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Abstract

Web retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) splits a page into fixed-
size text chunks or, in recent visual pipelines, screenshot tiles, and
the retrieved item serves at once as the unit of indexing, rank-
ing, and reading. We trace answer evidence from source HTML
to reader input over the full English Wikipedia and find that this
coupling loses evidence in text and screenshot pipelines alike: ev-
idence present in the source page often fails to reach the reader
intact, particularly structured content such as tables and infoboxes,
which chunking separates from the headers and context that give it
meaning. Stronger extraction, context expansion, and larger reader
budgets leave the loss in place. We present TESSERA, a training-free
evidence delivery layer that decouples what a pipeline retrieves
from what its reader reads. Given the pages behind any ranked
list, TESSERA rebuilds their HTML into fine-grained evidence units,
each completed with its page title, section path, and table headers,
selects the units relevant to the query, and packs them into the
reader context at an unchanged token budget. The index, the re-
triever, and the reader stay as they are, so TESSERA applies to text,
screenshot, and agentic pipelines. Across three question answering
benchmarks, TESSERA improves answer accuracy by 5 to 6 points
on text and screenshot pipelines, consistently across readers, re-
trievers, and reader budgets, and outperforms strong HTML-aware
and structure-aware RAG baselines under matched budgets. The
gains carry over to multi-step agentic search. Our code is publicly
available at https://github.com/sarendis56/Tessera.
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1 Introduction

Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) grounds a language model
in an external corpus [15, 18, 23, 28], and the Web is the corpus that
matters most in practice: search assistants, deep-research agents,
and browsing models all answer from retrieved webpages [17, 20,
32, 35, 37, 41, 47, 52]. A webpage is a structured document. Its
facts sit in infoboxes, tables, lists, and captions as often as in prose,
and each fact takes its meaning from the surrounding structure: a
number in a scorecard means nothing without its column header,
its row label, and the section that names the match. Carrying this
structure from page source to reader is a Web-specific challenge
for RAG and agentic search, which prior work largely overlooks by
retrieving from clean passage corpora that strip tables, infoboxes,
and lists [20, 21, 32].

The standard web RAG pipeline discards this structure early: an
extractor such as Trafilatura [5] flattens each page to text, a chunker
cuts the text into fixed windows, and the reader receives the top few
chunks after retrieval and reranking. HTML-centric methods keep
pruned markup in the reader’s context [44]. Vision-centric methods
skip parsing and index rendered pages as screenshot tiles [10, 33,
56]; PixelRAG scales this design to the full English Wikipedia and
reports that screenshots beat text across six benchmarks [50].

We start from the text and screenshot pipelines released with
PixelRAG and ask where each loses its answers. Once both rerank
their candidates, the two modalities perform on par (§2.1), and
they share a ceiling that a four times larger reader budget lifts by
about two points (§2.2). Tracing quoted answer evidence from the
source HTML to the reader input (§2.2) shows that it disappears
the most at two places. For 9.7% of questions, a single stored chunk
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Question (NQ-Tables)

Who produced Willy Wonka and the Chocolate Factory? Reference: Stan
Margulies; David L. Wolper

(a) Source HTML, infobox of the page

<tr><th>Directed by</th><td>Mel Stuart</td></tr>
<tr><th>Produced by</th><td><ul>

<li>Stan Margulies</1li>

<li>David L. Wolper</li>
</ul></td></tr>

(b) Top-ranked text chunk after extraction

Directed by | Mel Stuart |
Screenplay by | Roald Dahl[a] |
Produced by |

Starring | |
Cinematography | Arthur Ibbetson |

Reader with top-3 chunks: “Mel Stuart” X

(c) TESSERA unit block, same token budget

Willy Wonka & the Chocolate Factory > Theatrical release poster
Directed by: Mel Stuart

Screenplay by: Roald Dahl

Produced by: Stan Margulies; David L. Wolper

Distributed by: Paramount Pictures

Reader with top-2 chunks + units: “Stan Margulies and David L. Wolper”
v

Figure 1: Evidence lost between a webpage and the reader:
the extractor drops a list-valued infobox cell, and TESSERA
delivers the completed row in place of the third chunk.

contains the complete evidence, yet it is missing from the top three
after ranking; placing that chunk in the third slot lifts accuracy on
these questions from 49.1% to 78.5%. For 7.6% of source-supported
questions, the evidence never enters the index intact, and 81% of
these losses are table cells, table headers, or captions (Figure 1).
Both losses follow from a pipeline that fixes, at indexing time,
what its reader can see. Evidence that extraction drops is lost to
every later stage, and the chunk size is tuned for retrieval, where
1,024 tokens is a good choice: in our pilot study, 512-token chunks
enlarge the index by 73% and answer fewer questions (§4.4), and
the page that supports the answer is among the pages of the top
ten reranked chunks for 92.7% of source-supported questions. The
pipeline then hands the same chunks to the reader, and a chunk
sized for retrieval is a poor unit to read from. The answer
usually occupies one sentence or one table row, so only a few
chunks fit in the budget and the one that holds the evidence often
falls outside them, and a fixed window separates a table row from
the header and caption that label it. The pipeline uses a single
object, the chunk or the tile, as its unit of indexing, ranking,
and reading;: it finds the right page and delivers the wrong part.
We present TESSERAL, a training-free, query-time layer that de-
couples delivery from retrieval on top of any pipeline. It treats the

1A tessera is a single small tile of a mosaic.
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ranked list as a pointer to anchor pages, parses their HTML into
small evidence units such as a table row, a list item, or a paragraph,
and completes each unit with the structure that gives it meaning:
the page title, the section path, and the column headers resolved
through merged cells. A cross-encoder selects the units relevant
to the question, and a packer writes them into the token budget of
one evidence item, so the reader budget, the index, the retriever,
and the reader stay unchanged. Our contributions are as follows.

e A source-to-reader evidence trace of web RAG. We locate
where text and screenshot pipelines lose answer evidence, price
the loss with a controlled oracle intervention, and show that
stronger extraction, context expansion, structure-aware rerank-
ing, and larger budgets do not naturally recover it (§2).

o TESSERA, a universal evidence delivery layer. We introduce
structure-completed evidence units, a faithful table-grid con-
struction, and budget-neutral packing; the layer plugs into text,
screenshot, and agentic pipelines without retraining (§3). We
show that this is a simple and effective add-on to all of traditional
RAG, multi-modal index, and agentic RAG (§4.2).

e Consistent gains across pipelines and settings. On 7,851
questions from Natural Questions [26], NQ-Tables [16], and Sim-
pleQA [51], TESSERA adds 5 to 6 points to text and screenshot
pipelines, and up to 5.2 points inside a multi-step search agent
on FRAMES [25] and MuSiQue [45]. Under a matched budget,
it outperforms all fourteen alternatives we test: four query-
expansion methods [1, 11, 27, 49], two document-expansion
methods [13, 36], late chunking [14], small-to-big retrieval [30],
RAPTOR [40], contextual retrieval [2], two variants of Html-
RAG [44], and two structure-aware chunkers [4, 46]. The gain
persists across readers, retrievers, chunk sizes, and reader bud-
gets, and 3K tokens with TESSERA beat 12K tokens of chunks or
tiles (§4).

2 Where Does Web Evidence Go Missing?

We first show that text and screenshot pipelines converge once both
rank their candidates well (§2.1). We then trace answer evidence
through the text pipeline and quantify what the reader never sees
(§2.2), test the obvious remedies, and derive the design principles
of TEsSERA (§2.3). All experiments use the Qwen3.5-4B reader and
August 2025 English Wikipedia snapshot, consistent with our main
experiment setup in §4.1.

2.1 The Modality Gap Is a Ranking Gap

PixelRAG compares a screenshot retriever against a text baseline
that sends the top three results of a single dense retriever to the
reader [50]. Table 1 reproduces this comparison on PixelRAG’s
released indexes and then gives each modality a reranker over its
top 50 candidates: BGE-reranker-v2-m3 [6] for text chunks and
Qwen3-VL-Reranker [29] for screenshot tiles.

