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Abstract. Document semantic segmentation is a promising avenue that
can facilitate document analysis tasks, including optical character recog-
nition (OCR), form classification, and document editing. Although sev-
eral synthetic datasets have been developed to distinguish handwriting
from printed text, they fall short in class variety and document diver-
sity. We demonstrate the limitations of training on existing datasets
when solving the National Archives Form Semantic Segmentation dataset
(NAFSS), a dataset which we introduce. To address these limitations, we
propose the most comprehensive document semantic segmentation syn-
thesis pipeline to date, incorporating preprinted text, handwriting, and
document backgrounds from over 10 sources to create the Document
Element Layer INtegration Ensemble 8K, or DELINE8K dataset1. Our
customized dataset exhibits superior performance on the NAFSS bench-
mark, demonstrating it as a promising tool in further research.

Keywords: document binarization, semantic segmentation, data syn-
thesis

1 Introduction

Once ubiquitous office supplies like whiteout are anachronisms in the digital
age. Although the use of physical whiteout has diminished, we sometimes need to
perform similar corrections digitally while preserving document content. Perhaps
one has a completed form that requires redaction or needs to be completely
stripped of handwritten content, as illustrated in Figure 1. Or, for data scientists
working with a document collection, they may require a pristine document for
a template matching task, want to eliminate extraneous markings to improve
optical character recognition (OCR), or identify blank forms to exclude from a
collection.

One avenue to realize these ambitions is through semantic segmentation. Se-
mantic segmentation involves partitioning images into distinct layers correspond-
ing to distinct objects. A specific, extensively studied form of document semantic
segmentation, known as binarization, involves distinguishing and separating the

1 DELINE8K is available at https://github.com/Tahlor/DELINE8K
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(a) The handwriting has been tinted
by class (handwriting=red, preprinted
text=green, and grid lines=blue).

(b) The handwritten elements have been
removed and replaced using content
aware in-painting. Detected grid lines
were overlaid to recover faded lines.

Fig. 1: A 1950’s US Census Form can be decomposed into different content classes
using a model trained on DELINE8K.

textual content from the background, effectively converting the document into
a binary image of black and white pixels. This technique is pivotal for enhanc-
ing the clarity and readability of documents, thereby facilitating tasks such as
template matching and OCR enhancement by removing irrelevant markings or
background noise.

The binarization task can be extended to a multiclass segmentation problem,
which can entail differentiating among various document components including
handwritten notes, printed text, form elements, stamps, images, and signatures.
Previous efforts [15, 31, 10] have focused on distinguishing between preprinted
elements and handwritten ones through the creation of synthetic datasets by
superimposing handwritten and preprinted document images.

While this approach shows promise, there are potential pitfalls in producing a
single universal dataset. For instance, the definition of what distinguishes hand-
written from printed text may depend on the context. For some tasks, it may be
necessary to identify elements that have been stamped or typewritten. Some col-
lections may have unique fonts not captured in a standardized training dataset.
Factors such as text rotation and the degree of document degradation further
complicate the development of universally applicable models. While new train-
ing data can be labeled for each new collection, this aggregate expense would
be considerable. These considerations underscore the necessity for a nuanced
approach to dataset creation, one that accommodates the diverse and specific
needs of the dataset being segmented.
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We posit that our approach to generating synthetic data is more compre-
hensive and better suited to the diverse and complex nature of documents
encountered in many real-world scenarios. In light of the myriad document
types—ranging from historical manuscripts to modern fillable forms, each with
its unique font styles, elements, and document backgrounds—it becomes clear
that a one-size-fits-all solution is impractical. Consequently, we argue that it is
more advantageous to develop custom synthetic data that closely mirrors the
specific characteristics of the documents requiring segmentation.

To address this need, we introduce a suite of synthetic tools [28] designed
to facilitate the creation of tailored semantic segmentation document datasets.
This suite includes curated document backgrounds, form elements, and a diverse
array of text and non-text components, which enable users to simulate a wide
range of document conditions and complexities.

