagate at the speed of light
which means that

dat
- =

A=c n (A.5)
being a the scale factor of the universe and 7 the conformal time; see [20] for an alternative
derivation of the above formulae.

Observe that then Mh?2 can be written as Eq. (2.2):

272 A\ &
2 _ )
MhZ = 2 A ( 3 ) = B\" (A.6)
where B = 2m2A\® and n = —a — 2. In the main text, we propose this type of term gives rise

to CHDE, and here we conjecture that this may come from a GW contribution, as argued in
reference [20].

B Cosmological equations for class

class uses the number of e-folds (N = Ina) to evolve the equations, but at any time one can
also make use the cosmic time (¢) or conformal time (). Since our CHDE model is given
in terms of the conformal time, we write first order cosmological equations as (with units

81C¢ = 1):
C%,” = —3pm — 7;3128 (Hom)" ', (B.1)
1
%ﬁf = ﬁl (B.2)
‘;Xr = — (B.3)
"
N ﬁ (B.5)
% = —-D,+ gapmg, (B.6)
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whereb
Y (0) (0) QH?

2_ Py Py 0
H —?+?+pm+ 3 (Hoﬁ)n

and the following definitions apply:

adn = dt, cosmic time

1
cs = ———— plasma sound speed,

3pp
3(1+52)
n
rs = / dn’ c¢s(n'), sound horizon,
0
D = §,,, matter density contrast,
dom

D, =aH——.
p=AOHUN

C Full contour plots of the CHDE model

As a reference, we present contour plots for a larger set of relevant parameters.

~15 —

(B.10)
(B.11)
(B.12)



I BAO-Pantheon+-Planck
—— BAO-Union3-Planck
—— BAO-DESY5-Planck

0.32 0.34 690 71 73 064 068 000 0.0l —04 —02 25 30
Qm Ho Q. Qi n Q

Figure 7. Contours plots of the relevant parameters for the CHDE model using set C with a free
curvature model.
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Figure 8. Contours plots of the relevant parameters for the CHDE model using set D with a free
curvature model and free neutrino mass.
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Figure 9. Contours plots of the relevant parameters for the CHDE model using set E for a flat model
and free neutrino mass.
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