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1. Executive Summary

FTDAO is a utility token that governs and coordinates a network of independent, energy-related projects. Each
project that joins the network operates its own metered infrastructure and, where applicable, issues its own
project-specific token. FTDAO itself does not hold, generate, or claim ownership of any physical energy asset.
Its function is coordination: it standardizes how projects are vetted, how their tokens are structured, and how
the network verifies real-world output over time.

This version of the whitepaper replaces the 2023 framing of FTDAO as a governance token for a pooled
investment structure. That framing is retired. FTDAQ's value proposition going forward is participation in, and
access to, a coordination protocol — not a claim on collective investment returns.

A planned architectural evolution — a privacy-preserving, zero-knowledge-proof-based reporting token layer,
described in Section 6.4 — is designed to let projects such as Al data centers prove verified output or
emissions claims without exposing commercially sensitive operational data. This is a roadmap item, not a
description of anything currently live; see Section 6.3 for the network's current status.

As of this writing, FTDAO exists only on BSC, purchasable via Tokpie and PancakeSwap. A Solana
extension, a cross-chain bridge, and a 12-month stability vault are planned (Section 4, Roadmap Phase 1) but
not yet deployed, and the chain and framework for any further scaling path beyond that have not been finalized
(Section 4.4).

2. Market Context

FTDAO's repositioning sits at the intersection of several market trends that are independently well documented
and worth grounding in current data, rather than general claims.

2.1 Global Energy Investment

According to the International Energy Agency's World Energy Investment 2026 report, global capital
investment in energy is projected to reach approximately $3.4 trillion in 2026, up from $3.3 trillion in 2025.
Roughly $2.2 trillion of that, nearly two-thirds, is directed toward clean and low-emissions categories:
renewables, nuclear, grids, storage, low-emissions fuels, efficiency, and electrification. Fossil fuel investment
is projected at roughly $1.2 trillion.

CATEGORY 2026 INVESTMENT (EST.)

Total global energy investment ~$3.4 trillion
Clean / low-emissions total ~$2.2 trillion
Renewable power generation ~$665 billion/yr (solar ~$365B, wind

~$200B, hydro ~$75B)

Nuclear (including SMRs) >$80 billion/yr, 78 GW under
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CATEGORY 2026 INVESTMENT (EST.)

construction across 15 countries

Grid infrastructure ~$400-483 billion/yr — growing, but
lagging generation and electrification
demand

Table 1 — Global energy investment by category, 2026 estimates (IEA World Energy Investment 2026).

The IEA also notes that grid investment has struggled to keep pace with generation and electrification
spending — a bottleneck relevant to any network, including FTDAOQO's, that depends on projects being able to
connect to and deliver power onto a functioning grid. This is not an abstract concern: in the U.S., Texas's 2025
Senate Bill 6 rewrote interconnection requirements for large loads exceeding 75 MW, and ERCOT's 2026
“Batch Zero” framework replaced project-by-project interconnection studies with coordinated batch studies
specifically because queues had become a multi-year bottleneck. The same dynamic — power availability, not
capital, as the binding constraint — recurs in Section 2.4 in a global, non-U.S. context.

2.2 Real-World Asset Tokenization

Separately, the market for tokenizing real-world assets on public blockchains has grown quickly. Industry
trackers such as rwa.xyz reported on-chain RWA value (excluding stablecoins) rising from roughly $5-8
billion in early 2025 to more than $30 billion by mid-2026, driven largely by tokenized U.S. Treasuries and,
increasingly, tokenized commodities, private credit, and equities. Institutional entrants including BlackRock,
Franklin Templeton, and JPMorgan have launched tokenized products during this period. Longer-range
forecasts vary widely: McKinsey has projected the broader tokenized-asset market could reach $2—4 trillion by
2030, while Boston Consulting Group's estimate runs as high as $16 trillion by the same date.

This context matters for one specific reason: it explains the category FTDAQ's energy-project network is
designed to eventually participate in, if and when real projects onboard with real metered output. It is not
evidence of FTDAOQ's own current traction, and none of these figures describe FTDAOQ, its treasury, or any
project in its (currently empty) network. The gap between “the category is growing” and “FTDAO has assets
in that category” is the single most important distinction in this document.

2.3 Blockchain Applicability in Electricity and Grid Systems

Beyond aggregate investment figures, it is worth grounding FTDAO's model in the specific literature on why
blockchain technology is considered applicable to electricity systems at all, rather than treating “blockchain
plus energy” as a self-evidently good combination.

The electricity grid's defining physical constraint is that supply and consumption must balance continuously,
since the grid itself has essentially no storage capacity of its own. Academic research on blockchain energy
identifies the transition toward smart grids — and toward decentralized generation by prosumers who both
produce and consume energy — as the setting in which blockchain's core properties (distributed consensus
among many actors without a central intermediary, tamper-evident record-keeping, and smart-contract
automation) become genuinely useful, rather than a solution in search of a problem. A widely cited industry
study identified more than 90 distinct blockchain applications in the energy sector, clustering into a consistent
set of categories: certification and proof of origin, peer-to-peer trading, accounting and financing, asset
management, automation and optimization, and system services. FTDAO's model maps onto several of these
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directly — the project-token factory (Section 6.1) is an asset-management and automation application; the
production-verification pipeline (Section 6.2) is a certification/proof-of-origin application, applied to a network
of projects rather than a single grid operator.