Without reranking, screenshots lead text by 3.9 to 5.2 accuracy
points, in line with the PixelRAG report. Reranking adds 8.9 to 11.8
points to the text pipeline and 5.2 to 9.5 points to the screenshot
pipeline, and the two modalities meet: the difference is —0.4 points
on NQ, +1.4 on NQ-Tables, and +2.6 on SimpleQA. A text pipeline
with our own index, which fuses dense and BM25 candidates [9, 39]
before the same reranker, is the most accurate on every dataset.
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Table 1: Text and screenshot pipelines on the full Wikipedia:
answer accuracy / Recall@3 of the gold article (%).

Pipeline NQ NQ-Tables SimpleQA
Released PixelRAG indexes, first-stage retrieval only

53.2 /471 37.1/37.7 683/80.1
Screenshot, tuned 571 /581 422/510 733/853
Released PixelRAG indexes, reranked top 50

Text, dense

Text + BGE 62.7 /665 46.0/59.2 80.1/875
Screenshot + Qwen3-VL 62.3 / 62.6 474 /579 827 /894
Our index

Hybrid text + BGE 64.8 / 67.8 48.4 / 61.8 83.6 /90.1

I Reaches the reader I Stored, lost after indexing

Not verbatim in chunks Chunk not supporting
A
AlL(5,883) T TN 208

|
NQ (2,538) - [IETVARNN N7V (a1e
|
NQ-Tables (498) - TN BNTON [FUNS18100 8.0

|

SimpleQA (2,847) - | (11 172
| ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ |
0 20 40 60 80 100

Share of source-supported questions (%)

Figure 2: Where quoted answer evidence stops in the hybrid
text pipeline. “Chunk not supporting” means that the quotes
sit in a chunk that the grader does not judge supporting,.

The comparison also exposes a shared ceiling. The best pipeline
of either modality retrieves the gold article in its top three for 61.8%
of NQ-Tables questions and answers 48.4% of them. Better ranking
has brought both modalities to the same place, and the remaining
errors call for a different explanation.

2.2 Tracing Evidence from Source to Reader

Protocol. We trace the hybrid text pipeline of Table 1 on 7,378
questions.? For each question, a grader model (GPT-5.6 Luna) reads
the Wikipedia page that the dataset cites and quotes the fragments
that support the reference answer. We then locate every quoted
fragment at each stage by string matching: in the extracted text, in
the stored 1,024-token chunks, in the top-100 retrieved candidates,
in the 50 candidates the reranker scores, and in the three chunks
the reader receives. The source page supports the reference answer
with valid quotes for 5,883 questions, and the trace assigns each of
them to the first stage at which its evidence disappears.

Stored evidence misses the reader. Figure 2 shows the outcome.
The quoted evidence reaches the reader for 59.5% of the source-
supported questions. For 16.5% the evidence sits verbatim in stored
chunks and disappears afterwards: the reader’s top three omit it
for 500 questions, the top-100 candidates omit it for 362, and the
reranker’s admission pool omits it for 110. The loss is largest on
NQ, where it affects one supported question in four.

2The trace covers the 7,851 evaluation questions minus 473 whose source pages we
used while developing the protocol.

Table 2: Oracle intervention: the third reader slot is replaced
by a stored chunk that holds the complete evidence (71 tokens
longer on average). Accuracy in %.

Dataset n Top-3 TESSERA Oracle
NQ 478 519 619 75.3
NQ-Tables 62 484 54.8 71.0
SimpleQA 175  41.7 77.1 89.7
All 715 49.1 65.0 78.5

Oracle intervention. To measure what this evidence is worth,
we select the 715 questions (9.7% of traced questions) for which
one stored chunk contains every quoted fragment and the reader
input lacks the evidence. We keep the reader’s first two chunks
and replace the third with that chunk, so the reader still receives
three slots. Table 2 reports the result: accuracy rises from 49.1% to
78.5%, with 226 questions gained and 16 lost. Without any oracle
information, TESSERA already closes more than half of this gap (§4.6).
As a control, another chunk from the same page moves accuracy
by only 2.1 points, so the answer-bearing passage carries the effect.

Extraction drops structured evidence. For a further 20.3% of
supported questions, the quoted fragments do not appear verbatim
in any stored chunk. Tolerant matching, which ignores case, punc-
tuation, whitespace, and word order, shows that most paragraph
fragments survive in reformatted form, while structured content
does not: extraction loses 16% of quoted table cells, 40% of figure
captions, and 44% of table captions, compared to 1% of paragraph
fragments. In total, 449 questions (7.6% of the supported ones) lose
at least one evidence fragment from every stored chunk, and for
362 of them (81%) the missing fragment is a table cell, a table header,
or a caption. No retriever or reranker can recover this evidence
because the index does not contain it.

Surviving structure loses its labels. Table evidence that does
survive often arrives stripped of meaning. Among quoted table cells
found verbatim in a chunk, 31% sit in a chunk that lacks the table’s
leading column headers. Later chunks of a page also lose its title.

Standard remedies fall short. Each loss suggests a familiar rem-
edy: recall-oriented re-extraction, neighboring chunks around the
hits, structure prefixed to the chunks, a four times larger reader
budget, or screenshots. Each adds at most 2.2 points with noticeable
increased budget or inference-time overhead, against the 29.4 points
that the oracle chunk shows to be available (details in Appendix C).

2.3 Design Principles

The measurements point to four principles. P1: Retrieve pages,
deliver units. The top ten reranked chunks reach the gold page
for 92.7% of supported questions but deliver the evidence for 59.5%,
so the delivery step should reopen the retrieved pages and choose
what to read at a finer grain than the index stores. P2: A unit must
carry its structure. A table row is useful only with its headers,
and a list item only with the heading above it (§4.6, Appendix D).
P3: Work from the page source at query time. Extraction loss
is invisible downstream of the index, whereas parsing the HTML
of a handful of pages per query sees the full page, costs little, and
leaves the index untouched, whether it holds text or screenshots.
P4: Stay within the reader budget. One well-chosen slot is worth
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Figure 3: Overview of TESSERA: retrieved pages are rebuilt
into evidence units and packed into the last evidence slot.

29 points on the affected questions and many poorly chosen ones
are worth two, so the layer should reallocate the existing budget.

3 TESSERA

TESSERA is a delivery layer between a retrieval pipeline and its
reader (Figure 3). It consumes the pipeline’s ranked list and produces
a reader context of the same size in which one evidence item is
replaced by a block of structure-completed evidence units. We first
state the problem (§3.1), then describe the four steps: anchoring
(§3.2), unit construction (§3.3), selection (§3.4), and packing (§3.5).
§3.6 explains how the layer attaches to text pipelines, screenshot
pipelines, and search agents.

3.1 Problem Setting

A retrieval pipeline answers a query q with a ranked list L =

(e1,...,e,) of evidence items. An item is a text chunk or a screen-

shot tile, and each item e; comes from a webpage 7 (e;). The reader

receives the top k items, at a cost of B = ), |e;| tokens under the

reader’s tokenizer or image processor. We call C = (ey, . .., e) the

coupled context, because its elements were sized for indexing.
TESSERA builds a decoupled context

C =(en,....ex—1, U(g.L)), |U(q, L)| < lel, ¢y

where U(g, L) is a text block assembled from units of the pages be-
hind L. The context keeps the pipeline’s best k—1 items, which carry
continuous prose and the pipeline’s ranking signal, and spends the
last slot on units. The cost stays at most B. The layer is training-free
and reads only g, L, and the HTML of pages 7 (e;).

3.2 Anchor Pages

The ranked list is a noisy pointer to passages and a reliable pointer
to pages (§2.3). TESSERA takes the top m items of L and collects
their distinct pages in rank order,

P(q) = distinct(7(e1), ..., m(em)), (2)

Hua et al.

with m = 10 by default. Several top items often share a page, so
% (q) holds at most m pages. The layer then fetches the HTML of
each anchor page from the page store, which is the crawl snapshot
that the index was built from. Units are query-independent, so a
deployment can cache them per page.

