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Abstract

Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs) have demonstrated outstanding per-
formance in various general multimodal applications such as image recogni-
tion and visual reasoning, and have also shown promising potential in special-
ized domains. However, the application potential of LVLMs in the insurance
domain—characterized by rich application scenarios and abundant multimodal
data—has not been effectively explored. There is no systematic review of multi-
modal tasks in the insurance domain, nor a benchmark specifically designed to
evaluate the capabilities of LVLMs in insurance. This gap hinders the development
of LVLMs within the insurance domain. In this paper, we systematically review and
distill multimodal tasks for four representative types of insurance: auto insurance,
property insurance, health insurance, and agricultural insurance. We propose INS-
MMBench, the first comprehensive LVLMs benchmark tailored for the insurance
domain. INS-MMBench comprises a total of 2.2K thoroughly designed multiple-
choice questions, covering 12 meta-tasks and 22 fundamental tasks. Furthermore,
we evaluate multiple representative LVLMs, including closed-source models such
as GPT-4o and open-source models like BLIP-2. This evaluation not only validates
the effectiveness of our benchmark but also provides an in-depth performance
analysis of current LVLMs on various multimodal tasks in the insurance domain.
We hope that INS-MMBench will facilitate the further application of LVLMs in
the insurance domain and inspire interdisciplinary development. Our dataset and
evaluation code are available at https://github.com/FDU-INS/INS-MMBench.

1 Introduction

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkably powerful semantic
understanding and conversational capabilities [66, 33, 81, 58, 80], profoundly impacting human work
and life. Building on this foundation, Large Visual Language Models (LVLMs) have taken a further
step by mapping and aligning visual and textual features, enabling the processing and interaction with
multimodal data [7, 83, 63, 74]. Researchers have found that LVLMs exhibit exceptional performance
in general tasks such as image recognition, document parsing, and OCR processing [72, 37, 69].
Beyond exploring general capabilities, researchers have also begun to apply LVLMs to various
specialized domains such as healthcare [30, 61], autonomous driving [20, 41] and social media
content analysis [50, 79]. By exploring the capabilities of LVLMs in specialized domains through
qualitative and quantitative methods, these studies have demonstrated various application potentials.
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Figure 1: Overview of INS-MMBench. INS-MMBench constructs 12 meta-tasks (represented in the
inner circle) and 22 fundamental tasks (represented in the outer circle) across four types of insurance,
distinguished by four primary colors: blue, red, yellow, and green. For each fundamental task, we
provide an example of image-question pair.

Insurance, as a discipline encompassing numerous multimodal application scenarios, involves exten-
sive use of multimodal data and computer vision algorithms in its actual operations [27, 57, 77, 40].
This offers vast potential for the integration of LVLMs with the insurance industry. For instance, in
auto insurance, analyzing images of damaged vehicles can enable quick assessments and accurate
estimations of damage [51]. Similarly, in property insurance, analyzing images of buildings can help
evaluate potential risks [70]. However, existing research [44] has only qualitatively analyzed the
application of LVLMs in the insurance domain, without systematically organizing related multimodal
tasks or constructing domain-specific benchmarks. This has hindered the in-depth evaluation and
promotion of LVLMs’ capabilities within the insurance domain.

To address this challenge, we introduce INS-MMBench, the first comprehensive LVLMs benchmark
for the insurance domain (see Figure 1). For task design, we systematically organize and refine
multimodal tasks across four representative types of insurance: auto, property, health, and agricultural
insurance. Using a bottom-up hierarchical task definition methodology, we construct a total of 12 meta-
tasks and 22 fundamental tasks, covering key insurance stages such as underwriting, risk monitoring,
and claim processing. For data collection, we search and process datasets from multiple open-source
channels, selecting datasets with high scenario relevance, task relevance, and data availability. For
benchmark construction, INS-MMBench includes a total of 2.2K thoroughly designed multiple-
choice visual questions. Such format facilitates convenient and objective analysis of evaluation
results. These questions are formulated manually and the distractor options are generated with the
help of GPT-4o.

Furthermore, we select 10 LVLMs for evaluation and conduct a comprehensive analysis of the results.
The key findings from the evaluation are as follows: (1) GPT-4o performs the best among all models,
scoring 72.91/100. It is also the only model to score over 70, reflecting the challenging nature of
the INS-MMBench; (2) There are significant differences in LVLMs’ performance across different
insurance types, with better results in auto insurance and health insurance compared to property
insurance and agricultural insurance; (3) LVLMs exhibit marked differences in performance across
different meta-tasks, closely related to the task type and the image type; (4) The gap between open-
source and closed-source LVLMs is narrowing, with some open-source models now approaching or
even surpassing the capabilities of closed-source models in some tasks; (5) The primary reasons for
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LVLMs’ errors on the INS-MMBench are lack of knowledge and understanding in the insurance
field, as well as perception errors.