Two findings from this literature are particularly relevant to design choices already made elsewhere in this
document, rather than being background color:

» Proof-of-work consensus is broadly considered unsuitable for energy-sector applications, on both
efficiency and environmental grounds — the resource cost of the consensus mechanism undercuts the
sustainability case for using blockchain in energy in the first place. FTDAQ's chain of record today, BSC,
and the Solana extension planned in Section 4, both use non-proof-of-work consensus, which is
consistent with this guidance rather than a coincidence.

» Digitization is described as a prerequisite, not a detail — the literature is explicit that blockchain-
energy applications depend on the prior existence of smart meters, sensors, and broadband connectivity
feeding real data into the system. This is the same gap identified throughout Section 6 of this document:
FTDAO's verification pipeline is honest about not yet having live, hardware-verified data specifically
because the broader literature treats that as the actual bottleneck for this category of application, not a
shortcoming unique to FTDAO.

The literature also expects blockchain-energy applications to emerge first at a local, pilot-project scale rather
than displacing grid-scale infrastructure immediately, and identifies IT-sector actors entering the energy space
by applying existing blockchain expertise (rather than energy incumbents building blockchain expertise from
scratch) as a recognized adoption pattern. Both observations describe FTDAO's actual position: a coordination
protocol built by a blockchain-native project, intentionally starting with the network-onboarding process in
Section 6 rather than claiming grid-scale reach it does not yet have.

2.4 Al and Data Center Energy Demand — A Global Picture

The rapid growth in electricity demand from AI and data center infrastructure is a global phenomenon, not a
U.S.-specific one, and increasingly not even a U.S./China/Europe-specific one. Emerging markets — Africa
foremost among them — are becoming a distinct and fast-growing part of this picture, which matters directly
to a network designed to onboard projects regardless of geography.

METRIC FIGURE

Global data center power demand 104 GW (2025) — 132 GW (2026) — ~290 GW projected
by 2030 (Gartner)
U.S. data center power demand 31 GW (2025) - 66 GW projected by 2027; rising from

4.1% to 8.5% of U.S. peak summer demand over that
window (Goldman Sachs)

Global data center electricity use ~415 TWh in 2024 (1.5% of global electricity) — projected
to nearly double to ~945 TWh by 2030, roughly 4x faster
than overall electricity demand growth (IEA)

Africa data center market size ~$2.2B (2026) - ~$4.4-8.8B by 2031, CAGR 14-24%
depending on segment and source (Mordor Intelligence;
Arizton; Research and Markets)

Africa active data center capacity ~360 MW active, 238 MW under construction, 656 MW
planned — still only ~0.6% of global capacity (African Data
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Centres Association, 2026)

Table 2 — Global and regional Al/data-center power and market figures, 2025-2031.

The consistent theme across global sources is that power availability, not chip supply, is the binding constraint
on buildout — and this constraint is, if anything, more acute in emerging markets. The African Data Centres
Association's 2026 report notes explicitly that power availability has overtaken connectivity as the principal
siting constraint across the continent, with operators increasingly relying on long-term power purchase
agreements (PPAs) and energy-led siting decisions rather than the reverse. South Africa, Nigeria, Kenya, and
Egypt are the current lead markets, with hyperscale and Al-linked demand cited as a primary growth driver in
each; Nigeria's market in particular is noted for leaning on solar and wind to offset its carbon footprint as it
scales.

This reframes the opportunity for a coordination protocol like FTDAO in a genuinely global way: any network
built to onboard and verify energy-producing projects has a natural adjacent demand source in compute buyers
actively seeking new power capacity — and that demand source is not confined to any single region or grid. A
solar, hydro, or gas-to-power project in Kenya or Egypt seeking a PPA with a data center operator faces the
same structural opportunity as one in Texas or Virginia.

This is presented as market context, the same way the rest of Section 2 is: it explains why compute-linked
demand is a real and growing category worth naming structurally in Section 6, not evidence that FTDAO has
any current relationship with a data center, mining operation, or compute buyer in any region. No such
relationship exists as of this writing.

2.5 Critical Minerals and the Compute-Energy-Resource Nexus

A second, distinct link between global data center growth and Africa specifically is materials, not just power.
Al data center buildout is a significant and growing driver of demand for copper, cobalt, rare earth elements,
and other critical minerals used in power distribution, grid transmission and transformers, cooling
infrastructure, and battery/UPS systems. Independent modeling of Al infrastructure's material footprint finds
that copper dominates total demand by mass, with grid transmission and distribution equipment — not
compute hardware itself — accounting for the largest single share; various industry estimates put Al-driven
demand growth by 2030 at roughly 2—3% of global copper demand, with disproportionately larger effects on
tighter-supplied inputs such as gallium and rare earth elements.

