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Abstract—CMOS microprocessors have achieved massive energy
efficiency gains but may reach limits soon. This paper presents an
approach to estimating the limits on the maximum floating point
operations per Joule (FLOP/J) for CMOS microprocessors. We
analyze the three primary sources of energy dissipation: transis-
tor switching, interconnect capacitances and leakage power. Using
first-principles calculations of minimum energy costs based on
Landauer’s principle, prior estimates of relevant parameters, and
empirical data on hardware, we derive the energy cost per FLOP
for each component. Combining these yields a geometric mean
estimate of 4.7 x 10'° FP4/J for the maximum CMOS energy
efficiency, roughly two hundred-fold more efficient than current
microprocessors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Driven by Moore’s law and Dennard scaling, digital Comple-
mentary Metal-Oxide Semiconductor (CMOS) devices have
seen massive improvements in energy efficiency over the past
few decades. This is perhaps best illustrated by Koomey’s Law
[1], which states that the Floating Point Operations (FLOP)
per Joule dissipated doubled once every 1.5 years between
1946 and 2000 [1], and every 2.7 years post-2000 [2]. More
recently, [3] finds that GPUs with float32 number formats have
had an energy efficiency doubling time of about 2.7 years
over the last 15 years. But how far can these energy efficiency
improvements continue before technology scaling hits physical
limits?

Despite its practical importance, research into this particular
question has been limited thus far. Some near-term forecasts
of energy efficiency exist—for example, the “More Moore”
chapter of the 2022 IEEE International Roadmap for Devices
and Systems (IRDS) report forecasts the operations per second
per Joule until 2037 [4]. However, the report focuses on
projections over the next decade rather than on the limits to
the FLOP/J achievable by CMOS processors. There have been
relatively fewer attempts to derive these fundamental limits
more directly, such as [5] and [6]. However, these papers
primarily focus on the energy costs from logic (i.e. switching
transistors) and tend to neglect the costs from switching
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interconnect capacitances, which can be the main source of
dynamic energy dissipation in modern CMOS devices (see
section II-B).

Some previous estimates of efficiency limits, such as those
in IRDS reports, lack clearly explained methodologies and
uncertainty ranges. This makes the forecasts difficult to rigor-
ously critique and improve upon. For example, [6] predicted
that “current [2005] technology” would have a maximum
performance per watt of around 10 GigaFLOP per second
at FP64 precision. However, without quantified uncertainties,
it is unclear if later efficiency improvements in GPUs agree
with this forecast. The lack of formal uncertainty ranges pre-
vents rigorous evaluation of the accuracy of such predictions.
Our work addresses this by using transparent calculations
and providing uncertainty estimates. This enables constructive
critiques to iteratively enhance our model.

The goal of this work is to estimate an upper bound to
the energy efficiency in FLOP/J of CMOS microprocessors
that is accurate to an order of magnitude. We approach this
by applying standard techniques and results from microelec-
tronics and technological forecasting and make two main
novel contributions. First, we estimate upper bounds to the
energy efficiency of CMOS processors based on interconnect
dissipation. Second, we extend the analysis from [5]-[7] and
perform an accounting of the key energy costs in the limit
of CMOS microprocessors that are maximally optimized for
energy efficiency. Throughout, we provide uncertainty ranges
for each of our estimates and try to appropriately account for
the uncertainty over each of the relevant parameters.

II. BACKGROUND
A. Landauer limit

One theoretical FLOP/J upper bound that applies to CMOS
processors comes from Landauer’s principle—this posits that
irreversible operations fundamentally release energy E >
kT In2, where T is temperature and kp is the Boltzmann
constant [8]. Given data on the number of bit erasures per float-
ing point operation (FLOP), Landauer’s limit allows estimation
of the maximum achievable FLOP per Joule (FLOP/J). We
refer to such a bound, which assumes that energy dissipation
via irreversible operations are the relevant energy efficiency
bottleneck, as the “Landauer limit”.
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B. Energy cost accounting

Energy dissipation in CMOS devices comes from two con-
tributors: dynamic dissipation and static dissipation [17]. The
former is due to “dynamic” switching operations to change
logic states or communicate information. The latter occurs in
the absence of switching (“static”), and is instead primarily
due to leakage currents [10], [17], such as charge carrier
tunneling through gate dielectrics [18].

We decompose the key sources of energy dissipation into five
main categories, which we illustrate in Table I: (1) switching
transistors, (2) switching interconnect wire capacitances, (3)
short circuit power dissipation, (4) static power, and (5)
information storage.

