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Abstract

PDF corpora advertise their size in tokens, but
every rate they publish (coverage, OCR rout-
ing, re-fetch recovery, language mix) is com-
puted per document, and none decomposes its
token total. Because PDF length is extremely
skewed, the two units can describe the same cor-
pus very differently. We ask how the headline
statistics of a web-PDF corpus change when
each document is weighted by the text it con-
tributes rather than counted once. We used
CC-MAIN-2021-31-PDF-UNTRUNCATED (7.9M
Common Crawl PDFs, 32.6B tokens), the one
public corpus that pairs the fragments Common
Crawl stored with the re-fetched originals. Text
mass is highly concentrated: 3.02% of text-
bearing documents hold half the tokens (Gini
0.807). The clearest consequence is Common
Craw!’s payload cap, which truncated 23.06%
of these documents but 63.08% of their text.
Reconstructing the truncated fragments and ex-
tracting both versions, two widely used text-
layer parsers recover only 1.4% and 11.4% of
that exposed text, so roughly 55-62% of the
corpus’s text is unrecoverable from the crawl
by such pipelines; under the 5 MiB cap adopted
in March 2025, 30.19% of tokens would still
be exposed. We recommend that corpus statis-
tics be reported in both units, documents and
tokens.

1 Introduction

PDFs have become a first-class source of pretrain-
ing text (Poznanski et al., 2025; Montalvo and
Wightman, 2024). In one current open data pool,
PDF-derived text amounts to roughly 4.3T tokens
(Marin Community, 2025).! FinePDFs alone is
described as “about 3 trillion tokens across 475
million documents” (Kydlicek et al., 2025). How
do a web-PDF corpus’s headline statistics change

"Marin’s datakit source registry: FinePDFs 1,186.5B
English plus 1,353.4B across 18 non-English subsets, and
dolma4pdfs 1,804.0B over 137,132,279 documents. https:
//github.com/marin-community/marin

when each document is weighted by the text it con-
tributes rather than counted once?

Those corpora are not naive about tokens: they
headline them. What none of them does is com-
pute a rate in tokens, or break a token total down.
FinePDFs routes 368.8M of 1.29B files to OCR
and recovers 53.5% of its truncated files by re-
fetching (Kydlic¢ek et al., 2025); CCpdf reports
per-document success rates (Turski et al., 2023);
PDFA gives three totals (2,159,432 documents,
18M pages, 9.7B tokens) but no drop rates in any
unit (Montalvo and Wightman, 2024). No PDF
corpus we are aware of decomposes its token total
by length or quality.

This would be harmless if documents were in-
terchangeable. They are not. The web-text com-
munity already recognises this: Nemotron-CC re-
ports a token-weighted yield, “+57.4% more high-
quality tokens” (Su et al., 2025), and PDFs have far
more extreme length skew than HTML. FinePDFs
itself observes that its documents have a “~5.3k
character median (about 2 x other corpora)” with
a “95th percentile ~68k” against “~11-13k else-
where” (Kydlicek et al., 2025), and then reports
every rate per document anyway.

We measure what those rates become when
weighted by text. The shipped metadata of
CC-MAIN-2021-31-PDF-UNTRUNCATED lets us re-
weight three of the quantities above, document
length, producer toolchain and truncation; the ar-
gument applies equally to OCR routing, filter drop
and language mix, which we do not measure here.
Our contributions are:

1. the first token-weighted characterisation of
a web-PDF corpus, with a direct document-
versus-token comparison of every headline
statistic (§4.1-4.3);

2. a concentration result: text mass in web PDFs
is far more skewed than document counts sug-
gest (Gini 0.807);
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3. the first measurement of what Common
Crawl’s truncation cap removes in text:
23.06% of documents but 63.08% of tokens,
of which two text-layer parsers recover 1.4—
11.4%, with 30.19% still exposed at the new
5 MiB limit (§4.4-4.6).