Africa is a primary global source for several of these inputs:

+ Cobalt and copper: the Democratic Republic of Congo alone accounts for an estimated 70-76% of
world cobalt production and hosts some of the largest high-grade copper projects globally (including
Kamoa-Kakula), within the broader Central African Copperbelt spanning the DRC and Zambia.

+ Logistics and corridor investment: the Lobito Corridor — a U.S.- and EU-backed rail and port project
connecting the DRC and Zambia to Angola's Atlantic coast — is under active development specifically to
move copper and cobalt to export markets more efficiently, reducing dependence on existing trade routes.

+ Other emerging supply: battery-grade manganese projects in South Africa and Botswana, lithium
development in Zimbabwe, and cobalt sulfate refining in Morocco point to a broader diversification of
critical-mineral supply across the continent, beyond the DRC alone.
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This matters for FTDAQ's network design in a way that is structurally distinct from the compute-linked tag
described in Section 6: a mining or resource-extraction project supplying inputs to the energy/data center
supply chain is not itself a power-generation project, and would not fit the network's current “grid-connected,
metered electricity output” verification model without modification. If this is a direction worth pursuing, it
would likely require either (a) a separate project category with its own verification criteria — extraction
volume, ore grade, offtake agreements, in place of MWh metering — or (b) treating it as a distinct future track
rather than folding it into the existing energy-project template. This document does not propose that
architecture here; it is flagged as a real, sourced adjacency worth a deliberate design decision, not an
assumption that the existing token-factory template extends to it as-is.

As with Section 2.4, this is market context only. No mining, minerals, or resource-extraction project of any
kind currently exists in FTDAO's network, and nothing above should be read as a claim that one does.

2.6 Sourcing

Energy investment figures: International Energy Agency, World Energy Investment 2026, released May 2026.
RWA figures: rwa.xyz aggregated data as reported across multiple industry outlets, and CoinGecko's RWA
market reporting, as of Q1-Q2 2026. Global data center power demand figures: Gartner (2026 forecasts),
Goldman Sachs (U.S. data center demand research), and the International Energy Agency (global data center
electricity use projections). Africa data center market and capacity figures: Mordor Intelligence, Arizton, and
Research and Markets (2026 market outlook reports); African Data Centres Association, Data Centres in
Africa 2026: The Economic Report. Critical minerals figures: industry and academic estimates on Al-driven
mineral demand growth, and regional sourcing data on Central African copper and cobalt production and the
Lobito Corridor logistics initiative. These are third-party figures, current as of this writing, and subject to
revision; full citations appear in Section 12.

3. What FTDAO Is — and Is Not

3.1 What Is a DAO

A decentralized autonomous organization (DAO) is a group coordinated through on-chain and off-chain rules
rather than a traditional corporate hierarchy. A useful structural breakdown, drawn from recent academic
research on DAO governance, decomposes a DAQO into a handful of recurring components: a smart contract
that encodes and enforces its rules; an on-chain identifier tying participants to a verifiable address; a
governance or utility token that determines voting weight; and a voting mechanism through which proposals
are decided. Most DAQOs, including FTDAO, follow the same basic lifecycle for any decision: a proposal is
created, opened for community input, put to a vote, and then, if passed, acted on.

FTDAO's governance runs on Snapshot, an off-chain voting tool that records token-holding snapshots at a
given block height and lets holders vote without paying on-chain gas for every decision. This is not a
proprietary choice: Snapshot is the dominant tool in the space, used by the large majority of active DAOs,
precisely because on-chain voting for every proposal is expensive and slow at scale.
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FTDAO IS FTDAO IS NOT

A utility token granting participation rights in a
project-vetting and coordination protocol

A claim on pooled investment capital or its returns

The mechanism by which network-wide standards
(verification, token templates, lock schedules) are
set and enforced

A direct stake in any specific energy asset, plant,
or facility

A governance instrument for protocol-level
decisions (which projects qualify, what the

A security representing equity or profit-sharing in
FTDAO itself

standard template requires)

Table 3 — FTDAO scope of function.

This distinction is the central architectural decision behind this revision. Positioning FTDAO as a governance
token over a pooled investment structure created regulatory exposure resembling an investment contract.
Repositioning FTDAO as a utility and coordination token narrows that exposure by tying the token's function
to a concrete protocol service rather than to investment performance.

3.3 Governance in Practice: What the Data Shows

The same 2025 study analyzed 16,246 proposals across 581 active DAO projects on Snapshot, and several of
its findings are directly relevant to how FTDAOQ's governance is designed, not just background reading.

+ Simple voting dominates for a reason. Single-choice voting accounts for the large majority of proposals
studied, far ahead of more complex mechanisms like quadratic or weighted voting. FTDAQ's Snapshot-
based yes/no governance votes (Section 6.1) follow the same well-established pattern rather than
adopting untested voting mechanics.

+ Participation tends to concentrate. Across the dataset, voting power and participation followed a
Pareto-like distribution, with a small share of holders accounting for a disproportionate share of votes.
This is a structural tendency across DAQOs generally, not a flaw specific to FTDAO, but it is a real risk
worth naming: a network-onboarding vote decided by a small, concentrated group of holders is a weaker
signal than one with broad participation, and this is worth monitoring as FTDAQ's holder base grows.
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4, Technical Architecture

Fig. 1 — Cross-chain token architecture and governance flow.