Dynamic power: The first three of these are examples of dy-
namic power dissipation.* Historically, the contribution from
interconnects has been growing over time. In particular, Magen
et al. (2004) find that roughly 50% of the dynamic power
dissipation was dominated by wires [21], and it appears likely
that interconnect contributions have come to dominate power
dissipation.

The primary reason for this is that power dissipated per
transistor is proportional to the square of transistor linear
dimensions, and with continued scaling under Moore’s Law,
the power use per transistor has decreased [1].°> On the other
hand, the total length of interconnect wires on chips has been
increasing—with kilometers of interconnect on modern ICs
[22]—while the capacitance per unit length of interconnects
are largely independent of scale [7]. This results in a greater
total wire capacitance that needs to be charged per FLOP, such
that interconnect has increasingly dominated dynamic power
dissipation.

2This cost is calculated over a time period of 100 ps, which is approximately
the time for a transistor to switch [16].

3Note that specific numbers are likely to vary depending on the hardware
and task; the presented numbers are merely meant to provide an illustration
of the most important energy costs at present.

4Note that we consider multiple elements in the table as contributing to the
same broad energy source—e.g. the energy costs for DRAM memory access
may involve charging off-chip interconnect wires [7], [14], [19], [20], so we
consider this as a contributor to “switching interconnect wire capacitances”.

SNote that this does not tell us whether or not the overall contribution
of transistors to an integrated circuit’s power dissipation has increased or
decreased per se, since the decrease in transistor size has been accompanied
by an increased quantity of transistors on chips.

Eliminating energy sources from the model: For complete-
ness, we also include a fifth category for information storage,
but the energy costs from this are much smaller than from
static or dynamic dissipation and are consequently ignored.

Besides the energy costs for storage, we can also a priori
eliminate short circuit power dissipation as a key source of
energy dissipation in our model. This only occurs when there
is a direct path current from the supply to ground, which
happens during a fraction of the time for switching CMOS
gates. The short circuit power is thus typically small and
transient compared to e.g. transistor switching costs [17], and
thus are unlikely to affect our conclusions by more than a
small (< 1.5x) multiplicative factor.® This is swamped by
our uncertainty in the energy costs from e.g. interconnect dis-
sipation, which can range over orders of magnitude (OOMs),
and thus we do not explicitly account for short circuit power
in our model.

Static power: It is tempting to eliminate static power dissipa-
tion a priori as well, especially given the very low energy cost
due to leakage currents per transistor. For instance, [9], [23]
report leakage currents on the order of ~10 nA per MOSFET,
which corresponds to a dissipated power of 6.5 x 10~ W per
transistor under a 0.65 V supply voltage, which results in an
energy cost several OOMs lower than that for a CMOS gate
switch (see table I). However, we opt against omitting this
from the analysis for two reasons.

The first reason is that while the energy costs per transistor are
low, there can be many transistors dissipating all the time in
a microprocessor, resulting in a large energy contribution. For
instance, in a processor with 80 billion transistors (such as an
NVIDIA H100 GPU, one of the premier data-center GPUs),
the total power dissipation would be 520 W, which is roughly
equal to the thermal design power of the H100 [24].

The second reason is that there is some evidence that static
power dissipation has grown quite quickly historically. For
instance, [25], [26] point out that at the 1 um node, leakage
power dissipation had a contribution of about 0.01% of the
magnitude of dynamic power, while at the 100 nm node, this
rose to roughly 10%. ITRS projections from the early 2000s

%For instance, [10] finds 20 fJ for an inverter, compared to 100 fJ
for charging and discharging. The paper also points out that short circuit
contributions to energy dissipation have been decreasing over time.



also predicted that static power dissipation would come to
dominate overall processor power dissipation in the late 2000s
[27], in part due to the large increase in the number of devices
on ICs. It appears that these forecasts have not panned out,
e.g. [10] found in 2013 that the majority of power dissipation
is still dynamic rather than static, with [28] finding in 2014
that less than 2% of the processor energy dissipation is due
to leakage current. However, it is unclear a priori what this
suggests about the limits to static power reductions.

III. THE LIMITS TO ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Given the analysis in section II-B, we analyze the energy costs
from three main sources: transistor switching, interconnect,
and leakage power. For each energy source, we estimate lower
bounds to the J/FLOP, and invert this to estimate the upper
bound to the FLOP/J for CMOS-based technologies (see VI
for a definition).

We consider processors able to perform operations at 4-bit
precision in our analysis. Lower numerical precision requires
less energy per FLOP and allows us to estimate an optimistic
upper bound on efficiency. While common formats like FP32
or FP64 use higher precision, various emerging workloads are
resilient to reduced precision [29], [30]. For example, training
deep neural networks can utilize precision as low as 8 or even
4 bits.” By focusing on 4-bit operations, we establish an upper
bound relevant to both current and future workloads that do not
require full precision. In general, considering lower precision
increases the estimated maximum FLOP/J by reducing the
energy costs per operation.