3.3 Structure-Completed Units

A unitis the smallest piece of a page that states a fact once its context
is attached. Each unit u has a context c(u) (page title, section path,
table title, group label), optional labels A(u) (column headers), and
a body b(u). Its completed text is c(u) followed by b(u), with each
row value paired with its label, and is self-contained: a reader, or
a reranker, can interpret it without the rest of the page. TESSERA
walks the DOM of an anchor page in document order after removing
scripts, styles, navigation, and citation superscripts, tracking the
section headings above the current position. The walk emits two
kinds of units, about 150 per Wikipedia page.

Block units. Each paragraph, list item, definition term or value,
and figure caption becomes one unit. Its context c(u) is the path
page title > section > subsection given by the heading stack.

Row units. Each row of a table or an infobox becomes one unit.

The difficulty is to attach every cell to the right label. Web tables use

merged cells, multi-row headers, title rows, and group rows, and

the cells of a row in DOM order do not line up with the header cells
above them. On the anchor pages of our experiments, pairing cells
with the first header row in DOM order assigns a wrong header to

32.5% of the 2.9 million table rows, or drops one. TEsSERA therefore

rebuilds each table as a faithful grid before reading rows from it

(Figure 4):

(1) Span expansion. Every cell is copied into all grid positions that
its rowspan and colspan cover, so each grid position holds the
cell that a reader of the rendered table would see there.

(2) Title rows. The caption and the leading rows that span the full
width become the table title and join c(u).

(3) Header rows. The following rows that consist of header cells
form h(u). For multi-row headers, the labels of a column are
joined top-down, for example Term of office > Took office.

(4) Group rows. A full-width row inside the body labels the rows
below it and joins their c(u) until the next group row.

(5) Key-value rows. In a table without column headers whose rows
start with a header cell (an infobox), the first cell is the key.

(6) Nested tables inherit the title and headers of the table that wraps
them. Line breaks and list items inside a cell are kept as separa-
tors, preserving multi-valued cells (Figure 1).

3.4 Unit Selection

The anchor pages of a question hold about a thousand units, and
one slot holds a few dozen. Selection runs in two stages. A lexical
prefilter keeps the N = 100 units whose completed text shares the
most content words with the question, which costs no model call. A
cross-encoder then scores each remaining pair (g, completed(u));
we reuse the pipeline’s own text reranker, BGE-reranker-v2-ma3, so
the layer adds no model to the deployment. Scoring the completed
text matters: the context states which match, season, or entity a
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(a) Rendered table with merged cells (illustrative)

Governors

Term of office
Name Took office | Left office Party
A. Reyes 1998 2004 .
B. Okafor | 2004 2010 Liberal

(b) Cells paired with headers in DOM order

State > History: Name: B. Okafor | Term of office: 2004 | Party:
2010

(c) Row unit from the faithful grid

State > History > Governors — Name: B. Okafor | Term of office »
Took office: 2004 | Term of office > Left office: 2010 | Party:
Liberal

Figure 4: Faithful grid: span expansion, multi-row headers,
and title rows give every cell its correct label.

row belongs to, and the bare row does not reveal it (compare the
two scorecards in Figure 5).

3.5 Organized Budget-Neutral Packing

The packer fills the budget |eg| of the displaced item. Completion
serves the scorer, which judges each unit in isolation; the reader
sees the selected units together and needs each context only once,
so TESSERA groups units by context instead of repeating the same
path and headers on every row. It visits units in descending score
order and admits a unit if its cost fits the remaining budget, where
the cost of a unit is its body plus, for the first unit of a group, the
group’s context line and header line. After selection it renders each
group once: the context path, then the column headers, then the
member rows as value lines in page order. Groups appear in the
order of their best unit. The result reads like an excerpt of the
original table (Figure 5), and it fits about 14 lines into a slot that
holds about 11 units when each one repeats its context.

The packer measures cost with the reader’s tokenizer, so the unit
block never exceeds the displaced item. In our runs the mean reader
prompt with TESSERA is within 12 tokens of the baseline prompt.

3.6 Plugging into Pipelines

Text pipelines. The anchor pages are the pages of the top reranked
chunks, and the unit block replaces the last chunk. Because units
come from the page HTML, they include content that the pipeline’s
extractor dropped before indexing.

Screenshot pipelines. A screenshot index stores each tile with
its URL and coordinates. TESSERA anchors on the pages of the top
tiles and replaces the last tile with the unit block, packed to the
reader tokens that the image processor charges for that tile. The
block works as text or as a rendered image (Appendix I).

Search agents. An agent issues several queries and reads a tool
result for each. TESSERA applies to every search call independently
with the agent’s query in the role of g: the tool returns the top k — 1

items and the unit block as the last document. The agent’s prompt,
tool schema, and stopping rule stay unchanged.

Cost. Per query, the layer parses the anchor pages, scores N short
pairs, and tokenizes the selection. Building the units of a page takes
15ms on one CPU core, and scoring takes 0.2 GPU-seconds per
question on an A100. The layer adds no index, no offline pass over
the corpus, and no reader token budget.

4 Experiments

We organize the evaluation around five questions. Does TESSERA
help pipelines that differ in index, modality, retriever, and reader
(§4.2)? Does it beat existing ways of improving retrieved context
under a matched budget (§4.3)? Does the gain survive a larger reader
budget (§4.4)? Does it carry over to agents that search several times
(§4.5)? Which components produce it (§4.6)?

4.1 Setup

Datasets. All pipelines index the August 2025 English Wikipedia
snapshot [24] (7,060,072 articles) corpus. For evaluation, we use the
3,336 validation questions of Natural Questions (NQ) [26] similar to
PixelRAG [50], 1,068 development questions of NQ-Tables [16], and
the 3,447 SimpleQA questions [51] whose cited source is an Eng-
lish Wikipedia article, totaling 7,851 questions. NQ-Tables targets
tabular evidence, and SimpleQA targets long-tail facts. The agentic
evaluation adds two multi-hop benchmarks: all 824 questions of
FRAMES [25], which need 2 to 15 pages each, and 1,000 answerable
MuSiQue questions [45].

Pipelines. We evaluate three pipelines built by two groups. Hybrid
text + BGE is our index: we employ Trafilatura [5] for content extrac-
tion. Passages are cut into 15.5 million chunks of up to 1,024 tokens,
with Qwen3-Embedding-0.6B dense retrieval [22, 57], BM25 [39, 54]
fused by reciprocal rank fusion [9], and BGE-reranker-v2-m3 [6]
reranking over the top 50. PixelRAG text + BGE retrieves from the
text index released by PixelRAG authors, 15.7 million chunks em-
bedded with Qwen3-VL-Embedding-2B, and reranks using the same
reranker. PixelRAG screenshot + Qwen3-VL retrieves from the re-
leased fine-tuned screenshot index (26.3 million tiles) and reranks
with Qwen3-VL-Reranker-2B [29]. Each pipeline passes its top three
items to the reader.

Reader and grading. The default reader is Qwen3.5-4B [38] with
greedy decoding and thinking disabled; we also run Gemma 4 E4B
and Gemma 4 31B [12]. GPT-5.6 Luna grades each answer against
the reference with the SimpleQA grading template [51], and accu-
racy is the share of answers graded as correct.

TESSERA configuration. One configuration serves every experi-
ment: anchor pages from the top m = 10 items, a lexical prefilter of
N =100 units, BGE-reranker-v2-m3 as the scorer, table-grouped
packing, and one unit block in the budget of the third evidence item.
We fixed the anchor and prefilter sizes before the first evaluation
and never tuned the configuration per pipeline, reader, or agent;
Appendix D shows that accuracy is insensitive to these choices.
Statistics. Every comparison is paired on the same questions. We
report exact McNemar tests [34] and call a difference significant at
p < 0.05; confidence intervals in the appendix come from a boot-
strap that resamples source pages. Pooled results sum the paired



Coupled context: top-3 chunks of the baseline (excerpts)

Q: What was the strike rate of Harbhajan Singh in the final match of IPL 2015?