We identify the National Archives Forms dataset (NAF) [8] as presenting an
unsolved challenge in the realm of document semantic segmentation. This dataset
is particularly complex due to its inclusion of historical documents, which ex-
hibit significant variations in scanning quality and document condition. Because
it consists of many documents with preprinted form elements, including blank
tables and baselines below handwritten fields, we propose classifying these form
elements as separate from either preprinted text or handwriting, which may
prove useful in downstream tasks. To benchmark performance, we introduce
the National Archives Forms Semantic Segmentation dataset (NAFSS) test set,
with samples drawn from the NAF dataset. To solve NAFSS, we create the
DELINE8K dataset with our synthetic pipeline, composed of 8,000 768 × 768
images. While we argue the DELINE8K dataset is, in many ways, more com-
prehensive than previous synthetic semantic segmentation datasets, it primarily
serves as a template for the creation of synthetic data tailored to new document
collections.

2 Related Work

Binarization, a well-studied problem that goes back decades, is a special case of
semantic segmentation, and aims to classify pixels into two categories: foreground
or background, producing a binary representation of an image. The Document
Image Binarization Contest (DIBCO) series, running most years from 2009 to
2019, has been instrumental in pushing forward the development and evalu-
ation of document binarization techniques. This contest provides researchers
with a platform to benchmark their algorithms against a diverse set of challeng-
ing document images, including historical manuscripts and printed texts with
varying degrees of degradation. The progression of DIBCO over the years has
not only showcased the evolution of binarization methods but also highlighted
the increasing effectiveness of deep learning approaches in this domain. Deep
learning-based methods, particularly convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [29,
24], have demonstrated strong performance in handling complex variations in
text and background, adapting to different scripts, and managing noise and ar-
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tifacts better than traditional thresholding and edge detection techniques. An
example of this was demonstrated in [24], which employed a CNN-based architec-
ture from medical imaging known as the U-Net [24] and won the 2017 Document
Image Binarization (DIBCO) competition [22].

Multiclass semantic segmentation represents a natural extension of binariza-
tion, expanding the binary classification problem to encompass multiple cate-
gories, thereby enabling the detailed partitioning of document images into varied
semantic regions beyond the simple foreground and background classes. These
categories may include printed text, handwritten text, images, stamps, form el-
ements, etc. The feasibility of this task was demonstrated in [27], though the
study was very narrow in scope, using only a single training image. The cum-
bersome nature of labeling documents for semantic segmentation, along with a
dearth of publicly accessible datasets, represents a significant impediment to this
line of research.

This challenge has been addressed primarily through generating synthetic
datasets by superimposing handwritten and preprinted documents [15, 31, 10].
[31] introduces the WGM-SYN dataset, with printed text taken from “Pilot-
projekt zur Wiedergutmachung” archival documents, and [10] introduces Sig-
naTR6K, which contains crops of legal documents with superimposed signatures.

Notably, these datasets do not incorporate the wealth of varied backgrounds
and degradations that some recent binarization datasets do, including [11] and
[25]. Figure 2 shows unsatisfactory results when training a segmentation model
that distinguishes between text and handwriting on DIBCO, likely because it
lacks instances that feature both classes in the same image. Moreover, all of
these datasets only have labels for two classes, handwriting and preprinted text.

We propose greatly expanding the synthesis pipeline to extend these ap-
proaches to work more effectively on historical documents, in addition to ex-
panding the number of classes.

Fig. 2: A model trained on DIBCO exhibits pockets of success on the task of
distinguishing text from handwriting. Insufficient examples where both text and
handwriting are present in the image may contribute to the missed classifications.
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3 Method

3.1 Problem Formalization

Given a document image I ∈ RH×W×3, where H and W are the height and
width of the image respectively, our goal is to segment this image into C different
classes. These classes can represent semantic components such as handwritten
text, printed text, or form elements.

The task is to learn a mapping function F : RH×W×3 → RH×W×C , which
assigns each pixel in I to one of C classes. The output of F (I) is a set of C
probability maps indicating the likelihood of each pixel belonging to each class.
Each probability is rounded to either 0 or 1 before computing each evaluation
metric.

