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Manga Pages Generated Animation

Figure 1: Manga2Animate turns existing manga pages into coherent animation that stays faith-
ful to the original manga. Given a few manga pages (left), our multi-agent framework first builds
an animation script and a visual storyboard as intermediate representations, iteratively refining both
through creator-reviewer collaboration, and then generates the final animation from them (right).
The resulting animation preserves the manga’s plot, character identity, and art style, while flowing
coherently from clip to clip.

ABSTRACT

Adapting existing manga into coherent animation that stays faithful to the source
is a valuable yet challenging task. Existing methods either access the manga
mainly through text, losing its characters and art style, or feed manga pages
directly into video generation models, which misinterpret the manga’s structure
and produce incorrect storylines. In this paper, we propose Manga2Animate,
a multi-agent framework that grounds every stage of generation in the source
manga. We decompose the task into two intermediate representations, an anima-
tion script and a visual storyboard. Each representation is produced by a creator
agent and reviewed against the source panels by a paired reviewer agent. We tailor
representation-specific selection and dual-level feedback to progressively refine
both before synthesizing the final animation. Extensive experiments and a user
study demonstrate that Manga2 Animate produces animations more faithful to the
source manga and more consistent across shots than state-of-the-art approaches.
Project page: https://annchenn.github.io/Manga2 Animate/

1 INTRODUCTION

Manga is one of the richest sources of stories for animation. Popular titles are routinely adapted
into anime, and fans expect these adaptations to move smoothly and tell the story coherently while
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Figure 2: Limitations of existing methods to manga-to-animation generation. (a) Text-based
storytelling methods (AniMaker, ViMax, StoryMem) access the manga mainly through text, losing
its art style (€)) or distorting characters (@). (b) Feeding manga pages into a video model (e.g.,
Seedance 2.0) tells the wrong story (@) and shows manga panels as video frames (€)).

remaining faithful to the characters and art style they love. Yet producing such an adaptation remains
slow and costly, often taking large teams of artists months of storyboarding, key animation, in-
betweening, and coloring.

At the same time, a manga already specifies much of what an animation needs, including who the
characters are and what they look like, how each shot is framed, and how the plot unfolds. With
recent advances in video generation, it is natural to ask whether a manga can be brought to life
automatically. However, as Fig. 2] shows, storytelling systems that first describe the manga in words
discard its visual appearance, so the original art style is lost (€)) and characters change appearance
or drift between anime and photorealistic styles (€)). Feeding manga pages directly into a video
model fails for a different reason. The model knows neither the order in which the panels should be
read nor what speech balloons mean, so it tells the wrong story (€)) or even places manga panels, or
entire pages, directly into the video as frames (@)).

Our key observation is that today’s video generation models already know how to animate. What
they cannot do is understand a manga. Given a manga page, they produce smooth and appealing
motion, yet they follow the panels in the wrong order and misread the speech balloons, so the result
looks convincing but tells a completely wrong story (Fig. 2b). We therefore do not replace these
models. Instead, we keep their rich visual knowledge and give them what they are missing, a clear
understanding of the manga. Much like an animation studio, Manga2Animate (Fig. [T) first turns
the manga into an animation script, which describes what happens in each panel, and a storyboard,
which shows how each shot should look. Both are built by Al agents and checked against the original
panels, so the video model receives a faithful plan instead of raw manga pages. We find that this
plan effectively constrains generation. With the script fixing the plot and the storyboard fixing the
characters, composition, and art style, the video model no longer has to interpret the manga on its
own and can focus on what it does best, bringing the story to life.

Experiments show that Manga2 Animate produces animations that are more faithful to the original
characters, art style, and plot than existing storytelling and video generation methods, even when
these methods are given the same script as ours. Because our framework guides existing models
rather than replacing them, it works with both open-source and commercial image and video gener-
ators, and outperforms prior methods with either. In a user study, participants selected our results as
the best overall in over 90% of responses, for both storyboards and videos.

In summary, our contributions are threefold:

* We present Manga2 Animate, to the best of our knowledge the first automated framework
that turns existing manga into animation that is faithful to source manga.
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* We show that planning through a script and a storyboard, iteratively refined with dual-
level feedback from both and verified against the original manga, is key to preserving the
characters, art style, and plot.

* We establish an evaluation protocol for manga-to-animation generation, under which
Manga2Animate outperforms existing methods, and we further validate these results with
a user study.

2 RELATED WORK

Manga understanding. Built on annotated corpora (Matsui et al., 2017} [Aizawa et al., 2020}
[Vivoli et all, 20244} [Li et al, 2024a), manga understanding has progressed from detecting panels,
characters, and text (Shen et al., [2023) to ordering panels and attributing dialogue

[2024), naming characters across chapters (Sachdeva et al., 2024), and narrating chap-
ters as prose (Sachdeva & Zisserman, 2025). Vision-language models are now benchmarked on

manga (Baek et al., [2026; [Tkuta et al., [2025; [Vivoli et al.} [2025), yet still misread cross-panel nar-
rative (Baranwal et al., [2025) and can rely on memorized popular content rather than visual ev-
idence (Szu-Tu et al., [2025)); generation from comics remains largely unexplored
[2024b). We use |Sachdeva & Zisserman| (2024) for pre-processing and, given this fragility, review
every intermediate output against the source panels.