Reference: 200.00

[Chunk 1, same page] ...
137.50 | |

| Mohit Sharma | not out | 21 | 7 | 1 | 2 | 300.00 | |
| Ashish Nehra | [|[|[]]]

| Extras | (b2, w3, nb2) | 7| [IIIl ...

[Chennai innings rows without their header row; the Mumbai batting rows

sit in a stored chunk outside the top three]

[Chunk 3, page “Harbhajan Singh”] ... The match referee Farokh Engineer
found Harbhajan guilty of a level 4.2 offence, banning him from the
Harbhajan had taken five wickets at 16.40 at
an economy rate of 8.20 and scored 30 runs at 15.00 in the three matches

remainder of the IPL ...

before his ban ...

Reader: “Harbhajan Singh did not bat in the final match of IPL 2015 ... the strike

rate is not provided.” X

| Ravindra Jadeja | not out | 11 | 8 | 1 | @ |

Hua et al.

Decoupled context: TESSERA unit block in the third slot

2015 Indian Premier League final > Scorecard > Mumbai Indians
innings

Player | Status | Runs | Balls | 4s | 6s | Strike rate

Lendl Simmons | b Smith | 68 | 45 | 8 | 3 | 151.11

Rohit Sharma* | c Jadeja b Bravo | 50 | 26 | 6 | 2 | 192.30
Harbhajan Singh | not out | 6 | 3 | @ | 1 | 200.00

2015 Indian Premier League final »> Scorecard > Mumbai Indians
bowling

Bowler | Overs | Maidens | Runs | Wickets | Econ | Wides | NBs
Harbhajan Singh | 4 | @ | 34 | 2 | 850 | 1 | @

2013 Indian Premier League final > Scorecard > Mumbai Indians
innings

Player | Status | Runs | Balls | 4s | 6s | Strike rate

Harbhajan Singh | ¢ Hussey b Bravo | 14 | 8 | 3 | @ | 175.00

Reader: “Harbhajan Singh’s strike rate in the 2015 IPL final was 200.00 ...
listed with 6 runs off 3 balls.” v/

Figure 5: A packed unit block from SimpleQA (abridged). Rows are scored with their full context, but each group prints its
context path and column headers once (green), then its selected rows.

counts of the three datasets. The study comprises more than one
million graded answers, and each comparison reruns its reference
condition in the same software environment.

4.2 One Layer, Many Pipelines
Table 3 applies the same layer to twelve pipeline configurations.

Index and modality. TESSERA raises pooled accuracy by 5.0 points
on our hybrid text pipeline, 6.2 points on the released PixelRAG text
pipeline, and 5.6 points on the PixelRAG screenshot pipeline, under
the same context budget. The gain is significant on every dataset and
pipeline and stays between 4.6 and 5.8 points under four robustness
checks (Appendix H): a reader output limit of 16K instead of 200
tokens, a grader that also accepts answers updated since the dataset
was built, only questions whose source page supports the reference
answer, and only questions that our earlier pipeline experiments
did not use. It is largest on SimpleQA (6.9 to 8.2 points), where
long-tail facts often sit in infoboxes and tables, and it reaches 4.4 to
6.3 points on NQ-Tables. The pipelines start 3.0 points apart and
end 1.9 points apart: TESSERA adds the most where the pipeline’s
own chunks miss the most. Tiles already show tables as the page
renders them, but replacing the third tile with a unit block still adds
5.6 points, so the bottleneck that TESSERA removes is the unit of
delivery in both modalities. We show in Appendix I that even when
rendered as an image tile, our unit block still has noticeable gains.
Retriever. Six alternative first stages change the baseline by —1.0
to +0.9 points, and TESSERA adds 4.9 to 5.5 points to each of them.
The gain does not shrink on the stronger retrievers: it is 5.1 points
on top of Query2doc, the best of them, against 5.0 on the default.
Retrieval quality and delivery quality improve the pipeline indepen-
dently, and the combination Query2doc + TESSERA reaches 76.7%,
the highest single-shot accuracy in our study.

Reader. The gain transfers to a second reader family. Gemma 4
E4B, matched in size to the default reader, gains 4.9 points. Gemma
4 31B is eight times larger and improves the baseline by 1.3 points;
TESSERA adds 4.7 points on top of it for text and 5.9 for screenshots.

4.3 Comparison with Alternatives

Table 4 compares TEssErAa with fourteen methods on the hybrid
text pipeline, with the same questions, reader, and grader, and with
every reader context matched to the token count of the top-3 chunks
except where the table notes otherwise.

Retrieval-side methods. RM3 pseudo-relevance feedback [1], the
learned sparse retriever SPLADE-v3 [27], the LLM-based query
expansions HyDE [11] and Query2doc [49], late chunking with jina-
embeddings-v3 [14, 42], and two expansions that append generated
queries to every chunk before BM25 indexing, Doc2Query [36] and
Doc2Query-- [13], each replace or expand one side of first-stage
retrieval. None moves pooled accuracy by more than about one
point, and TESSERA beats all seven by 4.1 to 6.1 points: they reorder
chunks, and the reader still reads 1,024-token windows.

Context-enrichment methods. Small-to-big retrieval [30] ranks
512-token chunks and reads the 1,024-token windows around them,
and it ties the baseline. RAPTOR [40] builds a tree of LLM sum-
maries over each anchor page and fills the third slot with tree nodes
selected by our cross-encoder; it gains 1.2 points and trails TESSERA
by 3.8. Contextual retrieval [2] prepends an LLM-written context
that situates each chunk in its page; applied to the retrieved can-
didates before reranking and reading, it gains 0.8 points, all on
SimpleQA, and trails TESSERA by 4.3. HtmIRAG [44] fills the third
slot with the HTML of the anchor pages, cleaned and pruned by
its released two-stage pruner. It ties the top-3 chunks, and with
our cross-encoder as its first-stage block ranker (HtmIRAG-CE) it
scores 0.7 points below them. TEsSERA leads both variants by at
least 5.4 points, significantly on every dataset, and by 5.8 points at
HtmIRAG’s own design point of a 4K-token context (Appendix F).
HtmlRAG was designed for a handful of search results, and pruning
ten full Wikipedia pages into one context leaves fragments without
the headers and section paths that TESSERA attaches.

Structure-aware chunkers. We run the rule-based document
parsers Unstructured [46] and Docling [4] as drop-in unit builders
inside our delivery layer: the same anchor pages, prefilter, cross-
encoder, and slot, with their chunks in place of our units. Both
improve on the top-3 chunks, so the delivery layer is useful beyond
one parser, and their ranking follows principle P2: Unstructured
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Table 3: Accuracy (%) with the pipeline’s top-3 evidence — with TESSERA (top-2 + unit block, same budget), and the gain.

