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Abstract—This paper proposes the use of deep autoencoders
to compress the channel information in a multiple input and
multiple output (MIMO) system. Although autoencoders perform
lossy compression, they still have adequate usefulness when
applied to MIMO system channel state information (CSI) com-
pression. To demonstrate their impact on the CSI, we measure the
performance of the system under two different channel models for
different compression ratios. We show through simulation that
the run-time complexity of this deep autoencoder is irrelative to
the compression ratio and that useful compression ratios depend
on the channel model and the signal to noise ratio.

Index Terms—autoencoders, channel compression, deep learn-
ing, energy efficiency, channel state information, 6G.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the main areas that the sixth generation of wireless
communications (6G) focuses on is an artificial intelligence
(AI)-native air interface. As users are stationary or move at low
speeds, the channel state information (CSI) changes slowly due
to larger channel coherence times. Further, since different or-
thogonal frequency division multiplexing (OFDM) subcarriers
experience correlated fading despite the different frequencies
[1], applying parts of the CSI towards other OFDM subcarriers
and removing redundant others (or “compressing” the channel)
is beneficial. Also, with neural receivers being a quintessential
technology for 6G, it makes sense to employ these neural
networks for compression [2].

When it comes to the use of AI towards air interface radio
resource management, there is no shortage of literature. For
example, the use of long short-term memory deep learning
models were used to predict the next power-optimal beam
for users on a trajectory was studied in [3]. In [1], [4], the
successful use of deep neural networks (DNNs) in a supervised
learning mode to improve handovers across different frequency
bands and introduce power control was demonstrated. Further-
more, the use of supervised learning to perform CSI com-
pression in a multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) system
was researched in [5]. A comprehensive overview of CSI
compression and reconstruction using deep neural networks
was studied in [6], [7]; however, insights on usability in light of
performance and compression ratio were lacking. An attempt
to estimate the CSI using a DNN was studied in [8] but
without the compression effect. Further [9] studied the impact
of compression on multiple input and single output channel
configurations using non-DNN related compressions.
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Fig. 1. An overview of channel compression onto the estimated channel
Ĥ with channel compression Cκ, quantization Q, and decompression C−1

κ

functions (in gray). Precoder F and combiner G are computed from the
reconstructed channel ˆ̂H.

Due to the limited insights in the literature on the applica-
bility of self-supervised learning CSI compression in a MIMO
system using DNNs in terms of performance, we have written
this paper proposing a solution that compresses the CSI in a
MIMO system. Fig. 1 shows the proposed solution overall.
The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as:

1) Formulating the MIMO channel estimate compression
problem as a deep learning problem.

2) Describing the channel conditions in which such a com-
pression can be efficiently used and the compression ratio
vs. performance trade-off.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a MIMO-OFDM system model with Nt trans-
mit antennas at the base station (BS) and Nr receive antennas
at the user equipment (UE) and Nsc OFDM subcarriers with
spacing of ∆f . Let the transmit signal power be Px. This
MIMO system for the transmitted OFDM subcarriers is thus:

y = Hx+ n (1)

where y ∈ CNr is a column vector containing received OFDM
subcarriers from a transmitted column vector x ∈ CNt such
that E[∥x∥2] := Px = Ex∆f , H ∈ CNr×Nt is the true channel
state information (CSI) matrix, and n ∈ CNr is a column
vector of additive noise the entries of which are independent
and identically sampled from a zero-mean complex Normal
distribution n ∼ NC(0, σ

2
n), with the noise power being the

power of the OFDM subcarrier bandwidth and the noise power
spectral density (i.e., σ2

n = N0∆f ). The number of streams
Ns := min(Nt, Nr). Finally, we encode the transmitted vector
x with cyclic redundancy check (CRC) for error detection.

