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Abstract

We introduce Nayana, a scalable and efficient
framework for adapting Vision-Language Mod-
els (VLMs) to low-resource languages. Despite
significant advances, modern VLMs remain
constrained by the scarcity of training data in
non-English languages, limiting their global
applicability. Our framework addresses this
fundamental challenge through a novel layout-
aware synthetic data generation pipeline com-
bined with parameter-efficient adaptation tech-
niques. Instead of requiring extensive manu-
ally annotated datasets, Nayana enables exist-
ing models to learn new languages effectively
using purely synthetic data. Using Low-Rank
Adaptation (LoRA), we demonstrate this ca-
pability across ten Indic languages: Bengali,
Gujarati, Hindi, Kannada, Malayalam, Marathi,
Odia, Punjabi, Tamil, and Telugu. Through
extensive experiments in OCR tasks, we show
that models can achieve strong performance in
new languages without the traditional require-
ments of large-scale annotated datasets or ex-
tensive model modifications. Nayana’s success
in adapting VLMs to new languages with syn-
thetic data establishes a practical pathway for
extending Al capabilities to underserved lan-
guage communities, particularly in scenarios
where annotated data is scarce or unavailable.

1 Introduction

Vision-Language Models (Wang et al. (2024); Wu
etal. (2024); Abdin et al. (2024); Chen et al. (2024);
Liu et al. (2024a); Wei et al. (2024a)) have demon-
strated remarkable success in high-resource lan-
guages like English. However, these advancements
have not translated across all languages due to a
fundamental challenge: the scarcity of high-quality
training data. This limitation is particularly evident
in languages with complex scripts, where creat-
ing large-scale manually annotated datasets is both
time-consuming and prohibitively expensive. This
has limited the adoption of VLMs for document
understanding tasks across diverse languages.

Nayana is an adaptive framework designed to
bridge this gap by enabling existing VLMs to learn
new languages effectively without requiring exten-
sive annotated datasets. While this paper demon-
strates Nayana’s capabilities through OCR tasks
across ten Indic languages, the framework’s ap-
proach is inherently flexible and can extend to other
tasks and language families. Our methodology
eliminates the traditional requirement of annota-
tion by combining synthetic data generation with
efficient model adaptation techniques.

The main contributions of this paper are:

1. Novel Synthetic Data Generation Pipelines:
A layout-aware synthetic data generation
pipeline that automates the creation of train-
ing datasets while preserving visual and struc-
tural relationships in documents. This ap-
proach significantly reduces the dependency
on manually annotated data for low-resource
languages.

2. Systematic Analysis of LoRA-based Adap-
tation: We conduct a comprehensive evalu-
ation of different LoRA techniques and con-
figurations to determine their effectiveness in
multilingual adaptation. Our analysis explores
whether supervised fine-tuning can enhance
language transfer and identifies the optimal
configurations for adapting VLMs to new lan-
guages with minimal computational overhead.

3. Comprehensive Empirical Validation:
Through extensive experimentation and
evaluation across ten Indic languages, we
provide strong evidence that our synthetic
data approach matches the performance
of traditional OCR Models, establishing a
scalable path forward for language adaptation
in VLMs.
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2 Related Work

Recent Vision Language Models like Qwen 2.5
VL (Wang et al., 2024), Deepseek-VL2 (Wu et al.,
2024), InternVL 2.5 (Chen et al., 2024), Llava-
NeXT (Liu et al., 2024a), Phi 3.5 Vision (Abdin
et al., 2024) have advanced significantly in OCR,
captioning, and visual question answering (An-
tol et al., 2015). These developments stem from
parameter-efficient fine-tuning, synthetic data gen-
eration, and improved multimodal architectures.

Parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods are cru-
cial for adapting VLMSs to specific tasks and lan-
guages. Low-Rank Adaptation (Hu et al., 2021)
enables efficient parameter updates through low-
rank matrix injection in transformer layers.

Multilingual OCR and document understanding
have progressed substantially, with systems like
Tesseract (Smith, 2007) and PaddleOCR (Du et al.,
2020) establishing foundations for multilingual text
recognition. Transformer-based approaches like
ViLanOCR (Cheema et al., 2024) leverage syn-
thetic data for improved performance on underrep-
resented languages, while LLaVA-NeXT (Liu et al.,
2024a) advances OCR through high-resolution pro-
cessing and improved visual instruction tuning for
training.

Synthetic data generation addresses data scarcity
in low-resource settings. SynthVLM (Liu et al.,
2024b) uses diffusion models to create image-text
pairs, while DocSynth300K (Zhao et al., 2024)
demonstrates the effectiveness of generated data
for document understanding tasks.

OCR-free approaches offer alternatives to tradi-
tional pipelines. DocPedia (Feng et al., 2024) pro-
cesses documents in the frequency domain, while
TextHawk2 (Yu et al., 2024) employs decoder-only
architecture with efficient tokenization. Solutions
like DocLayout-YOLO (Zhao et al., 2024), Donut
(Kim et al., 2021) and Nougat (Blecher et al., 2023)
have also explored document understanding with-
out traditional OCR models.

Despite advances in parameter-efficient fine-
tuning, synthetic data generation, and OCR-free
approaches, challenges persist in adapting VLMs
to low-resource languages. Our work introduces
language-agnostic synthetic pipelines, combines
parameter-efficient tuning with high-resolution vi-
sion encoders, and extends OCR-free paradigms to
low-resource languages.

3 Synthetic Data Generation: A Scalable
Cross-Lingual Framework

The cornerstone of our work lies in developing a
sophisticated pipeline for generating high-fidelity
synthetic training data that preserves the intricate
relationships between document layout, visual ele-
ments, and textual content across languages. Our
framework addresses the fundamental challenge
of data scarcity in low-resource languages through
a novel approach that combines advanced docu-
ment understanding, a state-of-the-art English OCR
model, and context-aware translation mechanisms.
This section details the architectural components
and methodological innovations that enable scal-
able, high-quality dataset generation for multilin-
gual document understanding tasks.

The pipeline’s design emphasizes three critical
aspects: preservation of document structure and
visual hierarchy, accurate text recognition across
diverse scripts, and contextually appropriate trans-
lation that maintains semantic integrity. Through
careful orchestration of these elements, we achieve
a system capable of generating training data that
closely mirrors the complexity and nuance of natu-
rally occurring documents while scaling efficiently
across multiple languages and document types.

