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Abstract—There is an urgent need to control global warming
caused by humans to achieve a sustainable future. CO2 levels
are rising steadily and while countries worldwide are actively
moving toward the sustainability goals proposed during the Paris
Agreement in 2015, we are still a long way to go from achieving
a sustainable mode of global operation. The increased popularity
of cryptocurrencies since the introduction of Bitcoin in 2009
has been accompanied by an increasing trend in greenhouse gas
emissions and high electrical energy consumption. Popular energy
tracking studies (e.g., Digiconomist and the Cambridge Bitcoin
Energy Consumption Index (CBECI)) have estimated energy
consumption ranges of 29.96 TWh to 135.12 TWh and 26.41 TWh
to 176.98 TWh respectively for Bitcoin as of July 2021, which are
equivalent to the energy consumption of countries such as Sweden
and Thailand. The latest estimate by Digiconomist on carbon
footprints shows a 64.18 MtCO2 emission by Bitcoin as of July
2021, close to the emissions by Greece and Oman. This review
compiles estimates made by various studies from 2018 to 2021.
We compare with the energy consumption and carbon footprints
of these cryptocurrencies with countries around the world, and
centralized transaction methods such as Visa. We identify the
problems associated with cryptocurrencies, and propose solutions
that can help reduce their energy usage and carbon footprints.
Finally, we present case studies on cryptocurrency networks
namely, Ethereum 2.0 and Pi Network, with a discussion on how
they solve some of the challenges we have identified.

Index Terms—Blockchain, Carbon footprint, Climate change,
Cryptocurrency, Sustainability

I. INTRODUCTION

The past century has witnessed a steady rise in atmospheric
Green House Gas (GHG) levels with nearly 584 Gt CO2

from fossil fuels, land use change and industrial activity
contributing to 0.9◦C of global temperature increase since
1960 [1]. CO2 levels have increased from 250ppm in 1960
to 400ppm in 2020 and current average trends show a rise in
natural disasters caused by high temperatures and droughts [2].
Day and night temperatures have increased worldwide, and the
average global temperatures are expected to go up by 3-5◦C
by 2100 according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) [3]. Evidence suggests a change in the lengths
of seasons across the globe due to global warming. Summers
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in the mid-high latitudes have lengthened while the winters
have shortened, as well as shorter spring and autumn periods
[4]. It has been predicted that even if the GHG levels do not
increase beyond current levels, summers will last for nearly
half a year while winters will be less than two months long
by 2100.

In 2015, leaders from 197 countries settled upon the Paris
Agreement with the aim to keep global warming caused by
human beings under 2◦C [5]. This is already a difficult task
given the increase in population, energy consumption and
the lack of environment friendly policies by governments
worldwide. USA, China, Japan, Germany, and India which
have been the main ecological footprint hotspots since 2019,
also correspond to the top GHG emission nations across the
world [6]. Since 2009, various cryptocurrencies have emerged
starting with Bitcoin which was the first well-known applica-
tion of Satoshi Nakamoto’s blockchain technology introduced
in 2008 [7]. It soon became the biggest cryptocurrency in the
world with a market capitalization of USD $ 614.9 billion
as of July 2021 among the 5,655 known cryptocurrencies
[8]: Ethereum, Tether, Binance, Cardano, and Dogecoin to
name a few; and together they account for to a total market
capitalization of USD $1.39 trillion. Millions of transactions
are made every single day to exchange these currencies and
their stock markets and operations run 24/7 [9]. The electrical
energy consumption of cryptocurrencies is over-proportionate
compared to their technical performance [10] and despite
their promising applications, cryptocurrencies have also been
contributors responsible for global warming due to their high
carbon footprint [11]. It has been predicted that Bitcoin alone
can raise the global temperatures by 2◦C within the next three
decades [1].

Due to the distributed nature of cryptocurrency networks,
obtaining close estimates of electrical energy consumption
and carbon footprints is a difficult task. The main source of
uncertainty is the mining equipment used [12] and the source
of energy [13]. The minimum and maximum power demand
estimates for the Bitcoin network according to various studies
conducted between 2014 and 2018 have been compiled in [14].
Estimates in the range of 2.5 GW to 7.67 GW [15], 1.3 GW
to 14.8 GW and 15.47 TWh to 50.24 TWh [16], and 22 TWh
to 105 TWh [17] were made for Bitcoin in 2018. The power
consumption was later estimated to be 4.3 GW in March 2020,
nearly a 68% share of the top 20 cryptocurrencies drawing
a total of 6.5 GW [18]. This was done without considering
auxiliary losses caused by the cooling and mining equipment,
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Fig. 1: The flow of this review.

and with that premise, the true power draw is expected to be
higher. With the consideration that only 20 cryptocurrencies
were used in this study, the actual cryptocurrency network
power consumption of the 5,654 cryptocurrencies [8] would
be much higher than their estimate. Among the latest data
on consumption, the University of Cambridge Bitcoin Energy
Consumption Index (CBECI) [19] shows theoretical maximum
and minimum power consumptions of 26.09 TWh to 174.82
TWh respectively, with an estimate of 69.63 TWh. A study
from early 2021 [10] showed a range of 60 TWh to 125
TWh per year for Bitcoin, 15 TWh for Ethereum and 100
TWh for Bitcoin Cash. A sensitivity-based method used by
Alex de Vries in early 2021 [11] factored into the Bitcoin
market cost, electricity cost and the percentage of miners’
income spent on electricity. The results showed the Bitcoin
network energy consumption to be up to 184 TWh. His famous
blog, Digiconomist founded in 2014 [20] estimates the energy
consumption of Bitcoin and Ethereum to be 135.12 TWh and
55.01 TWh respectively as of July 2021.

As a consequence of high electrical energy consumption,
cryptocurrencies have also been found to have high carbon
footprints. The carbon footprint of Bitcoin alone was estimated
to be 63 MtCO2 in 2018 [21] and 55 MtCO2 in 2019
[9]. Another study in 2018 [22] stated a footprint of 38.73
MtCO2 which was equivalent to Denmark, over 700,000 Visa
transaction and nearly 49,000 hours of YouTube viewing. Alex
de Vries showed the consumption to be up to 90.2 MtCO2

[11] early in 2021 with an estimate of 64.18 MtCO2 [23].
Along similar lines, Digiconomist also calculated a 26.13
MtCO2 footprint for Ethereum in July 2021. The 3rd Global
Cryptoasset Benchmarking Study (GCBS) conducted by the
University of Cambridge in 2020 [24] found an average of
39% of renewable energy share in Proof of Work (PoW)
mining while a contesting result was found in a 2018 study
[25] with a 78% share of renewable energy. But considering
the high carbon footprints for these cryptocurrencies, we can
infer that there is still a considerable load on non-renewable

sources of energy such as fossil fuels.
From the discussion so far, we found that the energy

consumption and carbon footprint of cryptocurrencies are very
high. We show later in this work that these metrics are close
to if not more than those of several countries and much of
this high energy consumption stems from mechanisms used
by many of the cryptocurrency implementations. Figure-1
presents the organization of this review paper. We summarize
the main research contributions of this review as follows:

• We present a global perspective on energy consumption
and carbon footprints by the two most popular cryptocur-
rencies namely, Bitcoin and Ethereum. We also present a
comparison of energy consumption and carbon emissions
of Bitcoin, Ethereum, and the card payment system Visa.

• We identify four underlying factors responsible for high
energy consumption and carbon emissions of Bitcoin and
Ethereum.

