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Figure 1: MMDocIR comprises 313 lengthy documents across 10 different domains, along with 1,685 questions. For each
question, page-level annotations are provided via selected screenshots. Red boundary boxes represent layout-level annotations.

Abstract

Multi-modal document retrieval is designed to identify and re-
trieve various forms of multi-modal content, such as figures, tables,
charts, and layout information from extensive documents. Despite
its significance, there is a notable lack of a robust benchmark to
effectively evaluate the performance of systems in multi-modal
document retrieval. To address this gap, this work introduces a new
benchmark, named as MMDoclIR, encompassing two distinct tasks:
page-level and layout-level retrieval. The former focuses on lo-
calizing the most relevant pages within a long document, while
the latter targets the detection of specific layouts, offering a more
fine-grained granularity than whole-page analysis. A layout can
refer to a variety of elements such as textual paragraphs, equations,
figures, tables, or charts. The MMDocIR benchmark comprises a
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rich dataset featuring expertly annotated labels for 1,685 questions
and bootstrapped labels for 173,843 questions, making it a pivotal
resource for advancing multi-modal document retrieval for both
training and evaluation. Through rigorous experiments, we reveal
that (i) visual retrievers significantly outperform their text coun-
terparts, (i) MMDocIR train set can effectively benefit the training
process of multi-modal document retrieval and (iii) text retriev-
ers leveraging on VLM-text perform much better than those using
OCR-text. These findings underscores the potential advantages of
integrating visual elements for multi-modal document retrieval.
MMDoclIR is available at https://huggingface.co/MMDocIR.
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Figure 2: Area ratio of different modalities (1) in overall and (2) by domains in MMLongBench-Doc benchmark [29]. Note that
the white spaces, headers, and footers are removed from the area counting,.

1 Introduction

Multi-modal document retrieval [15, 16, 24, 28] aims to encode and
retrieve various forms of content from visually rich documents
based on user queries. Unlike traditional document retrieval [8, 14,
36, 50] which primarily deals with textual data, multi-modal docu-
ment retrieval must handle documents that seamlessly integrate
text with multi-modal elements such as images, tables, charts, and
layout designs. These multi-modal content often carry significant
information that plain text cannot convey [11, 37, 52], thereby en-
riching the depth and relevance of retrieved content. For example,
our analysis of MMLongBench-Doc benchmark [29] reveals that:
text occupies only 52.7% of content area, while images and tables
account for 29.2% and 12.8% respectively, as shown in Figure 2. This
significant presence of multiple data modalities requires retriever
to leverage all data modalities present in a document.

However, current benchmarks (shown in Table 1) for evaluating
multi-modal document retrievers are insufficient, lacking in certain
aspects that are critical for a comprehensive assessment. The ma-
jor shortcomings include: 1. Question Quality: The design and
curation of questions in most benchmarks do not align with the
specific needs of multi-modal document retrieval. The questions,
often reused from Visual Question Answering (VQA) tasks, lack
the specificity required for this purpose and require expert filter-
ing to be truly effective for retrieval tasks. 2. Document Quality:
A significant limitation of existing benchmarks is the missing of
complete document pages, thus hindering accurate evaluation of
retrieval capabilities within actual document contexts. Addition-
ally, the range of document domains covered is often too narrow,
limiting the benchmarks’ applicability across different fields. 3. Re-
trieval Granularity: Most benchmarks, except for SciMMIR [45],
only allow retrieval at a page level which is insufficient, as user
queries may pertain to specific parts of a page like a particular
figure or table rather than the entire page.

Recognizing these gaps, we introduce MMDocIR Multi-Modal
Document Information Retrieval benchmark. MMDocIR is innova-
tively structured around two critical tasks: page-level and layout-
level retrieval. (1) The page-level retrieval task is designed to iden-
tify the most relevant pages within a document in response to a
user query. (2) The layout-level retrieval aims to retrieve most rele-
vant layouts. The layouts are defined as the fine-grained elements
such as paragraphs, equations, figures, tables, and charts. This task
allows for a more nuanced content retrieval, honing in on specific
information that directly answers user queries. To support these
tasks, we first develop MMDocIR evaluation set comprising 313
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documents averaging 65.1 pages each, along with VQA 1,658 ques-

tions derived from MMLongBench-Doc [29] and DocBench [53].

Initially, we examine all VQA questions, filter out questions that

are irrelevant to IR tasks, and revise remaining questions to be

more suitable for IR. Then, we manually annotate these questions
with page and layout labels. The page-level labels are the specific
pages identified that contain answer evidence. ! The layout-level
labels are the bounding boxes meticulously delineated around the
key evidence within the identified pages. Meanwhile, we introduce