3.1 Seed Dataset Collection

The foundation of our synthetic data generation
pipeline rests upon a meticulously curated corpus
of English-language documents, encompassing ap-
proximately 14,000 distinct samples. Our primary
source materials comprise research papers from
arXiv (2,000 documents), medical literature from
PubMed (1,000 documents), newspaper articles
(1,000 pages), and marketing materials (10,000
samples). This collection represents a strategic bal-
ance across multiple domains and document types,
carefully selected to capture the diverse spectrum
of real-world document layouts, content structures
and ensures comprehensive coverage of various
typographical elements, structural patterns, and
domain-specific formatting conventions that char-
acterize modern document ecosystems.

The academic papers, drawn from arXiv’s ex-
tensive repository, provide exemplars of complex
multi-column layouts, mathematical notation, and
intricate figure-text relationships. Medical litera-
ture from PubMed introduces specialized termi-
nology and standardized reporting formats, while
newspaper pages contribute examples of dynamic
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Figure 1: Nayana’s end-to-end synthetic data generation pipeline. Starting from English document images, our
pipeline generates multilingual datasets for OCR and Document level OCR tasks while preserving layout integrity
and visual characteristics. The pipeline processes approximately one image every 3-5 seconds, enabling rapid

dataset generation at scale.

layout patterns and diverse content organization.
Marketing materials round out the collection with
their rich variety of creative layouts, typographical
treatments, and visual design elements.

3.2 Multi-stage Processing Pipeline

Our processing methodology employs a sophis-
ticated multi-stage approach that preserves doc-
ument integrity while enabling efficient multilin-
gual adaptation. The pipeline initiates with high-
resolution document preprocessing, converting all
inputs to standardized 300 DPI images to ensure
consistent quality and feature preservation across
source formats. This standardization step estab-
lishes a robust foundation for subsequent process-
ing stages.

The layout analysis phase employs an optimized
implementation of DocLayout-YOLO (Zhao et al.
(2024)), which systematically identifies and classi-
fies document regions including text blocks, titles,
figure captions, tables, and visual elements. While
our initial research explored ensemble-based ap-
proaches using multiple layout detection models,
empirical evaluation demonstrated that our opti-
mized single-model implementation achieves com-
parable accuracy with significantly reduced com-
putational overhead.

Text extraction and visual analysis proceed

through a carefully orchestrated sequence of opera-
tions. Each identified text region undergoes precise
optical character recognition to extract English text
from our diverse document collection. We selected
Tesseract (Smith (2007)) as the pipeline’s OCR
model amongst state-of-the-art candidates includ-
ing PaddleOCR (Du et al. (2020)) and EasyOCR
due to its high accuracy at low compute expendi-
ture. The extracted text then undergoes comprehen-
sive visual attribute analysis. This includes back-
ground and text color detection, font size estima-
tion, and preservation of critical styling metadata.
Our implementation maintains strict fidelity to the
original document’s visual hierarchy and structural
relationships throughout this process.

The translation phase employs a sophisticated
multi-engine approach, leveraging several state-of-
the-art translation services: Google Translate API,
Microsoft Azure Translate, IndicTrans2 (Gala et al.
(2023)), and advanced language models such as
Llama3.1 405B (Dubey et al. (2024)). This di-
verse ensemble of translation engines enables ro-
bust context-aware translation, with each service
contributing its unique strengths in handling differ-
ent aspects of document context, technical termi-
nology, and formatting conventions.

Our system dynamically selects the most appro-
priate translation based on context, domain, and
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Figure 2: End-to-end Nayana system architecture: (1) A synthetic data generation pipeline transforming English
documents into multilingual training data while preserving layout and visual fidelity, (2) OCR model with LoRA
adapters for efficient multilingual adaptation, and (3) Training pipeline with Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT). The
modular architecture processes documents in 3-5 seconds while enabling rapid adaptation to new languages with

high accuracy.

language pair, ensuring optimal translation quality
across diverse document types. The final stage in-
volves precise layout-preserving text replacement
(Zhao et al. (2024)), incorporating dynamic font
size adjustments and maintaining visual hierarchy
while ensuring color contrast preservation.

3.3 Pipeline Performance Characteristics

Our pipeline achieves remarkable efficiency met-
rics, demonstrating both speed and accuracy at
scale. Processing individual documents in approx-
imately 3-5 seconds, the system maintains excep-
tional performance across all processing stages
while enabling rapid dataset generation for new lan-
guages. The optimized DocLayout-YOLO (Zhao
et al. (2024)) implementation consistently achieves
95.8% accuracy in structural analysis, while the
OCR model and sophisticated translation architec-
ture work in concert to ensure high-quality text
extraction and translation.

The system’s effectiveness is particularly evident
in its data multiplication capabilities. Through our

augmentation strategies and multi-task generation
approach where we use the layout data to extract
region-specific information, we achieve an output
multiplication factor of 7-10x images per source
document. This rich extraction process yields di-
verse training signals including layout structures,
text content. The extracted multi-modal elements
can be leveraged for training various downstream
models such as VLMs for Visual Question An-
swering (Antol et al., 2015), Information Extrac-
tion systems, Multi-Modal Retrievers(Faysse et al.,
2025).This multiplication effect significantly am-
plifies the utility of our seed dataset, enabling the
creation of comprehensive training sets from a
relatively modest collection of source documents.
The combination of speed, multiplication factor,
and rich multi-modal data extraction makes our
pipeline particularly effective for rapidly bootstrap-
ping vision-language capabilities in new languages
and diverse document understanding applications.



4 Architectural Innovation:
Parameter-Efficient Cross-Script
Learning

The adaptation of vision-language models (VLMs)
for multilingual document understanding presents
a fundamental architectural challenge: How to ef-
fectively extend models trained primarily on Latin
scripts to handle dramatically different writing sys-
tems while maintaining computational efficiency.
This section details our systematic exploration of
architectural approaches, empirically-driven design
decisions, and the development of our parameter-
efficient adaptation methodology.

Our initial investigation began with a compre-
hensive evaluation of contemporary VLM architec-
tures, analyzing their fundamental capabilities in
handling text-dense images. This exploration re-
vealed a critical insight: while many models excel
at general visual understanding, they often strug-
gle with the precise geometric and spatial relation-
ships inherent in document processing. Through
extensive experimentation with architectures rang-
ing from traditional CNN-based models to state-of-
the-art transformer variants, we identified several
key architectural requirements that would prove
crucial for successful cross-script adaptation.