To train a model that approximates F , we use a synthetic dataset

Dsynth = {(I ′i, L′
i)}N

′

i=1, (1)

where each I ′i is a synthetic input image, and L′
i ∈ {1, 0}H×W×C is the corre-

sponding synthetic ground truth, where {1, 0} represent positive and negative
class instances, respectively. This dataset Dsynth is designed to mimic the distri-
bution of some real dataset Dreal, allowing us to train the model in environments
where collecting large amounts of real annotated data may be impractical. For
each class of interest, including handwriting, printed text, and form elements,
in addition to the non-class document background, we acquire a dataset that
contains the element of interest, i.e., {Dhw,Dtext,Dform,Dbg}.

To construct Dsynth, we begin with an image from one of the component
classes, e.g., I ′bg ∈ Dhw, which contains a document background and none of the
other classes. We then consider an image from of the other classes, e.g., I ′hw, and
assign a ground truth label L′

hwij
∈ {0, 1} for each pixel based on a threshold τ

for pixel intensity to determine sufficient darkness. The composite image creation
involves overlaying I ′hw onto a background image I ′bg, derived from a separate
dataset. The compositing process is mathematically represented as follows:

Chw =

(
I ′hw

max(I ′hw)

)
· I ′bg ,

where Chw is the resulting composite image, and max(I ′hw) normalizes the hand-
writing intensity to the range [0, 1] before multiplication with the background
I ′bg to ensure that each class appears darker than its background. We found this
approach to yield more consistent results than seamless cloning [20].

To train our model, we aim to minimize the Dice loss, defined as:

LDice = 1− 1

C

C∑
c=1

Dicec. (2)
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The Dice coefficient is defined for class c as:

Dicec =
2×

∑
i,j pcij · ycij∑

i,j p
2
cij +

∑
i,j y

2
cij

, (3)

where pcij is the predicted probability of the pixel at position (i, j) belonging
to class c, and ycij is a binary indicator (0 or 1) if class label c is the correct
classification for the pixel at position (i, j). This formulation essentially measures
the overlap between the predicted probabilities and the ground truth labels,
acting as a harmonic mean of precision and recall for each class. Consequently,
this loss function is particularly effective for document semantic segmentation
as it controls for class imbalances.

3.2 Datasets

3.2.1 DELINE8K A preeminent challenge of semantic segmentation is that
ground truth labels are often contingent upon the broader context of the problem
at hand. Some context-dependent challenges include:

– distinguishing between printed, typewritten, and stamped text, when they
may use the same fonts;

– distinguishing between handwriting and fonts designed to mimic handwrit-
ing;

– segmenting baselines, or the preprinted reference lines beneath handwritten
text in a document, which are often excluded from the foreground ground
truth (e.g., see the 2012 DIBCO competition images [21]);

– segmenting text within logos, where characters might be artistically altered
or merged with graphic elements.

While solving these cases above may be feasible within a uniform, narrowly
defined dataset, optimizing for them when it is not required may impair gener-
alization across a broader range of datasets.

To address these variations, we propose synthesizing datasets that are aligned
with the characteristics of a target dataset and task requirements. This leads us
to create the DELINE8K dataset, a dataset comprised of 8,000 768×768 images
with up to four layers: background, handwriting, printed text, and form elements,
created specifically to solve the NAF and similar datasets. Below, we detail the
composition of each layer.

3.2.1.1 Backgrounds For the background layer, we synthesized over 10,000 im-
ages using DALL·E [23] to create a wide variety of textures and document back-
grounds that mimic real-world documents, as depicted in Figure 1. We inten-
tionally create some images where a document is in the foreground set against
some non-document background. We use Doc-UFCN from [4] to identify valid
document regions on to which to composite other layers.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Table 1: Example DELINE8K images with DALL·E backgrounds.

