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Abstract

The vast portion of workloads employing
LLMs involves answering questions grounded
on PDF or scan content. We introduce the
Arctic-TILT achieving accuracy on par with
models 1000× its size on these use cases. It can
be fine-tuned and deployed on a single 24GB
GPU, lowering operational costs while process-
ing Visually Rich Documents with up to 400k
tokens. The model establishes state-of-the-art
results on seven diverse Document Understand-
ing benchmarks, as well as provides reliable
confidence scores and quick inference, which
are essential for processing files in large-scale
or time-sensitive enterprise environments.
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Arctic-TILT 24GB GPU 500 PAGES

Figure 1: Arctic-TILT consumes long, richly formatted
PDFs given a single, cost-efficient GPU and can produce
their summary, answer questions, and extract values,
outperforming vastly heavier LLMs and LVLMs.

∗ See Appendix E for contributions.

1 Introduction

General-purpose LLMs and their multi-modal
counterparts provide a crucial advantage in pro-
cess automation: they can be applied immediately,
eliminating the expensive and time-consuming ef-
forts of creating dedicated system architecture
and model development. Though they are suit-
able choices for prototyping and building proof-
of-concept solutions, once the case is validated,
it becomes essential to consider the demands of
real-world deployments, such as cost-efficiency (Fu
et al., 2024; Ong et al., 2024), fine-tunability (Liu
et al., 2022), and ensuring accurate confidence cali-
bration (Van Landeghem, 2024).

We consider these issues in the context of Docu-
ment Understanding (DU), where it is commonly
required to integrate textual, layout and graphical
clues to obtain the required information and intro-
duce the Arctic-TILT, designed to address the needs
of broad-use deployments, cost efficiency, and do-
main adaptations for a fraction of the cost of the
leading models. The proposed solution achieves
state-of-the-art accuracy on business and long doc-
ument benchmarks of MP-DocVQA (Tito et al.,
2023), DUDE (Van Landeghem et al., 2023), Kleis-
ter NDA and Charity (Stanislawek et al., 2021),
ArXiv-Lay and PubMed-Lay (Nguyen et al., 2023),
and remains competitive with orders of magnitude
larger models on other document VQA datasets.

2 Related Works

The appearance of LLMs is a result of trends that
have also been strongly visible in the DU field in
recent years.

Traditionally, tasks like table or information ex-
traction from Visually Rich Documents were bro-
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TILT Arctic-TILT

Vision Encoding and its Fusion with Text
sum of text & image fusion by tensor product
first layer only every encoder layer

Pretraining and Finetuning
400k steps of adaptation 900k steps of adaptation
SFT on 4 datasets SFT on 17 datasets

Transformer
dense attention, vanilla sparse attention, SLED
max 9k tokens max 400k tokens
basic optimization heavy optimization

Table 1: Comparison of TILT and Arctic-TILT.

ken down into separate steps, such as form recogni-
tion, field detection, and value extraction (Prabhu
et al., 2021; Medvet et al., 2011; Rusiñol et al.,
2013; Peanho et al., 2012; Tian et al., 2016; Le
et al., 2019; Baek et al., 2019; Holt and Chisholm,
2018; Wang et al., 2021; Carbonell et al., 2019).
Each of these steps typically required distinct mod-
els or heuristics and processing pipelines that were
later approached in a more end-to-end manner em-
ploying graph-based approaches (Liu et al., 2019;
Hwang et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Wang et al.,
2024, inter alia).

Ultimately, the DU field has converged on formu-
lating tasks in a unified text-to-text format due to
its robustness in handling various problems, which
LLMs align well with due to their generic input-
output format (Mathew et al., 2021b,a; Borchmann
et al., 2021). Although this approach appears ele-
gant and its ease of application makes it appealing
for industrial-scale implementation, treating docu-
ments as pure text is often insufficient, particularly
where layout-intensive aspects dominate. Hence,
there has been a recent surge in extending LLMs
with visual (Li et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023), lay-
out modality (Fujitake, 2024), or both (Mao et al.,
2024; Li et al., 2024; Tang et al., 2023) to better
capture the nuances of document structures and
improve performance on layout-intensive tasks.

A separate line of work approaches DU prob-
lems using vision-only models (Kim et al., 2021,
2022; Lee et al., 2023; Beyer et al., 2024), assum-
ing one can address the problem without specific
architectural biases. However, models with textual
input outperform them with a notable example of
GPT-4 Vision that benefits from the availability of
OCR-recognized text (Borchmann, 2024).

Despite these advancements and the significant
benefits the scale of LLMs offers, we provide argu-
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Figure 2: Arctic-TILT modality fusion. It can be seen as
attention with role vector (Schlag et al., 2019) simplified
concerning we calculate it over a pair of aligned text
and image tokens.

ments for smaller, problem-specific models, simi-
larly to Fu et al. (2024); Zhao et al. (2024) and fo-
cus on cost-efficient deployment (Ong et al., 2024).

3 Arctic-TILT

Our starting point is the TILT encoder-decoder
model, built upon T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) by (1)
extending its sequential positional bias with an at-
tention bias based on relative horizontal and ver-
tical distances between each pair of tokens, and
(2) adding contextualized image embeddings that
cover the token image region semantics in the con-
text of its entire visual neighborhood (Powalski
et al., 2021).

We further enhance TILT’s performance and re-
move limitations. Specifically, we propose novel
modality fusion, introduce attention sparsity, en-
hance training recipe, and optimize training and



inference (Table 1). Improved variant of the model
is referred to as the Arctic-TILT.

3.1 Fusion of Text and Vision
The TILT model’s unique approach to combin-
ing visual and textual semantics involves summing
word embeddings and RoI-pooled representations
of the word’s bounding box with a variant of the U-
Net network used as an image encoder. Visual and
textual features are integrated once, immediately
after embedding both inputs.

We begin by replacing the post-embedding sum-
mation of text and vision modalities from the origi-
nal TILT with our proposed mechanism, integrated
within each transformer block.

Fusion by Tensor Product. In contrast to Powal-
ski et al. (2021), we opt for the fusion of modal-
ities inspired by tensor product representations
(Smolensky, 1990; Schmidhuber, 1993) and their
Hadamard approximation (Schlag et al., 2019).
Specifically, given the text and image embeddings
t, i ∈ Rd, we calculate the fused embedding with:

Fuse(t, i) = O(V (t+ i)⊙ (1+Rt)) + t

where V , R, and O are Rd×d trainable parameters.
In practice, we use a variant of this mechanism with
additional layer norm and dropout, as depicted in
Figure 2 and Listing 1.

Module placement. Having described the mech-
anism of integrating two modalities together, the
question arises on the positioning of the fusion
module within the transformer block.

