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Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have significantly advanced document un-
derstanding, yet current Doc-VQA evaluations score only the final answer and leave the
supporting evidence unchecked. This answer-only approach masks a critical failure mode:
a model can land on the correct answer while grounding it in the wrong passage—a critical
risk in high-stakes domains like law, finance, and medicine, where every conclusion must be
traceable to a specific source region. To address this, we introduce CiteVQA, a benchmark
that requires models to return element-level bounding-box citations alongside each answer,
evaluating both jointly. CiteVQA comprises 1,897 questions across 711 PDFs spanning seven
domains and two languages, averaging 40.6 pages per document. To ensure fidelity and scala-
bility, the ground-truth citations are generated by an automated pipeline—which identifies
crucial evidence via masking ablation—and are subsequently validated through expert review.
At the core of our evaluation is Strict Attributed Accuracy (SAA), which credits a prediction
only when the answer and the cited region are both correct. Auditing 20 MLLMs reveals a
pervasive Attribution Hallucination: models frequently produce the right answer while citing
the wrong region. The strongest system (Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview) achieves an SAA of only
76.0, and the strongest open-source MLLM reaches just 22.5. Ultimately, towards trustwor-
thy document intelligence, CiteVQA exposes a reliability gap that answer-only evaluations
overlook, providing the instrumentation needed to close it. Our repository is available at
https://github.com/opendatalab/CiteVQA.

* Equal contribution X Corresponding author

1 Introduction

In recent years, Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs) have achieved breakthrough progress
in Document Understanding [29], demonstrating unprecedented capabilities in complex visual layout
analysis and cross-modal reasoning. However, as model scale and performance escalate, a criti-
cal challenge has emerged: existing Document Visual Question Answering (Doc-VQA) evaluation
frameworks focus almost exclusively on final answer accuracy [23, 21, 35, 24, 45, 22], neglecting the
logical path through which the model derives that answer—namely, the precise extraction of evidence.
Consequently, the true depth and reliability of a model’s comprehension remain largely unverified.

In high-stakes domains such as legal consultation, financial auditing, and evidence-based medicine,
"evidence" is the cornerstone of decision-making [15, 47]. An answer-only evaluation masks a critical
failure mode: models might rely on pre-trained background knowledge to "make a guess," or land
on the correct answer despite grounding it in the wrong passage. Such black-box reasoning poses
uncontrollable risks of hallucination [43, 54]. Therefore, an urgent need exists for a benchmark that
simultaneously evaluates answer accuracy and evidence faithfulness towards Trustworthy Document
Intelligence, bridging the critical gap between text generation and source verification.
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Figure 1: Overview of the CiteVQA benchmark. (a) An example task requiring both correct answers
and precise evidence citations to satisfy the Strictly Attributed Accuracy (SAA) metric. (b) Dataset
statistics: CiteVQA achieves a balance between document scale and page counts, better reflecting
real-world complexity. (c) Performance of MLLMs: Despite high question accuracy, a significant gap
exists in SAA due to "Attribution Hallucination".

To address these limitations, we introduce CiteVQA: A Benchmark for Faithful Evidence Attribution.
Designed for long-form, multi-domain, and cross-lingual scenarios, CiteVQA comprises 1,897 high-
quality questions derived from 711 PDFs across seven major domains. As illustrated in Figure 1b,
CiteVQA strikes a delicate balance between document quantity and length to better simulate real-
world complexity. Unlike traditional tasks, CiteVQA mandates that models provide the precise PDF
source supporting their answer at the granularity of element-level bounding-box citations, thereby
ensuring that every generated claim is visually verifiable by human users.

Constructing such a benchmark is challenging, as manual annotation is prohibitively expensive and
prone to inconsistencies [19]. To this end, we developed a highly scalable, automated annotation
pipeline. By synergizing advanced document parsing models with powerful MLLMs, this flexible
pipeline ensures fine-grained precision and consistency, effectively laying the foundation for large-scale
citation data generation while mitigating subjective human biases during the annotation process.

For evaluation, we move beyond answer accuracy and introduce a suite of Traceability Metrics. At its
core is Strict Attributed Accuracy (SAA), a rigorous audit requiring the model to be correct in both its
textual response and its visual evidence attribution. This ensures models are only rewarded when
their answers are fundamentally grounded in correct evidence. For further diagnosis, we utilize Recall
to evaluate evidence coverage and Relevance to verify logical alignment.

Extensive experiments on 20 mainstream MLLMs reveal a pervasive and concerning phenomenon:
Attribution Hallucination. As shown in Figure 1c and Table 3, even top-tier models exhibit "pseudo-
faithful" behavior, providing correct textual answers while citing entirely wrong locations. The SAA of
state-of-the-art models like Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview caps at 76.0, while leading open-source MLLMs
fail to surpass the 25.0 threshold. This uncovers a severe logical fracture in current systems, further
amplifying the risk of untraceable hallucinations, which must be resolved before deploying these
models in critical real-world applications.
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Contributions Our main contributions are threefold:

¢ The CiteVQA Benchmark and Traceability Metrics: We introduce an evaluation framework that
transitions Doc-VQA from answer-only scoring to joint evidence-answer verification. Anchored
by the Strict Attributed Accuracy (SAA) metric, we establish a rigorous standard for measuring
element-level citation fidelity.

* Scalable High-Fidelity Dataset Construction: We design an automated data generation pipeline
that resolves the cost and consistency bottlenecks of granular visual annotation. This approach
enables the scalable creation of a robust, expert-validated dataset comprising 1,897 complex
queries across 711 multi-page, multi-domain PDFs.

* Discovery of the "Attribution Hallucination" Phenomenon: Through a comprehensive audit
of 20 leading MLLMs, we expose a critical vulnerability: models frequently output correct text
while grounding it in entirely incorrect visual evidence. By demonstrating that state-of-the-art
models cap at 76.0 SAA and leading open-source models fail to reach 25.0, we provide the critical
instrumentation to advance trustworthy document intelligence.

2 Related Work

Document Visual Question Answering  Table 1: CiteVQA vs. representative Doc-VQA bench-
Document Visual Question Answering (Doc-  marks. Gran.: evidence granularity (P page, B bound-
VQA) has rapidly evolved from basic visual  ing box, E element-level). Joint: answer and citation
perception to Complex, multi—step reasoning. scored by a Single sample_level metric.

Early benchmarks (e.g., DocVQA [23], In-

fOVQA [24], OCR-VQA [26]) primarﬂy tar- Benchmark #Docs Avg.Pg. Gran. Joint
geted single-page comprehension, relying DocVOA [23] 12767 1.0 P x
heavily on exact textual answer matching InfoVQA [24] 5485 1.0 P x
for evaluation. While recent efforts have MP-DocVQA [39] 6000 83 Pox
. . MMLongBench-Doc [21] 135 475 P X
expanded to handling multi-page and full- SlideVOA [35] 2619 200 B x
document contexts (e.g., MP-DocVQA [39], ViDoRe V3 [19] 190  137.0 B X
MMLongBench-Doc [21], SlideVQA [35]), CiteVQA (ours) 711 406 E v

they remain fundamentally answer-centric,
with evidence annotations largely restricted to the page level. Emerging datasets integrating bounding
box (BBox) annotations [19, 49] struggle with inconsistent granularity and a lack of standardized
metrics, precluding rigorous audits of reasoning faithfulness. Furthermore, while domain-specific
tasks like ChartQA [22] and Charxiv [45] evaluate targeted elements, they do not reflect the diverse,
multi-domain, and layout-heavy challenges of real-world documents. In contrast, CiteVQA introduces
a comprehensive cross-page, multi-domain framework grounded in element-level BBox citations.
By standardizing evidence granularity and introducing joint evaluation metrics, CiteVQA uniquely
measures both answer accuracy and structural traceability in complex real-world scenarios.

Evidence-based Reasoning in LLMs As the issue of hallucination in Large Language Models
(LLMs) remain a persistent threat [43, 54, 27, 9, 25], evidence-based reasoning has become paramount,
particularly in high-stakes domains such as healthcare and law. Recent works like Med-R? [20] and
GAPS [4] enforce clinical guideline alignment in medicine, while CitaLaw [51] demands explicit
source tracing for legal statutes to bolster judicial authority. Meanwhile, MRAMG-bench [47] focuses
on multimodal reasoning by proposing evaluation metrics for interleaved image-text responses to
measure a model’s information extraction capabilities in complex contexts. However, these prior
works primarily concentrate on text-only reasoning or generic multimodal interactions, leaving
evidence-grounded reasoning in visually rich documents largely unexplored. Consequently, evaluating
a model’s ability to seamlessly link textual answers to precise visual evidence within long-form
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Figure 2: The automated pipeline for CiteVQA. The workflow begins with Multi-doc Linking for
semantic document aggregation, followed by Evidence Package Extraction, where intelligent agents
navigate and link scattered MinerU parsing results into a cohesive evidence chain. To ensure authen-
ticity, real-world QA pairs are distilled into templates to guide the automated synthesis of rigorous
tasks. Finally, the pipeline implements MLLM-based verification and an evidence ablation procedure
to precisely identify Crucial Evidence.

documents remains a critical open challenge and largely unexplored.

