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Abstract—Guessing Random Additive Noise Decoding
(GRAND) and its variants, known for their near-maximum
likelihood performance, have been introduced in recent years.
One such variant, Segmented GRAND, reduces decoding
complexity by generating only noise patterns that meet specific
constraints imposed by the linear code. In this paper, we
introduce a new method to efficiently derive multiple constraints
from the parity check matrix. By applying a random invertible
linear transformation and reorganizing the matrix into a tree
structure, we extract up to log2 n constraints, reducing the
number of decoding queries while maintaining the structure of
the original code for a code length of n. We validate the method
through theoretical analysis and experimental simulations.

Index Terms—GRAND, Guessing Random Additive Noise
Decoding, Maximum Likelihood decoding, binary matrices

I. INTRODUCTION

Guessing Random Additive Noise Decoding (GRAND) and
its variants [1]–[12] are universal and near Maximum Likeli-
hood (ML) decoders that can decode any moderate redundancy
code of any structure [13] including non-linear codes. The
main idea behind GRAND algorithms is to sequentially gen-
erate putative binary noise effect sequences in decreasing order
of likelihood, where the first putative noise effect that leads to
a valid codeword will be the resulting decoding. Depending on
the statistical model of the channel, the likelihood of a noise
effect can be calculated accordingly and different GRAND
decoders are used.

To minimize the number of queries required to identify
the first valid noise sequence when decoding binary linear
codes, recent works [14]–[16] have made contributions by
introducing segmentation techniques that utilize a specific
code structure to skip invalid noise sequences. The core idea is
that a candidate noise sequence zn = (z1, ..., zn) ∈ Fn

2 leads
to a valid codeword only if zn satisfies certain linear con-
straints. Rather than generating all possible noise sequences
in decreasing order of likelihood, one can focus on only
generating those that meet at least one or more constraints. A
detailed discussion of segmentation is provided in Section II.
The effectiveness of this approach in reducing query numbers
depends on the number of constraints employed. However, to
utilize multiple constraints simultaneously, the work in [15]
assumes that the subsets of bits covered by each constraint
are disjoint, or equivalently, the parity check matrix of the
code should have specific properties. This limits the potential

query reduction for a given code, and an efficient method
for extracting numerous constraints for any given code is
currently lacking. In this paper, we propose a novel way
to rewrite the parity check matrix of any given code to a
structure that maintains the same binary linear codebook while
facilitating the extraction of additional constraints for noise
effect skipping.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II introduces the basic setup of the decoding. Section III
defines the Tree Structure and Balanced Tree Transformation,
which rewrites the parity check matrix of any given linear
code to a matrix with desirable properties. Section IV demon-
strates how to leverage the Tree Structure to extract multiple
constraints efficiently for decoding. Section V provides exper-
imental validation of the proposed approach.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Let G be a generator matrix of a binary linear (n, k).
It defines the relationship UkG = Xn between a random
message Uk = (U1, U2, ..., Uk) ∈ {0, 1}k and its coded
sequence Xn = (X1, ..., Xn) ∈ {0, 1}n. The set C ⊂ {0, 1}n
records all possible 2k codewords. Let m = n − k and
H ∈ Fm×n

2 be a parity check matrix of G. A codeword Xn is
sent through a noisy channel, and the detector receives signal
Rn = (R1, ..., Rn) ∈ Rn, with hard-decision demodulated
signal Y n = Xn ⊕ Zn where Zn represents the binary noise
effect and ⊕ represents binary addition.

Given an assumption on the distribution of noise, fR|X is
the conditional pdf of Ri conditioned on the value of Xi. The
log-likelihood ratio (LLR) of a received signal Ri is defined
to be

LLR(Ri) = log
fR|X(Ri|1)
fR|X(Ri|0)

. (1)

With equation (1), the reliability Γi of the received signal Ri

is defined to be Γi = |LLR(Ri)|.
It follows from [17] that the probability of the noise zn

given the received signal Rn is

P (Zn = zn|Rn) ∝ e−
∑

i:zi=1 Γi , (2)

which says that, regardless of the distribution of noise, it
suffices to find the rank order of the values

∑
i:zi=1 Γi from

smallest to highest to rank order the probability of noise
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patterns. This idea is one of the essential foundations of
GRAND and its variants, resulting in an efficient generation
of noise patterns in decreasing order of probability. For each
generated noise effect zn, GRAND tests whether the inversion
of zn from the demodulated sequence leads to a codeword,
i.e., if zn ⊕ Y n ∈ C. This is equivalent of checking if
H(zn ⊕ Y n)T = 0 where 0 represents a zero vector. The
first time the decoder finds a noise sequence zn that satisfies
H(zn ⊕ Y n)T = 0 it will output the codeword zn ⊕ Y n

as the decoded sequence. This implies that a noise sequence
that leads to a valid codeword must satisfy some constraints
indicated by the formula H(zn)T = H(Y n)T . Usually the
term H(Y n)T is denoted as Sn = (S1, ..., Sm)T and is called
the syndrome.

