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In this work, we obtain Hubble constant (H0) estimates by using two galaxy cluster gas mass
fraction measurement samples, Type Ia supernovae luminosity distances, and the validity of the
cosmic distance duality relation. Notably, the angular diameter distance (ADD) to each galaxy
cluster in the samples is determined by combining its gas mass fraction measurement with galaxy
clustering observations, more precisely, the Ωb/Ωm ratio. Such a combination results in a H0

estimate that is independent of a specific cosmological framework. In one of the samples, the gas
fraction measurements were calculated in spherical shells at radii near r2500 (44 data points), while
in the other (103 data points) the measurements were calculated within r500. We find H0 = 72.7+6.3

−5.6

km/s/Mpc at 68% CL for the joint analysis of these data sets. We also investigate the impact on the
H0 determination by exploring the precision and number of gas mass fraction data by performing
a data Monte Carlo simulation. Our simulations show that future measurements could achieve a
precision of up to 5% for H0.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In contemporary cosmology, the Hubble constant, de-
noted as H0, holds a pivotal position in our compre-
hension of the universe’s expansion and physical com-
position. Serving as a fundamental parameter, it delin-
eates the rate at which the universe is currently expand-
ing, thus playing a crucial role in theoretical frameworks
aimed at deciphering its age and dynamics. However,
recent years have witnessed a surge in interest and dis-
course concerning the precise value of the Hubble con-
stant. Observations employing various methodologies
have produced subtly divergent outcomes, resulting in
tensions in the determination of H0 [1, 2].

One of the most significant disparities in cosmologi-
cal measurements arises between the Planck-CMB es-
timate [3], based on the standard ΛCDM model, and
the direct local distance ladder measurements by the
SH0ES team [4–6], with a significance exceeding 5σ.
This discrepancy is further underscored by various late-
time measurements, such as those discussed in [7], which
tend to support a higher value for H0 and are at odds
with the Planck-CMB estimate. Furthermore, other late-
time measurements also support high values of H0 [7],
while conversely, the lower value of H0 inferred from
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Planck-CMB data aligns well with constraints derived
from Baryon Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) [8, 9], as well
as with results from other CMB experiments [10–12].
Given the persistence of these discrepancies, which can-
not be entirely attributed to systematic errors [13], there
has been widespread discourse in the literature regarding
whether new physics beyond the standard cosmological
model may resolve the H0 tension [7, 14, 15].

Moreover, it is crucial to measure H0 independently of
both CMB data and the local distance ladder method. In
this line, one may obtain the Hubble constant via galaxy
cluster observations. For instance, in [16, 17] it is consid-
ered galaxy cluster angular diameter distance combined
with other geometrical measurements to obtain H0 with
an accuracy of 5%. Still in this context, precise mea-
surements of fgas from X-ray data offer a pathway to
constrain cosmological models. When combined with ex-
ternal data, they have yielded robust constraints on cos-
mological parameters. Concerning H0, a comprehensive
analysis was conducted in [18], combining galaxy cluster
X-ray gas mass fraction and BAO measurements to de-
rive precise constraints onH0 within both the ΛCDM and
wCDM models. Additionally, [19] presents related work
in this area. Numerous other analyses utilizing galaxy
clusters have been documented in the literature (see, for
instance, [17, 20–27]).

Recently, [28] introduced new constraints on H0 by
utilizing a combination of the Pantheon Type Ia su-
pernova (SNIa) sample, galaxy cluster angular diame-
ter distances, and the cosmic distance duality relation
validity (1 + z)2DA/DL = 1 [29]. Their analysis in-
volved aggregating statistical and systematic errors in

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

13
66

5v
2 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 5
 S

ep
 2

02
4

mailto:javiergonzalezs@academico.ufs.br
mailto:fsm.fisica@gmail.com
mailto:colacolrc@gmail.com
mailto:holandarfl@gmail.com
mailto:costa.nunes@ufrgs.br


2

galaxy cluster measurements in quadrature, resulting in
H0 = 67.22 ± 6.07 km/s/Mpc at the 1σ confidence level
(CL). This methodology closely follows the approach pre-
viously established in Ref. [30], ensuring full indepen-
dence from any specific cosmological model.