Document Intelligence Systems Early document understanding (or document intelligence) systems
predominantly adopted a coarse "page-level retrieval" paradigm. Systems like Colpali [7], VisRAG [48],
VDocRAG [36], and M3DocRAG [5] segment documents into page-wise chunks, utilizing multimodal
vector search for matching or localization. This macroscopic approach, however, falters on complex
queries that demand precise, element-level grounding. Bolstered by the advanced reasoning capabil-
ities of modern MLLMs [56, 53, 16, 11, 10, 30, 46, 41, 6], recent architectures have transcended basic
vector matching. SimpleDoc [12] refines precision through an iterative, summary-driven retrieval
workflow, while agentic frameworks like DocLens [57], DocDancer [52], and AgenticOCR [44] leverage
tool-use to navigate from global pages down to localized visual elements. Yet, despite this systemic
evolution toward fine-grained evidence extraction, evaluation paradigms have lagged. Existing bench-
marks still primarily focus on end-answer accuracy, completely lacking the rigorous instrumentation
needed to verify reasoning paths and visual traceability.

3 CiteVQA: A Benchmark for Faithful Evidence Attribution

To construct a high-quality benchmark with fine-grained evidence grounding, we develop an Au-
tomated Annotation Pipeline that streamlines the process from raw document parsing to complex
question-citation generation. The overall workflow of this pipeline is illustrated in Figure 2. In the
following subsections, we first provide a detailed introduction to each stage of the pipeline. Finally,
we present a comprehensive analysis of the Data Statistics to highlight the diversity and complexity of
the CiteVQA benchmark.
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3.1 Document Collection

To construct a highly representative and diverse evaluation benchmark, we designed a multi-stage
automated filtering pipeline to systematically extract high-quality documents from a vast pool of
heterogeneous data. Starting from a corpus of over 100 million raw PDF documents (primarily
sourced from Common Crawl; see Appendix A for compliance and ethical standards), we first pre-
selected approximately 250k candidate documents through stratified sampling. These candidates then
underwent a two-stage MLLM annotation scheme: (1) Coarse-grained stage, identifying the primary
domain and language; and (2) Fine-grained stage, performing sub-category classification within each
domain.

Ultimately, 711 documents were selected as the source for CiteVQA, achieving a balanced coverage
across 7 domains and 30 sub-categories. This fully automated pipeline ensures both reproducibility
and scalability.

3.2 Question, Answer and Evidence Collection

CiteVQA employs an end-to-end automated construction pipeline. The process first aggregates
evidence through multi-document linking, then utilizes high-performance agents to extract complete
evidence chains within fine-grained spatial contexts, and finally generates simulated real-world QA
pairs through template-driven distillation.

Multi-Document Linking To overcome single-document limitations, we propose a linking strategy
that aggregates cross-document evidence via semantic alignment. The system identifies candidates
through vector similarity and utilizes an LLM to align section-level metadata, integrating isolated
documents into logically connected groups D (retaining single-document form if no associations exist).
This provides a robust foundation for complex reasoning across multiple sources; see Appendix B.1
for implementation.

Evidence Package Extraction We utilize MinerU2.5 [28, 42] for deep document parsing to obtain fine-
grained results containing document IDs, page numbers, bounding box (BBox) coordinates, and OCR
content. Drawing inspiration from DocDancer [52] and WebSailor [18], we employ high-performance
MLLMs (e.g., Gemini-3.0-Flash-Preview [37]) as intelligent agents. These agents navigate the parsed
BBox space to identify and concatenate supporting facts scattered across different pages or documents,
ultimately aggregating them into a comprehensive Evidence Package.

QA Construction To simulate real-world business scenarios effectively, we collect authentic questions
from open-source datasets across various domains (see Appendix B.2) and distill them into a series of
templates. During construction, high-performance MLLMs first select the most appropriate logical
template based on the characteristics of the Evidence Package, subsequently synthesizing QA pairs
automatically based on template constraints and core information within the evidence. This template-
guided approach ensures both logical rigor and broad domain coverage.

3.3 Quality Control and Assessment

We implement a fully automated verification process to ensure dataset reliability. This includes
Answerability Verification to confirm evidence sufficiency, Relevance Filtering to exclude common-
knowledge questions, and an ablation-based procedure to identify "Crucial Evidence" for metric
validity.

Thttps://commoncrawl .org/
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Answerability Verification and Paraphrasing To eliminate invalid QA pairs potentially generated
during automation, we submit candidate questions along with their dependent evidence screenshots
to a powerful MLLM for secondary confirmation. A QA pair is retained only if the model can
accurately answer given only the evidence screenshots. Subsequently, the model paraphrases the
original template-generated questions to enhance linguistic richness and stylistic diversity while
strictly maintaining the original intent.

Relevance Filtering and Crucial Evidence Identification To ensure the challenging nature of the
dataset, we execute a "zero-document self-test” using Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B-Instruct [2]: questions
that the model can answer without any document context (classified as common-knowledge-based)
are discarded.

For the core evidence chain determination, we designed an ablation-based crucial evidence identifi-
cation procedure: each BBox element in the Evidence Package is masked individually before being
presented to a powerful MLLM. If the model fails to derive the correct answer after a mask is applied,
that element is labeled as "Crucial Evidence." This process ensures the scientific validity of subsequent
Recall evaluation metrics.

Remark While our pipeline is fully automated to ensure scalability, we conducted human expert
evaluation and auxiliary training validation to further guarantee the rigorous quality of the CiteVQA
benchmark. Detailed procedures and results of these reliability assessments are provided in Ap-
pendix B.3 and B.4.

3.4 Dataset Overview and Analysis

As summarized in Table 2 and Figures 3-4, CiteVQA is a diverse benchmark comprising 711 documents
across 7 macro-domains, with a realistic average length of 40.6 pages. The 1,897 questions cover varied
scenarios including single-doc (52.0%), multi-doc with one gold document (25.7%), and multi-doc with
multiple gold documents (22.3%), spanning reasoning types from Complex Synthesis to Multimodal
Parsing. Each task requires an average of 2.57 evidence elements, nearly 30% of which are non-textual
(tables, images, or equations). Evidence is uniformly distributed across document positions and often
spans multiple pages, demanding robust long-context aggregation.
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Figure 4: Analysis of question types and evidence distribution in CiteVQA. Left: Domain-specific
Question Types. Middle: Evidence Locality (in relative percent). Right: Cross-page Span, quantifying
the number of pages spanned by evidences.

4 Evaluation

4.1 Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate evidence attribution, we introduce a novel set of metrics assessing both answer correctness
and trustworthiness in grounding predictions on verifiable evidence.
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Table 2: Dataset Statistics

Statistic Number
Documents 711
- Type (Macro/Micro) 7 /30
- Avg./Median pages 40.6 / 30.0
- Language (EN/ZH) 451 / 260
Total questions 1,897
- Single-doc 987 (52.0%)
- Multi (1-Gold) 487 (25.7%)
- Multi (N-Gold) 423 (22.3%)
(Question Type)
- Complex Synthesis 839 (44.23%) oo
- Factual Retrieval 499 (26.30%)
- Multimodal Parsing 352 (18.56%) e
- Quantitative Reasoning 207 (10.91%) 150
(Evidence Source) o
- Text 2082 (70.12%) g
- Table 653 (21.99%) s
- Image 209 (7.04%) "
- Equation 25 (0.84%)

Avg./Max. question length ~ 137.64 / 500
Avg./Max. answer length 180.48 / 2976
Avg./Max. evidences 257 /10

(0,10]  (10,20] (20,30] (30,40] (40,50] (50,60] (60,70] (70,80] (80,90] (90,100] >100
#Page

Figure 3: Distribution of documents. Top:
Document type. Bottom: Page Number.

Formally, each sample is represented as (D, Q, Agt, Bgt), where Bg; is the set of ground-truth bounding
boxes, further categorized into crucial (B ycia) and supplemental (Bgher) evidence. Each bounding box
b € Bisdefined by (doc_idx, page_idx, x1,y1, X2, y2). The model output is Y = {(A1,b1),...,(Au, b))},
where Bpreq = {b1,...,bu} denotes the predicted evidence set.