BSC BEP-20 Wormhole NTT Solana SPL

Planned — cross-chain gateway

Live today Planned — not yet live

12-Month Vault

Planned — intercepts migrations

Snapshot Governance

Livg today — voting weight design covers both chains once Solana laundhes

Solid outline = live today. Grey outline = planned, not yet deployed (Section 4, Roadmap Phase 1).

Fig. 1 — Cross-chain token architecture and governance flow. BSC and Snapshot governance are live today; the Solana
extension, bridge, and vault are planned (Section 4, Roadmap Phase 1).

4.1 Legacy Token Preservation

The original BSC BEP-20 contract (0xb354e8e344535e98006a60fa3934c6a82bda85¢7) remains the canonical
legacy token. No migration is forced; holders may continue using FTDAO on BNB Chain indefinitely.

4.2 Solana SPL Extension

A Solana-native SPL token is planned to mirror the fixed global supply of 1,000,000,000 FTDAO, using
standardized decimal formatting to match the BEP-20 original. This is not yet live: as of this writing, FTDAO
exists only on BSC, and the Solana-side token is a Phase 1 roadmap item (Section 10), not a current
deployment.

4.3 Cross-Chain Interoperability

Once the Solana-side token exists, a Wormhole Native Token Transfer (NTT) gateway is planned to connect
the BSC and Solana instances, allowing holders to move tokens cross-chain without altering the fixed total
supply. Like the Solana extension itself, this gateway is not yet deployed.

4.4 On a Dedicated Chain or L2

FTDAO deliberately runs on established chains rather than a sovereign blockchain of its own. Today that
means BSC only — the Solana extension described in Section 4.2 is a roadmap item, not a current deployment.
A dedicated L1 requires bootstrapping an independent, economically secure validator set, along with wallet,
explorer, and bridge infrastructure rebuilt from zero — a capital and security commitment suited to networks
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with proven, high-volume demand, not an appropriate first step for a project still onboarding its first network
participant.

Beyond the planned BSC-Solana bridge, a further scaling path for the project-token factory remains an open
question rather than a settled one. Two directions are both under consideration: an EVM-compatible rollup
(inheriting security and finality from an established base chain, requiring only a sequencer rather than an
independent validator network) or additional Solana-native scaling, given Solana's low transaction costs
already suit frequent activity like production reporting. Neither the specific chain nor the rollup framework has
been finalized, and none of this is adopted today, for three reasons: early-stage rollup sequencers are typically
centrally operated, which is a real trust concession rather than a technicality; each additional chain adds a
bridge to secure, and bridge contracts are consistently where cross-chain systems concentrate risk; and the
throughput problem this would solve does not yet exist at FTDAO's current scale. This is revisited in Phase 4
of the roadmap (Section 10), once a specific direction is chosen.

This is a separate question from the factory contract's chain-agnostic design described in Section 6.1. That
design intends to use infrastructure FTDAOQO already has a presence on once the Solana extension is live, and
carries none of the new-infrastructure risk discussed above; it does not depend on whether or when a further
dedicated scaling path is ever pursued.

5. The 12-Month Stability Vault

Once the Solana extension and Wormhole bridge described in Section 4 are live, tokens migrating from BSC
to Solana through the NTT gateway will be intercepted by a custom manager contract and placed under a 12-
month linear lock. Locked tokens will not be routable to a DEX during the lock period, but locked holders are
designed to retain full governance participation: vault state will be relayed to Snapshot so that voting weight is
unaffected by the lock. As with the rest of Section 4, this vault is not yet deployed — it is a Phase 1 roadmap
item (Section 10).

The intent is for the vault to restrict liquidity, not voice. This is a deliberate design choice to reduce migration-
driven sell pressure while preserving the integrity of governance participation for long-term holders, once
implemented.

6. The Energy Project Network

FTDAO's coordination function centers on a network of independent energy-related projects. The network is
energy-agnostic by design: any grid-connected project that meets the network's verification criteria can
participate, regardless of source. This is a deliberate architectural choice, not a temporary placeholder ahead of
a renewables focus — the protocol does not weight one energy source over another.

Alongside source type, a project can optionally be tagged as compute-linked: a project whose output is
committed, or intended, to serve Al/data-center demand specifically, per the market context in Section 2.4.
This is a demand-side tag, not a fourth energy source — a compute-linked project is still fundamentally
renewable, baseload, or another qualifying source; the tag simply flags that its output is oriented toward that
buyer category. No project in the network currently carries this tag; it is a structural category the application
process (Section 6.1) supports, not a claim that any compute relationship exists today. As discussed in Section
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2.5, a related but distinct resource-linked category — covering mining and mineral-extraction projects feeding
the same supply chain — is flagged as a future design question rather than a currently supported tag.

For projects, the network's core offer is access to funding through a token of their own: a project that
completes verification can issue a token backed by its own metered output, rather than needing to structure a
traditional financing round from scratch. This is a primary reason a project would seek to join the network, and
it is worth stating plainly rather than leaving implicit.