We now give an outline of Segmented GRAND [16], which
uses the parity check matrix to skip a subset of the noise
effects. Let Hi,: denote the i-th row of H . Then, taking the
first row H1,: of H indicates that a valid noise effect must
satisfy H1,:(z

n)T = S1 imposing a constraint on the number
of ones in specified coordinates of zn. Therefore, only noise
effects that meet this first constraint need to be generated;
otherwise, they will not pass the parity check. Furthermore,
the ones in H1,: specify which bits are covered by the first
constraint. Therefore, zn can be split into two sub-sequences
zn(1), z

n
(2) where zn(1) contains the bits that are covered by the

first constraint and zn(2) contains the remaining bits of zn. This
allows the sub-sequences to be generated separately, where
a decoder only generate sub-sequences zn(1) that satisfy the
first constraint and merge them with sub-sequences zn(2) to
produce zn. If the second row H2,: is also considered, which
specifies another constraint, then the decoder can only generate
the noise effects that satisfy both constraints. It is proposed in
[15], [16] that if the first and second constraints cover different
bits in zn, then zn can be separated into three sub-sequences
zn(1), z

n
(2), z

n
(3) instead, where zn(1) is covered by the first

constraint and zn(2) is covered by the second constraint. The
noise effect generator can then generate noise effects zn by
only generating the sub-sequences that satisfy their respective
constraints. The idea is then to use multiple constraints, where
each constraint should cover disjoint sets of bits in zn in order
to be used in the noise effect generator. A generalization of
this approach is introduced in [15], which requires that the
i-th constraint cover a subset of bits covered by the (i− 1)-th
constraint. The requirement allows the extracted constraints to
be rewritten into constraints covering disjoint sets.

III. TREE STRUCTURE AND BALANCED TREE
TRANSFORMATION

As noted earlier, Segmented GRAND relies on extracting
constraints from the parity check matrix that apply to disjoint
sets of transmitted bits. The more constraints we can incor-
porate into noise generation, the greater the reduction in the
number of decoding queries. Therefore, efficiently extracting
these constraints is of key interest. We first demonstrate that
any parity check matrix can be transformed into a special
structure, which we call the Tree Structure that results in an

equivalent code, i.e., the codebook is the same except for a
fixed permutation of the codewords [18, Def. 3.5]. Theorem 1
proves that with a suitable invertible matrix identified using a
stochastic approach, a given parity check matrix can be rewrit-
ten into an equivalent parity check matrix with advantageous
properties. In section IV, we outline how the Tree Structure
facilitates the extraction of disjoint constraints from the parity
check matrix.

For a given parity check matrix, we can rearrange its
columns so that the binary values represented by the columns
form a non-decreasing sequence. This reordering can be ap-
plied to any parity check matrix through a column permutation
and results in an equivalent code. For example, consider the
following matrix H and its Tree Structure matrix H ′:

H =




1 0 0 1
0 1 1 1
0 1 0 1


→ H ′ =




1 1 0 0
1 0 1 1
1 0 1 0




where the integer value for each column in H ′ is 7, 4, 3, 2.
Note that the same column permutation must also be applied to
the generator matrix G to obtain the corresponding generator
matrix G′ for H ′. Hence, without loss of generality, we
can assume that the integer values for the columns in the
parity check matrix H form a non-decreasing sequence. This
column permutation gives the transformed parity check matrix
a Tree Structure in the following sense [19]: Let ℓ ∈ N and
v1, v2, ..., vℓ ∈ F2, and Hi,j denote the entry of H at i-th row
and j-th column. Define

Lv1,...,vℓ := {j|H1,j = v1, . . . ,Hℓ,j = vℓ.} (3)

which denotes the subset of columns where the top ℓ entries
are v1, v2, ..., vℓ. The following properties hold for ℓ = 1, ...,m
given H: 1), Lv1,...,vℓ = Lv1,...,vℓ,1 ∪ Lv1,...,vℓ,0, meaning
the columns are divided into smaller subsets as more rows
in H are considered; 2) The elements in Lv1,...,vℓ , if they
exist, are consecutive integers and, 3) ∪v1,v2,...,vℓLv1,v2,...,vℓ =
{1, ..., n} for all ℓ ≤ m, meaning that the disjoint subsets
resulting from considering the first ℓ rows cover all the
columns of H . An example is given in Fig. 1.

