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Abstract—Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF) is a cutting-edge
neural network-based technique for novel view synthesis in 3D
reconstruction. However, its significant computational demands
pose challenges for deployment on mobile devices. While mesh-
based NeRF solutions have shown potential in achieving real-
time rendering on mobile platforms, they often fail to deliver
high-quality reconstructions when rendering practical complex
scenes. Additionally, the non-negligible memory overhead caused
by pre-computed intermediate results complicates their practical
application. To overcome these challenges, we present NeRFlex,
a resource-aware, high-resolution, real-time rendering frame-
work for complex scenes on mobile devices. NeRFlex integrates
mobile NeRF rendering with multi-NeRF representations that
decompose a scene into multiple sub-scenes, each represented
by an individual NeRF network. Crucially, NeRFlex considers
both memory and computation constraints as first-class citizens
and redesigns the reconstruction process accordingly. NeRFlex
first designs a detail-oriented segmentation module to identify
sub-scenes with high-frequency details. For each NeRF network,
a lightweight profiler, built on domain knowledge, is used to
accurately map configurations to visual quality and memory
usage. Based on these insights and the resource constraints
on mobile devices, NeRFlex presents a dynamic programming
algorithm to efficiently determine configurations for all NeRF
representations, despite the NP-hardness of the original decision
problem. Extensive experiments on real-world datasets and mo-
bile devices demonstrate that NeRFlex achieves real-time, high-
quality rendering on commercial mobile devices.

Index Terms—NeRF, 3D reconstruction, mobile computing,
volumetric rendering

I. INTRODUCTION

Reconstructing 3D scenes and objects with high accuracy
from 2D RGB images presents a significant challenge in
computer vision and graphics. Achieving high-fidelity and fast
reconstruction of realistic scenes on mobile devices has impor-
tant applications in robotics, gaming, and AR/VR[1][2][3]. In
these interactive applications, delays or quality degradation can
severely impact user experience. In recent years, Neural Radi-
ance Fields(NeRF) has gained widespread attention as a novel
implicit rendering technique for 3D reconstruction. Compared
to traditional approaches like point clouds or meshes, NeRF
provides photo-realistic rendering while significantly reducing
storage requirements. NeRF trains a neural network that takes
the spatial coordinates and viewing directions as input and then
outputs the color and density of each pixel by inferring all the
sampled points along the ray. Consequently, NeRF algorithms
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must execute the neural network hundreds of millions of times
for a single view, leading to considerable computational and
time costs [4].

To fully unleash the potential of NeRF techniques, existing
studies pre-compute and store intermediate results of the NeRF
network, typically represented as voxels or meshes, to facilitate
rendering. This approach avoids inferring the entire network
during rendering, thereby accelerating the rendering process
and reducing computational costs[5][6][7]. Other approaches
focus on modifying the network itself, such as simplifying the
object into sparse voxel grids [8] or reducing the number of
sample points per ray and accelerating the access to each data
point [9]. To represent large-scale, realistic scenes, researchers
propose dividing the complex scene into smaller regions and
representing each with an individual NeRF neural network.
The outputs of these NeRFs are then integrated to generate
the final rendering[10][11].

While the aforementioned methods can improve the ren-
dering speed of NeRF or representation capability to some
extent, a practical solution that delivers both high-quality
and real-time complex scene rendering on mobile devices is
still lacking. This is a challenging task for several reasons.
First, complex scene rendering demands higher quality. Unlike
the synthetic single-object scenes that most studies focus on,
real-world scenarios consist of multiple objects with distinct
semantic meanings. Treating an entire scene as a single
object using one neural network reduces rendering quality
because each training sample must encompass all objects. This
can cause complex objects to occupy only a small number
of pixels in the training frame, significantly degrading the
NeRF network’s ability to reconstruct those regions. Second,
representing complex scenes imposes significant rendering
costs on mobile devices in terms of both time and memory.
Complex scenes have fewer empty pixels, and rendering each
pixel requires hundreds of inferences through the entire NeRF
network. While existing multi-NeRF solutions may help with
scene representation, they overlook the additional resource
demands introduced by multiple NeRF networks, making them
impractical for mobile deployment.

To fill in this gap, we propose NeRFlex, a system designed
for real-time, high-quality rendering of complex scenes on
mobile devices. Inspired by existing efforts in mesh-based real-
time NeRF rendering and multi-nerf solutions for large-scale
scene representation, NeRFlex adopts a divide-and-conquer
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strategy by decomposing a complex scene into multiple sub-
scenes. It further adaptively adjusts the multi-modal NeRF data
for each sub-scene to meet device constraints while optimizing
rendering quality. This is non-trivial and necessitates solving
the following two major challenges.

The first challenge is determining which sub-scenes are
worth representing with a network. Simply assigning a sep-
arate network to each semantically meaningful object in the
scene can quickly exceed the computational and memory
capacities of mobile devices, resulting in rendering failures.
Therefore, it is crucial to devise an efficient strategy for de-
composing the scene and identifying which objects or regions
warrant individual mesh-based NeRF representations.

The second challenge is finding out the appropriate rep-
resentations can be costly and computationally hard. For
the mesh-based NeRF rendering algorithm, the saved multi-
modal representation data significantly affects the memory
and computation cost of rendering these networks. While finer
representations provide higher quality, they also demand more
mobile resources [6]. Conducting a brute-force search for all
possible configurations of all objects to find the optimal one
introduces prohibitively high search costs, as this problem is
essentially NP-hard.

To overcome these challenges, NeRFlex proposes a detail-
based scene segmentation module to identify worthwhile sub-
scenes based on domain knowledge. It further enhances these
scenes through interpolation, enabling the network to learn
them more effectively. NeRFlex then builds a lightweight
profiler that accurately captures the relationship between var-
ious configurations and resource consumption or rendering
quality. Using this information, and considering device re-
source constraints, NeRFlex employs a dynamic programming
algorithm to efficiently determine the optimal configuration for
all NeRF networks within the exponential search space. The
contributions of our work can be summarized as follows:

• NeRFlex presents an efficient volumetric rendering solu-
tion for complex scene rendering on mobile devices by
judiciously integrating divide-and-conquer principles into
mesh-based rendering.