Our study aims to constrain the H0 parameter by
leveraging a combination of independent datasets. We
utilize unanchored luminosity distance estimates ob-
tained from the apparent magnitude Pantheon SNIa sam-
ple along with two galaxy cluster angular diameter dis-
tance (ADD) samples. It is important to stress that
the galaxy cluster ADDs are obtained by combining fgas
measurements and galaxy clustering observations. These
ADD estimates require the Ωb/Ωm ratio value, so we in-
corporate two measurements: one from Planck Collabo-
ration [3] and another from galaxy clustering [31]. It is
crucial to note that the combination fgas plus galaxy clus-
tering provides galaxy cluster angular diameter distances
directly, being, therefore, fully independent of any spe-
cific cosmological model. As previously mentioned, our
methodology closely follows that developed in [30], ensur-
ing complete independence from any particular cosmo-
logical model, only the cosmic distance duality relation
validity is required. The subsequent section introduces
the datasets used in our analysis and the methodology.
We then proceed to discuss the statistical construction of
our observables. Our findings regarding the constraints
onH0 are discussed in Section III, followed by concluding
remarks in Section IV.

II. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

As mentioned previously, the method relies on unan-
chored luminosity distances, denoted as [H0DL(z)]

SN,
and angular diameter measurements, [DA(z)]

GC, from
galaxy clusters at the same redshifts. The data consid-
ered in this analysis are:

• Gas mass fraction sample 1 (GMF1): we utilize
a new sample of fgas measurements spanning the
redshift range 0.018 ≤ z ≤ 1.160, compiled in [19].
This dataset comprises 44 massive, hot, and mor-
phologically relaxed galaxy clusters observed by the
Chandra telescope (see Fig. 1). Notably, the selec-
tion of relaxed systems aims to minimize systematic
uncertainties and scatter arising from deviations
in hydrostatic equilibrium and spherical symmetry.
Additionally, the gas mass fraction of these struc-
tures was derived within spherical shells at radii
near r2500 (0.8 − 1.2r2500), rather than integrated
across all radii (< r2500). Here, r2500 denotes the
radius at which the mean enclosed mass density
equals 2500 times the universe’s critical density at
the cluster’s redshift.

• Gas mass fraction sample 2 (GMF2): We analyze
a dataset consisting of 103 observations spanning
a redshift range from 0.0473 ≥ z ≥ 1.235. This

dataset comprises 12 clusters with z < 0.1 from
the X-COP survey [32]; a set of 44 clusters within
the range 0.1 ≥ z ≥ 0.3 [33]; and observations at
high redshifts, consisting of 47 clusters obtained by
[34] in the range 0.4 ≥ z ≥ 1.235 (see Fig. 1).
Here, different from the previous sample, it is im-
portant to comment that the fgas measurements of
this sample were calculated within r500, which rep-
resents the radius of the cluster where the density
of the medium exceeds 500 times the critical energy
density. This dataset was curated by [35].

• Type Ia supernovae: Distance modulus mea-
surements of Type Ia supernovae are derived from
the Pantheon sample [36]. This dataset includes
1048 light curves, with determined apparent magni-
tudes. The observations span a redshift range from
0.01 to 2.3. In all our analyses, we consider the ap-
parent magnitudes of the Pantheon SNe Ia sample
transformed into uncalibrated luminosity distances.

The methodology for constraining the Hubble constant
relies on the validity of the cosmic distance duality rela-
tion (CDDR). This relation is upheld if the photon num-
ber remains conserved along null geodesics in a Rieman-
nian space-time between the observer and the source.
Over recent years, various astronomical datasets have
been scrutinized to test this relation, with no significant
statistical evidence supporting a violation of the CDDR
[37–40]. Consequently, the broad applicability of this re-
lation underscores its fundamental importance in obser-
vational cosmology. Any departure from it could signal
the presence of new physics or systematic errors in ob-
servations [41–43]. Following [30], one can write

H0 =
1

(1 + z)2
[H0DL(z)]

SN

[DA(z)]GC
. (1)

In this context, [H0DL(z)]
SN represents the unan-

chored luminosity distance (see Fig. 3). Notably,
it becomes feasible to derive estimates for H0 by
utilizing measurements of unanchored luminosity dis-
tance [H0DL(z)]

SN alongside angular diameter distance
[DA(z)]

GC at the same redshift z. To achieve that, we
employ Type Ia supernovae to derive [H0DL(z)]

SN and
leverage X-ray gas mass fraction data from galaxy clus-
ters to determine [DA(z)]

GC. Further elaboration on this
methodology will be provided in the following sections.