The division of columns similarly partitions any noise effect
Zn = (Z1, Z2, ..., Zn) = Xn ⊕ Y n into corresponding sub-
sequences, denoted as Zn(Lv1,...,vℓ)

:= (Zmin(Lv1,...,vℓ
), Zmin(Lv1,...,vℓ

)+1, ..., Zmax(Lv1,...,vℓ
)).

This represents the sub-sequence of Zn with entries in the
columns belonging to Lv1,...,vℓ . Using the example in Fig.1,
Zn(L1,1) = (Z1, Z2), Zn(L1,0) = (Z3, Z4), Zn(L0,1) =
(Z5, Z6) and Zn(L0,0) = (Z7, Z8). Note that by the third
property of (3), the division of Zn into the sub-sequences can
be done reversely to recover Zn using all the sub-sequences.
We will call the sub-sequences Zn(Lv1,...,vℓ) the sub-effects.

Next, we introduce the Balanced Tree Transformation
(BTT), which rewrites a parity check matrix using a random
invertible matrix so that each of the rows in the resulted
matrix is independent and, with probability bounded below
by a constant, around half of the entries have value one.



1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1

H =







L1 L0,1

Fig. 1. Example of Tree Structure. For each row, adjacent entries with 1 are
highlighted in orange, while adjacent entries with 0 are highlighted in blue.
Each rectangle represents a subset of the columns, for example, the orange
rectangle in the first row represents L1 and the second rectangle in the second
row represents L0,1. As demonstrated in the figure, the columns are divided
into two disjoint sets based on the first row, and then each of the subsets is
further divided into subsets by the second row and the third row as well. This
exhibits a branching Tree Structure and hence we call this the Tree Structure.
Note that as demonstrated in the figure, the number of subsets that the bits
can be divided into is bounded above by 2m and log2 n, where m is the
number of rows of H and n is the number of columns of H .

This property provides a suitable condition for applying the
framework proposed in Segmented GRAND [16] after ex-
tracting constraints. We first explain why this property is
desired, followed by Theorem 1 explaining how the property
is achieved.

As pointed out by [20]1, the q-th sample quantile of
random variables Γ1,Γ2, ..,Γn converges to F−1(q) where
F is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of Γi and
F−1(s) = inf{u : F (u) ≥ s}. As a result, we can expect
that the plot of rank-ordered reliabilities versus the rank is
approximately the function F−1(i/n) for i ∈ [1, n]. When the
rank-ordered reliability plot is approximately a straight line
[21], the reliabilities can be approximated by

Γi ≈ βπn(i) + c, β ≈ 1

n
· dF

−1(s)

ds
=:

(F−1)′

n
(4)

for some β, c ∈ R and πn(i) is the rank of the reliability
of the i-th bit within the n received bits. In [16], the n bits
are separated into different groups called segments. Let πn

∗ (i)
denote the rank of Γi within the segment that contains the i-th
bit. It is implicitly assumed in [16] that

{πn
∗ (i) = πn

∗ (j)} =⇒ {Γi ≈ Γj} , (5)

which says that, by (2), an error in the i-th bit has the same
impact to the order of the likelihood of noise effects as the j-th
bit if their reliabilities have the same rank within each of their
segments. This further assumes that the size of each segment
is equal by the following idea: Let ni denote the number of
bits that belong to the segment which contains the i-th bit, then
applying the same argument for (4) to each segment by noting
that the reliabilities of bits in each segment is independent
between segments, we have

Γi ≈
(F−1)′

ni
πn
∗ + c. (6)

By (6), it is desired that ni = nj for all i ̸= j in order to satisfy
(5). With BTT, a given parity check matrix can be rewritten in
a Balanced Tree Structure where the sets L(v1, ..., vℓ) for fixed

1See Example 10.3 in [20] for more detail.