Story visualization. Story visualization renders a narrative as a consistent image sequence, evolv-

ing from GANs to diffusion models with visual memory (Rahman et al., 2023),
identity conditioning [2023), shared attention (Tewel et al.,[2024; Zhou et al.| 2024), frame
context (Liu et al., 2024a), multi-subject personalization (He et al.l [2025b; [Wang et al., 2025b;
et all 2025b), iterative refinement 2026), and language-model layout planning (He!
et al.l 2025a; Wang et al.| 20254} [Cheng et al., [2024), with dedicated benchmarks
2026} |Gao et al., [2025) and extensions to manga generation (Wu et all 2025a; [Wang et al., [2026a).

These methods generate from text, whereas our storyboard is conditioned on and selected against
the manga panels.

Multi-shot video generation. Video diffusion has advanced from short clips (Ho et al.| 2022
to foundation models (Kong et al 2024} [Wan et al, 2025}, [Yang et al 2025} [Polyak et al.| 2024}
Seedance et al,[2026), whose adherence to explicit specifications is now benchmarked (Huang et al.
2026d). Cross-shot consistency is pursued through long-context tuning (Guo et al.| 2025} Xiao et al.
2026; Meng et all, 2026)), keyframe memory (Zhang et al, 2025a} [Zhou et al.} [2026), storyboard
anchoring (Zhang et al., 2026)), and reference-based identity injection (Jiang et al.,[2025; [Liu et al.
2025a; [Hu et al., [2025). For animation, anime-oriented models and datasets (Jiang et al., [2024;
Qiu et al.,2025) and in-betweening and colorization methods (Xing et al.| 2024} Meng et al.| 2025;
Huang et al., 2024} [Li et al., 2025}, [Liu et al., 2025b}, [Tang et al.,[2025) create motion and color from
sparse inputs. We use such models as interchangeable backends and, in the spirit of decoupling
explicit state from generative rendering 2026¢), obtain consistency from the reviewed
script and storyboard rather than from architecture (Sec. |4.4).

Agentic storytelling video generation. Language and vision-language agents increasingly or-
chestrate video production from script to storyboard, clips, and assembly (Lin et al.} 2023} [Li et al.

2024b}; [Xu et all, [20254; Wu et al [2025¢} [Hu et al.| 2024} [Xu et al}, 2025b; [Wang et al., [2026b}
Huang et al., 2026b), some with critics that select clips by tree search (Shi et al., 2025), gate anime

production stages (Zhang et all, [2025D} [Yan et all, 2026)), or self-improve at test time
[2026), following self-feedback in language agents (Madaan et al., 2023} [Shinn et al.,[2023), a pattern
also adopted to verify generated images and figures (Huang et al., 20264} Tseng et al., 2026). Our
creator—reviewer design is closest to these systems, but they invent characters, shots, and plot from
a prompt and can only check outputs against their own script, whereas our reviewers check against
the manga panels. Earlier manga-to-animation systems only moved a virtual camera over panels or
added synthesized speech (Cao et all, 2016} [Gupta et al., 2021); to our knowledge, ours is the first
to generate faithful multi-shot animation from manga pages.
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Figure 3: Overview of the Manga2Animate pipeline. (a) Pre-processing extracts ordered panels, a
transcript, and character descriptions. (b) Creator and reviewer agents refine an animation script and
a visual storyboard over N rounds and select the best script and best storyboard, dual-level feedback
also guides the next round. (c¢) Video generation runs in first-frame or reference-conditioned mode.

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 TASK FORMULATION

Given a set of manga pages M = {mq,...,m,} in their original reading order, our goal is to
generate a coherent animated video V. Each manga page consists of multiple manga panels, where
a panel is an individual visual frame depicting a particular moment, action, or scene. From the input
pages, we obtain an ordered sequence of N, target manga panels P = {p1,...,pn,} (N, = 6
in our experiments) and a transcript 7'. For prominent characters appearing in the selected manga
panels, we additionally use character reference images R. These references are taken from official
color artwork when available; otherwise, clear appearances of the characters are cropped from the
input manga.

Our pipeline transforms these inputs through two intermediate representations: an animation script
S = {s1,...,5n,} and a visual storyboard B = {b1, ..., by, }, before producing the final video V/,
as 1llustrated in Flg Bl We also derive per-character descrlptlons D from the reference images R.

The use of S and B is inspired by real-world animation production workflows, where the narrative
is first organized into a script and subsequently translated into a storyboard before animation is
produced. Following this workflow, S serves as the textual specification of the animation. Each
script clip s; describes the content corresponding to manga panel p;, including the scene, camera,
character positions and actions, expressions, and dialogue. The storyboard B then converts this
textual specification into a visual plan, where each storyboard panel b; specifies the appearance and
scene composition of the corresponding animated clip.