Overall, the contributions of our work are as follows:

• We propose INS-MMBench, the first LVLMs benchmark for the insurance domain, which includes
a total of 2.2K multiple-choice visual questions covering four types of insurance (auto, property,
health, and agricultural insurance), 12 meta-tasks and 22 fundamental tasks.

• We conduct an in-depth evaluation of 10 LVLMs, including 7 proprietary and 3 open-source models,
representing the first quantitative assessment of LVLMs’ capabilities in the insurance domain.

• We conduct a further analysis of the evaluation results, providing insights into the potential applica-
tions of LVLMs in the insurance domain. This analysis also offers a reference for understanding
the opportunities and challenges associated with LVLMs in this sector.

2 Related works

2.1 Large Vision-Language Models

With the rapid development of Large Language Models (LLMs) [9, 66, 31], researchers are leveraging
the powerful generalization capabilities of these pre-trained LLMs for processing and understanding
multimodal data [73, 82, 19]. A key area of focus is the use of Large Vision-Language Models
(LVLMs) for visual inputs. LVLMs employ visual encoders and visual-to-language adapters to encode
the visual features from image data and align these features with textual features. The combined
features are then processed by pre-trained LLMs, leading to significant advancements in visual
recognition and understanding [74, 68].

Various open-source and closed-source LVLMs are continuously emerging. In the realm of open-
source models, notable examples include LLaMA-Adapter [76], LLaVA [47], BLIP-2 [38], MiniGPT-
4 [83], and InternVL [12]. These models have successfully integrated visual and textual modalities,
achieving commendable results. In the closed-source domain, representative models include GPT-
4o [53], GPT-4V [2], GeminiProVision [29], and Qwen-VL [60], all of which have demonstrated
outstanding performance in numerous tests and evaluations [72, 28, 43]. We intend to evaluate both
open-source and closed-source LVLMs to verify the capability of different models in the insurance
domain.

2.2 Benchmarks for Large Vision-Language Models

As research into LVLMs intensifies, an increasing number of researchers are proposing benchmarks to
evaluate the capabilities of models [73, 78, 45, 11]. Based on the scope of capability evaluation, these
studies can be categorized into three types: task-specific benchmarks, comprehensive benchmarks,
and domain-specific benchmarks.

Comprehensive benchmarks are characterized by their breadth and generality. Researchers
construct these benchmarks by defining and categorizing the general capabilities and tasks of LVLMs,
resulting in a comprehensive and wide-ranging evaluation. Representative studies include LVLM-
eHub [69], SEED-Bench [37, 36], MMBench [48], MME, and MMT-Bench [75].

Task-specific benchmarks focus on particular tasks and types of visual data, providing detailed
task definitions. Examples include SciFIBench [55] for scientific images, MMC-Benchmark [46]
for charts, MVBench [39] (using video frames as input) for videos and SEED-Bench-2-Plus [35] for
web pages, charts and maps.

Domain-specific benchmarks are designed for visual tasks within specific professional domain.
Due to the specialized knowledge and unique tasks of these domains, general benchmark cannot fully
meet the needs of evaluating LVLMs in these areas. As a result, researchers have begun proposing
specialized benchmarks for domains such as healthcare (OmniMedVQA [30]), mathematics [49, 62],
autonomous driving (Talk2BEV-Bench [20]), and geography [56]. However, as mentioned previously,
the insurance domain and even the finance domain currently lack corresponding domain-specific
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benchmarks for LVLMs [10, 42, 44]. Our work introduces INS-MMBench to address this gap, aiming
for a significant advancements in the application of LVLMs in the insurance domain.

3 INS-MMBench

3.1 Tasks

Given the differences in workflows among various types of insurance in practical operations, we
select four core types for building this benchmark: auto insurance, commercial/household property
insurance, health insurance, and agricultural insurance. These categories cover both life and property
insurance, which are the most prevalent in the insurance market and highly representative [65, 21].

Figure 2: An illustration of our bottom-up hierarchical task definition method. First, we identify and
categorize different insurance stages. Next, we enumerate the key visual elements required at each
stage. Based on these key visual elements, we define the fundamental tasks. Finally, we cluster the
fundamental tasks to form meta-tasks.

To ensure that our evaluation tasks closely align with real-world applications in the insurance domain
and fully demonstrate the capabilities of LVLMs in this context, we have developed a bottom-
up hierarchical task definition methodology. Using this methodology, we construct a systematic
visual task framework specifically tailored for the insurance sector. As an example, we discuss the
detailed task construction process for auto insurance (see Figure 2). Initially, based on the insurance
value chain theory [23, 24], we select three key stages rich in multimodal data and tasks: vehicle
underwriting, vehicle risk monitoring, and vehicle claim processing. At each stage, we identify
the key visual elements that insurance operators need to extract. For instance, during the vehicle
underwriting stage, operators must confirm elements such as license plate information, vehicle model,
dashboard readings, and vehicle condition, which are crucial for information collection, condition
verification, and underwriting decision-making. Further, based on these key visual elements, we
define the fundamental tasks. For example, the need to extract license plate information led to the
definition of the License Plate Recognition task, while the need to monitor risky driving behavior
resulted in the In-car Driving Driving Behavior Detection task. By following this process, we define
a total of nine fundamental tasks for auto insurance. Finally, we cluster these fundamental tasks
based on their characteristics, forming four meta-tasks. Through this approach, we have constructed
a comprehensive set of 12 meta-tasks and 22 fundamental tasks across the four types of insurance.