NO (3,336)

NQ-Tables (1,068) SimpleQA (3,447) Pooled

Pipeline Reader
Retrieval pipeline and modality

Hybrid text + BGE Qwen3.5-4B

PixelRAG text + BGE Qwen3.5-4B

PixelRAG screenshot + VL.  Qwen3.5-4B

First-stage retriever of the hybrid text pipeline

BM25 + RM3 feedback
SPLADE-v3 for BM25

HyDE
Query2doc

Doc2Query for BM25
Doc2Query-- for BM25

Reader model
Hybrid text + BGE
Hybrid text + BGE

Qwen3.5-4B
Qwen3.5-4B
Qwen3.5-4B
Qwen3.5-4B
Qwen3.5-4B
Qwen3.5-4B

Gemma 4 E4B
Gemma 4 31B

PixelRAG screenshot + VL.  Gemma 4 31B

64.6 — 67.8 +3.2
62.2 — 66.3 +4.1
63.1 — 67.2 +4.1

64.4 — 67.6 +3.2
65.0 — 68.6 +3.5
65.6 — 68.7 +3.1
66.4 — 69.4 +3.0
64.8 — 68.1 +3.3
64.8 — 68.7 +3.8

64.5 — 67.2 +2.7
65.2 — 68.4 +3.2
65.8 — 70.2 +4.4

479 — 52.3 +4.4
459 — 52.2 6.3
45.8 — 51.8 +6.0

47.3 — 51.6 +4.3
49.0 — 52.6 +3.7
48.5 — 53.7 5.2
48.3 — 53.1 +4.8
48.6 — 52.3 +3.7
47.6 — 52.3 4.8

46.5 — 52.3 5.8
48.7 — 54.3 +5.6
49.3 — 55.4 +6.1

83.6 — 90.6 +7.0
79.8 — 88.0 +8.2
83.3 — 90.1 +6.9

82.4 — 89.8 +75
80.6 — 88.5 +7.9
83.7 — 90.9 +7.2
83.9 — 91.0 +7.1
83.7 — 90.5 +6.8
83.5—90.9 +7.4

84.3 — 91.0 +6.7
85.8 — 91.6 +5.9
83.8 — 91.0 +7.2

70.7 — 75.7 +5.0
67.7 — 73.9 +6.2
69.6 — 75.2 +5.6

70.0 — 75.2 +5.2
69.7 — 75.2 455
71.2 — 76.4 +5.2
71.6 — 76.7 +5.1
70.9 — 75.8 +4.9
70.7 — 76.2 +55

70.7 — 75.6 +4.9
72.0 — 76.7 +4.7
71.5 — 77.4 +59

Table 4: Matched-budget comparison on the hybrid text
pipeline (7,851 questions, 3K evidence tokens). A: pooled
change vs. the top-3 chunks; gray: not significant. *Applied
to the retrieved candidates; about 170 more reader tokens.

Method NOQ

NQ-Tab. SimpleQA Pooled A

Top-3 chunks 64.63 4794 83.64 70.70
Retrieval-side methods

BM25 + RM3 [1] 64.39 47.28 82.36 6995 -075
SPLADE-v3 [27] 65.02 48.97 80.62 69.69  -1.02
HyDE [11] 65.62  48.50 83.72 7124 4053
Query2doc [49] 66.37 48.31 83.87 71.60  +0.89
Late chunking [14] 64.96 47.85 83.46 70.76 0.05
Doc2Query [36] 64.84  48.60 83.70 70.91 +0.20
Doc2Query-- [13] 64.84 4757 83.49 70.68  —0.03
Context-enrichment methods

Small-to-big [30] 64.33 47.38 83.72 70.54 017
RAPTOR [40] 65.92 4841 85.00 7191 121
Contextual retr.¥ [2] 64.63  47.00 85.70 7148 <078
HtmIRAG [44] 65.08 47.57 82.39 70.30 0.41
HtmIRAG-CE 64.69 4691 82.33 70.02 069
Structure-aware chunkers as our unit builder

Unstructured [46] 66.01  50.66 86.36 72.86  +2.16
Docling [4] 67.84 51.03 89.30 7497 4427
TESSERA 67.84 52.34 90.63 75.74 +5.03
Query2doc + TESSERA 69.39  53.09 90.98 76.65 +5.95

flattens tables into cell text without headers and gains 2.2 points,
while Docling serializes each table row with its headers under the
heading path and gains 4.3 points. TESSERA is the most accurate
builder, 0.8 points above Docling pooled (p = 0.013), and it parses a
page 26 times faster than Unstructured and over 500 times faster
than Docling (Appendix J). The gap between the builders widens
inside a search agent (§4.5).

4.4 Accuracy Under a Growing Reader Budget

A natural objection to any context-selection method is that modern
readers accept long inputs, so one could pass more chunks instead.

Figure 6 varies evidence budgets from 2K to 12K tokens. For text,
we compare chunks only against three allocations: a 1K-token unit
block with chunks in the rest, half units and half chunks, and units
only. For screenshots, we compare the top k tiles against the top
k — 1 tiles plus a unit block in the cost of one tile, for k from 2 to 14.
Units beat more context. TESSERA beats the chunks-only context
in all 51 pooled comparisons across three chunkings, six budgets,
and three allocations by 1.8 to 6.7 points. The two mixed allocations
are significant in every dataset in all 42 of their comparisons. On
screenshots, the unit block wins at every budget on every dataset.
Extra context helps the baselines slowly: quadrupling the budget
from 3K to 12K adds 2.1 points for 1,024-token chunks, 0.9 points
for 512-token chunks, and 2.2 points for tiles.

The smallest TESSERA context beats the largest baseline. With
1,024-token chunks, 3K tokens with TESSERA reach 76.1%, and 12K
tokens of chunks reach 73.2%. On the screenshot pipeline, one tile
plus a unit block at 2K tokens beats fourteen tiles at 12K by 3.4
points (p < 1071°) with one sixth of the reader tokens. TESSERA
therefore reduces reader cost and raises accuracy at once.

Chunk size stops mattering. Without units, 1,024-token chunks
beat 512-token chunks by 1.4 to 2.7 points from 3K upward. With
a unit block, the two chunk sizes stay within 0.6 points of each
other through 8K. Units provide the fine-grained evidence, and
the chunks only need to provide prose, so the pipeline no longer
depends on a carefully tuned chunk size.

Units complement, not replace. The mixed allocations beat units
only at every budget by 0.6 to 1.9 points, and at the three-tile budget,
one tile plus units is the best screenshot configuration (75.9%). The
pipeline’s top items carry running prose that rows and list items
cannot replace, which is why TESSERA keeps them.

4.5 Agentic Search

Agentic RAG lets the model write its own queries, read the results,
and search again [3, 20, 55]. Each search is a small RAG call, so
the delivery layer applies to each call. We evaluate an agent that
searches several times per question on multi-hop benchmarks; the
arms differ only in the last document of every tool result.



(a) Text, 1,024-token chunks

(b) Text, 512-token chunks
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(c) Screenshot tiles (2 to 14 tiles)
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Figure 6: Accuracy against reader budget on 7,851 questions. In (c), one tile costs 864 reader tokens, as does the unit block.

Table 5: TEsSERA inside a multi-step search agent (Qwen3.5-
4B with thinking, up to 8 searches). Srch.: mean searches per
question; Ctx.: mean final prompt length (K tokens).

Search result FRAMES MuSiQue Pooled Srch. Ctx.

Top-3 chunks 59.22 3240 4452 241 1238

Top-4 chunks 59.22 32.30 4446 218 145

Top-2 + Docling 57.65 32.10 4364 265 13.6

Top-2 + TESSERA  64.44 33.50 4748 219 117
gain vs. top-3 +5.22 +1.10 +2.96

Multi-hop reasoning agent. Qwen3.5-4B with thinking enabled
calls a search tool up to eight times over the hybrid text pipeline
and averages 2.1 to 2.8 searches per question across arms on FRAMES
and MuSiQue. Table 5 shows that TESSERA raises FRAMES accu-
racy from 59.2% to 64.4%. The gain concentrates where structured
evidence decides the answer: +9.3 points on tabular-reasoning ques-
tions, 4+7.8 on numerical reasoning, and +13.1 on post-processing
questions (details in Appendix G). MuSiQue composes its questions
from single paragraphs, mostly lead-section prose that the top-2
chunks already carry, and it gains 1.1 points.

We provide two more controls to isolate the cause. A fourth
chunk per search, about a third more tokens, does not bring benefits
(—0.05 points). Docling chunks in the same slot lower accuracy by
0.9 points and trail TESSERA by 3.8 points pooled and by 6.8 points
on FRAMES. The agent also behaves differently: with TESSERA it
searches less often than with chunks (2.19 against 2.41 searches) and
finishes with the shortest context (11.7K tokens vs. 12.8K), whereas
with Docling it issues a third search on 29% of FRAMES questions
against 16%. Compact, self-describing evidence lets the agent stop
earlier while achieving better performance.

