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regular LDPC block code)

Idea: use higher-order modulation format (here PM-64-QAM) wh a
tailbiting SC-LDPC code andoptimized allocation of coded bits from FEC
to modulation bits

Main Result

Unequal error protectionof a nonbinary modulation format can be used to
signi cantly improve performance of tailbiting SC-LDPC code Comparable
gap to capacity at a lower FEC overhead.
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Can be represented in terms of a protograps prototype graph
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