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Figure 1: Different bounding volume types classifying 2D space as maybe-object or certainly-not-object, from left to right: box
(a), ellipsoid (b), 𝑘-oriented planes (c), common neural networks (d) and a neural network trained using our approach (e). While
common boundings are not tight, common neural networks are not conservative, missing parts of the dolphin, while ours is
both tight and has no false negatives.

ABSTRACT
Bounding volumes are an established concept in computer graph-
ics and vision tasks but have seen little change since their early
inception. In this work, we study the use of neural networks as
bounding volumes. Our key observation is that bounding, which
so far has primarily been considered a problem of computational
geometry, can be redefined as a problem of learning to classify
space into free or occupied. This learning-based approach is partic-
ularly advantageous in high-dimensional spaces, such as animated
scenes with complex queries, where neural networks are known
to excel. However, unlocking neural bounding requires a twist: al-
lowing – but also limiting – false positives, while ensuring that
the number of false negatives is strictly zero. We enable such tight
and conservative results using a dynamically-weighted asymmetric
loss function. Our results show that our neural bounding produces
up to an order of magnitude fewer false positives than traditional
methods. In addition, we propose an extension of our bounding
method using early exits that accelerates query speeds by 25%.
We also demonstrate that our approach is applicable to non-deep
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1 INTRODUCTION
Efficiently testing two-, three- or higher-dimensional points or
ranges for intersections with extended primitives is at the core
of many interactive graphics tasks. Examples include testing the
3D position of a particle in a fluid simulation against an animated
character mesh, testing rays against a 3D medical scan volume or
testing a drone’s flight path against time-varying obstacles.

To accelerate all these queries, it is popular to use a hierarchy of
tests: if intersection with a simple bounding primitive – such as a
box – that conservatively contains a more complex primitive fails,
one can skip the costly test with the more complex primitive. For a
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correct algorithm, the false-negative (FN) rate of the first test must
be zero, i.e., bounding must never miss a true positive intersection.

For efficiency, the main trade-offs are i) the cost of testing the
bounding primitive, ii) the cost of intersecting the original primitive,
and iii) the false-positive (FP) rate of the bounding primitive. The
FP rate measures how often an initial positive intersection with the
bounding primitive turns out to be negative upon more detailed
testing with the original primitive, leading to wasted computation.
A successful bounding method will have both a low testing cost and
a low FP rate. Typical bounding solutions include spheres, boxes,
oriented boxes or 𝑘 discretely-oriented polytopes (𝑘-DOPs) [Eric-
son 2004]. However, fitting those primitives, particularly in higher
dimensions, can result in poor FP rates as they remain convex and
further may require significant implementation effort [Schneider
and Eberly 2002]. In this article, we thus show how to train neural
networks to unlock high-dimensional, non-linear, concave bound-
ing with a combination of simplicity, flexibility and testing speed.

While the FP rate is the main concern for efficiency, for correct-
ness of the bounding algorithm, the challenge is to develop a neural
network (NN) that is trained to produce bounds with strictly zero
false negatives. This is crucial, as the FN rate quantifies how of-
ten the algorithm erroneously classifies an actual intersection as
non-intersection – such misclassifications will result in truncated
geometry features and cut-off object parts, as exemplified by the
fins of the dolphin in Fig. 1, d. A straightforward solution would be
to first find a bounding primitive and then compress it using a NN.
Another approach would be to learn the NN to approximate the
complex primitive and later make the approximation conservative.
Instead, we show that with the right initialization and schedule
for weighting FPs and FNs, we can incentivize a neural network to
become bounding. While our method works well in many cases,
we would like to point out that it is a heuristic and thus –not un-
common for neural networks– does not provide strict guarantees.

As it could appear that executing a neural network for testing
bounds is too time-intensive to be useful, we carefully study archi-
tectures that are both small and simple (inspired by [Reiser et al.
2021] or [Karnewar et al. 2022]), such that they are only slightly
more expensive than linear ones or traditional intersection tests.
We further demonstrate that our approach is also amenable to
optimizing non-neural representations, such as 𝑘-DOPs.

We show application to two, three and 4D point queries, 2D and
3D range queries as well as queries of dynamic scenes, including
scenes with multiple degrees of freedom, and compare these results
to classic bounding methods, such as spheres, boxes and 𝑘-DOPs.

2 PREVIOUS WORK
Bounding 𝑛-D objects is a core operation in graphics. Classic al-
gorithms can be extremely straightforward, such as axis-aligned
boxes, but already fitting a sphere can be more involved than it
seems at first. For an established textbook with many bounding
and intersection algorithms, see [Schneider and Eberly 2002].

When it comes to bounding complex objects, the situation is
more difficult: For a single object that is dominantly convex,𝑘-DOPs
have shown useful [Kay and Kajiya 1986; Klosowski et al. 1998].
Another option is to perform convex object-decomposition [Bergen
1997; Ehmann and Lin 2001]. 3D ray-queries, are the most relevant

for such tests, and typically performed on hierarchies, e.g., [Gu et al.
2013; Gunther et al. 2007]; for a survey see Meister et al. [2021].

Recently, NNs have changed many operations in graphics, but
notably not bounding. Neural intersection functions (NIFs) [Fujieda
et al. 2023] predict intersections and could also be used to intersect
boundings, but do not attempt to be conservative, which allows the
possibility to miss parts of the object they enclose. Moreover, NIFs
are trained on static scenes, requiring a re-training of the networks
with each change of scene configuration or camera viewpoint [Fu-
jieda et al. 2023]. Our neural bounding networks, in contrast, are
learned on object-level, and hence can easily be rearranged in a
scene without retraining, as we show in our experiments. Both our
method and NIF are inspired by neural fields, that have successfully
modeled occupancy [Mescheder et al. 2019], signed distance and
surface distance [Behera and Mishra 2023; Park et al. 2019]. For a
comprehensive survey of recent works employing coordinate-based
NNs, please see [Xie et al. 2022].