Throughout the pipeline, we maintain an explicit correspondence between the source manga and the
generated representations as illustrated in Fig. [AT} manga panel p;, script clip s;, and storyboard
panel b; all describe the same narrative unit. This alignment allows each generated component to be
directly traced back to its source manga panel during review and refinement.

3.2 AGENTS

Manga2Animate uses two types of agents at each stage of the pipeline (Fig. 3).
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Figure 4: Compositional (clip-wise) selection by the Script Reviewer. The reviewer selects the
best character and clip description at each panel position across the N, candidate scripts and re-
assembles them into one best script (left). For one panel (right), it flags inaccurate details (red) in
two candidates and selects the one matching the panel (green).

6%@ Creators. A creator takes the inputs of its stage and produces the intermediate output of that
stage.

g Reviewers. A reviewer reviews the outputs of its creator, selects the best one, and gives feedback
for refinement. Full review criteria and prompts are listed in Appendices[G|and [H]

3.3 PRE-PROCESSING

Manga pages often exhibit non-trivial panel layouts, making reading order an important prereq-
uisite for preserving the narrative flow. We therefore detect the panels on each page and deter-
mine their reading order using a manga-specific detection model and its associated ordering algo-
rithm (Sachdeva & Zisserman, 2024). The resulting ordered panel sequence is then passed to the
subsequent stages of the pipeline. In parallel, the same model also detects and transcribes the text
on these pages, which we merge into a single transcript spanning all pages to help the Script Creator
write each panel’s dialogue and plot (Sec. [34). Also, we use a Character Description Creator to
establish a consistent representation of each character from the reference image R. It extracts rela-
tively stable, identity-defining traits, such as facial features and body build, while excluding variable
attributes such as clothing and accessories. These character descriptions are then provided to the
downstream Script and Storyboard Creators to help maintain character consistency throughout the
generation process.

3.4 SCRIPT AND STORYBOARD REFINEMENT

To improve generation reliability while controlling API costs, we combine a small number of can-
didates per stage with iterative refinement, in which reviewer feedback guides the next round of
generation. We run N = 2 refinement rounds: the first round explores initial candidates, and the
second round revises them using the first-round feedback.

In each refinement round, the Script Creator generates [V, script candidates (N; = 3) conditioned
on the manga panels, character descriptions, transcript, and, from the second round onward, the
feedback from the previous round. Errors in scripts are largely local, a candidate may describe
one panel precisely yet misread another, and different candidates tend to make different mistakes.
Selecting a single script as a whole would discard the correct descriptions contained in the other
candidates. The Script Reviewer therefore performs compositional selection at the clip level (Fig.[d),
preserving complementary strengths across candidates, and records the remaining weaknesses of
each selected component as feedback for the next round.

The Storyboard Creator then generates N}, storyboard candidates (N, = 3) for the selected script.
Unlike scripts, closed-source storyboards are selected as a complete image because their panels are
generated jointly and share style, color, and lighting; recombining panels across candidates could
introduce visual inconsistencies. The Storyboard Reviewer compares candidates pairwise in the
first round and, in later rounds, compares each new candidate with the previous best, judging each
storyboard against the script that produced it. If no new candidate wins, the previous best storyboard
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is retained with its script and feedback, keeping the final pair consistent. The open-source backend
instead generates and selects panels individually before compositing them due to its constraints
(more details in Appendix [B).

Script-level and storyboard-level feedback are jointly provided to the next-round Script Creator,
together with the best script from the previous round and the source manga panels. This dual-
level feedback allows the pipeline to refine the textual specification using evidence from its visual
realization. Issues flagged by the Storyboard Reviewer are treated as symptoms of ambiguous or
inaccurate script descriptions: the Script Creator is instructed to identify the responsible part of the
script, such as an ambiguous spatial description or a missing detail. To prevent unnecessary changes
to already correct content, the Script Creator revises only the script clips or character descriptions
explicitly identified as problematic by the reviewers, while leaving all other entries unchanged.
When feedback from different reviewers conflicts, the corresponding source manga panel is used
as the primary reference for deciding the revision. The script and storyboard selected in the final
round are then passed to the video-generation stage.

3.5 VIDEO GENERATION PIPELINE

To accommodate different input formats of video generation models, our video generation pipeline
supports two modes: a first-frame mode and a reference-conditioned mode. The former is used for
models that take a single image as the first frame, while the latter is used for models that can take the
complete storyboard as a reference and generate a multi-shot video at once. Our main experimental
results use the reference-conditioned mode.

