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Abstract

Blockchain technology and, more generally, distributed ledger technology (DLT) systems,
face public scrutiny for their energy consumption levels. However, many point out that high
energy consumption is a feature of (small block size and large block time) proof-of-work
(PoW) DLTs, but not of proof-of-stake (PoS) DLTs. With the energy consumption of PoS
systems being an under-researched area, we replicate, expand and update embryonary
work modelling it and comparing different PoS-based DLTs with each other and with other
non-PoS systems. In doing so, we suggest and implement a number of improvements to an
existing PoS energy consumption model. We find that there may be significant differences in
the energy consumption of PoS systems analysed, and confirm that regardless of these
differences, their energy consumption is several orders of magnitude below that of Bitcoin
Core.

Keywords: energy consumption, blockchain, DLT, sustainability, proof-of-stake, technological
innovation.
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Introduction

Distributed ledger technology (DLT) has positioned itself as one of the main technologies
challenging the current technological landscape. DLT, usually in the form of blockchain
technology, is as innovative as it is controversial. As the rate of adoption of DLT and crypto
assets increases (Thomson Reuters, 2022), so does the inquiry into its potential drawbacks
and risks.

One of the issue areas increasingly under the public eye is the environmental impact of DLT,
specifically through GHG emissions that may aggravate climate change. This concern is
echoed by the, The White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, that recently
released a report (OSTP, 2022) seeking to summarise the state of the art in this regard. This
is a part of the broader process triggered by the United States President's Executive Order
14067: “Ensuring Responsible Development of Digital Assets,” which further illustrates this
concern.

The discussion is characterised by arguably three dimensions. First, the debate around
whether proof-of-work (PoW) mining should be considered environmentally harmful or
environmentally friendly due to its energy-intensiveness or its non-rival consumption of
energy, respectively (OSTP, 2022; Ibañez and Freier, 2023). Second, the interest in
proof-of-stake (PoS) as an alternative DLT consensus mechanism requiring significantly less
energy consumption (Platt et al, 2021). Third, the potential of DLT to enable distributed
energy resources and environmental markets (OSTP, 2022; Mollah et al, 2021).

This article focuses on the second dimension, i.e. the characteristics of PoS as an
alternative consensus mechanism. The consensus mechanism in a DLT performs several
tasks, with the prevention of Sybil attacks1 (Platt et al, 2022) being one of the most
important. These attacks occur due to the low cost of creating identities in digital systems
(ibid). DLTs typically solve this issue by attaching the ability to influence the state of the
network to a scarce resource. In PoW, a validator (“miner”) needs to spend energy (“work”)
to find a number (“nonce”) by trying as many hashes at random as possible (“mining”). The
ability to influence the network state is proportional to the work spent in it, not to the number
of identities controlled by the miner, hence solving the Sybil attack. Nevertheless, this is an
energy-intensive process. Although this very feature is by design, it has led to criticism.

PoS, instead, replaces the scarce resource of energy with that of “stake,” thereby eliminating
mining itself as an activity. Because the deliberate energy expenditures of mining are what
originates most of PoW-based DLT's energy consumption, the consumption of PoS-based
DLTs is considered minuscule in comparison. However, the exact extent to which this
reduction goes, as well as the differences in this regard between the various PoS-based
DLTs in the market, remains an under-studied area (Platt et al, 2021).

1 A sybil attack is a scenario in which “a node illegitimately claims multiple identities” (Patel and Mistry,
2017: 184), pretending “to be many nodes simultaneously by using many different addresses while
transmitting” (Piro et al, 2006: 1). In other words, it is the “forging of multiple identities (...) [to] control
a substantial fraction of the system” (Doceur, 2002: 251; see also Trifa and Khemakhemb, 2014).
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Previous work

In 2021, Platt et al (2021) began to fill this gap by analysing the energy consumption of
leading PoS DLTs, namely Algorand, Cardano, Ethereum 2.0, Hedera, Polkadot and Tezos.
The paper furthermore compared their energy consumption to that of Bitcoin Core as well as
VisaNet.

The paper provides a useful contribution to the literature on many grounds. It provides a first
exploration, it sets up a benchmark basic methodology for future studies, it considers how
meaningful energy consumption comparisons should be considered not just in global terms
nor just on a per transaction basis but also controlling by throughput, and it includes several
of the leading PoS-based DLTs.

The authors developed a simple method to quantify the potential energy consumption per
transaction (kWh/tx) of a PoS-based DLT. In short, it consists in taking observations of the
throughput and number of validators at different points in time and using this data to
extrapolate a function where the number of validators (and, indirectly, their energy
consumption) is a function of throughput. They resort to different assumptions for the energy
consumption per validator to arrive at a range of possible energy consumption values for
each throughput value per PoS-based DLT (with the function’s domain being established by
the DLT’s energy consumption at maximum throughput). They supplement this with the
upper and lower thresholds of Bitcoin’s electricity consumption per transaction according to
the Cambridge Bitcoin Electricity Consumption Index (CCAF, 2022); and with VisaNet’s
energy consumption and the average of transactions per day according to its annual ESG
Report.

Because the Platt et al (2021) paper pre-dates the Ethereum Merge, no actual
measurements of Ethereum’s (then called “Ethereum 2.0”) throughput and energy
consumption were used under PoS. The authors instead resort to Ethereum’s pre-Merge
throughput and to ex-ante estimations of the lower and upper bounds of Ethereum
post-Merge energy consumption.

One of the main outputs of the aforementioned paper is reproduced in Figure 1. The figure
shows the comparison of the several PoS-based DLTs in terms of energy consumption per
transaction for different levels of throughput. It suggests that the energy consumption of
different PoS-based DLTs may differ substantially, that the Bitcoin network offers a high
energetic cost in contrast to PoS-based alternatives,2 and that distributed options may
compete with centralised systems such as VisaNet also on energy terms.

2 The paper shows that, for the same amount of transactions, the energy cost can be between 400
and 100,000 times lower.
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Figure 1
Throughput and energy consumption per transaction in Platt et al (2021: 1140). The lower boundary for each
curve indicates the energy consumption under an optimistic validator hardware assumption while the upper

boundary indicates a pessimistic scenario. The two points per DLT indicate the latest observation.