2 Related Work

Totals in tokens, rates in documents. FinePDFs
(Kydlicek et al., 2025) routes documents between
a text path (Docling) and a GPU OCR path with
a learned classifier reporting F1 0.71 on the OCR
class, and quantifies every stage in files. CCpdf
(Turski et al., 2023) tabulates “number of docu-
ments per processing step and language” and re-
ports no token count for its own corpus. PDFA
(Montalvo and Wightman, 2024), derived from the
same corpus we study, filters per document, dis-
carding files over 100 MB or slower than 500 ms
to render, i.e. selecting on size, and publishes no
drop rates. GovScape (Huang et al., 2026) excludes
“pages with no text embedded within the PDF” with-
out quantifying the exclusion in any unit. Extrac-
tion benchmarks (Ouyang et al., 2025; Poznanski
et al., 2025) measure fidelity on documents that
parsed and report no coverage at all. Kuznetsov
and Gurevych (2023) argue more generally that
what counts as “text” is under-specified in NLP.
In language-model research the question has been
settled in practice rather than in principle: the to-
ken is the unit in which corpora are sized, data
mixes are set and compute is scaled, and it is the
unit a model consumes. Corpus statistics have not
followed consistently.

Truncation is named but never quantified.
Common Crawl caps the payload it stores per
record. PDFs are the format worst affected:
for the crawl CC-MAIN-2023-06 they were 0.8%
of successfully fetched records but 11.85% of
88 TiB of WARC storage (PDF Association, 2023).
CCpdf stated the consequence plainly in 2023: the
crawler’s 1 MB cap is “quite high for HTML pages,
but unfortunately rather low for PDF files” (Turski
et al., 2023). Their workaround was to re-download
the truncated documents from origin; to our knowl-
edge nobody since has quantified the effect.

From CC-MAIN-2025-13 (released in March
2025) the cap rose from 1 MiB to 5 MiB, reported
as +13% fetched content (403 TiB — 455 TiB)
(Common Crawl Foundation, 2025).

The Common Crawl Foundation reported the

effect of the change on truncation by MIME type:
PDFs fell from 25.7% to 6.8%, HTML from 2.2%
to 0.04%. On average, all types fell from 2.25% to
0.14%. Even after the change PDFs are truncated
at roughly 49 x the rate of content generally. What
is not reported, before or after, is how much text
that removes.

3 Data and Method

Corpus. CC-MAIN-2021-31-PDF-UNTRUNCATED
(Digital Corpora et al., 2021) contains every PDF
found in Common Crawl CC-MAIN-2021-31, with
payloads that Common Crawl truncated refetched
whole from origin. It ships five metadata tables
covering 8.3M URLs. Because file_name is the
post-SHA-256 identity, we deduplicate to one row
per file, giving 7,932,654 unique documents.

The wunit. Text mass is taken from
tika_eval_num_tokens, a token count al-
ready published as part of the corpus metadata
(Digital Corpora et al., 2021) (Apache Tika
2.8.0, tesseract disabled), a whitespace/ICU
count rather than an LLM tokenizer’s. The
total is 32,570,135,761 tokens. We claim only
proportions, which is all the argument requires.
Tika stops counting at 10,000,000 tokens, so a
longer document is recorded at that value; only
two documents in the corpus reach it, and both are
therefore undercounted.

Measures. For any subset .S of the N documents
we report its document share |S|/N and its token
share ) ;.o ta/ Y, td, where tg is the token count
of document d; the “ratio” column of Table 1 is
the second divided by the first. The head share at
level q is the smallest fraction of documents, taken
in decreasing order of {5, whose tokens reach a
fraction q of the total. Concentration is summarised
by the Gini coefficient in its standard form: with
the n documents sorted so that tay < <t
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G = 0 means every document carries the same
amount of text and G — 1 means all of it sits in
one document; values around 0.3-0.4 are typical
of national income distributions, the setting the
coefficient comes from. We compute it over the
n = 7,292,093 documents with at least one token,
so the 8.1% of zero-token documents do not inflate
it, and the two censored documents can only lower
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it. Figure 1 shows the underlying Lorenz curve.
The categories of Table 1 are bins on page count
and first-page orientation, chosen so that the two
extremes, single-page files and files over 50 pages,
are unambiguous; they are not genre labels, and a
long form is binned with long reports.