• NeRFlex employs detail-oriented semantic segmentation
to represent objects of interest with high-frequency de-
tails. It incorporates a lightweight profiler that accurately
captures the relationship between configuration and per-
formance metrics without requiring costly trial-and-error
processes. Our domain knowledge in computer graphics
informs efficient and novel system designs for importance
evaluation and constructing profiling models.

• NeRFlex designs an efficient dynamic programming al-
gorithm to adaptively adjust configuration parameters for
each segmented sub-scene despite the NP-hardness of the
original problem.

• Extensive evaluations on mobile devices demonstrate that
NeRFlex successfully achieves smooth complex scene
rendering on mobile devices while maximizing rendering
quality.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. NeRF Rendering Acceleration

While NeRF delivers impressive photo-realistic 3D re-
construction quality, its rendering process is notably time-
intensive, requiring millions of neural network evaluations per
pixel. To achieve real-time rendering speeds, and even to free
the NeRF rendering from dependence on high-performance
hardware, researchers have explored two primary strategies.
The first strategy involves simplifying the scene or object,
allowing the network to focus solely on learning the sparse
voxel representation or features of the target [8][12][13][14].
Furthermore, utilizing various data structures, such as hash
tables, can significantly reduce processing times [9][15]. The
second strategy focuses on pre-computing partial results from
the original network, which are then stored as features of
the scene or objects. This approach is commonly referred
to as the baked NeRF method [5][6][7][16]. Essentially, this
approach substitutes the original computational demands of
the neural network with a minimal MLP, significantly re-
ducing inference time. However, these works primarily focus
on the NeRF rendering or training acceleration, leaving the
fidelity issue in representing complex scenes untouched. In
contrast, our system not only aims to reduce the computational
demands on mobile devices but also ensures high-quality
rendering for complex scenes. From the system perspective,
some preliminary results have identified the effects of different
configurations on system metrics[17][18]. NeRFhub [17], one
of the latest efforts, determines the Pareto hyper-parameters
for the multi-layer perception network pruning used in NeRF,
along with feature image and 3D data in the post-processing
stage. In contrast, rather than applying optimizations after the
feature images and 3D data are generated, NeRFlex directly
optimizes the training and generation process itself, ensuring
that the outputted data is resource-efficient while maintaining
high rendering quality.

B. Complex Scene NeRF Rendering

For complex scenes, particularly large-scale environments,
research efforts are typically categorized into several distinct
approaches: spatial scene division [19][10][11] and integrated
scene representation [20][21][22]. Spatial scene division in-
volves segmenting the scene into numerous cells, with each
cell being trained by its own dedicated network, which
significantly enhances the model’s ability to capture details
across extensive areas. In contrast, some researchers strive to
consolidate the entire scene into a single NeRF network to
reduce computational requirements while maintaining image
quality. To further improve the rendering quality, researchers
have achieved promising results by altering network struc-
tures [23][24][20] and introducing new mechanisms [25][7].
However, directly applying these approaches often increases
the computational load on top of the original network’s re-
quirements, challenging their deployments on mobile devices
with limited computational capacity. In the context of mobile
deployment for complex scene NeRF rendering, current efforts
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Fig. 1. System overview of NeRFlex, an on-device real-time, high-quality,
complex scene rendering system.

focus on transforming pre-trained NeRF variant networks into
representations with low computational demands. Building on
the concept of distillation, a lightweight convolutional model
is employed to approximate the output of a well-trained, high-
quality NeRF model. As a result, the convolutional model
can be used for rendering directly, without relying on the
computationally intensive NeRF model, thus meeting the
constraints of mobile devices [12]. Similarly, the approach
in [26] converts well-pre-trained NeRF representations into
a more efficient form by extracting density information into
a grid and factorizing color data into a light field. This
approach avoids hundreds of MLP inferences by using matrix
multiplication for rendering. However, these methods exhibit
a fundamental limitation: their rendering performance often
fails to match or exceed that of the pre-trained NeRF, as they
do not improve or refine the initial full-scale NeRF model’s
quality. Consequently, the inherent shortcomings of the pre-
trained NeRF are retained or even magnified.

In contrast, we aim to ensure high-quality rendering of
complex scenes while significantly reducing the hardware
requirements. This enables local rendering on devices with
lower computational capabilities, making advanced rendering
techniques more accessible and practical for a wider range of
mobile platforms.

III. SYSTEM DESIGN

Figure 1 provides an overview of our system design. Instead
of directly training the NeRF network with all these input
images, NeRFlex introduces three modules to realize high-
quality, real-time complex scene rendering on mobile devices.
The training images are first processed by a segmentation
module. It segments objects in the scene based on their com-
plexity of detail, identifying those that merit individual repre-
sentation by a separate NeRF network. After that, lightweight
profiling models are generated for each segmented object to
quantify the impact of different configurations on memory and
quality. Based on this information and the collected memory
capacity information, the configuration selector then identifies
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Fig. 2. Working pipeline of the segmentation module. f refers to the
maximum frequency of the object, while α refers to the threshold.

the configuration pair for the representation data with the
highest rendering quality under the size limitation. Then, these
configuration decisions are used to guide the parallel training
for the NeRF networks. The trained NeRF networks and their
corresponding intermediate mesh data and feature maps are
then sent to the mobile devices for local rendering.

A. Detail-based Segmentation

NeRFlex adopts a divide-and-conquer approach, represent-
ing the whole scene with multiple NeRFs. This design ab-
stracts away network details and can be directly applied to all
the NeRF variants without any modifications or requirements
on the network itself.

