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Abstract—Ensuring extremely high reliability is essential for
channel coding in 6G networks. The next-generation of ultra-
reliable and low-latency communications (XURLLC) scenario
within 6G networks requires a frame error rate (FER) below
107°. However, low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes, the
standard in 5G new radio (NR), encounter a challenge known as
the error floor phenomenon, which hinders to achieve such low
rates. To tackle this problem, we introduce an innovative solution:
boosted neural min-sum (NMS) decoder. This decoder operates
identically to conventional NMS decoders, but is trained by novel
training methods including: i) boosting learning with uncorrected
vectors, ii) block-wise training schedule to address the vanishing
gradient issue, iii) dynamic weight sharing to minimize the
number of trainable weights, iv) transfer learning to reduce the
required sample count, and v) data augmentation to expedite
the sampling process. Leveraging these training strategies, the
boosted NMS decoder achieves the state-of-the art performance
in reducing the error floor as well as superior waterfall perfor-
mance. Remarkably, we fulfill the 6G xXURLLC requirement for
5G LDPC codes without the severe error floor. Additionally, the
boosted NMS decoder, once its weights are trained, can perform
decoding without additional modules, making it highly practical
for immediate application.

Index Terms—6G networks, error floor, low-density parity-
check (LDPC) codes, machine learning, neural min-sum decoder

I. INTRODUCTION

CHIEVING extremely high reliability, characterized by

a low frame error rate (FER) of 107, is pivotal for
realizing applications in the next generation of ultra-reliable
and low-latency communications (xXURLLC) within 6G net-
works [1]], [2]. In particular, this level of reliability is crucial
for mission-critical applications such as industrial automa-
tion, telemedicine, and autonomous driving, serving as key
performance indicators (KPIs) [3]]. From the perspective of
channel coding, it is imperative to develop codes and decoders
that achieve the extreme reliability with low signal to noise
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ratios (SNRs). This high reliability is also required for various
systems such as solid-state drive (SSD) storage [4], DNA
storage [5], and cryptosystems [6].

However, the low-density parity-check (LDPC) codes em-
ployed in the data channel of 5G new radio (NR) suffer from
the error floor phenomenon, which hinders the achievement of
extremely low FERs at low SNRs [7]. The FER performance
curve of LDPC codes typically comprises two distinct regions:
the waterfall region, characterized by a sharp decline in FERs,
and the error floor region, where the decrease in FERs becomes
more gradual. Techniques to improve waterfall performance
often inadvertently worsen error floor performance. For exam-
ple, introducing irregularity into the code structure or employ-
ing decoders with weighting (e.g., weighted min-sum: WMS)
can improve waterfall performance but degrade error floor
performance. Moreover, the implementation of quantization,
which is essential for efficient hardware realization, can lead
to a severe error floor [8]].

A. Main Contributions

To mitigate the error floor, this paper proposes novel train-
ing methods for the neural min-sum (NMS) decoder [9]. As
a generalized version of the WMS decoder, the NMS decoder
incorporates multiple trainable weights that are trained using
machine learning algorithms. We show that the error floor can
be significantly reduced by the following five training methods.

1) Boosting learning using uncorrected vectors: We first lever-
age the boosting learning technique [10] from the machine
learning domain. This technique employs a sequential
training approach where each classifier concentrates on
samples incorrectly classified by its preceding classifiers.
By following this approach, we split the whole decoding
process into two stages, base and post. The post stage
decoder uses specific received vectors that are uncorrected
in the base stage as its training samples. If the uncorrected
(UC) vectors are accumulated in the error floor region of
the base stage, the post stage decoder is specifically trained
to correct theses UC vectors causing the error floor.

2) Block-wise training schedule: Reducing the error floor typ-
ically necessitates a large maximum number of iterations
(8], [1L1], [12], potentially leading to the vanishing gradient
problem [14] as a common challenge in deep networks.
To overcome this issue, we propose a block-wise training
schedule that sequentially trains sub-iteration blocks. We
also retrain the weights from previous blocks in a sliding
window manner to prevent getting stuck in local minima.



TABLE I
COMPARISON BETWEEN MODEL-BASED NEURAL DECODERS

. Training Training Weight Transfer Data
Ref. Codes Target region  Decoders Sample Schedule Sharing Learning  Augmentation
Ours  Standard LDPC Waterfall, MS UC vectors Block-wise ~ Dynamic Yes Yes
Error floor
191 BCH Waterfall BP, MS Received vectors One-shot Temporal No No
[20]  Standard LDPC Waterfall BP, MS Received vectors  Iter-by-Iter Spatial No No
[22] Short LDPC Waterfall BP Absorbing set One-shot Temporal No No
136] Regular LDPC Waterfall, FAID Received vectors One-shot Temporal No No
Error floor
Waterfall, .
[37] Short LDPC Error floor FAID Trapping set One-shot Temporal No No
[38] Standard LDPC Waterfall Layered Received vectors  Iter-by-Iter Spatial No No

3) Dynamic weight sharing: We introduce a dynamic weight
sharing technique that assigns distinct weights to unsat-
isfied check nodes (UCNs) and satisfied check nodes
(SCNs) dynamically during the decoding process, and
shares weights within the same iteration. This method
reduces the number of trainable weights by 97 % while
preserving performance due to the increased weight diver-
sity from dynamic allocation.

4) Transfer learning: Boosting learning, unlike conventional
methods, requires numerous decoding trials to acquire UC
vectors. To mitigate this time-consuming sampling process,
transfer learning is employed, where initial weights are set
by trained weights on different codes. Starting with these
pre-trained weights, optimal weights can be obtained by
fine-tuning with few samples. Transfer learning speeds up
the sampling process by a factor of 50.

5) Data augmentation: We propose a data augmentation
method based on importance sampling to further expedite
the sampling process. Similar to the importance sampling
technique used for predicting error floor performance [7],
[L5], we selectively amplify noise at error bit positions of
given UC vectors. This method increases the probability of
encountering UC vectors. By adopting the transfer learning
and data augmentation methods, we are able to accelerate
the sampling speed by a factor of 361.