MMDoclIR training set, comprising 73,843 QA pairs converted

from 7 DocQA datasets. Specifically, we manually collect 6,878 doc-

uments and use either manual or automatic methods to annotate

the ground truth labels. 2

In our research, we conduct a thorough evaluation of the prevail-

ing multi-modal document retrieval baselines which can broadly be
categorized into visual-driven and text-driven retrievers. Visual-
driven retrievers [15, 28], leverage vision-language models (VLMs)
[1, 3, 4, 10] to capture rich multi-modal cues and generate embed-
dings for both queries and documents. In contrast, text-driven
retrievers [18-20, 26, 43, 46] primarily rely on OCR or VLM to first
convert the multi-modal content into text, subsequently employing
language models (LMs) [12, 27, 44] to generate embeddings for both
queries and documents. Via extensive experiments, we discover that
visual-driven retrievers consistently outperform their text-driven
counterparts, often by a significant margin. This highlights the
critical role that visual elements play in multi-modal document
retrieval. In summary, our contributions are three-fold:

e Dual-task Retrieval Framework: We propose a dual-task re-

trieval framework (§ 2) that encompasses page-level and fine-

grained layout-level multi-modal document retrieval.

MMDocIR Benchmark: We introduce Multi-Modal Document

Information Retrieval (MMDocIR) benchmark. The evaluation

set (§ 3) consists of 313 documents with expert-annotated la-

bels for 1,658 QA pairs. The training set (§ 4) consists of 6,878

documents and labels for 73,843 QA pairs.

e Comprehensive Evaluation: We conduct an extensive evalu-
ation of existing retrieval systems (§ 6). Our results reveal that
visual-driven retrievers consistently outperform their text-driven
counterparts, highlighting the importance of utilizing visual in-
formation in multi-modal document retrieval.

't is worth noting that while MMLongBench-Doc provided initial page labels, our
meticulous review lead to corrections in about 21.3% of these labels.

2Since layout annotations are missing for most datasets, our data annotating pipeline
can only create layout-level labels for 4 subsets.
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Benchmarks Question Document Label
Type By Expert? ForIR? #Num  Evidence Type Domain #Pages  Source | Page Layout

DocCVQA [39] VQA question v v 20 TXT/L Finance 1.0 v v X
SciMMIR [45] Image caption X X 530K TAB/I Science 1.0 X X X
ViDoRe [15] VQA question X X 3,810 TXT/C/TAB/I | Multi-domain 1.0 X v X
PDF-MVOQA [13] Search query X 4 260k TXT/TAB/I Biomedical 9.6 v v v
MMLongBench-Doc [29]| VQA question v X 1,082  TXT/L/C/TAB/I | Multi-domain 47.5 v v X
Wiki-SS [28] Natural question X v 3,610 TXT Wikipedia 1.0 X v X
DocMatix-IR [28] VQA question X X 5.61M  TXT/L/C/TAB/I | Multi-domain 4.2 v v X
MMDocIR | VQA question v v 1,658  TXT/C/TAB/I | Multi-domain  65.1 ol v v

Table 1: Comparison between our benchmark and previous Document IR datasets. TXT/L/C/TAB/I: pure text/generalized

layout/chart/table/image.

2 Dual-Task Retrieval Definition

Let D be a document corpora consisting of a set of document pages:
P ={p1,p2---,pn} and layouts: L = {l3, o, ..., I} extracted via
layout detection®. The objective is to perform document page-level
and layout-level retrieval. Specifically, the task involves retrieving a
subset of these pages and layouts that are most relevant to a query Q,
identified by the top k entries where k is significantly smaller than n
or m. The relevance of pages (p) and layouts (I) to Q is quantified by
similarity scores, Sim(Q, p) and Sim(Q, I) respectively. The retrieval
system can be decomposed into (1) an offline indexing phase in
which each page and layout from ¥ and £ is transformed into a
vector representation, and (2) an online querying phase in which a
query Q is converted into a vector form, and the vectorized query
is then compared against the indexed vectors using the similarity
scores Sim(Q, p) for pages and Sim(Q, ) for layouts.

3 MMDoclR: Evaluation Set

3.1 Document Corpora Collection

To facilitate the development of MMDocIR, we leverage resources
from existing Document Visual Question Answering (DocVQA)
benchmarks [22, 25, 29, 31, 38, 40, 51, 53]. Although DocVQA bench-
marks are not primarily designed for IR, they offer valuable docu-
ment corpora and questions that can be adapted for our purposes.

To select useful DocVQA datasets, we adhere to following criteria:

e Document Source: The dataset must include accessible original
documents or sources for these documents. We need to access
and enrich them to support more complex retrieval tasks.

o Diverse Domain/Modality: The document collections must (1)
encompass diverse domains e.g., academia, finance, publishing,
and research, and (2) embrace multiple modalities, such as text,
figures, tables, charts, and layouts.

e Long Document: We seek documents of sufficient length as
longer texts pose more significant challenges. This criterion can
evaluate models in handling complex and lengthy documents.

e QA Diversity and Comprehensiveness: The questions in-
cluded in the dataset should be diverse and challenging. For
example, some questions should require reasoning across both
text and visual tables/figures, while some are multi-hop questions
that require synthesizing information from multiple pages.