3.2.1.2 Handwriting The handwriting component amalgamates data from sev-
eral sources, including the IAM database [17], CSAFE Handwriting Database [7],
EMNIST [6], and CEDAR-LETTER [13]. Additionally, to augment the variabil-
ity and volume of handwriting examples, we use Handwriting Transformers, a
handwriting synthesis model proposed in [3], that was trained on the IAM [17]
and the CVL Database [16], to generate unique handwriting samples that extend
the dataset’s coverage.

3.2.1.3 Printed Text Printed text samples were curated from a broad spectrum
of fonts, with over 10,000 fonts sourced from 1001freefonts.com [1]. We also
extract text data from over 10,000 forms obtained from U.S. government agencies
using PyPDF. These forms were scraped from the IRS [14], OPM [19], SSA [26],
and GSA [9], which collectively provide a rich foundation for simulating real-
world document structures and layouts.

3.2.1.4 Form Elements We similarly extract form elements from the U.S. gov-
ernment agency forms above [14, 19, 26, 9]. Because these documents often have

http://www.1001freefonts.com
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large blocks of colored background, we exclude any document with a 10×10 pixel
region that is entirely non-white, as our present interest is in capturing grid lines,
check boxes, and printed baselines. We generate additional grid patterns using
matplotlib.

3.2.2 DIBCO We train a model on all DIBCO competition datasets (with the
exception of the special 2019 handwriting split that contains ancient documents).
The ground truth for each image is considered to be either entirely handwritten
or preprinted. The only exception is image #4 of the 2019 competition, where
we label the stamped portion as printed text and use the handwriting label
elsewhere.

3.2.3 SignaTR6K We train a model on the SignaTR6K dataset [10], which
consists of 256× 256 pixel crops. The dataset is divided into a training set with
5,169 images, a validation set containing 530 images, and a test set comprising
558 images.

3.2.4 NAF We selected 3 images randomly from the NAF dataset [8] dataset
to label. For convenience, these were padded so each dimension is divisible by
256, giving the dataset a total of 503 256× 256 mutually exclusive patches. All
metrics are reported using the simple average of the scores computed for each
of the original 3 images after padding.

3.2.5 Data Augmentations To simulate a wide range of real-world docu-
ment and image artifacts, we use Albumentations [5], Augraphy [30], and the
NVlabs ocrodeg library [18] to perform rotation, scaling, noising, and blurring.
A detailed review of all augmentations used can be found in the supplemental
materials, Section A (Data augmentation).

3.3 Architecture

For all of our experiments, we use a U-Net [24] with a ResNet50 [12] encoder,
with a combined 32.5M parameters.

4 Results

4.1 Metrics

In assessing the performance of our document semantic segmentation approach,
we utilize several metrics to capture the accuracy and reliability of our method.
The F-measure, the harmonic mean of precision and recall, provides a balanced
view of the model’s effectiveness in identifying relevant text segments. We also
report the pseudo-F-measure, where recall is calculated using a skeletonized
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ground truth [2], a metric intended to evaluate the model based on its ability to
accurately capture the essential structural details of the text while minimizing
the impact of variations in text thickness and style. Another common semantic
segmentation metric we report is Intersection over Union (IoU), which is a ge-
ometric comparison between the predicted and actual class regions. Lastly, we
report the percent of false positives for images without positive ground truth val-
ues, since the other metrics in these cases are either always 0 or undefined (e.g.,
consider the case when a model detects preprinted text on a blank page). This
tailored approach ensures a nuanced assessment of model performance across
diverse document types and conditions.

Fig. 3: Evaluation on randomly selected patches of the NAF dataset, excluding
blanks
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4.2 Experiments

We train a UNet on SignaTR6K, DELINE8K, and the DIBCO competition
datasets, and evaluate on the SignaTR6K test split, our NAFSS dataset, and the
DIBCO datasets. We report segmentation metrics for handwriting and printed
(TEXT) classes for each training dataset and test dataset combination in Table 2.
Because only NAFSS and DELINE8K include a form element class (FORM),
we also report evaluations of the SignaTR6K and DIBCO models comparing
their preprinted text predictions against the combined preprinted text and form
element classes (TEXT+FORM).