We refer to the NMS decoder trained through these methods
as the boosted NMS decoder. For various practical LDPC
codes used in WiMAX [16l], WiFi [17], and 5G NR [18],
the boosted NMS decoder exhibits notable improvements in
error floor performance compared to the WMS decoder [[19],
threshold attenuated MS (TSMA) decoder [11] and other
NMS decoders [9]], [20]. The boosted NMS decoder also
attains comparable performance to the state-of-the-art post-
processing method [12], while requiring only one-third the
number of iterations. Importantly, this performance enhance-
ment is achieved solely through modifications to the training
process. Consequently, once the training is completed, the
boosted NMS decoder can be seamlessly incorporated into
the existing hardware architectures designed for the WMS
decoder, without requiring additional hardware modifications.

This paper presents novel contributions building upon our
previous work [21]], specifically:

1) We propose the transfer learning method specialized for
the boosted NMS decoder to reduce the training cost when

training multiple codes.

2) We propose the data augmentation method aimed at ac-
celerating the sampling process, which is essential for
applying boosting learning at extremely low error rates.

3) While our previous work showed the achievement of a FER
around 107, this paper advances further by achieving the
XxURLLC FER target of 10~Y without severe error floors
for 5G LDPC codes.

4) Further, this paper provides further analysis on the loss
function and the flexibility, and also includes comparisons
with recent studies [L1l], [22], [23], enhancing the under-
standing of the proposed decoder.

B. Related Works

Error Floor: The error floor of LDPC codes is known to be
caused by problematic small graph structures called trapping
sets [7l]. Therefore, prior research have focused on developing
design algorithms to eliminate trapping sets [24]—[28] and op-
timizing decoders to escape trapping sets through perturbations
in the decoding process [8]], [11]-[13]. The TAMS decoder
[L1] applies weighting based on the minimum values for
each check node and the post-processing decoder [[12] utilizes
neural networks to obtain information for managing post-
processing; however, they does not employ neural decoders.
The study [8] utilized a non-uniform qunatization scheme,
which is a complementary approach with ours as we assume
the uniform quantization.

Neural Decoders: Neural decoders refer to decoders that
perform or aid the decoding task using neural networks.
Initially, research focused on replacing decoders with fully
connected networks [29]—[32], and later, model-based neural
decoders that use structured neural networks derived from
algorithms like belief propagation (BP) and MS were explored
[9. Model-based neural decoders have primarily been applied
to high-density codes for alleviating performance degradation
caused by structural weaknesses such as cycles [9], [33].
More recently, the application of model-based neural decoders
has expanded to include a broader range of code classes
such as LDPC [20], [22], generalized LDPC [34]], cyclic
codes [35]], several decoder classes including finite alphabet
iterative decoders (FAIDs) [36], [37], and layered decoders
[38]. Moreover, various attempts have been made to enhance
the performance by leveraging machine learning techniques



(e.g., hyper-graph [39]], active learning [40], pruning [41]], and
knowledge distillation [42]]).

The comparison with various model-based neural decoders
is shown in Table [l A notable point of comparison is the
training sample. Most studies have used received vectors sim-
ply sampled from the additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN)
channel. Recent studies [22]], [37] generate noisy codeword
vectors with intentionally introduced errors in trapping sets.
However, this method requires identifying the trapping sets,
which is highly complex and feasible only for short codes.
In contrast, the proposed boosting method, which collects
training samples through decoding of linear complexity, is
applicable to longer codes. Moreover, the distribution of the
training samples for the post decoder is identical to that of the
received vectors encountered during the actual post decoding
process, which makes it a more intuitive and natural method.

In [39], the authors improved waterfall performance by
integrating hypernetworks into the standard neural decoder
architecture. A transformer architecture was investigated to
decode several classes of short codes [23]. They achieved
enhanced waterfall performance for short codes at the ex-
pense of increased training and decoding costs. Although our
proposed training techniques are broadly applicable to these
augmented neural decoders, our work primarily focuses on
improving error floor performance of long codes with the
standard NMS decoder under practical conditions. Instead, we
provide a comparative analysis for short codes in the waterfall
region, which demonstrates that the proposed methods are also
effective for short LDPC codes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
provides background preliminaries. Section III introduces our
proposed training methods for enhancing the NMS decoder’s
resistance to the error floor. In Section IV, we evaluate the per-
formance of the boosted NMS decoder. Concluding remarks
are offered in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. LDPC Codes

Quasi-cyclic (QC) LDPC codes are widely adopted across
various applications due to their implementation benefits [43]],
[44]. We focus on QC-LDPC codes in this study to validate the
practicality of our research. A QC-LDPC code is constructed
by lifting a protograph, which consists of M proto variable
nodes (VNs), N proto CNs, and F proto edges, with a lifting
factor z [44], [45]. The resulting Tanner graph comprises n =
Nz VNs and m = Mz CNs. As a running example, we use
the WiMAX QC-LDPC code with the length n = 576 and
code rate R = 3/4, which is lifted from a protograph with
N =24M =6,F =88,z =24 [16].

B. Neural Min-Sum Decoding

Let mg_)w (mq(,zl,c) represent the message from CN ¢ to VN

v (VN v to CN c¢) for iteration £. N'(x) denotes the neighbor
nodes of the node x. The initial messages are set as mS}EC =
m®, m®, = 0, where m< is the channel log-likelihood

ratio (LLR) of VN v. For £ = 1,...,¢, the NMS decoding
algorithm [9] propagates the following messages
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Fig. 1. An example of introducing weighting that enables successful decoding.
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We call m(f) and wﬁf_)w the VN weight and the CN weight,

respectively. Finally, output LLRs m;) are computed at the last
iteration ¢ by

o =mi b 3 mio,
ceN (v)

The quantized NMS decoding algorithm is simply derived
by quantizing the values of mﬁ’ic, mgl_)w, and mf)h. Quantized
decoders are extensively employed in practical applications
due to their reduced complexity and hardware-friendly nature.
We employ a popular 5-bit uniform quantization setting with
a maximum magnitude 7.5 and a step size 0.5 to facilitate fair
comparison with the existing error floor study [12].