Replication and expansion

This article seeks to replicate, expand and update the work laid out by Platt et al (2021). The
reasons for this are intuitive: replication is a fundamental aspect of the scientific process, two
important blockchains had not been included in Platt et al (2021), Platt et al’s paper was
supported but a very limited number of observations, and there was no real-world data for
post-Merge Ethereum in 2021.

The current article is thus designed as follows:

● The universe of PoS-based DLTs studied includes Algorand, Cardano, Ethereum 2.0,
Hedera, Tezos and Polkadot, but also Avalanche and Solana. An update to this
paper furthermore including BNB Chain, Elrond/MultiversX, Flow, NEAR, Toncoin and
Tron is also under production.

● Real-world observations are taken for post-Merge Ethereum.3

● The original measurements included by Platt et al (2021) are replicated and used, but
also other, newer, empirical observations. As a result, the number of observations per
DLT grows to 7 instead of 2 and covers a longer timeframe.

● With a greater number of observations available, we do not just extrapolate an affine
function from two points but conduct a linear regression to describe the association
between throughput and the number of validators.

● An additional assumption is introduced that with a throughput of zero, the number of
validators is also zero. This is included as an observation at t0 in the aforementioned
regression.

3 Note that we take Ethereum’s “node count” (https://www.ethernodes.org/) and not its “validator
count” (https://ethereum.org/en/staking/), the latter of which does not adequately reflect the network’s
number of validator nodes.
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● The same methodology is employed to estimate Bitcoin’s energy consumption, but
the Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance’s data is updated (CCAF, 2022).

● The same methodology is employed to estimate VisaNet’s energy consumption, but
the latest Visa energy report (VISA, 2021) is used.

● The assumption that throughput and the number of validators are positively
correlated is maintained.

● The lower and upper bounds for the power demand of a validator are improved and
updated where possible by resorting to empirical measurements for each DLT
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15; CCRI, 2022b: 23), except where they contradict official
estimates (Solana Foundation, 2022a, 2022b). Where new data is unavailable, the
bounds are assumed to be the same as in Platt et al (2021). Table III (Appendix)
specifies both bounds for each DLT.

● The maximum throughput figures are reviewed through a bibliography review via
online search engines. Where maximum recorded throughput exceeds our sources
for maximum throughput estimates,4 the former records are preferred. This resulted
in an upward revision of Tezos’ and Algorand’s maximum throughput and a
downward revision of Ethereum’s maximum throughput (before sharding).

Methodology

The first step in our methodology is to observe the number of validators (𝑛val) and throughput
(𝑙) for a given DLT at a given moment in time (see dates in Table VIII, Appendix). A function
extrapolating the relationship between the two variables is built therefrom, specifically with
𝑛val as a function of 𝑙. The 𝑛val variable is then translated to an energy consumption value
using different assumptions on the possible electricity usage per validator. By introducing the
number of transactions as a denominator, the energy consumption “per transaction” is
arrived at.

The energy consumption of a given validator, called , depends on the hardware used. The 𝑝
product between and 𝑛val is the energy cost of the network with that specific configuration 𝑝 
of hardware and number of validators. If we divide this energy consumption by the number of
transactions in the corresponding period, we obtain the consumption per transaction (Platt et
al, 2021).

Energy consumption per transaction is however only comparable at the same level of
throughput, with comparisons that exclude this denominator being misleading. For this
reason, energy consumption is modelled as a function of throughput, whereby the number of
validators depends on the number of transactions. The hypothesis, which Platt et al (202)
find to have some empirical support and hence plausibility, is that as more users join a
network, “of the new users, a share becomes validators and another non-disjoint share
executes transactions, meaning that 𝑛val and 𝑙 are positively correlated” (Platt et al, 2021:
1137).

𝑓𝑐
𝑡𝑥

(𝑙) =
 (𝑁

𝑣𝑎𝑙 
× 𝑝 )

𝑙  

4 E.g. https://metrics.algorand.org/#/protocol/
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𝑁
𝑣𝑎𝑙

 =  𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠

 𝑝 =  𝐸𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟
𝑙 =  𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑 (𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑔ℎ𝑝𝑢𝑡)

Although the precise information of the hardware (and, hence, the energy consumption) of
each validator is not available, we seek to improve upon the optimistic and pessimistic
energy consumption thresholds proposed by Platt et al (2021) as described in section
Replication and expansion.

As a result, we obtain a function describing the 𝑛val of each DLT for a given level of 𝑙. The
number of validators is then translated to a range using the aforementioned thresholds.𝑝
The domain of the function is defined by the energy consumption at the maximum postulated
throughput without layer 2 solutions, which can be seen in Table VII (Appendix).

Platt et al (2021) proposed an affine function relating the number of validators on the DLT
and its throughput. We do the same, and assume it is valid to use a linear regression to
adjust the following model:

𝑁
𝑣𝑎𝑙 

 =  𝑘 ×  λ 𝑙
This gives the next expression:

𝑓𝑐
𝑡𝑥

(𝑙) =   (𝑘 × λ 𝑙) × 𝑝 
𝑙

For Platt (2021) two values were derived for affining k and , resulting in the next table; λ

Platform k λ

Algorand 102.8 103.9

Cardano 1267.8 2959.2

Polkadot 297 0

Tezos 440.7 -24.6

Hedera 7.6 0.3

Table I
Estimates for k and λ for different DLT platforms used in (3) to model the number of validators depending on the

number of transactions per second, Table III Platt et al (2021: 1138).

Our new values for  k and can be observed in Figure 2 (section Results). λ
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Limitations

As a replication study, this article brings forward some of the limitations already outlined by
Platt et al (2021: 1137-1140):

“We therefore only consider validators (...) The overall number of nodes, including
other full nodes that replicate the transaction history without participating in
consensus, is likely higher for all systems analysed.”

“We have used broad consumption ranges to model the energy consumption of
individual validator nodes. While we are confident that the actual energy consumption
is in fact within these ranges, the underlying characteristics of different PoS protocols
that might impact energy consumption, such as the accounting model, have been
ignored.”

“While assuming that the electricity consumption of a validator node is independent
of system throughput is well justified for the permissionless systems analysed [32],
permissioned systems that are designed to support high throughput may not warrant
such an assumption.”