We define the following key metrics:

Recall (Rec.) Measures coarse-grained localization ability, computed at IloU@0.5 between predicted
and crucial evidence:

1

Rec. = o—— 1

|Bcruda1| bgtEchcial (maxbpredelgpred IOU(bPred'hgt)Z()S)

Relevance (Rel.) Measures how well each predicted evidence supports its corresponding answer,
evaluated by an LLM judge Jy on a 0-5 scale: Rel. = 1 Y | 7,1 (A;, b;) € [0,5].

Answer Correctness (Ans.) Measures semantic matching between predicted and ground-truth answers
via an LLM judge Jans: Ans. = Jans({A1, Az, ..., An}, Agt) € [0,5].

Strict Attributed Accuracy (SAA) A sample-level binary metric requiring both high-quality grounding
and answer correctness: SAA = 1(Ans. >4/ (Rel. >4VRec.>0.6))-

In addition to the aforementioned metrics, we also evaluate Page,,,;;, Precision, and F1-score for a
more comprehensive assessment of document localization. Owing to space limitations, their formal
definitions and detailed evaluation results are deferred to the Appendix C.3 and C.4 .
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Table 3: Comprehensive Evaluation of CiteVQA across Different Document Scenarios. All scores
are normalized to a 100-point scale; specifically, Rel. and Ans. scores (originally 0-5) are multiplied by
20 to facilitate direct comparison with Rec. and SAA. For each metric, the best and second-best results

are highlighted in blue and green , respectively.

Single-Doc Multi (1-Gold) Multi (N-Gold) Overall

Model
Rec. Rel. Ans. SAA Rec. Rel. Ans. SAA Rec. Rel. Ans. SAA Rec. Rel. Ans. SAA

Closed-source MLLMs

Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview 68.9 82.6 86.7 760 69.4 843 880 79.7 553 853 828 716 660 83.6 86.1 76.0
Gemini-3-Flash-Preview 49.5 76.8 853 69.3 421 723 860 618 395 770 810 605 454 757 845 654

Gemini-2.5-Pro 315 61.7 830 494 254 583 841 489 200 573 780 392 274 598 822 47.0
GPT-5.4 359 698 876 617 257 621 883 569 257 682 843 551 310 675 871 59.0
GPT-5.2 209 549 714 326 165 632 724 388 139 53.0 705 305 182 56.6 715 33.7
Qwen3.6-Plus 98 267 871 202 59 246 873 185 46 213 812 98 7.7 25.0 859 17.5
Seed2.0-Pro 358 608 829 519 181 449 826 335 215 512 76.0 362 285 549 813 44.1
GLM-5V-Turbo 183 312 500 141 117 252 444 98 102 288 543 13.0 149 29.2 49.6 128

Open-source Large MLLMs

Kimi-K2.5 82 277 746 213 35 252 747 189 48 266 729 142 62 268 743 19.1
Gemma-4-31B 109 310 657 164 140 410 806 298 104 377 672 178 11.6 35.0 69.8 20.2
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 68 236 800 177 40 273 719 222 38 238 735 152 54 246 765 183
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B 59 194 783 160 17 209 690 170 19 156 681 92 39 19.0 73.6 14.8

Qwen3.5-27B 70 250 793 171 31 283 731 226 39 226 699 116 53 253 756 17.3
Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B 152 378 750 250 62 338 682 216 81 314 709 178 113 353 723 225
Qwen3-VL-32B 80 313 753 193 28 295 676 162 79 298 707 140 6.6 305 723 17.3

Open-source Small MLLMs

Gemma-4-26B-A4B 22 154 456 48 42 214 537 97 35 198 489 55 3.0 179 484 6.2
Qwen3.5-35B-A3B 27 126 83 92 05 173 739 156 06 121 655 83 1.7 13.7 764 10.7
Qwen3.5-9B 25 117 732 81 03 207 584 177 08 146 535 107 1.6 147 650 111
Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B 56 154 654 89 09 159 544 82 17 110 635 64 35 146 622 82
Qwen3-VL-8B 1.8 176 670 88 00 136 533 68 03 93 564 52 1.0 147 612 75

4.2 Experimental Setup

We evaluated 20 state-of-the-art MLLMs, encompassing both leading proprietary and open-source mod-
els, on the CiteVQA benchmark. For input processing, models received sequential page screenshots
via native APIs or OpenAl-compatible interfaces, with image resolutions adapted to their respective
context window capacities (see Appendix C.1 for technical specifics). All models were tested using a
unified prompt template with a sampling temperature of 1.0. For automated evaluation, we employed
Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B as the primary judge (See Analysis of Judges in Appendix C.2).

4.3 Main Results

Table 3 presents a comprehensive evaluation of state-of-the-art MLLMs on CiteVQA. Our analysis
reveals several critical insights into the current state of faithful evidence attribution.

The "Attribution Hallucination" Phenomenon A pervasive gap exists between answer accuracy
(Ans.) and Strict Attributed Accuracy (SAA) across all tested models. Notably, while GPT-5.4 and
Gemini-3-Flash achieve high answer scores (87.1 and 84.5), their SAA scores drop significantly to
59.0 and 65.4, respectively. This discrepancy confirms an "Attribution Hallucination" effect: while
models possess the perceptual capacity to extract information for a correct answer, they lack the ability
to precisely link that information to its specific spatial source within the document. This is further
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evidenced by low Recall scores; even with a lenient IoU > 0.5 threshold, models frequently fail to

localize the crucial evidence or even identify the correct page (See Page,,,;; in Table 12).

Performance Disparity across Model Tiers There is a stark performance hierarchy among different
model categories. Closed-source MLLMs dominate the benchmark, with Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview
leading at an Overall SAA of 76.0. While GPT-5.4 excels in semantic answer correctness (87.1), it
is surpassed by Gemini models in SAA, suggesting Gemini may have more robust native citation-
alignment. In contrast, a significant "cliff" exists for Open-source Models, where the strongest (Qwen3-
VL-235B) achieves an SAA of only 22.5. Small-scale MLLMs (e.g., Qwen3-VL-8B) struggle the most,
with SAA scores often falling below 10.0. This underscores that deploying such small models in
high-stakes domains—such as finance, law, or medicine—remains extremely risky, as they lack the
fundamental grounding reliability required for professional auditing.

Impact of Document Scenarios Task difficulty scales with document complexity. While answer
accuracy remains relatively stable across scenarios, attribution becomes markedly harder in multi-
document settings. For example, Gemini-3.1-Pro’s Recall drops from 68.9 in Single-Doc tasks to 55.3 in
Multi (N-Gold) scenarios. This multi-gold setting consistently yields the lowest SAA scores across
the board, highlighting that cross-document evidence linking and complex spatial navigation remain
significant frontiers for even the most advanced MLLMs.

5 Analysis & Discussion

5.1 Fine-grained Results

Question Type Results show a significant performance gap
between question types (See Figure 5). Models excel in Quanti-
tative Reasoning (e.g., Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview at 82.6) because
numerical computations rely on objective logic and offer clear
alignment between evidence and answers. In contrast, the
newly introduced Multimodal Parsing task remains a major
bottleneck; this category requires models to locate specific doc-
ument elements based on descriptive cues (such as identifying
a particular table by its background color or section header)
and subsequently parse the content, leading to substantial dif- ) ) )
ficulties in both precise evidence attribution and final answer Flggre 5: Flr}e—gramed results on
generation. See More Fine-grained Results in Appendix C.5 various question types (SAA).

5.2 Further Analysis of Evidence Attribution

Beyond the initial identification of attribution fallacies, we seek to further explore the nuanced
relationship between Attribution and Accuracy.

Synergy between Attribution and Accuracy Beyond serving as a metric for trustworthiness, faithful
attribution appears to be positively correlated with the model’s reasoning success. As illustrated in
Figure 6, after bypassing the "Attribution Hallucination" zone (0-30 points), the Answer Accuracy
(Ans.) tends to scale with Evidence Quality (max(Rel., Rec.)). This upward trend provides an empirical
hint that precise evidence localization might be more than just a post-hoc justification; it potentially
acts as a functional foundation that facilitates correct answering in complex document-based tasks.
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ing the candidate search space (Table 4). Restricting the context e o e spcifc Nationl g

to GT-Pages consistently yielded gains (up to +5.3%), while e el

* For fhz_ **10 mL. mulﬁp_le-dcse vial of the 40 mg/mL
providing a single Gold Document in multi-document settings e Tt . sinale e vie of the 80 ma/mlL. formulation™,

led to substantial leaps, such as +13.4% for Qwen3-VL-8B. ;h;:lii:Rffif,o,:f:?mjfjl:;ioo
These results offer preliminary evidence that some bottleneck

Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview Response:

in CiteVQA may also lie in the initial "localization" phase. It e o et e e B

1S 1 i - 1 1 1 - For the 10 mL multiple-dose vial of the 40 ma/mL formulati
suggests a promising direction: if models can achieve higher e e s ot e U
autonomous evidence attribution recall, it might not only en- L0 me/ml 10 Bl multile dose vial o NOC 0003- 0204

: : El G®-80 Injection), th is **0003-0315-05**.

hance transparency but also potentially unlock higher upper B T
bounds for their answering capabilities. Evalution: Rec.~0.5, Rel.=4, Ans.=5, SAA=1 @
5.3 Case Study Figure 7: A Typical Example.