Fig. |I| illustrates an example of MS and NMS decoding,
where LLR values mgh, méﬂv, and mg are presented. Ini-
tially, two VNs are incorrect, but weighting mgﬂv corrects
them. Assuming an all-zero codeword, negative values of m;)
indicate erroneous VNs. For NMS decoding, mﬁﬁ)v on black
solid edges are weighted by 0.8, while those on red dotted
edges are weighted by 1.3. The method for assigning weights
to mg_)w will be detailed in Subsection The primary
goal of this work is to optimize weights of the NMS decoder
to correct error patterns causing the error floor.

C. Training Weights for the NMS Decoder

Referring to (I) and (Z), it is evident that when all weights
are set to 1, the NMS decoding reduces to the MS decoding.
Alternatively, by assigning @7(}) =1, wffiv = w for a
single value of w, the resulting formula equals to that of the
WMS decoder. The diversity of weights in the NMS decoder
enhances decoding performance over the WMS and MS de-
coders. However, assigning distinct weights to every edge,

node, and iteration introduces excessive training complexity
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Fig. 2. A Tanner graph of an LDPC code and the corresponding neural
network with a maximum iteration of £ = 2.

and memory requirements. To mitigate this, prior researches
have implemented weight sharing techniques, assigning the
same value to weights having the same attributes. In this study,
we primarily employ a protograph weight sharing technique
[20], which assigns the identical weight value to the z edges
(or nodes) from a ;)roto edge (or node). The weight set is
represented by {@gi ,wgﬁ)ﬂ% }¢ for a proto VN v, and a proto
CN c,, with the total count of (N +E){. We refer to the weight
set as the full weight set. Furthermore, applying temporal
weight sharing [9], which unifies weights across all iterations
into a single value, results in the weight set {w,,, wc, v, }
with a total count of (N + E). On the other hand, utilizing
spatial weight sharing [33], where each iteration employs a
single VN weight and CN weight, simplify the weight set to
a form {w'®), w(®)},, with the total count adjusting to 2C.
Fig. [2] depicts a Tanner graph of an LDPC code and the
corresponding neural network with £ = 2. The neural network

receives the channel LLR vector (mSP,....m%) as input
and produces the output LLR vector (m$, ..., m?2). For each

decoding iteration, two hidden layers are allotted, and each
layer contains nodes (neurons) whose number is equal to
the number of edges in the Tanner graph. The VNs to CNs
message in is generated by the odd hidden layers, whereas
the even layers pass the CN to VN message in (2)). The
input layer connected to all odd hidden layers represents the
incorporation of the channel LLR in (I). Messages passed
from the 2¢-th to the (2¢ 4 1)-th hidden layer are weighted
by CN weights wgi)v, and those from the input layer to the
(2¢41)-th hidden layer are weighted by VN weights oY) . For
the loss function, there have been several loss functions such as
the BCE [9]], soft bit error rate (BER) [33], and FER loss [37]
functions. We implement the FER loss 1 [1 — sgn (min m3)]
as our target is to minimize the FER in the error floor region.

To train the weights EE,K) and wgi)v, we feed training
samples into the neural network. Using channel modeling,
such as the AWGN channel model, we generate a random
received vector of length n along with its corresponding
channel LLR vector (m$®,...,m") to serve as a training
sample. Received vectors are generated assuming the all-zero
codeword. An important decision in training is to select the
sampling points, or more specifically, the SNR regions for gen-
erating received vectors. The SNR range within the waterfall
region is typically selected to enhance waterfall performance.
Therefore, a straightforward approach for improving error
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Received vectors
from error-floor
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into TD UC vectors
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Decoding Collect T
with wg UC vectors

Block-wise training, UCN weights

Boosting Transfer
learning learning

Fig. 3. Block diagram showing the proposed training methods.
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Evaluate FER

floor performance is to choose the SNR range within the error
floor region. However, if training samples are collected from
high SNRs targeting the error floor region, the loss function
approaches zero, preventing weight updates. Consequently, a
more sophisticated technique is required to train the NMS
decoder with superior error floor performance.

III. PROPOSED TRAINING METHODOLOGY

In this section, we introduce our proposed training method-
ology across five subsections. The overall structure of the
training methods is depicted in Fig. [3]

A. Boosting Learning Using Uncorrected Vectors

We divide the decoding process into two stages: i) the
base decoding stage, covering iterations {1,...,¢;} with
weights wg, and ii) the post decoding stage, covering iter-
ations {f; +1,...,¢; + {5 = £} with weights wp. Adopting
the philosophy of boosting learning, the post decoder is
designed to learn from the failure of the base decoder, thereby
compensating for the weakness of the base decoder. Note that
while the decoding process is conceptually divided into two
stages, in practice, it is operated by a single decoder utilizing
trained weights wg and wp.

For the training of the base decoder, we follow the conven-
tional training method [9]]: the base decoder is trained with
received vectors sampled at the waterfall region, E}, /N values
{2.0,2.5,3.0,3.5,4.0} (dB). Also, we employ the spatial
weight sharing (i.e., wg = {@“),w(‘z)}ﬁ;l) because it shows
a similar performance with the full weight set in the waterfall
region. The weights are initially set to 1, which means that the
NMS decoder is equivalent to the MS decoder before training.

Fig. a) compares the decoding performance with £ = 20
for the base NMS, MS, and WMS decoders. The WMS
decoder uses a single weight of 0.75. While the WMS decoder
shows superior waterfall performance to the MS decoder, it
exhibits an severe error floor. The base NMS decoder, trained
in the waterfall region, shows waterfall performance that is
similar to that of the WMS decoder. However, its performance
deteriorates compared to the MS decoder in the error floor
region. To improve the error floor performance, one can extend
the training region to include the error floor region. However,
this approach is ineffective because of the almost zero FER
loss in the error floor region. For example, the FER of the MS
decoder (initial state of the NMS decoder) at 4.5 dB is around
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Fig. 4. (a) FER performances of the MS, WMS, NMS decoders and (b) Error
distributions after base and post decoding for Case 1 and Case 2.