The starting segmentation module aims to identify objects or
sub-scenes in the scene that warrant individual representation
by a single NeRF. It then automatically separates them from
the training photo set to create a dedicated training set for
training the corresponding NeRF. In this way, the training
images for each NeRF only need to contain the single object’s
content. Compared with the original training images, we keep
the same image size (the same number of pixels) but retain
and enlarge the target object, reducing the frequency of details
the network needs to learn.

The module can be divided into two sub-modules, object
detection and detail-based segmentation. Figure 2 illustrates
the module’s working pipeline. Object detection is first applied
to all the original training images to detect objects in these
images that can be segmented and generate a corresponding
mask to cover all the pixels they occupy, preparing for
subsequent segmentation. For each detected object in each
image, the detail frequency of the object within that image
is also calculated and recorded. Then we use the maximum
frequency recorded for each object to determine whether it
merits representation by a separate network. Compared to
using average frequency as a segmentation metric, the recorded
maximum frequency better reflects the importance of an object
to the user’s viewing experience.

After determining the maximum frequency for each corre-
sponding object, a threshold frequency value is established to
decide which objects warrant individual NeRF representations.
If an object’s maximum frequency exceeds this threshold, it
is assigned a dedicated NeRF. Otherwise, it is represented
collectively with other objects whose maximum frequencies
fall below the threshold, utilizing a single NeRF network. This
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Fig. 3. Emperical evaluation of our profiling models

threshold can be adjusted by users to better suit their specific
needs.

After identifying which objects in the scene merit separate
NeRF representation based on the original training images, we
extract these objects from each image based on the mask, using
its outermost pixels as boundaries. We then appropriately scale
these segmented parts using interpolation scaling to create a
new image for further training of the corresponding NeRF
network. This process effectively reduces the frequency of the
detailed regions or faces of the objects that need to be learned,
leading to improved rendering quality.

This design is based on two observations using domain
knowledge. First, single NeRF has a weak learning ability for
high-frequency details and it results in lower rendering quality
in those regions [4]. So objects with high frequency are more
crucial for NeRF rendering. Second, when viewing an object,
users often focus on the more complex side or high-frequency
regions or faces of the objects [27][28]. Therefore, using the
maximum frequency from different viewpoints (images) as an
indicator can more accurately reflect the user’s focus on an
object and its importance to the viewing experience.

B. Lightweight Profiling

Only mesh-based NeRF networks and their auxiliary data
with proper sizes can fit into mobile devices. Jointly they
affect the rendering quality as well. It is extremely time-
consuming and resource-consuming to go through all possible
representations under different configurations and identify the

right one. According to experimental data, training a NeRF
network with the configuration provided in the original paper
[6] often takes several hours on four RTX 3090 GPUs.
Moreover, the higher the configuration requirements for the
baked data, the longer the training time required.

Therefore, NeRFlex designs a profiling module that predicts
the corresponding object’s representation data size as well as
the rendering quality under different configurations. It can
directly assess the value and loss provided by a configuration
pair without the need to train the entire neural network,
avoiding significant time and resource costs. We use the
SSIM (Structural Similarity Index Measure) metric as the
quality metric, denoted as Q. This metric evaluates luminance,
contrast, and structure between images [29], offering a closer
alignment with human visual perception compared to PSNR
metric, which only assesses pixel color differences. We use
the total data size to quantify the load for memory, denoted
as S.

For our focused mesh-assisted real-time NeRF solutions,
e.g., mobile-NeRF [6] and NeRF2Mesh [7], the objects are
always first converted to a voxel grid representation. A higher
grid density typically results in more accurate mesh recon-
struction, as allocating more meshes enhances the overall
reconstruction quality. In the meantime, the texture image is
also generated. It is used to color all the quad faces of the
meshes to form the final appearance. For each quad face, they
allocate p×p pixels for its final appearance texture. The impact
of texture size on rendering quality is similar to that of voxel
grid density. Considering that the voxel grid representation is
three-dimensional, we set the controlling knob in geometry
mesh as the number of voxel grid allocated for each axis,
denoted as g; we set the one-dimensional size, p of texture
image as another controlling knob in the texture image. We
exclude the configuration knob for the MLP, as its size is
extremely small, around only a few KB. Additionally, we
found that MLP quantization has poor compatibility with ex-
isting commercial rendering engines, consistent with previous
findings [18]. Therefore, we did not consider adjusting the
MLP in our approach.

Instead of resorting to complex black-box models, e.g.,
neural networks, to build this profiling model, we build a
white-box profiling model based on our knowledge in the
rendering. During training, NeRF divides the entire rendering
space into g3 voxels, and meshes are subsequently formed
based on neighboring voxels. As the granularity increases,
more voxels are generated for mesh construction, resulting in
a more detailed mesh model. Texture patches are assigned to
these meshes, with each mesh receiving a patch size of p2.
The rendering quality improves as the patch size increases, as
larger patches can store more texture encoding information.
The baked data size is primarily composed of the geometric
mesh and the corresponding texture images. The size of the
geometric mesh is determined by the number of meshes, which
in turn depends on the number of voxels (g3) the scene is
divided into. The size of the texture images is influenced by
both the number of meshes and the number of texture pixels



(p2) allocated to each quad face. Thus, we express both the
reconstruction quality and the baked data size as polynomials
of g and p.S = fs(θ) = fs(g, p) =

−k
(g + a)3 ∗ (p+ b)2

+m

Q = fq(θ) = fq(g, p) = k
′
∗ (g + a

′
)3 ∗ (p+ b

′
)2

(1)

Due to the simple form of the profiling models, except for
g and p, all the other parameters can be easily determined
through curve fitting. To further minimize the number of
sampling points for curve fitting, we design a variable step-
size searching strategy within NeRF’s configuration space.
Specifically, for selecting the g values of the sample points, the
step size is 2∗g′, where g′ represents the value of the previous
sample point. For each g value, we select the maximum,
minimum, and midpoint values of the patch size range as three
distinct p values, pairing them with g to generate different
sample points.