6.1 How a Project Joins

Fig. 2 — Project onboarding flow.

1. Application 2. Governance Vote 3. Token Deployed 4. Allocation
> > —>
Site, ownership, Snapshot, FTDAO FTDAO factory Network fee to
verification plan holders decide contract, Solana-first FTDAO, per vote

Fig. 2 — Project onboarding flow.

+ 1. Application. A project submits site details, ownership documentation, and a metering/verification
plan.

+ 2. Governance review. FTDAO holders vote via Snapshot on whether the project meets the network's
verification criteria.

+ 3. Standardized token deployment. If approved, the project's token is deployed through an FTDAO-
controlled factory contract, not issued independently by the project. This keeps FTDAO directly involved
in issuance and ensures every project token in the network follows the same template, with the same
verification and reporting hooks built in from the start. The factory itself is designed to be chain-agnostic:
BSC is the current deployment target while FTDAQO's own cross-chain infrastructure (Section 4) remains
BSC-only, with Solana intended as an additional or default target once that infrastructure is live, given its
low transaction costs are well suited to frequent activity like production reporting. This reuses
infrastructure FTDAOQ already has a presence on rather than introducing a new chain ahead of need.

+ 4. Network allocation. FTDAO receives an allocation of the newly issued project token, sized by
governance vote, as compensation for the verification, standardization, and ongoing coordination work
the protocol provides.

On the network allocation. This allocation compensates the protocol for a defined service — vetting and
standardization — and is not a projection of value, a return, or an investment offer to FTDAO holders. The
size and disposition of any allocation is set by governance and may change. Nothing in this document should
be read as a promise of profit to FTDAO holders arising from the efforts of project teams or the DAO.

6.2 Ongoing Production Verification

Once a project has joined the network, it reports production data on an ongoing basis through a dedicated
submission form on fundtokens.io. Each submission — project name, source type, MWh amount, reporting
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period, and supporting documentation such as a meter export or utility statement — is held in a pending queue
and is not displayed anywhere on the site until it clears review.

Review happens in two stages. First, an Al agent performs an initial pass: cross-checking the reported figures
against the uploaded documentation, flagging inconsistencies with the project's prior submissions, and
surfacing anything that looks anomalous or incomplete. Second, an administrator makes the final call on
whether to approve and publish. The Al agent narrows and accelerates review; it does not have unilateral
authority to publish. This matters specifically because the Al agent's own assessment is only as good as the
documents it's given — treating its output as a recommendation for a human to weigh, rather than a final
decision, keeps a single convincing fake document from being enough to get a submission published as
verified.

Fig. 3 — Production data verification pipeline.

Submission Pending Queue Al Agent Triage Admin Decision
> >
Data + document Not yet public Cross-check, flag Final call
Rejected Published

Fig. 3 — Production data verification pipeline.

This is a manual-plus-Al-assisted process today, not a direct meter or oracle integration. Section 6.4 describes
a planned, privacy-preserving alternative to this pipeline for projects that cannot or will not disclose underlying
documentation.

6.3 Current Status

As of this writing, no project has completed onboarding. The dashboard on fundtokens.io reflects this honestly:
project categories and sample metrics shown are illustrative of the intended structure, not live data from an
operating asset. Each project card is explicitly marked as unconnected to a live meter until a real project
completes verification.

6.4 The ZK-dMRV Reporting Token Layer (Planned Evolution)

Sections 6.1-6.3 describe FTDAO's current, live verification model: a project submits production data through
a web form, and a combination of Al-assisted triage and human sign-off decides whether to publish it. That
model works for a project willing to share underlying documentation — a meter export or utility statement is a
reasonable ask for a solar farm's monthly generation total. It is a much harder ask for an Al data center, whose
granular power draw, GPU utilization, and workload telemetry are commercially sensitive in their own right,
independent of anything to do with carbon accounting.

A zero-knowledge proof (ZK proof) is a cryptographic technique that lets one party prove a specific claim is
true without revealing the underlying data that makes it true. Applied here: a project's private hardware
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telemetry — rack power draw, GPU utilization, meter readings — never leaves the project's own systems. A
local prover node computes the relevant output metric off-chain and generates a succinct proof (a zk-SNARK,
or zero-knowledge succinct non-interactive argument of knowledge) that the computation was performed
correctly against that private data. Only the proof, and the resulting claim — for example, “42 MWh of clean
generation matched this month” — are ever published on-chain. This is not a hypothetical technique: 2025
academic research has proposed a directly analogous zk-SNARK-based methodology for verifiable carbon
emissions reporting across cloud data centre supply chains, specifically so that energy suppliers, data centres,
cloud providers, and their customers can exchange accountable emissions figures without any party disclosing
commercially sensitive operational data.

This section describes a planned architectural evolution of FTDAO, not a description of anything currently
live, consistent with the honest current-status framing in Section 6.3. It is designed to build on, not replace, the
project-token and verification model already described in Sections 6.1-6.3. A project in the network may have
two distinct, independently optional tokens:

+ Financing token (Section 6.1). Deployed once at onboarding, backed by metered output, intended to
help a project raise capital against its production — this remains the network's core offer and is
unchanged by this section.