3.2 Dataset collection

Once the task definition is complete, we start collecting data and constructing the multi-choice visual
questions. Our data collection and benchmark construction process (see Figure 3) is as follows:
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Figure 3: An illustration of our data collection and benchmark construction process. First, we collect
datasets from multiple public sources. Next, we perform manual filtering and random sampling of
the datasets, followed by the necessary data processing. Finally, both manual effort and GPT-4o
are utilized to construct task questions and multiple-choice options, creating a multi-choice visual
question dataset.

Data sources. We search for datasets using keywords related to the fundamental tasks in several
popular data sources, including Google, Kaggle, Github, and Roboflow. For tasks where multiple
public datasets are available, we download and compare these datasets to perform an initial screening.
We select datasets with high adaptability and usability for insurance scenarios, as detailed in Table 1.

Data processing. To facilitate LVLMs evaluation, we set the number of images and questions for
each fundamental task to 100. These 100 images are randomly sampled from our selected datasets,
and considering the balance of test sample types, we perform balanced sampling on datasets with
categorical labels. For example, in the vehicle damage severity detection task, we ensure that the
number of labels - undamaged, minor damage, moderate damage and severe damage - is balanced to
maintain the validity of the evaluation. Meanwhile, we process the annotation content, converting it
to text-based labels, in preparation for subsequent question and answer generation.

Question and answer generation. For each fundamental task, we set questions that are directly
and unambiguously related to the task. For example, the question for the number plate recognition
task is “What is the number plate of the vehicle in the picture?” The number of options for the
questions is set to 2 to 4. For tasks with yes/no labels, we keep the yes/no labels as options. For other
tasks, we generate distractor options using the GPT-4o model, and finally combine these options into
a multi-choice visual question format. In each fundamental task we ensure a balanced distribution of
correct option positions.

4 Experiment

4.1 Experimental setting

Selected LVLMs. We select a representative set of 10 LVLMs for our evaluation. This set includes
seven closed-source LVLMs: GPT-4o, GPT-4V, GeminiProVision, QwenVLPlus, QwenVLMax,
Claude3V_Sonnet, and Claude3V_Haiku as well as three open-source LVLMs including LLaVA,
BLIP-2, and Qwen-VL-Chat.
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Table 1: An overview of the datasets used in INS-MMBench.

Insurance type Meta-tasks Fundamental tasks Dataset Access

Auto insurance Vehicle information extraction License plate recognition CCPD [71], mjdfodf-qmbuf [67] Open Access
Vehicle mileage reading TRODO [52] Open Access
Vehicle warning indicator recognition dataset_dashboard [18] Open Access

Vehicle appearance recognition Vehicle make and model identification Stanford Cars [34] Open Access
Vehicle modification detection tuning-car-detection [26] Open Access

Driving behavior detection Incar driving behavior detection Driver-Distraction-Dataset [25] Open Access

Vehicle damage detection Vehicle damage part detection car_dent_scratch_detection-1 [59] Open Access
Vehicle damage type detection Cardd [64] Open Access
Vehicle damage severity detection car-crash-severity-detection [6] Open Access

Property insurance Property risk assessment Roof condition assessment damages-svll3 [8] Open Access
Workplace risk assessment worker-safety [16] Open Access

Property anomaly detection House fire detection fire-detection-cta61 [15] Open Access

Property damage detection House damage type detection damage-type [4] Open Access
House damage level detection damage-level [3] Open Access

Health insurance Health risk monitoring Fall detection Fall Detection Dataset [32] Open Access
Health device reading blood-pressure-monitor-display [54] Open Access

Medical image recognition Medical image organ recognition VQA-Med 2019 [1] Open Access
Medical image abnormality recognition VQA-Med 2019 [1] Open Access

Agricultural insurance Crop type identification Field image crop type identification agricultural crop images [5] Open Access

Satellite image crop type identification
Drone Imagery Classification
Training Dataset for Crop Types
in Rwanda [13]

Open Access

Crop growth status identification crop growth stage recognition wheat-growth-stage-challenge [22] Open Access

Farmland damage detection Farmland damage type detection agriculture-vision [14] Open Access

Evaluation methods. We employ VLMEvalKit, an open-source evaluation toolkit for LVLMs
developed by OpenCompass [17], to conduct our evaluations. This toolkit supports integrated testing
of both closed-source and open-source LVLMs and is adaptable to custom benchmark datasets.
VLMEvalKit provides two methods for evaluating responses to multi-choice visual questions: exact
matching (finding "A", "B", "C", "D" in the output strings) and LLM-based answer extraction which
analyzes the answer outputs using a Large Language Model (we use GPT-3.5 here). These methods
help mitigate the issue of uncontrolled free-form content generation by LVLMs. The accuracy metric
is used as the evaluation criterion.