4.6 Analysis

Ablations. We conduct ablations to show that completion brings
the gain: bare units, the same rows and paragraphs without titles,
sections, and headers add only 1.8 points, while completed units
add 4.6. We also test different row constructions and serializations,
which stay within 0.34 points of each other: for example, joint
ranking of chunks and units loses 0.6 points, units only lose 1.6, and
a second unit slot, other anchor counts, or prefilter sizes change
accuracy by at most 0.3 points (details in Appendix D).

TESSERA gains where the evidence went missing. Table 6
groups the 5,883 source-supported questions of §2.2 by where the

Table 6: Accuracy (%) on the source-supported questions,
grouped by where the top-3 pipeline loses the quoted ev-
idence. Net: questions gained minus questions lost.

Evidence in the top-3 pipeline n Top-3 TESSERA Net

Page not anchored 421 399 43.7 +16
Lost in extraction or chunking 390 60.8 82.3 +84
Stored, not delivered 832 54.0 70.9 +141
Delivered 4,240  90.7 91.9 +51
All 5883 79.9 84.8 +292

top-3 pipeline loses the quoted evidence, matched tolerantly against
the exact reader inputs: the source page is not among the ten an-
chor pages, extraction or chunking breaks the evidence, or a stored
chunk holds it but misses the reader. TESSERA raises evidence de-
livery from 72.1% to 81.9% of these questions. The two groups that
the delivery layer targets hold 21% of the questions and 225 of the
292 net gains (77%). Questions whose evidence sits only in tables or
infoboxes gain 13.8 points, and prose-only questions gain 2.4. On
the oracle questions (Table 2), TESSERA raises accuracy from 49.1%
to 65.0%, closing 54% of the oracle’s gain overall and 74% where the
evidence was stored but not delivered.

Remaining failures. Of TESSERA’s 893 errors on source-supported
questions, 425 occur with the quoted evidence already in the reader
input, which would improve with a stronger reader; an audit of 150
failures attributes most NQ and NQ-Tables failures to outdated ref-
erences and grading errors (Appendix H). On the oracle questions,
the oracle stays 13.4 points ahead (Appendix B). Of the 96 answers
in this gap, 61 lie on pages outside the anchor set, where a stronger
retriever adds to TESSERA (§4.2), and 35 lie within anchor pages,
split between the lexical prefilter (20) and selection and packing
(15). A larger prefilter changes accuracy by at most 0.3 points, so
recovering these units calls for semantic matching in the prefilter.

5 Related Work

We review prior work along the pipeline, from indexing to reading.
Web content and tables in RAG. Web RAG systems commonly
reduce a page to main-content text before indexing [5]. Learned
extractors [31, 48] preserve more structure at a much higher corpus-
processing cost, and HtmIRAG [44] keeps pruned HTML in the
reader’s context. Table QA serializes a given table for a language
model [43] or retrieves tables from a table corpus [16], treating each
table as standalone. TESSERA shares the premise that page structure
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carries information but converts it into explicit context on small
units, with no markup tokens or trained models, and selects table
rows, merged cells resolved from the HTML, under a budget shared
with the surrounding prose.

Visual document retrieval. DSE [33], ColPali [10], VisRAG [56],
and M3DocRAG [8] retrieve rendered pages with vision-language
encoders, and PixelRAG [50] scales the approach to a full Wikipedia
snapshot, motivated by the rich layout information present in web-
pages. A screenshot tile is a fixed window like a chunk, so TESSERA
complements this line: it uses the top-ranked tiles only to find
which pages to open, and builds its units from their HTML (§4.2).

Retrieval granularity and chunk context. Proposition-level
indexing [7], small-to-big retrieval [30], RAPTOR [40], late chunk-
ing [14], contextual retrieval [2], and structure-aware parsers [4, 46]
all adjust what a chunk is when the corpus is indexed. They pay their
cost for every page, and most operate on extracted text, which has al-
ready lost the structured evidence. TESSERA acts at query time on the
HTML of the pages a query retrieves and is independent of the index
granularity. Query and document expansion [1, 11, 13, 27, 36, 49]
and cross-encoder reranking [6] address earlier stages, and §4.2
shows that their gains add to ours.

Context compression. Post-retrieval refiners such asRECOMP [53]
and LongLLMLingua [19] shorten retrieved passages to reduce costs
and distractions. TESSERA instead selects complete structured units
from the pages behind them and is orthogonal to such refiners.

Agentic RAG. ReAct-style agents [55], Self-RAG [3], and RL-trained
agents such as Search-R1 [20] optimize when and what to retrieve
but take the tool’s output format as given; we show that this format
shapes the policy: with self-describing evidence, an agent searches
less and answers more questions correctly (§4.5).

6 Conclusion

Web RAG pipelines index, rank, and read the same object, and our
source-to-reader trace shows the cost of that coupling: answer ev-
idence that the corpus contains fails to reach the reader, in text
pipelines and screenshot pipelines alike. TESSERA decouples deliv-
ery from retrieval. It reopens the pages a pipeline retrieves, rebuilds
them into structure-completed evidence units, and spends one evi-
dence slot on the units the question needs. The layer is training-free
and index-free. It adds 5 to 6 accuracy points to three pipelines built
on two modalities by two groups, holds its gain across readers, re-
trievers, chunk sizes, and budgets, outperforms fourteen alternative
methods at matched cost, and makes a multi-step search agent up to
5.2 points more accurate while issuing fewer searches and reading
a shorter context.

Scope and future work. Our experiments use English Wikipedia,
whose pages are rich in tables and infoboxes; the open Web adds
layout tables, client-side rendering, and noisier markup. Extending
the unit builder to them requires a specific larger corpus and is our
next step for future work. The layer requires only access to page
HTML at query time, without additional training or models. Two
further directions follow from our analysis: wider anchoring and a
semantic prefilter, since most of the remaining oracle gap lies on
unanchored pages and in units that the lexical prefilter misses; and
search agents trained to issue queries that target unit blocks.
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A Implementation and Reproducibility

All runs use a consistent Python environment (vLLM 0.25.1) on
NVIDIA A100 GPUs. We will release the code, run manifests, unit
builder, and evaluation records.

Pipeline details. Beyond the setup of §4.1, the hybrid text pipeline
extracts text with Trafilatura 2.0.0, retrieves the top 100 candidates
each from a FAISS IVFFlat index (4,096 lists, 128 probes) and from
Anserini BM25 (k;=1.2, b=0.6), and fuses them by reciprocal rank
fusion with constant 60. The 512-token chunking yields 26.8 million
chunks. The reader’s output limit is 200 tokens, and the TESSERA
scorer truncates each question—unit pair at 512 tokens.

Baselines. HtmIRAG uses the released htmlrag package with its
HTML cleaning, block tree, BGE-large first-stage ranker over 256-
word blocks, and HTML-Pruner-Llama-1B over 128-word blocks,
applied to the same anchor pages. RAPTOR uses the reference set-
tings (100-token leaves, soft clustering, 100-token summaries) with
Qwen3.5-4B as the summarizer, one tree per anchor page. Late
chunking embeds all 15.5 million chunks with jina-embeddings-v3,
once alone and once inside 8,192-token article windows, and each in-
dex replaces the dense retriever. Query2doc and HyDE use Qwen3.5-
4B as a zero-shot generator with the instructions of the original
papers. RM3 uses the Anserini defaults. SPLADE-v3 replaces BM25.
Doc2Query samples 10 queries with doc2query-t5-base-msmarco
for each 511-token segment of every chunk and appends them be-
fore BM25 indexing; Doc2Query-- keeps the 30% of queries that
monoELECTRA scores highest against their segment. Contextual
retrieval uses the published prompt with Qwen3.5-4B over a win-
dow of at most 8,192 tokens of the chunk’s article; we contextualize
the 323,152 chunks among the top-50 candidates of the evaluation
questions and do not re-index the corpus. Docling uses its HTML
backend and hybrid chunker (256 tokens, contextualized headings);
Unstructured uses partition_html with chunk_by_title.