We found that placing the fusion module after
FFNs is most beneficial as the fusion results are di-
rectly fed to the next layer (Figure 3). Additionally,
by applying fusion after every encoder layer, we
mitigate the vanishing gradient effect and enable
the model to focus on different visual features as
its comprehension of the document improves.

3.2 Long Context Support
Concerning the product-oriented nature of our
work, it is essential to cover a significant fraction
of real-world documents of potentially arbitrary
lengths while operating within limited resources.

The outlined optimizations are guided by the
need to handle as much context as possible on
widely available A10 and L4 GPUs equipped with
24GB vRAM. We assume a single-GPU setup and
measure the impact of applied techniques and ar-
chitectural changes on the maximum context length

Contextualized
Vision

Multi-Head
Attention

1D + 2D
Biases

Feed
Forward

Textual
Semantics

F

Nx

Decoder

Figure 3: The Arctic-TILT encoder block combines Con-
textualized Vision from U-Net and Textual Semantics
from input embeddings through Fusion (F) operation.
The Multi-Head Attention is augmented with 1D and
2D positional biases to capture spatial and sequential
arrangement. This procedure is repeated in each layer
(Nx), allowing to process integrated information further.

used during the finetuning and inference under this
memory budget.

Chunked processing. To address the quadratic
complexity of self-attention computation in the
encoder, we employ a variant of fusion-in-
decoder (de Jong et al., 2023), also known as
blockwise encoding (Pietruszka et al., 2022) or
SLED (Ivgi et al., 2022) with zero chunk padding.
This method restricts the encoder attention ma-
trix to a neighborhood around its diagonal with
a bounded width. Without padding, this results
in a block diagonal matrix, reducing the number
of non-zero attention weights to a linear quantity
relative to the input sequence length.

Specifically, for a fixed core chunk length c, and
overlap size o, being hyperparameters of our model,
prefix of length l and total input size C = n · c,
we build a sequence of chunks in the following
manner: chunk number 1 is filled with l tokens of
prefix, and with tokens 0, .., c− l of the input. Say
chunk number i already used input tokens of up to
t. Chunk number i+1 starts with l tokens of prefix,
followed with tokens t− o+ 1, t− o+ 2, ..., t−
o+ c− l of the input. In practice, we found a core
chunk length of 1024 and no overlap to perform
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Figure 4: An illustration of sparse attention matrices
assuming a two-layer encoder and decoder. The origi-
nal TILT (A) consumes the complete input at once, in
contrast to Arctic-TILT (B) with blockwise attention

robustly across most tasks (see Appendix C).
The resulting sequences are passed through the

encoder separately. The encoder outputs are then
recombined by removing the prefix tokens embed-
dings from all but the first chunk and concatenating
the results. The resulting encoder output is passed
to the decoder (see Figure 4).

Since the underlying attention implementation is
already memory efficient, this technique improves
the computational efficiency in training and infer-
ence, resulting in a 10-fold increase in input length
during training and inference.

Nested stack checkpointing. Implementing gra-
dient checkpointing over the entire 24-layer en-
coder stack reduces the memory required for acti-
vations. Only the last layer’s activations are stored,
which are necessary for the decoder. Consequently,
memory savings are significant here, as the require-
ment for processing 1M tokens reduced from 96GB
to merely 4GB for the encoder part, albeit at the
cost of an additional forward pass through the en-
coder. This improvement allowed to quadruple the
input length for training.

Random chunks. While our modifications effec-
tively handle the encoder’s memory limitations, the
length of concatenated chunk embeddings can still
cause the decoder cross-attention to exceed avail-
able memory. Technically, the model can handle
230k tokens during the training, which was further
addressed with a simple method that allows for ex-
tending the length of the document while also posi-
tively impacting the scores. We randomly discard
chunks, effectively exposing the model to the differ-
ent parts of longer documents across epochs. The
first chunk, typically containing the initial pages, is
always preserved to provide essential context.

In addition to primary techniques, we employ
several other optimizations. Specifically, we use
mixed precision training with bfloat16 while turn-
ing off weight caching to save RAM, leading to
a 2× improvement in inference input length. Sec-
ondly, by recomputing projections for each decoder
layer instead of using the key-value cache, we ex-
tend the maximum inference context to 389k to-
kens. Next, we optimize training by offloading the
decoder’s activations needed for backpropagation
from GPU to CPU, minimizing peak memory usage
of the GPU by increasing processing time. Finally,
implementing memory-efficient attention reduces
the memory overhead of the attention mechanism
(Rabe and Staats, 2022).

Ultimately, our optimizations culminate in signifi-
cant memory usage improvements, allowing us to
effectively train and deploy Arctic-TILT for doc-
uments up to 500 pages1 on a single 24GB GPU.
The step-by-step summary is studied in Table 2.

3.3 Pretraining and Finetuning

The training process began with a self-supervised
pretraining phase using the pretrained T5 large
model (Raffel et al., 2020). Following the introduc-
tion of TILT architecture changes, which included
U-Net (Ronneberger et al., 2015) and 2D biases,
as well as text-vision post-fusion, the model un-
derwent further self-supervised pretraining for a
total of 900k steps based on documents from the
CCpdf (Turski et al., 2022) and OCR-IDL (Biten
et al., 2022). These two large-scale, publicly avail-
able PDF resources come with OCR results from
Tesseract and Amazon Textract, respectively.

1Specifically, 390k input tokens with an output of 128
tokens, corresponding to 780 tokens per page on average.



Inference Training

Vanilla TILT 9k 4k
+ attention sparsity 87k 41k
+ mixed precision 179k 51k
+ memory efficient attention 183k 56k

Inference-only optimizations
+ no cross-attention KV cache 389k

Training-only optimizations
+ nested checkpointing 230k
+ CPU offloading 256k
+ random chunks 389k

Table 2: Max input length (tokens) consumed during
training and inference given single 24GB GPU. Tested
for documents up to 500 pages (389k tokens).

Finally, the model was fine-tuned on QA and
KIE datasets. In this phase, we increase the number
of supervised datasets to 17, compared to TILT’s
original choice of four. The datasets chosen rep-
resent critical aspects of DU tasks, including, but
not limited to, forms, financial reports, charts, in-
voices, insurance documents, contracts, and legal
documents (detailed in Appendix B).

4 Experiments

We start by examining diverse benchmarks in the
Document Understanding field, focusing on these
closer to enterprise applications due to the domain
of the included documents and the presence of
multi-page inputs that systems encounter in real-
world applications (see Table 3).

Hyperparameters used during finetuning were
subject to optimization outlined in Appendix C.

4.1 Document Visual QA and KIE

Regarding the model’s intended use for processing
unstructured documents, Document Visual Ques-
tion Answering and Key Information Extraction
tasks appear best suited for assessing performance.

