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Abstract

Realistic sound simulation plays a critical role in many appli-
cations. A key element in sound simulation is the room im-
pulse response (RIR), which characterizes how sound prop-
agates from a source to a listener within a given space. Re-
cent studies have applied neural implicit methods to learn
RIR using context information collected from the environ-
ment, such as scene images. However, these approaches do
not effectively leverage explicit geometric information from
the environment. To further exploit the potential of neural
implicit models with direct geometric features, we present
Mesh-infused Neural Acoustic Field (MiNAF), which queries
a rough room mesh at given locations and extracts distance
distributions as an explicit representation of local context.
Our approach demonstrates that incorporating explicit local
geometric features can better guide the neural network in
generating more accurate RIR predictions. Through compar-
isons with conventional and state-of-the-art baseline meth-
ods, we show that MiNAF performs competitively across var-
ious evaluation metrics. Furthermore, we verify the robust-
ness of MiNAF in datasets with limited training samples,
demonstrating an advance in high-fidelity sound simulation.

Introduction
Realistic sound simulation is an integral part of augmented
and virtual reality systems. Research has shown that increas-
ing the fidelity of environmental sound, combined with spa-
tial audio, significantly enhances immersion (Kurucz et al.
2023). The key to estimating a room’s acoustic field is the
Room Impulse Response (RIR), which models how an im-
pulse emitted from a transmitter (Tx) arrives at a given re-
ceiver (Rx) location. The RIR embeds the room’s geometry,
materials, and other factors influencing sound propagation.
Using the RIR from a specific ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ pair allows us to
recreate the sound heard at the receiver by convolving the
original sound with the RIR, enabling simulations such as
“What if a speaker’s position changes in a living room?” or
“What if a piano is moved to the left of a stage?” to assess
the acoustic impact of each scenario.

Recent studies on RIR generation have increasingly fo-
cused on using neural implicit models to estimate the acous-
tic field for a given scenario. Inspired by the success of neu-
ral implicit models in 3D reconstruction, as demonstrated by
NeRF (Mildenhall et al. 2021), which disregards physical
interactions such as reflection and reverberation when light

Figure 1: Task Overview. To record audio, a loudspeaker
(Tx) and several microphones (Rx) in red are placed at dif-
ferent known locations within the room. The room’s rough
layout is available from images, 3D mesh, or LiDAR scans.
MiNAF learns to reconstruct the Room Impulse Response
(RIR) from sparse audio recordings at red microphones and
explicit geometric features from probing the environment.
The model can then predict the RIR at any unseen receiver
location (green microphone), effectively simulating the bin-
aural acoustic experience anywhere in the room.

propagates through a room, Luo et al. (Luo et al. 2022) ap-
plied an MLP to learn the acoustic field while maintaining an
implicit feature grid for each Tx and Rx location. To better
inform the model about environmental information, Liang
et al.(Liang et al. 2023b) proposed NACF, which incorpo-
rates a series of RGB and depth images as additional global
context. Furthering this approach, Brunetto et al.(Brunetto,
Hornauer, and Moutarde 2024) trained a NeRF model on
environmental images and queried it to provide color and
density information as an enhanced environmental context.
However, these methods are based on image-based context
extraction, which provides only indirect and implicit envi-
ronmental information. Therefore, they may not fully exploit
the potential of neural implicit models for RIR generation.

To enable practical, accurate, and fast RIR generation that
incorporates direct local context, we introduce Mesh-infused
Neural Acoustic Field (MiNAF). It leverages a rough room
mesh along with a few sparsely collected RIR measurements
to capture the room’s overall acoustic characteristics, en-
abling it to predict RIRs for any new ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ pair, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1. Unlike previous models that may rely on
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global features or learn hidden features, MiNAF gathers pre-
cise local context at a given Tx or Rx location by actively
probing the surrounding mesh with multiple rays cast in a
series of uniformly distributed directions. This ray-based ap-
proach captures detailed distance measures from the center
to the point of first hit (PoFH) on each ray and their statisti-
cal distribution, which includes mean and standard deviation
for distances on neighboring rays and a global histogram
count of all distances. This provides a clear and direct rep-
resentation of the local geometry around each queried point.
By obtaining these local features, which reflect both imme-
diate spatial configuration and obstacle proximity, MiNAF
achieves a deeper understanding of the acoustic environ-
ment. Equipped with this robust feature set, a simple MLP
is then used to estimate the RIR spectrum effectively.

In this work, we (1) propose a method to better capture
local context explicitly and directly by querying the mesh as
input to a neural implicit model that learns the acoustic field
in a given scenario. (2) We evaluate MiNAF across multiple
cases against prior SOTA models and show that direct lo-
cal context leads to better results. (3) We demonstrate that
MiNAF remains robust under limited training data, outper-
forming previous SOTA methods in data-scarce conditions.

Related Work
Learning Acoustic Fields
Ray tracing has long been a foundational approach to RIR
estimation and generation. Allen and Berkley (1979) intro-
duced the image source method, which treats surfaces as
mirrors for sound waves to compute RIRs in the time do-
main. Subsequent advances in ray tracing and parallel com-
puting have significantly improved its speed and accuracy
(Tsingos et al. 2001; Funkhouser et al. 2004; Schissler and
Manocha 2016). However, ray tracing remains computation-
ally expensive and struggles with modeling diffraction and
fine spatial resolution (Rungta et al. 2018). Beyond ray trac-
ing, wave equation-based approaches simulate sound propa-
gation in grid-based representations of space (Gumerov and
Duraiswami 2009; Savioja and Valimaki 2003). Acoustic
field encoding methods reconstruct spatial sound energy dis-
tributions from sparse data using explicit parametric models
(Antonello et al. 2017; Jin and Kleijn 2015). While these
classical methods laid a strong foundation, they often face
scalability and adaptability issues in complex environments.