Second, we consider processors that have a similar range
of operating temperatures to modern chips, roughly between
273 K and 373 K (0°C and 100°C), with a representative
temperature being 300 K. Processors often operate at mildly
higher temperatures than this (possibly up to 373 K = 100°C),
but the rest of our arguments are sufficiently uncertain that as-
suming 300 K as a ballpark estimate for operating temperature
introduces a negligible amount of additional error.

A. Transistor switching

The energy costs from transistor switching can be determined
by starting from the Landauer limit, and adjusting it to account
for reliability considerations. We decompose our calculation as
the product of two factors:

FLOP/J = (Qg x Np)~ !,

where Qs is the heat dissipated per transistor switch, and Np
is the number of transistors that need to be switched for each
FLOP. We now estimate possible minimum values for each of
Qs and Nt to maximize the FLOP/J.

"There has been a trend towards lower-precision formats for machine
learning workloads [3], and several proposals for 4-bit precision training of
deep neural networks have recently been proposed [31]. Moreover, this could
further be seen as a natural baseline for the level of precision since it is in
line with existing estimates of the precision of operations performed by the
human brain [32]-[35].

Dissipation per transistor switch Qs: At a minimum, storing
a bit requires a potential energy barrier of kg7 In2 based on
the Landauer limit, which at 300 K gives 4 x 102! J.

However, we also want to be able to store this information
reliably, and this likely requires an additional 1-2 orders of
magnitude of energy to achieve, suggesting that transistors in
CMOS processors could ideally operate with potential energy
barriers on the order of 4 x 1072% J to 4 x 10719 J.

An important question is whether this potential energy stored
in a transistor needs to be dissipated as heat. Current CMOS
devices are irreversible, which means they tend to discharge
transistors rapidly and as a result lose most of the stored elec-
trical potential energy to heat dissipation. However, adiabatic
or reversible logic can, in principle, avoid these losses. In this
paper, we explicitly consider discharging that occurs in the
irreversible regime and assume that the processor does not
employ adiabatic design to reduce the energy losses to heat
dissipation. Using adiabatic methods requires devices to be
substantially redesigned to avoid differences in propagation
delays, so unless there is a paradigm change in the design of
CMOS hardware this assumption should be safe. However, we
want to explicitly note that it means reversible devices are out
of the scope of our analysis.

The minimum energy cost of transistor switching in the
irreversible regime has been analyzed by several other papers
[5], [6], [36], with estimates ranging from around 3 x 10~2°
J/switch to around 6 x 10~ J/switch. For our model we thus
choose loose bounds of [3 x 10729, 10~ !®] J/switch over this
parameter.

Number of transistor switches per FLOP N;: We anchor
our estimate of this parameter to existing processors that are
highly optimized to maximize energy efficiency. In particular,
[37] describes a logic circuit for a 4-bit integer multiplier
with 16 AND gates, 8 full adders, and 4 half adders. With
this layout, we then estimate that this circuit requires at a
minimum of 368 transistors to implement, based on known
limits on the number of transistors per gate.® We reduce this to
300 transistors because circuits implemented as a whole rather
than as a sum of parts can often achieve gains in transistor
count, although these circuits are already heavily optimized
and the gains are unlikely to be all that large. Practical devices
typically have an activity factor on the order of 10% [39], so
we estimate that roughly 30 transistors are switched per FLOP,
at a minimum.

In practice, it is very difficult to design practical microproces-
sors that are so heavily optimized, and more transistor switches
may need to be considered than just the transistors in a single
multiplier unit. For instance, while our calculation assumed
6 transistors per AND gate, actual chips may need at least

8For this calculation, we assume that we need a minimum of 4 transistors
per OR gate, and 6 transistors per AND gate or XOR gate [38]. Given 16
AND gates (16*6 = 96 transistors), 8 full adders (8#28 = 224 transistors), and
4 half adders (4*12 = 48 transistors), we arrive at a total of 368 transistors.



1 OOM more to handle all of the control logic necessary to
drive the computations as well as to improve reliability and
speed.

Here is a real-world example of where we think such over-
heads make a significant difference. [40] says that the NVIDIA
H100 SXM has a clock frequency of 1.83 GHz and a total
of 80 billion transistors. Given the stated dense FP16 perfor-
mance of 989.4 TFLOP/s, if all transistors were dedicated to
FP16 operations alone this would correspond to ~ 148,000
transistors per FP16 operation. Taking the H100’s diverse ca-
pabilities at many different floating-point formats into account,
it’s likely that only a fraction of its total circuit complexity is
oriented towards FP16 multiplications, but given the central
role FP16 currently plays in machine learning applications we
think this fraction should be at least around 1/3 or so, and
possibly more than this.