Exposure, recovery, loss. Three quantities re-
cur in §4.4-4.6. Exposure E is the token share
of the documents Common Crawl truncated; it is
computed from the shipped metadata over all 7.9M
documents. Recovery r. 4 of a truncated document
d under extractor e is the number of tokens e ex-
tracts from the truncated document, divided by the
number it extracts from the whole document. The
corpus rate r. sums both quantities over the doc-
uments processed before dividing, so long docu-
ments weigh more. It is measured by re-creating
the fragments (§4.5). Loss is £/ (1 — r¢): the share
of the corpus’s text that a pipeline reading the text
layer with e cannot obtain from the crawl. Loss is
an estimate under two assumptions, both tested in
§4.5: that recovery on the documents we processed
transfers to the exposed mass as a whole, and that
a document’s weight is the same whether counted
in Tika tokens or in the whitespace tokens of our
own extraction.

Truncation. The provenance table
records  cc_truncated, fetched_status,
fetched_length and the WARC byte range per
file (cc_truncated=‘length’ coincides exactly
with fetched_status=‘REFETCHED_SUCCESS’).
For truncated records the WARC record length
pins to ~1.049 MB, so the cap is directly observed,
and the re-fetched originals give the true size of
every document Common Crawl stored only as a
fragment: a pairing no other public corpus offers.

4 Results

4.1 Text mass is extremely concentrated

Table 1 gives the page-count distribution in both
units. Counting by page count alone, regardless
of orientation (memo row of Table 1), documents
over 50 pages are 5.00% of the corpus and 53.53%
of its text: a document in that tail carries about
10.7x an average document’s text. We use this
threshold for the concentration claim here and in
§4.2. The mirror image, from the two bottom rows
above the rule: the 46.2% of documents with three
pages or fewer contribute 6.46% of the text. Over
the 7,292,093 text-bearing documents, 3.02% hold

Bin doc % tok % ratio
>50pp 442 4971 11.24x
4-30pp 31.64 2687 0.85x
31-50 pp 3.21 9.08 2.83x
landscape, any length 14.08 7.76 0.55x%
2-3pp 21.20 3.76 0.18x
1pp 24.96 270 0.11x
>50 pp, any orientation 5.00 5353 10.71x

Table 1: The same corpus counted two ways. Rows
above the rule are mutually exclusive bins on page count
and first-page orientation; orientation takes precedence,
so a long landscape document falls in the landscape row
and the page-count rows cover portrait documents only.
The memo row below the rule ignores orientation and is

the threshold used in the text and in §4.2.
0.49% of documents with unparseable page metadata are
omitted.

half the tokens and 15.54% hold 80% (Figure 1);
the Gini coefficient of tokens across documents
(Eq. 1) is 0.807.

Counted by document, the corpus is dominated
by files of three pages or fewer; counted by text, it
is a corpus of long documents. Both descriptions
are arithmetically correct.

4.2 The concentration is not an artifact of one
extractor

The concentration in §4.1 rests on one extractor
and one way of counting: Tika’s text extraction
and its whitespace token count. Either could favour
long documents, the first if short files are more
often scans or forms that yield little text, the second
because the count depends on script and layout.
We therefore validate the distribution against page
counts, which the corpus authors extracted with
Poppler, an independent tool measuring an entirely
different quantity. Page counts reproduce the same
concentration: the Gini coefficient of pages across
documents is 0.767 against 0.807 for tokens, 3.98%
of documents hold half the pages against 3.02% for
tokens, and documents over 50 pages account for
54.27% of all pages against 53.53% of all tokens,
a difference of 0.74 percentage points. Two tools
measuring two different quantities give the same
answer: a shared extraction bias cannot produce
this agreement.