We randomly select an object from the 3D object dataset
provided by [4] to validate the performance of our profiling
models. Figure 3 presents the accuracy of our prediction model
on a typical mesh-assisted NeRF algorithm. To assess the
accuracy of the model for each controlling knob, we held the
other knob constant. Figure 3(a) and 3(b) display the fitting
results for the mesh control knob against the ground truth in
terms of both quality and size, with the texture control knob
fixed at 17. Figure 3(c) and 3(d) show the fitting results for
the texture control knob under a fixed mesh control knob of
80. To further comprehensively validate the performance of
our proposed profiler, we conduct error analysis experiments
on four different objects with 45 configuration pairs. The
experiment results demonstrate that the average error in quality
prediction is 0.0065 with a standard deviation of 0.0088 for
SSIM, and the average error in size prediction is 3.3410 with a
standard deviation of 2.7345. These results clearly demonstrate
that our profiling models accurately capture the relationship
between configuration pairs and rendering quality, as well as
the resulting file sizes.

C. DP-based Configuration Selector

The configuration selector module aims to figure out a
configuration pair, which can achieve the highest rendering
quality within a given space constraint, for the mesh-assisted
NeRF rendering.

After segmenting high-frequency detail objects and gener-
ating their respective profiles, the next task is to select the
suitable configuration pair for the corresponding mesh-assisted
NeRF. Existing research on configuration selection for baked
NeRFs typically focuses on single-object representation [17].
Additionally, the configuration knobs studied are often related
to the compression algorithms of the baked data or the number
of parameters in the NeRF network, which differ significantly
from our design. In our work, rather than concentrating on the
data post-processing, we emphasize on the baked data itself.
Moreover, our scenario involves multi-NeRF rendering, where
maximizing the rendering quality of a single NeRF network

is no longer practical, as the overall cost could easily exceed
the device’s capabilities. Instead, it is essential to consider the
combined rendering quality and cost of multi-NeRFs of all the
segmented objects to ensure a satisfactory user experience.
These factors significantly increase the complexity of our
configuration optimization.

1) Problem formulation and analysis: Let the size of the
NeRF representation for each object be represented as si
and the corresponding rendering quality as qi. Given a fixed
memory size H , our goal is to find the configuration pair
(θi = (gi, pi)) for each object i’s NeRF representation
that maximizes the total quality

∑
qi, while ensuring that∑

si ≤ H . As si and qi can be represented by fsi(θi) and
fqi(θi). The configuration selection problem can be formulated
as follows:

maximize

n∑
i=1

∑
θj∈Ci

fqi(θj)xij

subject to

n∑
i=1

∑
θj∈Ci

fsi(θj)xij ≤ H

∑
θj∈Ci

xij = 1, i = 1, 2, 3, .., n

xij ∈ {0, 1}, i = 1, 2, 3, ..., n

(2)

where Ci denotes the configuration space for object i, while
xij indicates whether θj is selected as the configuration for
object i. After careful analysis, we reveal that the multi-multip
configuration selection problem essentially can be interpreted
as a multiple-choice knapsack (MCK) problem [30]. Specifi-
cally, the memory constraint H acts as the knapsack’s capacity,
and the goal is to select the optimal configurations for all
the objects that need to be rendered among the corresponding
configuration space Ci to maximize the total rendering quality.
Since the MCK problem is NP-hard [30], our multi-NeRF
configuration selection problem is also NP-hard.

2) Algorithm design: Most of the common algorithms to
solve the MCK problem are built on the basis of greedy
search[31][32][33][34]. However, these algorithms often rely
on the fulfillment of a crucial condition that for every config-
uration pair θj ∈ Ci satisfies the equation 3.

fsi(θj) +
∑

h=1,...,m,h ̸=i

min
θt∈Ch

fsh(θt) ≤ H (3)

This condition ensures the existence of a feasible solution to
the MCK-based optimization problem. In our scenario, for
each object, it’s unable for us to initially determine which
configuration pairs can satisfy this object, especially since
there are two control knobs. To effectively filter out the
configuration pairs that do not meet the equation 3 and prevent
sub-optimal solutions, we propose a dynamic programming
(DP) algorithm to solve our configuration selection problem in
pseudo-polynomial time. The detailed algorithm is presented
in Algorithm1,

We first initialize two key arrays: the array q, which is used
to store the highest quality that can be achieved under each size



Algorithm 1 Dynamic-programming-based configuration se-
lection

Input: The set of segmented objects: I; Prediction models
fsi and fqi for each object i ∈ I; Configuration space Ci

for each object i ∈ I; The size limitation H
Output: The configuration list: config

1: θ∗i ← min(Ci) = (min(gi),min(pi))
2: Initialize an empty array q
3: Initialize an empty two-dimensional array: choices
4: Initialize an empty list: configs
5: for each object i in I do
6: for j from H down to 0 do
7: for θ in Ci do
8: ri ← H −

∑
h=1,...,m,h ̸=i minθt∈Ch

fsh(θt)
9: if fsi(θ) ≥ ri then

10: continue
11: end if
12: if j ≥ fsi(θ) then
13: if q[j] < q[j − fsi(θ)] + fqi(θ) then
14: q[j]← q[j − fsi(θ)] + fqi(θ)
15: choices[i][j]← θ
16: end if
17: end if
18: end for
19: end for
20: end for
21: for m from (size(I)− 1) down to 0 do
22: if choices[m][H] is not none then
23: Add (m, choices[m][H]) to config
24: end if
25: end for
26: return config

capacity under the limit, and the array choices, which is used
to store the chosen configuration pair for the objects under the
corresponding size capacity. Through nested loops iterating
over object categories I , size capacity, and the configuration
space Ci for object i, the algorithm uses value ri to remove
all the configuration pairs of object i that can not satisfy
the equation 3 and then progressively calculates the size and
rendering quality of each object under specific configuration
pair based on the generated profiler, using a state transition
function to update the optimal quality values under the iterated
corresponding size. Specifically, for each size capacity j lower
than H , the algorithm optimizes the array q by evaluating
the selection of the current object, thereby facilitating state
transition which is shown as line 12 to 14 in algorithm 1.
Ultimately, the algorithm backtracks through the choices array
to output the maximized quality value along with all the
objects’ corresponding selected configuration pairs.