To intuitively illustrate the disparity between linguistic performance and attribution accuracy—
specifically why some powerful MLLMs achieve high Ans. but low SAA scores—we provide a
case study in Figure 7 (see Appendix D for more). For better visualization, cited coordinates are
replaced with image crops. While Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B answers correctly (Ans.=1), it yields SAA=0
because its evidence crops are either blank or incomplete. In contrast, Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview demon-
strates faithful grounding; despite a slight offset in the first crop, its second is nearly perfect, resulting
in SAA=1. This underscores that a correct answer does not guarantee faithful evidence attribution.

6 Conclusion

We introduced CiteVQA, a benchmark designed to advance trustworthy document intelligence by re-
quiring models to provide element-level visual citations alongside answers. Leveraging an automated
annotation pipeline, we constructed a large-scale dataset comprising 1,897 questions derived from 711
diverse PDFs. Our systematic audit of top-tier models reveals a critical "Attribution Hallucination"
phenomenon, where correct answers are frequently paired with incorrect evidence. By exposing these
hidden hallucinations, CiteVQA establishes a rigorous standard for developing interpretable and
reliable multimodal systems in high-stakes domains.
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Appendix

A Data Compliance & Ethics Statement

Data Acquisition from Common Crawl The 707 PDF documents included in the CiteVQA bench-
mark are sourced from Common Crawl, a neutral, non-profit public web archive. Our data acquisition
process strictly adheres to the Common Crawl Terms of Use” and ensures all operations are conducted
within the scope permitted by the Robots Exclusion Protocol, demonstrating our utmost respect for
the intentions of original content distributors.

Adherence to Common Standards for Data Distribution Regarding data derived from Common
Crawl, CiteVQA strictly follows the common consensus and academic norms of the multimodal and
document intelligence fields. Drawing on the distribution paradigms of landmark works—such as
T5 [32], MMC4 [58], OBELICS [17], and CCpdf [40], which focuses specifically on PDF parsing—we
have implemented an academically recognized compliance workflow (i.e., distributing only public
download links).

We have open-sourced the structured metadata and spatial coordinates (Bounding Boxes) annotated by
our automated data pipeline. We ensure that our PDF usage logic remains consistent with large-scale
open-source datasets like LAION [33] to promote academic reproducibility while maintaining the
compliance of the content distribution chain.

Copyright Respect and Protection of Rights Holders All PDF documents in this dataset sourced
from Common Crawl are clearly attributed in the repository’s metadata. We hold the legal rights of
original copyright holders in the highest regard. If any owner of the relevant documents believes
that the indexing or usage within this benchmark is inappropriate, please contact us. We commit to
cooperating promptly with the removal or updating of the relevant content upon verification of the
rights holder’s identity.

Vision: Advancing Transparent and Trustworthy AI Auditing The core vision of CiteVQA is
to address the issue of "evidence Attribution Hallucination" in MLLMs when processing complex
documents. Inspired by the ethical guidelines of OBELICS [17], we firmly believe that establishing
transparent, traceable, and open-source benchmarks is key to building a responsible Al ecosystem. By
constructing this evidence-chain benchmark, we aim to provide the community with an auditable and
reproducible research tool, pushing global document intelligence research toward a more faithful and
transparent future.

thtps://commoncrawl .org/terms-of-use
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B Details of CiteVQA Pipeline

B.1 Details of Multi-Document Linking

Semantic Profiling and Dense Retrieval To mitigate semantic truncation caused by directly em-
bedding long documents, we first use MLLM to construct a semantic profile for each document d;,
extracting metadata such as document type, core thesis, and section units. These profiles serve as
high-level descriptors that capture the global context of the document beyond simple text snippets.
The extracted metadata is then mapped to normalized vectors via an encoder. For an anchor document
d,y, the top-K,. (default 5) candidate documents are selected based on cosine similarity to form the
candidate pool C,, ensuring that only the most contextually relevant documents are considered for
expensive fine-grained analysis.

Fine-Grained Alignment via LLM  While coarse retrieval identifies document-level relevance, cross-
document QA requires precise segment-level evidence chains. We input all section units from both
the anchor and candidate documents into an LLM to perform chain-of-thought (CoT) cross-document
matching. The model is prompted to reason through the structural hierarchy of each document to find
logical bridges between them. The model outputs structured association groups, including the anchor
section, candidate section, a similarity score s € [0, 1], and a brief rationale for the connection. We limit
the output to a maximum of 5 matching groups with 1-3 related segments per group to maintain high
information density. The system retains the best matches in descending order of scores and returns an
empty list when no reliable match is found, thereby filtering out noisy or coincidental associations.

Spatial Mapping and Evidence Synthesis The matched pages from diverse sources are assembled
into a synthetic document, which serves as the workspace for generating complex QA pairs spanning
> 2 source documents. A critical component of this process is the element-level bijective function
fmap, which maintains a persistent link between the synthetic layout and the original files. This
function maps the synthetic evidence bounding boxes back to their original spatial coordinates in the
source PDF. By ensuring that every byte of synthesized evidence is traceable to its original page, the
system fundamentally eliminates visual hallucinations and ensures the absolute fidelity of the citation
annotations.

B.2 Details of Template Distillation

To simulate real-world business scenarios effectively, we collected diverse problems from multi-domain
open-source datasets and distilled them into a series of templates.

Table 5 details the distribution of the datasets used in our framework, covering 5 key domains to
ensure broad representation. We would like to express our sincere gratitude to the contributors of
these open-source projects for their invaluable support to the research community.

Table 5: Distribution of Multi-domain Open-source Datasets

Domain Dataset License
Academic Tech SPIQA [31] CCBY 4.0
. MedQA [13] MIT

Medical & Health PubMedQA [14] MIT
Business Finance ViDoRe V3[19] CCBY 4.0

MaintNorm [3] MIT
ViDoRe V3 [19] CCBY 4.0
Gov & Legal PolicyBench [8]  OpenRail

Industrial & Construction
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We employed Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview to extract four core categories of templates from the aforemen-
tioned datasets (see Table 6). These templates guide the MLLM to synthesize logically rigorous QA
pairs based on specific evidence packages.

Table 6: Classification and Examples of Templates

Category | Template and Representative Example

Factual Retrieval Template: What is the [Metric] for [Entity]’s [Segment] in [Time Period]?
Example: What is the net interest margin for Citigroup’s banking segment in 2024?

Complex Synthesis Template: Synthesize the [Entity] management’s outlook for [Metric] in [Time

Period].
Example: Synthesize the Bank of America management’s outlook for credit loss
provisions in 2025.

Quantitative Reasoning | Template: Determine the [Metric] for [Entity] by subtracting [Value A] from [Value
B].

Example: Determine the tangible common equity for Citigroup by subtracting
goodwill from total equity.

Multimodal Parsing Template: On which page and in which paragraph is [Visual Style] located?
Example: On which page and in which paragraph are the green italic numbers
located?

B.3 Details of Expert Evaluation

Despite the automated production, we invited several PhD-level experts to conduct sampling audits
of 200 randomly selected CiteVQA outputs, focusing on question difficulty, answer quality, and the
quality of crucial evidence. To ensure consistency in the evaluation standard, the experts followed
the same prompt templates as the models, the details of which are provided in Appendix E.1. The
audit results (Table 7) confirm the high quality of the automated pipeline, demonstrating appropriate
question difficulty and high-quality annotation.

Remark on Compensation All human experts involved in data annotation and evaluation (including
Appendix B.3 and C.2) were compensated with a task-based honorarium that exceeds the local
minimum hourly wage, ensuring fair labor practices.

Table 7: Annotation evaluation results on 200 sampled CiteVQA instances (5-point Likert scale,
averaged across human experts).