In concurrent work, not specific to rendering, very simple primi-
tives are fitted conservatively to polytopes [Hashimoto et al. 2023],
but unable to handle general shapes. Neural concepts have been
used to create bounding sphere hierarchies byWeller and colleagues
[2014], which uses a neural-inspired optimizer, where the repre-
sentation of the bounding itself remained classic spheres, while in
this article we use non-linear functions. Others [Zesch et al. 2022]
attempt to optimize collision testing by replacing the test with a
neural network. While that work is similar to ours in the sense
that it represents the bounding itself as a non-linear function, it
does not strictly bound but simply fits the surface of the indicator
with a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) under a common loss. This
is also applicable to higher-dimensional spaces (C-spaces) of, e.g.,
robot configurations [Cai et al. 2022]. Essentially, these methods
train signed distance or occupancy functions, but without any spe-
cial considerations for the difference of FP and FN, which is at
the heart of bounding. We compare to such approaches and show
that we can combine their advantages with the benefit of never
missing an intersection. More advanced, combinations of fields can
be learned so as to not collide [Santesteban et al. 2022], but again
only by penalizing intersections, not by producing conservative
results. Other constraints such as eikonality [Atzmon and Lipman
2020], Lipschitz continuity [Yariv et al. 2021], or indefinite integrals
[Nsampi et al. 2023] can be incentivized similar to how we incen-
tivize conservativeness. Sharp and Jacobsen [Sharp and Jacobson
2022] have proposed a method to query any trained implicit NN
over regions using interval arithmetic. That is orthogonal to the
question of training the NN to bound a function conservatively,
which we study here.

To ensure no FNs, we make use of asymmetric losses, which are
typically applied with aims different from ours, such as reducing
class imbalance [Ridnik et al. 2021], to become robust to noise
[Zhou et al. 2021], to regularize a space [Liu et al. 2023] or, closer
to graphics, to control bias and variance in Monte Carlo (MC) path
tracing denoisers [Vogels et al. 2018].
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3 OUR APPROACH
This section will outline how we construct our networks and the
asymmetric loss in order to achieve tight, conservative bounding
(strictly zero false negatives) in arbitrary dimensions.

3.1 Method
To achieve our task of conservatively bounding in 𝑛-dimensional
spaces, we seek to learn a NN that classifies concave regions of
space into inside and outside, while ensuring strictly no false nega-
tives. Input to our algorithm is an 𝑛-dimensional indicator function
𝑓 (x) ∈ R𝑛 → {0,1} that returns 1 inside and on the surface of
the object, and 0 everywhere else. In 2D, the indicator could be
visualized as a regular image grid, a voxel grid in 3D, an animated
object in 4D, or a multi-dimensional state space of robot arm poses
(or even another network, e.g., a neural density field) in higher
dimensions. We assume we can evaluate the indicator function
exactly and at arbitrary coordinates. It further is not required to
differentiate this function with respect to anything.

On top of the indicator, we define a query function 𝑔(r) ∈ R𝑚 →
{0,1} that is 1 if the indicator returns 1 for at least one point in the
region r. For point queries, the indicator and query are identical,
i.e., 𝑔 = 𝑓 . For extended queries, such as range queries, r would
be a parameterization of a region, e.g., the two corners defining
an axis-aligned bounding box (AABB). While in lower dimensions
the indicator and region could be converted into another indicator
(akin to the morphological “open” operation on images [Dougherty
1992]), our method also supports queries on high-dimensional indi-
cators that can only be sampled and not be stored in practice.

At the core of our approach is another function ℎ𝜃 (r) ∈ R𝑚 →
{0,1}, with learnable parameters 𝜃 , that is strictly 1 where 𝑔 is 1,
but is allowed to also be 1 in other places (FP). While traditional
approaches use computational geometry to infer 𝜃 (e.g., via the re-
peated projection step in 𝑘-DOPs or the simple min/max-operation
in AABBs), we leverage the power of gradient-based optimization
of neural networks to learn the most suitable non-linear ℎ𝜃 .

The training objective L to approximate 𝑔 via ℎ𝜃 is the combined
cost of all FNs and FPs across a region r:

L(𝜃 ) =
∫

𝑐 (r)dr, 𝑐 (r) =




0 if 𝑔(r) = 0 and ℎ𝜃 (r) = 0, TN
𝛼 if 𝑔(r) = 1 and ℎ𝜃 (r) = 0, FN
𝛽 if 𝑔(r) = 0 and ℎ𝜃 (r) = 1, FP
0 if 𝑔(r) = 1 and ℎ𝜃 (r) = 1, TP

,

where 𝛼 is the cost for false-negative, which needs to be 𝛼 = ∞ to be
conservative, and 𝛽 is the cost for a false-positive, which we define
to be 1. The first and last clause are true positive and negative and
incur no cost, while the second clause ensures conservativeness,
and the third ensures that the bounding is tight.

However, it is not obvious how to proceed with a loss that can be
infinite. Moreover, L is discontinuous in 𝜃 and has zero gradients
almost everywhere, as the observed loss values only change in the
proximity of the surface of the bounded region and are constant
everywhere else. While L is required to ensure conservativeness,
its optimization is infeasible for the aforementioned reasons.

We hence employ two modifications to L in order to make it
usable in practice. First, we suggest to replace the fixed constants

Algorithm 1 Conservative loss. 𝑓 is assumed to distribute over
arrays like 𝜉 .
1: procedure Loss(𝜃 )
2: r = Uniform()
3: 𝜉 = SampleRegion(𝑔, r)
4: 𝑦 = Any(𝑓 (𝜉))
5: 𝑦 = ℎ𝜃 (x)
6: return −𝛼 · 𝑦 · log(𝑦) − 𝛽 · (1 − 𝑦) · log(1 − 𝑦)
7: end procedure

𝛼and 𝛽with variable values 𝛼 (𝑡) and 𝛽 (𝑡) that depend on the learn-
ing iteration (for details, see Suppl. Sec. 2.1). This ensures that, in
the limit, the cost of FNs is unbounded, so the solution will even-
tually become conservative. Second, in order to compute smooth
gradients for our neural bounding network ℎ𝜃 , we approximate the
previous L via a variant of a weighted binary cross-entropy L̂:

L̂(𝜃 ) = −E𝑖 [𝛼 (𝑡) · 𝑦𝑖 log(𝑦𝑖,𝜃 ) + 𝛽 (𝑡) · (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑦𝑖,𝜃 )], (1)
where 𝑦𝜃 = ℎ𝜃 (x) is the bounding network prediction with the
current parameters 𝜃 for the current input x, and the supervisory
signal 𝑦 = 𝑓 (x) is the result of evaluating the indicator 𝑓 at the
same location. The pseudocode for our loss is shown in Alg. 1.