4.3 The TEX share more than doubles

Classifying the producer/creator strings into
toolchain families, a TgX toolchain accounts for
1.66% of documents but 4.05% of tokens (2.43x).
PowerPoint runs the other way, 2.24% of docu-
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Figure 1: Cumulative share of tokens (solid) and of
pages (dashed) held by the largest documents, over the
7,292,093 text-bearing documents and the documents
with a page count respectively. The marked points are
the head shares quoted in the text: 3.02% of documents
hold 50% of the tokens and 15.54% hold 80%. The
dotted diagonal is a corpus in which every document
has the same length.

docs %  tokens %
Truncated by CC (1 MiB) 23.06 63.08
still truncated at 5 MiB 5.94 30.19

Table 2: Common Crawl’s truncation cap, expressed
in both units, over the 7,932,878 files with provenance
records.

ments against 0.82% of tokens (0.37x), and Mi-
crosoft Word is 24.95% of documents against
19.37% of tokens.

Toolchain is a proxy for the production pipeline,
not for genre: Word and PowerPoint also carry
scholarly text, and producer strings are self-
reported and incomplete (see Limitations). What
the comparison shows is that the TgX share differs
by 2.4 x between the two units, and the token unit
is the one a language model consumes.

4.4 Truncation: 23% of documents, 63% of
the text

This section measures exposure, the token share
of the documents Common Crawl truncated; §4.5
measures how much of it is recoverable.

Common Crawl truncated 1,829,061 of this cor-
pus’s documents at the 1 MiB cap in force at the
time, corresponding to 23.06% of them. Those doc-
uments hold 63.08% of the corpus’s text (Table 2).
Truncated documents carry 2.74 x the mean token
mass; their median true size is 2.62 MB against

190 KB for the rest.

Applying the current 5 MiB cap to the corpus,
5.94% of documents and 30.19% of tokens would
still be truncated. The March 2025 change (§2)
therefore removes roughly half of the exposure
and leaves the other half in place. Our document-
level counterfactual is consistent with Common
Crawl’s own post-change measurement of 6.8% on
2025 crawls (Common Crawl Foundation, 2025),
computed on a population five years younger; the
token figure has no published counterpart.

In bytes, the 1 MiB cap kept 1.738 TiB of these
files’ 9.449 TiB total, discarding 81.6%; storing
them whole would have cost 7.712 TiB of addi-
tional archive. The 5 MiB cap lands between the
two: it would keep 5.106 TiB (46.0% discarded),
so the March 2025 change spends 3.368 TiB of that
7.712'TiB and leaves 4.344 TiB behind. At either
cap, byte loss overstates text loss: 81.6% of bytes
against 63.08% of tokens at 1 MiB, 46.0% against
30.19% at 5 MiB, because PDF bytes are largely
images and embedded fonts. The byte figure mea-
sures the archive; the token figure measures the
corpus.

4.5 Little of the exposed text is recoverable

This section measures recovery, as defined in §3,
and combines it with the exposure of §4.4 into loss.
To do so, we reconstruct what Common Crawl held,
cutting each of this corpus’s 1,829,061 truncated
documents at 1 MiB, and extract text from both
the fragment and the whole file. Whether a frag-
ment is recoverable may be a property of the parser
rather than of the file, so we run two independent
engines, PyMuPDF (MuPDF) (Artifex Software,
Inc., 2025) and PDFium (Chromium’s) (pypdfium?2
team, 2025), and report on the 1,225,130 docu-
ments both tools successfully processed, and whose
whole version yields text.

PyMuPDF recovers 11.4% of the tokens and
20.7% of the pages; PDFium recovers 1.4% and
1.9%, a gap of 8.4 on identical input. The two
agree to within 1.7% on the intact versions of those
same documents, so the divergence is specific to
damaged input and is not a general difference in
extraction quality. There is therefore no single
“recovery rate” for a truncated PDF: the quantity is
not defined until the extractor is named.