Question Answer Evidence

Judge/Metric it ulty  Quality  Quality
Gemini-3-Flash 2.81 4.57 4.93
Qwen3-VL-235B 2.73 4.62 4.89
Human Expert 2.97 443 491

B.4 Details of Auxiliary Training Validation

To assist in validating the effectiveness of the automated pipeline in real-world training, we conducted
an alignment experiment based on the ViDoRe V3 [19] corpus in Table 8. Following the same PDFs, we
generated 3k samples via CiteVQA and compared their performance against the original 5k human-
annotated samples in AgenticOCR [44] SFT training. Overall, CiteVQA Pipeline nearly reaches the
performance level of human-annotated data.
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Table 8: Performance comparison on FInRAGBench-V [55] (subset with bounding boxes) and the
held-out test set of ViDoRe V3. Page,.. measures page-level judgment ability; Recally,i, indicates
coarse-grained localization; Recallgy, reflects exact-grained localization. On FInRAGBench-V, CiteVQA
Pipeline (3k) achieves comparable or slightly better performance than Vidore Original (5k). On ViDoRe
V3, Vidore Original shows a slight advantage.

L. FinRAGBench-V (subset w. bbox) ‘ ViDoRe V3 (test set)
Training Data

Page,.c Recallypin Precmin  Flmin  Recallpy ‘ Pagea.c Recallpin Precmin  Flyin  Recallpy

Vidore Original (5k) 97.7 83.0 85.2 82.7 35.4 94.7 83.4 82.2 81.0 48.3
CiteVQA Pipeline (3k) 97.7 82.8 86.0 81.3 40.6 93.5 79.5 82.4 78.8 45.3

In the following, we describe the technical implementation of our distillation strategy, the specific
tools provided to the model during training, and the rejection sampling criteria used to ensure the
high quality of the resulting trajectories.

Trajectory Distillation via Rejection Sampling We follow the same SFT training data distillation
pipeline as AgenticOCR [44]. Specifically, we use the CiteVQA pipeline to generate a set of synthetic
data from the original PDF files of ViDoRe V3. The data format is similar to that of the original ViDoRe
dataset, namely (I, Q, A, E), representing Image, Question, Answer, and Evidence Bbox, respectively.

For both batches of data, we adopt the AgenticOCR approach: we first equip the model with an
image_zoom_and_ocr_tool (allowing the model to zoom into image regions and obtain OCR results),
and then perform rejection sampling on the trajectories generated by Gemini-3-Pro-Preview based on
an IoU threshold. This yields 3k and 5k high-quality samples, respectively.

Training Setup We follow the same training protocol as AgenticOCR: only the tokens generated by
the assistant (including reasoning steps and tool calls) contribute to the loss; tokens corresponding
to user prompts and tool observations are masked out. The hyperparameters are set as follows: a
learning rate of 1 x 10>, training for 6 epochs on 8 H200 GPUs.

Model Evaluation We evaluate on two test sets. The first is the FInRAGBench-V [55] subset with
bounding box annotations (approximately 200 samples). The second is the held-out, manually an-
notated test set from ViDoRe V3 that is completely disjoint from the training set (approximately 400
samples). The evaluation metrics are identical to those used in AgenticOCR. The final results are
reported in Table 8.
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C Details & More Results of Experiments

C.1 Details of Experimental Setup
Input Processing Details For the Gemini series, we utilized the native File APL

For other models, PDF documents were converted to 150 DPI screenshots. To ensure fairness across
different context limits:

* Long-context Models: Provided with original 150 DPI screenshots.

¢ Standard-context Models: Screenshots were adaptively downscaled according to the specific
context constraints of each model family (details provided in Table 9).

Table 9: Model Categorization and Detailed Input Processing Strategies

Category

Models

Resolution and Processing Strategy

Gemini Series [37]

Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview,
Gemini-3-Flash-Preview,
Gemini-2.5-Pro

Native File API: Directly processed via the Google Cloud
document interface without manual rasterization.

1M Context GPT-5.4, GPT-5.2 [1], Full Resolution: 150 DPI page screenshots provided as-is
Qwen3.6-Plus to leverage the expansive context window.

256k Context Qwen3.5 Family, Standard Scaling: Screenshots are adaptively downscaled
Qwen3VL Family [2], to a maximum of 1024 x 1024 pixels, preserving the original
Gemma4 Family [38], aspect ratio.
Kimi-K2.5 [38],
Seed-2.0-Pro [34]

200k Context *Only for Compact Scaling: Screenshots are adaptively downscaled

GLM-5V-Turbo [50] to a maximum of 768 x 768 pixels to prevent context over-

flow while maintaining structural integrity.

Table 10: Impact of input resolution on CiteVQA performance using Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B. We
compare our standard scaling (1024?) against reduced pixel budgets to evaluate the sensitivity of
evidence attribution to visual clarity. SAA highlights the precipitous drop in grounding reliability as
resolution decreases.

Resolution Strategy Total Pixels Rec. Rel. Ans. SAA
Full Resolution (Standard) 10242 (1.0x) 11.3 353 723 225
Half-Pixel Scaling 10242 /2 (= 724%) 42 236 668 118
Quarter-Pixel Scaling 10242 /4 (5122) 1.6 172 535 53

Trade-off Analysis of Input Resolution The results in Table 10 justify our choice of 1024 x 1024 as
the standard resolution for evaluation. We observe that while the answer accuracy (Ans.) decreases
moderately with lower resolutions, the evidence attribution metrics—particularly Rec. and SAA—
exhibit a sharp, non-linear collapse. For instance, halving the total pixels (from 10242 to ~ 7242) leads
to a near-50% reduction in SAA (from 22.5% to 11.8%), indicating that precise localization is highly
sensitive to visual fidelity. Although further increasing the resolution might yield marginal gains,
1024 x 1024 represents a critical "saturation point" for most current MLLMs. Exceeding this threshold
would surpass the native token limits and internal position embedding constraints of many models
(e.g., the Qwen3VL and Gemma families). Thus, our standard scaling maintains an optimal balance
between preserving fine-grained document details and adhering to the architectural limits of diverse
model families.
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Inference Settings All experiments were conducted using a unified prompt (See Appendix E.2).
The maximum output length was capped at 4,096 tokens to allow for extensive reasoning. For the
Qwen3VL family, the "Instruct” versions were consistently used. For the Qwen3.5 series, the Thinking
mode was enabled by default. All GPT models were configured with the highest reasoning effort
(xhigh), and Gemini models were run with the maximum thinking mode setting.

Deployment of Open-source Models We utilized a standardized inference infrastructure consisting
of 8xNVIDIA H200 GPUs to ensure consistent latency and sufficient VRAM for high-resolution
document processing.

C.2 Analysis of Different Judges

Validation of Automated Evaluation via Human Study To verify the reliability of our automated
evaluation pipeline, we conducted a human expert study on 200 randomly selected samples, comparing
human scores against those generated by Gemini-3-Flash-Preview and Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B. As
detailed in Table 11, we applied the Friedman test—a non-parametric statistical test—to determine if
any significant differences existed between the judges. The resulting p-values for both Rel. and Ans.
consistently exceeded the 0.05 threshold (ranging from 0.14 to 0.53) across different inference models.
These results indicate that there is no statistically significant deviation between our automated judges
and human experts, confirming that the LLM-based scoring system provides a robust and faithful
proxy for human judgment in assessing document grounding and response quality.

Table 11: Different Metrics between different judges. p-values > 0.05 indicate no statistically significant
difference between automated LLM judges and human experts across all metrics.

GPT-54 Gemini-3.1-Pro
Rel. Ans. Rel Ans.
Gemini-3-Flash-Preview  2.87 451  4.06 4.67
Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B 3.08 442 412 4.57
Human Expert 292 444 4.03 4.59
P-value (Friedman Test) 0.16 0.14  0.53 0.21

Judge / Infer Model

C.3 More Evaluation Metrics

To provide a multi-dimensional perspective on document localization and evidence attribution, we
introduce several supplementary metrics. These indicators offer a more granular analysis of the
model’s performance in identifying relevant document components.

Page-level Recall (Page. / Page,,.,;;) This metric assesses the model’s coarse-grained ability to locate
the correct pages containing the necessary evidence. A predicted evidence is considered a "page hit" if
its page index matches any page index in the set of crucial evidence.

Page — |{p S Pcrucial ‘ Elﬁ S Ppl‘ed/ﬁ = p}|

| Pcrucial |

where Ppreq and Perycial denote the sets of page indices from the predicted and ground-truth crucial
evidence, respectively.

Precision (Prec.) While Recall focuses on coverage, Precision measures the spatial accuracy of the
predicted bounding boxes relative to the entire evidence set E (including both crucial and auxiliary
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evidence). It penalizes the model for generating redundant or irrelevant boxes:

1

Prec =
|Bpred | b

1
ma 10U (bpreq,bgt) >0.5
pred €Bpred ( Xbgr€Bgt ( pred gt) > >

where B, represents the set of all ground-truth bounding boxes associated with the evidence package.