A. Angular diameter distance from galaxy cluster
gas mass fraction

In our analyses, we focus on the gas mass fraction ob-
served in galaxy clusters, defined as fgas = Mgas/Mtot,
where Mgas represents the mass of intracluster gas and
Mtot denotes the total mass, encompassing both baryonic
gas and dark matter. It is worth noting that baryonic
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matter within galaxy clusters is primarily composed of
the X-ray-emitting intracluster gas [44]. The gas mass
Mgas(< R) observed within a radius R through X-ray
observations can be expressed as [45]:

Mgas(< R) =

(
3πℏmec

2

2(1 +X)e6

)1/2 (
3mec

2

2πkBTe

)1/4

mH

× 1

[gB(Te)]1/2
rc

3/2

[
IM (R/rc, β)

I
1/2
L (R/rc, β)

]
[LX(< R)]1/2 , (2)

where me and mH are the electron and hydrogen masses,
respectively, gB(Te) is the Gaunt factor, X is the hydro-
gen mass fraction, Te is the gas temperature, rc stands for
the core radius, LX(< R) is the total X-ray luminosity,

IM (y, β) ≡
∫ y

0

(1 + x2)−3β/2x2dx ,

and

IL(y, β) ≡
∫ y

0

(1 + x2)−3βx2dx .

This equation is derived by adopting a spherical β-
model for the cluster density profile as [46]:

ne(θ) = n0

(
1 +

θ2

θ2c

)−3β/2

, (3)

where β is a dimensionless parameter that relates the ki-
netic energy of the galaxies within a cluster to the ther-
mal energy of the hot gas that permeates the cluster, θ
represents the radial distance from the center of the clus-
ter, θc is the core radius and n0 is the central electron
density [45].

By assuming that the intracluster gas is in hydrostatic
equilibrium, the total mass within a given radius R can
be obtained via [47]

Mtot(< R) = − kBTeR

GµmH

d lnne(r)

d ln r

∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (4)

The expected constancy of fgas within massive, hot,
and relaxed galaxy clusters is commonly utilized to con-
strain cosmological parameters. In analyses using the
galaxy cluster sample from Ref. [19], cosmological stud-
ies are achieved using the following equation (referenced
in, for example, [19, 48–52]):

fgas(z) = γg(z)K(z)A(z)

[
Ωb

Ωm

](
D∗

A

DA

)3/2

. (5)

In this expression, D∗
A denotes the angular diameter dis-

tance to the galaxy cluster used in the observations to
obtain fgas (a flat-ΛCDM model with Hubble constant
H0 = 70 km s−1 Mpc−1 and the present-day total mat-
ter density parameter Ωm = 0.3), K(z) stands for the

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25
z

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

f g
a
s(
z)

GMF1
GMF2

FIG. 1: Gas mass fraction data, fgas, for the two samples
considered in this work.

mass calibration and A(z) represents the angular correc-
tion factor, which is close to unity for all cosmologies
and redshifts of interest, and it can be neglected without
significant loss of accuracy [48]. This quantity is indepen-
dent of the Hubble constant. The γg(z) factor is the gas
depletion parameter, which indicates the amount of gas
that is thermalized within the cluster potential ([19, 48–
51]). The restriction of selecting hot and relaxed clus-
ters is crucial for reducing uncertainties in predicting the
γg(z) factor from hydrodynamic simulations and mini-
mizing intrinsic scatter, thereby leading to tighter cos-
mological constraints (for further details, see [19]). It is
worth to comment that cosmological analyses with gas
mass fraction measurements are model-independent due
to the ratio in the parenthesis of Eq. (5), which takes into
account the expected variation in the gas mass fraction
measurement when the underlying cosmology is varied.