Introducing visual contexts as an additional helper for
RIR generation, several recent studies have proposed a two-
step approach that leverages visual inputs—such as images
or room models—to first estimate acoustic coefficients from
measured RIRs, and then reconstruct the RIR accordingly
(Schissler, Loftin, and Manocha 2017; Tang et al. 2020;
Ratnarajah, Tang, and Manocha 2020). Alternatively, some
researchers have explored direct RIR generation from vi-
sual inputs, bypassing intermediate acoustic coefficient es-
timation and yielding promising results (Liang et al. 2023a;
Singh et al. 2021; Majumder et al. 2022). These visual-based
methods represent a significant shift toward incorporating
environmental context, enabling more adaptable and data-
driven approaches to RIR generation.

Implicit Acoustic Field Modeling
Recent advances in implicit scene modeling suggest a
promising future for encoding local environmental features
with neural networks. Traditional 3D scene modeling relies
on explicit representations—such as point clouds, meshes,
or voxels—which store scenes as collections of points, sur-
faces, or volumetric data, requiring substantial storage and
explicit iteration to render new views (Bai et al. 2022; Zhang
et al. 2023). In contrast, Mildenhall et al. (2021) introduced
Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF), which encode color and
density directly within a neural network. Building on this
idea, later NeRF-based models demonstrated the ability of
neural implicit representations to model few-shot scenes (Yu
et al. 2021; Niemeyer et al. 2022), enable fast rendering
(Barron et al. 2021; Garbin et al. 2021), scale to large en-
vironments (Reiser et al. 2021; Turki, Ramanan, and Satya-
narayanan 2022), and reconstruct scenes from sparse data
(Ni et al. 2024; Lee et al. 2024; Huang et al. 2024). A key in-
sight across these works is to bypass intermediate ray-based
physical processes like reflection and reverberation, focus-
ing instead on modeling interactions with spatial environ-
ments at the transmitter and receiver.

Inspired by recent progress in neural implicit modeling,
several works have explored its potential for learning room
acoustic fields. Luo et al. (2022) proposed NAF, which
maintains a 2D grid of learnable hidden features to rep-
resent the local environment around a given Tx or Rx.
These features are queried by a simple MLP to predict the
RIR spectrum. As an extension, He et al. (2024) introduced
DeepNeRAP, which also models the acoustic field as 2D
feature maps but adopts a pyramid-based multi-resolution
sampling strategy on the grid map to encode spatial con-
text at different scales. More directly, Richard, Dodds, and
Ithapu (2022) introduced IR-MLP, which directly regresses
RIRs from spatial-temporal coordinates. To model scenes
more explicitly, Su, Chen, and Shlizerman (2022) proposed
INRAS, which separately encodes Tx, Rx, and geometry
through dedicated neural modules applied sequentially. Us-
ing more visual context, NACF (Liang et al. 2023b) uses
RGB and depth images to form a global scene representa-
tion, combined with relative ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ positions as model
inputs. NeRAF (Brunetto et al. 2024) fine-tunes a NeRF
model to extract color and density features at Tx and Rx lo-
cations from multiple viewing perspectives, and then com-
presses them into local feature embeddings for neural RIR
prediction. Complementing these scene-driven approaches,
Li et al. (2025) explored which function classes benefit neu-
ral audio fields and propose Fourier-KANs to improve rep-
resentational expressiveness without positional encoding.

Unlike light, sound propagation is significantly affected
by reflections and reverberations and is closely linked to the
local geometry along the propagation path. Although recent
implicit methods have shown promising results in learning
acoustic fields by incorporating context, they largely over-
look the direct influence of explicit local geometry on sound
behavior. Therefore, it is crucial to emphasize the role of ex-
plicit local geometry in RIR generation, as it can provide
a more precise, physically grounded understanding of how
sound interacts with surfaces and obstacles in a space.



Figure 2: Workflow Overview. A context retriever first extracts physical features at the transmitter and receiver locations,
generating context vectors CTx and CRx. These are concatenated with their respective positions to form a comprehensive
representation of the environment. Next, positional encoding is applied to the time t, channel c, and orientation θ. The encoded
time is then element-wise embedded into the combined context, and this enriched context, along with channel and orientation
embeddings, is passed to the core neural network. The network outputs the log-magnitude and IF spectra, which are used to
reconstruct the Room Impulse Response (RIR).

MiNAF: Mesh-infused Neural Acoustic Field
Fig. 2 illustrates the workflow of MiNAF. This section out-
lines the process of collecting local environmental features
and constructing the MiNAF model. We begin by defin-
ing the problem setup in Task Definition. Geometry Con-
text Collection describes how raw explicit geometric con-
text is obtained by probing the mesh. Context Fusion details
the composition of input features. Finally, Model Training
presents the training procedure for the MiNAF model.

Task Definition
Given an arbitrary room with a ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ pair inside it, the
objective is to estimate the RIR at Rx’s position pRx ∈
R3, using context information C, Tx position pTx ∈ R3,
and Rx orientation θ as inputs. Additionally, since binau-
ral RIR is considered in practice, the (left/right) channel in-
dex c ∈ [1, 2] is also incorporated. Given that the RIR is a
time-domain signal and different inputs yield RIRs of vary-
ing lengths, the model is queried frame by frame across time
t, and the outputs are concatenated to produce the final RIR.

Time-domain RIRs, w[t], t ∈ [0, n], are difficult to pre-
dict directly due to their highly non-smooth fluctuations. To
address this, we apply the Short Time Fourier Transform
(STFT), which converts w[t] into a time-frequency represen-
tation where each column corresponds to the Fourier trans-
form of a windowed segment. The final time-domain RIR
is recovered by applying the inverse STFT to the predicted
spectrum. However, since STFT bins are complex-valued,

they are typically decomposed into magnitude and phase
components for learning. The phase, however, wraps around
at 2π, introducing discontinuities that hinder learning. To
mitigate this, we instead predict the instantaneous frequency
(IF), defined as the time derivative of the phase (Luo et al.
2022; Engel et al. 2019). This representation avoids phase
wrapping and provides a smoother, more learnable signal.