2 x 107, which implies that only a small fraction of training
samples produce a non-zero loss.

To effectively train the post decoder, we accumulate training
samples by exclusively gathering UC vectors that the base
decoder fails to correct. A UC vector consists of channel LLRs
leading to a decoding failure. Subsequently, the post decoder
is trained with the UC vectors. In terms of neural networks, the
network is constructed up to ¢, and the weights for iterations
to ¢, are fixed by the weight set wg and the weight set wp
for iterations from ¢; + 1 to £ is trained. For this experiment,
we utilize the full weight set wp = {w&i’,wﬁﬁb% 5:[1 11
to observe the best performance, and we will apply weight
sharing to wp in the following subsection.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed boosting
learning technique, we compare the following three cases of
training samples for the post decoder:

e Case 1: UC vectors sampled at 4.5 dB (error floor).
e Case 2: UC vectors sampled at 3.5 dB (waterfall).
o Case 3: Received vectors sampled at 4.5 dB.

For Cases 1 and 2, we collect 60,000 UC vectors, allocating
50,000 for training, 5,000 for validation, and 5,000 for testing.
Fig. fb) presents the distribution of the number of bit errors
in decoded vectors after base and post decoding for the test
samples. Observing Case 1 after base decoding, the majority
of errors are concentrated in a small count, implying that most

TABLE II
TEST BERS AND FERS FOR REPRESENTATIVE LOSS FUNCTIONS.

[ BCE [9] Soft BER [33] FER [37]
Test BER | 5.6 x 10~3 47 x 1073 5.0 x 10~3
Test FER 0.470 0.379 0.322
TABLE III
TEST FERS OF THE BLOCK-WISE TRAINING WITH VARIOUS A1 AND As.

A1\ Ay [ 0 5 10 15 30

1 0.376 0.144 0.123 0.122 0.150

5 0.193 0.134 0.112 0.127 0.137

10 0.142  0.142 0.13 0.128 0.13

30 0.179

errors in the error floor region arise from small trapping sets.
For convenience, we refer to vectors with 11 or fewer errors
as small-error vectors. In Case 1 after base+post decoding, it
is evident that the post decoder successfully corrects most of
the small-error vectors. The post decoder exhibits an FER of
0.322 among the 5,000 test samples, denoted as the test FER.
This results in a reduction of the FER from the base decoder
to the cascaded decoder (base+post) by a factor of 0.322 at
4.5 dB, as shown in Fig. a). The test FER will serve as an
important performance metric throughout this paper.

In contrast, Case 2 after base decoding shows a widespread
distribution of error counts, as it collects UC vectors at the
waterfall region. This distribution remains largely unchanged
even after post decoding. Therefore, the strategy for Case 1
is more effective in reducing the error floor, as clearly shown
in Fig. f[a). In other words, we can conclude that collecting
training samples at the error floor region is vital for training
decoders specialized in combating the error floor.

In Case 3, the base decoding stage corrects most of the
training samples and leaves very few errors for the post stage.
This causes the loss function to approach zero, and the weights
of the post decoder remain nearly unchanged from their initial
value of 1. As a result, Fig. Elka) shows that the error floor
performance of Case 3 is similar to that of the MS decoder.

Before proceeding to the next subsection, we compare the
loss functions in Table assuming the boosting learning
with Case 1. The result shows that the FER loss function,
as expected, exhibits superior test FER performance although
the BER performance is worse than that of the soft BER loss
function. Since the problem of the error floor region is the
gradual decrease in the FER curve rather than the BER, we
choose to utilize the FER loss function.

B. Block-wise Training Schedule

To further enhance error floor performance, we consider a
larger number of iterations, (¢, = 30,¢ = 50), compared to
(€2 = 10,¢ = 30) used in the previous subsection. However,
this induces deep hidden layers which, in turn, exacerbates
the vanishing gradient problem. To address this problem,
we propose a block-wise training schedule as illustrated in
Fig. [5(a). The training schedule incrementally trains weights
associated with A; iterations per stage. Initially, weights for
the first A iterations are trained, and then the focus shifts to
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Fig. 5. (a) illustration of the block-wise training schedule and (b) comparison
of test FERs across iterations.

the next A; iterations. The weights of previous As iterations
are retrained using the trained weights in earlier stage as initial
weights. This retraining is introduced to help the training
process avoid local minima. Note that the one-shot training
[9] belongs to a special case of A; = f3, Ay = 0, and the
iter-by-iter method [20] is of A; =1, Ay = 0.

To optimize the block-wise training parameters A; and
As, we evaluate the test FER for varying configurations of
these parameters as shown in Table [[l] For scenarios without
retraining (i.e., Ay = 0), increasing A; from 1 to 10 achieves
performance gains. This can be attributed to the training of
more weights simultaneously, aiding in escaping from local
minima. Nonetheless, excessively large values of Ay can result
in undertraining of the weights due to the vanishing gradient
problem, thereby degrading performance. Table [l indicates
that the optimal result is obtained with A; = 5 and A, = 10.

Fig. B[b) shows the evolution of test FERs according to
iteration numbers. For the one-shot training [9]], the vanish-
ing gradient problem impedes the effective training of early
iteration weights. This results in a consistent test FER up to
iteration 40 for ¢ = 50. Since this behavior is observed for
¢ = 40 as well, the test FERs for ¢ = 40 and ¢ = 50
are similar. The iter-by-iter method [20] optimizes weights
for each iteration one-by-one, reducing the test FER from
the initial iteration. However, this approach gets trapped in
a local minimum and leads to only slow FER improvements
over iterations. A similar trend is observed with the multi-loss
method [9]].

For the block-wise training schedule, we first show the cases
of (A} =5,A5 =0) and (A; =5, Ay = 10) for £ = 30. The
parameter set (A; = 5, Ay = 0) exhibits a superior test FER

5 VW @

16+ CW w®
-V w

14+ --UCwW v® )

Weight

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Tteration ¢

Fig. 6. Evolution of the trained weights according to iterations.