Fading: To construct a true (vs. learned) fading channel
H, we employ industry standards clustered delay line (CDL)
channels as defined in [10]. We use the delay profiles CDL-C
and CDL-E with Cluster 1 channel model, which are used for
modeling non-line-of-sight (NLOS) and line-of-sight (LOS)
propagation respectively.
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Channel estimation: The BS sends a sequence of pilots
Xpilot ∈ CNpilot×Nt to the UE. The UE estimates the channel
based on these pilots sent by the BS and the received pilots
using a least square channel estimator. That is:

Ĥ = YpilotX
∗
pilot(XpilotX

∗
pilot)

−1. (2)

For the purpose of differentiating the channels of multi-
ple users, we use a subscripted variant Ĥv , with v ∈
{1, 2, . . . , NUE} for the v-th UE.

Channel compression and decompression: The UE com-
presses the CSI and sends it to the BS. The BS decompresses
and reconstructs the CSI for subsequent transmission within
the channel coherence time. Denoting the compression oper-
ation with parameter κ as Cκ and the quantizer as Q(·):

ˆ̂H
(κ)

= C−1
κ (Q(Cκ(Ĥ))), (3)

where ˆ̂H
(κ)

is the reconstructed CSI after a compression with
parameter κ. More on compression in Section III.

Precoding and combining: The BS performs a singular
value decomposition on the reconstructed CSI estimate matrix
after decompression. This leads to the two matrices: 1) the
precoding matrix F ∈ CNt×Ns which is computed at the
BS and allows the setting the transmit power per channel
eigenmode through waterfilling and 2) the combining matrix
G ∈ CNt×Nr which is applied at the receiver (the UE). This
effectively diagonalizes the CSI into a matrix Σ ∈ CNs×Nt .

Users: UEs are scattered in the service area of the BS and
each has a number of an antennas equal to Nr ≥ 1. These UEs
move at pedestrian-like speeds within the BS service area.

Channel equalization: The decompressed channel is equal-
ized at the receiver. The equalization matrix W ∈ CNt×Nr

is left-multiplied by the received signal to obtain z which
is passed through a maximum likelihood detector to recover
the received symbols x̂. Equalization also enhances the noise
v := Wn at the receiver.

Statistics: The reference symbol received power is the re-
ceived power of a given OFDM resource element and is equal
to Px/(NtNsc). Furthermore, the transmit OFDM subcarrier
signal to noise ratio (SNR) is ρ := Ex/(NscNtN0). We use
the subscripted variant ρv to refer to the transmitted OFDM
subcarrier SNR as directed towards the v-th UE. All statistics
are measured during the channel coherence time. We show
the channel compression loss, which is the autoencoder cost
function as in Section III and measure the bit error rate and
the block error rate at the receiver as outlined in Section IV.

III. AUTOENCODERS

Deep autoencoders are a “self-supervised” learning tech-
nique that uses deep neural networks to efficiently learn how
to compress and encode data. Then they learn to reconstruct
the data back from the compressed encoded representation to
a representation that is close to the original input (hence self-
supervised). They are a lossy compression technique since the
reconstructed data is not equal to the original. Autoencoders
are comprised of three different layers: an encoder, a latent
layer, and a decoder. An autoencoder is shown in Fig. 2.

Encoder Latent Decoder

ĥ1
ˆ̂
h1

ĥ2
ˆ̂
h2

...
...

ĥN
ˆ̂
hN

Fig. 2. An autoencoder has three different components: an encoder, a latent
layer, and a decoder.

Channel compression: Let us define a channel compression
ratio κ : 0 < κ < 1 for the exploitation of the autoencoder.
The encoder reduces the dimension of the channel to a latent
dimension and transmits it before the decoder attempts to
restore channel from its latent dimension. Also, we write
ĥv := vec(Ĥv) as a column vector of this CSI matrix. This
vector has the dimension of NscNrNt.