4.1 Foundation Model Selection and Analysis

The selection of an appropriate foundation model
emerged from a rigorous empirical study evaluating
multiple state-of-the-art architectures. Our inves-
tigation focused particularly on models’ ability to
handle the unique challenges presented by Indic
scripts, including complex ligatures, overlapping
characters, and varied writing directions. Initial
experiments with popular vision-language models
revealed significant limitations in handling dense
textual content, despite their strong performance
on general vision-language tasks.

The breakthrough came through our analysis
of GOT OCR (580M parameters) (Wei et al.
(2024b)), which demonstrated exceptional perfor-
mance across key metrics. Based on published
benchmarks, GOT OCR achieved superior results
with an Edit Distance of 0.035/0.038 and F1-scores
of 0.972/0.980 for English and Chinese respec-
tively, significantly outperforming larger models
like Qwen-VL-Max (>72B parameters) (Wang
et al. (2024)) and Vary (7B parameters) (Wei et al.
(2024a)). More importantly, its architecture demon-
strated remarkable flexibility in handling non-Latin

scripts, likely due to its original design for handling
both English and Chinese characters — writing sys-
tems with significantly different visual characteris-
tics.

Our choice of GOT OCR (Wei et al. (2024b))
was further validated through its optimal balance
of performance and efficiency due to its:

* Superior vision transformer backbone archi-
tecture compared to contemporary VLM de-
signs

* Specialized text detection heads optimized for
dense textual content

* Efficient parameter count (580M) enabling
practical deployment while maintaining state-
of-the-art performance

The model’s architecture, particularly its atten-
tion mechanisms and hierarchical feature process-
ing, provided an ideal foundation for our cross-
script adaptation strategy. Notably, its transformer-
based design facilitated efficient parameter adap-
tation through Low-Rank Adaptation (Hu et al.
(2021)), enabling us to preserve the model’s fun-
damental visual understanding while extending its
capabilities to new scripts.

During our initial exploration phase, we pur-
sued several alternative approaches that, while ul-
timately unsuccessful, provided crucial insights.
We conducted extensive experiments with vocab-
ulary expansion techniques, hypothesizing that di-
rect modification of the tokenization layer would
enable better handling of Indic scripts. These ex-
periments involved:

* Direct vocabulary expansion with script-
specific tokens

e Hierarchical tokenization schemes for han-
dling complex ligatures

* Script-aware embedding layer modifications

Despite systematic exploration of these ap-
proaches with various hyperparameter configura-
tions, the results consistently plateaued at 50-60%
accuracy for both training and evaluation. This
empirical evidence led us to a crucial realization:
the challenge lay not in the vocabulary represen-
tation but in the fundamental visual processing of
different scripts.



4.2 Cross-Modal Alignment Learning

The Cross-Modal Alignment (CMA) phase extends
GOT OCR’s (Wei et al., 2024b) capabilities beyond
its original English and Chinese training domain
through a two-phase training approach. Built on
GOT OCR’s task-token architecture (e.g., <OCR>),
our adaptation strategy systematically builds mul-
tilingual capabilities while preserving the model’s
core strengths.

The first phase focuses on section-level training
15, where we use layout-preserving translation to
create training pairs from dense textual sections.
By unfreezing all major components (ViTDet vi-
sion encoder, MLP projection layer, and Qwen
0.5B language model), we enable comprehensive
adaptation to new language patterns. Ablation stud-
ies confirmed this phase’s criticality - attempts to
skip directly to document-level training resulted in
stalled learning and hallucinations.

The second phase transitions to document-level
OCR 10, training on complete document images
while selectively freezing components. We main-
tain the trained visual features by freezing the ViT-
Det vision encoder while continuing to train the lan-
guage model and projection layer. This approach
successfully extends the model’s capabilities to
new languages while preserving its performance
on English and Chinese texts.

Table 1: Training Phase Configuration Summary

Component Phase 1 Phase 2

ViTDet Vision Encoder
MLP Projection Layer
Qwen 0.5B LLM
Training Data

Unfrozen Frozen
Unfrozen Unfrozen
Unfrozen Unfrozen

Text-heavy Sections Complete Documents

4.3 Single-Language Adaptation Results
4.3.1 Hindi Adaptation Performance

Our initial experiments with Hindi adaptation re-
vealed several crucial insights about parameter-
efficient adaptation strategies. The choice of
85,000 image-text pairs was determined through ex-
tensive preliminary testing, which showed that this
dataset size provided optimal coverage of Hindi
script variations while remaining computationally
manageable.

The results in Table 2 demonstrate a clear pro-
gression in adaptation effectiveness across different
configurations. The baseline LoRA configuration
(r=32, o =64) established fundamental script adap-
tation but showed limitations in handling complex

Hindi character combinations, as evidenced by its
BLEU score of 0.29. The optimal configuration
(r=64, o=128) achieved substantially better per-
formance, with a BLEU score of 0.58, through
improved capacity for modeling intricate script-
specific features.

Particularly noteworthy is the preservation of En-
glish language capabilities. While the higher-rank
LoRA configuration showed a slight decrease in
English BLEU scores (from 0.84 to 0.79), it main-
tained strong overall performance (F1: 0.86, ME-
TEOR: 0.88), suggesting effective balance between
adaptation and preservation of base capabilities.

Table 2: Hindi Adaptation Performance Comparison

Configuration Lang BLEUT ANLST FI11 METEORT

LoRA Hindi 0.29 0.71 0.56 0.57
(r=32, a=64)  English  0.84 097 091 0.91
LoRA Hindi 0.58 0.91 0.76 0.77
(r=64, =128) English  0.79 097  0.86 0.88
Full Hindi 0.50 0.86  0.75 0.73
Fine-tune English  0.74 0.95 0.85 0.85

4.3.2 Tamil Adaptation Performance

The Tamil adaptation experiments presented unique
challenges due to the script’s distinctive charac-
teristics, including its cursive nature and complex
grapheme structure. Table 3 reveals several impor-
tant patterns in adaptation behavior. The LoRA
configuration (r=64, a=128) demonstrated remark-
able robustness in handling Tamil’s unique script
features, achieving a BLEU score of 0.37 despite
the script’s significant divergence from the model’s
original training domain. This performance is par-
ticularly impressive given Tamil’s complex vowel
modification system and the presence of compound
characters that can span multiple positions. The
comparison with full fine-tuning is especially illu-
minating. While full fine-tuning achieved reason-
able performance (ANLS: 0.79), it showed signifi-
cant degradation in English capabilities, suggesting
potential catastrophic forgetting. In contrast, our
LoRA approach maintained strong performance
across both languages, with English metrics re-
maining notably stable (BLEU: 0.78, F1: 0.87).