ℓ can be seen as the segments. The size of each L(v1, ..., vℓ)
is approximately the same, and hence BTT provides a suitable
condition of the segments to be used in Segmented GRAND.

The idea of BTT is to apply a random invertible matrix to H
before rewriting it in Tree Structure and the probability that we
get a transformed matrix with the desired property is bounded
below by 0.22 as m → ∞. To provide a theoretical validation,
Theorem 1 is first proved without invertible assumption on the
random transformation. After Theorem 1, we will restrict to
invertible random transformation so that the rewritten code is
equivalent to the given code.

Theorem 1. Let Hm,κm be a given m × κm binary
matrix, for κ ∈ N. Separate Hm,κm into κ non-
overlapping sub-matrices with dimension m × m and de-
note each of the sub-matrices as Hm,κm

(j) . Let Hm,κm :=

{Hm,κm|Hm,κm
(j) is invertible for all j ≤ κ} be the set of

parity check matrices whose sub-matrices are all invertible.
Let H̃m,κm = Am,mHm,κm, where Am,m ∈ Fm×m

2 is a
random binary matrix whose entries are i.i.d Bernoulli dis-
tributed with rate 0.5. Then: 1), each H̃m,κm

(j) = Am,mHm,κm
(j)

is uniformly distributed over all binary m×m matrices given
Hm,κm ∈ Hm,κm and hence can be treated as matrix with
i.i.d entries from Bernoulli distribution with rate 0.5. 2), the
rows in H̃m,κm are independent to each other. 3), given
δ > 0, let {Hm,κm}m∈N be any given sequence of parity
check matrices such that Hm,κm ∈ Hm,κm for all m, and let
Hm,κm

(j),i,s denote the entry of Hm,κm
(j) at the i-th row and s− th

column, then

lim
m→∞

P




κ⋃

j=1

m⋃

i=1

{∣∣∣∣∣
∑

s=1:m

H̃m,κm
(j),i,s

m
− 0.5

∣∣∣∣∣ > δ

}
 = 0. (7)

Proof. Let h̃ ∈ Fm×m
2 be any matrix,

P
(
H̃m,κm

(j) = h̃|Hm,κm
(j)

)

=P
(
Am,m = h̃[Hm,κm

(j) ]−1
∣∣∣Hm,κm

(j)

)
= 2−m2

.

Hence H̃m,κm
(j) = Am,mHm,κm

(j) is uniformly distributed over
all binary m × m binary matrices. With coupling technique
[22], H̃m,κm

(j) can be treated as a matrix with i.i.d entries from
Bernoulli distribution with rate 0.5. This completes the first
claim.

Notice that H̃m,κm
i,j =

∑m
s=1 A

m,κm
i,s Hm,κm

s,j mod 2 where
Hm,κm is given and the rows of Am,κm are independent. This
completes the second claim.

To prove the third claim, putting the first claim, Hoeffding’s
inequality and union bound together yields that, given δ > 0,

lim
m→∞

P

(
m⋃

i=1

{∣∣∣∣∣
∑

s=1:m

H̃m,κm
(j),i,s

m
− 0.5

∣∣∣∣∣ > δ

})
= 0,

which means we can expect that a sub-matrix has almost half
the number of ones and zeros within each row. By the union



bound, we are able to conclude that this happens to all sub-
matrices of H̃m,κm simultaneously as we have a fixed code
rate 1/κ, which finishes the third claim.

The first result of Theorem 1 states that a parity check
matrix, whose sub-matrices are invertible, can be transformed
into a random matrix whose entries in each sub-matrix can
be treated as i.i.d. variables with equal probability of being
one or zero. This further leads to the properties stated in
the second and third results. Choosing δ close to zero and
applying the third result shows that as m → ∞, we can expect
that the number of ones is approximately the same as the
number of zeros in each row of H̃m,κm. Together with the
fact that each row is independent in H̃m,κm, we can expect
that the size of each L(v1, ..., vℓ) of H̃m,κm in Tree Structure
is approximately the same, that is, the set of columns are
divided into subsets with approximately equal sizes. The name
Balanced Tree Transformation is given based on this property.