Complex-aware neural networks: Neural networks are
non-linear operators due to the non-linear activation functions;
therefore they cannot be applied on the real and imaginary
part of a complex number independently. Thus, we propose
U : Cµ → R2µ as a transformation. This allows us to write
x 7→ [Re(x), Im(x)]⊤, effectively doubling the dimension of
x to 2Nt from Nt. Because of this, the autoencoder reduces
the dimension of the vectorized CSI to 2NrNt⌈(1 − κ)Nsc⌉
from the original 2NscNrNt. It should also be understood that
the further the latent dimension is reduced, the more the loss
information happens after reconstruction.

Hyperparameters: Each layer of the autoencoder is com-
prised of several neurons, each with a choice of rectified linear
(ReLU) or sigmoid activation functions. The hyperparameters
of each layer Θ comprises the weights of the neurons across
the depth and width of each layer. The adaptive moments [11]
(Adam) variant of gradient descent is used to optimize the
cost function, which is a complex number aware mean square
error function of both the vectorized original uncompressed
estimated channel and the vectorized reconstructed (or decom-
pressed) channel estimate, defined as:

MSE(ĥv,
ˆ̂hv;Θ) :=

1

NscNrNt

∑
i
|ĥ(i)

v − ˆ̂
h(i)
v |2. (4)

This optimization is done as part of the deep neural network
training, which is defined by the number of training epochs
and a batch size on which the gradient descent takes place.

Run-time complexity: Fixing the number of training
epochs, the batch size, the depth and the width of the deep
neural networks in the autoencoder, and the wireless system
parameters, the run-time complexity is in O(1).

IV. PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Bit error rate: We define the empirical bit error rate
(BER) as the ratio of bits that were received incorrectly
(compared to the transmitted ones) as a result of the chan-
nel compression, fading, and noise. Let a given codeword
of the n-th transmission be designated by a string of bits
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(b) Compressed κ = 0.9.
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(c) Reconstructed κ = 0.9.

Fig. 3. The CDL-E channel state information matrix H for the first receive antenna and a given user under different scenarios: uncompressed, compressed,
and reconstructed at a given transmit SNR ρ.

TABLE I
SYSTEM PARAMETERS

Parameter Value
Channel model CDL-C and CDL-E [10]
Modulation 16-QAM
Number of transmit antennas Nt 4
Number of receive antennas Nr 4
Number of OFDM subcarriers Nsc 128
Number of pilot symbols Npilot 10
CRC length 8 bits
Number of users NUE 10
Center frequency 2100 MHz
Subcarrier spacing ∆f 15 kHz

TABLE II
AUTOENCODER HYPERPARAMETERS

Layer Parameter Value
Encoder Depth 2

Width (10, 10)
Activation (ReLU, ReLU)

Latent layer Width 2NrNt⌈(1− κ)Nsc⌉
Decoder Depth 2

Width (10, NrNtNsc)
Activation (ReLU, sigmoid)

x(n) := (x
(n)
1 , x

(n)
2 , . . . , x

(n)
W ). Therefore for Ntrans number of

transmissions for a given UE:

pb :=
1

NtransW

Ntrans∑
n=1

W∑
i=1

1[x
(n)
i ̸= x̂

(n)
i ] (5)

Block error rate: Further we compute the block error
rate (BLER) defined as the probability of the CRC mismatch
between the transmitted and received codeword based on the
number of transmissions:

BLER := P[c(x) ̸= c(x̂)]

=
1

Ntrans

Ntrans∑
n=1

1[c(x(n)) ̸= c(x̂(n))]
(6)

The CRC is calculated based on a generator polynomial c(·)
with a finite length. It is appended to the end of every
transmitted codeword regardless of the number of streams,
with zero-padding as necessary to ensure that the codewords
divide NscNs (without a remainder).