3.2 Neural Bounding Hierarchies
We can also stack our neural bounding volumes into hierarchies,
similar to how classic bounding boxes are used to compute a bound-
ing volume hierarchy (BVH), with the added benefit that our neu-
ral hierarchy’s higher levels are again tightly and conservatively
bounding the inner levels. Please note that while the NNs bound
each node, the tree’s structure needs to be supplied by the user.

3.3 Neural Early-out
One advantage of bounding hierarchies is that testing can be in-
terrupted early under some conditions, saving computation time.
However, a typical NN can only be executed to the end to produce
a result. We will next demonstrate we can also adapt our neural
bounding approach to enable early-out as follows.

The idea is to use additional conservative and negated intermedi-
ate losses instead of a single conservative loss on the end. Consider
the example of an MLP with two layers, A1 and A2, and a non-
linearity nl, performing a conservative inside-test. The common
loss, for simplicty at a single point, is

L𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒 (r) = bce(ℎ𝜃 𝐿𝑎𝑡𝑒 (r), 𝑔(r)), where (2)

ℎ𝜃
Late (r) = nl (A2 × (nl(A1 × (r|1)) |1)) , (3)

with bce denoting the binary cross-entropy and (·|1) the bias-trick.
We instead train the loss

LEarly (r) = LLate (r) + bce(ℎ𝜃 Early (r), 1 − 𝑔(r)),where (4)

ℎ𝜃
Early (r) = nl(A3 × (r|1)), (5)

with A3 being a third layer of suitable size. Doing so, the network
has to produce two conservative results at the same time: the final
one, as well as an early one, that is the opposite of the first one.
The final one requires executing a long network. The early one is
typically a much simpler network. At test time, the early network is
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executed first. If its output is negative, we can be certain no further
testing is required and exit. If it is positive, the second network
also gets executed to get the final answer. This is possible as the
early-out is inverse conservative, enabled by our approach.

This concept can further be cascaded to include multiple inter-
mediate exit points. It starts to be most effective if the NN gets
complex. Our results show it to be around 25 % faster than a naive
NN across a substantial range of tasks and dimensions and about
twice as fast on the important case of point queries.

3.4 Implementation
While our approach is realized as a neural field, making it generally
applicable and independent of any specific architecture, we have
observed that certain architectural decisions impact the tightness
of the bounding. We detail these choices in the following sections.

Architecture. In all cases, the input to our algorithm is the indica-
tor function to be bounded, which is then sampled at𝑚-dimensional
query locations that are used to fit the network with our asymmet-
rical loss from Alg. 1. The output of the network is a floating point
number that represents occupancy, restricted to (0,1) via a Sigmoid
and then rounded to {0,1}. For our concrete implementation, our
network is implemented as MLP in order to deal with arbitrary-
dimensional queries. The architecture details for all results shown
in this paper are reported in Suppl. Tab. 3. Sinusoidal activations
are used in the hidden layers, and the output layer is activated by a
Sigmoid function. We have experimented with both residual- and
skip-connections [He et al. 2016; Ronneberger et al. 2015] as well
as Batch-Normalization [Ioffe and Szegedy 2015], but found little
improvement, presumably due to the shallow network depth. For
some results, we use positional encodings (see Suppl. Sec. 3).

Training. We build and train our networks in PyTorch [Paszke
et al. 2019] and use the standard layer initialization, which we have
found to especially perform favorably in higher dimensions. We use
the Adam optimizer [Kingma and Ba 2014] with a learning rate of
1×10−3 and implement 𝛼 (𝑡) and 𝛽 (𝑡) as a linear step-wise schedule
that is incremented every 10,000 training iterations (see Suppl. Sec.
2.1 for details). We use a batch size of 200,000 and early-stop the
training as soon as FN = 0 is reached and has been stable for the
past six scheduling iterations. Depending on dimensionality and
query complexity, this typically takes between 20 to 60 minutes on
a modern workstation.

Please note that the concept of “epochs” or train/test splits ap-
plies differently to generalization across a continuous space: For
learning and validation, we randomly sample this space, and for
testing we do the same. Our proposed method does not aim to learn
generalization across objects, but a generalization of bounds across
the hypercube of space, time, query type, and combinations thereof.
We would like to emphasize that this is the same task which classic
bounding geometry performs, where a bounding box would also
not generalize from a bunny to, e.g., a dragon.

4 EVALUATION
The analysis of our results is structured around studying different
bounding methods (e.g., boxes, spheres, 𝑘-DOPs, etc., see Sec. 4.1)

on different tasks, which we define as different query types in
varying dimension (Sec. 4.2).

4.1 Methods
We evaluate our approach’s performance against different clas-
sic bounding primitives. First, we compare to axis-aligned and
non-axis-aligned (oriented) bounding boxes (AABox and OBox), fol-
lowed by bounding by a Sphere and its anisotropically scaled coun-
terparts, axis-aligned and oriented ellipsoids (AAElli and OElli),
respectively, which all can be fit in closed form [Schneider and
Eberly 2002]. Another widely-used bounding method we consider
is𝑘-DOPs, method kDOP, implemented following Ericson [2004].We
set 𝑘 , the number of planes, to 4𝑚, scaling with the dimensionality.

BVH are a method common for spatial queries in graphics with
the benefit of early interruption and not having to compare every
node in the hierarchy to a query. Hence, we include a baseline,
using a linear builder [Lauterbach et al. 2009] with Morton-order
and median splits. Queries are processed in batches with persistent
work queues [Aila and Laine 2009]. Note that we use the BVH to
perform bounding queries, also when applied to rays, and not to
trace rays, i.e., find the nearest hit position.