Multi-page. Arctic-TILT excels when input is a
long, business document. In the case of DUDE
(Van Landeghem et al., 2023) consisting of PDFs
of up to 25 pages, sourced across industries, we
outperform GPT-4 Vision Turbo by 4 points and
Gemini 1.5 Pro by 12 points. Qualitatively, Arctic-
TILT not only outperforms GPT-4Vt in handling
non-answerable questions but also exceeds state-of-
the-art models in list and abstractive analysis tasks,
an example showing complex data handling skills.

Similarly, we establish state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on MP-DocVQA (Tito et al., 2023) dataset

Table 1

Page Arctic-TILT (MP) GRAM (MP) Arctic-TILT (SlideVQA) Arctic-TILT (MMLong) 32K + OCR

1 - 5 77,1 78,2 57,2 26,6

6 - 10 72,9 74,4 55,3 21,4

11 - 15 69,7 69,6 52,6 18,9

16 - 20 72,6 77,2 50,3 22,2

21 - 30 16,5

31 - 40 14,2

41 - 50 18,4

-50 13,3

Method ANLS Accuracy Page 0 Page 1

TILT finetuned 
optuna 3

0,8122 50,7870 0,8639 0,7967

GRAM 0,8032 19,9841 0,8380 0,7854

1-5 26.6

6-10 21.4

11-15 18.9

16-20 22.2

21-30 16.5

31-40 14.2

41-50 18.4

50-10000 13.3
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Figure 5: Scores of Arctic-TILT on MP-DocVQA, Slide-
VQA, and MMLongBench-Doc, depending on the evi-
dence location (buckets of five pages).

consisting of questions posed to industrial docu-
ments of up to 20 pages, outperforming GRAM
(Blau et al., 2024) by 1 point. Further, we were
able to surpass the long-standing score of LAM-
BERT (Garncarek et al., 2021) on Kleister Charity
(Stanislawek et al., 2021), with documents reach-
ing above 300 pages, by 4 points. Similarly, we
outperform ERNIE-Layout (Peng et al., 2022) on
Kleister NDA by 6 points.

Concerning SlideVQA (Tanaka et al., 2023) that
is based on visually rich presentations of up to 20
slides, we obtain 2 points less than GPT-4 Vision.
On recently introduced MMLongBench-Doc (Ma
et al., 2024) that evaluates zero-shot performance
on documents as long as 400 pages, we outperform
vastly larger LLMs: Mixtral 8x7B by 8 points,
QWen-Plus by 6 points, and LVLMs: Claude-3
Opus by 9 points, InternVL by 11 points. Better
performance was attained by models such as Gem-
ini 1.5 Pro and GPT-4 Vision Omnia, which are
believed to have hundreds of times more parame-
ters. Whereas it was the only task considered in
zero-shot setup, please note Section 4.3 studies how
the performance of our model improves compared
to GPT-4o given several annotated documents.

Finally, given that three of datasets considered
under this category contain labeled positions of
answers within documents, we can investigate how
the model’s performance changes depending on the
evidence location. The results shown in Figure 5
indicate the primacy bias, with the highest scores
achieved when relevant information appears at the



Dataset Industrial Multipage State-of-the-Art Arctic-TILT

MP-DocVQA ✓ ✓ GRAM 80.3 81.2
Kleister Charity ✓ ✓ LAMBERT 83.6 88.1
Kleister NDA ✓ ✓ ERNIE-Layout 88.1 94.3
DUDE ✓/ ✗ ✓ GPT-4Vt + OCR 53.9 58.1
MMLongBench-Doc† ✓/ ✗ ✓ GPT-4o 42.8 25.8
SlideVQA ✗ ✓ GPT-4Vt + OCR 57.3 55.1
ArXiv-Lay ✗ ✓ BigBird-Pegasus+Layout 41.2 44.4
PubMed-Lay ✗ ✓ BigBird-Pegasus+Layout 42.1 44.8
DocVQA ✓ ✗ InternVL 2.0 Pro 95.1 90.2
VQA-CD ✓ ✗ QALayout 42.5 90.7
InfographicsVQA ✗ ✗ InternVL 2.0 Pro 86.8 57.0

Table 3: Arctic-TILT compared to the previous state-of-the-art. Our model remains competitive despite having
less than 1B parameters and excels when input is a long, business document. We use the original metrics for each
dataset, i.e., F1 for Kleisters, Accuracy for MMLongBench-Doc, EM for SlideVQA, ROUGE-L for ArXiv-Lay and
PubMed-Lay, and ANLS for the remaining tasks; † denotes zero-shot evaluation.

beginning of the input (Liu et al., 2024).

Single-page. In benchmarks involving single-
page excerpts from multi-page documents or stan-
dalone images with limited input length, our
model shows promising results. While Arcitc-
TILT improved by 2 points over TILT on DocVQA
(Mathew et al., 2021b) and outperformed GPT-
4V, it particularly excels in the newly introduced
VQA-CD dataset, which includes invoices and pur-
chase orders, establishing state-of-the-art results
(Souleiman Mahamoud et al., 2022).

Although there is still a gap compared to
102B InternVL 2.0 Pro’s performance (Chen
et al., 2024), especially in non-business Infograph-
icsVQA (Mathew et al., 2021a), our achievements
highlight significant advancements in handling
multi-modal inputs.

4.2 Layout-Aware Summarization

To supplement VQA and KIE results, we examine
how Arctic-TILT exploits layout information and
captures long-range dependencies in the LoRaLay
collection of summarization tasks where, in con-
trast to the majority of similar datasets, input is
not plain text but a scientific document with rich
structure (Nguyen et al., 2023).

Results presented in Table 3 show that even
though, in contrast to the previous SOTA, we had
no pretraining objective explicitly designed for the
summarization task, we could outperform the best
model by a few points on both ArXiv-Lay and
PubMed-Lay.
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Table 1

Page Arctic-TILT (MP) GRAM (MP) Arctic-TILT (SlideVQA) Arctic-TILT (MMLong) 32K + OCR

1 - 5 77,1 78,2 57,2 26,6

6 - 10 72,9 74,4 55,3 21,4

11 - 15 69,7 69,6 52,6 18,9

16 - 20 72,6 77,2 50,3 22,2

21 - 30 16,5
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Figure 6: Improvement of Arctic-TILT zero-shot accu-
racy given fine-tuning on up to 25 annotated documents.
Zero-shot performance of GPT-4o for comparison.

4.3 Adapting to Novel Use Cases

Some optimizations introduced in Arctic-TILT aim
to improve training performance under the minimal
memory regime. These capabilities enable further
improvement of the model in a production environ-
ment, especially when encountering out-of-domain
examples or novel use cases, and appear vital in
line with previous works, which have shown that
smaller LLMs can outperform larger, prompted
models assuming we allow fine-tuning (Zhao et al.,
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2024; Bucher and Martini, 2024).
We study how the zero-shot accuracy of Arctic-

TILT increases, given fine-tuning on up to 25 an-
notated documents from holdout datasets. In par-
ticular, we rely on Ghega patents (Medvet et al.,
2011) and a private dataset of payment stubs and
compare the model’s performance to GPT-4o (refer
to Appendix D for dataset’s details).