“We have not so far distinguished between transaction types.”5

“While our model suggests that PoS systems can remain energy-efficient while
scaling up to VisaNet throughput levels, there is no hard evidence in support of this
argument, as, to our knowledge, no DLT-based system has experienced a sustained
volume of this magnitude to date on the base level.”

“We ignored the possibility of achieving effectively higher throughput than the
specified maximum through layer 2 (L2) solutions, such as the Lightning Network or
via optimistic rollups and zero-knowledge (zk)-rollups that are receiving increasing
attention”

We may furthermore identify the following limitations:

Univariable model and predictive power

This paper models 𝑛val as a function of a single variable, namely 𝑙. In doing so, it does not
seek to achieve maximal predictive power. We are aware that many factors may influence
𝑛val and do not seek to construct a complex and comprehensive model to predict the
evolution of this variable. Rather, we undertake an exploratory task by attempting to conduct
a first approximation to meaningful energy consumption comparisons, understanding that it
is essential to control for 𝑙 (and that it is plausible to expect throughput to impact the number
of validators).

5 Exploring this further is an area for Future work. For instance, the site Metrika
(https://app.metrika.co/) distinguishes multiple transaction types for Hedera (Crypto Create Account,
HCS, HTS - Fungible Tokens, HTS - NFTs, Smart Contract, File) and Algorand (Stpf, Keyreg, Afrz,
Acfg, Appl, Pay, Axfer).
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A high R2 is thus not expected for all DLTs. A low R2 should be considered both a legitimate
and natural result, but also a limitation on the ability to predict based on this model.

Linearity

This paper assumes both the relationship
1. between  𝑛val and 𝑙; and
2. between  𝑛val and 𝑝

to be linear. This replicates the methodology established in Platt et al (2021). This is
assumed because we find it plausible that:

1. as more users join a network to execute transactions, a share of them becomes
validators (Platt et al, 2021);

2. the main source of a node’s electricity consumption is its idle consumption and
replicated execution, which (unlike the number of edges between nodes, i.e. network
complexity) evolve linearly with 𝑛val.

However, if:
1. the evolution of 𝑛val depending on 𝑙 could be better explained as a polynomial

function; and/or
2. there were significant performance/efficiency degradation with network

scale/complexity within the function domain,6

this could have implications for our findings. In the first case, there would be a need for
proper curve-fitting and interpretation, requiring an in-depth evaluation of the characteristics
of each DLT. In the second case, our model would unfairly benefit DLTs that are relatively
smaller at the time of observation, and should be amended to consider that energy
consumption evolves quadratically with the number of validators. Nevertheless, we assume
that performance stays within reasonable boundaries for the range of 𝑛val values under study
(i.e. 𝑛val values corresponding to 𝑙 values lower within the domain established by Table VII in
the Appendix).

Our findings (see Results) already suggest that, for some local periods in the short run,
some of the DLTs under study do not display a linear relationship between 𝑛val and 𝑙. For the
period studied, for instance, Polkadot maintained a fixed number of 297 validators, meaning
that 𝑙 rose and fell independently of 𝑛val. Hedera also maintained fixed numbers of validators,
which it periodically increased with the addition of new Council members; in some periods, a
fall in 𝑙 meant there were negative relationships between 𝑛val and 𝑙. However, and even if this
may reduce the R2, we believe that the function positively associating 𝑛val and 𝑙 plausibly
holds in the long term,7 as a scenario where throughput falls and yet more and more
validators join the network seems unsistainable in the long run. This would suggest that the
energy consumption of these DLTs might be overestimated in this paper.

7 This statement applies both generally and to the aforementioned DLTs in particular, considering that
the plans to grow Polkadot to 1,000 validators (Polkadot 2022) and for Hedera’s “step function”
(Harmon, 2022).

6 See also Sedlmeir et al (2021).
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Data availability

The methodology used to compute the validator count may differ across the sources used in
this paper (Table IV, Appendix). For instance, Solana Foundation’s (2022c)8 validator count
includes “delinquent” consensus nodes which other sources do not consider as current
nodes.9 To avoid a slippery slope, we take validator count figures at face value. Data
availability also means that different sources are used to compute the ranges for validator
power consumption for Ethereum (CCRI, 2022), Hedera (Platt, 2021), Solana (Gallersdörfer
et al, 2022; Solana Foundation, 2022a, 2022b) and the other DLTs (Gallersdörfer et al,
2022).10 Future work should obtain comparable real-world data for all other DLTs.

Sometimes available data sources differed and we were unable to ascertain the reason
therefor. Specifically, for Polkadot, Polkastats11 throughput data differed from Subscan12

data; we resorted to the former for consistency as Polkastats also provides validator count
data. However, when past values displayed at Polkastats were not retrievable through web
archive search engines, we used Subscan. On that note, it should be highlighted that, unlike
throughput data (for which both current and past data was usually available), historic
validator count data was rarely available, which hampered data collection. We resorted to
web archives where needed to mitigate this issue.

Observation period and observation randomness

Due to manpower limitations, the dates of empirical observations of the number of validator
nodes and throughput are not distributed homogeneously. Nevertheless, observation dates
were randomly chosen in the sense that no specific pattern was involved in their selection
other than data availability and the availability of the research team.

Because of this, and our experience of a marginally decreasing usefulness of each
additional data point introduced, we are confident that the introduction of additional
measurements within the observation period will not substantially change the results of this
paper. Nevertheless, we encourage replication.

However, the observation window is in itself a limitation indeed. It barely exceeds one year,
which we deem as insufficient to ideally derive a function describing the evolution of 𝑛val with
𝑙, especially considering that in the short run many other factors may affect the evolution of
𝑛val and 𝑙 (see Discussion). For this reason, this paper will continue to be updated with
additional observations following the release of the working paper, to improve the density
and quality of the data.

12 https://polkadot.subscan.io/transfer
11 https://polkastats.io/

10 In the upcoming update to this paper, we also take Platt et al (2021) as a source for
Elrond/MultiversX, Flow, NEAR and Toncoin, but we use different sources for Binance Smart Chain
(Opentaps, 2022 and Gallersdörfer et al, 2022).

9 https://solscan.io/validator
8 https://solanabeach.io/
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Additionally, the reader should note that observations for Ethereum cover only a fraction of
the observation period for other DLTs, as Ethereum is only considered in the post-Merge
period.