In analyses using the GMF2, where we followed the
modeling of the fgas given by [53],

fgas(z) = Kγb(z)

(
Ωb

Ωm

)[
D∗

A(z)

DA(z)

]3/2
− f∗, (6)

where f∗ is the stellar fraction. We assume a Gaussian
prior on the stellar fraction, such as f∗ = 0.015 ± 0.005.
The value of γb(z) to GMF2 sample corresponds to
the baryonic depletion factor and not the gas depletion.
Therefore, it is necessary in this case to subtract the mass
present in the stars in Eq.(5). This value is consistent
with estimates from a sample of clusters with masses in
the same range as those of the gas mass fraction dataset
[32]. The GMF1 and GMF2 samples are shown in Fig.
1.

From Eqs.(5) and (6) it is straightforward that

DA(z) =

(
γg(z)K(z)A(z)Ωb

fgas(z)Ωm

)2/3

D∗
A, (7)
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FIG. 2: Galaxy cluster angular diameter estimates from gas
mass fraction measurements (GMF1 and GMF2) by using
Ωb/ΩM obtained via galaxy clustering observations [31].

and

DA(z) =

(
γb(z)K(z)

(fgas(z) + f∗)

Ωb

Ωm

)2/3

D∗
A. (8)

The determination of the angular diameter distance
relies on the Ωb/Ωm ratio. To derive the DA(z)
value for each galaxy cluster, we employ two ap-
proaches. Firstly, we use the most recent determina-
tion of this ratio obtained from galaxy clustering as
presented in [31]. Additionally, we perform our analy-
ses by considering this ratio from the Planck-CMB data
(TT+TE+EE+lowE+lensing) [3]. The combination of
fgas and galaxy clustering provides a direct angular di-
ameter distance for each galaxy cluster.

For the GMF1 sample, we consider the parameteri-

zations γg(z) = γ0(1 + γ1z)
(

M2500

3×1014M⊙

)α

(with α =

0.025 ± 0.033) and K(z) = K0(1 + K1z), with uni-
form priors on γ1 and K1 ranging between −0.05 and
0.05 [19, 51]. Still in agreement with [19, 51], we ap-
ply the following Gaussian priors: γ0 = 0.79 ± 0.07
[54] and K0 = 0.93 ± 0.11 [55]. The γ0 here is from
hydrodynamic simulations and corresponds directly to
gas mass fraction (see Table III from [54]). The K0

value was obtained by using 13 clusters of the sample by
incorporating weak gravitational lensing measurements
from the Weighting the Giants project [56]. On the
other hand, for the GMF2 sample, we use the values
γb(z) = 0.931(1+0.017z+0.003z2) (with standard devia-
tion σ = 0.04) in full agreement with the results from the
FABLE simulations [57] and K = 0.84 ± 0.04 given by
the analysis of a sample of clusters in Ref. [58] from the
Canadian Cluster Comparison Project [59]. By consider-
ing the Eq.(8) from the Ref.[60], we have multiplied this
factor by wβxy+δ∗w, where w = M500/5 · 1014 h−1M⊙,
x = r/R500,c, while β, γ and δ are the free parameters are
(β, γ, δ) = (0.12, 0.23,−0.22). This takes into account a
possible radial and mass dependency of γb(z). Naturally,

the values adopted are different for each GMF sample
due to the x-ray gas mass fraction measurements hav-
ing been obtained by considering different galaxy cluster
radii. The angular diameter estimates from these two
samples are presented in Fig. 2, where we consider the
previously mentioned mean values and errors of the astro-
physical parameters and the Ωb/ΩM obtained via galaxy
clustering observations [31].

B. The unanchored luminosity distance from
Pantheon SN Ia compilation

We require the unanchored luminosity distance
[H0DL(z)], which can be obtained from the apparent
magnitude of SNe Ia through the following relation:

mB = 5 log10[H0DL(z)]− 5aB , (9)

where mB is the apparent peak magnitudes of the Pan-
theon catalog, and we consider the intercept estimate of
the Hubble diagram, aB = 0.71273 ± 0.00176 [61]. Such
aB value is independent of any absolute scale of luminos-
ity or distance, and its combination with the apparent
magnitude provides distance measurements independent
of the selection of the light-curve fitter, fiducial source or
filter. This quantity has a weak dependence on cosmolog-
ical models, with the estimate based on the cosmographic
parameters q0=-0.55 and j0=1 [61].
To obtain a sample of uncalibrated luminosity dis-

tances, we transform the Pantheon apparent magnitude
measurements with the following relation [28]:

[H0DL]
SN(z) = 10(mb+5aB)/5 ≡ 10m

′
b/5. (10)