Results shown in Figure 6 demonstrate that
Arctic-TILT quickly approaches the accuracy of
GPT-4o with as few as five annotated examples
and outperform it given slightly more. These find-
ings support the argument for employing special-
ized, ‘smaller’ LLMs over a single general-purpose
model in production, emphasizing the solution’s
cost-effectiveness and adaptability.

4.4 Confidence Calibration

Following the postulate of Van Landeghem et al.
(2023), we evaluate the Expected Calibration Error
(ECE) and Area Under the Risk-Coverage Curve
(AURC) on the DUDE dataset. Each answer’s con-
fidence is computed from a list of per-token scores.
In contrast to some previous works, we take the
minimum score in the list rather than the geometric
mean as we found it empirically superior.

Obtained results show exceptional calibration
and confidence assessment, achieving a state-of-
the-art ECE of 7.6, significantly improving upon
the previous best of 19.0. This suggests a closer
alignment between model confidence and accuracy.
Additionally, our AURC of 25.3, which surpasses
the previous best of 44.0, demonstrates that our
model can effectively discriminate between correct

Table 1

Input Phi-3 Mini TILT (KV) TILT

4000 25 3,4 3,4

6500 41 5,3 5,3 7,73584905660377

16000 103 13,1 13,1

64000 412 51,9 51,9

512000 3298 414,5 775

Input Phi-3 Mini TILT (KV) TILT

4000 27 3,6 3,6

6500 41 5,3 5,3

16000 104 13,6 13,6

64000 413 53,6 53,6
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Figure 8: Arctic-TILT’s computational efficiency
(TFLOPs, lower is better) compared to Phi-3 Mini on
VQA/KIE given inputs ranging from 4k to 512k tokens.

and incorrect predictions. It also shows our model’s
ability to appropriately assign low-confidence to
predictions demanding additional human review.

To explore the landscape beyond a single dataset,
we provide results on 18k data points sampled from
fourteen private and public datasets in Figure 7.
The analysis confirms low ECE and indicates that
the Arctic-TILT confidence score is well calibrated
as the accuracy (mean score) follows the diagonal
y = x on the calibration plot.

4.5 Computational Efficiency

The imperative for businesses to rapidly and effi-
ciently process substantial document volumes calls
for models that maximize throughput while also
maximizing operational efficiency.

To address this aspect of the model, we analyze
the inference floating point operations per second
(TFLOP) required for Arctic-TILT compared to
Phi-3 Mini (Abdin et al., 2024), an example of
a decoder-only model featuring 3.8B parameters
and optimized by resorting to the attention sliding
window. The latter was selected as a well-known
reference model concerning the limited memory
and compute regime we aim at, though it is not
capable of achieving satisfactory accuracy on Doc-
ument Understanding tasks.

Results presented in Figure 8 indicate that Arctic-
TILT consistently demands lower TFLOP across
all context lengths for our primary use case of
VQA/KIE,2 reflecting its smaller parameter size.

2We assume the output of 8 tokens, which is longer than



Importantly, concerning the input of 6.5k tokens,
the mean input length for VQA/KIE tasks consid-
ered before, we require 8× less operations.

5 Summary

We have introduced the Arctic-TILT model, which
addresses TILT’s limitations in handling multi-
modal input, suboptimal training procedure, and
maximum context length. By analyzing the results
and considering the cost-efficiency of the designed
solution, we provided practical insights into design-
ing capable, lightweight models for the industry. In
particular, we:

• established state-of-the-art performance on seven
benchmarks demanding text, vision, and layout
comprehension;

• demonstrated that within the industrial applica-
tions setting and while keeping the parameter
count below 1B, one could achieve performance
better or comparable to vastly larger LLMs and
LVLMs;

• presented a novel modality fusion mechanism
inspired by tensor product representations, and
have shown how effectively apply it across the
transformer encoder;

• demonstrated how, with well-designed attention
sparsity patterns and numerous other optimiza-
tions, consume extensive input sequences dur-
ing training and inference, given a single cost-
efficient GPU, while maintaining competitive ac-
curacy of the model;

• provided insights that can be applied to design
future generations of multimodal models, partic-
ularly for visually-rich document processing.

Our work illustrates that strategic design and opti-
mization can rival the capabilities of larger, more
resource-intensive models.
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Layout-Aware Language Modeling for Information
Extraction, page 532–547. Springer International
Publishing.

Xavier Holt and Andrew Chisholm. 2018. Extracting
Structured Data from Invoices. In Proceedings of the
Australasian Language Technology Association Work-
shop 2018, pages 53–59, Dunedin, New Zealand.

Wonseok Hwang, Jinyeong Yim, Seunghyun Park, So-
hee Yang, and Minjoon Seo. 2021. Spatial Depen-
dency Parsing for Semi-Structured Document Infor-
mation Extraction.

Maor Ivgi, Uri Shaham, and Jonathan Berant. 2022.
Efficient Long-Text Understanding with Short-Text
Models.

Guillaume Jaume, Hazim Kemal Ekenel, and Jean-
Philippe Thiran. 2019. FUNSD: A Dataset for Form
Understanding in Noisy Scanned Documents. In
2019 International Conference on Document Analy-
sis and Recognition Workshops (ICDARW), volume 2,
pages 1–6.

Geewook Kim, Teakgyu Hong, Moonbin Yim,
JeongYeon Nam, Jinyoung Park, Jinyeong Yim, Won-
seok Hwang, Sangdoo Yun, Dongyoon Han, and Se-
unghyun Park. 2022. OCR-Free Document Under-
standing Transformer. In European Conference on
Computer Vision (ECCV).

Geewook Kim, Teakgyu Hong, Moonbin Yim, Jinyoung
Park, Jinyeong Yim, Wonseok Hwang, Sangdoo Yun,
Dongyoon Han, and Seunghyun Park. 2021. Donut:
Document Understanding Transformer without OCR.
CoRR, abs/2111.15664.

Anh Duc Le, Dung Van Pham, and Tuan Anh Nguyen.
2019. Deep Learning Approach for Receipt Recogni-
tion.

Kenton Lee, Mandar Joshi, Iulia Turc, Hexiang Hu,
Fangyu Liu, Julian Eisenschlos, Urvashi Khandel-
wal, Peter Shaw, Ming-Wei Chang, and Kristina
Toutanova. 2023. Pix2struct: Screenshot parsing
as pretraining for visual language understanding.