To retain the same structure of the code represented by
Hm,κm, we further require that the random transformation
Am,m is invertible. The probability that a random binary ma-
trix Am,m is invertible is bounded below by 0.22 as m → ∞
[23]–[25]. Therefore, by the union bound, the probability that
Am,m is invertible and the size of each L(v1, ..., vℓ) of H̃m,κm

in Tree Structure is approximately the same is bounded below
as m → ∞. This provides an asymptotic reasoning that we
can transform parity check matrices into Tree Structure with
desired properties with positive probability bounded below,
which is desired in the framework proposed by [16]. We call
the procedure of multiplying H by a random matrix the Bal-
ance Transformation. Additionally, the procedure of Balance
Transformation followed by rewriting the resulted matrix in
Tree Structure is called Balanced Tree Transformation.

As BTT is invertible and hence does not change the code,
we only need to apply the transformation once for any given
parity check matrix and use the rewritten parity check matrix
and generator matrix for application. Therefore, this transfor-
mation will not add additional complexity to the decoding.

IV. APPLICATION OF TREE STRUCTURE

Next, we explain how we can extract constraints from H in
Tree Structure. Recall that a generated noise effect zn will lead
to a valid codeword if and only if H(zn)T = Sm = H(Y n)T

where each row of H indicates a constraint that any valid noise
effect must satisfy. Let SUPP(zn) := {i|zi = 1} denote the
support of zn which is the set of entries with value one. Then
the constraint defined by the ℓ-th row of H can be expressed
as Hℓ,:(z

n)T = Sℓ which is equivalent to

|SUPP(Hℓ,:) ∩ SUPP(zn)| ≡ Sℓ mod 2. (8)

Equation (8) implies that the ℓ-th row of H and the corre-
sponding syndrome Sℓ specifies the parity of the number of
ones in a subset of any valid noise effect. With the example
given in Fig. 1, H2,: specifies that the parity of the number of
ones in the first, second, fifth, and sixth bits is equal to S2: If
S2 = 1, then there should be an odd number of ones in the

first, second, fifth and sixth bits in any valid noise effect. If,
on the contrary, S2 = 0, then there should be an even number
of ones in the first, second, fifth, and sixth bits instead. We
can also notice that in Fig. 1, the two constraints imposed
by the first two rows both cover the first two bits, which
fails to meet the assumption in [15] that the constraints cover
disjoint subsets of bits. We now introduce how we can use the
Tree Structure to avoid generating invalid noise patterns with
overlapping constraints.

Let W (zn) =
∑n

i=1 zi = |SUPP(zn)| denote the Hamming
Weight of a noise effect zn which counts how many bits are
one. Rewriting (8) in terms of Hamming Weight leads to

∑

v1,v2,...,vℓ−1∈{0,1}

W (Zn(Lv1,...,vℓ−1,1)) ≡ Sℓ mod 2. (9)

For simplicity of notation, denote wv1v2...vℓ =
W (Zn(Lv1,...,vℓ)) as the Hamming Weight of the sub-
effect Zn(Lv1,v2,...,vℓ), then with the first property of (3) and
the first ℓ constraints expressed in the form of (9), we get the
following linear equations in the binary field:

∑

v2,...,vℓ∈{0,1}

w1v2...vℓ ≡ S1 mod 2

∑

v1,v3,v4,...,vℓ∈{0,1}

wv11v3...vℓ ≡ S2 mod 2

...∑

v1,...,vℓ−1∈{0,1}

wv1...vℓ−11 ≡ Sℓ mod 2

(10)

where there are 2ℓ variables on the left, and we have ℓ
equations, hence we can rewrite the equations to express ℓ
variables in terms of the others. While the choice of the
ℓ variables is not unique, here we choose the variables of
the form wv1...vℓ with

∑ℓ
i=1 vi = 1 to be the ℓ vari-

ables of interest, which corresponds to the set of sub-effects
{Zn(Lv1,v2,...,vℓ)|

∑ℓ
i=1 vi = 1} called the set of chosen sub-

effects. The generation of noise sequences zn can be guided
by (10), i.e., we only need to generate putative noise effects
zn whose parities of its sub-sequences satisfy (10). Using the
example in Fig.1, the linear equations corresponding to the
first three rows of H are

w100 ≡ w111 + w110 + w101 + S1 mod 2

w010 ≡ w111 + w110 + w011 + S2 mod 2

w001 ≡ w111 + w110 + w011 + S3 mod 2

where the chosen sub-effects are Zn(L1,0,0), Zn(L0,1,0) and
Zn(L0,0,1).