If we naively assume quadratic scaling of the number of logic
gates needed for an /N-bit multiplication operation, assuming
that something like the naive multiplication algorithm is im-
plemented at the circuit level, then a 16-bit INT multiplier
might cost around 16 x 300 = 4800 transistors. If an FP16
multiplier has a similar cost, we’re still looking at an overhead
of around 1 OOM in a real-world GPU such as the H100 over
the theoretical lower bound on the complexity of a multiplier.

Consequently, hardware specialization presents an important
trade-off for the factors we consider in this section. For
instance, as we specialize hardware in machine learning by
moving from CPUs to GPUs to TPUs, we reduce overhead per
operation by e.g. sharing control logic across many different
arithmetic logic units (ALUs), but at the cost of making the
hardware’s use cases more limited.

As we’re thinking about potential upper bounds to energy
efficiency, we will assume that the hardware we’re concerned
with is one that has low overhead per operation, though it’s
difficult to know in practice how much this overhead can be
reduced past the rough 1 OOM estimate we compute above
for the H100. We therefore adopt a relatively wide interval of
[30, 3000] for the number of transistors that an optimal device
will have to switch per 4-bit FLOP. The lower end of this
corresponds to a low activity factor with very little overhead in
implementation, while the high end corresponds to a 1 OOM
control logic and other overheads and little savings coming
from a low activity factor.

FLOP/J: Combining the uncertainty ranges for the parameters
Qs and N7 yields a range of [3.3 x 104, 1.1 x 10'8] FLOP/J
with a midpoint of 1.9 x 10 FLOP/J.

B. Interconnect

As mentioned in section II-B, the energy contribution from
interconnect is due to charging and discharging wire capac-
itances. For a CMOS processor, we can determine this via
the standard equation £ = %CVQ, for capacitance C' and
input voltage V [7]. Here V is typically fixed exogenously,

but C' can vary depending on the length of wire that needs to
be charged up. We thus decompose the capacitance into the
product of the capacitance per unit length Cy, and the total
length of wire L x N that needs to be charged up, where
N is the number of wires charged up per FLOP and L is the
average length of each charged wire. Thus the relevant identity
for determining the FLOP/J is given by

FLOP/J = (C, x Lx N x V). (1)

Capacitance per unit length C'7: This quantity tends to be
very similar across a wide range of interconnects given that
it does not change much with decreased scale [7], and on-
chip interconnects in present CMOS devices typically have
Cr, =~ 2 pF/cm [41], [42]. There are two primary ways of
reducing C7: (1) changing the geometry (e.g. increasing the
interconnect spacing or decreasing the wire width), or (2)
reducing the dielectric constant of the material surrounding
the wires. However, these modifications are likely to be quite
challenging, since reductions to the capacitances here are
likely to lead to trade-offs with other figures of merit.

For instance, decreasing the wire width typically reduces the
capacitance C' by a smaller factor than the factor by which it
increases the resistance R, thus increasing signal delay 7 =
RC.° Another example is that while reducing the dielectric
constant k is an active area of research (i.e. “low-x dielectric
materials”), it is unlikely that the capacitance can be reduced
by more than a factor of about 4x. This is because existing
SiO5 dielectrics have a dielectric constant of Kk &~ 4, not to
mention that low-x dielectrics are often too brittle for the harsh
conditions of IC fabrication [44].!°

A third approach to reduce C is to increase the spacing
between different layers of the processor and between different
wires on the same layer. As capacitance falls off with distance,
this might seem like an obvious solution. However, practical
devices are limited in size if they require fine control over the
computations or other kinds of high-frequency data movement.
As an example, at the H100’s clock frequency of 1.83 GHz,
a light signal in a vacuum can only travel a distance of 16
centimeters per clock cycle. So trying to reduce capacitance
per unit length by making devices less dense comes at the cost
of having to make computations increasingly more localized,
making this an impractical choice for trying to lower C7..

Given the above considerations, and that C, has not been
meaningfully reduced over the last 1-2 decades'!, it appears

9To see why this is the case, consider a cuboidal wire with width . When
this is decreased, R % increases. However, C' ¢ x in general—while this
would be true for an idealized parallel plate capacitor, in real CMOS circuits
there are fringe effects and interactions between different interconnect wires
that result in C' scaling nonlinear with x. As a result, the effects on R and
C' do not cancel, and the RC constant increases [43].