OurNN and OurNNEarly implement our neural bounding method,
without and with early-out, respectively, as detailed in Sec. 3.4.

To demonstrate our method is not limited to classic neural fields,
we include a neural grid method [Karnewar et al. 2022], called
OurReLUField, which does not scale to high dimensions, but is
extremely fast to train.

Finally, the application of our proposed asymmetric loss is not
restricted to neural networks, but can also be applied to other op-
timization problems. We therefore explore replacing our network
with a set of 𝑘-DOP planes which are then optimized with our asym-
metric loss. We call this method OurkDOP, which has the speed and
memory usage of traditional k-DOPs but benefits from parameters
found by modern gradient descent.

To verify the contribution of our asymmetric training loss, we
study a variant of our approach that uses a symmetric loss which
weights both FPs and FNs with the same weight, i.e., 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 1. Due
to its similarity to the classic occupancy networks [Mescheder et al.
2019], we call this method OccNet. Please note that OccNet is not
a method that can be deployed for bounding in practical scenarios,
as it does not produce conservative results (i.e., the false-negative
rate is not zero). We would like to re-emphasize that deploying
non-conservative bounding method in graphics would lead to miss-
ing geometry, i.e., rays that do actually intersect a 3D object will
wrongly test negative (see column OccNet in Fig. 10). We hence
only show qualitative, not quantitative results of this method.

Because of numerics, it is typical that our and other methods de-
signed to be conservative on an (infinite) training sample set might
be non-conservative on a hidden test set. Consider fitting a single
plane to classify space in two: the exact plane equation might not
be float-representable. The same is true for the parameters of a NN
which are also floating-point. To account for this at finite training
time, we add an epsilon (see supplemental) to each methods’ output.
With our methods, we find fewer than 1 FN in 100 million queries
on hidden test sets, and this will decrease with more training.
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Figure 2: Motivating examples for conservative queries: we
encode the world as a NN trained with (left) and without
(right) our proposed approach. When used for 2D path-
planning, our representation achieves a collision-free tra-
jectory (left), whereas the non-conservative NN collides (ar-
rows). Similar observations can be made when using the NN
as a proxy for 3D cloth collision leading to erroneous inter-
penetration in the middle row, or as a proxy to cull shadow
rays where the stings are missing in the shadow.

4.2 Tasks
In this analysis, a “task” combines two properties: the dimension
of the indicator function (we study 𝑛 = 2, 3 and 4) and the type of
query (points, rays, planes and boxes), which builds up to eight-
dimensional problems. Fig. 2 shows some examples of these queries.

Indicators. For 2D data we use images of single natural objects
in front of a white background where the alpha channel defines
the indicator function. We use 9 such images. For 3D data, we use
9 voxelized shapes of popular test meshes, such as the Stanford
Bunny and the Utah teapot. We show these objects in Suppl. Fig.
1. For 4D data, we study sets of animated objects: we load random
shapes from our 3D data and create time-varying occupancy data
by rotating them around their center. We obtained 3 samples of this
distribution and would like to emphasize that this is a strategy that
favors the baselines: if object transformations were characterized
by translational instead of rotational motions, the performance of
the baseline approaches would deteriorate significantly. AABox, for
instance, would have to bound the entire spatial extent between the
initial and terminal object locations, thereby yielding an exceed-
ingly high number of false-positive intersections.

Query types. Our query types are point-, ray-, plane- and box-
queries. For all query types, the goal is to ask, given a point, ray,
plane or box, does it intersect the object to be bounded? Rays are
parameterized as origin and direction vector, planes as normal and
point 𝑝0 on the plane surface, and boxes by their minimum and
maximum corners. For every query region, the result is computed
as any() of a sample of the indicator across the region.

4.3 Metrics
We report results for the two relevant metrics which define the
quality of a bounding approach: tightness and execution speed.

Tightness. In terms of tightness, FP is the only figure of merit to
study, as a high FP rate will result in many unnecessary intersection
tests. This is worsened if not working with hierarchies (or on their
lowest level), as then every FP leads to an expensive test against
the entire bounded geometry, with often millions of triangles. We
compute the FP and FN using MC of one million values.

Although our task is (space) classification, we do not employ
classic metrics such as F1, precision and recall, as these capture the
relation between FPs and FNs, which in our case is not relevant,
since the FN rate for all bounding methods must be strictly zero.

Speed. This is the speed of the bounding operation itself (e.g.,
evaluating the closed-form sphere intersection, or, for method
OurNN, a network forward pass). We report both query speed and
ray throughput as the average number over 10,000 independent
runs with 10 million randomly sampled, forward-facing 3D rays.
For fairness, our methods and all baselines have been implemented
as vectorized PyTorch code and make full use of GPU acceleration.

4.4 Results
Quality. We show our quantitative results and the comparisons

against the baselines in Tbl. 1. As is evident, our method OurNN con-
sistently outperforms the other baselines by a largemargin (up to 8×
improvement on 4D point queries). BVH performs second best across
the tasks, roughly trailing ours by three or four times more FPs.

Figure 3: Result for
OurkDOP. Image credit: 588ku,
PNGTree.com

The follow-up methods are on av-
erage kDOP and OurkDOP. Interest-
ingly, using modern gradient-descent
based construction for OurkDOP im-
proves on kDOP results significantly.
Unsurprisingly, all methods increase
their FP rate when going to higher
dimension, a testimony to the in-
creased query complexity. Notably,
our method scales favorably with di-
mension and achieves acceptable FP
rates even at high dimensions (e.g.,
for 4D box queries). Moreover, espe-
cially in higher dimensions (e.g., 4D ray, plane, box), the baselines
approach uniform performance, e.g., AABox vs kDOP, differing by
only a few percentage points. BVH does better here, getting closer
to our performance, but still with a margin. The relation of our
variant OurNNEarly to OurNN is favorable: early-out creates slightly
more FP in some cases, but the gain is the win in test compute time
studied later. The other variant OurReLUField is performing worst
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of all neural methods, trains and tests extremely fast. Fig. 6 visu-
alizes the same data in the form of a rank plot, see figure caption
for discussion. Qualitative results for 2D and 3D are shown and
discussed in Fig. 1 and Fig. 10, respectively.