TABLE IV
TEST FERS FOR VARIOUS WEIGHT SHARING TECHNIQUES.

[ Test FER  Number of weights
Full {wl), w0 }e 0.112 (N + E)t> = 3360
Spatial {Wy,, We, v, } 0.168 20 = 60
Temporal {w®), w1, 0.186 (N+E)=112
Dynamic {@w(9), w®,w®}, 0.111 302 = 90

at iteration 25 compared to the iter-by-iter method due to the
simultaneous training of multiple iterations. The introduction
of retraining (A; = 5, Ay = 10) shows a worse result at
iteration 25 compared to (A; = 5,A; = 0), but further
improves performance at the last iteration 30. This means that
retraining adjusts the weights of intermediate iterations to lead
to enhanced results in the last iteration. For ¢ = 50, the block-
wise training schedule with (A; = 5, Ay = 10) achieves the
lowest test FER, outperforming other methods: 0.11 for the
block-wise, 0.16 for the multi-loss [9], 0.18 for the one-shot
[9], 0.37 for the iter-by-iter [20].

C. Dynamic Weight Sharing

We propose a new weight sharing technique that dynam-
ically allocates weights during the decoding process. This
method assigns distinct weights to UCNs and SCNs, as illus-
trated in Fig. [T] It utilizes the decoder’s ability to distinguish
between SCNs and UCNs via parity check equations. In
addition, we incorporate spatial weight sharing. For iteration
¢, the decoder verifies the parity check equation for each
CN and assigns the CW w® to SCNs and the UCN weight
(UCW) ) to UCNs. The assignment of weights is dynamic,
changing with each iteration. The weight set is represented by
{@®,w® "}, The total number of distinct weights for
the post decoder becomes 3/5.

Given the implementation of our techniques so far, including
training with UC vectors sampled at E, /Ny = 4.5 dB and
utilizing a block-wise training schedule with A; = 5, Ay =
10, we compare different weight sharing methods in Table. [TV]
The proposed dynamic sharing method attains performance
comparable to that achieved with the full weight set while the
other methods lead to performance degradation. In addition,
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Fig. 7. Illustration of transfer learning and data augmentation.

our method achieves a 97 % reduction in the total number of
weights.

Fig. [6] shows the trained weights using our sharing tech-
nique. With only three distinct weights per iteration — VN
weight (VW) w9, CN weight (CW) w'®, and UCN weight
(UCW) %¥)— the weight evolution can be depicted simply in
a two-dimensional graph. In the base stage, the CW and VW
values are roughly around 0.75 and 1, respectively, which are
the weights of the WMS decoder. As a result, the WMS and
NMS decoders perform similarly in the waterfall region. On
the contrary, a significant change in weights is observed in
the post stage. At iteration 21, the VW increases and CW de-
creases substantially. This means that the channel LLR values
are given more weight when performing the sum operation
(I), while the messages coming from CNs are attenuated.
From iteration 22 onward, the CW gradually increases and the
VW decreases, suggesting an increasing dependence on CN
messages. This dynamic weight evolution enhances decoding
diversity in the post decoding stage that lowers the error floor.

The method differing UCW and SCW has been explored in
prior works [38]], [46]. However, the method in [46] employs
a single suppression factor p to modify the UCW based on the
CW (ie., w9 = (14 p)w®), limiting the capability to man-
age various error patterns effectively. Meanwhile, the scheme
in [38] assigns the UCN weight to all z CNs derived from
a single proto CN if any one of them is unsatisfied. This is
not suitable for correcting small-error vectors with few UCNs
since it does not consider individual CNs distinctively, whereas
we pinpoint specific UCNs and apply weights individually.

D. Transfer Learning

While conventional learning methods using received vectors
as training samples have an immediate sampling process, the
proposed boosting learning requires numerous decoding trials
to collect UC vectors, leading to a time-intensive sampling
process. For example, obtaining 7" UC vectors requires 7/FER
decoding trials in average. In previous sections, we collect
50,000 UC vectors at the base decoding FER of 2 x 1075,
This sampling process requires 2.5 x 10° decoding trials on
average. If we require an extremely low FER and training of
multiple codes, the sampling process may become infeasible.

- & - Non-Transfer, {w\,wl.,,} —0—With Transfer, @\, w(.,,
- + -Non-Transfer, {@"),w®} —+— With Transfer, {w(),w®}
- 8 -Non-Transfer, {w"), w®, 40} —8—With Transfer, {w),w(®, "}
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Fig. 8. Comparison of test FERs according to the number of training samples.

TABLE V
TEST FERS FOR TRANSFER LEARNING WITH VARIOUS VARIATIONS
Variation Code Rate Channel = Decoder

From WiFi R1/2  Rayleigh 4bit

To WIiMAX  R3/4 AWGN Sbit

Transfer with O sample 0257 0202  0.197  0.236
(No training)

Transfer \fVlth 1,090 samples 0.197 0.212 0.194 0.192
(Fine tunning)

Transfer learning, a popular technique in machine learning,
offers a solution to this issue. Consider two different codes,
Code 1 and Code 2. As illustrated in Fig. the weights
trained for Code 1 serve as the initial weights for training
Code 2. However, the transfer learning method in the machine
learning domain, which typically involves a fixed network
and fine-tuning of weights for a different task, is not directly
applicable for NMS decoders due to their varying neural
network structures depending on underlying codes. If the full
weight set is used, two codes must have the same number of
edges and nodes to enable one-to-one weight transfer. On the
contrary, the spatial and dynamic weight sharing techniques
enable the application of transfer learning across diverse code
structures.

Fig. [§] shows the test FERs according to the number of
training samples used for the post decoder with 15 iterations
and the WiMAX LDPC code. Without transfer learning and
using the full weight set {E,(Ji), We, v, +¢ (block dotted lines),
the test FER begins at 0.56 with zero training sample (i.e.,
no training) and reduces to 0.30 after using 10,000 samples.
Though not shown in the figure, the test FER stabilizes at 0.21
with 50,000 samples. Using shared weights, {w*), w(®)}, for
spatial sharing and {@w(*,w® @}, for dynamic sharing,
the test FERs are saturated to their maximum performances
with 10,000 samples. This shows another advantage of weight
sharing: fewer trainable weights lead to fewer required sample
counts.