• We discuss possible solutions to address the factors that
result in high energy consumption and carbon emissions
for cryptocurrencies such as Bitcoin and Ethereum. Addi-
tionally, we discuss two case studies on work-in-progress
solutions.

II. BACKGROUND

This section presents a brief overview of blockchain tech-
nology and cryptocurrencies. It provides a global perspective
of energy consumptions and carbon emissions of the two
biggest cryptocurrencies namely, Bitcoin and Ethereum, and
compares them to the centralized banking system, Visa.

A. Blockchain, Bitcoin and Cryptocurrencies
Blockchain is a disruptive technology of distributed ledgers

which was created by Satoshi Nakamoto in 2008 [7]. A
blockchain is a database that chronologically stores informa-
tion in ”blocks”. These blocks have a storage capacity of
information that consists of the stored information, a time-
stamp, the hash value of the previous block, and a unique
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Fig. 2: A block diagram depicting the structure of a blockchain.
TABLE I: Ranking Bitcoin and Ethereum among countries based on annual electrical energy consumption as of July 2021
[23, 26–29] (Note: N.A. stands for Not Available).

Rank Country Population
(Millions) [26]

Energy (TWh)
[23, 27–29]

Share
(%)

0 World 7,878.2 23,398.00 100.00
1 China 1,444.9 7,500.00 32.05
2 U.S.A 332.9 3,989.60 17.05
3 India 1,366.4 1,547.00 6.61
20 Taiwan 23.8 237.55 1.01
21 Vietnam 98.2 216.99 0.92
22 South Africa 60.1 210.30 0.89
23 Bitcoin + Ethereum N.A. 190.13 0.81
24 Thailand 69.9 185.85 0.79
25 Poland 37.80 153.00 0.65
26 Egypt 104.3 150.57 0.64
27 Malaysia 3.1 147.21 0.62
28 Bitcoin N.A. 135.12 0.57
29 Sweden 10.2 131.79 0.56
49 Switzerland 8.7 56.35 0.24
50 Ethereum N.A. 55.01 0.24
51 Romania 19.1 55.00 0.23

identification number called the nonce. Once a block has been
filled, it is added or ”chained” onto the previously filled block
thereby creating a ”blockchain” as Figure-2 shows. In addition,
any changes to a block are detected by the hash value for
that block making it easy to identify fraud [31]. Blockchain
offers many benefits. First, it stores data chronologically and
securely, with a copy of the ledger stored on every node in
the cryptocurrency network. Second, the functionality of the
network is maintained even if a few participating nodes are
removed or malfunction. Third, peer-peer trust is maintained
through the consensus mechanism, which removes the need
for intermediaries that may not be trustworthy. Blockchain
finds applications in various areas such as logistics and supply
chain [32, 33], e-commerce [34], education [35], healthcare
[36], governance [37] and others [38]. It can also be used
in telecommunication technology [39], stock exchange [40],
industrial IoT [41], smart city development [42, 43], energy
management [44], Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) [45],
and smart grids [46]. But the most successful application has
been in the banking sector [47] with the rise of over 5,000
cryptocurrencie as of July 2021 [8].

Bitcoin, as described by Satoshi Nakamura, is a peer-peer
electronic cash system in which the double spending preven-
tion process is decentralized across various nodes through a
consensus protocol. All Bitcoin transactions are time-stamped,
and any double spending attempts are rejected. ”Bitcoin Min-
ers” play a major role in maintaining consensus over the
ledger’s state through the PoW (discussed in depth in Section-
III) in which they compete with others on the cryptocurrency
network to solve resource intensive cryptographic problems to
earn the right to add their proposed block onto the chain. The
difficulty of the puzzle changes over time to maintain the time
to mine a block at nearly 10 minutes [48]. The miners invest
in higher computational power in order to not be left behind
in the race of pushing their blocks onto the ledger. Successful
attempts are awarded a certain quantity of Bitcoin (BTC) as
a reward for each block solved. The reward is halved after
every 210,000 blocks, in order to maintain a steady synthetic
inflation until the 21 million possible BTC is in circulation
[1, 49]. The reward per block has been 6.25 BTC since the
most recent halving that occurred on May 11, 2020 [50]. With
nearly 140,000 blocks left to mine, the next halving is expected
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TABLE II: Ranking of Bitcoin and Ethereum among countries based on annual carbon footprint as of July 2021 [23, 26, 27, 30].

Rank Country Population
(Millions) [26] Emission (MtCO2) Share

(%)
0 World 7,878.2 37,077.40 100.00
1 China 1,444.9 10,060.00 27.13
2 U.S.A 332.9 5410.00 14.59
3 India 1,336.4 2,300.00 6.2
38 Nigeria 211.3 104.30 0.28
39 Czech Republic 10.7 100.80 0.27
40 Belgium 11.6 91.20 0.24
41 Bitcoin + Ethereum N.A. 90.31 0.24
42 Kuwait 4.3 87.80 0.23
43 Qatar 2.9 87.00 0.23
49 Oman 5.2 68.80 0.18
50 Bitcoin N.A. 64.18 0.17
51 Greece 10.3 61.60 0.16
76 Tunisia 11.94 26.20 0.07
77 Ethereum N.A. 26.13 0.07
78 SAR 17.9 25.80 0.06

to occur on March 26, 2024.
Another popular blockchain network, Ethereum, introduced

the concept of a programmable network. Ethereum supports
the cryptocurrency Ether (ETH) which has the second high-
est market capitalization [8]. With the development of the
Ethereum Virtual Machine (EVM), the concept of smart con-
tracts (i.e. the automatic execution of contracts when certain
conditions are met) was proposed. However, as is the case
in Bitcoin, Ethereum is also based on the PoW consensus
algorithm and therefore it is associated with the same issues of
electrical energy consumption and carbon footprints. Ethereum
has proposed Ethereum 2.0 in order to address most of the
issues with BTC and ETH which we discuss in more detail in
Section-V.

B. A Global Perspective: Energy Consumption and CO2

Emissions

Table-I shows the comparison of electrical energy consump-
tion of Bitcoin and Ethereum obtained from Digiconomist
[23, 27]. We obtained the country-wise consumption and
population data from the U.S. Energy Information Adminis-
tration database [28] and Worldometer [26] respectively. We
calculated the percentage Share of energy consumption as
follows:

Share =
Energyi
Energyw

× 100 (1)

where Energyi is the energy consumption of the country at
rank i and Energyw corresponds to the total energy consump-
tion of the world as the table shows. Accordingly, the estimates
of the total electrical energy consumption share of Bitcoin and
Ethereum are 0.58% and 0.23%. They rank 28th and 50th with
135.12 TWh and 55.01 TWh of consumption respectively. The
University of Cambridge has also arrived at a close estimate

of 0.6% for Bitcoin [19] which supports these calculations.
The consumption by Bitcoin is comparable to Sweden (131.79
TWh, 0.56%), while that by Ethereum is nearly the same as
Romania (55 TWh, 0.23%). Considering the high rated power
share of 79.85% for these two cryptocurrencies among all
in circulation as of March 2020 [18], the data for the two
cryptocurrencies as a single entity has also been considered
to obtain a holistic representation. It is worth noting that they
together rank 23rd in the world and consume a total of 190.13
TWh of energy annually with a share of 0.81%, which is
equivalent to Thailand (185.85 TWh, 0.79%).