+ Reporting token (this section). A second, optional, project-specific token minted continuously against
zk-verified telemetry and burned when an enterprise or off-taker uses it to settle a specific compliance
claim (a Scope 1-3 offset, or an hourly Scope 2 clean-energy-matching claim). It behaves as a
consumable audit certificate, not a held or traded asset.

A project can issue a financing token, a reporting token, both, or neither — participation in one is not a
prerequisite for the other. This is a design assumption made explicit here because it materially changes how a
project would interact with the network compared to Sections 6.1-6.3 alone.
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Fig. 4 — ZK-dMRV Reporting Token architecture (planned evolution).

Project / Enterprise Edge

Solar - Wind - EV Fleet - Data Center - Flaring Reduction - Battery SCADA

Private hardware telemetry
(never leaves project systems)

FTDAO ZK-dMRV Engine

Computes verified MWh / avoided CO-e off-chain — generates a zk-SNARK proof;
no trade secrets or raw telemetry are exposed

l Cryptographic state proof only

Project-Specific Reporting Token Engine

e.g. $pSOLAR - $pDATA - $pEV - $pGAS — mint per verified unit —» settle CFE/REC/offset claim — burn on retirement

l Protocol verification & micro-fees

FTDAO Parent Governance & Treasury

FTDAO collateral required to deploy a project factory - captures micro-fees on mint / settlement

Fig. 4 — ZK-dMRYV Reporting Token architecture (planned evolution).

The pipeline runs in four stages:

+ 1. Project / enterprise edge. Private hardware telemetry (inverters, EV charging hubs, rack power
meters, optical methane sensors, battery SCADA, etc.) is captured on the project's own infrastructure and
is never transmitted in raw form.

+ 2.FTDAO ZK-dMRYV engine. Computes the relevant output metric — verified MWh, avoided CO,e,
carbon intensity — off-chain, and generates a zk-SNARK proof that the computation was performed
correctly, without exposing the private inputs.

+ 3. Project-specific reporting token engine. A per-project contract (illustrative naming: $pSOLAR,
$pDATA, $pEV, $pGAS) mints one reporting token per verified unit once the proof is checked on-chain,
and permanently burns tokens when an enterprise uses them to settle an offset or clean-energy-matching
claim, producing an immutable, non-double-counted certificate of retirement.

* 4.FTDAO parent governance and treasury. The project's reporting-token factory is deployed against
staked FTDAO collateral, mirroring the collateral model already described in Section 6.1, and the
protocol captures a micro-fee, in basis points, on minting and settlement activity.
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6.4.1 What This Changes, and What It Doesn't

+ Unchanged: FTDAO itself is still not a claim on any physical asset (Section 3.2), and the network
allocation model for financing tokens described in Section 6.1 is unaffected by this section.

» New: This introduces a second, additive category of treasury value capture — protocol micro-fees on
reporting-token mint/settlement activity — distinct from the network allocation in Section 6.1. This is not
yet reflected in Section 9's tokenomics tables, which describe FTDAQ's current, live token design; those
tables will be revisited if and when this layer moves from roadmap to implementation.

+ Structurally different asset: a reporting token is designed to be consumed, not held — minted against a
specific verified claim and burned when that claim is used — which is a different value proposition from
the financing token in Section 6.1 and does not carry the same trading or liquidity considerations
discussed in Section 11.3.

6.4.2 Why This Fits the Al Data Center and Africa Context Specifically

Two threads elsewhere in this document converge directly on this design. Section 2.4 establishes that AI data
center power demand is a global, fast-growing category, with compute buyers under increasing regulatory and
customer pressure to demonstrate verifiable clean-power relationships, such as hourly Scope 2 matching.
Section 2.5 separately flags mining and resource-extraction projects as a category the network's current MWh-
based verification model does not cleanly fit. A data center operator has a direct incentive to prove clean-
energy matching without exposing operational telemetry that would reveal customer workload volumes or
training schedules to competitors; a mining or resource project in a jurisdiction with less mature reporting
infrastructure has an analogous incentive to produce a verifiable production or emissions claim without
exposing commercially sensitive extraction-volume data industry-wide. This is presented as a design rationale,
not a claim that either use case exists in the network today; per Section 6.3, no project of any kind has
completed onboarding as of this writing.

7. Regional Data & Transparency

To provide context on the broader energy transition landscape the network is designed to plug into,
fundtokens.io displays third-party regional grid data (e.g., U.S. Energy Information Administration statistics,
and, per Section 2.4, African Data Centres Association capacity data where relevant). This data describes
national or regional grid conditions — it is not a measurement of any FTDAO-coordinated project and is
labeled as such wherever it appears.