In order to take into account the complete systematics
and statistical uncertainties of the SN data in our anal-
ysis, we add the error of the intercept of the Hubble di-
agram to the non-diagonal covariance matrix of the ap-
parent magnitude,

Cov(m′
b) = Cov(mb) + (5σaB

)2I, (11)

being I the unity matrix. Thus, we apply the matrix
transformation relation of the m′

B into the unanchored
luminosity distance,

Cov([H0DL]
SN) =

(
∂[H0DL]

SN

∂m′
b

)
Cov(m′

b)

(
∂[H0DL]

SN

∂m′
b

)T

, (12)

where ∂[H0DL]SN

∂m′
b

represents the partial derivative matrix

of the unanchored luminosity distance vector [H0DL]
SN
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concerning the vector m′
b. Because the luminosity dis-

tance of a SN Ia depends only on its own apparent mag-
nitude, this matrix is diagonal.

As it was explained, this method to estimate the Hub-
ble constant requires measurements of [H0DL]

SN and
[DA]

GC at the same redshift. To obtain the unanchored
luminosity distance at the redshift of gas mass fraction
data, we perform a Gaussian Process (GP) regression of
the constructed [H0DL]

SN sample considering the covari-
ance matrix in Eq. (12). The GP method assumes a prior
mean function to describe the behavior of the data and
a covariance function or kernel to quantify the correla-
tion of the observable in different domain points. Due
to its continuity and differentiability, we adopt the usual
square exponential kernel given by:

k(z, z′) = σ2 exp

(
− (z − z′)2

2l2

)
, (13)

where σ and l are the hyperparameters related to the
variation of the estimated function and its smoothing
scale, respectively. We consider the zero function as a
prior mean function to reduce the bias that a cosmolog-
ical model can generate. The final reconstruction is ob-
tained from the conditional probability considering the
prior mean function given the data and depends explic-
itly on the values of these hyperparameters. We consider
the values of σ and l that maximize the marginal likeli-
hood, or equivalently, its logarithm,

lnL = −1

2
([H0DL]

SN)T [K(z, z) +C]−1[H0DL]
SN

−1

2
ln |K(z, z) +C| − n

2
ln 2π, (14)

where z and [H0DL(z)]
SN are the vectors of the indepen-

dent and dependent data variables, respectively, C is the
covariance matrix of the data given by Eq. (12) and n
the number of data points. The mean value of the recon-

structed function , [H0DL]
∗
, given the hyperparameters

obtained by maximising Eq. (14) is

[H0DL]
∗
= K(z∗, z)[K(z, z) +C]−1[H0DL]

SN. (15)

In this case, z∗ is the redshift vector of the [DA]
GC data.

These [H0DL]
∗
estimates are correlated and their co-

variance matrix is given by:

CH0DL
≡ Cov([H0DL]

∗) =

K(z∗, z)[K(z, z) +C]−1K(z, z∗). (16)

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
z

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

[H
0
D
L
(z

)]
S
N

(k
m

/s)

1e6

FIG. 3: The GP reconstruction of [H0DL(z)]
SN from the SN

Ia Pantheon data compilation.

We use the GaPP1 code to estimate the σ, l and the

[H0DL]
∗
values [62]. In Fig. 3, we present the GP re-

construction of the unanchored luminosity distance. In
what follows, we present the H0 constraints.

III. RESULTS

We conduct a joint Bayesian statistical analysis of the
two aforementioned gas mass fraction data samples and
the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method to con-
strain H0 with all data available. We employ the emcee
sampler [63] to generate the chains and use the Get-
Dist Python package [64] for chain processing. In or-
der to avoid a double counting in the statistical anal-
ysis, we exclude the common clusters from the GMF2
sample: Abell2029, Abell1835, Abell2204, J1415.1+3612,
RXCJ2129.6+0005, RXJ1347.5-1145 and SPT-CLJ2043-
5035.
By defining the vector ∆ ≡ H0(1+ z∗)2[DA(z

∗)]GC −
[H0DL(z

∗)]SN, the χ2 function can be written as

χ2 = ∆T (CDA
+CH0DL

)−1∆, (17)

where CDA
is the diagonal matrix of the ADD errors

which elements are

(σDA,i)
2 =

(
2

3

H0(1 + zi)
2[DA(zi)]

GCσfgas,i

fgas,i

)2

. (18)

Finally, we express the joint likelihood function of our
analysis as

1 https://github.com/carlosandrepaes/GaPP
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Parameter Prior Observable

H0(km/s/Mpc) U [20; 120] -

ωb,0/ωm,0 N [0.1564, 0.001596] CMB

ωb,0/ωm,0 N [0.173; 0.027] Galaxy Clustering

TABLE I: Priors used in the statistical analysis. Gaussian
priors are noted with N [mean; standard deviation], while flat
priors are noted as U [min; max].