In MiNAF, two neural networks with identical ar-
chitecture are used to predict the log-magnitude and
IF components: ΦMag(C,pTx,pRx, θ, c, t) → Mt and
ΦIF (C,pTx,pRx, θ, c, t) → IFt, where Mt and IFt rep-
resent the tth columns of the log-magnitude and IF compo-
nents on the STFT spectrum.

Geometry Context Collection
Recent advances in SLAM and photogrammetry have
greatly streamlined room layout creation, enabling auto-
matic conversion of data from phone cameras, LiDAR, or
video into 3D point clouds or meshes (Schönberger et al.
2016; Schönberger and Frahm 2016; Wang et al. 2024; Chen
et al. 2024; Yu, Sattler, and Geiger 2024). We use the ground
truth mesh from (Chen et al. 2020) to evaluate our compo-
nents and verify robustness using the reconstructed mesh.

For a given Tx or Rx position p ∈ R3, we employ Fi-
bonacci’s lattice to generate N uniformly distributed points
on a unit sphere centered at p. These points define N rays,
denoted r1, . . . , rN , that emanate from p into the environ-
ment. By computing their interactions with the surrounding



Figure 3: Demonstration of Context Collection. For each
transmitter and receiver location p, we uniformly sample N
rays with Fibonacci’s lattice. Then, we measure the distance
for a ray from the center p to its point of first hit (PoFH). A
general description of the distribution of neighboring rays’
distances is also included in this measurement.

mesh, we derive a feature vector characterizing the spatial
properties of the environment, as shown in Fig. 3. We col-
lect the following features from these ray-mesh interactions
as a representation of context around p:
1. Distances: For each ray ri, we define the point of first

hit (PoFH) as the point where the ray first intersects a
mesh surface. We denote this point as qi and measure
the distance from center p to qi. This forms a distance
vector d ∈ RN by querying the mesh for all rays.

2. Normals: At each qi, we record the unit normal vector
of the mesh (i.e., the surface orientation). The set of unit
normal vectors at all PoFHs is denoted by n ∈ RN×3.

3. Proximity statistics: For each ray ri, we identify the
nearest Nθ rays based on their angles with ri. We com-
pute the set of mean and standard deviation of these
neighboring distances for all rays, denoted as µ ∈ RN

and σ ∈ RN , respectively.
4. General distribution: For all the rays ri, i ∈ [1, N ],

we define Nτ distance thresholds δ1, . . . , δNτ
. We count

the number of rays with distances within each thresh-
old, forming the final feature vector occ ∈ RNτ . To
be clear, the k-th element of this vector is given by,
occk = |i, |pqi| ≤ δk|.

To intuitively capture environmental information for ro-
bust RIR prediction, we begin with the most direct approach:
measuring distances d to the closest obstacles in all direc-
tions. With sufficient rays probed, the distances and their
distribution should entail a sparse but accurate description
of the local environment. However, directly inputting a col-
lection of raw distances may not allow a neural network to
effectively capture critical characteristics in their distribu-
tion. To address this, we introduce mean and standard de-
viation vectors, µ and σ, along with the occupancy vec-
tor occ, to summarize the distribution of distances. These
vectors represent a precomputed statistical understanding of
distance variability, allowing the model to leverage this dis-
tributional context without relying on network nonlinearity
to infer it implicitly. In addition, we incorporate normal vec-
tors n at PoFHs to capture surface orientations, which is cru-
cial for understanding the directions in which sound may get

reflected. These normals are particularly valuable when the
measurement point p is close to surfaces, such as in cornered
or angled regions, where geometric features like wall inter-
sections significantly influence sound reflection patterns.

The features are projected into a latent space of dimen-
sion h using separate nonlinear projection networks that act
as dimension compressors; exact formulations are provided
in the supplementary material. We then concatenate the re-
sulting feature vectors to form the final latent feature matrix
at position p, denoted as Cp = [d′ n′ µ′ σ′ occ′] ∈ Rh×5.

Context Fusion
As stated in Task Definition, the neural acoustic field Φ takes
the locations of Tx and Rx: pTx ∈ R3 and pRx ∈ R3.
We apply sinusoidal position encoding to them, projecting
to a higher-dimensional space: γ(pTx), γ(pRx) ∈ R2×L,
where L is the number of frequency bands. This encod-
ing, widely used in transformer models, effectively maps
scalar inputs to high-dimensional representations (Dufter,
Schmitt, and Schütze 2022). The encoded positions are
then projected into the h-dimensional latent space to align
with remaining context features. In parallel, we collect Tx
and Rx geometric context features using Geometry Context
Collection, yielding CTx,CRx ∈ Rh×5. We concatenate
them with the encoded positions to form the full context:
Cp = [CTx p′

Tx CRx p′
Rx] ∈ Rh×12. Detailed formula-

tions are in Section A.2 of the supplementary material.
In most prior works, the time index t is simply con-

catenated with input features. However, this often causes
the model to ignore temporal distinctions across spectral
columns, leading to over-smoothed outputs where adjacent
time steps lack distinct spectral characteristics. To mitigate
this, we follow Liang et al. (2023b) and apply sinusoidal po-
sition encoding to the time index using L frequencies, fol-
lowed by projection into the h-dimensional latent space. The
detailed formulation is provided in Section A.2 of the sup-
plementary material. We then element-wise multiply each
column of the context C with the projected time vector t′,
i.e., C′

t = C⊙ t′, where C′
ij = Cij× t′j . This operation pre-

serves the shape of the context matrix, yielding C′
t ∈ Rh×12

with temporal information effectively embedded.

Model Training
After we obtain the time-embedded context information, we
pass it into the core neural network along with the fixed re-
ceiver orientation θ and channel c. MiNAF uses a simple
MLP to map between the input position-context information
and the output RIR in the form of STFT spectrum.