1More radical approaches are possible—it is possible to get negative
dielectric constants (see e.g. [45], [46]), but we consider these technologies to
be out of scope. For instance, [45] describes transistors where electron spins
become important, and [46] suggests the use of ferroelectric dielectrics which
help reduce energy loss through a fundamentally different physical mechanism
to conventional approaches.



difficult to yield major improvements in the capacitance with-
out fairly radical changes in the technologies used. This is in
line with the IRDS 2022 forecasts that C;, will not decrease
over the next 15 years [4]. As a lower bound, we assume that
optimistically C, can be improved by roughly a factor of 10x
compared to today, such that our bounds for this parameter are
thus [2 x 107112 x 1071°] F/m.

Average wire length L: While each FLOP is performed in
a Floating Point Unit (FPU), in actual microprocessors the
FLOP/J will also depend on the energy costs associated with
memory accesses (e.g. to external DRAM), involving longer
wires than in the FPU itself.

To obtain a lower bound to L (for an upper bound to the
FLOP/J) we primarily consider just the wires in the FPU,
conservatively supposing this to be representative. We then
estimate L using a bottom-up argument from lower bounds to
transistor lengths.

Our approach starts from projections of the minimum width
of future transistors, and bases our estimates of average
interconnect length in terms of the number of such transistor
widths. Existing estimates of minimum transistor gate widths
typically range from 0.5 nm [47]'? to about ~3 nm [49], [50].
Transistor widths are typically on the order of 5x of gate
widths [51], and if this relationship continues to hold, the
minimum transistor width would be around 2.5—15 nm.

To make inferences about how interconnect length relates
to transistor dimensions, we can look at existing hardware.
Currently, the average area per transistor on contemporary
GPU chips appears to be around 10* nm?. For example, [24]
states that the die area of an H100 SXM GPU is 814 mm?
and the GPU has a total of 80 billion transistors. Dividing,
we get an area of 10,175nm? per transistor, suggesting a
transistor spacing length of ~ 100nm on the die. This is to
be contrasted with the gate pitch of around 50nm used by
state-of-the-art processes such as the 3 nm process [4]. The
2x discrepancy could be due to several factors: not all of the
available area of the die used for packing transistors as densely
as possible, NVIDIA’s "transistors” being more complex than
the ones considered in [4], et cetera.

On the other hand, we can use the formula (Cp, x Lx N xV)~!
for the interconnect heat dissipation losses to try to infer L
from the other known parameters, at least in an approximate
way. We know Cp =~ 2 pF/cm, N ~ 8 x 10! transistors and
V =~ 1 volt for the H100. [40] also says that the TDP of an
H100 SXM is 700 W. Assuming an activity factor of «, so that
a fraction « of all transistors are switched per clock cycle, and
solving the equation

""We gather data support this claim based on the ITRS and IRDS reports
between 2007 and 2022—over this entire period we find that C'1, remains at
around 2 pF/cm. [Data].

12The lattice constant of a Silicon with a diamond cubic crystal lattice
structure [48].

700 W

axCLxLxNxV:m
for L yields L ~ (24nm)/« per transistor. A typical activity
factor on the order of 10% [39] means L =~ 240 nm, which is
roughly in line with the transistor spacing length of ~ 100 nm
that was calculated above and 5 times the 3nm node gate
pitch of 48 nm. If this rough proportionality is assumed to hold
when devices are miniaturized further, we could assume that
interconnect lengths per transistor will scale proportionally
with the gate pitch with a constant of around 5. The IRDS
roadmap [4] is pessimistic about progress on this dimension,
projecting that the gate pitch of 48nm at the 3 nm node will
merely fall to 38nm by 2037. However, more fundamental
arguments suggest smaller transistors are possible.

Given that interconnect lengths per transistor at the 3 — 5nm
node with a gate pitch of 48nm seem to be around 240 nm,
we take the 38nm estimate of [4] as an upper bound of
what’s possible and take 2.5nm as a conservative lower
bound. Multiplying by a factor of 5, this gives us an interval
[12.5nm, 190 nm| for L.

Number of wires N charged per FLOP: We estimate this
based on the number of transistors that need to be switched per
FLOP and assume that at least one wire needs to be charged
per transistor switch. We thus follow the estimate for transistor
switches Ny and arrive at a range of [30,3000] wires for
N. Note that this estimate already incorporates the possibility
that the activity factor might be as low as 10%, so we don’t
separately include the activity factor in our final calculation.

Supply voltage V: CMOS processors can potentially be run
at significantly below the roughly 0.7 V of today [52]. For
instance, Swanson and Meindl derive a theoretical lower bound
of 36 mV for the supply voltage, such that MOSFETSs can still
be switched [53], [54]. In particular, the minimum operational
voltage Vi, is given by [55]:

Ss
Vinin = 2Vp [ 1 + ————
min T< +11’110VT),
where Vp = % is the thermal voltage given Boltzmann’s
constant kp, temperature 7' and fundamental charge e.