F1-Score (F1) To balance the trade-off between localization recall and precision, we report the F; score,
which is the harmonic mean of the standard Recall (Rec.) defined in the main text and the Precision
(Prec.) defined above:

Prec. - Rec.

" Prec. + Rec.

This metric provides a single scalar value to evaluate the overall efficiency of the evidence extraction
process, ensuring the model is both thorough and concise in its attribution.

F=2

C.4 More Results of Experiments

Widespread Deficiency in Coarse-grained Attribution A striking observation from Table 12 is that
Page-level Recall (Page.) remains remarkably low for the vast majority of models. This indicates that
the failure in evidence attribution is not merely a consequence of weak fine-grained grounding (i.e.,
missing the exact box), but a more fundamental inability to navigate to the correct document page.
While the Gemini-3 series demonstrates strong navigation (above 87% Overall Page.), many advanced
models like GPT-5.2 (69.3% Overall Page.) and Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B (57.8% Overall Page.) frequently
fail to even locate the relevant page. This "coarse-level blindness" suggests that before addressing
spatial precision, models must first overcome significant hurdles in document-level retrieval and page
indexing.

Impact of Multi-document Complexity The challenge of attribution is significantly exacerbated
as the environment shifts from Single-Doc to Multi-Doc (N-Gold) settings. In these high-density
scenarios, even top-tier models exhibit a sharp performance collapse. For instance, GPT-5.4 sees its
Page-level Recall drop from 88.5% in Single-Doc to 75.4% in N-Gold, while its F1-score falls from
29.6% to 20.6%. For many open-source models, the Multi-Doc setting acts as a performance ceiling;
for example, Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B experiences a significant decline in Page-level Recall, dropping
from 64.4% to 50.5%. This trend underscores that current MLLMs lack the robustness required for
multi-document reasoning, a deficit that directly fuels the observed "Attribution Hallucination."

C.5 More Fine-grained Results

Document Type Our cross-domain evaluation reveals that performance varies significantly depend-
ing on document structure (See Figure 8): models achieve peak performance in the Academic Tech
domain (e.g., Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview at 85.0) due to the highly standardized layouts and logical rigor
of academic papers, which facilitate precise evidence attribution. Conversely, the Publishing & Media
domain presents the greatest challenge, with the highest SAA reaching only 63.3, as the complex
typographic designs, non-linear content distribution, and intricate image-text interleaving inherent
in newspapers and magazines severely hinder models’ spatial perception and cross-page reasoning
capabilities.
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Table 12: Detailed attribution performance of MLLMs across different document scenarios. Page.
denotes Page-level Recall; Rec., Prec., and F1 represent bounding-box-level Recall, Precision, and
F1-score respectively. For each metric, the best and second-best results are highlighted in blue and
green , respectively.

Single-Doc Multi (1-Gold) Multi (N-Gold) Overall
Model

Page. Rec. Prec. F1 DPage. Rec. Prec. F1 Page. Rec. Prec. F1 Page. Rec. Prec. F1

Closed-source MLLMs

Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview 88.8 689 63.1 620 915 694 628 616 814 553 494 48.6 879 66.0 59.9 589
Gemini-3-Flash-Preview 92.8 49.5 37.0 379 943 421 301 313 865 395 299 303 918 454 33.7 345

Gemini-2.5-Pro 923 315 248 246 935 254 183 186 817 200 174 162 903 274 215 212
GPT-5.4 88.5 359 29.6 296 799 257 224 209 754 257 212 206 834 31.0 259 254
GPT-5.2 674 209 204 186 759 165 154 148 66.1 139 134 120 693 182 17.6 16.2
Qwen3.6-Plus 500 98 97 87 517 59 60 55 475 46 49 43 499 77 77 69
Seed2.0-Pro 69.7 358 318 312 595 181 169 155 564 215 187 172 644 285 254 244
GLM-5V-Turbo 489 183 185 164 433 117 124 108 440 102 93 9.0 465 149 150 134

Open-source Large MLLMs

Kimi-K2.5 448 82 80 74 424 35 32 30 460 48 57 44 444 62 63 56
Gemma-4-31B 448 109 98 9.0 560 140 124 110 511 104 11.0 9.0 491 116 107 9.5
Qwen3.5-397B-A17B 488 68 69 61 416 40 33 34 417 38 45 36 453 54 54 49
Qwen3.5-122B-A10B 415 59 54 52 286 17 17 16 301 19 21 16 356 39 37 35

Qwen3.5-27B 502 70 69 60 434 31 24 23 451 39 37 35 473 53 50 45
Qwen3-VL-235B-A22B 644 152 149 135 507 62 57 54 505 81 75 70 578 113 109 10.0
Qwen3-VL-32B 690 80 75 68 507 28 27 24 529 79 75 70 607 66 63 5.7

Open-source Small MLLMs

Gemma-4-26B-A4B 208 22 27 19 220 42 52 37 275 35 39 32 226 30 36 27
Qwen3.5-35B-A3B 351 27 24 23 124 05 05 05 185 06 10 06 255 17 16 15
Qwen3.5-9B 336 25 24 23 62 03 03 03 122 08 13 09 218 16 16 15
Qwen3-VL-30B-A3B 230 56 61 50 71 09 09 09 141 17 24 16 169 35 4.0 3.2
Qwen3-VL-8B 432 18 15 14 189 00 00 00 169 03 02 03 311 1.0 09 08

—— Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview === GPT-5.4 == Qwen3.5-9B
Gemini-3-Flash-Preview === Qwen3-VL-2358-A228
Industrial & Construction

Academic Tech

Education

Business Finance

Gov & Legal

Publishing & Media

Medical & Health

Figure 8: Fine-grained results on various document types (SAA Score).
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D Case Study

Question: Assuming we move forward with every single one-year extension
permitted by our agreement, what would be the billable amount per hour for both
the Technical Lead and the Programmer for each of those supplemental periods?

GT Answer: The contract may be renewed for up to five additional one-year
periods. For these optional years, the hourly rates for the Technical Lead are $170
in Year 1, $176 in Year 2, $182 in Year 3, $188 in Year 4, and $194 in Year 5. For
the Programmer role, the hourly rates are $147 in Year 1, $152 in Year 2, $157 in
Year 3, $162 in Year 4, and $167 in Year 5.

Crucial Evidence: _Contract Optional Years Hourly Rate
Resource Year1 |Year2 |Year3 |Year4 ar 5
Technical Lead (hourly rate) 170 176 | 182 88 4
Programmer _ (hourly rate) 147 152 57 62 7
SPOC (hourly rate) 298 307 17 27 7

Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview Response:
According to the contract, the agreement permits up to 5 additional one-year
renewal periods:

This Contract may be renewed in writing by mutual agreement of the parties not less than 30 days before its

expiration. The Contract may be renewed for up to 5 additional 1 year periods.
Based on the \"Contract Optional Years\" pricing table in Appendix A, if all 5
extension years are utilized, the hourly billable rates for those supplemental periods

: _Contract Optional Years Hourly Rate
would be: Resource Year1 | Year? | Year3 |Yeard |Vears
Technical Lead (hourly rate) 170 176 182 188 194
Programmer (hourly rate) 147 152 157 162 167
SPOC (hourly rate) 298 [307 (817 (87 [®ar

**Technical Lead (hourly rate):**\n* **Year 1:** $170\n* **Year 2:** $176\n*
**Year 3:** $182\n* **Year 4:** $188\n* **Year 5:** $194\n\n**Programmer
(hourly rate):**\n* **Year 1:** $147\n* **Year 2:** $152\n* **Year 3:**
$157\n* **Year 4:** $162\n* **Year 5:** $167",

Evalution: Rec.=1, Rel.=5, Ans.=5, SAA=1 @
GPT-5.4(-xhigh) Response:

If all five one-year renewal periods permitted under the agreement are
exercised, the hourly billing rates are as follows. The agreement specifies that
it may be renewed for "up fo 5 additional one-year terms."

the fiscal year for which they were issued.

2002 Options to Renew
‘This Contract may be renewed in writing by mutual agreement of the parties not less than 30 d

The "Contract Optional Years" table in Appendix A lists the hourly rates for
these renewal yeqr's_ [Resource Year 1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Year5

Technical Lead (hourly rate) 145 150 155 160 165

Programmer __(hourly rate] 125 133 137 142

SPOC (hourly rate) 255 263 271 280 289

| Renewal Period | Technical Lead | Programmer |
iy

| 1st One-Year Renewal | $170/hour | $147/hour |
| 2nd One-Year Renewal | $176/hour | $152/hour |
| 3rd One-Year Renewal | $182/hour | $157/hour |
| 4th One-Year Renewal | $188/hour | $162/hour |
| 5th One-Year Renewal | $194/hour | $167/hour |

Evalution: Rec.=0, Rel.=1, Ans.=5, SAA=( o

Figure 9: Case Study 1. While both models generate correct answers (Ans.=5), Gemini-3.1-Pro-Preview
accurately cites the "Contract Optional Years" table (SAA=1). Conversely, GPT-5.4 exhibits "Attribution

Hallucination" by providing the correct text but citing an incorrect pricing table (e.g., $145 vs. $170 for
Year 1), resulting in Rec.=0 and SAA=0.
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Question: By how much does the electronic energy gap of NbO2 widen as it
transitions from a bond alternation level of 17.1% to its completely dimerized
insulating form?