Table-II presents a similar ranking, but this time based on
the annual CO2 emissions. Data on the emissions of various
countries was obtained from the International Energy Agency
database [30]. The percentage Share has been calculated in the
same manner as for energy consumption. It can be observed
from the table that Bitcoin ranks 50th in emissions among the
143 countries in this database, with 64.18 MtCO2 of emissions
and a share of 0.17%. These values are close to those of Oman
(68.8 MtCO2, 0.18%) and Greece (61.6 MtCO2, 0.16%). The
statistics for Ethereum are also significant, with a rank of 77,
emissions of 26.13 MtCO2 and a 0.07% global share, which
is comparable to Tunisia (26.2 MtCO2, 0.07%). When the two
cryptocurrencies are considered together, they rank 41 in the
world with emissions of 90.31 MtCO2 and a global share of
0.24% which is nearly the same as Belgium (91.2 MtCO2,
0.24%).

C. Comparison with Visa

Table-III and Table-IV present the data available on the
energy consumption and CO2 emissions of Bitcoin [23],
Ethereum [27] and Visa [27, 51].

Table-III shows the annual energy consumption and emis-
sion values for the three transactions methods,considering all
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TABLE III: Energy consumption and carbon footprints of
Bitcoin, Ethereum and Visa (total) as of July 2021 [23, 27, 51].

Transaction
method

Market cap
($ Billion)

Transactions/day
(Million)

Emission
(MtCO2)

Energy consumption
(TWh)

Bitcoin [23] 617.05 0.4 64.18 135.12
Ethereum [27] 247.8 1.23 26.13 55.01
Visa [51] 520.62 500 62,400 197.57

TABLE IV: Comparison of energy consumption and carbon
footprints per transaction for Bitcoin, Ethereum and Visa as
of July 2021 [23, 27].

Transaction
method

Emission
(KgCO2)

Energy consumption
(kWh)

Bitcoin [23] 844.13 1777.11
Ethereum [27] 59.55 125.36
Visa [27] 0.00045 0.0015

sources of consumption in Visa. While at first glance it may
seem that the total CO2 emission and energy consumption
are comparatively high for Visa, it is worth pointing out that
the number of daily transactions occurring in the Bitcoin
and Ethereum networks is 0.4 million and 1.25 million, i.e.
0.08% and 0.25% respectively of the 500 million daily Visa
transactions. This implies the over-proportionate consumption
in cryptocurrencies which are relatively nascent transaction
methods. In addition, the total metrics for Visa have been
calculated considering all requirements to run the cooperation
offices such as office and server electricity, and commute.
Table-IV shows the per-transaction estimates for the three
transaction methods considering only the computational costs.
From the table we observe that the energy consumption and
CO2 emission per transaction are very high for Bitcoin and
Ethereum. Figure-3 presents a visual comparison between
these metrics per transaction. Energy consumption and CO2

emissions for Visa have been plotted by raising their values
by a factor of 105. Accordingly, Table-V shows the Break
Even (BE) values that correspond to the number of Visa
transactions that can occur to have total energy consumption
and CO2 emission equal to a single transaction of these
cryptocurrencies. We calculate BE as follows:

BEM
V isa/i =

Mi

MV isa
(2)

where BEM
V isa/i is the BE value for Visa with cryptocur-

rency i, which is either Bitcoin or Ethereum. M corresponds to
the metric in consideration, energy consumption or CO2 emis-
sions. As Table-V shows, it takes 1,195,657 Visa transactions
to use the same amount of electrical energy as one transaction
of Bitcoin. Similarly, it takes 83,574 Visa transactions to
generate the same carbon footprint as a single transaction

TABLE V: Break Even (BE) count for the number of Visa
transactions per Bitcoin and Ethereum transaction as of July
2021, obtained from Equation-2.

Category BEEnergyconsumption BECO2emission

Visa/Bitcoin 1,195,657 1,870,875
Visa/Ethereum 83,574 132,334
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Fig. 3: Electrical energy consumption and CO2 emissions per
transaction for Bitcoin, Ethereum and Visa [23, 27].

of Bitcoin. Similarly the BE counts of Visa to Ethereum
are 83,574 for energy consumption and 132,334 for carbon
footprint.

III. PROBLEMS

Based on a review of past studies, we have identified four
major responsible for the high energy consumption and CO2

emissions in cryptocurrencies, namely: the Proof of Work
consensus mechanism, redundancy in operation and traffic,
mining devices, and the energy sources. This section discusses
these issues so that future development in cryptocurrencies can
take them into consideration.

A. Consensus Mechanism: Proof of Work

PoW was the first consensus mechanism proposed for
blockchain networks [7]. Paul Haunter, a contributor of
Ethereum, acknowledged the high energy requirements of
PoW [52] being the reason for the development of Ethereum
2.0 which we discuss in more detail in Section-V. While
redundancy in the operation and traffic of cryptocurrency
networks is also a contributor to energy consumption (as we
discuss in the next subsection), the transactions themselves do

A block is proposed
every T mins. It has
multiple transactions

256 bit hash from
previous block

Nonce:
a random number greater

than a certain target

Merkle root - 256 bit
hash based on grouped

transactions

Current hash

Target
> 

Hash?
Target

Solved

Yes

No
Merkle root (and hence the

selected transactions)
changed and calculated

again

Fig. 4: The mining process in Bitcoin.
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not consume as much energy as the PoW process does. It has
been proven that PoW mining has high computational needs
and thus imposes major limitations on the continuous use
and scalability of cryptocurrencies [53, 54]. Recent research
estimates that PoW mining in Bitcoin consumes nearly 18GW
of power for 100 million transactions a week [53] making the
practical use Bitcoin questionable. Based on current trends,
a study from 2021 has predicted that, because of the rapid
growth of cryptocurrencies, PoW mining processes in China
alone will consume nearly 300 TWh of electrical energy and
generate 130 MtCO2 by 2024 [55]. To understand why it
is an important energy issue, we need to first understand its
operation.

Figure-4 shows the mining process in Bitcoin using the
PoW. Each new block proposed every T minutes is given a
hash that is computed using the 256-bit hash of the previous
block, the Nonce and the Merkle root using the equation:

SHA256(Hprev +MB +Nonce) ≤ Target (3)

where SHA256 is the hash function, Hprev refers to the 256-
bit hash of previous block, Nonce is a one time use positive
number and MB is the Merkle root. Once the hash has been
calculated, it is compared with the target hash value. This
target value is set to increase the difficulty of mining so as
to maintain a constant time for the block to be added to the
chain. This time is set to 10 minutes for Bitcoin. If the hash is
higher than the target, the Merkel root is changed, the nonce
is re-calculated and another hash is generated. This process is
repeated until the miner reaches a hash value below the target
value set.

It is computationally expensive to find the nonce and there-
fore provides the proof of the amount of computational power
put in by the miner, thereby giving this consensus mechanism
the name PoW. Since the solution searching process cannot
be sped up by parallelization and alternative algorithms [56],
a miner’s share of reward can be equated to the share of
computational power owned in the cryptocurrency network
[11]. As mining becomes harder over time, the PoW becomes
an arms race of computational power and resources because
miners with more powerful devices compute more hashes per
second.

B. Redundancy in Traffic and Operation

While PoW blockchains have energy problems which stem
mainly from the consensus mechanism, energy consumption
due to redundant operations and network traffic becomes more
relevant in non-PoW blockchains. It arises from the system
storing the complete ledger on all nodes in the network [57].
In addition, each node performs operations associated with the
transactions independently, based on the available transaction
information. Additionally, redundant network traffic is another
contributor to this problem [58]. Redundancy reduces the
efficacy of the system [58] while also increasing the total
electrical energy consumption [10].