S is the subthreshold swing, and Swanson and Meindl choose
Ss = 60 mV/decade in the ideal case to obtain 36 mV (at 300
K).

However, Zhai et al. (2005) argue that this bound for the
operational frequency is however not energy-optimal, due to
increased leakage energy from voltage scaling [55]. They
instead find that a minimum at around 0.2 V, e.g. for a 16 x 16
multiplier circuit. This gives similar results from Zhai et al.
(2004) for a variety of different circuits [56].

Furthermore, [46] argue that the operating voltage needs to be
at least 0.5 V in practice, with 0.2 V needed to keep leakage
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currents acceptably low and an additional 0.3 V to deliver
sufficient current.

These estimates however depend on how well optimized
processors are to handle static power dissipation. If future
FETs admit significantly smaller leakage currents, the balance
at which static and dynamic power dissipation could shift,
making lower values of V' possible.

We think the estimates from [53], [54] are theoretically sound.
However, outside of a laboratory setting and in a practical
device, it seems exceedingly difficult to make complex logic
work with just 36 mV of voltage given the ideal subthreshold
swing of 60 mV/decade. In practice, the error correction
required to make logic nodes work correctly with at most
1036/60 ~ 4x current differences between the subthreshold
and threshold regimes of a transistor would present large
overheads that would most likely eliminate the gains of scaling
voltages down to such a level.

To reconcile the estimates that look most realistic to us, we
take 0.1 volts as our lower bound and the projection of 0.6
volts from [4] as the upper bound of our uncertainty interval
over the supply voltage. The choice of 0.1 volts as the lower
bound is based on wanting the number to be low enough
to include the results from [55], [56] while high enough to
exclude values such as 36 mV that we regard as unrealistic
for practical devices.

FLOP/J: If we combine all of the above, we arrive at a
range of [1.5 x 1013, 1.3 x 10*®] FLOP/J, though importantly
the distribution we have for the maximum attainable energy
efficiency considering only interconnect losses is not uniform
over this interval.

C. Leakage power

The final part of our analysis in this section pertains to the
leakage power. As mentioned in section II-B, this has shown
some signs of becoming increasingly important over time—the
goal of this section is thus to verify whether or not these costs
need to be considered in our final model for the FLOP/J.

While it is the case that static power was quickly becoming
important in the 2000s, a crucial counter consideration was the
the increased popularity of FinFETs in the 2010s [57]. These
transistors have orders of magnitude lower leakage currents
than preceding MOSFETs [58], drastically decreasing static
energy costs. For instance, [59] finds FinFET leakage currents
on the order of 20 pA/um at a roughly 10 nm node, which
corresponds to 2 x 10713 A of leakage current per transistor.
This would correspond to a total leakage power of 1.04 x
10~2 W (again assuming 0.65 V), four OOMs lower than the
example with MOSFETs we considered in section II-B.

To determine the extent to which leakage power can be
reduced, we turn to estimates of minimum leakage current.
To this end, [60] estimates that FinFET leakage currents
may be able to reach 107'2 A/um. Given our previously
mentioned estimates of 0.5 nm—3 nm minimum gate lengths,

this corresponds to a current of 5 x 10716 A to 3 x 1071° A.
Combined with our estimate of 0.1 V for the supply voltage,
this corresponds to 5x 1077 W to 3 x 10~1¢ W per transistor,
or 4x 1075 W to 2.4 x 1075 W in a processor with 80 billion
transistors.

We can compare this with the dynamic energy costs from
transistor switching and interconnects, which had roughly 108
and 10'? FLOP/J respectively in the most optimistic estimates.
Since the H100 has a performance of around 10'* FLOP per
second, the corresponding wattage due to dynamic dissipation
is 1014/10° = 10=° W, which is just comparable with the
calculations for static power. However the effects from static
power are much smaller in most other cases—e.g. a bound of
106 FLOP/J yields 102 W given H100 performance, which
is 3 to 4 OOMs higher than the contribution from static power.
Even pessimistically assuming that leakage currents do not
decrease from the 107'3 A of today, this only brings us to
10~* W to 103 W, which is 1 to 2 OOMs lower than the
best guess scenario. These calculations suggest that for our
purposes of deriving an upper bound to the FLOP/J, static
power contributions are likely to be negligible, at least as long
as supply voltages are kept sufficiently high.