Kenton Lee, Mandar Joshi, Iulia Turc, Hexiang Hu,
Fangyu Liu, Julian Martin Eisenschlos, Urvashi
Khandelwal, Peter Shaw, Ming-Wei Chang, and
Kristina Toutanova. 2022. Pix2Struct: Screenshot
Parsing as Pretraining for Visual Language Under-
standing. ArXiv, abs/2210.03347.

Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven Hoi.
2023. BLIP-2: Bootstrapping Language-Image Pre-
training with Frozen Image Encoders and Large Lan-
guage Models.

Xin Li, Yunfei Wu, Xinghua Jiang, Zhihao Guo, Ming-
ming Gong, Haoyu Cao, Yinsong Liu, Deqiang Jiang,
and Xing Sun. 2024. Enhancing Visual Document
Understanding with Contrastive Learning in Large
Visual-Language Models.

Haokun Liu, Derek Tam, Mohammed Muqeeth, Jay Mo-
hta, Tenghao Huang, Mohit Bansal, and Colin Raffel.
2022. Few-Shot Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning is
Better and Cheaper than In-Context Learning.

Nelson F. Liu, Kevin Lin, John Hewitt, Ashwin Paran-
jape, Michele Bevilacqua, Fabio Petroni, and Percy
Liang. 2024. Lost in the Middle: How Language
Models Use Long Contexts. Transactions of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics, 12:157–173.

Xiaojing Liu, Feiyu Gao, Qiong Zhang, and Huasha
Zhao. 2019. Graph Convolution for Multimodal In-
formation Extraction from Visually Rich Documents.

Yubo Ma, Yuhang Zang, Liangyu Chen, Meiqi Chen,
Yizhu Jiao, Xinze Li, Xinyuan Lu, Ziyu Liu, Yan Ma,
Xiaoyi Dong, Pan Zhang, Liangming Pan, Yu-Gang
Jiang, Jiaqi Wang, Yixin Cao, and Aixin Sun. 2024.
MMLongBench-Doc: Benchmarking Long-context
Document Understanding with Visualizations.

Ibrahim Souleiman Mahamoud, Mickaël Coustaty, Au-
rélie Joseph, Vincent Poulain d’Andecy, and Jean-
Marc Ogier. 2022. QAlayout: Question Answering
Layout Based on Multimodal Attention for Visual
Question Answering on Corporate Document. In
Document Analysis Systems, pages 659–673, Cham.
Springer International Publishing.

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPR56361.2022.9956289
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPR56361.2022.9956289
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.16618
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.16618
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.08153
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.08153
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.08153
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.00841
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.00841
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.00841
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268554219
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268554219
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268554219
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86549-8_34
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86549-8_34
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86549-8_34
https://aclanthology.org/U18-1006
https://aclanthology.org/U18-1006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.00642
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.00642
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.00642
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.00748
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.00748
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDARW.2019.10029
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDARW.2019.10029
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.15664
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.15664
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.12817
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.12817
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.03347
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.03347
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762394
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762394
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762394
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.12597
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.12597
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.12597
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.19014
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.19014
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.19014
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05638
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05638
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00638
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00638
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11279
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11279
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.01523
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.01523


Zhiming Mao, Haoli Bai, Lu Hou, Jiansheng Wei, Xin
Jiang, Qun Liu, and Kam-Fai Wong. 2024. Visu-
ally Guided Generative Text-Layout Pre-training for
Document Intelligence. ArXiv, abs/2403.16516.

Minesh Mathew, Viraj Bagal, Rubèn Pérez Tito, Dimos-
thenis Karatzas, Ernest Valveny, and C. V Jawahar.
2021a. InfographicVQA.

Minesh Mathew, Dimosthenis Karatzas, and C. V. Jawa-
har. 2021b. DocVQA: A Dataset for VQA on Docu-
ment Images.

Eric Medvet, Alberto Bartoli, and Giorgio Davanzo.
2011. A probabilistic approach to printed document
understanding. International Journal on Document
Analysis and Recognition (IJDAR), 14:335–347.

Laura Nguyen, Thomas Scialom, Benjamin Piwowarski,
and Jacopo Staiano. 2023. LoRaLay: A Multilingual
and Multimodal Dataset for Long Range and Layout-
Aware Summarization.

Jordy van Landeghem. 2024. Intelligent Automation for
AI-driven Document Understanding. Ph.D. thesis,
KU Leuven.

Jordy van Landeghem, Rubén Tito, Łukasz Borchmann,
Michał Pietruszka, Paweł Józiak, Rafał Powalski,
Dawid Jurkiewicz, Mickaël Coustaty, Bertrand Ack-
aert, Ernest Valveny, Matthew Blaschko, Sien Moens,
and Tomasz Stanisławek. 2023. Document Under-
standing Dataset and Evaluation (DUDE).

Isaac Ong, Amjad Almahairi, Vincent Wu, Wei-Lin
Chiang, Tianhao Wu, Joseph E. Gonzalez, M Waleed
Kadous, and Ion Stoica. 2024. RouteLLM: Learning
to Route LLMs with Preference Data.

Claudio Antonio Peanho, Henrique Stagni, and Flavio
Soares Correa da Silva. 2012. Semantic informa-
tion extraction from images of complex documents.
Applied Intelligence, 37:543–557.

Qiming Peng, Yinxu Pan, Wenjin Wang, Bin Luo,
Zhenyu Zhang, Zhengjie Huang, Teng Hu, Wei-
chong Yin, Yongfeng Chen, Yin Zhang, Shikun Feng,
Yu Sun, Hao Tian, Hua Wu, and Haifeng Wang. 2022.
ERNIE-Layout: Layout Knowledge Enhanced Pre-
training for Visually-rich Document Understanding.

Michał Pietruszka, Łukasz Borchmann, and Łukasz Gar-
ncarek. 2022. Sparsifying Transformer Models with
Trainable Representation Pooling.

Rafał Powalski, Łukasz Borchmann, Dawid Jurkiewicz,
Tomasz Dwojak, Michał Pietruszka, and Gabriela
Pałka. 2021. Going Full-TILT Boogie on Document
Understanding with Text-Image-Layout Transformer.
In Document Analysis and Recognition – ICDAR
2021, pages 732–747, Cham. Springer International
Publishing.

Nishant Prabhu, Hiteshi Jain, and Abhishek Tripathi.
2021. MTL-FoUn: A Multi-Task Learning Approach
to Form Understanding. In Document Analysis and

Recognition – ICDAR 2021 Workshops, pages 377–
388, Cham. Springer International Publishing.

Markus N. Rabe and Charles Staats. 2022. Self-
attention Does Not Need O(n2) Memory.

Colin Raffel, Noam Shazeer, Adam Roberts, Katherine
Lee, Sharan Narang, Michael Matena, Yanqi Zhou,
Wei Li, and Peter J. Liu. 2020. Exploring the Lim-
its of Transfer Learning with a Unified Text-to-Text
Transformer. JMRL.