As stated in [10], redundancy in the network arises from
the number of nodes and the workload on each node. In [58],
simulation results obtained for network traffic redundancy

TABLE VI: Performance metrics of different mining devices
(Sources: [9, 14, 59]).

Hardware type Mining rate (GH/s) Efficiency (J/GH) mEC (TWh)
CPU 0.01 9000 11,000
GPU 0.2 – 2 1500 – 400 3,000
FPGA 0.1 – 25 100 – 45 250
ASIC 44,000 0.05 1.46

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0
Hashes calculated (in GH)

10 2

10 1

100

101

102

103

En
er

gy
 (i

n 
J)

Mining devices

CPU
FPGA
GPU
ASIC

Fig. 5: Logarithmic plot of electrical energy versus hashes
calculated for Application-Specific Integrated Circuit (ASIC),
Field-Programmable Gate Array (FPGA), Graphics Processing
Unit (GPU) and Central Processing Unit (CPU) devices [12].

showed its impact with network size, number of peers, and
routing length. A linear relation was found between the total
number of peers and the traffic redundancy in the Bitcoin
network, with over 98% of network traffic being redundant
showing inefficiency in the current Bitcoin broadcasting algo-
rithm. Every 1000 nodes were shown to increase the effective
traffic by 0.3 GB, while the total traffic increased by 24 GB
showing a redundancy of 23.7 GB. In addition, the study
found a positive correlation between the routing path length
and traffic redundancy in the network, demonstrating that
denser networks consisting of shorter routing lengths have less
redundant traffic.

C. Mining Devices

In [59], the authors argued that if all mining facilities
utilized the highly efficient ASIC-based mining devices as
done in the KnCMiner Facility in Sweden, the overall Bitcoin
mining process would consume nearly 1.46 TWh worldwide
which is much lower than the current estimates of 184 TWh
[11], 135.12 TWh [23] and 69.63 TWh [19] for 2021.This
discrepancy demonstrates that inefficient mining devices are
being used worldwide. Thus, a major contributor of energy
consumption is the use of inefficient mining devices [12, 14].

Due to the increasing difficulty of mining, several devices
have been used since the introduction of Bitcoin starting from
CPU in 2009, to GPU in 2010, FPGA in 2011 and ASIC since
2013 [9]. Table-VI presents these devices along with their hash
rates, efficiencies [12], and minimum total energy consumption
[14, 59]. The total energy consumption corresponds to the
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Fig. 6: Energy consumption per transaction for various cryptocurrencies and their consensus mechanisms.

amount of energy used when only that type of device is used
for Bitcoin mining worldwide. From the table, we note that
CPU provides the least computational power calculated in
giga-hashes (GH) at 0.01 GH/s at 9000 J/GH, while consuming
the most energy per GH, while ASIC-based devices used in
the study provide the highest computational power with 44,000
GH/s at an efficiency of 0.05 J/GH. Figure-5 is a logarithmic-
plot of log-energy consumption against the number of GH
computed. The plot depicts the high energy consumption of
CPU devices followed by GPU, FPGA and ASIC being the
most efficient among them. It is important to note that ASIC-
based devices provide 40,000 to 200,000 times the compu-
tational power of GPUs which can be seen from in Table-
VI. They create a problem of centralization of computational
power [60]. ASIC-resistant algorithms remove the benefit of
using ASIC-based devices, because reaching a solution for
these algorithms with ASIC deices is either impossible or
comparable to GPUs. Such algorithms, for instance, X16Rv2
in Ravencoin and Ethash in Ethereum, force miners to use
general purpose and cheaper devices such as GPUs, which
cause an over-proportionate amount of energy consumption
[18].

In 2019, the authors of [14] investigated the power demand
of Bitcoin mining by considering the performance of 269
mining hardware devices (111 CPU, 111 GPU, 4 FPGA and
43 ASIC) in a 160 GB Bitcoin network. They used data
published by the manufacturer in whitepapers corresponding
to the device, and also the user-benchmark [61] and pass-
mark [62] websites for manufacturer reliability. The study also
considered mining pools [63] to make estimates using the
regional electricity costs. Two metrics were defined namely
the Minimum Energy Consumption (mEC) and Maximum

Energy Consumption (MEC), corresponding to the energy
consumption of the most efficient and the least efficient de-
vices respectively relative to context. Calculations of the mEC
showed that in comparison to the global energy demand of
23,000 TWh, continued use for only CPU devices alone would
consume a minimum of 11,000 TWh of electrical energy. GPU
and FPGA devices were shown to consume a minimum of
nearly 3,000 TWh, 250 TWh respectively while ASIC devices
consumed the least among all devices. The minimum and
maximum power demands for all devices were shown to be 2
GW and 6 GW respectively.

D. Sources of Energy

The annual carbon footprint of Aluminium mining has
been estimated at 90 MtCO2 [11] and that of Oman is 68.8
MtCO2 as Table-II shows. From our earlier discussion on
global comparisons of carbon footprints of cryptocurrencies
in Section-II, considering the latest emission estimates of
upto 90 MtCO2 [11] and 64.18 MtCO2 [23] for Bitcoin and
26.13 MtCO2 for Ethereum [27] respectively, it is alarming
to see nation-level and industry-level carbon emissions from
relatively nascent transaction systems.

The earliest research on the impact of energy consumption
on ecological footprints [64] found the negative impacts of
fossil fuels on the environment. Subsequently, research indi-
cated a negative impact on the ecological footprint due to the
excessive use of fossil fuels by the pulp production industry
in the Canadian Prairies [65]. It is important to note that
the results of these studies can also extend to non-renewable
energy based cryptocurrency mining. While the sources of
energy themselves do not cause the over-proportionate electri-
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cal energy consumption in PoW blockchains, the use of non-
renewable energy sources leads to high carbon footprints [66].

Due to the cryptocurrency networks being distributed, it is
difficult to obtain an accurate share of renewable and non-
renewable sources of energy during mining [13]. Additionally,
there is also uncertainty in estimations based on the mining
devices used [12]. While some studies [25, 67] argue that
the main source of energy for cryptocurrencies is renewable
with a share of nearly 80%, the 3rd GCBS [24] shows a
61% reliance on non-renewable sources of energy. Statistics
of cryptocurrency mining in China show a 58% and 42% split
of hydro-energy and coal-heavy power generation respectively
according to a recent study [9]. The research has estimated
an adjustment emission factor of 550 g/kWh for China by
considering a weighted average of the hydro-rich and coal-
heavy provinces of Sichuan and Inner Mongolia. Considering
the mining pool share based on hashrate (number of hashes
computed per second) of 46% in China [19] and the prediction
of 130 MtCO2 of the Bitcoin network by 2021 in China alone
[55], along with the continued use of fossil fuels, there is a real
threat to the environment all of which make the expected rise
of 2◦C contributed by Bitcoin within the next few decades
a real possibility [1]. It is therefore necessary to find green
solutions to minimize the CO2 emissions of cryptocurrencies.

IV. SOLUTIONS

As we have discussed in the previous section, current day
cryptocurrencies impose problems of high energy consumption
and CO2 emissions because of various reasons such as the
PoW, redundancy, device efficiency and sources of energy.
This section explores and recommends solutions to address
these issues by providing examples from past works in individ-
ual areas of alternative consensus mechanisms and redundancy
reduction. It also discusses some of the most popular and
effective mining devices as of July 2021, and conducts an in
depth analysis of renewable energy sources in top mining areas
as alternatives to fossil fuels to reduce the carbon footprints
of cryptocurrencies.