IV. MODEL

We can now combine transistor and interconnect models into
a complete model predicting the maximum achievable FLOP/J
of an optimized CMOS processor. We’ve established that
the J/FLOP comes primarily from two main sources, namely
switching capacitances in transistors and wire interconnects.
Thus we write

E= Elransistor + Einterconnect-

Here E is the total energy dissipated per FLOP, Eiynsistor 18
the contribution from transistor switching and Fjperconnect the
contribution from interconnects. We also have that

Elansistor = QS X Nrp,
2
Einterconnect = CL x L x N x V=,

The FLOP/J is then determined by taking the reciprocal of
E, and we can obtain a probability distribution over this
via Monte Carlo simulation. To estimate the distribution of
possible FLOP/J values, we perform Monte Carlo sampling
across plausible ranges for each parameter. The sampling uses
log-uniform distributions, reflecting uncertainty in parameter
values.

Specifically, the log-scale parameter bounds are transformed
to [Lower, Upper] intervals. Random sampling on the log-
transformed intervals provides a weakly informative prior
distribution. We think our uncertainty over the number of
transistors required per FLOP should be independent of our
uncertainty over other parameters, but it’s possible there are
some complex dependencies between Cr, L, and V' that we
have neglected so far.
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Figure 1. Density distribution of predicted maximum FLOP/J (FLOP per

Joule). The plot includes transistor-based, interconnect-based, and total,
derived using log-uniform sampling across model parameters. The total
represents the sum of the transistor and interconnect model predictions,
accounting for both components of power consumption.

To take this into account in a crude way instead of neglecting
it altogether, we use a multivariate Gaussian copula with dif-
ferent parameters having a constant correlation of 0 < p < 1,
and assume p is distributed as ~ |2X — 1| where X follows
a Beta(2,2) distribution. We then reverse the map taking the
latent Gaussian variables to parameter values with probability
1/2 during Monte Carlo sampling to take into account that
we don’t know the direction of the correlations between
parameters. 13

Variable

Range

Energy per switch Qg
Number of switches N
1/ Etransistor

[3 x 10729,10~ 18] J/switch
[30, 3000] switches
(3.3 x 10'4,1.1 x 1018] FLOP/J

Capacitance per unit length Cp,
Avg. wire length L
Number of wires [NV

Supply voltage V'
1/Eintcrconncct

[2x 107112 x 10719] F/m
[12.5 x 1079,190 x 10~°] m
(30, 3000] wires
[0.1,0.6] V
[1.5 x 10'3,1.3 x 10'8] FLOP/J

Table IT
SUMMARY OF ALL UPPER AND LOWER BOUNDS FOR THE KEY VARIABLES
IN THE DESCRIBED MODEL.

The effect of this modification is to widen the energy efficiency
distribution coming from the interconnect method. Despite its
ad-hoc nature, we believe not taking possible correlations into
account at all makes our estimate overconfident, and even
a rough method to take unknown correlations into account
should be better than assuming all variables are jointly inde-
pendently distributed by default.

Figure 1 shows the distribution we obtain using this method
for FLOP/J taking both interconnect and transistor switching
losses into account. The geometric mean of this distribution is
around 4.7 x 10'® FLOP/J, with a standard deviation (in log
space) of around 0.7 OOMs.

13The code for the exact process we use can be found in the accompanying
Colab notebook.

V. DISCUSSION
A. Implications

The current energy efficiency of state-of-the-art GPUs such as
the H100 [40] for dense floating point operations is around
(1015 FP16/s) /(700 W) ~ 1.4 x 10'2 FP16/J. Given that we
expect ideal energy costs to scale quadratically with precision
due to the quadratic complexity of the naive multiplication
algorithm which is optimal at small precisions, our geometric
mean forecast of 4.7 x 10'® FP4/J corresponds to a forecast
of 4.7 x 1015/16 = 2.9 x 101 FP16/J. Our results, therefore,
suggest that there is a 50% chance that further improvements
in energy efficiency will cease after another 290/1.4 ~ 207-
fold of improvement on existing technology.

An important implication is economic in nature: so long as
power remains expensive, our results set an upper bound on
how many floating point operations can be purchased on a
fixed budget, regardless of how cheap hardware manufacturing
itself becomes.

Today, the cost to end users of specialized hardware such as
the H100 is dominated almost entirely by the price of the
hardware: [61] reports that the H100 was selling for $30,000
apiece in August 2023. The useful mean lifetime of a GPU is
likely on the order of 5 years, both because of depreciation and
because of newer hardware making older hardware obsolete,
and [62] states that industrial customers in the US have to pay
on the order of 10 cents per kWh of power in 2023. At these
rates, running the H100 at a TDP of 700 W for 5 years costs
around $3,000—only 10% of the cost of the hardware itself.