Sachin Raja, Ajoy Mondal, and C. V. Jawahar. 2023.
ICDAR 2023 Competition on Visual Question An-
swering on Business Document Images. In Docu-
ment Analysis and Recognition - ICDAR 2023, pages
454–470, Cham. Springer Nature Switzerland.

Pranav Rajpurkar, Robin Jia, and Percy Liang. 2018.
Know What You Don’t Know: Unanswerable Ques-
tions for SQuAD.

Olaf Ronneberger, Philipp Fischer, and Thomas Brox.
2015. U-Net: Convolutional Networks for Biomedi-
cal Image Segmentation. In Medical Image Comput-
ing and Computer-Assisted Intervention – MICCAI
2015, pages 234–241, Cham. Springer International
Publishing.

Marçal Rusiñol, Tayeb Benkhelfallah, and Vin-
cent Poulain dAndecy. 2013. Field Extraction from
Administrative Documents by Incremental Structural
Templates. In 2013 12th International Conference
on Document Analysis and Recognition, pages 1100–
1104.

Imanol Schlag, Paul Smolensky, Roland Fernandez,
Nebojsa Jojic, Jürgen Schmidhuber, and Jianfeng
Gao. 2019. Enhancing the Transformer with Explicit
Relational Encoding for Math Problem Solving.

J. Schmidhuber. 1993. Reducing the Ratio Between
Learning Complexity and Number of Time Varying
Variables in Fully Recurrent Nets. In ICANN ’93,
pages 460–463, London. Springer London.

Paul Smolensky. 1990. Tensor product variable binding
and the representation of symbolic structures in con-
nectionist systems. Artificial Intelligence, 46(1):159–
216.

Ibrahim Souleiman Mahamoud, Mickaël Coustaty, Au-
rélie Joseph, Vincent Poulain d’Andecy, and Jean-
Marc Ogier. 2022. QAlayout: Question Answering
Layout based on multimodal Attention for visual
question answering on corporate Document. Acous-
tics Research Letters Online.

Tomasz Stanislawek, Filip Gralinski, Anna Wróblewska,
Dawid Lipinski, Agnieszka Kaliska, Paulina Rosal-
ska, Bartosz Topolski, and Przemyslaw Biecek. 2021.
Kleister: Key Information Extraction Datasets Involv-
ing Long Documents with Complex Layouts. CoRR,
abs/2105.05796.

https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268680463
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268680463
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:268680463
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.12756
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.00398
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.00398
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.11312
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.11312
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.11312
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.08455
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.08455
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.18665
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.18665
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.06155
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.06155
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05169
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05169
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.05682
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.05682
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.03822
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.03822
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDAR.2013.223
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDAR.2013.223
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICDAR.2013.223
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1910.06611
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1910.06611
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0004-3702(90)90007-M
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0004-3702(90)90007-M
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0004-3702(90)90007-M
https://hal.science/hal-04089332
https://hal.science/hal-04089332
https://hal.science/hal-04089332
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.05796
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.05796


Tomasz Stanisławek, Filip Graliński, Anna Wróblewska,
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Karol Kaczmarek. 2022. Building the High Qual-
ity Corpus for Visually Rich Documents from Web
Crawl Data.

Dongsheng Wang, Zhiqiang Ma, Armineh Nourbakhsh,
Kang Gu, and Sameena Shah. 2024. DocGraphLM:
Documental Graph Language Model for Information
Extraction.

Jiapeng Wang, Chongyu Liu, Lianwen Jin, Guozhi
Tang, Jiaxin Zhang, Shuaitao Zhang, Qianying Wang,
Y. Wu, and Mingxiang Cai. 2021. Towards Robust
Visual Information Extraction in Real World: New
Dataset and Novel Solution. ArXiv, abs/2102.06732.

Thomas Wang, Adam Roberts, Daniel Hesslow,
Teven Le Scao, Hyung Won Chung, Iz Beltagy, Julien
Launay, and Colin Raffel. 2022. What Language
Model Architecture and Pretraining Objective Work
Best for Zero-Shot Generalization?

Chenfei Wu, Shengming Yin, Weizhen Qi, Xiaodong
Wang, Zecheng Tang, and Nan Duan. 2023. Visual
ChatGPT: Talking, Drawing and Editing with Visual
Foundation Models.

Wenwen Yu, Ning Lu, Xianbiao Qi, Ping Gong, and
Rong Xiao. 2021. PICK: Processing Key Informa-
tion Extraction from Documents using Improved
Graph Learning-Convolutional Networks. In 2020
25th International Conference on Pattern Recogni-
tion (ICPR), pages 4363–4370.

Justin Zhao, Timothy Wang, Wael Abid, Geoffrey An-
gus, Arnav Garg, Jeffery Kinnison, Alex Sherstin-
sky, Piero Molino, Travis Addair, and Devvret Rishi.
2024. LoRA Land: 310 Fine-tuned LLMs that Rival
GPT-4, A Technical Report.

Fengbin Zhu, Wenqiang Lei, Fuli Feng, Chao Wang,
Haozhou Zhang, and Tat-Seng Chua. 2022. Towards
complex document understanding by discrete reason-
ing. In Proceedings of the 30th ACM International
Conference on Multimedia, pages 4857–4866.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.04883
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.04883
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.02623
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.02623
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05131
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05131
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.03605
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.03605
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.05935
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.05935
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02823
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02823
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.02823
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:231924690
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:231924690
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:231924690
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05832
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05832
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05832
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.04671
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.04671
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.04671
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPR48806.2021.9412927
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPR48806.2021.9412927
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICPR48806.2021.9412927
http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.00732
http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.00732


1 class TiltLayerNorm(nn.Module):
2 """
3 This is essentially the T5 modification of layer norm, referred to as RMS norm.
4

5 Args:
6 dim: the dimension of vectors to be normalized, i.e. the last dimension of

the input tensor
7 eps: small positive value added to computed second moment for numerical

stability
8 """
9

10 def __init__(self, dim: int, eps: float = 1e-6) -> None:
11 super().__init__()
12 self.w = nn.Parameter(torch.ones(dim))
13 self.eps = eps
14 self.init_weights()
15

16 def forward(self, inp: Tensor) -> Tensor:
17 dtype = inp.dtype
18 x = inp.to(torch.float32)
19 squared_norm = x.pow(2).mean(dim=-1, keepdim=True)
20 x = x * torch.rsqrt(squared_norm + self.eps)
21 return self.w * x.to(dtype)
22

23 def init_weights(self, factor: float = 1.0) -> None:
24 self.w.data.fill_(factor * 1.0)
25

26

27 class TiltPostFusionModule(nn.Module):
28 """
29 Introduced in the Arctic-TILT paper.
30

31 Args:
32 d_model: dimension of input vectors
33 dropout: probability of dropout applied to input embeddings
34 layer_norm: the module responsible for input embeddings
35 """
36