B Evidence Trace Details

Table 7 accounts for the oracle gap of §4.6. Panel (a) groups the 715
oracle questions by where the top-3 pipeline loses the evidence:
TESSERA closes 98 of the 133 answers (74%) where the evidence was
stored but not delivered. Oracle eligibility uses exact matching, and
the stage analysis uses tolerant matching, under which 93 oracle
questions already have their evidence in the reader input. Panel
(b) groups all 5,883 source-supported questions by where TESSERA
loses the evidence. Overall, the oracle leads TESSERA by 13.4 points
(95% CI 10.2 to 16.7, p = 5.4 X 10~ '%). Table 8 adds the same-page
control to the oracle intervention: an arbitrary chunk of similar
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length from the page of the evidence chunk leaves accuracy at the
baseline level overall, and the evidence chunk beats it by 16.7 to
50.3 points on every dataset.

Table 7: Oracle gap accounting. Gap: oracle minus TESSERA
correct answers on the oracle questions.

(a) Oracle questions, by top-3 evidence stage

Evidence in the top-3 pipeline n Oracle gain Closed Gap

Page not anchored 173 69 9 60
Stored, not delivered 449 133 98 35
Delivered 93 8 7 1
All 715 210 114 9%
(b) Source-supported questions, by TESSERA evidence stage

Evidence in TESSERA n Errors Gap
Page outside top-100 182 107 27
Page outside reranker pool 79 51 18
Page below anchor cutoff 123 61 16
Not in any unit 143 24 1
Missed by lexical prefilter 321 152 20
Missed by selection and packing 217 73 15
Delivered 4,818 425 -1
All 5,883 893 96

Table 8: Oracle intervention with a same-page control (ques-
tions that have a control chunk within 20% of the evidence
chunk’s length). Entries are correct answers.

Dataset n Top-3 Control Evidence vs. control
NQ 454 242 265 341 +167(92/16)
NQ-Tables 56 28 27 41 +250(15/1)
SimpleQA 157 69 61 140 +503(79/0)
All 667 339 353 522 +253(186/17)

C Standard Remedies in Detail

Table 9 gives the accuracy change of each remedy of §2.2, all applied
to the hybrid text pipeline.

Better extraction. Re-extracting the corpus with Trafilatura’s
recall-oriented mode and rebuilding the index doubles the coverage
of the 449 lost-evidence questions, yet accuracy changes by at most
0.8 points. The recovered text still has to win one of three reader
slots as part of a 1,024-token window.

More context around the hits. Adding the stored neighbors of
every hit on the ten best pages to the candidate pool and reranking
the enlarged pool brings at most 1.5 points.

Structure as a ranking signal. Prefixing each chunk with its page
title moves the evidence chunk into the reranker’s top three for a
net 66 of 3,718 questions; the heading path adds three more, and
table headers push out more evidence chunks than they bring in.
Showing the reader the title-prefixed chunks moves accuracy by
less than a point in either direction.

A larger reader budget. Raising the evidence budget from 3K to
12K tokens lifts pooled accuracy from 71.1% to 73.2%: 2.1 points for
four times the reader cost.

Screenshots. Tiles show the tables that the extractor drops, yet the

screenshot pipeline shares the ceiling of the text pipeline (Table 1),
and raising its context from 3 to 14 tiles adds only 2.2 points.

Learned extraction. Beyond Trafilatura’s recall-oriented mode,
we also tested the LLM extractor MinerU-HTML [31]. It covers
275 of the 449 lost-evidence questions, yet it classifies infoboxes as
boilerplate (97 of its 156 missed table cells are infobox cells) and
would take about 80 A100 GPU-days to process the corpus.

Table 9: Standard remedies on the hybrid text pipeline, with
the oracle of Table 2 for scale. A: accuracy change in points
on NQ/ NQ-Tables/ SimpleQA, or pooled.

Remedy A accuracy
+0.5/ +0.8 / +0.4
+04/+15/+0.2

+0.6 / -0.4 / +0.7

Recall-oriented extraction, full re-index
Neighbor chunks of the top pages, reranked
Page title prefixed to each chunk

Reader budget 3K — 12K tokens of chunks +2.1 pooled
Screenshot tiles, 3 — 14 tiles (12K tokens) +2.2 pooled
Oracle evidence chunk (715 affected questions) +29.4

D Ablations

Completion brings the gain. Panel (a) of Table 10 varies the
content of the third slot. Bare units, which are the same rows and
paragraphs without titles, sections, and headers, add 1.8 points
pooled and nothing on NQ-Tables. Completed units add 4.6 points,
and they significantly outperform bare units on every dataset. Pre-
fixing the page title to every chunk, the common “contextual header”
practice, adds 0.5 points. Adding the unit block as a fourth item, at
about 900 more tokens, improves the budget-neutral replacement
by 0.2 points: the content of the slot matters, but its extra
tokens do not.

Faithful grids help tables; serialization is robust. Panel (b)
holds the content fixed and varies construction and packing. The
faithful grid corrects the labels of a third of all table rows, and its
largest effect is on NQ-Tables (+1.4 points over DOM-order pairing).
Grouped packing fits a quarter more lines into the slot. The four
variants stay within 0.34 points pooled, so the method does not
hinge on one serialization; we adopt the grid with table grouping
because it is faithful to the source table and the most compact.
The fixed split is the right allocation. Panel (c) varies the bud-
get split and the pool. Ranking chunks and units jointly by cross-
encoder score loses 0.6 points because scores favor long chunks
over one-row units and squeeze the unit block out on 13% of Sim-
pleQA questions. Replacing all chunks with units loses 1.6 points.
A second unit slot, half or double the anchor pages, and half or
double the prefilter change accuracy by at most 0.3 points. Adding
the sibling rows of the best-scoring row and removing units whose
text the chunks already contain do not help either. The default
configuration sits on a wide plateau.

E Complete Budget Results

Table 11 lists every cell of the text budget sweep of §4.4, including
512-token chunks with a 64-token overlap, and Table 12 gives the
screenshot sweep per dataset. Every gain in Table 12 is significant.

F HtmlRAG at Its Design Point

HtmIRAG targets a 4K-token context. Table 13 evaluates it there
on all 7,851 questions with the same anchor pages as TESSERA.



Table 10: Ablations on the hybrid text pipeline (accuracy, %).
Shaded rows are the defaults; panels (b) and (c) share one.
T differs significantly from the default. Panel (a) ran in an
earlier software environment (top-3 chunks: 70.82 pooled).

Variant NQ NQ-Tab. SimpleQA Pooled
(a) What the third slot contains
Third chunk 64.787 48417 83.61" 70.82

Chunks with title prefix 65.387 48.03" 84317  71.33
Bare units, no context ~ 66.497 48317 8599" 7258
Completed units 68.17  51.69 89.85 75.44
+ units as a 4th item 68.56  51.40 90.08 75.67
(b) Row construction and packing

DOM-order rows, flat  68.38  51.31 89.73 75.43
Faithful grid, flat 6799  52.72 90.11 75.62
Grid, context grouped ~ 68.11  52.43 90.43 75.77
Grid, table grouped 67.84 5234 90.63 75.74
(c) Budget allocation and pool size

Joint ranking 67.63  53.00 89.32F  75.16"
Two unit slots 6796 51.78 90.22 75.53
Units only 67.60  50.75 87.61%  74.097

Anchors from top 5 67.99  52.06 90.28 75.61
Anchors from top 20 67.78  51.50 90.89 75.71

Prefilter N=50 67.81 5225 89.99% 75.43
Prefilter N=200 68.35 52.43 90.48 75.90
+ sibling rows 67.81  53.00 90.48 75.75
— redundant units 68.11 52.34 89.417 75.32

Table 11: Pooled accuracy (%) by chunking, evidence budget,
and allocation. “+1K units” gives 1,024 tokens to the unit
block and the rest to chunks.