The shape of the failure differs as sharply as its
size, and both shapes are invisible to a pipeline
that counts successful parses. PyMuPDF opens
98.9% of truncated files, because MuPDF rebuilds



a missing cross-reference table, but the page con-
tent streams lie beyond the cut, so the document
opens, reports a page count, and returns no text:
72.4% yield nothing at all. PDFium attempts no
such reconstruction and refuses the file outright,
failing to open 96.7% of the same documents;
its zero-yield rate of 96.8% is almost exactly its
open-failure rate. One extractor logs these as suc-
cesses with empty output, the other as parse er-
rors. The gap between the engines is concentrated
in the 59.3% of truncated documents that are not
linearized; Appendix B breaks recovery down by
linearization.

Applying each engine’s recovery to the expo-
sure in Table 2, the loss E (1 — r¢) is 63.08% X
(1 —0.114) ~ 56% of the corpus’s text under
PyMuPDF and 63.08% x (1—0.014) ~ 62% under
PDFium; we report the range 55-62%. The prod-
uct multiplies an exposure counted in Tika tokens
by a recovery counted in whitespace tokens. Since
every truncated document has both counts, we re-
weight each by its Tika count instead. The corpus
figure moves by 0.42 points under PyMuPDF (to
55.3%, the lower end of the range) and by zero
under PDFium. The two counts agree closely per
document (median ratio 1.01-1.02). They diverge
only for writing systems without whitespace word
separators, such as Japanese and Chinese, which
is a property of the corpus rather than of trunca-
tion. OCR is not an alternative route: a page can
be rasterised only if its page object and content
stream lie inside the fragment, in which case its
text layer is extractable as well, and Poppler, the
renderer behind the usual pdf2image OCR front
end, refuses truncated files as PDFium does. Re-
fetching from origin, as CCpdf and FinePDFs did,
is a remedy for the crawl rather than an extraction
method, and it is what §4.6 argues for. One caveat
does remain: we count tokens rather than reading
them, and a token count cannot distinguish text that
a repair path recovered cleanly from reconstruction
artefact, so “recovers more” must not be read as
“recovers better”.

4.6 The 5 MiB cap recovers little of what it
still exposes

Raising the cap to 5 MiB (Table 2) leaves 30.19%
of tokens exposed; we tested whether they are
recoverable, since every document truncated at
5 MiB is also truncated at 1 MiB and only the cut
point moves between the runs.

On the 316,174 documents PyMuPDF processed

at both caps, recovery rises from 3.3% to 13.2%
of tokens, and 21,203 documents (6.7%) go from
yielding no text at all to yielding some. PDFium
moves from 0.1% to 2.4% on the same documents.
A five-fold larger prefix therefore multiplies recov-
ered text roughly four-fold, but still leaves 77.6% of
these documents (97.0% under PDFium) yielding
no text. The change halves the exposure; what it
leaves behind remains almost entirely unreadable.

The benefit is also concentrated immediately
above the cap (Table 3, Appendix A): 74% of
the rescued documents lie between 5 and 10 MiB,
while above 25 MiB the larger cap is worth 2-3
percentage points. This is what a fixed prefix must
do, 5 MiB is half of a 10 MiB file and a twentieth
of a 100 MiB one, and it holds under both engines.
Raising the cap further has sharply diminishing re-
turns per additional TiB of archive: the documents
that dominate the remaining token mass are those
a larger fixed prefix helps least.

Both effects reflect the cut rather than the run: to-
ken counts from the whole documents agree exactly
for all but 0.036% of paired documents under both
engines (a shared, harness-imposed deadline). Re-
covery is not monotonic, however: 800 documents
(0.25%) yield text at 1 MiB and none at 5 MiB,
SO repair is sensitive to where a file stops, but the
effect is 26 x rarer than the reverse and does not
disturb the aggregate.