For transfer learning, the initial weights for the WiMAX
LDPC code of M = 6,N = 24,E = 83,R = 3/4
are set by the pre-trained weights for the WiFi LDPC code
M = 4, N = 24,FE = 83, R = 5/6. Since both the WiFi
and WiMAX codes have the same number of edges E and
nodes N, a direct transfer is available without weight sharing.



TABLE VI
COMPARISON BETWEEN THE PLAIN SAMPLING METHOD AND THE ACCELERATED SAMPLING METHOD USING TRANSFER LEARNING AND DATA
AUGMENTATION

Weight set Learning Plain Sampling Data Augmentation Decoding Trials Training

UC vectors (a) FER (b) UC vectors (c) FER (d) (a/b+c/d) Gain | Test FER
(@), wey, o, b Non-transfer 50000 2% 10°° N/A N/A 25x10° 1 0.209
Non-transfer 10000 2 x 1075 N/A N/A 5 x 10 5 0.201
Transfer 1000 2% 107° N/A N/A 5 x 107 50 0.197
{@® w® (O}, [ Transfer+Aug. (8 = 0.5) 100 2x10°° 1000 1.7 x 10" % | 1.09 x 10° 230 0.197
Transfer+Aug. (3 = 0.7) 100 2% 107° 1000 52 x 10~% 6.92 x 10° 361 0.199
Transfer+Aug. (3 = 0.9) 100 2% 107? 1000 8.6 x 10~% 6.16 x 10° 405 0.213

Nonetheless, as shown in Fig. 8| the performance of the full
weight set converges at 10,000 samples (black solid line),
while using weight sharing significantly reduces the required
number of samples to 1,000 (blue and red solid lines). Notably,
the initial test FERs with weight sharing are already low even
before training. A small amount of fine-tuning is enough to
obtain the optimal weight set. As a result, the combined use
of transfer learning and weight sharing reduces the required
number of samples from 50,000 to 1,000, thereby accelerating
the sampling process by a factor of 50.

Table [V] presents a range of experiments to show the
effectiveness of transfer learning across different code types,
code rates, channels, and decoders. The target conditions for
transfer learning are the WiMAX LDPC code with code rate
of 3/4, the AWGN channel, and the 5-bit quantized decoder,
which have been assumed as a running example so far. Among
them, we modify one condition at a time and derive the pre-
trained weights. For the code type, we use the pre-trained
weights from the WiFi LDPC code, whose results are also in
Fig. [8] For all cases in Table [V] the fine tuning with 1,000
samples improves the test FER compared to the baseline FER
with merely transferring of weights, showing the effectiveness
of transfer learning. In addition, this result demonstrates the
flexibility of the proposed boosting learning method that can
be applicable to diverse code, channel, and decoder types.

E. Data Augmentation

In this subsection, we introduce the use of importance sam-
pling for data augmentation to further speed up the sampling
process. Importance sampling was used in estimating error
floor performance of LDPC codes [7], [15]. Under the as-
sumption of the binary phase shift keying (BPSK) modulation
and all-zero codeword, stronger noise to variable nodes (VNs)
within the trapping set is introduced by subtracting 5 from
their received values y;. (i.e., y; = 1 — 8+ ney, for ¢ within the
trapping set, where n.y, is the channel noise.) This approach
allows for the rapid evaluation of a relatively high FER, which
is used to estimate the actual FER. Thus, we can estimate an
extremely low actual FER with a small number of decoding
trials.

The proposed data augmentation method also generates
intensified noise at specific bit positions. As depicted in Fig.
the data augmentation block processes 1" input UC vectors to
produce T' x D augmented UC vectors, where 7' = 100 and
T'x D = 1,000. For each input UC vector, the base decoding is
performed to identify the positions of error bits. These error bit

positions, denoted as &£, are identified at the iteration when the
number of UCNs is minimal. Subsequently, we accumulate D
UC vectors using the base decoder under a modified channel
model where received vectors are generated from the AWGN
channel as usual, and received values for VNs in £ are shifted
by — /. This shift increases the probability of decoding failures
and enables the rapid collection of D additional UC vectors
that share characteristics with the input UC vector. Each UC
vector entering the data augmentation block is augmented into
D UC vectors, thereby generating a total of 7' x D UC vectors
from T input UC vectors.

Table [VI|shows how transfer learning and data augmentation
accelerates the sampling process. Without weight sharing,
collecting 50,000 UC vectors (indicated in (a)) with the
FER of the base decoder (indicated in FER (b)) requires
a/b = 2.5 x 10° decoding trials using the plain sampling
method. By applying the dynamic weight sharing technique
{@®,w® )}, the required number of UC vectors is re-
duced to 10,000 without transfer learning and further to 1,000
with the addition of transfer learning. For data augmentation,
Table presents results for 7" = 100, D = 10, and various
[ values. With data augmentation, the augmented UC vectors
(c) equal to T'x D = 1,000, and the FER (d) represents to the
FER under the modified channel with intensified noise. The
decoding trials in data augmentation are ¢/d. Thus, the total
number of decoding trials is given by a/b + ¢/d. The weight
sharing technique alone reduces the required trials by a factor
of 5 and accelerates the sampling speed by the same factor.
Transfer learning adds a 10-fold increase in speed, and this
gain is further increased by data augmentation. As (3 increases,
the FER (d) in data augmentation increases, giving more gains.
However, accumulated samples with high S might differ in
characteristics from those collected through plain sampling,
which leads to degraded test FER performance. Therefore, we
opt for 5 = 0.7, achieving a X361 increase in sampling speed
without significant loss in the test FER.