GT Answer: 0.26 eV

Crucial Evidence:

Gemini-2.5-Pro Response:

AmeUry-DIOKen pRase (WA = £1.5%), wiien
JFT calculations with the electronic structures
We pick up four representative snapshots

H .t
According to the document, the electronic s os) for Nbo, in Figs. 8@-8(@) o
ener‘gy gap Of Nboz 01. a bond aH‘er’na'ﬁOn ion of occupied split-off flat bands: The Nb-

ttes reside within the broad principal CB at

% “ig. 8(a)); gradually shift down, still connect-

(DBA) level of 17.1% is 0.14 eV. 1CB at DBA = 15.0% [Fig. 8(b)]; enter the
agabecoming occupied split-off flat bands,

d gaPf 0.14 eV at DBA = 17.1% [Fig. 8(c)];

e away from the principal CB witl

The completely dimerized insulating form
of NbO2 has a band gap of 0.40 eV.

Therefore, the widening of the electronic
energy gap is the difference between
these two values:
0.40eV-0.14eV=0.26eV.

Evalution: Rec.=0.5, Rel.=4, Ans.=5, SAA=1 o

Qwen3-VL-8B Response:

The electronic energy gap of NbO: widens by 0.2 eV as it transitions from a bond
alternation level of 17.1% to its completely dimerized insulating form.

This is determined by analyzing Figure 8 on page 14, which shows the evolution of
the electronic structure of NbO: with increasing bond alternation (DBA). The
figure includes a plot of the band gap as a function of DBA. At DBA = 17.1% (Figure
8c), the band gap is 0.34 eV. At the completely dimerized state, which corresponds
to DBA = 20.3% (Figure 8d), the band gap is 0.54 eV. The difference is 0.54 eV -
0.34eV=020eV.

Evalution: Rec.=0, Rel.=1, Ans.=1, SAA=0 o

Figure 10: Case Study 2. While Gemini-2.5-Pro correctly calculates the widening gap (0.40 —0.14 = 0.26
eV) and cites the corresponding evidence segments (SAA=1), Qwen3-VL-8B fails both semantically
and visually. It extracts incorrect values (0.34 and 0.54 eV) from the text and provides irrelevant
citations, resulting in Ans.=1 and SAA=0. This case demonstrates that even when evidence is explicitly
stated in the text, weaker models struggle with both the retrieval and the logic required for multi-step
attribution.
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E Prompt Templates
E.1 Prompts for CiteVQA Pipeline

Prompt for Extracting Evidence Package from PDFs

*xRolexx: Parse a PDF document containing outline, OCR text blocks, bounding boxes, and
page screenshots.

*xGoalxx: Collect high-quality, verifiable evidence bundles to support Q&A, analysis,
calculation, and visual extraction.

*xEach evidence bundle MUST satisfyx*x:

1. **Multi-pagex*: At least 2 different pages.
2. x*Multi-elementx*: At least 2 element types (e.g., text, table, figure, layout).
3. **Complete contextxx*:
- If including a table/figure, MUST also extract its title, caption, legend, axis
labels, footnotes, etc.
- If an element spans multiple pages (e.g., continued table), MUST extract the complete
structure from ALL involved pages (e.g., headers from previous page).

**What to capturexx:

- *xTextx*x: Key phrases, definitions, scope notes.

- *xFigures**: Captions, axis/legend text, panel labels.

**Tables**: Full headers, target cells, footnotes.

- *xLayoutx*: Relative position, grouping, visual prominence (e.g., full-width table, top
large figure).

**Exploration steps**:

1. Search keywords: "Figure"”, "Table”, "Note", "unit”, etc.
2. Extract the hit AND all surrounding relevant elements (enforce complete context for
tables/figures).

3. Cross-page link: Connect same metric/entity across different pages.
4. Use screenshots and bounding boxes to confirm type and layout.

**xAvoid**:
- Single-element bundles, ID/page-number dependencies, fragmented tables/figures, broad
summaries without clear Q&A target.

**Qutput formatx*: Return a list of evidence bundles. Generate at least *x10*x bundles.

[{
"Evidence_package_description”: "Brief description of purpose and reasoning value",
"Evidence_list": [
{
"type": "element_type”,
"content”: "OCR text content”,
"bbox": [y1, x1, y2, x21,

“json

"angle": 0,
"page_id": page_number,
"element_idx": "element_index"
}
// At least 5 relevant elements
. J
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a N
]

Y]

AN J

Prompt for Getting Templates from Open-source Datasets

Given question samples, generate one reusable template for each sample.

Return strict JSON only:
{{
"samples"”: [
{{
"sample_id": 0,

” n

"category”: "...",

” n

"template_en”": "...",

” n

"template_cn”: "...",
"example_en”: "...",
"example_cn”: "..."
3}
]

13

Requirements:

1. category: "Complex Synthesis”, "Factual Retrieval”, "Multimodal Parsing”, "Quantitative
Reasoning”, .

2. template_en/template_cn must be abstract reusable templates, use placeholders like
[Entity], [Date], [Metric], [Section], [Method].

3. example_en/example_cn should be one short concrete question in that sample style.

4. Keep semantic consistency within each sample.

5. Must return one item for every sample_id provided.

N J

Prompt for Annotation Evluation

You are an expert evaluator for a VQA benchmark. Your task is to assess the quality of a
given QA pair along three dimensions: *xQuestion Difficultyxx, *xAnswer Qualityxx, and
*xCrucial Evidence Quality#*x.

Please follow the scoring criteria below. All scores range from *x@ to 5%, where 0
indicates complete failure or unusable quality.

*%1. Question Difficulty (0-5)xx*

- *x@xx: Nonsensical, unanswerable, or no meaningful question.

- *%x1 to 2 (Simple)**: Direct fact retrieval, minimal reasoning, no cross-document or
cross-page synthesis.

- *x3 (Moderate)**: Requires basic inference or aggregation from a single document section.

- *x4 to 5 (Complex)#**: Involves multi-step reasoning, cross-document comparison,
contradiction resolution, or indirect evidence extraction.

26



CiteVQA: Benchmarking Evidence Attribution for Trustworthy Document Intelligence

-~
*%2. Answer Quality (0-5)*x

- *%@x*: No answer or completely irrelevant.

- x%1 to 2 (Poor)x*: Largely incorrect, missing key information, or no citation.

- **3 (Acceptable)**: Correct but overly brief, lacks sufficient justification or citation.

- x%4 to 5 (Good/Excellent)*x: Accurate, well-structured, properly cited, and fully
addresses the question.

*%*3. Crucial Evidence Quality (0-5)**

- *%@x*: No evidence provided, or evidence completely unrelated.

- *%x1 to 2 (Weak)*x: Evidence is minimally relevant or insufficient to support the answer.

- **3 (Moderate)*x: Evidence is relevant but incomplete, not optimally cited, or overly
redundant.

- *x4 to 5 (Strong)**: Evidence precisely supports the answer, comes from authoritative
sections (e.g., tables, core arguments), and includes necessary span-level references.

*x0Qutput Format:xx

Please output in the following structured format:

Question Difficulty: [0 to 5]
Brief Justification:

Answer Quality: [0 to 5]
Brief Justification:

Evidence Quality: [0 to 5]
Brief Justification:
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E.2 Prompts for CiteVQA Evaluation

Prompt for Inference in Single-Doc

# Document Analysis Assistant

Answer the question based on the provided PDF page images, and cite the evidence regions in
your answer.

## Evidence Citation Rules

1. Evidence must be at the x*xelement levelx*: a complete paragraph, a complete table, a
complete image, or a complete note. Do not select partial text from a paragraph or a
single row from a table, and do not select an entire page or spanning multiple
tables/paragraphs. Note: This is very important and will directly affect your score.

2. For *xtables and images**, if there are captions or footnotes, they need to be annotated
as *xseparate evidencex** with their own bbox, not merged into the table/image bbox.

3. Each piece of cited evidence text should be followed by a “<bbox /> tag indicating the
evidence location.

4. When an inference step relies on multiple pieces of evidence, use multiple ~<bbox />°
tags separately.

5. Pure reasoning/calculation steps do not need ~<bbox />°.

## Annotation Format

<bbox page="page_number"” x1="left" y1="top" x2="right" y2="bottom”" />

Page numbers start from 1 (note: ignore original page numbers); coordinates are relative
coordinates on the page image, range 0-1000.