A. Alternative Consensus Mechanisms

Out of the four issues we have discussed above, the con-
sensus mechanism is the biggest contributor to the energy
consumption in current cryptocurrencies that use PoW. Thus,
one viable option would be to explore other consensus mech-
anisms which are more energy-efficient than PoW. Figure-6
provides the Electrical Energy Consumption per transaction
(EEC/trans) for various cryptocurrencies compiled from the
studies [23, 27, 69, 70].

One of the most promising substitutes for the PoW is
the Proof of Stake (PoS) consensus mechanism which was
first used in Peercoin [71] as an energy saving alternative
of PoW. It has also been proposed in Ethereum 2.0 which
is discussed in Section-V. In PoS, the proof is derived from
stakes, i.e. contributions of miners to the blockchain, instead
of computational power. This removes the computational race
involved in the PoW thereby reducing energy consumption
and CO2 emissions during mining [72]. In a study from

2014 [73], the authors extended the PoW using PoS and
proposed the Proof of Activity (PoA) which provided reduced
network communication and storage requirements without
compromising on security. Proof of Burn (PoB) is another low
energy consuming consensus mechanism [74]. Miners reach a
consensus by ”burning” coins and permanently remove them
from circulation. This process is initiated by miners on virtual
mining rigs instead of physical mining devices. A miner’s
mining power increases when the number of coins burned,
and not based on computational power. PoB has been proven
to be sustainable and highly decentralized, and is implemented
in cryptocurrencies such as SlimCoin.

Hedera is an exo-friendly cryptocurrency with a highly
efficient consensus mechanism called Hashgraph [75], based
on the gossip protocol. Participants in the blockchain relay
novel information (called gossip), and the collaborative gossip
history is stored as a hashgraph, which each member in
the network uses to comes to a consensus based on their
knowledge of what another node might know. The authors
f [76] proposed probabilistic mechanism called the Fast Prob-
abilistic Consensus (FPC). It is used in the cryptocurrency
IOTA. It is a highly efficient and secure binary voting protocol
wherein a set of nodes can come to consensus on the value of
an individual bit instead of consensus through computation.
A trust-based mechanism called the XRP Consensus [77]
has also been proposed, in which the participants reach an
agreement without complete consensus among all members
of the network. Hashgraph, FPC and XRP do not require
high computational power and therefore consume substantially
lower energy than PoW, which can also be seen in Figure-6.

The authors of [78] proposed the Stellar Consensus Protocol
(SCP) based on the Byzantine Agreement [79]. It removes
time-limitations for the processing of blocks by enabling flex-
ibility in the PoW-difficulty parameters and processes several
blocks in parallel. Increased computational power therefore
increases the throughput of the system, thereby increasing the
scalability and sustainability because there are more blocks
processed in the same amount of time, making the energy
consumption proportionate to the outcome obtained. SCP is
used in the Pi Network [80] which we discussed in more detail
in Section-V.

Several storage-based consensus mechanisms have been
proposed. The authors of [81] proposed a consensus mech-
anism based on distributed storage called the Proof of Re-
trievability (PoR). However, because the proposed scheme
lacks a leader node election method, a similar PoR-based
approach was proposed in [82] called the Proof of SpaceTime
(PoST). PoST proves that useful data was stored for a certain
amount of time, and it is thus a storage power-based consensus
mechanism. PoST consumes less energy because the difficulty
of the proof can be changed by extending the time-period of
data stored instead of computational capacity. Another storage
share based consensus mechanism called the Proof of Space
(PoSpace) was adopted in SpaceCoin [83] and CHIA [84].
PoSpace requires little computation power and can be run
on any free computer with free disk space and an Internet
connection.

The authors of [85] recommend the adoption of useful
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TABLE VII: Proposed ASIC-based mining devices for cryptocurrency mining as of March 2021 [68].

Device Cost ($) Hashrate (TH/s) Power (W) Efficiency (J/TH) MAC (GWh)
Whatsminer M32-70 6,200 70 3,360 48 29.43
Antminer S7 Variable 4.73 1,293 273.36 11.32
AvalonMiner 1246 Variable 90 3,420 38 29.95
WhatsMiner M32-62T 1,075 62 3,348 54 29.32
AvalonMiner A1166 Pro 2,199 81 3,400 41.97 29.78
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Fig. 7: Energy efficiency (energy consumption per TH) of various ASIC devices.

Proofs of Work (uPoW) based on the Orthogonal Vectors
(OV) problem. They explain usefulness as the allocation of
computational tasks to the miners such that the solutions for
the tasks can be reconstructed verifiably and quickly from the
miners’ response. uPoW converts the amount of wasteful work
in PoW into useful work without compromising on hardness.
Research on Resource Efficient Mining (REM) [86] for Bitcoin
proposed the REM framework using trusted hardware (Intel
SGX) and developed the first complete implementation of
SGX-blockchain with a computational overhead of 5-15%.
This mechanisms is similar to the uPoW [56]. Clients supply
their workloads as tasks to the SGX protected enclave. The
truthfulness guaranteed feature of the attestation service in
SGX verifies and measures the software running in the enclave.
The enclave randomly decides which computational task leads
to a valid proof for the block.

B. Redundancy Reduction Techniques

Among the methods proposed in the literature for reducing
storage redundancy in blockchain networks, a promising one
relies on ”sharding”, i.e. breaking the network into sub-
parts called ”shards” based on the consensus mechanism and
updating the transactions within the bounds of each shard [10].
In [87], the authors conducted research on scaling blockchain
via sharding, and proposed a stable sharding technique with
a low failure rate. The concept of sharding has also been
proposed for Ethereum 2.0 which we discuss in Section-
V. While the division of blockchain networks into shards
is difficult because of the decentralization of computational
power in the PoW, it can be done based on the proportions of
stakes and storage in the case of PoS and PoSpace respectively
[56, 72]. In [57], the authors proposed another method (called
ElasticChain) to reduce redundancy. In ElasticChain, the nodes
of the chain store a part of the complete ledger based on
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a duplicate ratio regulation algorithm. The research shows
stability, security and fault tolerance at the same level as the
current blockchain design, while improving its storage scala-
bility. The authors of [88] proposed a different approach with
Semantic Differential Transaction (SDT) to reduce redundancy
in the integration of Building Information Modeling (BIM)
and blockchain. SDT captures local changes in an information
model as BIM Change Contracts (BCC) at 0.02% the size of
Industry Foundation Classes (IFC) (the standard of ensuring
interoperability across BIM platforms, safeguarding them in
a blockchain and restoring them when needed). SDT thus
reduces redundancy in BIM-blockchain systems. A study on
network traffic redundancy [58] recommends reducing the
average routing path lengths between two nodes in order to
reduce traffic redundancy in the Bitcoin network.

Another category of methods proposed to reduce operational
redundancy in blockchains lies in the use of Zero Knowledge
Proofs (ZKP) such as SNARKS [89, 90]. ZKP does not
require complex encryption. It increases privacy of users by
avoiding the disclosure of personal information as is the case
in public blockchains such as Bitcoin. Additionally, it provides
security while increasing the scalability and throughput of
the cryptocurrency network, thereby making it more energy-
efficient. The methodology proposed by the authors of [91]
uses ZKP to reduce the time needed to prove and verify large
sequential computations in comparison to other current ZKP
implementations [92].