Additionally, to eliminate the need for validation samples,
we adopt the step decaying learning rate strategy. Until now,
5,000 UC vectors has been allocated for validation samples.
However, since the NMS decoder is not prone to overfitting
on training data, the weights optimized on validation samples
have similar performance to those at the last epoch. To further
enhance stability in convergence, we use the step decaying
learning rate, starting at 0.001 and reducing it by half every
20 epochs, and select the weights at the last epoch without
validation samples.
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Fig. 9. FER performances of (a): (R = 3/4,n = 576) WiMAX LDPC code, (b): (R = 5/6,n = 648) WiFi LDPC code.

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we apply the proposed training methods to
design the boosted NMS decoder and evaluate its performance
with standard LDPC codes in various applications, including
WiMAX, WiFi, and 5G NR systems.

A. Evaluation Environment

Training is carried out using TensorFlow and the Adam
optimizer [47], on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX A5000 GPU
and an AMD EPYC 7763 CPU. For fast simulation during
the sampling process and FER evaluation, the C programming
language is employed. To guarantee the uniqueness of each
random experiment, a long-cycle noise generator, specifically
the Mersenne Twister algorithm [48]], is utilized. The FERs
are evaluated using the Monte Carlo method, with experiments
repeated until a minimum of 100 UC vectors are identified.

B. Result for WiMAX and WiFi LDPC Codes

Fig. P(a) shows the FER performance of the boosted NMS
decoder for the WIMAX LDPC code with R = 3/4,n = 576.
The boosted NMS decoder is trained by the boosting learning,
block-wise training, and dynamic weight sharing methods.
The transfer learning and data augmentation methods are not
utilized here, as the sampling process for the desired FER
range up to 10~7 is manageable without the fast sampling
methods.

We compare the performance with the MS decoding, WMS
decoding, and other algorithm-based decoding approaches
targeting the error floor [L1]], [12]. The TAMS decoder [11]]
with the parameter set « = 0.8,7 = 3.0 shows a similar
performance with the WMS and MS decoders in the waterfall
and error floor regions, respectively. We also compare with the
state-of-the-art post processing scheme [12]. The simulation
results are directly referenced. While the post processing
scheme [12] shows comparable or slightly inferior perfor-
mance to the boosted NMS decoder, it suffers from high
decoding complexity and latency due to its large number of

iterations £ = 150. On the contrary, the boosted NMS decoder
exhibits a barely noticeable error floor down to FER of 10~7
with £ = 50 iterations. In the comparison between ¢ = 20 and
¢ = 50 settings for the boosted NMS decoder, it is evident
that the post decoder successfully mitigates the error floor.

Fig. P(b) shows the FER performances for the WiFi LDPC
code with R = 5/6,n = 648. In this experiment, the boosted
NMS decoder is compared with conventional NMS decoders
[9l], [20]. We exclude neural decoders that rely on different
decoding algorithms or that require enumerating trapping sets.
For the NMS decoders in [9]], [20], the base decoding stage is
the same as that of the boosted NMS decoder, while the post
decoding stage is trained by their respective training methods.
The training method in [9] involves the use of received vectors
from the waterfall region (Ey, /Ng 2-4 dB) as training samples,
training all weights all at once without a training schedule. For
the training method in [20], received vectors from the Ej, /Ny
points where the MS decoder achieves BER of 103 are used
as training samples, and the iter-by-iter training schedule is
employed. Both methods use the full weight set to achieve
their best performance. The other hyper-parameters are aligned
with those in our proposed method. As shown in Fig. O[b),
the conventional NMS decoders [9]], [20] perform well in the
waterfall region (Ey, /Ny 2-4 dB), but start to exhibit the error
floor beyond 4 dB. In contrast, the boosted NMS decoder
shows excellent performance in both the waterfall and error
floor regions.

Table offers a comparison of the decoding complexity
for the WIMAX LDPC code. The boosted NMS decoder
has additional multiplications for the weighting operation
by (E + N)z compared to the MS decoder and by Nz
compared to the WMS and TAMS [11]] decoders. The number
of other operations remains the same as that of the others. The
overall complexity is evaluated with the assumption that the
comparison operation C' is twice as complex as the addition A
and multiplication M [49]. The boosted NMS decoder requires
additional memory for storing 2¢; + 3¢5 weights, whose
number is less than the number of weights for the conventional



TABLE VII
COMPLEXITY COMPARISON FOR THE WIMAX LDPC CODE OF (N, M, E, z,a) = (24,6, 88,24,15.6), WHERE « IS THE COMPARISON COUNT FOR
EACH CN (L.E., @ = d + [logd.] — 2 FOR THE CN DEGREE d. [43])

Complexity per iteration Total complexity Memory
Addition A [ Comparison C' [ Multiplication M | (A+2C + M)¢ | for weights
MS, ¢ = 50 Ez=2112 542400 0
WMS ¢ = 50 1
2Ez = 4224 648000
TAMS [11] = 50 2Ez aMz § 2
NMS [O], [20], ¢ = 50 | = 4224 = 2256 (2E + N)z 676500 3760
Boosted NMS, ¢ = 50 = 4800 130
Post processing [12] | _
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Fig. 10. FER performances of (a): (R = 0.5,n = 576) and (R = 0.5,n = 714), (b): (R = 0.33,n = 816) and (R = 0.75,n = 372) 5G LDPC codes.

NMS decoders [9], [20]. Since the post-processing scheme
in [12] does not use weighting, the complexity per iteration
is lower than the boosted NMS scheme. However, the total
complexity exceeds that of the proposed method by more
than double due to the higher required number of iterations.
Furthermore, additional complexity is required for the error
path detector [12].

C. Results for 5G LDPC Codes

In Fig. we evaluate the performance of four 5G LDPC
codes with the following specifications: (R = 0.5,n =
576), (R = 0.5,n = 714),(R = 0.33,n = 816),(R =
0.75,n = 372). For 5G LDPC codes that exhibit weak
protection in the parity parts, we specifically evaluate the
FER for information parts only. To train the boosted NMS
decoder that achieves the xXURLLC FER target of 1072, we
utilize the methods of transfer learning and data augmentation.
The total of 50 iterations is divided into 20 for the base
stage, and 15 each for the first and second post stages.
Since the first post decoder with only 15 iterations is able
to correct most of UC vectors from the base decoder, we do
not allocate additional iterations nor employ the block-wise
training schedule. Instead, the second post decoder is used
to correct UC vectors from the base and first post decoders.
In training the second post decoder, we use a more flexible

weight set {ESJ?, w((:?, 12),(;? }e to further improve performance.