4.4 Multi-Language Adaptation

We investigated three distinct approaches to han-
dling multiple scripts simultaneously, each offering
unique insights into cross-lingual transfer. The
Single LoRA approach emerged as particularly ef-
fective, demonstrating strong performance across



Table 3: Tamil Adaptation Performance Comparison

Configuration Lang BLEUT ANLST FIT METEORT
LoRA Tamil 0.37 087  0.66 0.64
(r=64, =128) English 0.78 0.96 0.87 0.88
Full Tamil 0.17 079 044 0.44
Fine-tune English 0.69 0.96 0.76 0.80

multiple languages without requiring explicit lan-
guage specification during inference. When lan-
guage tags were provided both during training and
inference, we observed further improvements in
performance. A notable advantage of this approach
was its ability to leverage cross-script learning -
for instance, the model showed improved handling
of Marathi text despite being primarily trained on
Hindi, suggesting effective transfer between related
Devanagari scripts. The Multi-LoRA approach,
training separate LoORA modules for each language,
achieved strong language-specific performance but
sacrificed the beneficial cross-script transfer effects
observed in the single LoRA strategy. Despite its
strong per-language performance, this approach’s
inability to leverage script similarities represented
a significant limitation in the multilingual context.
Nayana We also explored a Merged LoRA strat-
egy, where independently trained language-specific
LoRAs were combined using model merging tech-
niques. While this approach showed promising
results for both languages, it did not outperform
the single LoRA approach’s ability to capture cross-
script features.

Table 4: Multi-Language Adaptation Performance
(Hindi + Kannada) in a single LoRA

Configuration Lang BLEUT ANLST F11 METEOR?T

Single Hindi 0.64 089 0.85 0.84
LoRA Kannada 0.52 0.72 0.55 0.43
English 0.79 097 0.86 0.88

5 Results

5.1 Evaluation Methodology

Our evaluation framework was designed to pro-
vide rigorous, comprehensive assessment across
diverse document types and writing systems. We
constructed a carefully balanced test set compris-
ing 500 images per language, strategically dis-
tributed across different document categories to
ensure broad coverage of real-world scenarios. The
dataset draws 40% of its content from academic
papers sourced from arXiv, another 40% from med-

ical literature in PubMed, and the remaining 20%
split equally between newspaper content and ad-
vertising materials. This distribution reflects the
varying complexity and specialized requirements
of different document processing applications.

To ensure methodological rigor and fair cross-
linguistic comparison, we developed parallel ver-
sions of each document across all ten languages
while maintaining identical visual layouts and con-
tent structures. This parallel corpus approach en-
ables precise isolation of script-specific challenges
while controlling for variations in document com-
plexity and formatting. Such controlled compar-
ison proves essential for understanding the true
impact of script differences on model performance.

5.2 Comparative Analysis

Our comprehensive evaluation framework encom-
passes three distinct categories of document pro-
cessing systems, each representing different ap-
proaches to multilingual document understanding.
We first examined traditional OCR systems, includ-
ing industry standards like Tesseract Smith (2007)
and PaddleOCR (Du et al. (2020)), which have
established strong baselines in multilingual text
recognition. These systems, while specialized for
OCR tasks, provide important reference points for
performance evaluation.

The second category comprises recent vision-
language models, including cutting-edge systems
like Phi-3.5 Vision (Abdin et al. (2024)) and Llama-
3.2 (Dubey et al. (2024)). These models, de-
spite their impressive capabilities in general vision-
language tasks, demonstrate the ongoing chal-
lenges in specialized document processing. Our
analysis of their performance reveals important
insights about the limitations of general-purpose
architectures when applied to script-specific docu-
ment understanding tasks.

Our Nayana-OCR variants, built upon the GOT
OCR (Wei et al. (2024b)) architecture, represent the
third category. Through extensive training on ap-
proximately 850,000 synthetic images spanning 10
Indic languages, these models demonstrate signifi-
cant advantages in multilingual document process-
ing. The results reveal substantial improvements
across key metrics, most notably a 76% reduction
in Character Error Rate compared to the base GOT
OCR model. This improvement is particularly sig-
nificant given that it maintains consistency across
all evaluated languages.

The performance gains extend beyond simple



Table 5: Average performance metrics across all evaluated languages. Results show mean values for each model
across the ten tested languages. Lower values (/) are better for CER and WER, while higher values () are better for
other metrics. Best results in each category are highlighted in bold.

Model CER| WER| BLEU{T ANLST METEOR?
Tesseract 0.206 0.583 0.318 0.797 0.540
PaddleOCR 0.621 0.880 0.020 0.287 0.069
Llama-3.2 11B  3.858  3.900 0.007 0.091 0.055
Phi-3.5 Vision 2.420 2.461 0.007 0.086 0.044
Qwen2-VL 2B 1.776 1.793 0.025 0.129 0.086
GOT-OCR 0.945 1.041 0.016 0.071 0.052
Nayana-OCR 0.227  0.463 0.395 0.796 0.630

character recognition. Our models show markedly
improved BLEU scores, indicating enhanced capa-
bility in handling complex linguistic structures and
maintaining semantic coherence. The reduced stan-
dard deviations across performance metrics suggest
robust cross-language stability, a crucial factor for
practical deployment in multilingual environments.
These improvements stem from our innovative ap-
proach to model adaptation and the sophisticated
synthetic data generation pipeline described in pre-
vious sections.

5.3 Detailed Performance Analysis

Examining Table 6, several patterns emerge that
illustrate the strengths and limitations of different
approaches. Traditional OCR systems like Tesser-
act (Smith (2007)) show strong performance in
character-level accuracy (CER: 0.206) but struggle
with higher-level semantic understanding, as evi-
denced by lower BLEU scores (0.318). In contrast,
Nayana-OCR achieves competitive character-level
accuracy (CER: 0.227) while substantially outper-
forming all baselines in semantic metrics (BLEU:
0.395).

The performance gap between general-purpose
vision-language models and specialized OCR sys-
tems is particularly noteworthy. Despite their
larger parameter counts, models like Llama-3.2
11B (Dubey et al. (2024)) and Phi-3.5 Vision (Ab-
din et al. (2024)) show significantly higher error
rates across all metrics. This disparity underscores
the importance of architectural choices specifically
optimized for document understanding tasks.