In first-frame mode, each storyboard panel serves as the first frame of its corresponding clip. For
each clip, the Video Creator generates IV, candidates ([N, = 2) conditioned on that panel and its
script description, and the Video Reviewer selects the better one using the script, panel, and previ-
ously selected clip when available. This greedy and clip-by-clip process enforces cross-clip conti-
nuity at selection time, after which the selected clips are concatenated in story order. In reference-
conditioned mode, the Video Creator instead uses the complete best script and full storyboard to
generate N, complete multi-shot candidates in one pass, from which the Video Reviewer selects the
final result.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 DATASETS

Our evaluation set contains eight stories of six ordered manga panels, drawn from Mangal09 (Matsui
et al., 2017; |Aizawa et al., 2020) and additional cases covering diverse backgrounds, characters,
interactions, and actions. All methods use the same stories, enabling evaluation of both panel-level
fidelity and cross-clip consistency.

4.2 BASELINES

We use StoryDiffusion (Zhou et al.| [2024)), Story-Iter (Mao et al., [2026)), and AnyStory (He et al.,
2025b) as storyboard-generation baselines, and AniMaker (Shi et al.| [2025)), ViMax (Huang et al.,
2026b), and StoryMem (Zhang et al., |2025a) as video-generation baselines. We further compare
with direct manga-to-video generation by feeding the manga pages directly into Seedance 2.0 or
MiniMax-H3. To compare generation ability rather than manga understanding, every script-based
baseline receives the same refined script as Manga2Animate. We also provide the same manga
character reference images whenever the baseline accepts reference images. Full adaptation details
are in Appendix

4.3 EVALUATION METRICS

MangaEval adapts existing metrics to the manga input and multi-shot output, evaluating storyboard
Visual Consistency, Content Alignment, Aesthetic Quality, and Cost, as well as video Manga Align-
ment, Video Quality, Aesthetic Quality, and Cost. Full definitions and objectives are in Appendix [F]

(Tabs. [A6land [A7).

Video Evaluation Metrics. At the video level, we evaluate 12V Subject (I2VS), 12V Back-
ground (I2VB), Subject Consistency (SC), Background Consistency (BC), Motion Smoothness
(MS), and Dynamic Degree (DD) segment by segment against the source panels. We replace
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Table 1: Quantitative comparison of multi-shot video generation. Our main setting (Gemini +
Seedance 2.0) performs better than AniMaker, ViMax, and StoryMem in 12VS, 12VB, BC, Shadow-
v2, and Waifu-v3. For a fair comparison with ViMax, both methods use the same script, image
model, and video model. Our FLUX.2 + MiniMax-H3 setting also performs well, showing that
the improvement is not tied to one model combination. Direct generation has higher DD, but it
may animate the page layout or produce the wrong actions (Fig. (b)); a higher DD means more
movement, not more accurate movement. Red, orange, and yellow mark the top three results; 1/)
show whether higher or lower is better. Call counts are not ranked; — means no calls.

Alignment Video Quality Aesthetic Quality Cost

Method Model

12VSt 12VBT SCt BCt MSt DD?T  Shadow-v21 Waifu-v3T Calls (VLM) Calls (Video Gen) Time|
AniMaker - 0.775 0.749 0.922 0.950 0.979 7.680 0.410 2.694 82.500 - 8h9m
ViMax Veo 3.1 Fast  0.774 0.752 0.881 0.932 0.978 1.639 0.368 4.394 15.125 6.000 12m18s
ViMax Seedance 2.0 0.753 0.747 0.927 0.948 0.977 2.541 0.385 4.764 15.125 6.000 16m33s
ViMax MiniMax-H3 0.771 0.767 0.938 0.957 0.977 0.977 0.326 4.505 15.500 - 28m58s
StoryMem - 0.728 0.731 0.885 0.922 0.956 5.203 0.275 3.602 10.300 - 2h16m8s
Manga — Video (Direct) MiniMax-H3 0.777 0.735 0.865 0.932 0.953 11.787 0.402 4.611 - - 5m54s
Manga — Video (Direct) Seedance 2.0 0.750 0.711 0.852 0.931 0.951 13.941 0.492 5.250 - 1.000 3m29s
Ours (FLUX.2) MiniMax-H3 0.794 0.768 0.943 0.953 0.968 6.872 0.549 4.054 59.000 - 2h8m39s
Ours (FLUX.2) Seedance 2.0 0.781 0.741 0.892 0.942 0.958 9.377 0.595 4.429 59.000 2.000 2h5m46s
Ours (Gemini) MiniMax-H3 0.792 0.791 0.940 0.953 0.969 3.715 0.413 4.352 29.500 - 27m5s
Ours (Gemini) Seedance 2.0 0.791 0.768 0.931 0.958 0.960 9.457 0.518 5.090 29.500 2.000 24m49s
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Figure 5: Qualitative comparison of storyboard generation on two manga examples (source
pages on the left). Manga2Animate keeps the source art style, character identity, and plot across
all six panels. AniMaker and AnyStory sometimes leave panels uncolored, StoryDiffusion uses a
generic illustration style and repeats content, and Story-Iter becomes photorealistic and changes
character appearance. In (b), the baselines also show the falling winged creature incorrectly or leave
it out. Red boxes mark example failures.