Data comparability

In the year 2022, one of the networks studied – Solana – suffered several public relations
scandals (Nambiampurath, 2022), one of which impacts the source data used in this article.
Specifically, it became known that Solana’s most widely circulated throughput figures include
a combination of both “vote” and “nonvote” transactions, the majority of which were the
former. While it is technically true that vote transactions are transactions in Solana, many
argued that they should be excluded from Solana’s tps count, as vote transactions are a part
of the consensus mechanism, and not “real” transactions in the meaningful sense that
enables comparison with DLTs (SolanaFM, 2022; Zhu, 2022). To address this issue, we
switched to a different data source that counts only nonvote transactions (https://solana.fm/).
For observations executed before the scandal, we apportioned Solana’s tps in the proportion
of nonvote transactions to total (vote + nonvote) transactions for the observation day
according to https://analytics.solscan.io/ (see Table V in Appendix). For Solana’s maximum
throughput, we divided Solana’s maximum postulated throughput in official sources by the
average ratio of nonvote transactions to total (vote + nonvote) transactions.

Energy consumption “per transaction”

Our methodology does not account for transaction complexity, and relies on an unrealistic
assumption that either one transaction is equal to any other in terms of both value and
energy consumption, or that the distribution of transaction complexity is comparable across
DLTs. Future work should seek to incorporate this nuance in its modelling and observations.

Furthermore, the reader should note that the measurement of energy transaction on a
“per-transaction” basis has in itself been criticised, particularly when used to benchmark
against Bitcoin Core (see Carter, 2021; Saylor, Carter and Feinstein, 2022). The
“per-transaction” basis is used in this paper as it constitutes the standard proxy for energy
intensiveness used to in the field for comparison purposes, and its usage for comparison
purposes has some plausibility, as transactions may be considered a driver of energy
consumption13 in PoS-based DLTs.

However, usage of this metric should not be taken to mean that the number of transactions
processed is a direct and proximate cause of energy consumption, especially for PoW
systems. Bitcoin’s energy consumption is almost entirely a subproduct of mining, which in
turn depends on Bitcoin’s price, that only depends on the number of transactions in a very
indirect manner (Saylor, Carter and Feinstein, 2022).

Most importantly, Bitcoin advocates are concerned that the “per-transaction” metric is
misused to suggest that if Bitcoin already consumes an already significant amount of energy
with low throughput, it will need to consume an even greater amount of energy to replace

13 See above the assumption that throughput drives adoption by user, which drives 𝑛val.
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higher throughput systems like VisaNet. This is not the case because (a) throughput is not
the cause of Bitcoin’s electricity consumption; (b) Bitcoin’s low layer-1 (L1) throughput is
enshrined in its parameters, i.e. it is a protocol limitation by design; (C) therefore, Bitcoin
could scale arbitrarily without increasing its energy usage by changing its parameters or
adopting L2 solutions such as the Lightning Network, meaning it may even scale its “value
settled” arbitrarily without scaling its energy consumption (Saylor, Carter and Feinstein,
2022).

We do not make any of these claims and moreover consider some of them partially
applicable to PoS-based DLTs as well. In this context, the “per-transaction” metric is
introduced as a useful proxy for comparison purposes, which has value within these
limitations.

Trade-offs and fairness

This paper does not consider other variables such as network security, fault-tolerance,
ordering fairness, access fairness, timestamping fairness, decentralisation of state
maintenance,14 decentralisation of digital asset distribution, risk of capture,
censorship-resistance, etc. (Madsen, 2019; Baird, Luykx and Madsen, 2020; Biner, 2022;
Saylor, Carter and Feinstein, 2022). Consequently, the trade-offs between these variables
and energy consumption are outside the scope of this paper; any comparison assuming
otherwise would not consitute a fair assessment.15

In addition, there is a sense of efficiency whereby what matters is the (throughput-controlled)
energy consumption per transaction “per validator:” algorithm efficiency. This paper does not
use this metric because the number of validators is already controlled by modelling many
possible values of 𝑛val, and because energy consumption is a proxy of environmental
impact,16 a variable that its interesting as a whole (total energy consumption) or in terms of
cost-benefit (energy consumption per transaction) but not directly in terms of how many
validator participated in its generation (energy consumption per transaction per validator).
Nevertheless, learning the efficiency of the PoS algorithm itself is of indirect environmental
value and, shall comparable testing conditions be built (see Future work and Gallersdörfer et
al, 2022), their investigation should be encouraged.

Despite these limitations, we are confident that this article accurately replicates, expands,
and updates the methodology proposed by Platt et al (2021) and that this constitutes a
substantial contribution to the state of the art.

16 Insofar GHG emissions are assumed to be the same, which may not be the case (Ibañez and
Freier, 2023).

15 In an extreme scenario, a naïve application of this paper’s methodology could be misused to make
a broken, unfair and unsafe system “look good” because of its very low energy consumption. The
reader should note, however, that although unfairly misused, stating the fact of the broken system’s
low energy consumption would nonetheless be “true” and energy consumption is the only variable
within the scope of this paper.

14 This includes the relationship between decentralisation and membership size, see Vergne (2020).
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Results

The replication and update of the paper provided the results (global and per transaction energy consumption estimations) that can be observed
Table VIII (Appendix). With these measures we re-adjust the k and , resulting in the following: λ

Figure 2
Replication of function estimates for , i.e. update of table III of Platt et al (2021: 1138).𝑓𝑐

𝑡𝑥
(𝑙)
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These new values of k and were used to update the extrapolation chart (Figure 3). λ

Figure 3
Extrapolation of throughput-controlled energy consumption per transaction. For each system’s range, the lower boundary indicates the energy consumption under an optimistic

validator hardware assumption while the upper threshold indicates a pessimistic scenario.
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Discussion

With these findings, we reaffirm the usefulness of the energy consumption estimation
methodology introduced in Platt et al (2021), and suggest improvements. We confirm that
the energy consumption of PoS-based DLT systems is several orders of magnitude lower
than that of Bitcoin Core, and the potential combinations of throughput and energy
consumption for PoS-based DLTs are on par, if not superior, to VisaNet in terms of energy
efficiency.

consumption. Ethereum’s latest global energy consumption is estimated to range 963 kW to
33 kW, whereas its energy consumption per transaction is estimated between 0.02095 kWh
and 0.0007188724 kWh, which compares to the range expected by Platt et al (2021: 1139):
445.3 to 14.6 and 0.00803 to 0.00026, respectively. This means that the global energy
consumption for Ethereum has fallen as expected but the energy consumption per
transaction has decreased further than anticipated.We observe that “The Merge” led to a
significant decrease in Ethereum’s energy

We observe that not all PoS-based DLTs are born equal, and that this statement holds in
various different dimensions:

● In terms of their absolute energy consumption.
● In terms of their energy consumption per transaction.
● In terms of their energy consumption per transaction for a given level of throughput.
● In terms of the shape of the function describing the evolution of their energy

consumption per transaction with throughput.