After considering aforementioned criteria, we choose to leverage on

the document corpora and questions from MMLongBench-Doc [29]

3A document page usually comprises about 5 to 15 layouts, depending on its complexity.

and DocBench [53]. MMLongBench-Doc is a long-context, multi-
modal benchmark comprising 1,091 questions constructed upon
135 documents averaging 47.5 pages. Its corpora include domains
of research report, administration and industry, tutorial and work-
shop, academic paper, brochure, financial report, and guidebook.
DocBench focuses on long document understanding, consisting of
1,102 questions constructed upon 229 documents averaging 77.5
pages. The corpora span across domains: academia, finance, gov-
ernment, laws, and news. Both datasets provide expert-annotated
questions, requiring content evidence of various modalities (e.g.,
text, tables, charts and images, as well as locations layouts) to an-
swer. Consequently, we obtain a total of 364 documents and 2,193
questions for our subsequent annotation.

3.2 Annotation Process

Question Filtering and Revision. To ensure that the questions in
MMDocIR are optimally suited for document retrieval tasks. To this
end, we identify four specific types of questions that do not align
well with the objectives of IR. By filtering out or modifying these
questions, we ensure the integrity and relevance of MMDocIR.

e Summarization Questions: These questions, such as “What does
this book mainly illustrate?” require a comprehensive understand-
ing of large sections of a document or even the entire document.
The broad scope makes it hard to pinpoint specific content effec-
tively, which contradicts the precise nature of IR tasks.
Overwhelm Statistical Questions: Questions that demand exten-
sive data computation or collation, such as “How many words
are there in total in the paper?” also fall outside our scope. These
require a level of statistical analysis that goes beyond retrieval.
Online Search Questions: For example, queries like “What is the
Google Scholar citation count of the main author of this article?”
rely on information from external online resources. Since our
focus is on retrieving information that is internally available
within the documents, these questions are excluded.
Unanswerable Questions: These are designed to test if models
generate answers based on non-existent information (model hal-
lucinations). Since they do not facilitate the retrieval of factual
document-based information, these questions are excluded.

Page-level annotation process. To address the challenge of accu-
rately locating relevant information within extensive documents,
we annotate page-level labels that pinpoint the exact pages contain-
ing evidence needed to answer specific questions. Considering that



Preprint, ,

Document Statistics Questions (%) Modality Distribution (%)

Dataset Domain #Doc #QA f;ig; &351 ﬁ;aog: /#;I:g}é %Lay | Text Image Table 1{‘/[?;; Text Image Table Title
_MMDocIR Eval _ | 313 1,658 2,107 2,638 65.1 83 418 | 447 217 374 115 | 604 188 167 41

- Research Report 34 200 318 400 394 6.0 39.1 45.0 17.5 745 13.5 45.6  40.0 5.9 8.4
- Admin & Industry 10 59 82 113 168 9.1 45.1 78.0 20.3 13.5 13.5 70.1 11.7 14.9 3.2
- Tut & Workshop 17 102 165 225 57.5 4.1 438 37.2 61.7 245 9.8 28.0 573 6.3 8.3
- Academic Paper 75 386 473 571 19.5 10.1 484 28.8 25.7  50.0 10.4 74.6 12.8 111 1.5
- Brochure 15 76 121 178 30.3 9.7 41.1 60.5 52.6 18.4 36.8 33.3 50.8 8.5 7.0
- Financial Report 51 343 394 477 1695 9.2 448 28.0 13.1 54.5 53 60.3 7.9 29.2 2.6
- Guidebook 22 112 168 223 784 10.0 33.6 51.8 544  26.8 17.8 63.7 200 121 4.1
- Government 44 111 116 132 689 6.9 454 69.37 2.7 0 7.6 88.2 3.7 5.7 2.4
- Laws 44 132 133 149 585 6.0 31.2 62.1 0 10.6 27.3 83.8 1.6 12.3 2.2
- News 1 137 137 170 50.0 73.6 723 70.1 1.5 0 28.5 48.5 39.8 0.0 11.6

Dong et al.

Table 2: Detailed statistics for MMDoCIR evaluation set. “4#Lay/Page” is the averaging layouts per page, reflecting page’s layout
complexity. “%Lay” refers to the area ratio of useful layouts (excluding white spaces, headers, and footers) over entire page.

the average document in our dataset contains 65.1 pages, pinpoint-
ing the correct pages is similar to finding a needle in a haystack
and requires meticulous effort. Our annotation process is:
o For MMLongBench-Doc: we review and correct the answers and

corresponding page labels for 794 questions. Specifically, we

Consist Page Labels Layout Labels

ONSISIENCY | prec.  Recall F1 | Prec. Recall F1
A—B 95.7 96.1 95.9 88.1 86.8 87.4
B—A 94.3 94.6 94.4 | 85.9 87.5 86.7
Average | 950 954 952 | 870 872 871

make corrections to 10 answers and revise 169 page labels* to
ensure they accurately reflect the evidence locations.

e For DocBench: we annotate page labels for all 864 questions
from scratch. This involves a detailed examination of each docu-
ment to accurately assign page labels that match the evidential
requirements of each question.

Through these efforts and following a rigorous annotation and

cross-validation process, we successfully compile page-level labels

for a total of 1,658 questions in MMDocIR.