In Fig. 3 we show result for OurkDOP at 𝑘 = 6, where the planes
were found via stochastic gradient descent and our loss.

Figure 4: Conser-
vative bounding of
never- (blue) and
always-hit (yellow).

Ours performs better than the
common heuristics [Ericson 2004].
This indicates that our approach to
finding bounding parameters can be
superior to heuristics, even if the
model itself is not neural.

We further show a result for an
interesting variant of our method,
that does not conservatively state
which spatial location might be hit,
but conservatively bounds which spa-
tial locations certainly are hit. This is
achieved by flipping the asymmetry-
weights 𝛼 and 𝛽 . An example is seen
in Fig. 4 for 2D and Fig. 9 for 3D. This is useful for a quick broad-
phase test in collision: an object only needs to be tested if it is
neither certainly out nor certainly-in. Fig. 11 shows our OurNN for
NNs of different complexity. Fig. 5 shows a bounding hierarchy on
a school of 2D fish.

Figure 5: A hierarchy of neural bounding networks. The first
level is show in blue, the two child nodes in yellow and the
leafs in pink. Note that it is not required for the higher-
level bounding to bound the lower-level boundings. It is only
required to bound the indicator.

Speed. We quantify the speed of our bounding operations in
Tbl. 2. While we obviously cannot match the speed of simpler
bounding methods such as Sphere or AABox, we were surprised to
find that our implementation of our neural bounding queries is not
much slower than kDOP and some of the oriented boundingmethods.
Therefore, even if we nominally lag behind in this comparison

(by a factor of min. 1.1×, OurNNEarly vs kDOP, and max. 19.6×,
OurNNEarly vs. Sphere), we would argue that this is offset by the
substantial reduction in FP (on average ×12, see Tbl. 1 and Sec. 5).

5 DISCUSSION
Can a network that is slower than traditional bounding primitives
be useful in practical graphics problems? There are two supportive
arguments we will discuss in the following: tightness and scalability.

Tightness. In order to evaluate the speed of a bounding method,
one must additionally take into account the cost of a false-positive
query, i.e., having to perform an intersection against the detailed,
bounded geometry. Assume a bounding method B can be queried
in time 𝑡𝑏 , and the competing bounding method A is five times
slower, i.e., 𝑡𝑎 = 5 𝑡𝑏 . Assume further that A, in spite of being
slower, produces significantly fewer false-positives (𝑝𝑎 = 0.1) than
B (𝑝𝑏 = 0.3). Finally, assume that performing tests with the actual
detailed geometry needs time 𝑡 , which is usually much larger than
𝑡𝑎 and 𝑡𝑏 . The total time for 𝑁 tests, regardless of the method used,
then is 𝑁𝑡𝑖 + 𝑝𝑖 · 𝑁 · 𝑡 , of which the first term marks indispensable
checks (as every ray must be checked against the boundingmethod),
and the second termmarks unnecessary checks due to false-positive
bounding queries. For method A to win, the following must hold:

𝑁 · 𝑡𝑎 + 𝑁𝑝𝑎 · 𝑡 < 𝑁 · 𝑡𝑏 + 𝑁𝑝𝑏 · 𝑡
𝑡𝑎 + 𝑝𝑎 · 𝑡 < 𝑡𝑏 + 𝑝𝑏 · 𝑡

𝑡𝑎 + 𝑝𝑎 · 𝑡 − 𝑝𝑏 · 𝑡 < 𝑡𝑏

𝑝𝑎 · 𝑡 − 𝑝𝑏 · 𝑡 < 𝑡𝑏 − 𝑡𝑎

𝑡 (𝑝𝑎 − 𝑝𝑏 ) < 𝑡𝑏 − 𝑡𝑎

and hence if (𝑝𝑎 − 𝑝𝑏 ) > 0 : 𝑡 < (𝑡𝑏 − 𝑡𝑎)/(𝑝𝑎 − 𝑝𝑏 )
or otherwise if (𝑝𝑎 − 𝑝𝑏 ) < 0 : 𝑡 > (𝑡𝑏 − 𝑡𝑎)/(𝑝𝑎 − 𝑝𝑏 ). (6)

For the aforementioned example values, this produces

𝑡 > (𝑡𝑏 − 5 𝑡𝑏 )/(0.1 − 0.3) = 20 𝑡𝑏 ,

which means that method A is to be preferred if tests against the
actual bounded geometry are at least 20 times as expensive as the
bounding query. As traditional triangle meshes often have millions
of triangles, this is easily achieved by our approach.

We quantify the factor by which a 3D ray-geometry test has to be
more expensive than the bounding test in the right column of Tbl. 2
and see that our method is to be preferred when the geometry test
is as little as 9× more expensive (for kDOP, avg. over all methods is
70.2), which certainly is achieved in most real-world applications.
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Figure 7: Early-out speed (see text).

Early-out. In
Fig. 7 we analyze
the effectiveness of
OurNNEarly, relative
to OurNN in more
detail. The plot shows
the ratio of both
method’s runtime,
across all our tasks
and dimensions,
sorted from low to
high. There are four
cases, mostly plane-type, where the speed gain is marginally below
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Table 1: False-positive rates for different bounding methods (rows) in different dimensions (columns) on different query types
(subcolumns). Lower means better, means fewer unnecessary tests. The best result per dimension and task is shown in bold.
1(Grids, like OurReLUField do not scale to higher dimensions.)