L(Data|Θ) =
1

(2π)n/2|CDA
+CH0DL

|1/2
exp

(
−1

2
χ2

)
,

(19)
where Θ = {H0, ωb/ωm,Kr2500

0 ,Kr2500
1 , γr2500

0 , γr2500
1 , α,

Kr500
0 , γr500

0 } is the vector of the free parameters used
in the analysis. It is worth to mention that we treat
the gas mass calibration parameter, K, and the deple-
tion factor parameter, γ, independently because each one
corresponds to models with different spherical radii.

It is worth mentioning that in Eq. (19), the normal-
ization term in the likelihood relating to the errors of
the cosmological observables is not negligible due to the
dependence of σDA,i on the set of parameters. Finally,
the posterior distribution to be sampled in the MCMC
analysis is constructed as

P (Θ|Data) ∝ L(Data|Θ)×
∏
i

π(Θi). (20)

where π(Θi) corresponds to the prior probability function
considered for each parameter in Table I.

As our primary focus is on constraining the Hubble
constant, we have marginalized over all cosmological and
astrophysical parameters. Notably, the expressions of
DA in Eqs. (7) and (8) crucially depend on the ratio
Ωb/Ωm = ωb/ωm. To account for that, we incorporate a
Gaussian prior for this ratio derived from galaxy cluster-
ing constraints [31], alongside Gaussian priors for indi-
vidual parameters provided by the Planck Collaboration
[3] (see Table I).

The results of the joint analysis of the GMF1 and
GMF2 are as follows:

• Utilizing the galaxy clustering prior yields H0 =
72.7+6.3

−5.6 km/s/Mpc.

• Utilizing the Planck prior, H0 = 79.1+4.3
−3.6

km/s/Mpc.

The posteriors are illustrated in Fig. 4. These results
underscore the significant influence of a precise determi-
nation of the ratio ωb/ωm on the estimation of H0. It is
important to note that our primary findings stem from
model-independent analyses utilizing galaxy cluster data.
Conversely, the determination of the ωb/ωm ratio from
CMB experiments is contingent upon the ΛCDM model.

The authors of the Ref.[19] considered the six clusters
with z < 0.16 of the GMF1 sample, K0 = 0.93± 0.11, a

60 70 80 90

H0

CMB
GC

FIG. 4: Posterior distributions of H0 (km/s/Mpc) obtained
by employing Ωb and Ωm priors from Planck 2018 [3], and
utilizing the Ωb/Ωm prior from galaxy clustering [31].

Gaussian prior on Ωb/Ωm from the Planck results (con-
sidering the flat ΛCDM model) and marginalized over
a non-flat cosmological model with ω free (dark energy
equation parameter). It was estimated H0 = 72.22± 6.7
km/s/Mpc. As one may see, their estimate is in full
agreement with ours. However, no specific cosmological
framework was considered in our estimates, we marginal-
ized on a possible evolution of the astrophysical parame-
ters or mass dependence (γ(z) K(z) and α) and consid-
ering all galaxy clusters in a joint statistical analysis of
the GMF1 and GMF2 samples.

A. Estimating H0 using simulated data

In order to estimate the impact on the Hubble constant
precision of the increasing number of gas mass fraction
data and the improvements of its precision, we perform a
Monte Carlo simulation of GMF1-like data with different
relative errors and numbers of data points and apply the
statistical method described above using current SN Ia
data and the Ωb/Ωm-GC prior. To simulate the GMF1-
like data, we consider the following features of the real
samples:

• The set of realizations of simulated data has the
same redshift distribution as the real data, which
is shown in Fig. 5.

• We fit the redshift evolution of relative errors of the
real sample taking into account the mean value and
dispersion of this fit.