VBench++’s (Huang et al, [2025)) DINO (Caron et al, 2021)) with DINOv3 (Siméoni et al, 2025))

for I2VS and its binary DD with a continuous motion-magnitude score; aesthetics are evaluated on
sampled frames with two anime-specific models.

Detailed storyboard evaluation metrics are provided in Appendix [F](Table [AG).

4.4 QUANTITATIVE COMPARISONS

Overall, Table [T] shows that our pipeline better preserves the manga content and keeps the video
clips visually consistent. The improvement remains when we change the image or video model,
suggesting that it comes from the script, storyboard, and review process rather than one specific
model. DD only measures how much movement a video contains, so a higher DD does not mean
that the movement is correct. Storyboard results are reported in Appendix [C|

4.5 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

Storyboard Qualitative Results. Figure [3] shows the benefit of generating and reviewing story-
boards with the source panels instead of relying only on the shared refined script. Figure [ shows
how errors are corrected at the script stage.

Video Qualitative Results. As Fig. |6 shows, the reviewed storyboard provides appearance and
composition that match the manga, while the script provides actions and dialogue. Together, they
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Figure 6: Qualitative comparison of video generation on two manga examples (source pages on
the left). Manga2Animate keeps the manga’s content, characters, and art style. AniMaker adds
unrelated people or backgrounds, ViMax mixes anime and photorealistic styles and adds text, and
StoryMem produces blurry frames and mistakes the basketball scene for tennis. Baselines may also
switch to black-and-white frames or change characters within a video; red boxes mark example

failures.
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Figure 7: User study on storyboard and video generation. Thirty-seven participants evaluated
eight storyboard and eight video cases shown with the input manga; method names were hidden
and outputs randomized. For each criterion, participants selected the best result. Manga2 Animate
achieves the highest preference on every storyboard criterion (Character Identity, Manga Plot, Ab-

sence of Al Hallucination, and Overall Performance) and every video criterion (the same four plus
Visual Comfort and Consistency).

reduce incorrect content even though all methods receive the same refined script. Full videos are in
the supplementary material.
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Table 2: Effect of removing each stage-specific reviewer. When a reviewer is removed, that stage
generates only one candidate and receives no review or feedback; all other settings stay the same.
Removing any reviewer lowers the overall alignment and consistency scores. Removing the Script
Reviewer causes the largest drop in I2VS. Some variants score higher on MS or Shadow-v2, but
score lower on alignment, consistency, or DD. Red and orange mark the best and second-best
results; higher is better.

Method Alignment Video Quality Aesthetic Quality
12VSt 12VBtT SCt BCt MStT DD?T  Shadow-v2{ Waifu-v31
Without Script Reviewer 0.766 0.752 0912 0.949 0.963 8.592 0.523 4.789
Without Storyboard Reviewer 0.783  0.756 0.923 0.948 0.971 5.616 0.479 4.540
Without Video Reviewer 0.768 0.749 0.902 0.941 0.957 8.330 0.517 4.996
Full Model 0.791 0.768 0.931 0.958 0.960 9.457 0.518 5.090

4.6 USER STUDY

As shown in Fig.[/] the strong preferences for Manga Plot and Character Identity agree in direction
with MangaEval’s fidelity metrics (e.g., PA and CIDS), although the human and automatic criteria
do not correspond one-to-one.

4.7 ABLATION STUDIES

We ablate the three stage-specific reviewers, compare clip-wise with whole-script selection, remove
each level of feedback, ablate the refinement loop and storyboard generation, and evaluate video
generation mode, using the main configuration as reference.

Stage-Specific Reviewers. Table [2| shows that all three reviewers contribute to the full model’s
balanced performance.

Script Selection Strategy. Clip-wise selection improves alignment, consistency, and aesthetics,
with only small decreases in I2VB and MS. Full results are in Appendix [D] (Table [A2), and Fig. [
shows an example.

Dual-Level Feedback. Removing either script- or storyboard-level feedback lowers CSD, CIDS,
and PA, showing that the two are complementary. Full results are in Appendix [D|(Table[A3).

Refinement Loop and Storyboard Generation. Skipping the feedback refinement or the story-
board generation step both lower video quality relative to the full model. Full results are in Ap-

pendix [D] (Table [A4).

Video Generation Mode. These results show that Manga2 Animate can use either mode. We use
reference-conditioned generation for our main results; full results are in Appendix [D|(Table[A3).

5 CONCLUSION

We present Manga2 Animate, a multi-agent framework for faithfully adapting existing manga into
coherent multi-shot animation. We decompose the task into two intermediate representations
grounded in the source manga, an animation script and a visual storyboard. Creator and reviewer
agents iteratively generate, review, and refine both. Since the two representations fail in different
ways, we compose scripts clip by clip, select storyboards as a whole, and feed storyboard-level is-
sues back to the script. Under MangaEval, an evaluation protocol adapted from ViStoryBench and
VBench++, Manga2 Animate outperforms state-of-the-art storyboard and video generation methods
on manga-fidelity and consistency metrics, even when baselines receive the same refined script and
character references, and is strongly preferred in a user study. Promising future directions include
improving robustness to complex or roughly sketched art styles, developing source-grounded evalu-
ation of story events, and extending narrative understanding across pages and chapters.