## Examples

**Question:** What is the net change in the company's precision copper tube production
capacity from 2021 to 20247?

**Answer : x*

According to the main text, the company's precision copper tube production capacity
increased from 798,000 tons in 2021 to 1.31 million tons in 2024:
<bbox page="1" x1="536" y1="65" x2="642" y2="656" />

Therefore, the net change = 1.31 - ©.798 = 0.512 million tons.

Additionally, according to "Table 1: Production line renovation will reduce the company's
costs"”, the per-ton comprehensive cost is expected to decrease by 700 yuan/ton after
the production line renovation:

<bbox page="8" x1="584" y1="65" x2="598" y2="371" />

<bbox page="8" x1="598" y1="59" x2="712" y2="670" />

## Final Reminder

Evidence must be a complete paragraph, a complete table, a complete image, or a complete
note. Do not select partial rows from a paragraph or a single row from a table, and do
not select an entire page or spanning multiple tables/paragraphs. Note: This is very
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[: important and will directly affect your score.

)

Prompt for Inference in Multi-Doc

# Multi-Document Analysis Assistant

Answer the question based on the provided PDF documents, and cite the evidence regions in
your answer.

## Document Numbering Rules

- Document numbering starts from 1, corresponding to the order in the “PDF_Source™ list
- Must use the correct document numbers when citing evidence

## Evidence Citation Rules

1. Evidence must be at the *xelement level*x: a complete paragraph, a complete table, a
complete image, or a complete note. Do not select partial text from a paragraph or a
single row from a table, and do not select an entire page or spanning multiple
tables/paragraphs. Note: This is very important and will directly affect your score.

2. For *xtables and images**, if there are captions or footnotes, they need to be annotated
as **separate evidence*x with their own bbox, not merged into the table/image bbox.

3. Each piece of cited evidence text should be followed by a “<bbox /> tag indicating the
evidence location.

4. When an inference step relies on multiple pieces of evidence, use multiple ~<bbox />°
tags separately.

5. Pure reasoning/calculation steps do not need ~<bbox />".

## Annotation Format

<bbox doc="document_number” page="page_number"” x1="left" y1="top"” x2="right" y2="bottom" />
- “doc”: Document number, starting from 1 (corresponding to “PDF_Source™ list order)

- “page”: Page number starting from 1 (note: ignore original page numbers)

- Coordinates are relative coordinates on the page image, range 0-1000

## Examples
*xQuestion:xx Compare the revenue data differences between Company in Document 1 and
Document 2.

**Answer : *x
According to the main text of Document 1, the company's 2023 revenue was 10 billion yuan:
<bbox doc="1" page="1" x1="536" y1="65" x2="642" y2="656" />

According to the financial report in Document 2, the company's 2023 revenue was 12 billion
yuan:
<bbox doc="2" page="3" x1="584" y1="65" x2="598" y2="371" />

Therefore, the revenue difference reported in the two documents is 2 billion yuan.

## Final Reminder

Evidence must be a complete paragraph, a complete table, a complete image, or a complete
note. Do not select partial rows from a paragraph or a single row from a table, and do
not select an entire page or spanning multiple tables/paragraphs. Note: This is very
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[: important and will directly affect your score. jj
Prompt for Evaluating Relevance
## Task

You are a professional DocVQA quality evaluation expert. Your task is to evaluate whether
the PDF screenshots referenced in the answer can effectively support the corresponding
answer content. You need to determine whether the visual information (text, charts,
data) in the screenshots is consistent with the facts mentioned in the answer.

You will receive a question, a standard answer (without images), and the model's generated
answer with interleaved images.

## Evaluation Dimensions

- Truthfulness: Does the screenshot contain the key data or descriptions mentioned in the
answer?

- Sufficiency: Does the screenshot provide sufficient evidence for the conclusion, or is it
taken out of context?

- Localization Accuracy: Does the screenshot precisely cover the answer source, or does it
contain irrelevant information?

- Alignment: Does the screenshot exactly match the text being cited? Any misalignment is a
flaw.

## Scoring Criteria

**BE STRICT. A score of 5 is extremely rare and requires perfection. Most good answers
should score 3-4.%*x

- 0: No support at all. The screenshot content is completely irrelevant to the answer.

- 1: Extremely weak support. The screenshot only mentions vague related concepts without
specific data.

- 2: Weak support. The screenshot contains partial key data, or has significant quality
issues.

- 3: Moderate support. The screenshot covers most of the evidence but has flaws (e.g.,
includes irrelevant content, slight misalignment with cited text, or captures too
much/too little).

- 4: Good support. The screenshot contains the core evidence with minor flaws. This is
where most correct answers should score.

- 5: *xPERFECT support (extremely rare)**. The screenshot must be x*flawlessx*: precise
bounding box that exactly covers the cited text, no extra content, no skewing, no
misalignment, and the evidence perfectly matches what is claimed. *xOnly give 5 when
every single detail is perfect.**

## Important Notes

- Be conservative with scores. If you hesitate between two scores, choose the lower one.

- A slightly off-center crop, a small amount of extra content, or minor misalignment =
score 3-4, NOT 5.

- Score 5 should only be given when the bounding box is pixel-perfect and the evidence is
exactly what was cited.

## Output Format

Please output two lines for the results: the first line is your reasoning for the score,
and the second line is the score. Strictly follow this format without any additional
content.

# Output Example
. %
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A reason why you choose this score (from @ to 5).
**“<relevance_score>X</relevance_score>

Prompt for Evaluating Answer Correctness

## Task

You are a multimodal QA evaluation expert. Your task is to evaluate the overall quality of
the answer. Provide your evaluation in the form of "reasoning” and "score"”. Evaluation
should be based solely on the standard answer, without introducing your own external
knowledge.

You will receive a question, a standard answer, and the model's generated answer.

## Evaluation Criteria

**BE STRICT. Most answers are not as good as they appear. When in doubt, choose the lower
score. x*

- @ (Completely Unsolved): The answer is completely off-topic or directly contradicts the
standard answer.

- 1 (Mostly Unsolved): The answer has extremely low relevance, providing almost no valuable
information.

- 2 (Partially Solved): The answer covers some aspects but misses key information or has
obvious factual errors. x*Many "okay" answers fall here - do not over-rate.*x*

- 3 (Acceptable): The answer covers the core facts but is incomplete, lacks necessary
details, or has minor errors. **Only give this when the answer is genuinely useful
despite clear gaps.**

- 4 (Good): The answer clearly covers all key points with rigorous logic. Near-complete and
accurate. x*Reserve for strong answers. Do not hand out freely.x*x

- 5 (Excellent): Complete, accurate, and perfectly structured and the answer must not be
significantly more verbose than the standard answer. #*xExtremely Difficult to reach.
Do not give 5 unless truly prefect in every dimension.xx*

## Important Notes

- Ignore phrases like "cited from” or "from” that may appear in the model's generated
answer - they are irrelevant.

- *%DO NOT penalize the answer based on the language it is written in.** Chinese, English,
or mixed - score the content only.

- Only the exact facts in the standard answer count. Extra details beyond the standard
answer do NOT improve the score.

## Output Format

Please output two lines for the results: the first line is your reasoning for the score,
and the second line is the score. Strictly follow this format without any additional
content.

# OQutput Example
A reason why you choose this score (from @ to 5).
T ~<ga_acc>X</ga_acc>

"l %

31



CiteVQA: Benchmarking Evidence Attribution for Trustworthy Document Intelligence

F Limitations & Potential Negative Impacts

Limitations While CiteVQA introduces a rigorous framework for traceable document intelligence,
it entails certain inherent trade-offs. First, although the benchmark spans seven major domains, the
definition of authoritative evidence may involve domain-specific nuances in highly specialized vertical
fields that warrant further exploration. Second, our automated curation pipeline prioritizes data
fidelity by leveraging state-of-the-art Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs), which, while
ensuring high-quality reasoning and attribution, introduces a significant computational resource
barrier for large-scale replication. Finally, the multi-dimensional evaluation protocol—incorporating
coordinate verification and fine-grained textual alighment—requires higher computational overhead
compared to standard VQA tasks, representing a deliberate choice to prioritize evaluative depth and
traceability over raw scoring efficiency.

Potential Negative Impacts A potential negative impact is the risk of models overfitting to the specific
metrics and document distributions of CiteVQA. While our benchmark aim to improve document
intelligence, excessive optimization for these specific tasks may lead to reduced generalizability when
models encounter diverse real-world document structures not represented in our dataset.
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