Table 2: Performance across training and evaluation datasets

Evaluation Dataset Class Training Dataset F-measure pF-measure IoU % False Positive

DIBCO
HANDWRITING

SignaTR6K 0.793 0.849 0.688 1.5
DELINE8K 0.698 0.7 0.565 4.2

TEXT
SignaTR6K 0.718 0.773 0.578 1.9
DELINE8K 0.682 0.692 0.534 0.6

NAFSS

HANDWRITING
DELINE8K 0.876 0.877 0.785
SignaTR6K 0.821 0.885 0.698
DIBCO 0.77 0.813 0.627

TEXT
DELINE8K 0.917 0.914 0.847
DIBCO 0.756 0.806 0.609
SignaTR6K 0.618 0.715 0.449

TEXT+FORM
DELINE8K 0.822 0.83 0.701
SignaTR6K 0.595 0.682 0.439
DIBCO 0.573 0.563 0.428

FORM DELINE8K 0.791 0.808 0.655 0.7

SignaTR6K (test)

HANDWRITING
SignaTR6K 0.985 0.986 0.971
DIBCO 0.734 0.751 0.622
DELINE8K 0.701 0.716 0.563

TEXT
SignaTR6K 0.949 0.954 0.918 0.0
DELINE8K 0.44 0.436 0.334 0.4
DIBCO 0.251 0.254 0.19 0.0

TEXT+FORM DELINE8K 0.62 0.625 0.479 2.4

We did not have access to the models used in [10], though the one we trained
appears to have surpassed their performance for both handwriting and printed
text, which may be attributable to the additional parameters in our ResNet50
encoder. Unsurprisingly, the models trained on the SignaTR6K training dataset
perform the best on the SignaTR6K test dataset, as both sets are drawn from
the same distribution of documents.
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The model trained on DELINE8K performs much better on SignaTR6K text
than the one trained on DIBCO, though somewhat worse on handwriting overall.

While the model trained on SignaTR6K outperforms DELINE8K on DIBCO
overall, DELINE8K far surpasses both DIBCO and SignaTR6K on almost every
metric for NAFSS as it was designed to do, despite having to learn the additional
form element class.

4.3 Ablation

We also perform an ablation comparing the results of DELINE8K with and
without the generated backgrounds, with comparative results presented in Ta-
ble 3. We observe that adding synthetic backgrounds dramatically improves the
performance for each class.

Table 3: Performance with and without DALL·E synthetic backgrounds

Evaluation Dataset Class Training Dataset F-measure pF-measure IoU

NAFSS

HANDWRITING
DELINE8K 0.876 0.877 0.785
No Background 0.808 0.804 0.687

TEXT
DELINE8K 0.917 0.914 0.847
No Background 0.819 0.841 0.706

TEXT+FORM
DELINE8K 0.822 0.830 0.701
No Background 0.750 0.779 0.604

FORM
DELINE8K 0.791 0.808 0.655
No Background 0.683 0.715 0.532

In summary, the evaluation presented in Table 2 underscores the significant
advancement our process brings to the domain of document semantic segmen-
tation. This strong performance is also reflected in the random samples from
the NAF dataset visualized in Figure 3. Moreover, we believe the addition of
a form elements class to be a valuable contribution that can open the door to
unsupervised form classification to distinguish between highly similar forms.

The use of DALL·E-generated backgrounds, as evidenced by the ablation
study, not only underscores the effectiveness of synthetic data augmentation in
enhancing model performance, but also highlights our innovative approach in
overcoming the limitations of traditional synthetic training datasets. We an-
ticipate these techniques playing a significant role moving forward, as image
synthesis models improve and our knowledge of how best to apply them grows.

5 Discussion and Future Work

The principal advantage of employing synthetic data lies in its ability to be
tailored to the specifications of the target dataset. Nonetheless, it should not be
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considered a comprehensive replacement for real data and there are many areas
for improvement. While many of these issues can be partially mitigated using
a more targeted synthesized dataset, it may come at a cost of generalizing on
other document types.