Limitations. Our method has several limitations. First, as an agentic pipeline built on stochastic
generative models, its outputs may vary across runs. Second, API-based models may restrict gener-
ation of copyrighted or policy-sensitive content. Finally, when the source manga is highly sketchy,
cluttered, or compositionally complex, or a scene requires context from elsewhere in the story, the
pipeline may misinterpret panel content.
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APPENDIX

This appendix provides additional details that complement the main paper. Sec. [A] describes the
implementation details, including model versions, hyperparameters, video specifications, hardware,
and cost. Sec. [Blexplains the panel-wise generation strategy of the open-source storyboard backend,
Sec. [C]reports the storyboard quantitative evaluation, Sec. [D] gives the full script-selection-strategy
ablation, the dual-level feedback ablation, an ablation on the refinement loop and storyboard gener-
ation, and a comparison of reference-conditioned and first-frame video generation, Sec. @ describes
how each baseline is adapted to manga inputs, Sec. [F] gives the full definitions of the MangaEval
metrics and our modifications, Sec. |G| summarizes the criteria, scoring, and selection rules of every
reviewer, and Sec. [H]lists the full prompts of all agents. The correspondence among panels, script
clips, storyboard panels, and video clips (Sec. [3.I) is illustrated in Fig. [AT} We further provide an
HTML page in the supplementary material showcasing our generated videos.

A IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

One manga panel €———> One clip in the script €———> One panel in the storyboard
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Figure Al: Correspondence among intermediate representations. Each manga panel (left) cor-
responds to one clip in the animation script (middle), which describes the environment, character
positions, actions, and expressions of that panel in a structured JSON format. Each script clip is then
rendered as one storyboard panel (right). In first-frame mode, that panel conditions the correspond-
ing video clip directly; in reference-conditioned mode, the complete storyboard jointly conditions
the multi-shot video.

Models. The Character Description Creator, Script Creator, Character Reviewer, Clip Reviewer,
Storyboard Reviewer, and open-source Panel Reviewer use gemini-3.7-flash with the thinking level
set to HIGH; the Video Reviewer uses gemini-3.1-pro-preview. The closed-source Storyboard Cre-
ator uses gemini-3.1-flash-image and outputs a 16:9 storyboard at 1376 x 768 in a 3 x 2 grid. We
keep the default sampling parameters, including temperature, for all Gemini calls. Panel detection,
reading-order estimation, and OCR use MAGI (Sachdeva & Zisserman, |2024). The open-source
Storyboard Creator uses FLUX.2-dev with 28 inference steps and a guidance scale of 4.0. It gen-
erates three candidates per panel at 768 x 640, and its panel reviewer, also gemini-3.7-flash, scores
each candidate independently and keeps the highest-scoring one per panel. All experiments use
N = 2 refinement rounds, Ny, = 3, N, = 3,and N, = 2.

Video generation. In the reference-conditioned mode, the video model receives the complete best
script as a text prompt and the full storyboard grid as a single reference image. The closed-source
pipeline uses Seedance 2.0 (dreamina-seedance-2-0-260128) in this mode and produces 15 s videos
at 1280 x 720 and 24 fps, with generated audio. The open-source video-generation configuration
supports two video backends. MiniMax-H3 (Ref2VA) runs in the same reference-conditioned mode
and produces 15s videos at 1344 x 768 and 24 fps with audio. Index-AniSora V3.2 (Jiang et al.,
2024)) runs in the first-frame mode: each cropped storyboard panel is placed as the first frame of
its clip, and each clip has 81 frames at 16 fps and 1280 x 720. Cropped panels are passed to the
video model without resizing or padding, and any aspect-ratio adaptation is handled by the video
model’s own preprocessing. In all cases, two candidate videos are generated and the Video Reviewer
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selects the better one; when the reviewer judges the two candidates comparable, the first candidate
is kept. All main quantitative comparisons in Table [T]use the reference-conditioned mode; Table [A3]
separately compares the reference-conditioned and first-frame modes.

Hardware and cost. Gemini and Seedance calls go through hosted APIs. MAGI runs locally on
an NVIDIA RTX A6000 (48 GB). FLUX.2-dev runs on an NVIDIA A100 80GB PCle, MiniMax-
H3 on two NVIDIA RTX PRO 6000 Blackwell Server Edition (96 GB) GPUs, and Index-AniSora
V3.2 on a single NVIDIA RTX PRO 6000 Blackwell Server Edition (96 GB). For each story, the
closed-source pipeline makes 34.5 calls on average in the script and storyboard stages (28.5 Gemini
text calls and 6 image-generation calls) and 3 in the video stage (2 Seedance generations and 1
Gemini review), costing about US$5.65 per story in total, of which US$4.55 is Seedance. The costs
in Table [AT] cover the script and storyboard stages, whereas the VLM calls and time in Table [I]
are counted end-to-end, covering script generation, storyboard generation, video generation, and
all reviews, and Calls (Video Gen) counts video-generation calls only. For locally run image and
video backends, no external generation API calls are required, although the creator and reviewer
agents still use Gemini APIs. Their local computational cost is reflected in the reported wall-clock
time. Wall-clock times depend on hardware, parallelism, and API latency and should be regarded as
indicative.