4.2 Main results

Tables 2 and 3 present the evaluation results of LVLMS across various insurance types and meta-tasks,
respectively, using random guessing as the baseline. The results are organized into two sections:
the first seven rows feature proprietary LVLMs, while the subsequent rows cover open-source
LVLMs. Overall, GPT-4o outperforms all other models, emerging as the top-performing LVLM on
the INS-MMBench with a score of 72.91. This is the only model with an overall score exceeding
70, underscoring the challenging nature of the INS-MMBench. Most LVLMs scored below 60, and
some even underperformed relative to a random guess baseline of 25 in certain insurance categories,
indicating significant potential for improvement in applying LVLMs within the insurance domain.
Based on the data in Tables 2 and 3, the following observations can be made.

LVLMs show significant variance across different types of insurance. Experimental results
reveal that both open-source and proprietary LVLMs perform better in tasks related to auto insurance
and health insurance compared to those involving property and agricultural insurance. For instance,
GPT-4o, which exhibits the best performance, scores 85.33 and 82.00 in auto and health insurance
tasks respectively; however, its scores drop to 65.00 and 45.50 in property and agricultural insurance
tasks, indicating a gap from practical application. This discrepancy may stem from the availability of
datasets. Our data collection process highlights that publicly available datasets are more plentiful and
comprehensive in the automotive and medical fields. Based on these observations, we suggest that
the future deployment of LVLMs in the insurance sector should be a progressive process, initially
focusing on areas like auto and health insurance where they are most effective.
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Table 2: Evaluation results of the LVLMs across different insurance types. The values in the table
represent the average accuracy. The highest and second-highest results are highlighted in bold and
underlined, respectively.

Model Overall Auto
insurance

Household/commercial
property insurance

Health
insurance

Agricultural
insurance

GPT-4o 72.91 85.33 65.00 82.00 45.50
GeminiProVision 68.14 82.78 52.00 80.00 43.25
Qwen-VL-Max 67.72 82.89 53.40 77.25 42.00
GPT-4V 65.37 78.11 57.60 76.25 34.75
Qwen-VL-Plus 54.45 63.78 42.40 76.00 27.00
Claude3V_Sonnet 54.27 67.22 47.60 64.50 23.25
Claude3V_Haiku 54.10 67.22 46.20 64.75 23.75

Qwen-VL-Chat 51.82 63.11 39.60 68.50 25.00
LLaVA 48.86 49.11 49.60 52.75 43.50
BLIP-2 40.50 41.67 39.20 43.50 36.50

Random guess 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00

Table 3: Evaluation results of the LVLMs across different meta-tasks. The values in the table represent
the average accuracy. Specifically, VIE denotes vehicle information extraction, VAR denotes
vehicle appearance recognition, DBD denotes driving behavior detection, VDD denotes vehicle
damage detection, HPAD denotes household/commercial property anomaly detection, HPDD denotes
household/commercial property damage detection, HPRA denotes household/commercial property
risk assessment, HRM denotes health risk monitoring, MIR denotes medical image recognition,
CGSI denotes crop growth stage identification, CTI denotes crop type identification, FDD denotes
farmland damage detection. The highest and second-highest results are highlighted in bold and
underlined, respectively.

Model VIE VAR DBD VDD HPAD HPDD HPRA HRM MIR CGSI CTI FDD
GPT-4o 82.67 98.00 85.00 79.67 83.00 57.00 64.50 97.50 66.50 32.00 53.00 44.00
GeminiProVision 79.33 98.50 79.00 77.67 86.00 40.00 47.00 94.50 65.50 28.00 58.50 28.00
Qwen-VL-Max 80.00 96.50 71.00 80.67 79.00 42.50 51.50 91.50 63.00 30.00 52.50 33.00
GPT-4V 76.00 96.00 63.00 73.67 86.00 43.50 57.50 94.50 58.00 22.00 46.50 24.00
Qwen-VL-Plus 73.67 58.00 63.00 58.00 56.00 40.50 37.50 89.50 62.50 18.00 37.50 15.00
Claude3V_Sonnet 62.00 89.50 51.00 63.00 80.00 36.50 42.50 78.00 51.00 23.00 26.50 17.00
Claude3V_Haiku 60.33 93.50 55.00 60.67 73.00 37.50 41.50 80.00 49.50 20.00 31.00 13.00