The base decoder is trained in the waterfall region as
usual. For the (R = 0.5,n = 576) code, the first post
decoder is trained using 10,000 UC vectors without applying
transfer learning. We refer to the trained weights as the
baseline weights. These baseline weights are then used in
transfer learning for training the second post decoder for the
(R =0.5,n = 576) code, as well as the first and second post
decoders for the other codes. For data augmentation, 100 UC
vectors are collected at the onset of the error floor region and
augmented into 1,000 UC vectors.

Fig. [I0] demonstrates that the boosted NMS decoder
achieves the xXURLLC target for all evaluated codes without
encountering any severe error floor. For example, with the
(R = 0.5,n = 714) code, while the MS decoder achieves
the target at 6.5 dB, the boosted NMS decoder achieves it at
4.8 dB, showing an improvement of 1.7 dB. In addition, it
shows superior performance in the waterfall region as well.
For other codes, the boosted NMS decoder also achieves the
target FER at lower Ey, /Ny values. Owing to the accelerated
sampling speed by transfer learning and data augmentation, it
is possible to train the boosted NMS decoder to achieve the
extremely low error rate of 102 across various codes.

D. Comparison with Augmented Neural Decoders

In Table we compare with augmented neural de-
coders [23]], [39] for short length codes including polar, BCH,



TABLE VIII
COMPARISON WITH [9], [23]], [[39] IN TERMS OF WATERFALL PERFORMANCE OF SHORT CODES (THE RESULTS ARE MEASURED BY THE NEGATIVE
NATURAL LOGARITHM OF BER. HIGHER IS BETTER.)

Architecture | Standard NBP [ NBP+HyperNet. | Transformer
Method NBP [9] Boosted NBP Boosted NBP Hyper [39] ECCT [23] ECCT [23]
(¢ = 50) (¢ = 50) (¢ = 100) ¢ = 50) (N =6) (N =10)
Ep/No 7 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 6
Polar (64,43) | 470 593 755 | 493 664 877 | - - 792 644 839 | 636 846 11.09]| - -
BCH (63,51) |4.64 621 821 |472 642 896 | - y - | 480 644 858 |566 7.89 1101 - . .
MacKay (96,48) | 8.66 11.52 1432 | 8.26 11.83 1585|852 1248 16.88 |8.90 11.97 1494|723 1042 14.12|8.39 12.24 1641
MacKay LDPC codes in terms of waterfall performance. To
ensure a fair comparison with other works, we employ the 10°

BP decoding algorithm, which results in the boosted NBP
decoder, and utilize the soft-BER loss function for BER per-
formance optimization while making use of a general weight
set {E’E}Z)7 wt(:e—)wa wgﬂv}é-

Table [VIII] shows a notable performance enhancement over
the original NBP decoder [9], which employs the standard
NBP architecture. The improvement becomes more significant
at higher SNR, where the boosted NBP decoder even outper-
forms the decoder [39] that incorporates hyper-networks into
the model architecture. When compared to the ECCT [23]]
using the transformer architecture, our method shows inferior
performance for high density codes (Polar, BCH codes), yet
it achieves fairly comparable performance for LDPC codes.
Notably, the boosted NBP decoder with ¢ = 100 outperforms
the ECCT with N = 10 for the MacKay LDPC code, where N
refers to the number of layers in the transformer architecture.

In Fig. the boosted NBP decoder is compared with the
ECCT [23] as well as the BP-RNN decoder [22] for a short
LDPC code of length 128, which is provided in [22]. The
BP-RNN decoder employs noisy codeword vectors generated
with the knowledge of absorbing sets for its training samples.
The performance data is directly referenced from [22]. For
a fair comparison, the boosted NMS decoder is configured
similarly to the parallel BP-RNN decoder [22] where the total
of ¢ = 250 = 10 x 25 iterations is segmented into 10 parallel
stages, each with 25 iterations. Thus, it can be performed with
low latency decoding in parallel. This configuration includes
1 base decoder and 9 post decoders in the context of boosting
learning. The result shows that the boosted NBP decoder with
{=10x 25 surpasses both the BP-RNN decoder [22] and
ECCT [23]. This underlines the effectiveness of the proposed
training methodology not just in the error floor region of long
LDPC codes, but also in the waterfall region of short LDPC
codes.

Even though the comparison in this subsection considers
augmented neural networks as competitors, we want to note
that our proposed training methodology is adaptable regardless
of decoding architectures. This flexibility presents a promising
way for future research, particularly in terms of integrating
our training techniques with advanced architecture like hyper-
networks or the transformer architecture. Such integration
could potentially enhance the decoder performance for various
code types.

FER
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Fig. 11. FER performances of a short LDPC code of length 128.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a set of training methodologies
for the boosted NMS decoder, aimed at tackling the error
floor—a longstanding problem of LDPC codes. The core of our
methods lies in boosting learning, which utilizes selectively
filtered received vectors (i.e., UC vectors) as training samples.
These samples are particularly effective at mitigating the
error floor, yet they seldom appear in conventional learning
methods. Moreover, we propose supplementary methods to
enhance the proposed boosting learning method, including: the
block-wise training technique that enables efficient training
over long iterations, the dynamic weight sharing technique
for achieving superior performance with fewer weights, and
transfer learning combined with data augmentation to expedite
the sampling process of boosting learning. Through these com-
plementary training methods, we developed the boosted NMS
decoder capable of significantly lowering the error floor and
achieving performance levels suitable for 6G networks. The
proposed training techniques have broad applicability across
different types of channels, codes, and decoding algorithms,
providing substantial implications for any domain demanding
high reliability. The boosted NMS decoder is also practical
and readily deployable in real-world applications because it
achieves the performance improvement solely through weight
diversification.
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