The algorithm1 has a complexity that can be broken down
based on its key components. First, for each object in the
input set, we calculate its threshold size r, which has a time
complexity of O(n). Then, the dynamic programming process
for each object’s configuration selection takes O(hc), where h

is the value of the input size constraint, and c refers to the size
of the object’s configuration space C. Therefore, the overall
complexity for the algorithm is O(nhc).

IV. EVALUATION

A. Evaluation setup

Devices: We use two commercial mobile devices with
different capabilities, iPhone 13 and Pixel 4, to evaluate the
performance. iPhone 13 is equipped with a CPU featuring
cores at 3.23 GHz and 2.01 GHz, along with 4GB of memory.
Pixel 4 is equipped with a CPU featuring cores at 2.84 GHz,
2.42 GHz, and 1.78 GHz, along with 6GB of memory.
Dataset: We conduct our evaluation experiments on simulated
scenes that consist of different synthetic 360-degree objects as
well as real-world scenes. These objects come from the dataset
provided by [4] and real-world scenes come from the dataset
provided by [35]. These datasets contain objects and scenes
with corresponding image sets for training and testing.
Baselines: We compare the overall performance of NeR-
Flex with both the single NeRF representation and Block-
NeRF[10], a typical multi-NeRF rendering method. We also
evaluate the performance of our configuration selector against
two others within the NeRFlex framework: the average-size-
based (Fairness) method and the sequential least squares
programming (SLSQP) method.

• The single NeRF representation. The whole scene is
rendered by a single NeRF. As previously mentioned,
NeRF models designed for complex scene rendering
on mobile devices are often simplified representations
of high-precision and complex NeRFs. To demonstrate
the performance of our rendering, we have also chosen
the initial full-scale models used in MobileR2L[12] and
Re-rend[26], namely NGP and Mip-NeRF 360. Another
baseline is mobileNeRF, as it is widely recognized and
applied in related work and offers high rendering quality
on mobile devices. The configuration pair for this single
nerf is (g, p) = (128, 17) as recommended in the original
paper[6].

• Block-NeRF. This NeRF variant is a typical multi-NeRF
framework. For this rendering algorithm, each object in
the scene is represented independently by a separate
mobileNeRF. The configuration for each NeRF remains
the same as the single NeRF, which is (g, p) = (128, 17).

Metrics: We evaluate the performance from three dimen-
sions, which strongly affect user’s viewing experience on their
mobile devices.

• Rendering visual quality: We utilize three quantitative
metrics to evaluate the rendering performance of NeR-
Flex.
SSIM: Structural Similarity Index Measure, which as-
sesses the similarity between two images based on lumi-
nance, contrast, and structure. An SSIM value of 1, the
maximum achievable score, signifies that the two images
are identical [29].
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Fig. 4. Rendering results of a complex scene with SSIM scores for high-
frequency detail region on iPhone 13 (memory constraint: 240MB): NeRFlex
outperforms baselines in visual quality and meeting the memory constraint.
Single-NeRF model yields poor quality. Block-NeRF achieves the highest
rendering quality but is not applicable in mobile settings.

PSNR: Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio, which quantifies the
difference between two images by calculating the mean
squared error (MSE) of their pixel values. This provides
a numerical assessment of the differences between the
images [36].
LPIPS: Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity,
which uses pre-trained deep neural networks to extract
high-level semantic features from images. By computing
the difference in feature space, LPIPS effectively mea-
sures perceptual similarity between images [37].

• Data size: The generated multi-modal NeRF represen-
tation data size which can be used to reflect both the
resource utilization and computation burden during the
rendering.

• Rendering smoothness: We use the frames per second,
known as the FPS value to reflect the rendering fluency.
Higher FPS generally means that users can enjoy a
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Fig. 5. The overall performance of different approaches on two representative
mobile devices across different simulated scenes, the term Single refers to the
MobileNeRF

smoother experience when viewing NeRF rendering.
Implementation In our work, we use WebGL as the ren-

dering engine, as it is supported on nearly all mobile devices
and integrated into their browsers.WebGL’s well-established
optimizations for 3D rendering make it ideal for handling
mesh grids [38]. We use Safari for iPhone and Chrome
for Pixel. For the segmentation module, we set the lowest
maximum frequency among all the objects in the dataset
as the threshold value. This setting allows us to allocate
as many NeRF networks as possible, thereby maximizing
rendering quality. From an evaluation perspective, this setting
also enables us to test our system’s performance on a larger
problem with more decision variables. During the evaluation,
we write scripts to have the objects rotate at a fixed speed (7.5
seconds per 360 degrees) to ensure uniform viewing and that
each pixel is re-rendered by NeRF for fair comparison. The
entire evaluation was conducted on a cloud server equipped
with a single Geforce RTX 3090 GPU, featuring 24GB of
memory. The size limit for multi-modal NeRF representation
data for iPhone 13 is set to 240MB and for Pixel 4, this value
is set to 150MB. Based on our experiments, once the data
size exceeds 240MB on iPhone, the local WebGL rendering
engine fails to load the data. For the Pixel 4, when the data
size exceeds 150MB, the average FPS drops by approximately
15, leading to a significantly degraded viewing experience
with noticeable stuttering. Although this device has a higher
memory capacity to handle larger files, its lower computational
power significantly reduces viewing smoothness. Larger files
include more data to process, further worsening performance.

B. Overall Performance

In this section, we first evaluate NeRFlex’s overall perfor-
mance, focusing on the metrics across different devices. Then,
a more in-depth sensitivity analysis is conducted to reveal
the reasons behind the superiority. For the simulated scenes,
we construct four different scenes with different geometric
complexities on two mobile devices. Each scene contains
five objects from the dataset[4]. The geometric complexity is
quantified by the number of mesh quad faces generated at
a given mesh granularity, higher face counts indicate greater
geometric complexity. Scene 1 is made of objects with the
lowest geometric complexity. Scene 2 is made of objects with



TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION ON RENDERING QUALITY OF NERFLEX

COMPARED TO PREVIOUS WORK ON THE REAL-WORLD SCENES.