To train this core neural network, we employ a loss func-
tion composed of an L1 loss between the spectrum and an
additional term based on the difference between the ground-
truth and the predicted audio’s Schroeder curve, which re-
flects the decay of RIR energy. In general, the loss can be
expressed as: L = L1(spectrum)+α×LSchroeder(waveform)
, where α is a scaling factor that balances the two loss terms.
It’s observed that the L1 loss primarily ensures the predicted
spectrum resembles the overall shape of the ground truth,
while the Schroeder curve-based loss term focuses on refin-



ing details in the energy decay profile by highlighting and
capturing cross-column relationships within the spectrum.

Experiments
Dataset. We utilize the SoundSpaces dataset (Chen et al.
2020), which derives its 3D room environments from the
Replica dataset (Straub et al. 2019). SoundSpaces includes
18 high-quality indoor scenes of varying sizes, each with
a grid of positions and simulated RIRs for every ⟨Tx,Rx⟩
pair. The transmitter is omnidirectional, while the receiver
has a directional gain pattern with 4 possible orientations
θ ∈ 0◦, 90◦, 180◦, 270◦. For fair comparison with prior
work (e.g., (Luo et al. 2022)), we use the same 6 rooms:
2 single rooms with rectangular walls (office 4, room2), 2
with non-rectangular walls (frl apartment 2, frl apartment
5), and 2 multi-room layouts (apartment 1, apartment 2).
To train MiNAF, we use the Replica mesh and SoundSpaces
RIRs for each room, splitting the data into 80% training, 5%
validation, and 15% test sets.
Metrics. For fair comparison, we adopt the same evaluation
metrics as prior works (e.g., (Luo et al. 2022)):
• T60: Time for the waveform energy to decay by 60dB

after an initial 5dB drop, describing the reverberation tail.

• C50: Ratio of early (within 50ms) to late sound energy.
Higher C50 values indicate better speech clarity.

• EDT: Time for energy to decay by 10dB from the initial
level, providing a fast reverberation assessment.

Baselines. We compare five neural implicit models and two
traditional encoding methods.1
Comparison. Predicting the time domain RIR requires pre-
dicting both magnitude and phase of the STFT. Note that 3
of the 5 baselines use different phase estimation methods.
NAF (Luo et al. 2022) proposes to predict the magnitude
and phase but reports improved results by reconstructing the
waveform with a randomly initialized phase. Their results
have aligned with findings in (Singh et al. 2021). AV-NeRF
(Liang et al. 2023a) reconstructs the waveform using the
ground-truth phase. NeRAF (Brunetto et al. 2024) applies
the Griffin-Lim algorithm (Griffin and Lim 1984), which it-
eratively refines the phase estimate starting from a random
initial guess. To enable a comprehensive comparison with
all baselines, we implemented four variants of MiNAF: (1)
MiNAF(GTP), which reconstructs with ground-truth phase;
(2) MiNAF(PreP), which reconstructs with predicted phase;
(3) MiNAF(RanP), using random phase for reconstruction;
and (4) MiNAF(GLim), which employs the Griffin-Lim al-
gorithm. Additionally, to assess the gap between predicted
and true phase, we report (5) MiNAF(GTM+PreP), which
reconstructs the RIR using ground-truth magnitude and pre-
dicted phase.

1We follow prior SOTA baselines: INRAS (Su, Chen, and
Shlizerman 2022), NAF (Luo et al. 2022), NACF (Liang et al.
2023b), AV-NeRF (Liang et al. 2023a), and NeRAF (Brunetto,
Hornauer, and Moutarde 2024); and traditional codecs AAC
(International Organization for Standardization 2006) and Opus
(Xiph.Org Foundation 2012). A detailed description of each base-
line is provided in the supplementary material.

Method T60 (%) ↓ C50 (dB) ↓ EDT (sec) ↓
Opus-nearest 10.10 3.58 0.115
Opus-linear 8.64 3.13 0.097
AAC-nearest 9.35 1.67 0.059
AAC-linear 7.88 1.68 0.057

INRAS 2022 % 3.14 0.60 0.019
NAF 2022 ∗ 3.18 1.06 0.031
NACF 2023 % 2.36 0.50 0.014
AV-NeRF 2023 + 2.47 0.57 0.016
NeRAF 2024 # 2.04 0.39 0.011

MiNAF(GTP) + 1.49 0.42 0.0023

MiNAF(PreP) % 2.35 0.58 0.0042
MiNAF(RanP) ∗ 1.42 0.41 0.0022

MiNAF(GLim) # 1.59 0.41 0.0022
MiNAF(GTM+PreP) 2.17 0.50 0.0034

Table 1: Comparison of MiNAF with baselines on
SoundSpaces in terms of T60, C50, and EDT metrics, av-
eraged over all scenes. For all metrics, lower values indicate
better performance. Top 3 results for each metric are bolded.

Method Large Medium Small

NAF 0.404 0.384 0.350

MiNAF (log-mag. prediction) 0.389 0.371 0.312

Table 2: Spec. loss comparison against NAF and MiNAF
over different-sized scenarios. Lower value is better.

Results
Quality of RIR Reconstruction
A shared superscript between a baseline and MiNAF indi-
cates the same method for reconstructing time-domain RIR
from the predicted spectrum. ■ When we use the same re-
construction method, MiNAF consistently outperforms all
corresponding baselines in terms of T60 and EDT, and is
either better or comparable in C50. This marks a good abil-
ity of MiNAF to capture the RIR’s pattern in energy decay.
■ For example, with Griffin–Lim, MiNAF(GLim) achieves
a 22% lower T60 than NeRAF, with nearly the same C50.
With the ground-truth phase, MiNAF(GTP) also outper-
forms AV-NeRF across all metrics, with a notable 40% and
26% improvement in T60 and C50. ■ Even when relying
on predicted phase, MiNAF(PreP) has a slight improvement
in T60 and a comparable C50 than NACF. Using random
phase, MiNAF(RanP) performs almost a 2× as its baseline
NAF over T60 and C50. ■ Finally, MiNAF and all neural im-
plicit baselines show large improvements over conventional
audio coding methods reported in the top 4 rows of Table 1.