To generate a noise effect zn using the linear equation
(10), one first generates its non-chosen sub-effects. Secondly,
the parities of the Hamming Weights of the chosen sub-
effects are determined from (10) by inserting the parities of
the non-chosen sub-effects. Thirdly, each chosen sub-effect is
generated based on the parity of its Hamming Weight obtained
from (10). Finally, combine all the sub-effects to recover noise



. . .

. . .

H

H̃

H2
Rewrite in
Tree Structure

Balanced Tree
Transformation

Fig. 2. Example of rewriting BCH(127, 106) code.

effect zn. This approach efficiently avoids generating a subset
of the noise effects that will not lead to a valid codeword and
hence reduces the number of queries before reaching the first
valid noise effect that corresponds to a codeword.

Note that if the set Lv1,...,vj is empty, then there will be
no wv1,...,vj in the linear equation. This implies that, for the ℓ
variables that are chosen to be put on the left of the linear equa-
tions (10), all the corresponding sets in {Lv1,...,vℓ |

∑ℓ
i=1 vℓ =

1} can not be empty. Hence, to be able to extract ℓ constraints
using the first ℓ rows of H in Tree Structure, we should ensure
that the sets in {Lv1,...,vℓ |

∑ℓ
i=1 vℓ = 1} are nonempty. For

future reference, the elements in {Lv1,...,vℓ |
∑ℓ

i=1 vℓ = 1} are
called the chosen column subsets. Equivalently speaking, to
extract as many constraints as possible, we should maximize
ℓ while ensuring that the chosen column subsets are nonempty.
While many well-designed codes automatically satisfy this
assumption, we can also use BTT to achieve this goal due
to the third result of Theorem 1.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we will provide experimental verification
of BTT in addition to the theoretical results by Theorem 1.
The simulation will be conducted using a decoding framework
based on [16]. Fig. 2 demonstrates the resulting parity check
matrix by applying the procedures introduced in Section III to
a Bose–Chaudhuri–Hocquenghem (BCH) code. Three figures
are presented in Fig. 2: The top figure represents the parity
check matrix H for BCH(127,106) code, where orange pixels
represent entries with a value of one and blue pixels represent
entries with a value of zero. The middle figure represents the
first six rows of the parity check matrix H2, which results from
rewriting H in Tree Structure. The bottom figure represents the
first six rows of the parity check matrix H̃ , obtained by first
multiplying H by a random invertible matrix A11,11 followed
by rewriting A11,11H into Tree Structure. As depicted in
Fig. 2, at least six rows in the rewritten parity check matrix can
be used in the sense of (10), and each of the first four rows is
split into blocks with approximately equal sizes. This indicates
the effectiveness of BTT for easy extraction of constraints.

Next, Fig. 3 demonstrates the reduction in the number of
noise effect queries achieved by extracting more constraints
using multiple rows from the parity check matrix. The top
plot demonstrates the reduction in query number when using
different numbers of rows in the parity check matrix H . We
use ℓ to denote the number of rows in H that are used to extract
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Fig. 3. Example for query number reduction using the Balanced Tree
Transformation on BCH (127,106) code.

constraints and skip noise effects. The blue line represents the
ratio in log2 scale between ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 0 where the latter
is the original ORBGRAND with no noise effect skipped.
Similarly, the green and purple lines represent the complexity
reduction of ℓ = 2 and ℓ = 3 compared to ℓ = 0, respectively.
As depicted by the top plot, each additional row used to skip
noise patterns reduces the query number by up to a factor of
two at lower Eb/N0. The bottom plot shows the BLER for
different ℓ. Segmented GRAND experiences a slight perfor-
mance loss compared to the original ORBGRAND algorithm
in exchange for reduced query complexity. To be precise, 0.06,
0.16, and 0.33 dB loss in SNR at a target BLER of 10−3

for l = 1, 2, 3, respectively. This is caused by partitioning
the noise effects into sub-effects where the latter is generated
separately. The figure highlights the significance of the BTT,
as it enables a systematic framework for efficiently extracting
multiple constraints, leading to a substantial reduction in query
complexity.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduce a method called Balanced Tree
Transformation for rewriting the parity check matrix of a linear
code, along with a corresponding query-skipping approach
that leverages the transformed matrix. Theorem 1 provides
theoretical validation of the approach whose assumptions can
be further generalized using properties of random matrices.
The BTT restructures the parity check matrix to allow for the
systematic extraction of multiple noise effect constraints, re-
sulting in an equivalent code. This enables GRAND decoders
to operate with increased speed and efficiency.
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