37 def __init__(self, d_model: int, dropout: float, layer_norm: TiltLayerNorm):
38 super().__init__()
39 self.layer_norm = layer_norm
40 self.to_v = nn.Linear(d_model, d_model, bias=False)
41 self.to_out = nn.Linear(d_model, d_model, bias=False)
42 self.to_r = nn.Linear(d_model, d_model, bias=False)
43 self.dropout = nn.Dropout(dropout)
44

45 def forward(self, text_queries: Tensor, image_queries: Tensor) -> Tensor:
46 """
47 Compute module’s forward pass.
48

49 Args:
50 text_queries (Tensor): Tensor representing the primary input in the

fusion, which is text-based, or mixed.
51 image_queries (Tensor): Tensor representing the secondary input in the

fusion, which is image-based.
52 """
53 bs, l, d = text_queries.shape
54 inputs = torch.stack([text_queries, image_queries], dim=-2)
55 inputs = inputs.view(bs * l, 2, d)
56 normed_inputs = self.dropout(self.layer_norm(inputs))
57 normed_primary_input = normed_inputs[:, 0]
58 out: Tensor = self.to_v(normed_inputs.sum(-2))
59 out = out + out * self.to_r(normed_primary_input)
60 out = self.to_out(out)
61 out = out.view(bs, l, d)
62 return text_queries + out

Listing 1: Complete Arctic-TILT modality fusion module.



A Why TILT as a Starting Point?

We argue that the effectiveness of the DU model depends primarily on its ability to understand specific
document formats and structures in the most document-native way possible, which can only be guaranteed
by equipping the model with layout-aware architectural biases as early as possible.

Though a number of large vision-only models have been proposed (Kim et al., 2022; Davis et al., 2022;
Lee et al., 2022), smaller models with an explicit OCR step still outperform them. Notably, even GPT-4
Vision benefits from the availability of OCR-recognized text (Borchmann, 2024). Although document
intelligence requires visual features (e.g., to recognize checkboxes, signatures, text colors, and formatting),
the text and its spatial arrangement are most important. This necessitates models with heavy textual and
lightweight visual encoders, such as TILT.

Secondly, the imperative for businesses to rapidly and efficiently process substantial document volumes
calls for models that maximize throughput while also maximizing operational efficiency. Smaller,
specialized models, tailored for such tasks, often surpass their larger LLM counterparts, which struggle
to meet these criteria due to their higher computational demands and processing times. The motivation
for these is not only practical, as regulations such as GDPR, CCPA, or Chinese digital laws may require
specific types of information to be processed locally. This need is fulfilled with smaller, specialized
models that can be deployed on broadly available GPUs and thus are not restricted to a handful of regions.

The original TILT offers impressive performance despite keeping the number of parameters below
1B because of a well-balanced parameter budget and relying on encoder-decoder architecture, which,
despite lower popularity compared to decoder-only models, offers better quality in compute-matched
setups (Raffel et al., 2020; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022; Tay et al., 2023). Besides, we prefer
them because achieving optimal attention sparsity patterns is more straightforward with separate encoder
and decoder modules.

The encoder-decoder model with a sizeable textual backbone and small visual encoder, equipped with
layout architectural bias that has previously established state-of-the-art results, appears a viable starting
point for building a modern DU system.

B Datasets for Supervised Finetuning

Training of Arctic-TILT included SFT phase on twelve publicly available and five in-house annotated
datasets. The first group included Kleister Charity, Kleister NDA (Stanisławek et al., 2021), CHART-
Infographics (Davila et al., 2022), DeepForm⋆ (Borchmann et al., 2021), DocVQA (Mathew et al.,
2021b), DUDE (Van Landeghem et al., 2023), FUNSD (Jaume et al., 2019), InfographicVQA (Mathew
et al., 2021a), SQuAD 2.0 (Rajpurkar et al., 2018), TAT-DQA (Zhu et al., 2022), VQA-CD (Mahamoud
et al., 2022), and VQAonBD (Raja et al., 2023).

Private datasets were based on QA annotations of IRS990 forms, insurance reports, company annual
reports, synthetic invoices, and charity annual reports. To give the research community a grasp on the
characteristics of this collection, we provide the most important statistics and examples of questions in
Figure 9 and Table 4.

C Used Hyperparameters and their Optimization

Chunking setup. We studied the size of the attention block, as well as the overlap size of consecutive
blocks. To our surprise, the best setup for inference was 1024 tokens attention size with no overlap, and
these conclusions are independent of the setup overlap/attention size during training.

Learning rate scheduling and precision. We observed a non-trivial inference between the two hyper-
parameters. Compared to fp32 pretraining, bf16 pretraining with more aggresive learning rate scheduling
was able to catch up, and with same learning rate scheduling was observably worse. We ended up with
using cosine_luh scheduler with 1% training steps with constant learning rate of 1e-3 (warm-up), followed
by 89% training steps with linear decay down to 2e-4, followed by cosine scheduling for the remaining
10% steps decaying to 5e-5. Same observations were drawn during fine-tuning.
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Figure 9: Lengths of documents included in five private datasets (number of tokens and pages).

Table 4: Outline of private datasets used for SFT.

Dataset Sample Questions Documents Annotations

IRS990 What is the percentage of public support in the year of the report?
What is the sum of the total liabilities in US dollars? What is the
Employer Identification Number?

3,097 38,025

Insurance Reports What was the value of total premiums written in the Surplus
& Self-Procured category in 2016? Who is the director of the
Alaska Division of Insurance? For whose contributions were tax
credits claimed in 2015?

50 1,702

Company Annual Reports What is the name of the chief executive officer? What is the total
net income for report year? What is the tier 1 capital ratio?

648 3,522

Synthetic Invoices What is the number of items on the invoice? What is the total
net amount of the item described on the invoice? What is the
description of the item of the transaction?

2,707 17,274

Charity Annual Reports What is the independent auditor’s name? What are the charity’s
total funds in the bank and in hand? What is the name of the
organisation’s chairman?

161 4,025

Training protocol. The finetuning phase’s hyperparameters are set as 100k steps at batch size 128 with
the AdamWScale optimizer. We set loss reduction to mean and weight decay to 1e−5. Additionally, we
used case augmentation of the whole triple consisting of the document, question, and answer. Specifically,
if we detect that the document is not already cast to upper or lowercase, we create an augmented version
of the three-tuple question-document-answer by casting them all to that case, similarly to Powalski
et al. (2021). This means that there are up to three versions of each data point, such as the original one,
uppercase, and lowercase.