5.4 Limitations and Future Work

While our approach demonstrates significant
progress, several limitations should be noted.

When compared to traditional OCR systems, our
models show higher inference latency, reflecting
the complexity of vision-language processing. Per-
formance variations across scripts suggest room for
improvement in handling certain complex writing
systems. Additionally, our synthetic data genera-
tion, while efficient, may not capture all real-world
variations in document layouts and styles.

Future work will focus on expanding the diver-
sity of seed datasets, incorporating more complex
document structures, and developing specialized
architectures that better balance performance and
computational efficiency. We also plan to explore
how our synthetic data approach can benefit other
vision-language tasks and create open-source tools
to facilitate broader adoption of multilingual vision-
language technologies.

6 Conclusion

This work establishes that vision-language models
can be effectively adapted to new languages us-
ing purely synthetic data, reducing dependency on
costly manual annotation. Our results demonstrate
that Nayana provides a practical, scalable solution
for extending Al capabilities to low-resource lan-
guages. By achieving strong performance across
diverse scripts while maintaining computational
efficiency, our framework opens new possibilities
for democratizing Al technologies across linguistic
boundaries. The success of our approach not only
validates the effectiveness of synthetic data gener-
ation and efficient adaptation techniques but also
establishes a promising direction for developing
more inclusive Al systems that can serve diverse
linguistic communities worldwide.
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A Appendix

A.1 Language-wise Performance Analysis

Table 6: Detailed Performance Analysis Across Languages. The table compares various OCR models across
multiple languages using metrics such as CER, WER, BLEU, ANLS and METEOR.

Model CER| WER| BLEUT ANLST METEOR?T
Hindi
Tesseract 0.090 0.287 0.636 0.908 0.791
PaddleOCR 0414  0.864 0.023 0.575 0.117
Phi-3.5 Vision 2.878  2.500 0.023 0.126 0.069
Llama-3.2 11B  4.654  3.455 0.020 0.116 0.070
Qwen2-VL2B  2.360 2.022 0.066 0.172 0.153
GOT OCR base 1.013  1.190 0.004 0.052 0.043
Nayana-OCR 0.160  0.297 0.532 0.850 0.756
Kannada
Tesseract 0.155 0.609 0.259 0.847 0.541
PaddleOCR 0.814 00918 0.020 0.110 0.048
Phi-3.5 Vision 2.655 2.877 0.006 0.084 0.046
Llama-3.2 11B  4.670  4.991 0.004 0.075 0.047
Qwen2-VL 2B 1.394  1.599 0.013 0.075 0.063
GOT OCR base 0.936  1.008 0.019 0.067 0.063
Nayana-OCR 0.361  0.648 0.341 0.740 0.554
Tamil
Tesseract 0.265 0.811 0.109 0.750 0.324
PaddleOCR 0.545 1.076 0.003 0.450 0.051
Phi-3.5 Vision 1.531  2.033 0.000 0.082 0.035
Llama-3.2 11B  3.009 4.229 0.002 0.086 0.052
Qwen2-VL 2B 1.260  1.515 0.007 0.125 0.053
GOT OCR base 0.956  1.020 0.013 0.056 0.051
Nayana-OCR 0.181 0.551 0.377 0.829 0.592
Telugu
Tesseract 0.158 0.589 0.296 0.821 0.551
PaddleOCR 0.435 0934 0.014 0.550 0.088
Phi-3.5 Vision 2442  2.464 0.001 0.067 0.036
Llama-3.2 11B  2.736  3.586 0.015 0.090 0.068
Qwen2-VL 2B 1.580 1.696 0.010 0.115 0.065
GOT OCR base 0.925  1.007 0.022 0.075 0.066
Nayana-OCR 0.282  0.065 0.241 0.733 0.522
Odia
Tesseract 0.290 0.681 0.155 0.703 0.403
PaddleOCR 0.639  0.742 0.020 0.111 0.030
Phi-3.5 Vision 2311  2.168 0.000 0.090 0.018
Llama-3.2 11B  2.880  2.908 0.005 0.088 0.042
Qwen2-VL 2B 1.247  1.345 0.012 0.092 0.060
GOT OCR base 0.926  1.000 0.020 0.078 0.042

Nayana-OCR 0.311  0.566 0.305 0.738 0.551




Model CER|, WER| BLEU{ ANLST METEOR{

Punjabi
Tesseract 0.203  0.532 0.356 0.803 0.568
PaddleOCR 0.717  0.811 0.010 0.095 0.029
Phi-3.5 Vision 3431  2.896 0.001 0.083 0.034
Llama-3.2 11B  5.801  4.535 0.000 0.065 0.029
Qwen2-VL 2B  1.260 1.515 0.007 0.125 0.053
GOT OCR base 0.954  0.994 0.010 0.066 0.046
Nayana-OCR 0.159  0.440 0.435 0.853 0.693
Malayalam
Tesseract 0.355 0.828 0.065 0.663 0.258
PaddleOCR 0.788  0.895 0.036 0.125 0.073
Phi-3.5 Vision 1.993  2.489 0.000 0.070 0.039
Llama-3.2 11B  2.988  3.807 0.001 0.081 0.051
Qwen2-VL 2B  1.394  1.599 0.013 0.075 0.063
GOT OCR base 0.956 1.174 0.011 0.064 0.047
Nayana-OCR 0.270 0.694 0.248 0.740 0.516
Marathi
Tesseract 0.157  0.460 0.513 0.862 0.738
PaddleOCR 0.355 0.849 0.035 0.630 0.154
Phi-3.5 Vision 1.592  2.063 0.023 0.150 0.073
Llama-3.2 11B  2.421  2.724 0.007 0.108 0.074
Qwen2-VL 2B  1.251 1.269 0.069 0.248 0.181
GOT OCR base 0.915  0.988 0.021 0.095 0.060
Nayana-OCR 0.143  0.457 0.540 0.866 0.753
Gujarati
Tesseract 0.148 0.446 0.534 0.871 0.733
PaddleOCR 0.800 0914 0.026 0.124 0.068
Phi-3.5 Vision 3.329  3.008 0.006 0.091 0.047
Llama-3.2 11B  2.401  2.724 0.007 0.108 0.074
Qwen2-VL 2B  5.050 4.312 0.006 0.092 0.042
GOT OCR base 0.940  1.047 0.020 0.081 0.057
Nayana-OCR 0.172 0451 0.476 0.839 0.707
Bengali
Tesseract 0.241  0.590 0.259 0.738 0.492
PaddleOCR 0.704  0.798 0.014 0.096 0.029
Phi-3.5 Vision 2.041 2.110 0.008 0.014 0.042
Llama-3.2 11B  7.021  6.039 0.009 0.093 0.044
Qwen2-VL 2B  0.967 1.054 0.048 0.174 0.127
GOT OCR base 0.926  0.983 0.019 0.080 0.048

Nayana-OCR 0.235  0.460 0.452 0.776 0.656




A.2 Model Output Analysis

To evaluate the practical effectiveness of our model, we present a visual comparison between input
documents and their corresponding Document Level OCR outputs. Figures 3 and 4 demonstrate the
model’s performance on Hindi and Bengali documents respectively.