5 Conclusion

Counted in documents and counted in text, the stud-
ied corpus CC-MAIN-2021-31-PDF-UNTRUNCATED
is two different corpora: the units diverge by up
to 11 x per category, and Common Crawl’s cap af-
fected 23% of documents but left 55-62% of the
text unrecoverable to text-layer parsers. Corpus
statistics should therefore be reported in both units;
every rate in this literature (coverage, filter drop,
OCR routing) is per-document or unreported. Any
filter that selects on size, such as PDFA’s 100 MB
and 500 ms cuts, FinePDFs’ OCR router or the
crawler’s cap, removes far more text than docu-
ments, because size is where the text is; its effect
should be reported in tokens. For Common Crawl,
§4.4—4.6 quantify the 1 MiB — 5 MiB change: it
halves the exposure, but little of what it still trun-
cates is recoverable; the remaining exposure calls
for a size-aware fetch policy for large PDFs, not a
higher cap.



Limitations

Every figure describing corpus composition and
truncation exposure is computed over all 7.9M doc-
uments from the shipped metadata. The recov-
ery figures cover the 1.2M truncated documents
both extractors successfully processed, 67% of the
1.83M Common Crawl truncated. The shortfall
is concentrated in ten of our sixty-four PyMuPDF
shards, which produced nothing because of techni-
cal errors in the extractor (e.g. out of memory, hang-
ing); since shards partition the corpus by archive
index, the loss is arbitrary with respect to document
content, and per-shard recovery rates vary by about
a percentage point. It is nonetheless not a random
sample, and we report no confidence intervals. The
metadata is third-party and derived (Digital Cor-
pora et al., 2021), and producer/creator strings
are self-reported with 8.08% unclassified, so the
TEX share is a lower bound in both units. The page-
count bins of Table 1 and the toolchain families are
heuristics, not genre labels: a long tax form falls in
the >50-page bin, and a thesis typeset in Word falls
outside the TgX family. page_size is recorded for
the first page only, making the landscape category
approximate. We study a single crawl snapshot,
from before the policy change, and the only one for
which re-fetched originals exist; the 5 MiB figure
is therefore a counterfactual computed on 2021 file
sizes rather than a measurement of a current crawl.
Re-measuring exposure on a post-2025 crawl needs
only the WARC metadata and is the obvious next
check; we have not done it. Finally, both extractors
are text-layer parsers and we run no OCR arm. A
page can only be rendered if its objects lie inside
the truncated document, in which case its text layer
is extractable as well, so OCR cannot recover more
from the crawl than a text-layer parser (§4.5).
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A Recovery by document size

Table 3 breaks the paired recovery measurement of
§4.6 down by document size.

recovered
size docs 1MiB 5MiB gain
5-10MiB 179,810 4.88% 22.44% +17.6

10-25MiB 99,831 2.62% 8.97% +6.4
25-50MiB 25,700  1.64% 4.47% +2.8
50-100 MiB 8,683 1.36% 3.28% +1.9
>100MiB 2,150 1.01% 2.96% +2.0

Table 3: What raising the cap buys, by document
size (PyMuPDF, gain in percentage points). The same
316,174 documents are cut at both points; the benefit is
concentrated immediately above the cap.

B Recovery by linearization

The gap is not spread evenly across the corpus. A
linearized PDF (Adobe “Fast Web View”) places
its first page and a cross-reference table at the front
of the file so that a partial copy is still renderable;
40.7% of the documents here are linearized. Under
PyMuPDF those files recover 1.1% of their tokens
against 18.5% for the non-linearized rest, while un-
der PDFium it is 1.1% against 1.5%. Note that the
gap persists when files of similar size are compared,
so it is not a size effect. The difference between the
two engines therefore lives in the non-linearized
population, and the Fast Web View structure, de-
signed to keep partial files usable, is the one from
which least is recovered.
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