In addition to the shared metrics mentioned above,
MiNAF is also evaluated on the unique metrics used in each
prior work. As shown in Table 2, MiNAF achieves lower
spectrum loss than NAF across all scenario sizes, indicat-
ing a better spectrum learning and generalizing ability. As
shown in Fig. 4, compared with INRAS, MiNAF performs
better on SNR (GTP) but falls short on cases using predicted
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Figure 5: Few-shot Experiment. MiNAF trained with 10%
of data outperforms AV-NeRF trained with the entire dataset.
MiNAF also outperforms NeRAF in its ability to quickly
adapt to few-shot datasets.

phases. In terms of PSNR, MiNAF produces better results
than INRAS on synthesized RIRs overall methods.

Ablation Studies
Following Brunetto et al. (2024), we experiment with room
2 to evaluate the effectiveness of each module in MiNAF.
Impact of Less Training Data. Collecting a large number
of RIR measurements from an indoor mesh can be com-
putationally intensive. Therefore, we assess the impact of
reduced amounts of training data on RIR quality. Fig. 5
presents results for all three metrics, comparing the top-
performing baseline, NeRAF, with MiNAF(GLim); for ref-
erence, the second-best baseline, AV-NeRF, trained on the
entire dataset, is also included.

In terms of T60 and EDT, MiNAF(GLim) demonstrates
less performance degradation than NeRAF across nearly
all reduced data conditions. Notably, MiNAF surpasses AV-
NeRF on T60 with just 10% of the data, showing a 15.4%
improvement, and achieves a 71.8% gain in EDT with only
5% of the data. The slope of quality degradation for MiNAF
is also slower than NeRAF when training data is limited.
These results highlight MiNAF’s strong resilience and effi-
ciency under data-scarce scenarios.
Impact of Noisy Meshes. Surface reconstruction from mul-
tiview images has seen significant advancements in recent
years (Wang et al. 2024; Li et al. 2023), providing a solid
foundation for our approach, where we use explicit geome-
try for accurate acoustic modeling. However, in real-world
applications, reconstructed meshes may still exhibit notice-
able geometric errors. To assess the robustness of MiNAF
under such conditions, we conducted two sets of experi-
ments: one with controlled synthetic noise and another with
a practically reconstructed mesh. First, we introduced Gaus-
sian noise with increasing variances to the ground-truth
mesh vertices. As shown in Fig. 7 and Fig. 6, MiNAF’s per-
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Figure 6: Noisy Mesh Experiment. MiNAF trained with
meshes contaminated with Gaussian noise of 5cm, 10cm,
and 20cm all perform at the same level with the original one,
despite some minor performance degradation. When noise
added reaches 50cm, the model failed to converge.

Method T60 (%) ↓ C50 (dB) ↓ EDT (sec) ↓
MiNAF(PreP) 1.91 0.4331 0.0036
- w/o C 2.51 0.4314 0.0047
- w/o n 2.46 0.4587 0.0047
- w/o µ and σ 2.45 0.4171 0.0042
- w/o occ 2.34 0.3895 0.0044

MiNAF(RanP) 1.11 0.4159 0.0021
- w/o C 1.42 0.3839 0.0026
- w/o n 1.23 0.4989 0.0023
- w/o µ and σ 1.26 0.4531 0.0023
- w/o occ 1.24 0.5308 0.0023

MiNAF(GLim) 1.40 0.4038 0.0020
- w/o C 1.27 0.3847 0.0023
- w/o n 1.49 0.7010 0.0027
- w/o µ and σ 1.44 0.6317 0.0026
- w/o occ 1.59 0.7563 0.0029

Table 3: Comparison of MiNAFwith entire or partial context
features removed during training. When removing one or
more context items, the model performance generally drops,
indicating the utility of local context to RIR reconstruction.
Top-1, top-2, and top-3 results are highlighted in bold.

Method T60 (%) ↓ C50 (dB) ↓ EDT (sec) ↓
MiNAF(PreP) 1.91 0.4331 0.0036
- w/o t-EMB 2.88 0.5568 0.0055

MiNAF(RanP) 1.11 0.4159 0.0021
- w/o t-EMB 1.56 0.3885 0.0029

MiNAF(GLim) 1.40 0.4038 0.0020
- w/o t-EMB 1.37 0.4097 0.0026

Table 4: Comparison of MiNAF(PreP), MiNAF(RanP), and
MiNAF(GLim) with time embedding removed during train-
ing versus the baseline model. It can be observed that when
concatenating time as a direct input, the model performance
drops compared to the results from embedding time into the
context, suggesting the influence of using this time embed-
ding in context. Top results are highlighted in bold.



Figure 7: Preview of mesh with/without noise.

formance degrades gracefully under moderate noise, with
minimal impact observed up to 30cm variance. Performance
only deteriorates sharply when the mesh becomes severely
distorted at 50cm, where it becomes largely unrecognizable.

To further test robustness under realistic reconstruction er-
rors, we used VGGT (Wang et al. 2025)—a recent multiview
surface reconstruction method—to generate a mesh from 45
casually captured RGB images (matching the image budget
of prior works such as NACF and NeRAF). Mesh genera-
tion completed within 30s using VGGT’s pretrained model.
We then re-evaluated MiNAF on this reconstructed mesh. As
shown in Fig. 6, performance remains comparable to that
on slightly noisy synthetic meshes and close to that on the
ground-truth mesh. This indicates that MiNAF is robust not
only to artificial noise but also to realistic reconstruction in-
accuracies. Moreover, since mesh generation is a one-time,
offline step, MiNAF retains the same runtime efficiency as
image-based baselines while offering improved prediction
accuracy even in the presence of reconstruction noise.
Context Information. Table 3 reports the impact of adding
or removing context features in MiNAF. In almost all meth-
ods analyzed, removing the entire context from the input no-
tably affects performance, resulting in a reduction of 31%
and 28% in T60 for PreP and RanP, respectively. This perfor-
mance pattern holds consistently across C50 and EDT met-
rics, underscoring the value of incorporating context in el-
evating RIR quality. Examining individual components, we
observe that removing n, which captures the local geom-
etry around PoFHs, has the most substantial impact on all
three metrics. Since surface normals provide an approxima-
tion of the local geometric structure where the last reflec-
tion occurs before a ray is received, this result highlights
the importance of explicitly integrating geometric informa-
tion for accurate RIR generation. Likewise, removing µ and
σ, which describe the distribution of neighboring distances,
also affects performance, although their impact is somewhat
less pronounced than that of surface normals. Similarly, ex-
cluding occlusion counts, which reflect the distribution of all
distances, results in performance degradation.
Time Embedding. Table 4 compares MiNAFwith and with-
out time embedded into the input context. In this configu-
ration, rather than using element-wise embedding, the time
vector after positional encoding is concatenated as an addi-
tional input to the neural network. The results indicate that
incorporating time indices into the context yields substantial
performance improvements, with ≈ 30% increase in T60
observed for both PreP and RanP. This enhancement sup-
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Figure 8: Probe Density Experiment: Performance of
MiNAF tends to decrease with fewer rays, etc.