Layout-level annotation process. To achieve more fine-grained re-
trieval granularity, we go beyond page-level annotations by includ-
ing layout-level labels. This advanced annotation process captures
the specific layout elements within pages that contain necessary
evidence to answer each question. Unlike page-level annotation, la-
beling layout-level information is more complex and labor-intensive
due to its detailed nature. Our annotations are via:

o To streamline annotation process, we utilize MinerU [42] to parse
all documents and extract the layout information (e.g., type and
bounding boxes) for every layout element on a page. These el-
ements are categorized into five main types: text, image, table,
title, and equation. The bounding boxes are delineated by the
coordinates of the top-right and bottom-left corners.

e Based on the layouts drawn by MinerU, we identify the layouts
that contain necessary eivdence to answer the question. In in-
stances where MinerU fails to detect certain evidentiary elements,
we manually draws the bounding boxes to ensure the precision
of layout labels. This manual intervention is necessary for ap-
proximately 7% of our layout-level labels.

Ultimately, this meticulous process leads to the annotation of 2,638

layout labels for the 1,658 questions in MMDocIR.

3.3 Quality Control

To ensure annotation quality and reliability in MMDoclIR, we have
adopted a rigorous quality control process using a cross-validation

4Common errors in page labeling: annotators starting page indexing at 1, missing
labels for questions spanning multiple pages, and incorrect or absent page labels.

Table 3: Annotation consistency estimated between annota-
tion group A and B. A<—B indicates evaluation of A’s annota-
tions with B’s annotations as ground truth.

method. This method involves splitting the document corpora into

two main groups, labeled as Group A and Group B. Each group is

responsible for annotating page-level and layout-level labels for
approximately 1,000 QA pairs. Importantly, there is an overlap of

400 QA pairs between two groups, which serves as a validation

checkpoint. The process for quality control works as follows:

e Overlap Scoring: For 400 overlapping questions, each group’s
annotations are scored against the other’s as a form of mutual val-
idation. Specifically, Group A’s annotations are used as a ground
truth to score Group B’s work, and conversely, Group B’s anno-
tations serve as the ground truth for scoring Group A.

e Cross-Evaluation: By cross-evaluating the outcomes from both
groups, we are able to assess the consistency of the annotations
and identify any discrepancies for improvement. Specifically, we
achieved an F; score of 95.2 for page-level annotations and 87.1
for layout-level annotations, as shown in Table 3.

e Random Cross-Validation: Apart from the overlapping 400 ques-
tions, we randomly cross-validate around 50% of the remaining
annotations. In the cases where we have different opinions, we
discuss to achieve mutually-agreed annotations. This step en-
sures the high quality and reliability of MMDocIR.

3.4 Statistics and Analysis

Document Analysis. As shown in Table 2, MMDocIR evaluation
set includes 313 long documents averaging 65.1 pages, categorized
into ten main domains. Different domains feature distinct distribu-
tions of multi-modal information. For instance, research reports,
tutorials, workshops, and brochures predominantly contain images,
whereas financial and industry documents are table-rich. In con-
trast, government and legal documents primarily comprise text.
Overall, the modality distribution is: Text (60.4%), Image (18.8%),
Table (16.7%), and other modalities (4.1%).
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Document Statistics Modality Distribution (%) Labels

Dataset Domain 4D #OA #Page #Lay ol Text Im Table Titl P L
oc /Doc /Page ” ay e age Table e age Lay
_MMDocIR Train _| assorted docs | 6,878 73843 326 632 426 | 493 343 108 49 | v ¥

- MP-DocVQA [40] | health/ind. docs 875 15,266 46.8 6.9 38.8 57.3 18.0 227 1.9 v X
- SlideVQA [38] diverse slides 2,011 11,066 493 44 423 30.1 56.2 4.7 8.8 v X
- TAT-DQA [51] annual reports 163 15814 147.3 9.2 422 | 664 44 265 27 v v
- ArXivQA [25] arXiv papers 1,579 12314 184 79 500 | 704 223 28 1.0 v v
- SciQAG [41] science papers 1,197 4,976 9.0 9.1 53.7 61.8 28.0 6.7 1.5 v v
- DUDE [22] assorted docs 779 3,173 156 7.4 425 57.1 247 152 2.9 v v
- CUAD [17] legal contract 274 11,234 29.6 74 247 89.3 2.5 6.4 1.1 v X

Table 4: Document statistics for Training Datasets collected.

Question and Annotation Analysis. MMDocIR encompasses
1,658 questions, 2,107 page labels, and 2,638 layout labels. The
modalities required to answer these questions distribute across
four categories: Text (44.7%), Image (21.7%), Table (37.4%), and
Layout/Meta (11.5%). The “Layout/Meta” category encompasses
questions related to layout information and meta-data statistics.
Notably, the dataset poses several challenges: 254 questions neces-
sitate cross-modal understanding, 313 questions demand evidence
across multiple pages, and 637 questions require reasoning based
on multiple layouts. These complexities highlight the need for ad-
vanced multi-modal reasoning and contextual understanding.