B OPEN-SOURCE STORYBOARD BACKEND

In our experiments, the open-source image model we tested (FLUX.2-dev) did not reliably generate
a complete, high-quality multi-panel storyboard in a single pass. We therefore adopt a panel-wise
generation strategy, producing multiple candidates for each panel and selecting the best one before
composing the final storyboard. For each panel in the selected script, we construct a prompt that
incorporates the character descriptions, the corresponding script content, and constraints derived
from the original manga panel to preserve its composition, camera viewpoint, and character pose.
When character reference crops are available, they are explicitly associated with the corresponding
characters during generation.

FLUX.2-dev is conditioned on the source manga panel and the available character references to
generate multiple candidates for each panel. A Gemini-based reviewer then scores each candidate
independently on manga/script follow (the primary criterion), character identity consistency, art
style and colorization quality, and background fidelity, each on a 0—4 scale, and the highest-scoring
candidate is retained. The selected panels are then assembled into a 3 x 2 storyboard grid, following
the same output format as the closed-source backend to enable evaluation under a unified protocol.
Since every panel is conditioned on its source manga panel and the shared character references,
these common conditions help maintain cross-panel consistency.

C STORYBOARD QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION

Evaluation metrics. We evaluate storyboards with CSD, CIDS, PA, and OCCM from ViStory-
Bench (Zhuang et al.,|2026), adapting three of them to manga: CIDS uses SigLIP (Zhai et al.| [2023))
instead of CLIP (Radford et al.l 2021)) for finer character-crop detail, OCCM’s expected charac-
ter count comes from the source manga panel rather than the script’s cast list, and PA is judged
by GPT-4.1 instead of Gemini (our pipeline’s reviewer) to reduce self-preference bias. Since all
script-conditioned methods share the same refined script, PA measures content adherence under an
identical specification, while CSD, CIDS, and OCCM (and the Manga Plot criterion of our user
study) capture fidelity to the source manga itself; full definitions are in Appendix [} For Aesthetic
Quality, we replace ViStoryBench’s general-purpose predictor with two anime-specific models, Aes-
thetic Shadow Vﬂ and Waifu—vﬂ trained on anime/illustration imagery and used for training-data
curation in production anime models.

'Released by shadowlilac as shadowlilac/aesthetic-shadow-v2, which is no longer available; we use the
community mirror at https://huggingface.co/NeoChen1024/aesthetic-shadow-v2-backup.
“https://huggingface.co/Eugeoter/waifu-scorer-v3
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Table Al: Quantitative comparison of storyboard generation. Red, orange, and yellow cells
denote the best, second-best, and third-best results; 1/] indicate that higher/lower is better. Call
counts are not ranked; — denotes no calls of that type.

Method V.C. C.A. A.Q. Cost

CSDt1 CIDST PAT OCCM7T Shadow-v21 Waifu-v31 Calls (VLM) Calls (Img Gen) Timel
StoryDiffusion 0.509 0.713 2.05 575 0.697 5.789 - - 49s
Story-Iter 0.486 0.652 1.85 66.3 0.615 6.308 60.000 11.000 13m20s
AnyStory 0.605 0.792 2.66 69.3 0.606 3.781 10.000 1.000 2m7s
AniMaker 0.508 0.797 3.34 675 0.448 4.522 82.500 18.000 8h9m
Ours (FLUX.2) 0.622 0.797 3.14 735 0.552 3.423 58.000 - 1h59m
Ours (Gemini 3.1 Image) 0.605 0.808 3.50 72.2 0.350 3.798 28.500 6.000 20m2s

Results. Table compares storyboard generation across methods. The two Manga2Animate
configurations jointly achieve the best results on all four manga-fidelity metrics: the open-source
FLUX.2 backend reaches the highest CSD and OCCM, while the closed-source Gemini backend
achieves the highest CIDS and PA, each improving over the best baseline. Since all baselines use
the same refined script as our method, the PA gap reflects content adherence under an identical
specification, and this advantage holds for both an open and a closed image backend rather than
relying on a specific image model.

In contrast, StoryDiffusion and Story-Iter score higher on the anime-specific aesthetic metrics but
considerably lower on manga fidelity (CIDS, PA, OCCM), since both freely generate imagery from
text without being constrained by the original characters and composition. This indicates that single-
image aesthetics and adaptation fidelity are distinct aspects: an aesthetic predictor assesses the ap-
peal of an individual illustration without considering whether it is consistent with the source. The
strengths of Manga2 Animate lie in character preservation, content alignment, and cross-panel con-
sistency, which matter most for this task, and participants in our user study also clearly preferred our
results overall (Sec. [4.6).