The results demonstrate the model’s robust performance across different Indic scripts.

Note the

preservation of both textual content and document structure in the generated outputs, highlighting the
effectiveness of our approach in handling diverse document layouts and writing systems.
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Figure 3: Hindi Document Processing: Comparison between the original document (left) and the model’s OCR
output (right), demonstrating accurate text recognition and formatting preservation.
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Figure 4: Bengali Document Processing: Visual comparison showing the model’s capability to accurately process

Bengali script while maintaining structural fidelity.
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Figure 5: Kannada Document Processing: Comparison between the original document (left) and the model’s OCR
output (right)

A.3 Training Dynamics Analysis
A.3.1 Single Language LoRA Adaptation

We first analyze the training dynamics for individual languages using LoRA with rank=64 and a=128.
Figure 6 shows the training curves for Hindi and Kannada.
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Figure 6: Single Language LoRA Training Dynamics: Training and loss curves for Hindi (purple) and Kannada
(orange) using LoRA (r=64, a=128). Both languages show stable convergence patterns with Hindi achieving slightly
faster convergence.

A.3.2 Multi-Language Joint Training

Building on the single language results, we investigate joint training on Hindi and Kannada. Figure 7
demonstrates the effectiveness of our multi-language approach.

train/acc train/loss

Step 0.5 Step

Figure 7: Joint Hindi-Kannada Training: The model maintains strong performance while learning both languages
simultaneously, suggesting effective parameter sharing between related scripts.

A.3.3 Comparative Analysis of Joint vs Individual Training

To validate our multi-language approach, we compare joint training performance against individual
language models. Figure 8 presents this critical comparison, where the orange line represents Kannada
with rank 64 LoRA, the neon line shows the joint Hindi-Kannada LoRA (rank 64), and the green line
indicates Hindi with rank 64 LoRA adaptation.
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Figure 8: Comparative Analysis: Joint Hindi-Kannada training (r=64, a=128) versus individual language models.
The joint model (neon) achieves comparable performance to individual Hindi (green) and Kannada (orange) models
while using fewer parameters, demonstrating efficient cross-lingual transfer.

A.3.4 Vocabulary Expansion Experiments

Our initial experiments explored vocabulary expansion as a potential approach for handling multiple
scripts. Figure 9 illustrates these challenges, comparing standard LoRA adaptation (purple lines) against
vocabulary expansion attempts (grey lines).
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Figure 9: Vocabulary Expansion Analysis: Attempts to expand model vocabulary for Hindi showed poor convergence
across different configurations. The standard vocabulary with LoRA adaptation (purple) proved more effective than
expanded vocabulary approaches (grey), leading us to abandon the vocabulary expansion strategy.

A.4 Data Generation Examples

A.4.1 Page-Level Translation Examples

Our pipeline demonstrates robust translation capabilities while preserving document structure across all
supported languages. Figures 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 showcase these capabilities across different Indic
scripts.

A.4.2 Section-Level Translation Examples

Figures 15, 16, 17 and 18 showcase section level translation capabilities across different Indic scripts.
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Figure 10: Page-level translation examples showing Hindi (left) and Tamil (right) translations with p
document layout.
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Figure 11: Page-level translation examples demonstrating Kannada (left) and Bengali (right) translations.
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Figure 12: Page-level translation examples showing Malayalam (left) and Gujarati (right) translations.
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Figure 13: Page-level translation examples demonstrating Marathi (left) and Telugu (right) translations.

55014 (GCLF) gEs %17 dEs 0id HI2 A Hid 8. 21 vilgiiell Qg 8- aldella enful vz
[G2i1n GCs, Riar 5 21lEs10d GELF vtecia botwoon gEs i1 dEs. gEs US| GCLF
2400102 10U sdS 17 LIECIRI B sinall 0.05 mag, Jis A5 UHILiayd Hlowid] a3
dirtl usc W2 Bhs caconraging resnlt. (viil) dE,Ns Al e 2@l aiiHi trllse v &,
el dgadl] cliet 8121 8 GCs I SiailAsel el gRI 221 2018 Yaididl 2jscl, 247 izl
US5? vilg LAY B elS] 516- 218 Qo ulkan grl wdle slaif s 8. GCs agell
(22, i e 211512 viani akele Gesilddl oyffis sle dlellen el
[@zeHi v il 5151 2R 2 8,

v efhis): oclloyers sereed: aiHicl — drRIQAN: 2212 seeed — diildall e

1uRua

A ag ag 2une eief 25 B 3 aduER sered (G Cs) ue Hecayel wiadidl weld 52 8§ iRl e vils
Sl ORASI. HiGCs Al dIBd2Al 252125 s RABs Qe sicll-usiad] di21(A4l (cg, Strader f al,
2005) Y8 B 3 izl M-l i1l 221 G2 Erdianl aicidRemi uieni G2l 3s@1g2 (22.2) u i &
(343 vaifaufles sie w4 sl Wi 35101, il 2(1el iye1fs Geuri el 213 8; sce Przia et al, 2005).
ARET Bil-e2Uctiet ALDIAR i il Heg) 2410 B 2471 241 25 €14 121 ) (A5l 3 vai2iblise 291 @20l
iz ], d s gl dizifA4iH e & Yo 0 gl 6C Yer deedli 5128 eig- 2181 (aigull 24 ergell
A4 (C16). 21 241 [R104d] 11t 201t s UMAIRIE 2081 2iviel 6218 B (@Rl 85 %e, 2001, 2352,
@S], > gloxd 2004; dligas, M, 2id 592f2in 2004 5082 M2 Ul ).