Qwen-VL-Chat 53.33 96.00 53.00 54.33 62.00 29.50 38.50 75.50 61.50 12.00 39.00 10.00
LLaVA 32.33 77.00 52.00 46.33 88.00 42.00 38.00 51.50 54.00 28.00 58.50 29.00
BLIP-2 34.33 71.50 36.00 31.00 80.00 26.00 32.00 46.50 40.50 24.00 50.50 21.00

Random guess 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00

LVLMs show significant variance across different meta-tasks. Experimental results reveal
that LVLMs demonstrate considerable performance variability across various meta-tasks, likely
influenced by the specific nature of each task and the characteristics of the images involved. Most
models excel in tasks like vehicle information extraction (VAE), vehicle appearance recognition
(VAR), and health risk monitoring (HRA), which primarily depend on visual element perception and
object detection. In contrast, performance dips in more complex tasks such as household/commercial
property damage detection (HPDD) and crop growth stage identification (CGSI), which demand
additional domain-specific knowledge or reasoning abilities. Furthermore, LVLMs generally struggle
with tasks involving satellite or drone aerial imagery, including household/commercial property risk
assessment (HPRA), crop type identification (CTI), and farmland damage detection (FDD), where
unique imaging perspectives and data complexities pose additional challenges.

Narrowing gap between open-source and closed-source LVLMs. A comparison of the overall
performance of open-source and closed-source LVLMs on INS-MMBench indicates that, while
there is still a notable gap between the two, some open-source LVLMs are nearing the performance
levels of their closed-source counterparts. This trend suggests that as open-source models grow
stronger and domain-specific data becomes more abundant, focusing on training high-performance,
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Figure 4: Performance of closed-source LVLMs on different meta-tasks.

domain-specific LVLMs could become a key development strategy in the application of LVLMs
within the insurance domain.

4.3 Error analysis

To provide further insights into the limitations of LVLMs in the insurance domain, we conduct an
in-depth analysis of the errors made by selected models on the INS-MMBench. We examine the error
patterns of three models: GPT-4o, GeminiProVision, and Qwen-VL-Max, categorizing the errors into
four types: perception errors (where LVLMs do not recognize or detect objects or content within the
image), lack of insurance knowledge or reasoning ability (where LVLMs can recognize and perceive
visual content but lack the necessary insurance knowledge or reasoning skills to answer the question),
refusal to answer (where LVLMs decline to respond to questions they deem sensitive or illegal), and
failure to follow instructions (where LVLMs do not adhere to the provided instructions, resulting in
irrelevant responses).
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Figure 5: The distribution of error types for GPT-4o, GeminiProVision, and Qwen-VL-Chat.

The error analysis results for these models are illustrated in Figure 5. The most common error type is
the lack of insurance knowledge or reasoning ability, which accounts for 59.5%, 64.0%, and 57.2%
of the errors in GPT-4o, GeminiProVision, and Qwen-VL-Max, respectively. Due to insufficient
specialized knowledge and analytical skills in the insurance field, LVLMs struggle to accurately
assess and judge factors such as risk conditions and the extent of damage. Therefore, optimizing
LVLMs for the insurance domain should primarily focus on enriching domain-specific knowledge
and enhancing professional capabilities. Perception errors are the second most significant error
type. Limited by the capabilities of the visual encoder, LVLMs often fail to fully recognize and
capture detailed content in images, leading to misinterpretations. For instance, GPT-4o misidentifies a
damaged farmland image as ‘an abstract or close-up view of a textured surface with blue and purple
hues’. This type of error is common across LVLMs. Additionally, due to built-in safety monitoring
functions, GPT-4o and GeminiProVision sometimes incorrectly flag images as illegal and refuse
to respond. Qwen-VL-Max, on the other hand, struggles with following instructions, occasionally
outputting content in Chinese, which compromises result accuracy.

5 Discussions and conclusions

In this paper, we introduce INS-MMBench, a multimodal benchmark tailored for the insurance
domain, designed to evaluate Large Vision-Language Models (LVLMs). To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first initiative to systematically review multimodal tasks within this sector and establish
a specialized benchmark specifically for it. INS-MMBench comprises 2.2K multiple-choice visual
questions, covering four types of insurance, 12 meta-tasks, and 22 fundamental tasks, effectively
supporting the assessment of LVLMs’ applications in insurance. Additionally, we evaluate several
mainstream LVLMs and provide a detailed analysis of the results, offering an initial exploration into
the feasibility of employing LVLMs in the insurance sector. We hope our benchmark and findings
will guide future research in this field and enhance the integration of insurance academia with AI
advancements, promoting interdisciplinary exchanges within the sector.

However, this study has limitations. A significant constraint is the lack of open-source image datasets
specific to the insurance domain, largely due to privacy concerns. The data used in this study, sourced
from publicly available datasets, has been manually curated but may still harbor biases that do not
fully align with real-world insurance scenarios. This issue underscores the need for collaborative
efforts between insurance companies and the academic community to develop dedicated open-source
image datasets for the insurance domain.