8. Market Access

FTDAO trades on Tokpie and PancakeSwap (both BSC) and is tracked by third-party aggregators including
DEX Screener, CoinCodex, and LiveCoinWatch. Liquidity across these venues is currently thin: some pools
are small enough that they do not consistently appear on every third-party DEX tracker or aggregator, and
pricing or depth shown on any single source may not reflect the full picture. Prospective buyers and holders
should check multiple venues directly rather than relying on any one tracker. A Solana-native trading pathway,
including a Phantom wallet connection and USDC bridge, is planned for a subsequent phase and is not yet live.
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9. Token Economy Design Self-Assessment

Recent academic work proposes the Token Economy Design Method (TEDM), a structured framework
organizing token-economy design decisions into three pillars: incentives, governance, and tokenomics. The
same study applies this framework comparatively to Uniswap and Curve Finance as a worked example of the
method's use as an analytic lens on an already-operating token economy. The tables below apply that same lens
to FTDAO's current, live token design, as a form of structured self-assessment rather than a design exercise
starting from scratch. They describe the financing-token model in Sections 4-6.3; the planned reporting-token
layer in Section 6.4 introduces additional mint/burn and fee mechanics that will be incorporated into this
assessment once implemented.

9.1 Incentives

TEDM STEP FTDAO

Stakeholders FTDAO holders; energy-project applicants and their eventual token
holders; network participants who submit and review production data

Functions Governance and coordination utility — project vetting, verification
standardization — not a payment system or pooled investment vehicle

Desirable behaviors Substantive governance participation in project vetting; honest, well-
documented production data submission; long-term engagement with
network standards rather than short-term speculation

Incentive mechanism type Primarily non-monetary for FTDAO holders (governance participation
rights, standing within the network); the network allocation described in
Section 6.1 is a treasury-level, not a holder-level, monetary mechanism

Mechanisms Snapshot-based governance voting; no staking yield, token rewards, or
revenue share is currently offered to FTDAO holders

Table 4 — TEDM incentives lens applied to FTDAO.

Applying TEDM's own distinction between monetary and non-monetary incentives makes a gap explicit:
FTDAOQ's holder-level incentive is presently limited to governance participation and market price appreciation,
with no structured mechanism (staking, fee-sharing, or similar) tying network activity back to individual
holders. Whether to introduce one, and the risk that doing so would reintroduce investment-contract
characteristics discussed in Section 11.5, is an open design question rather than a settled one.

9.2 Governance

TEDM STEP FIDAO

Governance areas Project onboarding and vetting criteria (Section 6.1); network allocation
size; protocol/template parameter changes

Stakeholder roles FTDAO holders propose and vote via Snapshot; administrators execute
the Al-assisted verification decision (Section 6.2)

Decentralization level Publicly open governance in form; verification review is currently
centralized in practice, consistent with an early-stage system with no
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TEDM STEP FIDAO

onboarded projects yet (Section 6.3)

On-chain / off-chain Off-chain voting (Snapshot); on-chain execution via the factory contract
once a vote passes

Core voting mechanism 1-token-1-vote (1t1v) — simple and time-efficient, but the same
mechanism the referenced literature flags as most exposed to plutocracy
and vote-buying risk among the mechanism families it surveys

Support mechanisms None implemented yet (no delegated voting, time-weighting, or Sybil-
resistance measures beyond wallet-based identity)

Table 5 — TEDM governance lens applied to FTDAO.

FTDAO's use of plain 1t1v is a known trade-off, not an oversight: the referenced study reports Uniswap's own
1tlv governance carries a measured Gini coefficient of 0.996 and a Nakamoto coefficient of 11 for voting
power — extreme concentration by the same metrics. FTDAO has not measured its own equivalent figures,
and doing so as its holder base grows is a reasonable next step. Time-weighted alternatives (e.g., conviction
voting or vote-escrow models) are the most-cited mitigation in the literature, at the cost of added complexity;
this is worth revisiting as governance activity increases rather than treating 1t1v as a permanent choice.

9.3 Tokenomics

TEDM STEP FTDAO

Supply policy Fixed, capped supply of 1,000,000,000 FTDAO; no ongoing inflation or
minting

Timing Already issued and trading (post-launch); not applicable retroactively

Distribution mechanism Public market distribution via DEX and CEX trading; no private sale

structure is disclosed in this document

Value-capture channels Governance rights and the network coordination/verification function
(Section 6); not a claim on earnings or a direct revenue share. Section 6.4
describes a planned, additive fee channel (reporting-token mint/settlement
micro-fees) not yet implemented.

Price-management None implemented for FTDAO directly; the 12-month vault (Section 5)

mechanisms functions as a de facto lock mechanism for migrated tokens, reducing
circulating supply during the lock period as a side effect of its primary
purpose

Table 6 — TEDM tokenomics lens applied to FTDAO.

Under the same framework, FTDAQ's capped supply favors a scarcity/long-term-holding narrative, which the
literature notes can reduce a token's willingness to circulate for its intended governance-participation purpose
— a tension already visible in FTDAO's design, where governance participation depends on holders being
willing to vote rather than simply hold.
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10. Roadmap

PHASE SCOPE

Phase 1 Solana SPL token issuance, NTT bridge, 12-month vault contracts, site relaunch with
utility-token positioning

Phase 2 Phantom wallet / Solana bridge live connection; first project onboarding through the
governance vetting process

Phase 3 Live regional data integration via a backend proxy (EIA, Electricity Maps, or Grid
Status APIs); first live-metered project dashboard

Phase 4 Evaluate a dedicated rollup (L2) as the execution environment for the project-token
factory, once network transaction volume justifies the infrastructure; not pursued
before then

Phase 5 Design and pilot the ZK-dMRYV Reporting Token layer (Section 6.4): off-chain prover
node reference implementation, project-specific reporting-token factory, and on-chain
zk-SNARK proof verification, starting with a small number of pilot projects before
any broader rollout

Table 7 — Roadmap phases.