• As the gas mass fraction in the galaxy cluster is
expected to be constant, in addition to the rela-
tive error, we also consider the dispersion of the
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FIG. 5: Left Panel: Redshift distribution of the GMF1-like simulated data. Right Panel: Precision in H0 as a function of
the number of fgas observations. Each line represents a specific value of the average relative error of the simulated data.

actual data around its mean value across different
redshifts.

Taking into account the characteristics of the real data,
we perform 100 simulations with 40, 80, 160, 320, and
500 fgas data points. Given that the average relative
error in the real data is approximately 12%, we investi-
gate the impact on H0 estimates of improved precision
in fgas data by considering simulated data sets with av-
erage relative errors of 12%, 6%, and 3%, while main-
taining their fitted redshift evolution and astrophysical
and cosmological parameters unaltered. The results of
H0 simmetrized errors [65] performing this analysis are
presented in the right panel of Fig. 5. Assuming that
future measurements maintain the same average relative
error as current samples, we can project that, with an op-
timistic scenario of 500 fgas measurements, an accuracy
of 7.3% in H0 could be achieved. Furthermore, if future
fgas data precision improves by factors of 2 and 4 over
current levels, H0 could be measured with precision of
6.2% and 5.0%, respectively. It is worth mentioning that
in this analysis, the precision of individual H0 estimates
obtained from each fgas data point is limited by the pre-
cision of the astrophysical and cosmological parameters.
However, by combining all H0 information statistically,
the final estimate may achieve higher precisions. A sim-
ilar conclusion is found for precision in terms of GMF2-
like samples. Therefore, for consistency in presentation,
we have retained this analysis for our main sample, the
GMF1-like data samples. Importantly, in an optimistic
observational scenario, we may achieve a competitive H0

accuracy in the near future.

IV. FINAL REMARKS

In this work, we have presented new estimates on the
Hubble constant without reliance on any specific cosmo-
logical model, utilizing observations of galaxy clusters

and SNe Ia. Our approach hinges solely on the valid-
ity of the cosmic distance duality relation.
For galaxy clusters, we utilized two distinct gas mass

fraction measurement samples: one comprising 44 mea-
surements (GMF1) and the other consisting of 103 mea-
surements (GMF2), obtained from literature sources.
Notably, these measurements are derived by considering
different radii for these structures: r2500 and r500, re-
spectively. However, to implement our methodology, we
require the angular diameter distance (ADD) for each
galaxy cluster. This quantity is derived by combining
gas mass fraction measurements with galaxy clustering
observations, specifically the Ωb/Ωm ratio. This combi-
nation directly furnishes the ADD for each galaxy cluster,
enabling Hubble constant estimates independent of any
specific cosmological model.
Our analysis yields the following Hubble constant es-

timate: H0 = 72.7+6.3
−5.6 km/s/Mpc for the compilation

of the samples GMF1 and GMF2 at 68% CL (see Fig.
4). Due to their large uncertainties, these constraints
are consistent with the measurements provided by the
SH0ES team and the Planck satellite, indicating poten-
tial agreement despite the inherent errors in galaxy clus-
ter observations. It is widely recognized that a deeper
understanding of intra-cluster gas and dark matter prop-
erties is essential to enhance the utility of galaxy clusters
as cosmological probes. In general, the mass of a galaxy
cluster obtained using strong gravitational lensing tends
to be greater than the mass derived from the hypoth-
esis of hydrostatic equilibrium. In other words, the hy-
drostatic equilibrium hypothesis adopted in these studies
may be underestimating the gas mass fraction measure-
ments and, consequently, overestimating the Hubble con-
stant estimates. However, the galaxy clusters considered
in analyses are limited to the most dynamically relaxed,
massive clusters known. In turn, this restriction is criti-
cal for reducing systematic from hidrostatical equilibrium
and spherical symmetry.
Finally, the impact on the H0 determination via data
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Monte Carlo simulation was explored. Our simulations
showed that future gas mass fraction measurements could
achieve a precision of up to 5% forH0 (see Fig. 5). There-
fore, as statistical and systematic uncertainties in galaxy
cluster observations diminish, the methodology employed
here, leveraging gas mass fraction measurements, holds
promise for improving constraints on the Hubble constant
in a minimal model-independent manner.
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