Another limitation is that INS-MMBench disaggregates the tasks of LVLMs into various fundamental
tasks, assessing LVLM performance from a micro perspective based on task-specific accuracy.
In reality, visual tasks in insurance often entail complex integration of multiple capabilities and
comprehensive analysis. Addressing this, our next objective is to construct a more complex, integrated
application benchmark to enable a deeper evaluation of LVLM applications in the insurance domain.
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A Example Cases

To offer a detailed view of the task settings in INS-MMBench, we have selected sample cases for
each core task and present responses from GPT-4o, GeminiProVision, and Qwen-VL-Max in this
section.

Prompt:
What is the license plate number of the vehicle in 
the image?
Options: 
A. CPA5YUU
B. CPA4YUV
C. CPA4YUU
D. CPA4YU0

License plate recognition

GPT-4o:
The license plate number of the vehicle in the image is:
A. CPA5YUU

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is C. CPA4YUU

Qwen-VL-Max:
The license plate number of the vehicle in the image is CPA4YUU, 
as seen on the back of the black Infiniti Q50S parked between two 
other vehicles in an outdoor parking lot.

Correct answer: C

Figure 6: A sample case of license plate recognition and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision
and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the mileage reading of the vehicle in the 
image?
Options: 
A. 50060
B. 5600
C. 5060
D. 506

Vehicle milage reading

GPT-4o:
The mileage reading of the vehicle in the image is:
C. 5060

GeminiProVision:
 A. 50060

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is A. 50060. The image shows an odometer with 
the mileage reading of 50060 miles/kilometers.

Correct answer: C

Figure 7: A sample case of vehicle mileage reading and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision
and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
Which indicator icons are lit on the vehicle 
dashboard in the image?
Options: 
A. Low Engine Oil Warning, Tire Pressure 
Warning, Airbag Warning
B. Check Engine, Brake System Warning, 
Charging System Issue
C. Low Engine Oil Warning, Check Engine, 
Charging System Issue
D. Low Engine Oil Warning, Check Engine, 
Tire Pressure Warning

Vehicle warning indicator recognition

GPT-4o:
The indicator icons lit on the vehicle dashboard in the image are the 
Low Engine Oil Warning, Check Engine, and Charging System Issue.
So, the correct answer is:
C. Low Engine Oil Warning, Check Engine, Charging System Issue

GeminiProVision:
 C. Low Engine Oil Warning, Check Engine, Charging System Issue

Qwen-VL-Max:
Option B is correct. The image shows that the brake system warning 
light and the check engine light are illuminated on the vehicle's 
dashboard. There is no indication of any other warning lights being 
on.

Correct answer: C

Figure 8: A sample case of vehicle warning indicator recognition and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the make and model of the vehicle in the 
image?
Options: 
A. Rolls-Royce Ghost Sedan 2012
B. Bentley Continental GT Convertible 2012
C. Rolls-Royce Phantom Drophead Coupe 
Convertible 2012U
D. Aston Martin DB9 Volante Convertible 2012

Vehicle make and model identification

GPT-4o:
The vehicle in the image is a Rolls-Royce Phantom Drophead Coupe 
Convertible 2012. 
So, the correct answer is:
C. Rolls-Royce Phantom Drophead Coupe Convertible 2012

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is C. Rolls-Royce Phantom Drophead Coupe 
Convertible 2012.

Qwen-VL-Max:
The make and model of the vehicle in the image is C. Rolls-Royce 
Phantom Drophead Coupe Convertible 2012.

Correct answer: C

Figure 9: A sample case of vehicle make and model identification and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
Please determine whether the vehicle in the image 
has been modified?
Options: 
A. Yes
B. No

Vehicle modification detection

GPT-4o:
A. Yes

GeminiProVision:
 A. Yes.

Qwen-VL-Max:
A. Yes
The vehicle in the image appears to have been modified with 
aftermarket wheels and a lowered suspension, which is evident by its 
stance on the ground. The modifications give the car a distinct look 
that deviates from its original factory appearance.

Correct answer: A

Figure 10: A sample case of vehicle modification detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the behavior of the driver in the image?
Options: 
A. Eating a snack
B. Adjusting the rearview mirror
C. Operating the radio
D. Using a smartphone

Incar driving behavior detection

GPT-4o:
C. Operating the radio

GeminiProVision:
 C.

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer based on the information provided in the image is 
D. Using a smartphone. The man in the car is seen holding and 
interacting with a smartphone, which suggests that he is using it 
while driving. This action can be potentially dangerous as it may 
distract him from focusing on the road ahead. It's important for 
drivers to prioritize safety by avoiding distractions like using 
smartphones while operating a vehicle.