Method PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓
MipNeRF 360[26][20] 26.549 0.815 0.183

NGP[12][9] 27.212 0.851 0.136
MobileNeRF[6] 26.027 0.785 0.207

NeRFlex 27.651 0.886 0.114

the highest geometric complexity. Scene 3 randomly selects
five objects; Scene 4 includes five exclusively different objects
in the dataset.

Rendering quality performance. In this section, we eval-
uate the rendering quality performance of our system across
various scenes, including the simulated ones and the real-world
ones. The visual instances rendered by different baselines on
real-world scene are presented in Figure 4. While MobileNeRF
demonstrates notable detail reconstruction, the details may
fail to align the ground truth accurately, and it exhibits
significant errors in reproducing lighting effects along with
artifacts in complex scene representation, leading to lower
metric scores. In contrast, these instances highlight that NeR-
Flex delivers superior rendering quality in high-frequency de-
tail regions compared to Single-NeRF-based representations,
while achieving performance comparable to the Block-NeRF
framework. Furthermore, unlike Block-NeRF, which requires
memory resources far exceeding device capacity (540MB
for the visualized test scene), NeRFlex efficiently restricts
resource usage within the device’s capabilities. Figure 5(a)
demonstrates NeRFlex’s rendering performance on different
commercial mobile devices compared with the single NeRF
and block NeRF framework across various simulated scenes.
Compared to the Single NeRF representation, the other two
methods demonstrate significantly superior rendering quality
under the multi-NeRF framework across all scenes. Notably,
in Scene 2, which consists of complex objects, Single NeRF
only achieves an SSIM of around 0.84, whereas the other
methods exceed 0.88 SSIM on both devices. For scenes with
lower complexity, NeRFlex achieves an SSIM that is 0.05
higher than Single NeRF on both devices. When compared to
Block-NeRF, NeRFlex performs only 0.006 lower on average
for iPhone. Even on the lower-performance device, Pixel,
the average quality reduction is 0.01. The rendering quality
quantitative comparison of NeRFlex across three rendering
quality metrics, using real-world scenes and the baselines, is
presented in Table I, further validating its performance. The
results demonstrate that NeRFlex achieves better rendering
quality on low-computation devices compared to various NeRF
algorithms that rely on large computational resources for
rendering complex scenes.

Resource utilization performance. Figure 5(b) illustrates
the resource utilization for different NeRF rendering methods
on mobile devices across different simulated scenes. With the
imposed size limitation, NeRFlex effectively limits the size of
the generated NeRF representation data. In contrast, Block-
NeRF’s minimum resource usage across all scenes exceeds
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Fig. 6. The FPS performance comparison between NeRFlex and Single NeRF
across different devices. On the iPhone (left sub-figure), Single NeRF fails to
render the scene as the memory requirements exceed the device’s capacity,
resulting in an FPS of 0. Similarly, Block-NeRF is unable to render any scenes
on either device due to memory limitations.

400 MB, far surpassing the capacity of the two devices used
in our experiments. For complex scenes, such as Scene 2, it
requires up to 800 MB. NeRFlex, however, only needs 150MB,
one-fifth of that, to run on the Pixel. Moreover, Block-NeRF
also consumes around 600 MB to render the other two scenes.
While Single-NeRF significantly reduces resource demands
compared to BlockNeRF, its data size still exceeds 250 MB for
most scenes, making it impractical for devices. Additionally,
its rendering quality is the lowest, as previously noted. This
is because each image used to train Single-NeRF must fully
contain the entire scene, which poses challenges in capturing
high-frequency details along the trajectory. Despite using fine
meshes to reconstruct these regions, Single-NeRF often fails
to match real geometry accurately, sometimes introducing
artifacts. Consequently, the increased model size does not
translate into improved rendering quality, and the rendering
quality may be even lower.

In summary, BlockNeRF achieves high rendering quality,
but its resource demands are often too large to be rendered
successfully on low-performance devices. While mesh-based
Single-NeRF reduces the resource requirements compared to
BlockNeRF, it still cannot ensure that the NeRF representation
data for every scene remains within the device’s capacity,
lacking adaptability to different devices. Additionally, Single-
NeRF delivers the lowest rendering quality among the meth-
ods. In contrast, NeRFlex maintains high rendering quality
while significantly reducing the computational burden. It also
adapts to different device performance levels, enabling suc-
cessful scene rendering across a variety of devices.

Rendering smoothness performance. To better capture the
randomness often present in the real world, we use Scene 3,
a randomly generated scene, as the test case. Figure 6(a) and
Figure 6(b) illustrate the FPS performance on different mobile
devices, namely iPhone 13 and Pixel 4, the term Single in
these figures refers to MobileNeRF. The solid line represents
the real-time FPS while the dash line reflects the average FPS
during the rendering of 2000 frames. From the aspect of real-
time performance, the FPS performance trends on these two
devices have similar trends. Initially, the FPS rate exhibits
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Fig. 7. The quality performance of different approaches on two representative
mobile devices

significant fluctuations, which are primarily caused by loading
all the generated multi-modal NeRF files. After that, the users
should experience a relatively smoother viewing experience
without sudden stuttering as shown in Figure 6. From the
perspective of the overall viewing experience, thanks to the
constraints we set based on the capabilities of each device,
both devices were able to successfully render the scene with
relatively high rendering smoothness. According to Figure
6(a), the average FPS is around 35 during the viewing process.
For the low-performance device, Pixel, shown in Figure 6(b),
our system improves the FPS by 2 times compared to the
single NeRF and can maintain around 25 FPS. The Block-
NeRF requires extremely large computational resources, mak-
ing it unable to complete rendering on either device. Therefore,
with the assistance of the designed modules, NeRFlex is able
to provide a smooth rendering process for complex scenes
on mobile devices, effectively addressing the issue of Block-
NeRF and Single NeRF rendering in complex scenes, where
the representation data often exceeds the device’s memory
capacity, leading to rendering failures.