The progressive addition of additional data points also allowed us to observe that the after
the fifth data point. This is not to be interpreted as disregarding the need for more data:
strongly to the contrary, more data would be highly beneficial to this model and its
improvement. However, it suggests that additional data should be incorporated over a longer
period of time. In contrast, the addition of further data points in the time period already
studied is not expected to materially affect the findings.marginal improvements in the
resulting energy consumption functions were not substantial

We also observe that the R2 of the functions describing the correlation of throughput with the
number of validators varies significantly across DLTs. This implies that variation in the
energy consumption of the DLTs under study may be caused by many other factors other
than network throughput, and that this paper only uncovers a part of this variables behavior.
We hold thus that this paper produces a comparison of throughput-controlled energy
consumption that is valid and useful, but also seriously limited as a predictor and should not
be treated as such.

Specific observations about particular DLT networks may be formulated. We note that
Solana’s energy consumption per transaction (relative to its peers) is substantial at low
throughput; however, it is estimated to be significantly more efficient, in relative terms, at
high levels of throughput.

We may also note that the curve describing Polkadot’s energy consumption per transaction
is slightly flatter than than its peers’ and than itself in Platt et al (2021). This may be
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attributed at the current 297 validator cap that was in place during the entire observation
period for both this paper and Platt et al’s. In the latter, global energy consumption was
estimated to be constant, with the energy consumption per transaction decreasing with
throughput increases, as a result. In our paper, the assumption of zero throughput with zero
validators changes this, producing a different function to describe Polkadot’s behavior.
However, as long as the validator cap is on place, the values this function may be safely
assumed to change substantially with the number of observations in the same period,
because the intercept will have a greater “weight” in the computation of the function with a
smaller number of observations. For reasons explained at the beginning of this paper, we
believe our assumption to result in a more plausible function than Platt et al’s. Nevertheless,
the utility of the function remains very limited and only effectuating observations in the long
run17 may improve it.

Both in this study and in Platt et al (2021), Cardano is consistently shown to be one of the
DLTs with the highest energy consumption in relative terms (despite being negligible in all
cases). Although further research would be required to confirm this, this may be due the high
number of validators and comparatively low throughput that it displayed throughout the entire
observation period. This could be hypothesised to be related to Cardano’s usage of the
UTXO model (Platt et al, 2021) at a low block size.

We have noted a series of Limitations to our methodology and encourage the reader to
familiarise with them, as well as Future work to be focused in addressing them.

To continue improving the work presented in this article, data collection will continue after the
release of this working paper. Furthermore, the source data and methodology is made
available for free at the Online Appendix, to encourage feedback, replication and expansion
of the work presented in this article.

Finally, we note that it is of interest to the blockchain ecosystem to obtain simple figures
comparing the energy consumption per transaction and the throughput and validator value
for the various DLTs. If we take the latest observation (“contemporary” observation in Platt et
al, 2021) and average out lower and upper bounds for energy consumption, we obtain the
following:

DLT Global energy consumption (kW) Energy consumption / tx (kWh) TPS Validators

Algorand 106.82 0.003411 8.70 1,227

Avalanche 101.62 0.002395 11.79 1,209

Bitcoin 92,325,000,000.00 2,927 2.56 10,000+

BNB Chain 7.02 0.000059 33.4 56

Cardano 142.63 0.041270 0.96 1,209

Elrond/
MultiversX 277.76 0.102875 0.75 3,200

Ethereum 450.15 0.009956 12.56 5,294

17 In this context, we define the long run as a time period long enough such that it exceeds the period
in which the 297 validator cap is in place.
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Flow 37.15 0.003318 3.11 428

Hedera 6.45 0.000003 568.45 26

Near 13.71 0.000602 6.33 158

Polkadot 16.66 0.035593 0.13 297

Solana 917.29 0.000517 493 2,512

Tezos 29.81 0.009203 0.90 407

Toncoin 21.18 0.001948 3.02 244

Tron 391.92 0.001202 33.40 56

Table II
Estimations for global and per-transaction energy consumption (average between upper and lower bound) and

values for throughput and number of validators, in the latest observation.
Despite they are not considered for Figures 2 and 3 because data collection for these chains only started

recently, we include the latest observation for BNB Chain, Elrond/MultiversX, Flow, NEAR, Toncoin and Tron, in
anticipation of the next update to this paper.

However, we encourage the reader to use Figure 3 instead, as energy consumption per
transaction may be a misleading metric when the throughput that underlies the observation
differs significantly.

Future work

As established also in Platt et al (2021), future work should consider factors such as
transaction complexity, the energy consumption of non-validating nodes (e.g. auxiliary
nodes), comparable empirical measurements for the actual hardware configurations in each
DLT, and the effects of moving from a permissioned to a permissionless DLT setting. Future
research should also expand even further the universe of PoS-based DLTs studied. In the
upcoming update to this paper, once an additional period of data collection ends,
Elrond/MultiversX, Flow, Near, Toncoin and Tron will be included, hence capturing the top 50
PoS-based DLTs by market cap at the time of release of this working paper.

We furthermore encourage researchers to undertake the complex task of building a more
comprehensive model of 𝑛val, depending not just on 𝑙, to achieve proper predictive capacity of
not just 𝑛val itself but also energy consumption. There is also much potential for additional
work that does consider L2 solutions, as this paper assumes exclusively L1 technology.