C. Choice of Mining Device

While efficient devices will help reduce energy costs regard-
less of the consensus mechanism, if the PoW continues to be
in use, it becomes imperative to use highly efficient devices
such as ASIC [12]. As Table-VI and Figure-5 show, ASIC-
based devices consume the least amount of energy per hash,
and provide the highest computational power with a hash rate
of 40,000 GH/s at 0.05 J/GH. Studies have shown that the use
of ASIC devices as done in the KnCMiner facility in Boden,
Sweden can reduce the worldwide annual energy consumption
by mining to 1.46 TWh [14, 59].

In [68], the author discusses the top five ASIC-based mining
devices as of March 2021 which include Whatsminer M32-70,
Antminer S7, AvalonMiner 1246, WhatsMiner M32-62T, and
AvalonMiner A1166 Pro. Table-VII presents the cost, hashrate,
power consumption, efficiency and Maximum Annual Con-
sumption (MAC) for each of these devices. Figure-7 shows
that among the most popular available options, Antminer S7
is the least efficient device, with the energy consumption per
terra-hash (TH) of 273.36 J/TH. The other four devices have
comparable efficiencies, with AvlonMiner 1246 being the most
energy-efficient at 38 J/TH. In addition to the efficiencies, we
have also calculated the MAC (in GWh) of these devices as
follows:

MAC =
P × 24× 365

106
(4)

wherein, P (in W) is the power consumption of the device
which is multiplied with the total number of hours in a

year as 24 × 365 to obtain the annual energy consumption
equivalent. The table shows that Antminer S7 consumed the
least amount of energy, while providing the least efficiency
among the five options. The other four ASIC-based mining
devices have comparable MAC ranging from 29.32 GWh to
29.95 GWh, thereby further demonstratingthat the best choice
is AvlonMiner 1247 based on its efficiency.

D. Renewable Sources of Energy
Considering the high electrical energy consumption in cur-

rent PoW blockchains, we need to address the impact of
their emissions and the deterioration of the ecological foot-
print. Research shows a reduction in CO2 emission by using
renewable sources of energy [94]. Sustainable Development
Goals (SDG) for economic growth and trade provided by a
study on renewable and non-renewable energy and their impact
[95] recommends the transition from fossil fuels to renew-
able energy sources, implementation of environmental friendly
production processes, enforcement of green trade, education,
and creating awareness. While these recommendations have
been provided for sustainable economic growth and trade in
general, they are also applicable to cryptocurrencies. In [66],
the authors show that legal criteria, and the continuity and
cost of electrical energy supply are the most important factors
considered to decide the location of cryptocurrency mining
operations. The study concluded that wind and solar energy are
the best energy alternatives for blockchain networks. The use
of these renewable energy sources will make the high energy
consumption in PoW cryptocurrencies more environmental
friendly. Subsequently it is highly recommended that countries
with high cryptocurrency mining activity should invest in the
use of renewable energy.

Figure-8 shows the distribution of mining shares based on
hashrates as of July 2021. We obtain the data from the Cam-
bridge Bitcoin Energy Consumption Index [19]. The major
Bitcoin mining countries of the world are China (46%), U.S.A
(16.8%), Kazakhstan (8.2%), Russia (6.8%), Iran (4.6%),
Malaysia (3.4%), Canada (3%), Germany (2.8%) and Ireland
(2.3%). Considering the Digiconomist [23] estimate of 135.12
TWh for Bitcoin, and energy shares of these to be equal to
the hashrate shares, we can calculate their Estimated Energy
Consumption (EEC) as follows:

EEC =
135.12× Share(%)

100
(5)

From Table-VIII, we note that China alone consumed 62.15
TWh of electrical energy, which is comparable to the electri-
cal energy consumptions of Switzerland (56.35 TWh). It is
therefore important for these major mining regions to focus
on measures to minimize the environmental degradation and
global warming caused by the PoW mining processes.

Table-VIII presents the data, provided by the International
Renewable Energy Agency (IREA) [93], on various infrastruc-
tures based on renewable energy sources as of 2020. The table
also presents the Maximum energy Generaction (MEG) from
renewable sources based on installed renewable capacities for
each country. The MEG (in TWh) is calculated using the
following equation:
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Fig. 8: Mining share based on hashrates [19].
TABLE VIII: Mining shares, renewable energy capacities installed and evaluation metrics: Estimated Energy Consumptions
(EEC), Maximum Energy Generation (MEG), Renewable Capacity Ratio (RCR) for major Bitcoin mining regions.

Region Bitcoin mining [19, 23] Renewable energy capacity installed (MW [93] MEG
(TWh) RCR Relative RCRShare (%) EEC (TWh) Total capacity Hydropower Wind Solar Bioenergy Geothermal Marine

World 100 135.12 2,799,094 1,331,889 733,267 713,970 126,557 14,050 527 24520.06 - -
China 46 62.15 894,879 370,160 281,993 254,335 18,687 0 5 7839.14 126.12 0.4134
U.S.A 16.8 22.70 292,065 103,058.00 117,744 75,572 12,372 2,587 0 2558.48 112.70 0.3694
Kazakhstan 8.2 11.07 4,997 2,785 486 1,719 8 - - 43.77 3.95 0.0129
Russia 6.8 9.18 54,274 51,811 945 1,428 1,370 74 2 475.44 51.74 0.1696
Iran 4.6 6.21 12,922 13,233 303 414 12 - - 113.19 18.21 0.0597
Malaysia 3.4 4.59 8,699 6,275 1,493 931 - - 76.20 16.58 0.0543
Canada 3 4.05 101,188 81,058 13,577 3,325 3,383 - 20 886.40 218.67 0.7168
Germany 2.8 3.78 131,739 10,720 62,184 53,783 10,364 40 - 1154.03 305.02 1.0000
Ireland 2.3 3.10 4,685 529 4,300 40 107 - - 41.04 13.20 0.0432
Other 6 8.24 1,293,646 692,260 251,735 321,861 79,323 11,349 500 11332.33 - -

MEG =
TotalCapacity × 24× 365

106
(6)

It is worth noting that the MEG is calculated as the highest
possible energy generation per annum using the installed
capacity. Additionally the Renewable Capacity Ratio (RCR)
for each country is calculated as the ratio of the MEG to the
EEC following the equation below:

RCR =
MEG

EEC
(7)

The RCR provides a proportion of renewable energy avail-
able per TWh of energy consumption in Bitcoin mining.
High RCR values indicate a higher capacity to allocate
renewable energy toward the mining process. From Figure-9,
we deduce that countries such as Germany, Canada, China, and
U.S.A have high renewable energy capacities relative to their
mining energy consumption in comparison with those such as
Kazakhstan, Ireland, Malaysia, Iran, and Russia which do not,

making it imperative for these countries to further invest in
renewable energy.

V. CASE STUDIES

Sections-III and IV have discussed implementation factors
that cause high energy consumption and carbon footprints of
cryptocurrencies, and proposed possible solutions respectively.
In this section, we explore a few cryptocurrency networks that
aim to solve some of the practical limitations of cryptocur-
rencies such as Bitcoin and Ethereum. As we have discussed
earlier, several alternative consensus mechanisms such as the
PoS, and redundancy reduction techniques such as sharding,
have been proposed to reduce the energy consumption of
cryptocurrencies. In this section, we discuss how some recently
developed cryptocurrency networks such as Ethereum 2.0
and the Pi Network have adapted these solutions to solve
the cryptocurrency energy consumption and carbon footprint
problems in the real world. These case studies will provide
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Fig. 9: Renewable Capacity Ratio for major Bitcoin mining regions.

more insight into the ongoing active research and development,
and will shed light on future research directions in this area.