4 MMDoclIR: Training Set
4.1 Document Corpus Collection

The training set corpora are mainly collected from DocVQA bench-
marks, adhering to similar selection criteria (see Section 3.1).

o MP-DocVQA [40] contains 47,952 images collected from Indus-
try Documents Library (IDL) >. We group the 47,952 document
images into separate document files, and obtain 875 long docu-
ments (46.8 pages on average) with 15,266 QA pairs.

SlideVQA [38] contains 2,619 slide documents collected from
slideshare © and covering 39 topics. Note that SlideVQA contains
only the first 20 pages of each slide decks. In our research, we
manually collect the complete slide decks, and obtain 2,011 long
documents (averaging 49.3 pages) with 11,066 QA pairs.
TAT-DQA [51] consists of 3,067 document pages from financial
reports 7, dated between 2018 and 2020. Note that neither original
documents nor links is provided. We use OCR to extract text in
the pages, and use search engine to find relevant documents.
After careful tracing and recognition, we identify 163 original
documents (averaging 147.3 pages) with 15,814 QA pairs.
ArXivQA [25] comprises 32k figures cropped from academic
pages 8. We use the arXiv DOIs provided to collect the academic
papers. After careful tracing, recognition, and document length
filtering, we identify 1,579 documents averaging 18.4 pages.
SciQAG [41] consists of 22,728 papers in 24 scientific disciplines,
collected from Web of Science (WoS) Core Collection database.
We sample 50 documents from each discipline, and manually
collect 1,197 papers using the DOIs provided.

Shttps://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/
Ohttps://www.slideshare.net/
"https://www.annualreports.com/
8https://arxiv.org/

e DUDE [22] provides 5,019 documents from aggregate websites’.
It covers a broad range of domains, including medical, legal,
technical, and financial, among others, to evaluate models’ ability
to handle diverse topics and the specific knowledge each requires.
We filter out short documents and obtain 779 relatively long
documents (averaging 15.6 pages) with 3,173 QA pairs.

e CUAD [17] provides 510 commercial legal contracts, collected
from Electronic Data Gathering, Analysis, and Retrieval (EDGAR)°.
We filter out short documents in CUAD and obtain 274 long doc-
uments (29.6 pages on average) with 11,234 QA pairs.

4.2 Label Construction

The page labels can be converted for MP-DocVQA, SlideVQA, and
DUDE datasets. Among them, only DUDE provides layout labels.

SciQAG provides only question and answer in texts. We utilize
them to reversely obtain the page-level and layout-level labels.
Specifically, we first use MinerU to obtain layout-level passage
chunks. For each QA pair, we deploy E5 and BGE retrievers to obtain
question-passage and answer-passage similarity scores against all
extracted passage chunks. If both scores rank within top 3 for a
certain passage chunk, we confirm this layout to be the layout-level
labels for the given QA pair.

Similarly, ArXivQA provides only cropped images, without doc-
ument page/layout labels. We first use MinerU to obtain layout-level
image. For each cropped image, we calculate the image similarity
between all extracted images, and keep only the highest scoring one.
Subsequently, we manually examine if the selected image matches
the cropped image. In this way, we filter around 20% unmatched
images and their QA pairs, resulting 1,579 QA pairs with page-level
and layout-level labels.

For TAT-DQA, the layout-level labels are provided for sampled
single page. We need to localize the page index of the sampled page.
We utilize PDF mapping technique to retrieve the best matched
page for every sampled page in this document. Then, we manual
examine if the retrieved page is identical to the given page, and
correct the labels if there were any errors.

The overall statistics (e.g., document information, modality dis-
tribution, domain, etc) of MMDocIR training set are in Table 4.

5 Model Training: DPR-Phi3&Col-Phi3

To evaluate the effectiveness of the MMDocIR training set, we
train two visual retrievers based on Phi3-Vision [1]. Phi3-Vision

°1: archive.org, 2: http://commons.wikimedia.org/, 3: http://documentcloud.org/
Ohttps://www.sec.gov/search-filings
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Domain Resear. Admin Tutori.& Acade. Broch- Finance Guide- Govern- L N Average

Method | Report &Indu. Worksh. Paper ure  Report book  ment aws €WS | Macro Micro

DPR 21.2 22.1 27.7 233 244 16.7 21.1 20.7 31.0 15.1 22.3 21.7

% ColBERT 43.8 39.8 42.4 39.3 39.2 38.7 46.3 50.6 46.1 17.1 40.3 40.0

< BGE 45.5 29.0 41.5 33.6 40.8 32.7 40.0 42.8 36.4 15.1 35.7 35.2

6 E5 44.2 30.8 39.9 33.2 33.0 323 40.4 41.7 38.9 15.8 35.0 34.7

& Contriever 39.1 333 44.0 34.2 43.9 26.4 40.6 39.4 37.0 15.1 353 33.6

— GTE 44.6 32.6 45.0 33.2 37.2 31.8 40.0 39.9 35.2 14.5 35.4 34.6
o DPR 323255 270 310 284 188235 312 383 161 | 2727209

+« % ColBERT 48.6 42.8 51.1 46.2 36.0 36.8 49.6 60.9 59.5 26.3 45.8 44.9

@ + BGE 48.8 30.9 47.1 40.8 37.6 28.4 43.4 51.9 48.9 28.5 40.6 39.6

= = E5 48.1 30.0 50.4 39.4 41.1 29.7 40.9 52.8 51.1 24.1 40.8 39.5

] ; Contriever 45.5 31.2 49.8 41.5 39.4 29.4 45.2 55.3 51.1 20.4 40.9 39.7
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Table 5: Main results for page-level retrieval. “OCR-text” and “VLM-text” refer to converting multi-modal content in the