Future work may also construct meaningful comparisons of (throughput-controlled) energy
consumption per transaction “per validator,” to better comprehend the nuances across
different PoS algorithms, inefficiencies in implementation, etc. This should not be achieved
by merely dividing energy consumption by the number of validators, however, but with
physical measurements, by building test networks to impose comparable throughput levels,
networking requirements and hardware requirements (see Gallersdörfer et al, 2021)..

As anticipated earlier, there is also potential for future work whereby the goal is more
ambitious, namely of prediction of energy consumption under different values for throughput.
This would require curve-fitting, which is beyond the scope of our paper.
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Finally, and as anticipated in the Limitations section, future research may explore nonlinear
relationships between variables, efficiency degradation with scale, trade-offs of energy
efficiency with other variables (such as decentralisation, security, fault-tolerance, fairness),
and nuances with validator count figures across diferent sources, as well as both extend the
observation period and introduce additional (random) observations within it.

Conclusion

With this article, we show that the model proposed by Platt et al (2021) for measuring the
energy consumption of a PoS-based DLT is replicatable. We suggest improvements and
furthermore expand the model with additional DLTs, data and assumptions. Overall, we
confirm the core finding of Platt et al (2021) that, regardless of the nuances and differences
across PoS-based DLTs, all of the PoS-based DLTs analysed have an energy consumption
that is negligible compared to that of major PoW blockchains. To the extent that energy
consumption may be considered problematic, this is not an issue in any PoS design.

We invite the scientific community to further expand this work, and encourage DLT
foundations to share with us further data to iterate this model.
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Appendix

DLT Lower
bound (W) Source Upper

bound (W) Source

Algorand 5.53 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 168.59 Measurement in lab setting

(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15)

Avalanche 23.44 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 144.67 Measurement in lab setting

(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15)

BNB
Chain 29.25

Minimum possible value in
Gallersörfer et al (2022: 15) for the

hardware options estimated by
Opentaps (2022)

221.33
Maximum possible value in Gallersörfer

et al (2022: 15) for the hardware
options estimated by Opentaps (2022)

Cardano 3.90 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 84.47 Measurement in lab setting

(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15)

Elrond/
MultiversX 5.50

Estimate of typical power
consumption for a small

singleboard computer Raspberry
Pi 4 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)

168.10

Estimate of typical power consumption
for a general-purpose rackmount server

Dell PowerEdge R730 (Platt et al,
2021: 1138)

Ethereum 20.00 Measurement in lab setting
(CCRI, 2022b: 23) 150.06 Measurement in lab setting

(CCRI, 2022b: 23)

Flow 5.50

Estimate of typical power
consumption for a small

singleboard computer Raspberry
Pi 4 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)

168.10

Estimate of typical power consumption
for a general-purpose rackmount server

Dell PowerEdge R730 (Platt et al,
2021: 1138)

Hedera 168.10

Estimate of typical power
consumption for a general-purpose
rackmount server Dell PowerEdge

R730 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)18

328.00

Power consumption under 80% load for
a high-performance server Hewlett
Packard Enterprise ProLiant ML350

Gen10 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)

NEAR 5.50

Estimate of typical power
consumption for a small

singleboard computer Raspberry
Pi 4 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)

168.10

Estimate of typical power consumption
for a general-purpose rackmount server

Dell PowerEdge R730 (Platt et al,
2021: 1138)

Polkadot 4.31 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 107.86 Measurement in lab setting

(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15)

Solana 221.33 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 509.00 Official average power consumption

estimation (Solana Foundation, 2022a)

Tezos 4.86 Measurement in lab setting
(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15) 141.65 Measurement in lab setting

(Gallersdörfer et al, 2022: 15)

Toncoin 5.50

Estimate of typical power
consumption for a small

singleboard computer Raspberry
Pi 4 (Platt et al, 2021: 1138)

168.10

Estimate of typical power consumption
for a general-purpose rackmount server

Dell PowerEdge R730 (Platt et al,
2021: 1138)

Tron 16.80 Measurement in lab setting
(CCRI, 2022a: 13) 123.50 Measurement in lab setting

(CCRI, 2022a: 13)

Table III
Conceivable upper and lower bounds for the power consumption of the average validator of each PoS-based

DLT under study.

18 See https://docs.hedera.com/guides/mainnet/mainnet-nodes/node-requirements/reference-configuration
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Platform Validators Throughput Variable taken for
throughput calculation

Algorand https://algoexplorer.io/ https://metrics.algorand.org/
Transactions per

second (last 24 hours)

Avalanche https://subnets.avax.network/ Transactions per day

BNB Chain
https://bscscan.com/validators https://bsctrace.com/ Transactions per

second (last 5
minutes)

Cardano https://cardanoscan.io/ Transactions per day

Elrond/
MultiversX

https://multiversx.com/ https://explorer.elrond.com/ Transactions per day

Ethereum https://www.ethernodes.or
g/history

https://etherscan.io/chart/tx Transactions per day

Flow https://flowscan.org/stakin
g/overview

https://flowscan.org/metrics/blocks Transactions per day

Hedera https://status.hedera.com/ https://hedera.com/dashboard Transactions per day

NEAR https://explorer.near.org/ Transactions per day

Polkadot https://polkastats.io/es https://polkadot.subscan.io/extrinsic;
https://polkastats.io/es

Transactions per day

Solana
Solana Foundation
(2022c),19

https://solscan.io/validator

https://analytics.solscan.io/,
https://solana.fm/

Transactions per hour;
Transactions per

second

Tezos https://tzstats.com/bakers https://tzstats.com/ Transaction per day

Toncoin
https://ton.org/ https://tonapi.io/ Transactions over 60

seconds (empirical
observation)

Tron https://tronscan.org/#/bloc
kchain/nodes

https://tronscan.org/#/blockchain/tran
sactions

Transactions per day

Platform Energy consumption Throughput Variable definition

Bitcoin https://ccaf.io/cbeci/index https://www.blockchain.com/explorer
Tps (last day) - Annual
energy consumption in

GJ

Visa

https://usa.visa.com/conte
nt/dam/VCOM/regional/na/
us/about-visa/documents/2
021-environmental-social-
and-report.pdf

https://usa.visa.com/run-your-busines
s/small-business-tools/retail.html

Tps (not specified) -
Annual energy

consumption in TWh

Table IV
Sources for the data used. Where unavailable, past snapshots from Wayback Machine were used.