A. Ethereum 2.0
We briefly described Ethereum in Section-II. Several al-

ternate cryptocurrencies have been introduced over time, but
none of them have gained as much traction as Bitcoin,
with the exception of the PoW cryptocurrency, Ethereum.
However, since it also suffers from energy and scalability
issues, Ethereum has come up with a major upgrade, called
Ethereum 2.0 [96]. This version aims to resolve issues related
to sustainability, scalability, and security. The security aspects
are beyond the scope of this paper, hence we focus our
discussion on sustainability and scalability:

i. Sustainability: Ethereum 2.0 attempts the energy problem
by shifting from the PoW consensus mechanism to the PoS.
PoS consumes significantly lower amount of energy because
it involves much fewer mathematical calculations and hence
has lesser computational requirements. It also provides se-
curity against attacks like 51% attack, and prevents over-
centralization of miners as ownership of coins is considered as
opposed to share of computational power for reward payouts.
This change in consensus algorithm is expected to consume
less than 99% of the current consumption of the PoW algo-
rithm. [52].

ii. Scalability: The current version of Ethereum is not very
scalable due to the increase in network congestion and data

redundancy with the addition of nodes and transactions. This
increases the energy consumption of the cryptocurrency net-
work in addition to slowing down the speed of the transaction
process. With Ethereum 2.0, Ethereum plans to introduce the
”Beacon Chain” which implements the concept of sharding.
Sharding is a concept where the load on a network is dis-
tributed amongst nodes or groups of nodes to reduce network
congestion and increase throughput. The release will also
include the introduction of 64 new chains, with each chain
consisting of a fraction of the nodes validating the transactions.
Hence more transactions can be processed in parallel, with the
requirement to share the transaction details with only a fraction
of the nodes. This reduces redundancy, congestion and energy
consumption.

B. Pi Network

In [80], the authors present an introduction to the Pi
Network which addresses the two issues that the Bitcoin
network suffers from namely, high energy consumption and
centralization of miners.

i. Energy efficiency: The Pi Network uses a modified
version of the Stellar Consensus Protocol (SCP) [97] instead of
the highly energy intensive PoW consensus mechanism. While
such networks need multiple exchanges among the nodes to
reach consensus and can lead to network congestion, they have
significantly lower energy requirements.
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ii. Decentralization: While the original goal of Bitcoin was
to provide a decentralized transaction method, the increase
in price and better payoffs has made the network extremely
centralized to the extent that around 87% of the BTCs are
owned by 1% of the nodes. The Pi network allows any user
with a mobile phone to mine coins without any need for
expensive ASIC devices. Hence it makes mining inexpensive
and more widely accessible.

VI. CONCLUSION

This review has shown the alarmingly high electrical energy
consumption and carbon footprints of PoW cryptocurrencies
such as Bitcoin and Ethereum. When compared the energy
consumption of countries around the world, we found that
Bitcoin and Ethereum consumed nearly as much energy as
countries such as Sweden and Romania respectively. We also
found that their CO2 emissions were close to those of Greece
and Tunisia respectively. Our analysis of centralized transac-
tion methods has revealed that Visa is much more energy-
efficient and has a lower carbon footprint per transaction
compared to the cryptocurrencies discussed in this review.
The review identified four underlying issues causing these
problems, namely, the PoW consensus mechanism, network
redundancy, mining devices and sources of energy. We found
that, among other possible solutions such as PoSpace, PoST,
PoA, uPoW and REM, PoS proves to be the most promis-
ing alternative to PoW. We discussed redundancy reduction
methods and popular ASIC devices for efficient mining. We
compiled a list of popular mining devices available on the
market that would be useful to various stakeholders working in
the cryptocurrency area. We calculated the maximum possible
energy consumption using MAC. Additionally, we presented
renewable energy capacities for major Bitcoin mining areas,
and the defined RCR has showed that it would be easier for
major mining countries such as China, U.S.A, Germany and
Canada to allocate renewable energy compared to countries
such as Russia, Iran, Malaysia, Ireland and Kazakhstan. Fi-
nally, we presented two case studies on Ethereum 2.0 and the
Pi-Network which plan to use consensus algorithms such as
PoS and SCP , and concepts such as sharding to distribute
the load and reduce redundancy in the cryptocurrency network
to reduce the overall energy consumption and carbon foot-
prints. While these networks are still under development, they
demonstrate that considerable efforts are being made in this
direction to address the real world energy consumption and
CO2 issues associated with cryptocurrencies to make them
more sustainable and widely acceptable.
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C. Torres, F. Wendland, Blockchain for education: life-
long learning passport, in: Proceedings of 1st ERCIM
Blockchain workshop 2018, European Society for So-
cially Embedded Technologies (EUSSET), 2018.

[36] L. Ismail, H. Materwala, S. Zeadally, Lightweight
blockchain for healthcare, IEEE Access 7 (2019)
149935–149951.

[37] S. Ølnes, J. Ubacht, M. Janssen, Blockchain in gov-
ernment: Benefits and implications of distributed ledger
technology for information sharing (2017).

[38] M. Pilkington, Blockchain technology: principles and
applications, in: Research handbook on digital transfor-
mations, Edward Elgar Publishing, 2016.

[39] G. Praveen, V. Chamola, V. Hassija, N. Kumar,
Blockchain for 5g: A prelude to future telecommunica-
tion, IEEE Network 34 (6) (2020) 106–113.

[40] G. Bansal, V. Hasija, V. Chamola, N. Kumar, M. Guizani,
Smart stock exchange market: a secure predictive decen-
tralized model, in: 2019 IEEE Global Communications
Conference (GLOBECOM), IEEE, 2019, pp. 1–6.

[41] T. Alladi, V. Chamola, R. M. Parizi, K.-K. R. Choo,
Blockchain applications for industry 4.0 and industrial
iot: A review, IEEE Access 7 (2019) 176935–176951.

[42] V. Hassija, V. Gupta, S. Garg, V. Chamola, Traffic jam
probability estimation based on blockchain and deep
neural networks, IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Trans-
portation Systems.

[43] V. Hassija, V. Saxena, V. Chamola, F. R. Yu, A parking
slot allocation framework based on virtual voting and
adaptive pricing algorithm, IEEE Transactions on Vehic-
ular Technology 69 (6) (2020) 5945–5957.

[44] A. Miglani, N. Kumar, V. Chamola, S. Zeadally,
Blockchain for internet of energy management: Review,
solutions, and challenges, Computer Communications
151 (2020) 395–418.

[45] T. Alladi, V. Chamola, N. Sahu, M. Guizani, Applications
of blockchain in unmanned aerial vehicles: A review,
Vehicular Communications 23 (2020) 100249.

[46] T. Alladi, V. Chamola, J. J. Rodrigues, S. A. Kozlov,
Blockchain in smart grids: A review on different use
cases, Sensors 19 (22) (2019) 4862.

[47] G. Hileman, M. Rauchs, Global cryptocurrency bench-
marking study, Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance
33 (2017) 33–113.

[48] A. M. Antonopoulos, Mastering Bitcoin: unlocking dig-
ital cryptocurrencies, ” O’Reilly Media, Inc.”, 2014.

[49] C. Berg, S. Davidson, J. Potts, Proof of work as a three-
sided market, Frontiers in Blockchain 3 (2020) 2.