document page using OCR and VLM respectively. “Image” refers to processing document page as screenshot image.

(Mphi3v) reuses the image tokenizer from clip-vit-1la rge!l (Myit).
It can deal with high-resolution images by cropping them into sub-
images, where each sub-image has 336 X 336 pixels.

Document/Query Encoding. DPR-Phi3 and Col-Phi3 represent
document page or query using a single dense embedding (following
DPR [19]) and a list of token-level embeddings (following Col-
BERT [20]), respectively. Specifically, we follow Ma et al. [28] to
concatenate document image with a text prompt: “<s><d> What is
shown in this image?</s>". Here, the <d> token is a special place-
holder token and is replaced by the sequence of patch latent embed-
dings from the vision encoder. We consider only text queries and
use text prompt: “<s> query: <q> </s>”. Similarly, the placeholder

1ViT-Large: https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-large-patch14-336

<q> token is replaced by input query.

d
ESP" = Mphisy (Myit(d). prompt) [~1], € RP: o
d
Eqplr = Mphi3v (q: prompt) [-1].€ RD!

where the end-of-sequence token </s> from the last hidden state
(D1 = 3072) of Mypi3y is used to represent Egpr and Egpr.
EEOI = Mproj - MphiSv (Mvit(d), prOmpt), € RNaxD: @

Ea(’l = Mproj - Mphi3v(q, prompt), € RNg*D2

where Myroj is projection layer to map the last hidden states of
Mphisy into reduced dimension D, = 128. Ny ~ 2500 for a typical
high-resolution page and Ny is the number of query tokens.


https://huggingface.co/openai/clip-vit-large-patch14-336
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Query-Doc Similarity. The similarity between the query and the
document is computed as follows:

dpr dpr

BB
Sim(q, d = 3
im(q. )dpr ”Egpr .HEgpr 3)

where Sim(q, d)gp, is computed as the cosine similarity between
their embeddings. and (:|) is the dot product.

co. (l) COI(J)

max E 1 E 4

iE[lN]jE[, < q | d > ()
Yq

where Sim(q, d).o; is the sum over all query vectors anl(i)’ of its
maximum dot product (-|-) with each of the N; document embed-
ding vectors Eﬁ‘)l W,

Contrastive Loss. Given the query g, we have the positive docu-
ment d* and a set of negative documents d~ including hard nega-
tives and in-batch negatives. The hard negatives are negative pages
within the document with highest Sim(q, d ™) scored by ColPali [15]
retriever. We calculate the loss as:

. dpr
Ldpr . exp(Slm(q’dJr)/f)
(gd*d) —

log (5)

- d
Sdiearua- exp(Sim(l /1)

where DPR-Phi3 is trained on the InfoNCE loss, and the tempera-
ture parameter 7 = 0.02 in our experiments.

! . 1 . 1
Lfg,dtd*) =log (1 +exp (drinea:ix_ (Slmfg,d,-)) - Slm?;d+))) (6)

where Col-Phi3 is trained via the softplus loss based on the positive
scores w.r.t. to the maximal negative scores.

6 Experiment

6.1 Evaluation Metric

The retriever scores each page or layout in the document based on
its relevance to the question, and returns the top k candidates with
the highest scores. Recall@k is defined as the proportion of the
ground truth page/layout evidence that is successfully retrieved.
Note for layout matching, we calculate recall based on the overlaps
of bounding boxes between retrieved layouts and gold layouts.

6.2 Baseline Models and Setting

We evaluate 6 state-of-the-art text retrievers: namely DPR [19], Col-
BERT [20], BGE [46], E5 [43], Contriever [18], and GTE [26] (refer
to Section 7.1). Meanwhile, we evaluate 5 VLM-based retrievers: 3
off-the-shelf models named DSEixi_ss [28], DSEdocmatix [28], and
ColPali [15] (refer to Section 7.2), and 2 our trained models (see
section 5). All retrievers are adapted into dual-task setting:

o Page Retrieval: For textual retrievers, we use MinerU [42] to
extract the layout of all document pages. Non-textual layouts are
converted into ‘OCR-text” and “VLM-text” by using Tesseract
OCR 2 and GPT-4o respectively. The document page is repre-
sent by concatenating the text of all layouts within it. For visual
retrievers, we directly utilize document page screenshots.