19 We contacted the Solana Beach team for the source data used at Solana Foundation (2022c). As we did not
obtain a response, we resorted to screen scraping techniques to obtain Solana’s historical validator count.
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Platform Time
Period

Annual Energy
Energy

per
second Tx/s

Energy
per tx

Source measure kWh kWh kWh/tx

Visa 2021 646000 GJ 179,439,420.0
0 5.69 1736 0.00328

Bitcoin
lower 2022 50.41 TW/h 50,410,000,00

0.00 1598.49 2.56 624.0

Bitcoin
upper 2022 134.24 TW/h 134,240,000,0

00.00 4256.72 2.56 1662.8

Table V
Estimation of energy consumption of Visa and Bitcoin (lower and upper bounds)

Tx/s
observation Date Nonvote tx per day Total tx per day Average tx/s Nonvote vs

total tx ratio Nonvote tx/s

1734 14/9/21 31,436,549 166,730,469 1,930 0.189 327

2227 30/3/22 26,040,310 179,416,101 2,077 0.145 323

2020 2/5/22 18,166,816 174,322,626 2,018 0.104 211

3363. 28/7/22 36,691,080 157,490,743 1,823 0.233 784

3338 9/26/22 35,338,176 185,904,800 2,152 0.190 635

3183 11/10/22 17,855,155 170,894,804 1,978 0.104 333

4123 11/12/22 172,633,381 309,222,640 3,579 0.056 230

Table VI
Calculation of past Solana nonvote throughput based on https://analytics.solscan.io/ and https://solana.fm/.

DLT Source Metric Value

Algorand https://metrics.algorand.org/#/protocol/
“Peak TPS:” Maximum number of transactions
that occurred between two blocks over the past
60 days, divided by the block confirmation time.

6,192

Avalanche
https://support.avax.network/en/article
s/5325146-what-is-transactional-throu

ghput
Transactions per second 4,500

BNB Chain https://bscscan.com/chart/tx Maximum recorded transactions per second 188
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Cardano https://vacuumlabs.com/what-we-love-
about-cardano-a-technical-analysis/ Transactions per second 257

Elrond/Multiv
ersX

https://docs.elrond.com/welcome/welc
ome-to-elrond/ Transactions per second 15,000

Ethereum https://ethtps.info/ Maximum recorded transactions per second 115

Flow https://developers.flow.com/flow/faq/o
perators Transactions per second 100

Hedera https://hedera.com/hbar Transactions per second 10,000

NEAR https://near.org/papers/the-official-nea
r-white-paper/ Transactions per second 2,000

Polkadot
https://twitter.com/gavofyork/status/12

55859146127179782 Transactions per second 1,000

Solana https://twitter.com/solana/status/13345
65204449841153

Transactions per second * nonvote tx to total
transaction ratio20 7,295

Tezos
https://forum.tezosagora.org/t/tezos-st

orage-irmin-march-2022/4497 Transactions per second 1,048

Toncoin https://coinmarketcap.com/currencies/
toncoin/ Maximum recorded transactions per second 65,000

Tron https://tron.network/static/doc/white_p
aper_v_2_0.pdf Transactions per second 2,000

Table VII
Maximum throughput per DLT under study.

20 Although there are claims of 710,000 tps (https://solana.com/solana-whitepaper.pdf), 400,000 tps
(https://solana.blog/seriously-how-fast-can-solana-blockchain-get/), 100,000 tps
(https://twitter.com/solana/status/1156206130986536961) and 65,000 tps
(https://twitter.com/solana/status/1242627295510056961), we follow the claim of 50,000 tps, which appears to be
most frequently (and recently) displayed in Solana’s official social media.
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DLT period date validators TPS Global
energy
consumption
lower bound

Global
energy
consumption
upper bound

Average of
global energy
consumption
bounds

Energy
consumption
per
transaction
lower bound

Energy
consumption
per
transaction
upper bound

Average of
energy
consumption
per
transaction
bounds

Algorand t0 - 0.00 0.00 - 0.000000 0.000000

Algorand t1 16/7/2021 1298.00 12.50 7.18 218.83 113.00 0.0002 0.004863 0.002512

Algorand t2 12/8/2021 1126.00 9.84 6.23 189.83 98.03 0.0002 0.005359 0.002768

Algorand t3 30/3/2022 1695.00 17.42 9.37 285.76 147.57 0.0001 0.004557 0.002353

Algorand t4 22/12/2022 1613.00 11.07 8.92 271.94 140.43 0.0002 0.006824 0.003524

Algorand t5 13/1/2023 1227.00 8.70 6.79 206.86 106.82 0.0002 0.006605 0.003411

Avalanche t0 - 0.00 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000

Avalanche t1 19/5/2021 888.00 6.21 20.81 128.47 74.64 0.0009 0.005746 0.003339

Avalanche t2 30/3/2022 1389.00 10.18 32.56 200.95 116.75 0.0009 0.005483 0.003186

Avalanche t3 2/5/2022 1564.00 9.04 36.66 226.26 131.46 0.0011 0.006953 0.004040

Avalanche t4 8/12/2022 1197.00 23.44 28.06 173.17 100.61 0.0003 0.002052 0.001193

Avalanche t5 13/1/2023 1209.00 11.79 28.34 174.91 101.62 0.0007 0.004121 0.002395

BNB Chain t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

BNB Chain t1 24/12/2022 52.0 26.00 1.52 11.51 6.52 0.0000 0.000123 0.000070

BNB Chain t2 24/12/2022 53.0 27.70 1.55 11.73 6.64 0.0000 0.000118 0.000067

BNB Chain t3 3/1/2023 56.0 34.20 1.64 12.39 7.02 0.0000 0.000101 0.000057

BNB Chain t4 11/1/2023 56.0 33.40 1.64 12.39 7.02 0.0000 0.000103 0.000059

Cardano t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000
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Cardano t1 11/8/2021 2958.0 0.36 11.54 249.86 130.70 0.0089 0.192795 0.100848