Chunks Budget Chunks +1Kunits Half Units only

2K 69.43 75.42 - 74.39
3K 71.09 7584  76.12 74.51
1024 4K 71.39 7614  76.18 75.02
6K 72.27 76.60 7621 74.75
8K 73.06 7626  76.22 74.89
12K 73.20 76.68  77.01 75.30
2K 69.01 75.75 - 74.44
3K 69.60 75.84 7593 74.54
512 4K 70.03 7599 7613 74.81
6K 70.70 76.04  76.14 74.70
8K 70.50 75.89 7591 74.36
12K 70.48 75.60  76.17 75.02
2K 69.51 75.44 - 74.37
3K 70.19 7538  75.85 74.58
512, 4K 70.58 75.89 7623 74.79
overlap 6K 70.96 7593  76.07 74.82
8K 71.28 76.00  76.27 74.65
12K 71.28 7622  76.33 75.18

Pruned HTML alone loses most answer-bearing text when ten
Wikipedia pages are pruned into 4K tokens, and the reader declines
to answer 1,305 questions. Placed after the top-2 chunks, either
HtmlRAG variant scores below chunks alone. TESSERA leads the
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Table 12: Screenshot pipeline: top-k tiles — top-(k—1) tiles +
unit block at the same reader cost (accuracy, %).

Budget k NQ NQ-Tables SimpleQA Pooled
2K 2 61.0—>674 455—>50.6 823 —904 +6.95

3K 3 63.1—-672 458 - 51.8 83.3 - 90.1 +559
4K 4 637 —-670 474 —50.7 835 —90.7 +5.04
6K 7 648 — 675 481 —51.0 84.1—90.8 +441
8K 9 653 —673 48.6 —»52.1 845—90.8 +4.10

12K 14 654 —67.1 493 —52.0 84.8 —590.5 +355

best HtmIRAG configuration by 5.8 points (p < 107%%), and TESSERA
units alone, without any chunk, reach 74.6%.

Table 13: HtmlRAG and TESSERA at a 4,096-token evidence
budget (accuracy, %). Decl.: questions the reader declined.

Context NQ NQ-Tab. SimpleQA Pooled Decl.
Chunks 65.83  48.03 84.31 71.52 118
HtmIRAG 4128 25.84 17.52 28.75 1,305
HtmIRAG-CE 4233 26.87 21.85 31.23 1,283
Top-2 + HtmIRAG 6436 46.72 82.56 69.95 172
Top-2 + HImIRAG-CE 64.45 48.03 83.14 70.42 174
TESSERA units only 68.08  50.66 88.22 74.55 96
Top-2 + TESSERA 68.59 53.37 90.60 76.18 80

G Agentic Search Details

Protocol. The reasoning agent is Qwen3.5-4B served with its own
chat template and function-calling format, thinking enabled, the
model card’s sampling settings with a fixed seed, and at most eight
calls to a single search(query) tool. Each call runs the hybrid text
pipeline on the agent’s query and returns three documents. Table 14
breaks down the FRAMES result by annotated reasoning type.

Table 14: FRAMES accuracy (%) of the reasoning agent by
reasoning type; a question can carry several. G/L: questions
gained and lost by TESSERA against the top-3 chunks.

Type n Chunks Docling TESSERA G/L p

Tabular 236 50.8 51.7 60.2 44/22 0.009
Numerical 293 532 52.9 61.1 51/28 0.013
Post-proc. 107 477 49.5 60.7 21/7 0.013
Temporal 278  57.6 55.0 63.7 47/30 0.068
Multi-constraint 549  58.7 56.8 63.4 95/69 0.051
All 824 592 57.7 644  137/94 0.006

H Robustness of the Main Comparison

Table 15 repeats the comparison between the top-3 evidence and
TEssERA under four robustness checks. The longer output limit
raises the reader’s limit from 200 to 16,384 tokens, the PixelRAG
setting. The updated-answer grader receives the Wikipedia page
that the question was written from and also accepts an answer that
this page states as the current one, which removes the penalty for
references that have gone out of date since the datasets were built.
The supported-reference subset keeps only the questions whose
source page supports the reference answer. The held-out subset
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keeps the 4,851 questions outside the first 1,000 of each dataset,
which our earlier pipeline experiments had used.

We also sampled 50 remaining TESSERA failures per dataset and
labeled their cause. An outdated or invalid reference or a grading
error accounts for 72%, 50%, and 12% of the NQ, NQ-Tables, and
SimpleQA samples. Among the pipeline failures, reader errors on
delivered evidence outnumber missing evidence on every dataset
(63 against 20 in total).

Table 15: The TESSERA gain under four robustness checks
(pooled accuracy, %; all significant with p < 10712).

Condition Top-3 TESSERA Gain
Default (text pipeline) 7070 7574  +5.03
Output limit 16,384 instead of 200 tokens 7095  76.03  +5.08
Updated-answer grader, text (7,378) 73.50 78.06  +455
Updated-answer grader, screenshot (7,378) 71.70  77.46  +576
Source page supports reference (6,245) 79.34 8448 514
Held-out questions, screenshot (4,851) - - +5.50

I Unit Blocks in a Screenshot Context

Table 16 varies how the unit block enters the screenshot pipeline at
the reader cost of three tiles. The text and image forms of the block
give the same accuracy (p = 0.89), and a unit image re-packed to
the token cost of the tile it replaces keeps the gain. Allocating two
of the three tile budgets to units is the best configuration, and units
without any tile still beat three tiles by 4.9 points. With Gemma
4 31B as the reader, the text form of the block is 1.9 points more
accurate than its image form.

Table 16: Screenshot pipeline at the three-tile reader cost
(pooled accuracy, %, Qwen3.5-4B reader).

Reader evidence Pooled vs. 3 tiles

Top-3 tiles 69.58

Top-2 tiles + unit block as text 7518  +559
Top-2 tiles + unit block as an image 7523  +564
Top-2 tiles + token-matched unitimage 74.70 +512
Top-1 tile + units in two tile budgets 7591  +6.33
Units in three tile budgets 7451  +493

J Processing Cost

Table 17 compares the processing that each structure-aware method
adds. TESSERA never times out; HtmIRAG and RAPTOR add GPU
passes over every page.

Table 17: Cost of bringing page structure to the reader. Times
are per page on one CPU core unless noted.

Method Page processing Models added
TESSERA 0.015s none
Unstructured  0.39 s none

Docling 7.9 s (1.4% time out) none

HtmIRAG 68 GPU-s / question ~ embedder, pruner
RAPTOR 1.0 GPU-s (summaries) LLM, embedder

MinerU-HTML 5.2 GPU-s (extraction) extractor LM

K Additional Examples

Figure 7 shows one more gain and one loss from the SimpleQA
run. In the first case, the retrieved chunks discuss the Nobel Peace
Prize, and the unit block delivers the list item that names the Ig
Nobel winner under its year heading. In the second case, the third
chunk that TESSERA displaced contained the answer, and the unit
block did not: a fixed split occasionally trades away a useful chunk.
Across the 7,851 questions, TESSERA gains 620 answers and loses
225.

Gain: evidence in a list under a year heading

Q: Who won the 1991 Ig Nobel Prize for Peace? Reference: Edward Teller
List of Ig Nobel Prize winners > 1991:

Literature: Erich von Daniken, visionary raconteur and author of
Chariots of the Gods?, ...

Peace: Edward Teller, father of the hydrogen bomb and first champion
of the Star Wars weapons system, "for his lifelong efforts to change
the meaning of peace as we know it".

Top-3 chunks: “... there is no mention of an Ig Nobel Prize for 1991 ...” X
TESSERA: “Edward Teller won the 1991 Ig Nobel Prize for Peace.” v/

Loss: the displaced chunk held the answer

Q: What object did Helly use to attempt suicide in Season 1, Episode 4 of
Severance? Reference: extension cord
Helly R. > Overview:

. She makes several attempts to permanently leave the floor,
including a suicide attempt. ...
Top-3 chunks: “Helly used an extension cord ...” v/
TESSERA: “... hanging herself in an elevator ... It does not specify a partic-
ular object ...” X

Figure 7: A gain and a loss of TESSERA on SimpleQA.
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