ports the effectiveness of fusing time embeddings into con-
text features in enabling the model to capture the scene’s
spatiotemporal characteristics more accurately, reinforcing
their importance in improving RIR prediction quality.
Probe Density. We evaluate the effect of varying the num-
ber of emanating rays sampled at each Tx or Rx location.
Since a non-linear projection is used to compress input fea-
tures to a fixed dimension h, we adjust the widths of these
projection layers to match the number of rays. This ensures
that the projections serve strictly as dimension compressors,
avoiding interference with the feature-to-RIR mapping task.
As shown in Fig. 8, the performance of MiNAF generally
declines as the ray count decreases. Reducing it from 1024
to 512 results in an 18% drop in T60 for PreP. This trend
continues with fewer rays, with the most pronounced impact
observed in PreP, where phase predictions are used. These
results indicate that probing density plays a critical role in
phase estimation, as phases are intricately linked to propa-
gation paths, heavily influenced by local geometry.

Discussion and Conclusion
Discussion. Since local features vary by scene, MiNAF ex-
hibits limitations in generalizability. A promising direction
for future work is to develop a model that directly predicts
RIRs on unseen scenes with few-shot fine-tuning. Another
challenge is the complexity of feature collection when gath-
ering RIRs at many unique locations. While SoundSpaces
provides fixed locations for all ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ pairs, querying
ray-mesh interactions for varied positions is computation-
ally expensive. This could be mitigated by high-efficiency
parallelism in context retrieval. Our method also demon-
strates that explicit geometric guidance benefits the learn-
ing of acoustic fields. Incorporating more interpretable fea-
tures into RIR models may further support real-world de-
ployment.
Conclusion. We introduce MiNAF as a novel, fast, and ac-
curate approach for RIR generation, which uses neural net-
works to represent a room’s acoustic field from rough room
meshes and sparse RIR measurements. By incorporating di-
rect and explicit local geometry information as input fea-
tures, MiNAF enhances the interpretability and reliability
of the contextual data. Extensive experimental results show
that MiNAF outperforms traditional encoding-based meth-
ods and neural implicit baselines in RIR fidelity, even with
limited data. This makes MiNAF a promising tool for high-
fidelity sound simulations in AR/XR and scientific research.
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Appendix
In this appendix, we provide additional details to support
the main findings of our paper. Section A details the mathe-
matical formulations used to project raw geometric and po-
sitional features into the model’s latent space. Section B
outlines key implementation and training settings, as well
as expanded descriptions of baseline models used for com-
parison. In Section C, we report the complete set of T60,
C50, and EDT metrics across all evaluated scenes, offering
insight into MiNAF’s performance across room types and
complexities. Section D compares the predicted and ground-
truth RIR spectra in the frequency domain, emphasizing the
model’s strengths in magnitude estimation and challenges in
phase reconstruction. Finally, Section E presents visualiza-
tions of time-domain RIRs and their associated Schroeder
curves, providing further analysis of reverberation charac-
teristics and phase reconstruction methods.

A. Projection Formulations
This section provides the detailed formulas for how each
geometric and positional feature is processed as part of the
fused context, as described in Section MiNAF: Mesh-infused
Neural Acoustic Field in the main paper.

A.1 Feature Embedding Functions
After we probe the mesh and obtain the raw explicit geome-
try features, each raw feature is projected into a latent space
of dimension h using a separate nonlinear mapping (MLP):

fd : RN → Rh, d′ = fd(d) ∈ Rh (1)

fn : RN×3 → Rh, n′ = fn(n) ∈ Rh (2)

fµ : RN → Rh, µ′ = fµ(µ) ∈ Rh (3)

fσ : RN → Rh, σ′ = fσ(σ) ∈ Rh (4)

focc : RNτ → Rh, occ′ = focc(occ) ∈ Rh (5)
, where each nonlinear projection function is implemented
as a two-layer MLP with ReLU activation.

A.2 Positional and Temporal Embedding Functions
As the transmitter and receiver positions are low-
dimensional compared to the model’s hidden space h, we
first apply sinusoidal positional encoding γ(·) with L fre-
quency bands to enrich their representations. The encoded
vectors are then projected into the latent space via separate
nonlinear mappings:

fpTx
: R2×L → Rh, p′

Tx = fpTx
(γ(pTx)) ∈ Rh (6)

fpRx
: R2×L → Rh, p′

Rx = fpRx
(γ(pRx)) ∈ Rh (7)

We apply the same encoding and projection procedure to
the STFT time index t, enabling the model to capture tem-
poral structure in the spectrum:

ft : R2×L → Rh, t′ = ft(γ(t)) ∈ Rh (8)
The resulting vector t′ is later fused with the context ma-

trix via element-wise multiplication, as detailed in Subsec-
tion Context Fusion of the main paper.