Correct answer: C

Figure 11: A sample case of incar driving behavior detection and the responses of GPT-4o, Gemi-
niProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What are the damaged parts of the vehicle in the 
image?
Options: 
A. rear-bumper-crack
B. rear-bumper-dent
C. rear-door-scratch
D. front-fender-dent

Vehicle damage part detection

GPT-4o:
B. rear-bumper-dent

GeminiProVision:
 A. rear-bumper-crack

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is B. rear-bumper-dent. The image shows a blue 
car with a dent on its rear bumper, as well as some other damage to 
the rear of the vehicle. There is no visible scratch on the rear door or 
dent on the front fender in the provided image.

Correct answer: B

Figure 12: A sample case of vehicle damage part detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What are the damaged types of the vehicle in the 
image?
Options: 
A. Dent, Scratch, Shattered glass, Bumper dent
B. Paint chip, Tire puncture, License plate 
damage, Dent
C. Dent, Scratch, Broken headlight, Side mirror 
damage
D. Scraped paint, Broken windshield, Rim 
damage, Dent

Vehicle damage type detection

GPT-4o:
The correct answer is:
A. Dent, Scratch, Shattered glass, Bumper dent

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is: C. Dent, Scratch, Broken headlight, Side 
mirror damage

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is A. Dent, Scratch, Shattered glass, Bumper dent.
In the image, the BMW car has visible damages including dents on 
the side and front bumper, scratches on the body, and shattered glass 
on the passenger side window. These damages indicate that the car 
was involved in an accident or collision. The other options listed do 
not accurately describe the specific damages seen in the image.

Correct answer: A

Figure 13: A sample case of vehicle damage type detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the damaged severity level of the vehicle 
in the image?
Options: 
A. no_accident
B. minor
C. moderate
D. severe

Vehicle damage severity detection

GPT-4o:
The damage severity level of the vehicle in the image appears to be:
C. moderate
The vehicle has visible damage to the front left side, including the 
bumper and fender, but it does not appear to be severe enough to be 
classified as severe.

GeminiProVision:
 C. moderate

Qwen-VL-Max:
Based on the image, it appears that the damage to the car is relatively 
minor, with only a small dent and some scratches visible on the front 
bumper. Therefore, the correct answer would be B. minor.

Correct answer: B

Figure 14: A sample case of vehicle damage severity detection and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the condition of the roof of the house in 
the image?
Options: 
A. Damage
B. Not damage

Roof condition assessment

GPT-4o:
A. Damage

GeminiProVision:
 A. Damage

Qwen-VL-Max:
A. Damage

Correct answer: A

Figure 15: A sample case of roof condition assessment and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision
and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What’s the risk condition of the workplace in 
the image?
Options: 
A. There is risk of not wearing helmet in the 
image
B. There is risk of not wearing helmet and vest 
in the image
C. There is risk of not wearing vest in the image
D. There is no risk in the image

Workplace risk assessment

GPT-4o:
A. There is risk of not wearing helmet in the image

GeminiProVision:
 There is risk of not wearing vest in the image

Qwen-VL-Max:
C. There is risk of not wearing vest in the image.
In the image, one worker is seen wearing a hard hat and helping 
another worker who appears to be injured. However, neither of them 
is wearing a safety vest, which poses a risk on the construction site. 
Therefore, option C is the correct answer.

Correct answer: C

Figure 16: A sample case of workplace risk assessment and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVi-
sion and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
Is there fire in the house in the image?
Options: 
A. no fire
B. fire

House fire detection

GPT-4o:
A. no fire

GeminiProVision:
A. no fire

Qwen-VL-Max:
Option A: No fire. 
There is no evidence of a fire in the image. The room appears to be 
well-lit and there are no signs of smoke or flames.

Correct answer: B

Figure 17: A sample case of hosue fire detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision and
Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What type of damage is done to the house in the 
image?
Options: 
A. Flexural
B. Shear
C. Combined Damage

House damage type detection

GPT-4o:
The damage shown in the image appears to be a combination of 
different types of structural damage, including both flexural and 
shear damage. Therefore, the correct answer is:
C. Combined Damage

GeminiProVision:
 C. Combined Damage

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is C. Combined Damage.
In the image, there appears to be combined damage to the house's 
exterior wall. The wall shows signs of both flexural and shear 
damage. Flexural damage can be seen as cracks running vertically 
along the wall, while shear damage is evident with horizontal cracks 
across the surface. This combination of damages suggests that the 
wall has experienced significant stress or movement, possibly due to 
foundation issues or other structural problems.

Correct answer: C

Figure 18: A sample case of hosue damage type detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the level of damage to the house in the 
image?
Options: 
A. Undamage
B. Minor Damage
C. Moderate Damage
D. Heavy Damage

House damage level detection

GPT-4o:
C. Moderate Damage

GeminiProVision:
 C. Moderate Damage

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer based on the information given would be C. 
Moderate Damage, as there are visible cracks and peeling paint on 
the wall of the house.