2D 3D 4D
Point Ray Plane Box Point Ray Plane Box Point Ray Plane Box

AABox 28.4% 43.9% 21.3% 11.0% 28.5% 69.3% 19.1% 18.9% 81.7% 70.3% 3.6% 38.0%
OBox 27.0% 29.3% 21.2% 21.9% 26.1% 52.5% 19.1% 36.4% 76.2% 68.9% 3.6% 37.7%

Sphere 40.2% 43.9% 21.3% 27.3% 56.7% 69.3% 19.1% 47.3% 84.5% 70.4% 3.6% 40.6%
AAElli 39.6% 43.9% 21.3% 26.9% 52.2% 69.3% 19.1% 45.1% 82.8% 70.4% 3.6% 40.5%
OElli 28.8% 36.2% 21.3% 23.3% 29.1% 62.9% 19.1% 37.1% 74.2% 68.8% 3.6% 39.9%
kDOP 28.4% 33.4% 21.2% 8.9% 22.0% 65.6% 19.1% 17.4% 75.3% 70.0% 3.6% 36.4%
BVH 10.4% 28.9% 15.3% 8.2% 10.0% 34.4% 18.4% 14.6% 39.8% 61.7% 3.6% 35.2%

OurkDOP 19.5% 18.5% 14.3% 7.7% 15.1% 40.0% 18.0% 15.3% 62.0% 64.7% 3.6% 31.6%
OurReLUField 5.0% 6.4% 5.7% 3.3% 3.3% —1 —1 —1 10.0% —1 —1 —1

OurNN 3.2% 2.7% 1.2% 2.2% 4.2% 7.6% 5.6% 5.0% 10.9% 31.0% 3.1% 11.3%
OurNNEarly 2.8% 3.3% 1.3% 3.1% 2.9% 10.1% 5.7% 6.5% 11.5% 38.8% 3.1% 17.2%
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Figure 6: FP rates (vertical axis) for each test object, sorted in ascending order (horizontal axis). We show all methods (colored
lines) across all dimensions (horizontal subplots). While Tbl. 1 reports average performance, this graphical representation
reveals that our method OurNN, despite having a few higher negative examples, consistently yields the lowest FP rates across all
categories. The average of OurkDOP and OurNNEarly seem affected by some hard cases.

one. Otherwise, it is positive, including the most important case of
3D point queries being twice as fast. The mean gain is 24.3 %.
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Figure 8: Convergence (see text).

Convergence. In
Fig. 8, we analyze
the convergence for
two scenes. Each plot
horizontally shows
iterations and loss
vertically. Our method
is shown in blue, the
common loss in red. FN
in solid, FP in dotted.

We see that ours, when the loss is ramped, reduces the FN to zero,
at the expense of growing FPs. Fig. 13 shows that our approach
can equally well be applied to non-MLP architectures. Overall, our
method incurs a training overhead. Representations that train
slowly remain slow, but if training is fast, it remains fast with our
method (see Fig. 13).

Scalability. To demonstrate scalability to complex high-
dimensional spaces, we finally bound an entire generative model
itself in Fig. 12. We use a pre-trained variational auto-encoder (VAE)
of MNIST digits as the indicator. This is a 12-dimensional space
of 10 VAE latent dimensions and the 2D pixel coordinate. Note
that a pre-trained VAE is a deterministic 12-D indicator function,
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Table 2: Speed and throughput of different methods.
Throughput is in billions of rays per second. The rightmost
column shows the factor by which a geometry test has to be
more expensive than querying the bounding method for our
method (with early-out) to pay off, as per Eq. 6.

Speed (ms) Throughput Ratio
AABox 2.58 3.88 78.78
OBox 2.58 3.88 103.08
Sphere 2.36 4.24 74.15
AAElli 2.39 4.19 74.10
OElli 2.39 4.18 83.07
kDOP 41.27 0.24 9.06
BVH 25.67 0.39 84.82
OurkDOP 11.84 0.84 114.92
OurNN 70.82 0.14 —
OurNNEarly 46.30 0.22 —

independent of the question of whether it was trained non-
deterministically. This allows to predict which pixels will belong to
a digit without even running the generative model. While this is a
toy problem, in more engineered applications it would, e.g., allow
conservative ray intersection with complex 3D models that have
not even yet been generated.

Limitations. However, our approach also comes with certain
limitations, which we will highlight here to inspire future work:

Foremost, our method neither provides an algorithmic guarantee
to have no FNs, nor is it a new bounding primitive. Instead, we
heuristically incentivize conservativeness via our proposed loss
(Eq. 1). Future investigations will have to explore algorithmic con-
servativeness and other forms of hard constraints in NN training.

Our method does not generalize across objects, but –as is com-
mon for neural fields– is trained per-object. The training takes
significantly longer than inferring traditional bounding primitives,
many of which have closed-form solutions, which has practical im-
plications for animated scenes. While this can easily be outsourced
to a pre-processing stage, there is potential in maximizing train-
ing speed by either incorporating the fully-fused NN architecture
proposed by [Müller et al. 2022] or by meta-learning [Fischer and
Ritschel 2022; Sitzmann et al. 2020; Tancik et al. 2021] a space of
bounding networks, which would be especially useful for bounding
similar geometry that only slightly differs in shape or pose.

Furthermore, our method’s intersection speed is not yet compet-
itive with methods from 3D ray tracing, which benefit from years
of optimization research, such as ray-box or BVH intersections.

Additionally, sampling the indicator only works if object- and
query-dimensions align. An example is sampling points in 2D space
but testing against a 1D line, which will not work, as the probability
of sampling a point on the line is zero. This can be alleviated by
re-parameterizing the sampler to sample directly on the line instead.

Finally, as we overfit a network per shape, our approach requires
additional storage in the order of magnitude of the network param-
eters (e.g., 2,801 parameters for a 3D point query network), which
naturally is larger than for traditional baselines (see Tbl. 2). How-
ever, storage is cheaper than compute, and moreover, applications

which use bounding geometry usually handle large meshes with
many triangles, leading us to believe that our modest storage re-
quirement for the network parameters is negligible in comparison.

6 CONCLUSION
In future work, the idea of asymmetric losses might be applicable to
other neural primitives like hashing. In a similar vein, distance fields
could be trained to maybe underestimate, but never overestimate
distance so as to aid sphere tracing. It is further conceivable to
bound not only geometry but also other quantities like radiance
fields or their statistics for image synthesis.