B. Implementation Details
Context Feature Extraction. We set the number of rays
emitted from each transmitter or receiver location to N =
1024. For proximity statistics, we compute the mean and
standard deviation using Nθ = 8 nearest neighboring rays.
The global histogram features use Nτ = 8 thresholds, with
values δ1, . . . , δNτ

linearly spaced from 0.5m to 10m.
Neural Network Architecture. The core prediction module
is a 5-layer fully connected MLP with hidden widths that
decrease exponentially from 2048 to 512, ending in a 257-
dimensional output matching the STFT column size. No-
tably, this is a much simpler architecture compared to those
used in existing state-of-the-art neural implicit baselines.
Orientation and Channel Embeddings. We use 4 learn-
able vectors of length 64 to represent the hidden feature cor-
responding to the 4 discrete receiver orientations. Similarly,
we assign 2 learnable 64-dimensional vectors for the 2 chan-
nels in our binaural setting. These embeddings are concate-
nated with the MLP input at every layer.
Positional Encoding. We use sinusoidal positional encod-
ing with L = 10 frequency bands for all position-based in-
puts: time index, orientation, and channel index.
Training Setup. We train MiNAF using the Adam opti-
mizer (Kingma 2014) with an initial learning rate of 5 ×
10−4, decaying by a factor of 0.9 per epoch. Batch size is
set to 256. A fixed random seed (42) is used for all experi-
ments to ensure reproducibility. All models are trained and
evaluated on a single NVIDIA RTX 4080 GPU.
Experimental Runs. Each reported result, including abla-
tion studies, comes from a single training run without addi-
tional ensembling or averaging.
Baseline Implementations. As stated in Section Experi-
ments, we compare MiNAF against five recent neural im-
plicit models and two traditional audio codecs methods. The
details of them are below:
• INRAS (2022) (Su, Chen, and Shlizerman 2022): Mod-

els the acoustic field via separate neural modules dedi-
cated to the transmitter, propagation path, and receiver.
These modules encode respective physical and spatial
characteristics, which are then synthesized by a listener
module to generate the final RIR.

• NAF (2022) (Luo et al. 2022): Represents the scene with
2D learnable feature grids placed around each transmitter
and receiver location. These grids encode local context,
which is queried by a deep MLP to predict the RIR spec-
trum. The model avoids using explicit geometry, relying
instead on end-to-end learned spatial embeddings.

• NACF (2023) (Liang et al. 2023b): Leverages RGB im-
ages captured along the scene’s boundary to construct a
global visual representation of the environment. This vi-
sual context is combined with ⟨Tx,Rx⟩ positional in-
formation to predict the RIR spectrum. While it benefits
from visual cues, the model relies heavily on camera cov-
erage and does not encode local geometry explicitly.

• AV-NeRF (2023) (Liang et al. 2023a): Extends NeRF
by learning a joint audio-visual representation of the
scene. It synthesizes both novel views and correspond-
ing RIRs for arbitrary listener locations and orientations.



Room MiNAF(GTP) MiNAF(GTM+PreP) MiNAF(PreP) MiNAF(RanP) MiNAF(GLim)
T60 C50 EDT T60 C50 EDT T60 C50 EDT T60 C50 EDT T60 C50 EDT

office 3 1.32 0.39 0.0022 2.19 0.42 0.0030 2.34 0.46 0.0050 1.31 0.39 0.0021 1.49 0.38 0.0021

office 4 1.32 0.38 0.0021 2.34 0.35 0.0030 2.35 0.41 0.0040 1.35 0.36 0.0021 1.42 0.35 0.0023
room 2 1.07 0.47 0.0020 1.94 0.47 0.0030 1.91 0.43 0.0036 1.11 0.42 0.0021 1.40 0.40 0.0020

apartment 1 2.06 0.58 0.0022 2.31 0.62 0.0027 2.69 0.85 0.0036 2.03 0.56 0.0022 2.29 0.59 0.0023
apartment 2 1.87 0.49 0.0023 2.27 0.65 0.0030 2.51 0.78 0.0040 1.69 0.47 0.0021 1.71 0.47 0.0022

frl apartment 2 1.45 0.30 0.0028 2.00 0.59 0.0050 2.59 0.59 0.0055 1.27 0.34 0.0030 1.50 0.34 0.0024
frl apartment 5 1.35 0.32 0.0027 2.07 0.49 0.0049 2.32 0.52 0.0041 1.36 0.34 0.0024 1.35 0.31 0.0024

Average 1.49 0.42 0.0023 2.17 0.50 0.0034 2.35 0.58 0.0042 1.42 0.41 0.0022 1.59 0.41 0.0022

Table 5: MiNAF Evaluations on All Scenarios. We show the raw T60, C50, and EDT measurements on different methods of
evaluation here. We use office 3 as a development scene and report the overall evaluation of MiNAF on the rest six scenarios.

The visual backbone is used to encode spatial appear-
ance, which is fused with listener information to generate
acoustic output.

• NeRAF (2024) (Brunetto, Hornauer, and Moutarde
2024): Extracts RGB and density features from a NeRF
model pre-trained on multi-view images of the scene.
These features are sampled at the transmitter and receiver
positions and assembled into a compact feature grid. The
resulting grid is then passed to a neural network to predict
the RIR spectrum, integrating photometric and structural
cues.

• AAC (Advanced Audio Coding) (International Organi-
zation for Standardization 2006): A standardized audio
codec used to compress RIR waveforms into latent vec-
tors. In our baseline, we encode RIRs using AAC, then
perform linear or nearest-neighbor interpolation in the la-
tent space to predict RIRs at new positions. This method
provides a non-learning-based baseline for spatial gener-
alization.

• Opus (Xiph Foundation) (Xiph.Org Foundation 2012):
A real-time audio codec optimized for low-latency com-
munication, adapted here for RIR modeling. We encode
each RIR into a latent vector using Opus, and perform
latent space interpolation to synthesize unseen RIRs.