Downstream tasks evaluation. For downstream task evaluation on benchmarks providing trainset
(DocVQA, MP-DocVQA, DUDE, Kleister Charity, Kleister NDA, SlideVQA, InfographicsVQA, VQA-
CD) we performed additional training with Optuna (Akiba et al., 2019) hyperparameter tuning. We
performed 10-40 studies optimizing the following hyperparameters:

• case augmentation (on, off) – augment dataset with lowercased/uppercased version of training
samples, in case they are statistically distinguishable;

• answer variants sampling (on, off) – for questions with multiple versions of the correct answer (e.g.
100, $100), we either pick the same, or sample variant per epoch;

• dropout sampled with uniform distribution from the interval (0, 0.2);



Table 1

Page Arctic-TILT (MP) GRAM (MP) Arctic-TILT (SlideVQA) Arctic-TILT (MMLong) 32K + OCR

1 - 5 77,1 78,2 57,2 26,6

6 - 10 72,9 74,4 55,3 21,4

11 - 15 69,7 69,6 52,6 18,9

16 - 20 72,6 77,2 50,3 22,2

21 - 30 16,5

31 - 40 14,2

41 - 50 18,4

-50 13,3

Method ANLS Accuracy Page 0 Page 1 Page 2 Page 3 Page 4

TILT finetuned 
optuna 3

0,8122 50,7870 0,8639 0,7967 0,7551 0,7312 0,7105

GRAM 0,8032 19,9841 0,8380 0,7854 0,7528 0,7908 0,7452

1-5 26.6

6-10 21.4

11-15 18.9

16-20 22.2

21-30 16.5

31-40 14.2

41-50 18.4

50-10000 13.3

Payment Stubs Ghega Patents

0-shot 52,4 37,9 paystubs:

5- 92,2 76,7 0-shot: 52.4

10- 93,2 82,8 5-shot: 92.2

15- 93,5 86,1 10-shot: 93.2
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25-shot 94,9 89,7 20-shot: 93.4

30-shot 95,2 90,5 25-shot: 94.9
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ghega:
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Figure 10: Impact of chunk size and overlap size (chunk/overlap) on a downstream inference for two models,
assuming in-house dataset of business use cases. We observe no positive impact of overlap for sufficiently long
input sequences, such as 1024 tokens.

Table 5: Final prompts used for GPT-4o baselines.

Dataset Prompt

Payment Stubs Replace [ANSWER] with a value in the template given question and document.←↩ Question: [TEXT]
←↩ Template: Based on the context, the answer to the question would be "[ANSWER]". ←↩ ←↩
Normalize amounts to two decimal places, without thousand separator and without dollar sign. ←↩
Normalize states using postal abbreviations, e.g., TX or NJ.

Ghega Patents Replace [ANSWER] with a value in the template given question and document.←↩ Question: [TEXT]
←↩ Template: Based on the context, the answer to the question would be "[ANSWER]". ←↩ ←↩
Normalize dates to YYYY-MM-DD format except question about priority which should remain similar
to "DD.MM.RRRR (country code) (optional number)."

• weight decay sampled with log-uniform distribution from the interval (1e−6, 1e−2);

• learning rate sampled with log-uniform distribution from the interval (1e−4, 5e−3).

D Finetuning Study

GPT-4o baseline. Following the findings of Borchmann (2024), we assume input images of 2048px
along longer dimensions (usually height) and similar prompts. The latter were subject to further per-dataset
optimization to cover the convention used in considered datasets (final form presented in Table 5).

Payment Stubs. The private dataset used for evaluation consists of American payment stubs, i.e.,
documents obtained by an employee regarding the salary received. The test split contains 39 documents
with 448 annotations. Since all come from different companies, their layouts differ significantly. Questions
aim to extract employee and employer names, dates, addresses and information from payment tables,
where each row consists of payment type, hours worked, and payment amount, e.g., ‘What is the name of
the US state of the employee’s address?’ or ‘When does the pay period finish?’

E Contributions

ŁB. Performing early-stage architecture ablations, writing most of the paper and preparing figures, final
fusion by TP module design and related ablation studies, implementation of GPT-4o baseline for Arctic-
TILT SFT, analysis of results on public benchmarks, overseeing initial model sparsification experiments,
study of long context utilization, self-supervised pretraining of the model.

ŁD. Various contributions related to configurations and automatizations of experiments.



PD. Optimization of various data pipelines (image processing, loading, metric computation). Datasets
updates and modifications (main focus on increasing loading speed and OCR correctness).

ŁG. Technical leadership and participation in the codebase implementation, performance optimization,
and attention sparsity efforts. Writing parts of the paper.

AG. Efficient implementation of attention sparsity. Contributions to codebase implementation and
memory optimizations. Preparation and cleaning of some datasets. Experiments with model sizes and
architectures.

PH. Major contributions to memory- and compute-efficiency, including evaluation of long context
approaches with a theoretical memory model, implementing nested checkpointing and mixed-precision,
and empirically evaluating the complete solution’s performance and memory usage characteristics.

WJ. Leading SFT efforts, including fine-tuning the model’s final version, experiments with hyper-
parameters, training protocols, and dataset composition. Model performance improvements. Various
contributions in the model and training code. Preparation and cleaning of some datasets.

PJ. Memory fragmentation handling. Implementation and creation of semi-synthetic long document
Needle-in-a-Haystack benchmark used in early experiments. Data management, curating final training
and performing a few downstream evaluations (DUDE, VQA_CD). Writing parts of the paper.

DJ. Leading efforts to increase the context length from 25 to 500 pages (conceptualization, brain-
storming, planning, guidance). Conducting initial memory and throughput experiments, as well as final
stress tests and quality experiments for very large context lengths. Implementation of CPU offloading.
Performing few-shot finetuning experiments. Delivering results for SlideVQA, Kleister Charity, and
Kleister NDA datasets.

PL. Implemented TP fusion and conducted ablation studies focusing on module placement. Devised
enhanced training protocol, performed hyperparameter tuning, and contributed to various model improve-
ments. Performed experimental evaluation on DocVQA and InfographicsVQA.

GN. Preparation and management of datasets, the idea behind creating semi-synthetic long documents,
automation of data processing pipeline, conducting experiments and analyzing the results with long
documents.

JO. Selection and improvements of the training datasets (analysis of data quality, filtering the data,
fixing quality issues), optimizations of image encoder and data processing.

MP. Performing early-stage architecture ablations (researching, implementing, and studying effects)
that lead to co-authoring TP fusion (i.e., proposing initial attn-based version, module placement study,
and fusion in every layer). Leading efforts in writing parts of the paper (technical optimizations, training,
related works, analysis, structuring and rewriting).

KS. The idea behind attention sparsification, ablation studies of various approaches, implementation of
required prototypes, and analysis of the results.

MT. Training loop optimization (in terms of processing time and data efficiency), performing down-
stream evaluations (DocVQA, MP-DocVQA, MMLongBench-Doc), dataset preparation and cleaning,
error analysis, and organization of work.

AZ. Various contributions to the development of the codebase.