Figure 9: 3D-bounding no-
hit (blue) and hit (yellow).

Our results are only almost
always conservative, as they
involve two stages of sam-
pling, that, in expectation, will
be conservative, but we lack
any proof under what con-
ditions the probability of be-
ing truly conservative is how
high. The step of sampling
the query region could be re-
placed by an unbiased (and po-
tentially closed-form) one; we
only choose sampling here as
it works on any indicator in
any dimension, However, the
loss is still an empirical loss,
and there is a nonzero chance
that a tiny part of the indica-
tor would remain unattended
with finitely many samples.
In practice, our results show
dozens of tasks with many
instances, each tested with
hundred-thousands of sam-
ples with no FN result.

Using our technique,
bounding in graphics can
benefit from many of the exciting recent innovations around NNs
such as improved architectures, advanced training, or dedicated
neural hardware.
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Figure 10: Comparison ofmethods (columns) for different 3D shapes (rows). AABox and kDOP both bound the objects conservatively,
but create false positives, whereas OccNet bounds overtight and produces false negatives (red). Our approach is both tight and
conservative.

Figure 11: Our learned bounding volumes with increasingly complex neural networks from left to right. A simple network, left,
fits the shape only roughly, but still conservative. With increasing expressiveness towards the right, the fit gets more accurate
and recovers concave regions, and later, the curvature of the starfish’s arms. For a complex NN it becomes almost pixel-exact,
but even then, small approximation errors are made but never violating the bounding requirement (zero FN). This indicates we
can achieve conservativeness independent of complexity.

Figure 12: Results of applying our method to a VAE that
generates MNIST digits, here shown for random latent codes.
The blue borders are our bounds.

Pixel basis ReLUFields Our ReLUFields

Figure 13: Application of our training to ReLUFields
[Karnewar et al. 2022], an example of a fast-trainable archi-
tecture. Left shows a pixel basis result, middle a ReLUField
of the same resolution and left our result.
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1 INTRODUCTION
This document provides details on training used (Sec. 2), methods
investigated (Sec. 3), data tested (Sec. 4), speed observed (Sec. 5)
and an analysis of complexity (Sec. 6) of our method.

2 TRAINING
Our training uses a combination of scheduling the weights of dif-
ferent loss terms (Sec. 2.1) and regularization (Sec. 2.2).

2.1 Weight schedule
We provide more details on the 𝛼 (𝑡) and 𝛽 (𝑡) schedules mentioned
in the main document.

𝛼 (𝑡) is a linear schedule that depends on the indicator dimension.
For 2D, 𝛼 (𝑡) decreases by 1/20, 1/40, 1/60 etc.; for 3D, 𝛼 (𝑡) decreases
by 1/100, 1/200, 1/300, etc.; for 4D, 𝛼 (𝑡) decreases by 1/200, 1/400,
1/600, etc., every 10,000 iterations if not 0 false-negatives (FNs). We
observe that we need a greater degree of asymmetry to achieve
conservativeness in higher dimensional space, because as the dimen-
sionality increases, the number of samples required to adequately
cover the space also increases. Therefore to effectively eliminate
FNs in a greater number of samples requires a bigger degree of
asymmetry.

𝛽 (𝑡) is a linear schedule that increases by 0.2 every 10,000 it-
erations if not 0 FNs. This is just a tweak in order to speed up
training - decreasing 𝛼 (𝑡) alone already achieves conservativeness,
as conservativeness only depends on the degree of asymmetry.

2.2 Regularization
We use L1 and L2 regularizations in our methods, lambda ranging
from 0 to 5𝑒 − 7 increasing in a linear schedule.
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3 METHODS
To make methods most comparable, we handle numerics fairly
(Sec. 3.1) and use the same input parameterization (Sec. 3.2).

3.1 Numerics
An epsilon value of 1𝑒 − 5 is applied to the output of all methods to
account for numerics.

3.2 Parameterization
We encode rays as pairs of Cartesian𝑛D start- and direction-vectors;
boxes as pairs of Cartesian 𝑛D corners and planes as 𝑛D 𝑝0 and
normal.

3.3 Our architecture
We detail the architectures used to produce the main paper figures
in 5. “Main Tab. 𝑖” refers to table 𝑖 in the main document.

Further, details for other methods are summarized in Tbl. 1
(kDOP), Tbl. 2 (OurReLUField), Tbl. 3 (OurNN) and Tbl. 4 (OurNNEarly).

For the positional encoding mentioned in the main document, we
use the well-known approach presented in [Mildenhall et al. 2021]
to encode the network’s input (details in Tbl. 5). We use an encoding
depth of 8, which results in the input being 18-dimensional (2D
point * 8 encodings, plus the 2D input).

For point queries, the grid resolution is the same as our data size.
For ray, plane and box queries, since the input is 2× dimensionality,
it is the data size doubled.

4 DATA
We show the 2D and 3D indicators used in Fig. 1.

5 SPEED
We provide the speed of the bounding operation for all queries
(point, ray, plane and box), dimensions and methods in Tbl. 6. For
each combination of dimension and query, we report the speed in
milliseconds as an average over 10000 independent runs with 10
million randomly sampled queries. All methods are implemented
as vectorized code to make full use of GPU acceleration on a work-
station equipped with an RTX3090 GPU and Intel i9-12900K CPU.

Additionally, while the use of GPU-based libraries might incur
a timing overhead, more traditional metrics like FLOPs are not
suitable here either. Take, e.g., the AABB inference test for point
queries, x < xmax & x > xmin, which is equal to zero FLOPs, as FLOPs
don’t count comparisons, logical operations or memory access, but
still has a non-zero runtime. The research of more robust timing
metrics to compare non-neural to neural approaches is left to future
work.
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Figure 1: The 2D and 3D objects used for evaluation in the main manuscript. The 3D shapes are from ShapeNet [Chang et al.
2015] and the Stanford Computer Graphics Laboratory. We use the 2D images at resolution 322 and 3D shapes in voxelized
form at 323 resolution. For the 4D sequences, the Stanford Bunny, Stanford Asian Dragon, and Utah Teapot are each rotated
clockwise around their x-axis, completing a full rotation in 10 time steps.