diell cietzd, i GC Rzerin SRS 22813 aiefs Bsesd) Gualian sail & v sue i
(@251 (HST) U2 weiis2d 5212 (WEPC2). o] d2uimelui mGes- e SRR, 21 ysaudl
SIEHs s Hud B 24 1YSHIES 52 8 dirl wasiall s adnsel . WIS Usi2ei Hizl HST
AnRARIHI Sl PRI Gualion s2cll SIEIEASY cRld g5 via B, (2001) 247 53 s ez
(2001) 241 AcuRIA dudl e10ll Fre I EsAlAHI wiziHIE @) 2iel 5181 & (dla el Rzdzcl-
IR E] cividiion) 247 @104 nniform &AM e GC e d1RiE) 5501 (GCLE) HRI - -7.4 W 811
I8, & 5l e [BER2se (dEs) ol RizeHl ag @ viaio Ad awei], wii Yelld13izi HST ud gl
(uRicdl 52 24 SISt 1) becn vHiLHi e wiueiiz RFE el waiilEe, wienel 211 2o
GHIS1d ATTHI A1 24 [A21ctHi ng (AR 241 UIITS 511 YaTHi B Asvi - IasA]
YRAIREM eiz1Si 218 s viadd (s aerad] @A

5055 (GCLF) gEes 805 dEes Soloih o2 Bjorm dotnol 56 eotimmelh Hitio-
2605 otb S 76 GCe, wbifh GCLF 568 &y botwoon gEes &6 dEes. gEed®
GCLF &:8%55 i 5560m &risiie dotoob sinall 0.05 mag, o usc 855o ef mOEE%
ré¥ §558 58 w¥ caconraging resnlt (vil) dE Nes 78 wigas ofmos®
bhnoda\m 02 o B BeESOHRS Hoth Sotbes dmyon GCo Gty KB oba
T StErAl siirtaer dogine, &6 36 hothotte bine nuelei b o) &8
TOTE B e Dbty ¥R20B. GCo ol . HroRE® BDE dsemEss e,
E58rbo dE €C G0, ofaren | dgSes $bb =6 Hidria HoBorm S0P asod.

Do 8B8en: Hewel Gigbon: eiitd — Aodien: 18 Eigbor — Rerfyon: Dot

1. Hoscho
FrreB $5Bes [Bheo) Lo $6Dbe wobilmydbd yfom Besiot Acbie En8, T8 FTXE oF
w0 385, Glo @Y ol REHBE PolE) w6 =b-85 Aodes (c.g., FHE 5 o8, 2005)
$YEe Arpad® ayd e o) drbmes i <68 SEAEE (22 2) o68 Sog S0%
BB [FustEomT) SoioDod Fog Kbd fowd) G E°URE, Di) GCo Hijo 5D,
, 2005). & e agesde-8hd fndd D00 308 Hbds o6 bt
65830 e W, 5060 ertiS Aeked® ErEE 5ob &3aT, Hing o2 Shox Eeriere
Toth & GC & wee o more: Be5-bY [Heo) medn Bad-65 (@6d). & & tvre Derthde
5 el e d08® BY Homotio KBA dotron (S OF of, 2001, 88, wb, &EFEy, 2004:
wE, 550 o, Def & BETHE 2004 ST Sriol).

sce Przia e

w0l sA408. JDLEEEN 2 hifSoo PEBBE Sobes FE HEL & @ArhoTron HBL Teed
8045 (HSTH 3 Zrogb SBo= 2 WFPC2). & 908 ob 85 E o FEDES
w}m_pﬂ;}oaﬁba Hec Byt o8- By IY EEIE P P EoBBLo Enky 2 HST
saTes’ @5 ad2oRl d5ErRoB Ab ) e S 25 0. (2001) $Bd o & 536
(2001) % s¥ptomre =8 od¥ K Ao BgETY, SoRTyes (8% Be¥o J03EE;)
580> crer mniform R-T68 GC 560 05T (GCLE) T ~ 7.4 ey fow6. wavd, 381
otioey 2188, (dES) Gigen 2y K6 oo TEEDS, 558 565 %‘HST 300 (erttore B%;
8 §FomE)) becn v 3gore AmE FErS adxtoRS Kedbiic Bdbnlod; sb ot Gug),
t;cHTE W*Hohod HOU e ¥o Sodd ASTer. & ol B @) Hriiked® el ETo- BHERYy
Aok oRFade® Aoy drbiiigo (S Borieon, 8 a8l




9

@Il (GCLF) e gE 9e° dE aIsianiR | 921 2161 Sasie 268 [ QrIfie GCLFEg
fe2el adis 615617 YR 928 GC §§® | borwoon gEs 9e* dEs | GE Fluse GCLF
AR R AR | 9e a0 usc
QU IS QUERIPE* resnilt | (viii) dE, Ns 6BFIHER 218 6160 6GIDIA EIRN: 6Q0I6R
GRIT QR MM AF | @1RdEe Baa ereReia ads @ formation - 161 GOR 999
IR, 08 89 QR | VAR T IR 2F 6718 A6 16§96 TOAI 9IS 6106 sRmEel
AR 6aalaN | GCQ IR | e Sonsa 6T daana @Fel | dE CCagal
Tqe ¥9e° 69AIRER A 298 328 |

SRA FEAAICI: 6PN FEE: AURE [ SHIERG: G0N RES 1 GHIERG:

2le )
10802
I91 2R I8 6268 16w (9) 9eeqd 9 @ | G161 G0R 26 2eaT@
g | GCaaEe 6g6T. 2987 | 995 0RO g FLER (21, 6aoq