(a) Italicized fonts were mistaken for handwriting in an early
synthetic dataset attempt.

(b) Oversampling the most relevant fonts is straightforward with
our pipeline. The final DELINE8K dramatically improves this
segmentation compared to an earlier version.

Fig. 4: Synthetic data can be easily adapted to match a target document collec-
tion.

A persistent challenge is distinguishing italic and cursive fonts from handwrit-
ing. Figure 4 demonstrates that using more representative fonts for the target
dataset can improve results, though the extent this diminishes handwriting class
recognition is unknown. Figure 5 has at least 10 different font styles and size
combinations, which alludes to the limits of creating a synthetic dataset that
targets every possible font from a sufficiently diverse target dataset.

Another potential area for improvement involves training a model that is
more robust to nonstandard text alignments, including vertically oriented text
or rounded baselines as illustrated in Figure 6. This was not a focus since these
are comparatively rare in the NAF dataset, and training a model to solve these
may diminish performance generally.

Jointly training on multiple datasets has the potential to improve the model,
but requires more experimentation and must be performed with care. For exam-
ple, because SignaTR6K does not have labeled form elements, a model jointly
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Fig. 5: A postcard presents a particular challenge due to the various fonts used
and presences of stamps.

(a) The model mistakes UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA for hand-
written text, presumably because
the baseline is rounded.

(b) A model not trained on
vertically-oriented text generalizes
poorly.

Fig. 6: Nonstandard print orientations should be considered when creating syn-
thetic data.

trained on SignaTR6K and DELINE8K tends to classify form elements in the
same class as text within certain neighborhoods, as seen in Figure 7. Treating the
DELINE8K printed text class as the sum of the model’s text and form element
class predictions is a potential remedy that can be evaluated.

Typewritten text and stamps, like handwriting, constitute a dynamic element
of a document. Consequently, there may be a preference to distinguish them from
pre-printed text. Although stamps frequently emulate the style of printed text,
the ink characteristics often bear a closer resemblance to those of handwritten
text.
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Fig. 7: A model jointly trained on SignaTR6K and DELINE8K yields inconsis-
tent results for the form element class.

Occasionally, pixels accurately recognized during the binarization process
fail to be classified into any specific category. This observation suggests that
implementing a two-step procedure—initially binarizing the image followed by
the deployment of a classification model—may lead to further enhancements.

6 Conclusion

Our investigation into document semantic segmentation demonstrates some of
the weaknesses of current synthetic datasets, particularly in terms of class variety
and their ability to generalize, as demonstrated by their inferior performance on
the NAFSS dataset. Recognizing these challenges, we build a pipeline that let us
introduce DELINE8K, a dataset that largely solves the NAFSS dataset. Using
DALL·E to synthesize diverse document backgrounds for our synthetic dataset
dramatically improves performance on NAFSS. Our contribution is not merely
DELINE8K, but also the thousands of images, backgrounds, and fonts collected
and corresponding code to build targeted synthetic datasets to address future
challenges.
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Supplemental Materials

A Data augmentation

In our image preprocessing pipeline, we employed a diverse set of augmenta-
tion strategies to enhance model robustness against various image qualities and
artifacts during training.

A.1 Albumentations

We split augmentations into 2 phases: augmentations that apply only to the
input image, and those that apply to both the image and the label.

– Phase 1:
• Random Brightness Contrast: Adjusts brightness and contrast with

limits set to 0.1, applied with a probability of 0.2.
• Blur: Applies blur with a limit of 3, applied with a probability of 0.1.
• Gaussian Noise: Introduces Gaussian noise with a probability of 0.3.

– Phase 2:
• Rotate: Rotates images within ±10 degrees and ±90 degrees, with dif-
ferent probabilities (0.2 for ±10, 0.01 for ±90, and −90 degrees rota-
tions).

• Random Scale: Scales images within a limit of -0.5 to 0.2, with a
probability of 0.7.