Table 1: OurkDOP architectures, where ’𝑘’ is the number of
directions.

Result Ind. Query 𝑘

Main Tab. 1 2D, 3D, 4D Point, Ray, Plane, Box 4

Table 2: OurReLUField resolutions.

Result Ind. Query Resolution
Main Tab. 1 2D Point 32 × 32
Main Tab. 1 2D Ray, Plane, Box 32 × 32 × 32 × 32
Main Tab. 1 3D Point 32 × 32 × 32 × 32
Main Tab. 1 4D Point 10 × 32 × 32 × 32

Table 3: OurNN architectures.

Result Ind. Query Network
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 2D Point 2×25×25×1
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 2D Ray, Plane, Box 4×25×25×1
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 3D Point 3×50×50×1
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 3D Ray, Plane, Box 6×50×50×1
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 4D Point 4×75×75×1
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 4D Ray, Plane, Box 8×75×75×1

Table 4: OurNNEarly architectures.

Result Ind. Query Input Exit1 Exit2
Main Tab. 1 2D Point 2×1 25×1 25×25×1
Main Tab. 1 2D Ray, Plane, Box 4×1 25×1 25×25×1
Main Tab. 1 3D Point 3×1 50×1 50×50×1
Main Tab. 1 3D Ray, Plane, Box 6×1 50×1 50×50×1
Main Tab. 1 4D Point 4×1 75×1 75×75×1
Main Tab. 1 4D Ray, Plane, Box 8×1 75×1 75×75×1

6 COMPLEXITY
From our results one can easily see that our method’s advantage
increases with dimensionality. We visualize this in detail in Fig. 2.
This is because in concave shapes of natural high-dimensional
signals, empty space grows much quicker than is intuitive. High-
dimensional space is mostly empty, as the data tends to become
sparse [Aggarwal et al. 2001]. This is also why neural networks
(NNs) excel as classifiers and best imagined in four dimensions,
space plus time, where the space-time indicator of a moving objects
is highly concave but mostly empty, and well represented by a NN
of low complexity: a bit of bending, and that is already much better
than any box or sphere.

100%
50%
10%

5%

1%
1000 100000 1000 100000 1000 100000

2D 3D 4D

Figure 2: False positive rate in percentage (vertical axis) as a
function of model complexity, i.e.number of tuned parame-
ters (horizontal axis in each subplot) for three different di-
mensions (subplots). Different colors are different methods
(OBox, Sphere, OurNN; baselines are constants with respect to
complexity which remains fixed in each dimension). Across
dimensions, we see that false-positives (FPs) increase for
baselines, while for ours, the rate (still function of model
complexity itself) remains roughly constant (funnels).
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Table 5: Architecture details for all results shown in this paper. 𝑎 ∈ {10, 16, 25, 50, 75, 125}, 𝑏 ∈ {25, 50, 64, 75, 125, 256}, 𝑐 ∈
{75, 125, 256, 512, 768, 1024}

Result Ind. Query Network PE
Main Fig. 1 2D Point 2×20×10×5×1 0
Main Tab. 1, Main Fig. 6 all all Tbl. 1, Tbl. 2, Tbl. 4, Tbl. 3 0
Main Tab. 2 3D Ray 6×50×50×1 0
Main Fig. 10, a, b 3D Point 3×100×100×100×1 0
Main Fig. 10, c 3D Point 3×50×50×1 0
Main Fig. 4 2D Point 2×10×1 0
Main Fig. 11, a 2D Point 2×10×10×1 0
Main Fig. 11, b 2D Point 2×10×10×5×1 0
Main Fig. 11, c 2D Point 2×25×25×5×1 0
Main Fig. 11, d 2D Point 2×128×128×128×1 18
Fig. 2, 2D 2D Point 2×𝑎×𝑎×1 0
Fig. 2, 3D 3D Point 3×𝑏×𝑏×1 0
Fig. 2, 4D 4D Point 4×𝑐×𝑐×1 0
Main Fig. 5 2D Point 2×10×10×10×1 3 exits 0
Main Fig. 12 12D Point 12×25×25×1 0
Main Fig. 9, hit 3D Point 3×40×40×1 0
Main Fig. 9, no-hit 3D Point 3×100×100×100×1 0

Table 6: Query speed of methods in ms, averaged across 10,000 independent runs with 10 million samples per run.

2D 3D 4D
Point Ray Plane Box Point Ray Plane Box Point Ray Plane Box

AABox 1.03 2.08 2.08 2.08 1.27 2.58 2.58 2.58 2.04 4.21 4.21 4.20
OBox 1.03 2.08 2.09 2.09 1.27 2.58 2.59 2.60 2.06 4.22 4.24 3.42
Sphere 1.06 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.31 2.36 2.36 2.38 1.83 3.43 3.43 3.42
AAElli 1.07 1.86 1.86 1.86 1.33 2.39 2.39 2.44 1.84 3.46 3.46 3.46
OElli 1.07 1.87 1.86 1.87 1.33 2.39 2.45 2.43 1.84 3.46 3.47 3.47
kDOP 12.42 14.36 14.37 14.35 10.61 41.27 41.40 41.39 14.06 54.84 54.87 54.66
BVH 18.06 23.28 22.96 23.42 17.40 25.67 26.35 26.13 24.52 29.17 27.09 25.10
OurkDOP 4.41 7.73 7.72 7.72 5.64 11.84 11.76 11.70 7.79 16.58 16.56 16.53
OurNN 28.14 28.43 28.44 28.43 70.32 70.82 70.74 70.69 111.90 113.08 112.79 112.58
OurNNEarly 24.55 29.26 32.39 30.71 35.97 46.30 74.70 50.90 64.86 96.15 135.08 101.95

for view synthesis. Communications of the ACM 65, 1 (2021), 99–106. ACM New York, NY, USA.