11. Risks and Barriers to Adoption

The sections below discuss the main categories of risk in more depth than a summary list allows, followed by a
condensed disclosure list.

11.1 Technical and Smart Contract Risk

The vault, the Wormhole NTT bridge, and any future factory contracts carry inherent technical risk. Cross-
chain bridges in particular have historically been a concentrated point of failure across the industry; a bridge
design that depends on a small set of trusted relayers or administrators, without cryptographic proof tying
claims to actual deposits, is a materially weaker security model than one that does. Prospective users should
review audits, once available, before interacting with any contract, and should treat the absence of a published
audit as a reason for caution rather than an oversight to assume away.

11.2 Verification Integrity

The production data verification process described in Section 6.2 combines Al-assisted triage with human
sign-off specifically to avoid a single point of failure. That said, the system is only as reliable as the
documentation submitted to it: a sufficiently convincing fabricated document could, in principle, pass both
stages. This risk decreases as the network moves toward more automated, hardware-verified data sources
(metering and oracle integrations), but it is not eliminated by AI assistance alone, and should not be described
or marketed as such.
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11.3 Market and Liquidity Risk

The FTDAO token's price is set by open market trading and may be volatile. Liquidity is currently limited:
pools on some trading venues are small enough that they do not consistently appear on every third-party DEX
tracker or aggregator, which means price or depth data shown on any single source may be incomplete or lag
actual market conditions. The same applies, independently, to any project token issued through the network
once real projects onboard — each project token's liquidity depends on its own market, not FTDAO's.

11.4 Adoption and Network Effects

As of this writing, no project has completed onboarding (Section 6.3), and no physical energy asset — and no
mining or mineral-extraction asset, per Section 2.5 — is currently owned, operated, or metered by FTDAO or
the DAO treasury. The value of FTDAQ's coordination function is realized only as real projects join, submit
verifiable data, and issue project tokens; until that happens, the network's utility is prospective rather than
demonstrated. This document's forward-looking statements about planned features — the Solana bridge, live
regional data feeds, project onboarding, a future dedicated execution environment, the ZK-dMRYV reporting
layer described in Section 6.4, or any future resource-linked project category — are intentions, not
commitments, and are subject to change without notice.

11.5 Regulatory Uncertainty

The regulatory treatment of utility tokens, DAO governance instruments, and project-token issuance varies by
jurisdiction and continues to evolve — a consideration that applies with particular force to a network intended
to operate across multiple countries and regulatory regimes, including African jurisdictions where digital-asset
and energy-project regulation is still developing. The architectural decisions described in this document —
positioning FTDAO as a utility and coordination token, being explicit about what the network allocation is and
is not — are designed to reduce, not eliminate, this uncertainty. FTDAQ's direct involvement in deploying
project tokens through the factory contract (Section 6.1) is a deliberate tradeoff, made in exchange for template
consistency and verification integrity across the network. It is a design choice worth understanding, not a
settled legal conclusion, and prospective participants should weigh it accordingly, on a jurisdiction-by-
jurisdiction basis as the network expands.

11.6 Zero-Knowledge Proof and Telemetry Trust (Forward-Looking)

The ZK-dMRYV layer described in Section 6.4 is not yet implemented, and the risk profile below describes
what it would introduce if built, not a live system.

A zero-knowledge proof guarantees that a specific computation was performed correctly against a set of
private inputs; it does not, on its own, guarantee that those inputs were true. A spoofed sensor, a manipulated
meter, or a project that deliberately feeds artificial data into an otherwise legitimate prover node would still
produce a valid, verifiable proof of an untrue claim. This is the same underlying risk already named in Section
11.2 for the current document-based verification pipeline; the ZK layer moves the trust boundary from “is this
uploaded document genuine” to “is this hardware telemetry genuine,” rather than eliminating the question.
Addressing the latter requires hardware attestation, tamper-evident metering, or a trusted oracle layer — a
distinct engineering problem from the zk-SNARK proof system itself, and one this document does not attempt
to solve.
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An initial implementation is also likely to rely on a single prover node per project, which is itself a
centralization point: whoever controls that node controls what gets proven, even though the cryptography
guarantees the underlying computation is sound. Distributing or multi-partying the prover role is a reasonable
long-term goal, not a near-term commitment. Prospective users and projects should treat the ZK-dMRYV layer,
once available, as a meaningful improvement to data privacy and computational verifiability — not as an
independent guarantee that a project's underlying telemetry is truthful.

11.7 General Disclosure

This document is not legal, investment, or financial advice. It does not constitute an offer to sell or a
solicitation of an offer to buy any security in any jurisdiction. Prospective holders and participants should
consult independent legal and financial counsel before making decisions related to FTDAO or any project
token issued through its network.
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