BT AW, 2005) YPRAN 68 TR FORR VTR 26l | P WLF ATELEER 26ADYES O 6RSIF (2 2
2) 69 058 (CR6aE TR | AREI IG° SIAIF AR F6gI6al, AR FAYFFR VGre 9F camalss | sce
Przia etal, 2005) 42 2igEAIREEe age [ inetallicity degeneracy § SIFQIQ 26718 6992 | Aaig
4@ 609 Z@Pe, TR | C1ENE wo §EF g
g o 09a@ (AR) | The 1@ HEHAGERR UCRO 621G
qwﬁa@mmm P60 (ARAR B 2R, 2001, 686Q, §IF, 16° 6TIHE 2004: DI QIS 6RISR,
Fime, 9o oelan 2004 ¢ Fiu 6aag) |

agee 15 I8® @0 TR, | e eem 69a

66@6QIE (HST) 2 (WFPC2) | 3] 0 259 Q6ARC, 9@ @ strategy
5] g ASRRe | eae ] |

al & I | 8sa L 59 |

(2001) wer g4 9e° Gel61a (2001) 4@ ok aRER

(@99 9iEe [ afrel IRaEeIF) vo° 9k 4@ fef me 0 adn &3 s@mlwd« (GCLE) | g~
7.4 68149 &M 9% | 921D, GC! oef FOFM (dEs) @ S6aue 204@ | SR n - 6], ‘2@ adis
Q@9 HST Q6caal (S9N Vir Virgo Ue* Fornax @) 28 | 260AIQE 261 HIEGS QEFRERA A09;

s

&ams (GCLF) gEs w3 dEs e et 2 firar 31 fea @vitw 2 Bme 3- ardhvits game w1 feo
GCs €t wfehar, 7 3 f ew GCLF #war ol Jer ees gEs »3 dEs. gEs 9 GCLF
zaates ffa daatnaa gu g wemer d sinall 0.05 mag, e néla mésas et 2 gu
fiéa for usc et i caconraging resnit. (viii) dE,Ns »mid niume a2 e seees
flexé 6 aes: 32 SHaers &5 32 a6 fogawnm GCs @ sfedfsars gors enrar aios @
& feama, »3 €3 49w wfts ¥ 7 f 8 ) 38- & ffa feusiis yfafanr gt
weret ot ydts et & Gs 3 womme »iAd i § wrara 2z i ottt feamm @ gfber 8
& it oit it et firen w3 Gt @ wrar efdst ewr afdar

fimm fHaBw: TEEs a@Hes: Hii — BT IaT AT — FTdaHIn: a5

1. ES-UBE

&aﬁmmamafamm(Gcs)wﬁazuaaaa@adwaaéaamaﬂmé!av
e i3 nifaet fefsami fég GCs 2 g
(cg., Strader ef al, 2005) Tawgdni g5 faafawémaéyﬁw@ame@wmféa
e €9 Fafivee (2 2 2) '3 eufenr (i fa covironmental ) wees w3 ardart g e, 22
GCs = i der & A 3 sce Przia et i, 2005)1 g 37 age-intallicity degeneracy & 3a &t
fems fding a5 v3 fiem & wiaredt aadind 05 fifer fra 3 fa fanss dar &t €8 fimress, saett
Feaw nrarmaiare ffg det 3 vy 33 '3 2 yart GC Qu-Aaifemn @ anas: Ur3-adte (She) m3
wr3npfla (55) | 2 foaat S St v e It yam &1 if Judert 95 (BEns Ea ni,
2001, Aga, 451, 3 ST 2004: Feaen el Bew, P, 3 @gs 2004 € )1

w3 3 3w iaare T G C vt 2 gafea wédta & edls feaws & ead it 3 vl gus min
Htra (HST) '3 udaredt avar 2 (WFPC2)1 & 353 aitat-ninfs fafian, fra aist 2aifea oz
YUz It § w3 HEdte- 22 warfaa sean Fafvs 3. mgnrdt fami 2 23 HST witiist RS Sy
fertfifar @ 2o aos =8 adafian sans Ble we aw1 (2001) 713 &3 s feaia (2001) feast
it % @z vt ¥ e wraT (A1 3 fenfE) féT witdfsd weh st iaes)
w3 sarFal nniform Sar-saves GC Bt dams (GCLE) wet - -7.4 '3 fria @ a1 asify, HAt
2 afufeas (dEs) 2 famer 23d ge wrar mifsnn famr, *ge a2 23 HST waRui (W 39 '3 Virgo
3 Fornax 2) becn yares3s we neunre fanfiar 3a wifha; fom & Far 2 witpdes & 3a fdzrd w3

@l | @ g
e 0 SIRG mmm 210 906 FEA T6RT (1) 9F, 1@ FeRiseR |

ferrara féa yam €. fom ggnrsh v 2 geet fée e rda 3- weeh ardart gttt @ o wa

adaas (Si) § ewge ¢ wfet, fee ffa efear

Figure 14: Page-level translation examples showing Odia (left) and Punjabi (right) translations.

and the overall security of the protocol. We will show that it
is still secure against individual attacks and it results in higher
information rates as a result of obtaining two simultaneous
streams of information from both quadratures, instead of the
usual one quadrature measurement,
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Figure 15: Section-level translation examples showing English (original), Hindi, and Tamil translations.

shaly fpeilaemer bnd 1o o) sddy deetrsfet dotid medah
Sh:) 97ia, ek el by 5o A YoM Heobsd sl

@ dadnd o drnds S nodd adae
mdaicrnivod dnkiah e Bring Lo tabr dead

apuegiaaacdiang aaxmm il agSs (Uynem s, amemd ol
ansamiloags anailum mydnsamsmuiaonion ey
usndanT, el @A il TN ST @ODTUDD
exdlaapmailen aneoni allown oilooa)nd oed aaanuagdlas
mikmigs alkuosmges aliElageod, o lddbe MUMLENIET S)
dhpragiayd mogal.

% (RTHE HaidE FastE | we © e e
e wte aee Fasm o off Swen wee @
72 ST #fea woe oy 51 Ben F e (UTE wTTE
s, wftard wefas o rede afne

Figure 16: Section-level translation examples showing Kannada, Malayalam, and Bengali translations.
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Figure 17: Section-level translation examples showing Gujarati, Marathi, and Odia translations.

w3 2am © HiEt gat vt fewrerat fa e fowestas
i fedunm S peftma v fore atm fordea e
BYEE WE 9 & 531H 2 Feard S e 9 g3dgnt 3
ATzt St e, < wmre wid ¥ g3aEm v

Sty Serd ding, Judo Hide. Duin oD drdperdn Sgite
ercboes 2gBlkor winMl ek o fbain 18 a8 MDereil
ol Sos Miruol® Srodido S Sirard S ot wad o Aol
Airard Hardten, ndmor rordo wl gEss Fod.

Figure 18: Section-level translation examples showing Punjabi and Telugu translations.



A.5 Data Augmentation Examples
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Figure 19: Document degradation examples showing (from left to right): background texturization, printer drum
defects, ink mottling effect, and letterpress impression.
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Figure 20: Document degradation examples showing (from left to right): lighting gradient, line degradation, shadow
effects, and ink bleeding.
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