Correct answer: C

Figure 19: A sample case of hosue damage level detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
Does the person in the picture fall down?
Options: 
A. fallen
B. not fallen

Fall detection

GPT-4o:
A. fallen

GeminiProVision:
 A. fallen

Qwen-VL-Max:
B. not fallen

Correct answer: A

Figure 20: A sample case of fall detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision and
Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the reading of the blood pressure monitor 
in the image?
Options: 
A. SYS:130,DIA:70,PULSE:60
B. SYS:110,DIA:65,PULSE:55
C. SYS:120,DIA:75,PULSE:50
D. SYS:120,DIA:67,PULSE:55

Health device reading

GPT-4o:
The correct answer is:
D. SYS:120,DIA:67,PULSE:55

GeminiProVision:
 D. SYS:120,DIA:67,PULSE:55

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is D. SYS:120,DIA:67,PULSE:55.

Correct answer: D

Figure 21: A sample case of health device reading and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVision
and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
what is the primary abnormality in this image?
Options: 
A. Esophageal leiomyoma
B. Esophageal b-cell lymphoma
C. Esophageal adenocarcinoma
D. Esophageal squamous cell carcinoma

Medical image abnormality recognition

GPT-4o:
The image provided is a CT scan of the chest. Based on the 
appearance of the mass in the esophagus, the most likely diagnosis is:
C. Esophageal adenocarcinoma
Esophageal adenocarcinoma typically appears as a mass in the lower 
part of the esophagus, which can be seen in the provided image. 
However, a definitive diagnosis would require further clinical 
correlation and possibly a biopsy.

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is A. Esophageal leiomyoma

Qwen-VL-Max:
The primary abnormality in this image is A. Esophageal leiomyoma.

Correct answer: D

Figure 22: A sample case of medical image abnormality detection and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.

31



Prompt:
what is the organ system in this image?
Options: 
A. Skull and contents
B. Cardiovascular system
C. Musculoskeletal system
D. Gastrointestinal system

Medical image part recognition

GPT-4o:
D. Gastrointestinal system
The image appears to be an ultrasound of the liver, which is part of 
the gastrointestinal system.

GeminiProVision:
 A. Skull and contents

Qwen-VL-Max:
A. Skull and contents

Correct answer: A

Figure 23: A sample case of medical image part recognition and the responses of GPT-4o, Gemi-
niProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What type of crops are in the image?
Options: 
A. Hemp
B. Jute
C. Flax
D. Cotton

Field image crop type identification

GPT-4o:
B. Jute

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is B. Jute.

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is A. Hemp. The image shows a field of hemp 
plants, which are tall and have green leaves.

Correct answer: B

Figure 24: A sample case of field image crop type identification and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What type of crops are in the image?
Options: 
A. Mango
B. Corn
C. Banana
D. Pineapple

Satellite image crop type identification

GPT-4o:
C. Banana

GeminiProVision:
 The correct answer is B. Corn.

Qwen-VL-Max:
The correct answer is B. Corn. The image shows corn plants growing 
in a field.

Correct answer: C

Figure 25: A sample case of satellite image crop type identification and the responses of GPT-4o,
GeminiProVision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What is the growth stage of the crops in the 
image?
Options: 
A. Emergence
B. Maturity
C. Tillering
D. Flowering

Crop growth stage recognition

GPT-4o:
The correct answer is:
A. Emergence

GeminiProVision:
 The answer is C. Tillering.

Qwen-VL-Max:
Based on the image, it appears that the crops are at the tillering stage, 
which is when the plants develop additional stems and branches to 
support future growth. Therefore, the correct answer is C. Tillering.

Correct answer: C

Figure 26: A sample case of crop growth stage recognition and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiPro-
Vision and Qwen-VL-Max.
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Prompt:
What type of damage has occurred on the 
farmland?
Options: 
A. Stalk Lodging
B. Pest Infestation
C. Nutrient Deficiency
D. Drydown

Farmland damage type detection

GPT-4o:
The correct answer is B. Pest Infestation. 
The image shows irregular patches of damaged crops, which is 
characteristic of pest infestation. Stalk lodging, nutrient deficiency, 
and drydown typically present differently.

GeminiProVision:
 A. Stalk Lodging

Qwen-VL-Max:
The image shows a field with visible damage, which appears to be 
caused by stalk lodging. This occurs when the plant stalks collapse or 
bend over due to various factors such as high winds, heavy rain, or 
disease. The pattern in the field suggests that the plants have been 
affected by this issue, leading to uneven growth and patches of 
damaged crops.
So the correct answer is:
A. Stalk Lodging

Correct answer: D

Figure 27: A sample case of farmland damage detection and the responses of GPT-4o, GeminiProVi-
sion and Qwen-VL-Max.
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