[50] BuyBitcoinWorldwide, Bitcoin clock.
URL https://www.buybitcoinworldwide.com/bitcoin-
clock/

[51] IMPAKTER, Visa.
URL https://index.impakter.com/visa/

[52] I. Spectrum, Ethereum plans to cut its absurd energy
consumption by 99 percent.
URL https://spectrum.ieee.org/ethereum-plans-to-cut-
its-absurd-energy-consumption-by-99-percent

[53] S. P. Mishra, V. Jacob, S. Radhakrishnan, Energy
consumption–bitcoin’s achilles heel, Available at SSRN
3076734.

[54] V. Hassija, S. Zeadally, I. Jain, A. Tahiliani, V. Chamola,
S. Gupta, Framework for determining the suitability of



15

blockchain: Criteria and issues to consider, Transactions
on Emerging Telecommunications Technologies e4334.

[55] S. Jiang, Y. Li, Q. Lu, Y. Hong, D. Guan, Y. Xiong,
S. Wang, Policy assessments for the carbon emission
flows and sustainability of bitcoin blockchain operation
in china, Nature communications 12 (1) (2021) 1–10.

[56] W. Wang, D. T. Hoang, P. Hu, Z. Xiong, D. Niyato,
P. Wang, Y. Wen, D. I. Kim, A survey on consen-
sus mechanisms and mining strategy management in
blockchain networks, IEEE Access 7 (2019) 22328–
22370.

[57] D. Jia, J. Xin, Z. Wang, W. Guo, G. Wang, Elastic-
chain: support very large blockchain by reducing data
redundancy, in: Asia-Pacific Web (APWeb) and Web-Age
Information Management (WAIM) Joint International
Conference on Web and Big Data, Springer, 2018, pp.
440–454.

[58] Y.-H. Zhang, X. F. Liu, Traffic redundancy in blockchain
systems: The impact of logical and physical network
structures, in: 2021 IEEE International Symposium on
Circuits and Systems (ISCAS), IEEE, 2021, pp. 1–5.

[59] T. Economist, The magic of mining.
URL https://www.economist.com/business/2015/01/08/
the-magic-of-mining

[60] S. B. Mariem, P. Casas, M. Romiti, B. Donnet, R. Stütz,
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N. Vadgama, J. I. Ibañez, Energy footprint of blockchain
consensus mechanisms beyond proof-of-work, arXiv

preprint arXiv:2109.03667.
[71] S. King, S. Nadal, Ppcoin: Peer-to-peer cryptocurrency

with proof-of-stake, aug. 2012, URL https://peercoin.
net/assets/paper/peercoinpaper. pdf.

[72] C. T. Nguyen, D. T. Hoang, D. N. Nguyen, D. Niyato,
H. T. Nguyen, E. Dutkiewicz, Proof-of-stake consen-
sus mechanisms for future blockchain networks: funda-
mentals, applications and opportunities, IEEE Access 7
(2019) 85727–85745.

[73] I. Bentov, C. Lee, A. Mizrahi, M. Rosenfeld, Proof of
activity: Extending bitcoin’s proof of work via proof of
stake [extended abstract] y, ACM SIGMETRICS Perfor-
mance Evaluation Review 42 (3) (2014) 34–37.

[74] K. Karantias, A. Kiayias, D. Zindros, Proof-of-burn, in:
International Conference on Financial Cryptography and
Data Security, Springer, 2020, pp. 523–540.

[75] L. Baird, The swirlds hashgraph consensus algorithm:
Fair, fast, byzantine fault tolerance, Swirlds Tech Reports
SWIRLDS-TR-2016-01, Tech. Rep.

[76] S. Popov, W. J. Buchanan, Fpc-bi: Fast probabilistic
consensus within byzantine infrastructures, Journal of
Parallel and Distributed Computing 147 (2021) 77–86.

[77] B. Chase, E. MacBrough, Analysis of the xrp ledger
consensus protocol, arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.07242.

[78] L. Luu, V. Narayanan, K. Baweja, C. Zheng, S. Gilbert,
P. Saxena, Scp: A computationally-scalable byzantine
consensus protocol for blockchains, See https://www.
weusecoins. com/assets/pdf/library/SCP 20 (20) (2015)
2016.

[79] D. Dolev, H. R. Strong, Authenticated algorithms for
byzantine agreement, SIAM Journal on Computing 12 (4)
(1983) 656–666.

[80] P. Network, Pi white paper.
URL https://minepi.com/white-paper.Pi

[81] A. Miller, A. Juels, E. Shi, B. Parno, J. Katz, Permacoin:
Repurposing bitcoin work for data preservation, in: 2014
IEEE Symposium on Security and Privacy, IEEE, 2014,
pp. 475–490.

[82] T. Moran, I. Orlov, Simple proofs of space-time and ratio-
nal proofs of storage, in: Annual International Cryptology
Conference, Springer, 2019, pp. 381–409.

[83] S. Park, K. Pietrzak, J. Alwen, G. Fuchsbauer, P. Gazi,
Spacecoin: A cryptocurrency based on proofs of space,
IACR Cryptology ePrint Archive 2015 (2015) 528.

[84] B. Cohen, K. Pietrzak, The chia network blockchain
(2019).

[85] M. Ball, A. Rosen, M. Sabin, P. N. Vasudevan, Proofs
of useful work., IACR Cryptol. ePrint Arch. 2017 (2017)
203.

[86] F. Zhang, I. Eyal, R. Escriva, A. Juels, R. Van Renesse,
{REM}: Resource-efficient mining for blockchains, in:
26th {USENIX} Security Symposium ({USENIX} Se-
curity 17), 2017, pp. 1427–1444.

[87] M. Zamani, M. Movahedi, M. Raykova, Rapidchain:
Scaling blockchain via full sharding, in: Proceedings of
the 2018 ACM SIGSAC Conference on Computer and
Communications Security, 2018, pp. 931–948.

[88] F. Xue, W. Lu, A semantic differential transaction ap-



16

proach to minimizing information redundancy for bim
and blockchain integration, Automation in construction
118 (2020) 103270.

[89] X. Yang, W. Li, A zero-knowledge-proof-based digital
identity management scheme in blockchain, Computers
& Security 99 (2020) 102050.

[90] A. M. Pinto, An introduction to the use of zk-snarks in
blockchains, in: Mathematical Research for Blockchain
Economy, Springer, 2020, pp. 233–249.

[91] E. Ben-Sasson, I. Bentov, Y. Horesh, M. Riabzev, Scal-
able zero knowledge with no trusted setup, in: Annual
international cryptology conference, Springer, 2019, pp.
701–732.

[92] Y. Ishai, M. Mahmoody, A. Sahai, D. Xiao, On zero-
knowledge pcps: Limitations, simplifications, and appli-
cations (2015).

[93] IRENA, Country rankings.
URL https://www.irena.org/Statistics/View-Data-by-
Topic/Capacity-and-Generation/Country-Rankings

[94] K. Dong, X. Dong, Q. Jiang, How renewable energy
consumption lower global co2 emissions? evidence from
countries with different income levels, The World Econ-
omy 43 (6) (2020) 1665–1698.

[95] M. A. Destek, A. Sinha, Renewable, non-renewable
energy consumption, economic growth, trade openness
and ecological footprint: Evidence from organisation
for economic co-operation and development countries,
Journal of Cleaner Production 242 (2020) 118537.

[96] Ethereum, Upgrading ethereum to radical new heights.
URL https://ethereum.org/en/eth2/

[97] D. MAZIERES, The stellar consensus protocol: A
federated model for internet-level consensus.
URL https://www.stellar.org/papers/stellar-consensus-
protocol?locale=en