2https://github.com/tesseract-ocr/tesseract
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e Layout Retrieval: Textual retrievers process non-textual lay-
outs using “OCR-text” or “VLM-text”. Visual retrievers process
textual layouts in either “Pure Image” (using cropped image
of textual area as input) or “Hybrid” (using its original text, as
VLM can directly encode text as well).

6.3 Main Results for Page-level Retrieval

For page-level retrieval (Table 5), our key findings are as follows:

o Superiority of Visual Retrievers: Visual retrievers consistently
outperform text retrievers across various domains and retrieval
metrics (e.g., Top k = 1, 3, 5). This highlights the significance of
leveraging document screenshots to capture multi-modal infor-
mation, which is often lost when relying solely on OCR-text.

o Effectiveness of MMDocIR: Among the visual retrievers, DPR-
Phi3,us and Col-Phi3gys trained on theMMDocIR train set
demonstrate superior performance. It suggests dataset quality to
effectively enhances the retrieval ability.

o Effectiveness of VLM-Text: Although VLM-text approaches
underperform visual retrievers, they achieve much better per-
formance than the OCR-text methods. This indicates benefits of
using GPT-4o to preserve visual cues in text.

o Necessity of Token-level Embeddings: Token-level retriev-
ers (e.g., ColBERT, ColPali, Col-Phi3qyrs) compared with their
document/page-level counterparts (e.g., BGE, DSE, DPR-Phi3oyrs),
achieve more advantageous results in Recall@1 and marginal
performance increase in Recall@5/10. Yet, the storage overhead
of token-level embeddings can be 10 times more than page-level
embeddings.

e Top 5 Coverage: Retrieving top 5 pages provides substantial
coverage, ensuring that relevant information is captured.

6.4 Main Results for Layout-level Retrieval

For layout-level retrieval (Table 6), our key findings are as follows:

e Superiority of Visual Retrievers: Visual retrievers exhibit
substantial performance advantages over text retrievers utilizing
OCR-text. This highlights the limitations of OCR in capturing
the multi-modal nature of documents, where visual context can
significantly enhance retrieval accuracy.

o Effectiveness of VLM-Text: Interestingly, VLM-text approaches
achieve comparable performance as visual retrievers. This indi-
cates strong image description capabilities of state-of-the-art
VLM, which can offer significant benefits to textual retrievers in
understanding multi-modal information.

e Comparison of Hybrid vs. Pure Image Sequences: Visual
retrievers relying on hybrid image-text sequences generally per-
form less effectively than those utilizing pure image sequences.
This suggests that current VLMs may have stronger capabilities
in modeling images than text within the multi-modal framework.

o Necessity of Token-level Embeddings: Token-level retriev-
ers (e.g., ColBERT, ColPali, Col-Phi3qys) compared with their
document/page-level counterparts (e.g., BGE, DSE, DPR-Phi3qurs),
do not achieve advantageous results in layout retrieval.

e Top 10 Coverage: Retrieving top 10 layouts does not provide
comprehensive coverage of the ground truth layouts for docu-
ment retrieval tasks. It suggests the challenge of layout retrieval.


https://github.com/tesseract-ocr/tesseract
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Table 6: Main results for layout-level retrieval. “OCR-text” and “VLM-text” refer to converting multi-modal layouts using OCR
and VLM respectively. “Pure-Image” and “Hybrid” refer to reading textual layouts in image and text format respectively.

6.5 Analysis of OCR and VLM Text

Interestingly, text retrievers leveraging VLM-text can significantly
outperform OCR-text, in both page and layout retrieval. OCR-text
which is the the raw text extracted via OCR tools, and as experimen-
tal results suggest, it is not suitable for multi-modal retrieval. In
comparison, VLM-text can facilitate multi-modal retrieval, suggest-
ing that VLMs can largely preserve rich multi-modal information.
The averaged word length and distribution of OCR and VLM text
obtained from the tables and figures in MMDocIR in shown in

Figure 3. Observe that the VLM-text is much longer than OCR-
text. Specifically, the length of VLM-text is 1.5 and 3.8 times more
than that of OCR-text in table and figure. Tables tend to contain
numerical or structured layouts, which can be well recorded by
text. Figures contain mostly graphical elaboration and visual cues.
Hence, making OCR tools struggle in getting textual information
from figures. Although VLM-text can offer much comprehensive
text information than OCR-text, it comes at the cost of higher com-
putational overhead and longer latency.



Benchmarking Multi-Modal Retrieval for Long Documents

214.1 1.0%
2004 OCR-text (Image/Table raw text)
0.8% VLM-text (Image/Table desription)
1517 o

150 ! 0.6% 4
1001810 916| (.49

50 0.2% 1

24.4
ol | | 0.0% T T : : . . .
Overall Table Image 0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

(a) Avg word length (b) Distribution density of word length

Figure 3: Avg length and distribution of OCR and VLM text.

7 Related Work
7.1 Text-Centric Document Retrieval

Document indexing. The process of indexing a multi-modal doc-
ument involves multiple steps, including Document Parsing [6,
42], Optical Character Recognition (OCR) [5, 7, 32], Layout Detec-
tion [37, 47, 48], Chunking [9, 14, 33], and Image Captioning [2, 49].
These steps are time-consuming and can introduce errors that im-
pact the overall retrieval performance.