Cardano t2 30/3/2022 3218.0 1.40 12.55 271.82 142.19 0.0025 0.053933 0.028212

Cardano t3 2/5/2022 3205.0 1.30 12.50 270.73 141.61 0.0027 0.057848 0.030260

Cardano t4 7/12/2022 3232.0 0.88 12.60 273.01 142.81 0.0040 0.086176 0.045078

Cardano t5 13/1/2023 3228.0 0.96 12.59 272.67 142.63 0.0036 0.078897 0.041270

Elrond/MultiversX t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Elrond/MultiversX t1 14/11/2022 3200.0 0.98 17.60 537.92 277.76 0.0050 0.152472 0.078731

Elrond/MultiversX t2 21/12/2022 3200.0 0.96 17.60 537.92 277.76 0.0051 0.155648 0.080371

Elrond/MultiversX t3 3/1/2023 3200.0 0.88 17.60 537.92 277.76 0.0056 0.169798 0.087677

Elrond/MultiversX t4 11/1/2023 3200.0 0.75 17.60 537.92 277.76 0.0065 0.199230 0.102875

Ethereum t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Ethereum t1 4/10/2022 8307.0 13.72 166.14 1246.55 706.34 0.0034 0.025238 0.014301

Ethereum t2 23/10/2022 7998.0 11.69 159.96 1200.18 680.07 0.0038 0.028519 0.016160

Ethereum t3 16/11/2022 7845.0 12.54 156.90 1177.22 667.06 0.0035 0.026077 0.014777

Ethereum t4 10/12/2022 6800.0 12.77 136.00 1020.41 578.20 0.0030 0.022196 0.012577

Ethereum t5 13/1/2023 5294.0 12.56 105.88 794.42 450.15 0.0023 0.017569 0.009956

Flow t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Flow t2 21/12/2022 429.0 3.45 2.36 72.11 37.24 0.0002 0.005806 0.002998

Flow t3 3/1/2023 428.0 3.11 2.35 71.95 37.15 0.0002 0.006426 0.003318

Flow t4 11/1/2023 428.0 3.11 2.35 71.95 37.15 0.0002 0.006426 0.003318

Hedera t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Hedera t1 13/8/2021 20.0 44.60 3.36 6.56 4.96 0.0000 0.000041 0.000031
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Hedera t2 3/5/2022 25.0 38.00 4.20 8.20 6.20 0.0000 0.000060 0.000046

Hedera t3 30/3/2022 25.0 29.70 4.20 8.20 6.20 0.0000 0.000077 0.000058

Hedera t4 2/5/2022 25.0 19.90 4.20 8.20 6.20 0.0001 0.000114 0.000087

Hedera t5 8/12/2022 23.0 7.48 3.87 7.54 5.71 0.0001 0.000280 0.000212

Hedera t6 13/1/2023 26.0 568.45 4.37 8.53 6.45 0.0000 0.000004 0.000003

Near t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Near t1 14/11/2022 127.0 5.86 0.70 21.35 11.02 0.0000 0.001012 0.000523

Near t2 21/12/2022 130.0 3.76 0.72 21.85 11.28 0.0001 0.001614 0.000834

Near t3 3/1/2023 153.0 3.51 0.84 25.72 13.28 0.0001 0.002035 0.001051

Near t4 11/1/2023 158.0 6.33 0.87 26.56 13.71 0.0000 0.001166 0.000602

Polkadot t0 - 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Polkadot t1 5/7/2021 297.0 0.12 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0030 0.074154 0.038559

Polkadot t2 30/3/2022 297.0 0.09 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0040 0.098872 0.051412

Polkadot t3 2/5/2022 297.0 0.07 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0051 0.127121 0.066101

Polkadot t4 8/12/2022 297.0 0.08 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0044 0.111231 0.057838

Polkadot t5 21/12/2022 297.0 0.06 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0059 0.148307 0.077117

Polkadot t6 13/1/2023 297.0 0.13 1.28 32.03 16.66 0.0027 0.068450 0.035593

Solana t0 - 0.0 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Solana t1 14/9/2021 1294.0 326.94 286.40 658.65 472.52 0.0002 0.000560 0.000402

Solana t2 30/3/2022 1641.0 323.23 363.20 835.27 599.24 0.0003 0.000718 0.000515

Solana t3 2/5/2022 1732.0 210.51 383.34 881.59 632.47 0.0005 0.001163 0.000835

Solana t4 28/7/2022 3450.0 783.65 763.59 1756.05 1259.82 0.0003 0.000622 0.000447
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Solana t5 11/12/2022 1906.0 230.18 421.85 970.15 696.00 0.0005 0.001171 0.000840

Solana t6 13/1/2023 2512.0 493.00 555.98 1278.61 917.29 0.0003 0.000720 0.000517

Tezos t0 - 0.00 0.00 - 0.0000 0.000000 0.000000

Tezos t1 5/2/2021 430.00 0.40 2.09 60.91 31.50 0.0015 0.042298 0.021875

Tezos t2 12/8/2021 399.00 1.70 1.94 56.52 29.23 0.0003 0.009235 0.004776

Tezos t3 30/3/2022 384.00 2.60 1.87 54.39 28.13 0.0002 0.005811 0.003005

Tezos t4 2/5/2022 421.00 1.61 2.05 59.63 30.84 0.0004 0.010289 0.005321

Tezos t5 8/12/2022 406.00 1.76 1.97 57.51 29.74 0.0003 0.009077 0.004694

Tezos t6 13/1/2023 407.00 0.90 1.98 57.65 29.81 0.0006 0.017794 0.009203

Toncoin t0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Toncoin t2 44916 236 3.03 1.298 39.6716 0.649 20.4848 0.003637 0.001878

Toncoin t3 44929 227 2.17 1.2485 38.1587 0.62425 19.7036 0.004885 0.0025225

Toncoin t4 44937 244 3.02 1.342 41.0164 0.671 21.1792 0.003773 0.001948

Tron t0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tron t2 44916 5420 86.1 91.056 669.37 45.528 380.213 0.00216 0.001227

Tron t3 44929 5469 81.03 91.8792 675.4215 45.9396 383.65035 0.002315 0.001315

Tron t4 44937 5587 90.52 93.8616 689.9945 46.9308 391.92805 0.002117 0.0012025

Table VIII
Set of observations and estimations derived therefrom on which this paper is based.

Online Appendix

Reader may verify and expand the model and observations by consulting the online appendix on Github.
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