C. Understanding NeRFlex’s Performance

In this section, we evaluate the performance of different
configuration selection methods for the NeRFlex framework.
We implement NeRFlex with Fairness: Rather than using our
proposed DP algorithm to determine the configuration, this
baseline divides the total size limit equally and allocates the
same memory budget among the segmented objects. It then
uses performance profilers to select the optimal configuration
pair for each object, maximizing rendering quality within the
allocated memory budget. We also implement NeRFlex with
SLSQP: We use the SLSQP algorithm instead of our proposed
algorithm to solve Eq.2. The key concept of this algorithm
is to approximate the gradient and Hessian matrix of the
objective function using least squares, generating a search
direction. It then solves a system of linear equations to update
the optimization variables [39]. The results are shown in the
Figure 7.

Among the three configuration selection methods under the
NeRFlex framework, our method consistently outperforms the
others. For the scenes composed of high-complexity objects,
the performance of SLSQP lags behind the other two methods,
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(a) The quality performance of each segmented object by different configura-
tion selection methods. The left sub-figure presents the evaluation results on
iPhone while the right sub-figure presents the evaluation results on Pixel.
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(b) The data size allocation details for each segmented object under different
configuration selection methods on iPhone.

Fig. 8. The detailed performance for different configuration selectors on
rendering quality and source allocation

especially on low-end devices. For scenes with high object
diversity, consisting of both high and low-complexity objects,
our method shows an obvious quality advantage, as demon-
strated by the evaluations on Scene 3 and Scene 4 across
both devices. On the iPhone, it achieves nearly 0.92 SSIM
for the random scene, whereas the other two baselines only
reach around 0.91. For Scene 4, we attain 0.94 SSIM on both
devices, while the other methods struggle to achieve this level.

High-quality rendering on complex objects. To gain
deeper insights into the reasons why NeRFlex consistently
achieves higher quality, we conduct a more detailed analysis
of Scene 4, as this scene has the highest object diversity.

Figure 8(a) illustrates the quality performance for different
objects on the two devices. The orders of objects on the
horizontal axis are arranged in 3D geometric complexity
ascending order. From the evaluation results, our method
always exhibits higher rendering quality for complex objects
on different devices, which is especially evident on the high-
capacity devices as shown in the left sub-figure of Figure
8(a). In this figure, for the object ship, our method improves
the quality by 0.01 and 0.02 compared with the Fairness and
SLSQP respectively. For the Lego object, the improvement
values are 0.01 and 0.03. For objects with lower geometric
complexity, such as the hotdog, ficus, and chair, our method
achieves comparable rendering quality to the baselines, with
SSIM values consistently above 0.95 on both devices.

Optimized resource allocation. Taking the Scene 4 ren-
dering on the iPhone as an example, Figure 8(b) shows the
detailed resource allocation for each object under different
methods. The optimized resource allocation provided by our
method is the key to its superiority. For low-complexity
objects, our method allocates significantly fewer resources



0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Time (s)

Overhead

Segmentation Profiler Solver

Fig. 9. Execution time analysis for NeRFlex.

compared to the Fairness-based approach. For instance, the
hotdog object only requires about 67% of the resources allo-
cated by the Fairness method, with minimal loss in rendering
quality. This allows more resources to be allocated to objects
that warrant improvement. The additional 14MB and 27MB al-
located to the Lego and ship, respectively, result in significant
quality improvements. On the other hand, although the SLSQP
method also applies different allocation strategies for various
objects, in this case, it produces an unreasonable resource
allocation scheme. This issue likely arises due to two main
factors: first, the choice of initial assumption values, as poor
initial values can lead to incorrect optimization directions;
second, the approximation error inherent in the SLSQP method
may also contribute to this outcome.

In summary, our approach can intelligently allocate appro-
priate resources to different objects in the scene based on the
capacity of various mobile devices, ensuring the best possible
viewing experience of the overall scene for users.

D. Overhead Analysis

In this section, we evaluate the overhead cost of our system,
as detailed in Figure 9. NeRFlex can be generally divided
into the cloud part for multi-NeRF preparation and the on-
device rendering part. We report the total processing time of
different modules for processing twenty training images. In the
multi-NeRF training and preparation stage, the image segmen-
tation module takes approximately 3.8 seconds, which includes
object recognition, segmentation, and interpolation, account-
ing for 64% of the total processing time. This is primarily
due to the need for operations like neural network-based
semantic segmentation, frequency calculation, etc., across all
training images. The performance profiler module requires
0.277 seconds, which is 4.7% of the processing time. This
includes the sample points generation and curve fitting. It
takes 1.87 seconds, almost 31% of the total time for our
dynamic programming algorithm to find optimal configuration
pairs. Overall, excluding neural network training, NeRFlex’s
overhead cost for generating multi-modal NeRF representation
data is about 5.9s. After this one-shot overhead, NeRFlex
can achieve complex scene rendering with the multi-NeRF
framework at around 25 FPS on mobile devices.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presents NeRFlex, a NeRF-based rendering
system designed for complex multi-object scenes on mo-
bile devices, addressing two primary challenges: low ren-
dering quality and high resource demands. To overcome

these challenges, NeRFlex employs a multi-NeRF framework
with detail-oriented segmentation and interpolation scaling,
enabling the system to capture and represent fine details more
effectively, thereby improving visual quality. Furthermore,
the system adaptively configures the NeRF representation for
each object, optimizing rendering quality within the limited
computational resources of mobile devices. Experimental re-
sults demonstrate that NeRFlex successfully renders complex
scenes across mobile devices with varying performance capac-
ities, delivering superior smoothness and quality.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

This work is supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China (Grant No. 62302292).

REFERENCES

[1] A. Singandhupe and H. M. La, “A review of slam techniques and security
in autonomous driving,” in 2019 third IEEE international conference on
robotic computing (IRC). IEEE, 2019, pp. 602–607.