TABLE III
OPTIMAL TRANSMIT SNR FOR A GIVEN κ AT BMAX = 0.1

CDL-C ρ⋆ CDL-E ρ⋆

Baseline 20.53 dB 12.79 dB
κ = 0.4 20.08 dB 13.19 dB
κ = 0.7 20.08 dB 13.19 dB
κ = 0.9 19.51 dB 13.24 dB

V. SIMULATION
A. Setup

We simulate the system outlined in Section II with the
parameters in Table I. Users are represented as different
random seeds in the simulation [12]. The equalizer W is the
minimum mean squared error. We construct an autoencoder
with the hyperparameters shown in Table II in addition to an
epoch count of 128 and a batch size of 32. Further we simulate
several compression ratios κ ∈ K := {0.4, 0.7, 0.9}. We use
BLER generator c(x) = x6 + x4 + x + 1. We assume full-
buffer transmission and choose a 60-kilobyte bitmap image
as the transmitted payload. The quantizer function Q(·) is set
to truncate past the sixth decimal. We simulate for a set of
transmit SNRs, ρ ∈ {0, 5, . . . , 30} for performance insights.

B. Discussion

We start with Fig. 3 which visualizes three variants of the
CSI at the first receive antenna and κ = 0.9: original uncom-
pressed, compressed, and reconstructed (or decompressed).
The size of data representing the subcarriers has reduced to
a size equal to the latent layer dimension ⌈(1− κ)Nsc⌉ = 13
from Nsc = 128.

While the reconstructed channel does not perfectly resemble
the original one—since autoencoder compression is lossy—the
high degree of correlation in the CDL-E channel due to LOS
propagation, provides the compression adequate redundant
information for a useful reconstruction. However, in the CDL-
C channel NLOS propagation, the limited degree of correlation
(i.e., rich scattering environment) makes reconstruction more
challenging. Thus, we conclude that 1) there is a limit to the
size of the data representing subcarriers that can be eliminated
due to the compression and 2) compression has better LOS
propagation performance than NLOS propagation.

A question now arises: How far better can this compression
be? In other words, what BER and BLER performance can be
obtained for a given the compression ratio κ and the transmit
SNR ρ? To answer this question we study Fig. 4. Here, we
observe that the performance of the system (as measured by
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Fig. 4. Bit and block error rates as a function of the transmit SNR ρ for several values of κ compared to the case of no compression (i.e., the baseline).
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Fig. 5. Autoencoder normalized run time vs. κ (left) and losses vs. the number
of epochs for κ = 0.4 (right).

the BER and BLER) degrades as κ increases, which is an
expected behavior due to the inability to perfectly equalize
the channel after the lossy compression. Thus to find optimal
transmission conditions (i.e., the minimum suitable ρ) for a
given κ, we write

ρ⋆ := max
ρ∈S

B := BLER(x, x̂; ρ, κ)

s.t. B ≤ Bmax,

k ∈ K,

(7)

which is intractable due to the absence of a closed form of
BLER (6) as a function of the compression rate κ and SNR
ρ. Thus, we resort to a search in κ in a discrete subset of
values at a set of discrete values of ρ. Table III shows an
output of such a search in the two-dimensional space S × K
at a target BLER Bmax = 0.1 per industry standards [13].
For this purpose, we define S := {ρ | 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 30}
and find the minimum necessary SNR not exceeding Bmax
for both NLOS and LOS propagation. The outcome is that
compression is suitable for the high SNR regime of a given
modulation. However, there is a performance gap in the SNR
due to LOS vs. NLOS propoagation (in our case this gap is 6-
8 dB). This can be explained due to the increase in independent
scattering in NLOS making redundant (or correlated) elements
of information more scarce for the compression exploitation.

Finally, Fig. 5 shows the normalized run time of the autoen-
coder to be constant irrelative to the compression ratio and
the training and validation losses of the deep autoencoder as a
function of the number of training epochs for both channels.

Given that both decrease monotonically, we conclude that
the autoencoder is not overfitting and thus its results can be
generalized within the values assumed by the CSI.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we demonstrated the usefulness of
autoencoders—as an element of a neural receiver in 6G—to
compress the channel state information exploiting redundant
information due to correlation. We showed that compression is
useful in high SNR regimes, which correspond to a dominant
line of sight or users at the cell center. This procedure is a
step closer towards an AI-enabled air interface in 6G.
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