• Random Crop: Crops images to 448× 448 pixels.
• Shift Scale Rotate: Applies slight rotation, scaling, and translation
with a limit of 10 degrees for rotation, applied with a probability of 0.1.

A.2 Augraphy Augmentations

Our dataset augmentation included simulating various document and image
quality challenges such as BleedThrough, ShadowCast, NoiseTexturize, Bright-
nessTexturize, DirtyDrum, LowInkPeriodicLines, InkBleed, ImageRotator, Mesh-
GridWarp, SaltAndPepperNoiseAdder, and others, each with specified probabil-
ities to mimic real-world imperfections in scanned or photographed documents.

A.3 Other Augmentations

In the creation of our dataset, we used multiscale noise from [18] to generate noisy
backgrounds. During training, we sometimes call RandomGridWarp from [32].

B DALL·E Generation

Hundreds of prompts were tested to produce consistently usable results. Some
of those used are included below.
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Prompts that typically yielded a document in the foreground with
significant background elements

– Full frame aerial view of 2 blank pages of old open book with wrinkles; book
is on top of a noisy background

– Microfilm blank old page with ink marks
– Old blank weathered document
– Old microfilm blank document
– 2 blank pages of old book, full frame
– Aerial view of 2 blank pages of old open book with ink marks and wrinkles,

full frame
– Aerial view of 2 blank pages of old open book, full frame
– Blank discolored paper with creases; it is stapled along the top, bottom, and

sides, also has paperclips
– Blank old document
– Old paper with many ink marks, crinkles, wrinkles, and imperfections and

variable lighting
– Paper with many ink marks, crinkles, wrinkles, and imperfections and vari-

able lighting
– White paper with many ink marks, crinkles, wrinkles, and imperfections and

variable lighting

Prompts that produced document images with minimal backgrounds

– Aged blank letter with imprints of text from the reverse side, as if some
vestiges of the ink permeated through the paper, but impossible to read; full
frame

– Aged blank letter with subtle imprints of text from its other side, as if the
ink permeated through the paper; full frame

– Blank paper with some random highlighter and marker marks, full frame
– Blank paper with mold damage, full frame
– Old blank paper with some random highlighter and marker marks, full frame
– Old blank paper with water or coffee stains, full frame
– Old blank paper, some wrinkles and imperfections, variable lighting
– Old paper with ink marks, crinkles, wrinkles, and imperfections and variable

lighting

The images often contained artifacts. For instance, blank documents with
coffee stains often also included a drawing of a coffee mug on the page if not a
rendering a realistic coffee mug resting on top of the document.

Using DALL·E to generate documents mimicking ink bleedthrough did not
seem to improve results. We found it difficult to get DALL·E to generate clean
handwriting samples. While these were diverse in terms of language, they lacked
diversity in many other respects, including spacing, size, and ink quality. Often,
handwritten documents contained sketches of mountains, as in Figure 8.

Prompts included:
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Fig. 8: A handwritten document generated by DALL·E.

– a black and white handwritten manuscript; the first 5 lines of a handwritten
essay; a scanned document; pristine pure white paper background; image is
square, centered, high contrast, no flourishes

– a black and white handwritten manuscript; the first 5 lines of a handwrit-
ten essay; very large words; a scanned document; pristine pure white paper
background; image is square, centered, high contrast

– a black and white handwritten manuscript with only English 19th century
text; a scanned document; pristine pure white paper background; image is
square, centered, high contrast, no flourishes, no pictures

– a black and white handwritten manuscript with only English text; a scanned
document; pristine pure white paper background; image is square, centered,
high contrast, no flourishes, no pictures, no drawing

– a black and white handwritten manuscript with only text; a scanned docu-
ment; pristine pure white paper background; image is square, centered, high
contrast, no flourishes, no pictures, no drawings

– a black and white handwritten manuscript; a scanned document; pristine
pure white paper background; image is square, centered, high contrast, no
flourishes, no pictures, no drawings, no shadows
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