[2] J. Cheng, L. Zhang, Q. Chen, X. Hu, and J. Cai, “A review of visual slam
methods for autonomous driving vehicles,” Engineering Applications of
Artificial Intelligence, vol. 114, p. 104992, 2022.

[3] K. Lee, J. Yi, and Y. Lee, “Farfetchfusion: Towards fully mobile live 3d
telepresence platform,” in Proceedings of the 29th Annual International
Conference on Mobile Computing and Networking, 2023, pp. 1–15.

[4] B. Mildenhall, P. P. Srinivasan, M. Tancik, J. T. Barron, R. Ramamoorthi,
and R. Ng, “Nerf: Representing scenes as neural radiance fields for view
synthesis,” Communications of the ACM, vol. 65, no. 1, pp. 99–106,
2021.

[5] P. Hedman, P. P. Srinivasan, B. Mildenhall, J. T. Barron, and P. Debevec,
“Baking neural radiance fields for real-time view synthesis,” in Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer vision,
2021, pp. 5875–5884.

[6] Z. Chen, T. Funkhouser, P. Hedman, and A. Tagliasacchi, “Mobilenerf:
Exploiting the polygon rasterization pipeline for efficient neural field
rendering on mobile architectures,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.00277,
2022.

[7] J. Tang, H. Zhou, X. Chen, T. Hu, E. Ding, J. Wang, and G. Zeng, “Del-
icate textured mesh recovery from nerf via adaptive surface refinement,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision, 2023, pp. 17 739–17 749.

[8] L. Liu, J. Gu, K. Zaw Lin, T.-S. Chua, and C. Theobalt, “Neural sparse
voxel fields,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 33, pp. 15 651–15 663, 2020.

[9] T. Müller, A. Evans, C. Schied, and A. Keller, “Instant neural graphics
primitives with a multiresolution hash encoding,” ACM transactions on
graphics (TOG), vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 1–15, 2022.

[10] M. Tancik, V. Casser, X. Yan, S. Pradhan, B. Mildenhall, P. P. Srinivasan,
J. T. Barron, and H. Kretzschmar, “Block-nerf: Scalable large scene
neural view synthesis,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 8248–8258.

[11] J. Y. Liu, Y. Chen, Z. Yang, J. Wang, S. Manivasagam, and R. Urtasun,
“Real-time neural rasterization for large scenes,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, 2023, pp.
8416–8427.

[12] J. Cao, H. Wang, P. Chemerys, V. Shakhrai, J. Hu, Y. Fu, D. Makovi-
ichuk, S. Tulyakov, and J. Ren, “Real-time neural light field on mobile
devices,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2023, pp. 8328–8337.

[13] C. Sun, M. Sun, and H.-T. Chen, “Direct voxel grid optimization: Super-
fast convergence for radiance fields reconstruction,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
2022, pp. 5459–5469.

[14] H. Li, X. Yang, H. Zhai, Y. Liu, H. Bao, and G. Zhang, “Vox-
surf: Voxel-based implicit surface representation,” IEEE Transactions on
Visualization and Computer Graphics, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 1743–1755,
2022.



[15] C. L. Deng and E. Tartaglione, “Compressing explicit voxel grid
representations: fast nerfs become also small,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on Applications of Computer Vision,
2023, pp. 1236–1245.

[16] K. Gao, Y. Gao, H. He, D. Lu, L. Xu, and J. Li, “Nerf: Neural radiance
field in 3d vision, a comprehensive review.(2022),” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2210.00379.

[17] B. Chen, Z. Yan, B. Han, and K. Nahrstedt, “Nerfhub: A context-
aware nerf serving framework for mobile immersive applications,” in
Proceedings of the 22nd Annual International Conference on Mobile
Systems, Applications and Services, 2024, pp. 85–98.

[18] Z. Wang and Y. Zhu, “Towards real-time neural volumetric rendering
on mobile devices: A measurement study,” in Proceedings of the 2024
SIGCOMM Workshop on Emerging Multimedia Systems, 2024, pp. 8–13.

[19] H. Turki, D. Ramanan, and M. Satyanarayanan, “Mega-nerf: Scalable
construction of large-scale nerfs for virtual fly-throughs,” in Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recogni-
tion, 2022, pp. 12 922–12 931.

[20] J. T. Barron, B. Mildenhall, D. Verbin, P. P. Srinivasan, and P. Hedman,
“Mip-nerf 360: Unbounded anti-aliased neural radiance fields,” in Pro-
ceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, 2022, pp. 5470–5479.

[21] Y. Zhang, G. Chen, and S. Cui, “Efficient large-scale scene representa-
tion with a hybrid of high-resolution grid and plane features,” Pattern
Recognition, p. 111001, 2024.

[22] Y. Xiangli, L. Xu, X. Pan, N. Zhao, A. Rao, C. Theobalt, B. Dai, and
D. Lin, “Bungeenerf: Progressive neural radiance field for extreme multi-
scale scene rendering,” in European conference on computer vision.
Springer, 2022, pp. 106–122.

[23] B. Kerbl, G. Kopanas, T. Leimkühler, and G. Drettakis, “3d gaussian
splatting for real-time radiance field rendering.” ACM Trans. Graph.,
vol. 42, no. 4, pp. 139–1, 2023.

[24] R. Martin-Brualla, N. Radwan, M. S. Sajjadi, J. T. Barron, A. Doso-
vitskiy, and D. Duckworth, “Nerf in the wild: Neural radiance fields
for unconstrained photo collections,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2021, pp. 7210–
7219.

[25] M.-J. Rakotosaona, F. Manhardt, D. M. Arroyo, M. Niemeyer, A. Kundu,
and F. Tombari, “Nerfmeshing: Distilling neural radiance fields into
geometrically-accurate 3d meshes,” in 2024 International Conference
on 3D Vision (3DV). IEEE, 2024, pp. 1156–1165.
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