C. Measurements of All Scenarios
While office 3 serves as the primary development scene for
MiNAF, we also evaluate its performance on six additional
rooms from the SoundSpaces dataset (Chen et al. 2020): (1)
two single-room environments with rectangular layouts, of-
fice 4 and room 2; (2) two single-room environments with
non-rectangular structures, frl apartment 2 and frl apartment
5; and (3) two multi-room environments, apartment 1 and
apartment 2. Table 5 reports the T60, C50, and EDT metrics
across all scenes using five different evaluation methods.
MiNAF maintains stable performance on T60 and EDT

across most single-room scenarios, especially in standard
rectangular layouts. Its accuracy remains consistent for
rooms of similar size, demonstrating strong generalization
in compact environments. This suggests that by accounting
for local geometry, MiNAF effectively learns acoustic fields

across a variety of room shapes, including standard rectan-
gular configurations and more complex layouts with stairs
or irregular corners.

A closer inspection of the two rectangular single-room
scenes reveals an interesting pattern: in the smaller room
2, the model slightly overfits T60, likely due to the effect
of the energy curve loss, which prioritizes reverberation de-
cay at the expense of early reflection metrics like C50. This
highlights the need for a better balance between the L1 loss,
which emphasizes overall spectral fidelity, and the energy-
based loss that drives accurate T60 and EDT estimation.
While capturing energy decay is important, the model must
also preserve the relative amplitude of early reflections.

Another notable finding from the cross-scenario analy-
sis is that larger rooms tend to exhibit slower convergence
on these metrics. The two multi-room settings, in particu-
lar, perform worse than the single-room scenarios. This dis-
crepancy can be attributed to rays in larger scenes traversing
longer distances or passing through open doorways into ad-
jacent rooms before encountering walls. Such rays may in-
troduce outliers into the local distance distributions, which
could influence MiNAF’s local context estimation. These
outliers deviate from an accurate representation of the local
geometry, highlighting a challenge in capturing the spatial
intricacies of complex environments.

D. RIR Spectrum Visualizations
Fig. 9 illustrates a comparison of the STFT spectra in terms
of log-magnitude and instantaneous frequency (IF), respec-
tively, across representatives for each type of room in our
dataset, including room 2, office 3, frl apartment 2, and
apartment 1.

The log-magnitude plots reveal that the predicted spectra
closely match the ground truth, suggesting that the model
effectively captures the magnitude component of the acous-
tic response. Although the predicted IF spectrum roughly
matches the ground truth, it fails to capture the subtle vari-
ations across individual time frames. This misalignment
reinforces that MiNAF(PreP) underperforms compared to
MiNAF(GTP), highlighting a limitation in the current net-
work architecture’s ability to accurately learn phase infor-
mation. This is consistent with findings reported in NAF



Figure 9: Log-magnitude and IF Spectra. Here we show the predicted and ground-truth log-magnitude and instantaneous
frequency (IF) spectra of samples from four representative rooms: room 2, office 3, frl apartment 2, and apartment 1. The
visualizations demonstrate that MiNAF excels in capturing the magnitude spectrum with high fidelity. However, learning phase
information proves to be more challenging. While the predicted IF spectra generally align with the ground truth, they struggle
to capture the coarse temporal variations across frames. This observation is consistent with our finding that MiNAF(PreP)
underperforms compared to MiNAF(GTP).



(a) MiNAF(GTP) (b) MiNAF(GTM+PreP)

(c) MiNAF(PreP) (d) MiNAF(GLim)

Figure 10: RIR in Time Domain and its Energy Curve. We show the RIR in the time domain and its energy decay for a
random sample in Room 2. In each subplot, the dashed line shows the Schroeder Curve, which represents the RIR’s energy
decay. The red, blue, and green markers represent the point of maximum RIR energy, the start point to measure T60 (when
energy decays for 5 dB), and the endpoint to measure T60 (when energy decays for another 30 dB), respectively.



(Luo et al. 2022), which noted the greater difficulty in learn-
ing phase components compared to magnitudes.

E. Time-domain RIR and Energy Decay
Fig. 10 visualizes the estimated time-domain RIRs and the
corresponding Schroeder Curves for a test sample ⟨Tx,Rx⟩
pair in room 2, each reconstructed using MiNAF(GTP),
MiNAF(GTM+PreP), MiNAF(PreP), and MiNAF(GLim),
respectively. MiNAF(RanP) is not displayed because, while
using random phases is adequate for evaluating predicted log
magnitude spectra, it does not generate complete RIRs from
the predictions.

From Fig. 10a, it is evident that as the log-magnitude
predictions closely match the ground truth ones, a high
resemblance for both left and right channels in the time-
domain RIR constructed with the GTP method is observed.
In Fig. 10b and Fig. 10c, although the maximum amplitude
values of the predicted time-domain RIRs are similar to the
ground truth, the overall amplitude range differs. Notably,
the predicted minimum amplitude values are consistently
higher than expected. This phenomenon, which can be de-
scribed as a ”hollow bottom” effect, results from inaccurate
phase predictions. The predicted IF values do not vary as fre-
quently as those in the ground truth, leading to less accurate
phase predictions obtained by integrating these IF values.

In Fig. 10d, the results of RIR reconstruction using the
Griffin-Lim algorithm (Griffin and Lim 1984) are presented.
This algorithm estimates the RIR by initially guessing a ran-
dom phase spectrum and iteratively computing the inverse
and forward STFTs. After several iterations, the predicted
phase tends to converge towards the ground truth. While
this method is effective for normal audio pieces and serves
as a valuable tool when only magnitude data is available,
its application to RIR — a signal dominated by impulsive
energy and structured reverberations governed by geometry
— is limited. It is observed from Fig. 10d that although the
Schroeder Curve of the prediction aligns closely with the
ground truth, indicating a comparable T60, the time-domain
shape of the predicted RIR significantly deviates from the
ground truth. Therefore, while the Griffin-Lim algorithm
(GLim) is utilized for comparison against NeRAF (Brunetto,
Hornauer, and Moutarde 2024), its use is not recommended
for real-world scenarios due to its limitations in accurately
reconstructing RIRs.