So far power costs have been a small fraction of overall
expenses on specialized computing applications. However,
even if hardware continues to get cheaper on a nominal
FLOP/s/$ basis, our results put an upper bound on just how
cheap computing can become as long as energy prices remain
flat. This has significant implications for many domains: for
example, an application that motivated the research leading to
this paper is the training of large machine learning systems,
where an end to FLOP/$ scaling can make Al training runs
beyond some scale infeasible.

All of these implications are conditional on the current hard-
ware paradigm not being abandoned in favor of one that would
violate some key assumptions of our analysis in this paper.
We discuss these assumptions in more detail in Appendix
A, but it’s worth highlighting the most important one of
them once more: our calculations only hold in the irreversible
regime where energy stored in transistors and stray capacitance
is almost entirely lost as heat dissipation whenever these
capacitors are switched. Assessing the feasibility of adiabatic
computing methods is beyond the scope of this paper and we
direct the interested reader to [63].

B. Further work

Given that energy prices have not come down anywhere near
as quickly as hardware prices, and that power costs of running


https://colab.research.google.com/drive/18WKCe6QrZ8qCA5v0pZGaNhq7ovCXmqFL?usp=sharing

specialized computing hardware are becoming comparable to
marginal manufacturing costs before producer markups, the
question of studying energy efficiency in computing gains
importance with the passage of time. Far from being the final
say on the subject, we think this paper should be viewed as a
first-pass attempt at estimating limits to FLOP/J scaling that
future work will substantially improve on.

There are many ways in which the crude analysis in this
paper may be improved. A more detailed understanding of
interconnect dimensions, the feasibility of aggressive scaling
down of supply voltages, and a more rigorous accounting
of the correlations between all the variables involved in the
analysis would lead to more accurate predictions. The models
themselves can also be refined, e.g. by properly taking static
power dissipation into account in the small voltage regime or
in other miscellaneous ways.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this paper presents an approach to estimating
the maximum energy efficiency in FLOP/J] of CMOS pro-
cessors. We first performed an accounting of primary energy
costs, which identified two main sources of dissipation: (1)
switching transistors and (2) switching wire capacitances. This
analysis was then used to establish a model that predicts a dis-
tribution over the maximum FLOP/J, where interval estimates
were established for each individual model parameter.

The model has a geometric mean estimate of 4.7 x 105
FLOP/J as the maximum energy efficiency for CMOS devices,
with a log-space standard deviation of around 0.7 OOMs in
FLOP/J. Compared to current state-of-the-art graphics cards
such as the H100, this represents an improvement of roughly
2.3 OOMs, or about 207-fold.

This approach opens up the possibility for critique and im-
provement of the model assumptions, a more transparent, ver-
ifiable, and iterative approach to forecasting the fundamental
limits of CMOS processors.
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APPENDIX
Appendix A: Characterizing CMOS processors

In order for our estimates of the upper bound to be suffi-
ciently precise, we need to define “CMOS processors” with
appropriate specificity—this determines what technologies this
model’s prediction is intended to apply to, and which kinds
of technological advancements are included or excluded in
our analysis. The definition we provide aims to capture what
is commonly meant by the “present hardware paradigm” and
allows us to derive tractable bounds using standard energy

analysis techniques, while still allowing some degree of leeway
for future energy efficiency improvements.

Roughly, we want our definition to refer to technologies listed
in the “More Moore” category and not the “Beyond CMOS”
category of the 2022 IRDS reports [52], which are standard
primary references for developments in the computing hard-
ware industry. As such, “CMOS processors” are defined as
processors with the following criteria:

« Logic operations are performed digitally, thus exclud-
ing analog technologies e.g. floating gate transistors.

« Computational states are based on electron charge,
which excludes technologies such as optical interconnects
and spin-based computational states.

o Operations are mostly performed irreversibly and thus
are subject to the Landauer limit. Approaches such as
adiabatic switching are possible for achieving much lower
energy dissipation, but such technologies tend to be very
challenging to implement in digital CMOS [63] and are
largely out of scope for this paper.

o Processors are based on a Von Neumann architec-
ture, where memory and logic are separated via a bus,
hence excluding in-memory computing technologies, e.g.
memristors.

« No engineered nanomaterials'#, which excludes tech-
nologies such as carbon nanotube interconnects but not
doped semiconductors, since the latter does not have a
regular structure at nanometer scales.

This specification importantly differs from “traditional”
CMOS in that we allow certain technological integrations,
such as non-planar FinFETs [65], whereas “traditional” CMOS
devices are strictly speaking restricted to planar MOSFETSs. As
such, our definition applies to the vast majority of micropro-
cessors that are available at the time of writing, including those
at the state of the art (e.g. NVIDIA H100s)—this is crucial
for ensuring the practical relevance of our estimates.
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