Text retrieval. Current text retrieval are primarily classified into
sparse and dense retrieval. For two widely-used sparse retrievers:
TF-IDF [35] calculates the relevance via word frequency with the
inverse document frequency, and BM25 [34] introduces nonlinear
word frequency saturation and length normalization. Dense retriev-
ers encode content into vector representations. DPR [19] is the
pioneering work of dense vector representations for QA tasks. Simi-
larly, ColBERT [20] introduces an efficient question-document inter-
action model with late fine-grained term matching. Contriever [18]
leverages contrastive learning to improve content dense encoding.
E5 [43] and BGE [46] propose novel training and data preparation
techniques to enhance retrieval performance. Moreover, GTE [26]
integrates graph-based techniques to enhance dense embedding.
Most systems focus on text-based representations, neglecting the
valuable visual information present in documents.

7.2 Vision-Driven Document Retrieval

Vision Language Models (VLMs) [1, 3, 4, 10] have gained popularity
for their ability to understand and generate text based on combined
text and visual inputs. This advancement has led to the develop-
ment of cutting-edge visual-driven retrievers, such as ColPali [15]
and DSE [28]. These models specifically leverage PaliGemma [4]
and Phi3-V [1] to directly encode document page screenshots for
multi-modal document retrieval. ColPali adopts similar question-
document interaction as ColBERT, and represent each document
page in token-level embeddings. By contrast, DSE is similar to DPR
to encode each page with a single dense embedding. Visual Retriev-
ers can directly model useful visual information, allowing for the
direct utilization of multi-modal content without first converting it
into text. Despite these advancements, visual retrievers face chal-
lenges, particularly in dealing with text details when document
page resolutions are high. The high resolution of document pages
substantially increases the computational cost and complexity of
the embedding process, which may hinder the model’s performance.
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7.3 Multi-modal Document Retrieval Datasets

As described in Section 1 and Table 1, there is a notable lack of
a robust benchmark for multi-modal document retrieval. Doc-
CVOQA [39] is the first multi-modal document retrieval-answering
task, which extracts information from a document image collec-
tion and then provides the answer. However, DocCVQA provides
only 20 questions, and the corpora is limited to finance domain
specifically in political disclosure. PDF-MVQA [13] is tailored for
multi-modal retrieval in research articles. Note that PDF-MVQA
is annotated by Chat-GPT (GPT-3.5-turbo) but not experts, and its
corpora contains only biomedical articles. SciMMIR [45] proposes
multi-modal retrieval in scientific research papers. However, it pro-
vides only the image-caption pairs, not the natural user query with
the targeting document pages. Ma et al. [28] introduce two relevant
datasets, namely Wiki-SS and DocMatix-IR. Wiki-SS is constructed
based on Natural Questions [21] where the evidence passage is the
screenshot wikipedia webpage. Natural Questions are mainly de-
signed for text rather than multi-modal retrieval. We also notice
that the screenshot may not include the ground-truth evidence as
only the front-page is screenshotted. DocMatix-IR is constructed
from the largest document understanding dataset DocMatix [23]
via filtering and hard negative mining. However, the VQA questions
in DocMatix is constructed by Phi-3-small [1] rather than experts,
and these VQA questions are not de-contextualized for retrieval.

ViDoRe [15] is the most relevant benchmark to MMDoclIR. It in-
tegrates multiple DocVQA datasets [25, 30, 31, 51], and provides new
documents in scientific, medical, administrative, and environment
domains. Upon thorough examination of the 1,180 questions within
the ViDoRe dataset, we find that more than 80% of these questions
present drawbacks in terms of their complexity and context-specific
nature. Typical examples include “What’s the title of the picture”
and “what’s the author’s name”. They tend to be either overly sim-
plistic or excessively dependent on a specific context which does
not necessarily reflect the broader, more complex needs of effective
IR. Additionally, a significant limitation of the ViDoRe dataset is
its reliance on sampled document pages or cropped images rather
than providing the complete document corpora.

8 Conclusion

In conclusion, multi-modal document retrieval presents a complex
challenge that necessitates the integration of diverse data modal-
ities beyond plain text. Our contributions address this challenge
by introducing the MMDocIR benchmark, which includes inno-
vative dual-task retrieval functionalities targeting both page-level
and layout-level specifics of documents. The MMDocIR bench-
mark comprises a rich dataset featuring expertly annotated labels
for 1,685 questions and bootstrapped labels for 173,843 questions,
making it a pivotal resource for advancing multi-modal document
retrieval for both training and evaluation purposes. Our comprehen-
sive evaluation reveals that visual-driven retrievers significantly
outperform text-driven ones, underscoring the critical importance
of incorporating visual content in enhancing the effectiveness of
document retrieval systems. Future work can expand on optimizing
these retrieval algorithms to improve the accuracy and efficiency
of multi-modal document retrieval systems.
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