The two backends offer different cost trade-offs: FLUX.2 avoids external image-generation APIs
but takes 1 h 59 min on local GPUs, while Gemini takes 20 min 2 s with 6 image-generation calls.
Both are slower than StoryDiffusion and AnyStory but considerably cheaper than AniMaker, another
multi-agent pipeline (8 h 9 min); users can choose a backend according to their compute resources
and API budget.

D ADDITIONAL ABLATION RESULTS

Script selection strategy. Sec. compares clip-wise and script-wise script selection and reports
the headline result; Table gives the full metric breakdown. Clip-wise selection outperforms
script-wise selection on 12VS, Subject Consistency, Background Consistency, and both aesthetic
metrics, raising Waifu-v3 from 4.423 to 5.090 and Shadow-v2 from 0.473 to 0.518, while DD in-
creases from 5.951 to 9.457. I2VB and Motion Smoothness are slightly lower than with script-wise
selection (0.768 vs. 0.772 and 0.960 vs. 0.963), with both gaps within 0.004. We conjecture that
clip-wise selection retains the more complete and specific clip descriptions among the candidates,
enabling the video model to produce richer motion and visuals, whereas combining descriptions
from different candidates may introduce slight variations in scene settings, causing the small drop
in I2VB.

Dual-level feedback. To examine the contribution of each feedback source in the refinement loop
(Sec. @, we withhold either the script-level or the storyboard-level feedback from the next-round
Script Creator, while the reviewers still select the best script and storyboard in every round. All
variants use the closed-source configuration, i.e., gemini-3.7-flash for all creator and reviewer agents
and gemini-3.1-flash-image as the Storyboard Creator, and are evaluated at the storyboard level,
where the feedback takes effect directly. Withholding a feedback source changes only the content
of the Script Creator’s input, not the number of generation or review calls, so every variant has the
same computational cost as the full pipeline (Table [AT); we therefore omit the cost columns. As
shown in Table removing either feedback source lowers CSD (0.605 to 0.597 and 0.588), CIDS
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Table A2: Ablation on script selection strategy. We compare Manga2 Animate with clip-wise and
script-wise selection. The full model selects the best clip description for each manga panel in a clip-
wise manner and composes them into the final script, whereas script-wise selection directly picks
one complete candidate script. All other models and settings are unchanged. Red cells denote the
better result in each column.

Method Alignment Video Quality Aesthetic Quality
12VSt I2VvBt SCt BCtT MStT DDt Shadow-v2t Waifu-v3t

Script-wise Selection 0.785 0.772 0.928 0.956 0.963 5.951 0.473 4.423

Clip-wise Selection (Full Model) 0.791 0.768 0.931 0.958 0.960 9.457 0.518 5.090

Table A3: Ablation on dual-level feedback. The reviewers still select the best script and storyboard,
but the feedback of one reviewer is withheld from the next-round Script Creator. All variants use
the closed-source (Gemini) configuration. The Full Model row is the run reported in Table
Cost is identical to the full pipeline and is therefore omitted. Red and orange mark the best and
second-best results; higher is better.

V.C. C.A. A.Q.
Method
CSDt CIDST PAT OCCMtT Shadow-v21 Waifu-v31
Without Script Feedback 0.597 0.786 3.33 70.8 0.334 3.813
Without Storyboard Feedback 0.588  0.770  3.39 72.6 0.249 3.257
Full Model 0.605 0.808 350 722 0.350 3.798

(0.808 to 0.786 and 0.770), and PA (3.50 to 3.33 and 3.39) for the variants without script and without
storyboard feedback, respectively. For OCCM, removing script feedback lowers the score from 72.2
to 70.8, whereas removing storyboard feedback yields a comparable 72.6. Removing storyboard
feedback also lowers both aesthetic metrics more than removing script feedback (Shadow-v2: 0.249
vs. 0.334; Waifu-v3: 3.257 vs. 3.813), though the without-script-feedback variant slightly exceeds
the full model on Waifu-v3 (3.813 vs. 3.798). These results indicate that script-level and storyboard-
level feedback are complementary, and combining them mainly improves character identity and
content alignment.

Refinement loop and storyboard generation. Skipping the second-round feedback (w/o Refine-
ment) or replacing the generated storyboard with the original manga panels (w/o Storyboard Gen.)
both lower I2VS, I12VB, SC, and BC relative to the full model, and removing storyboard generation
causes the larger drop, confirming that both stages contribute to the final video quality.

Table A4: Ablation on the refinement loop and storyboard generation. w/o Refinement uses the
first-pass script and storyboard directly, skipping the second-round feedback; w/o Storyboard Gen.
keeps the same fully refined script but replaces the generated storyboard with a composite of the
original manga panels. Removing either stage lowers I2VS, I2VB, SC, and BC relative to the full
model, and removing storyboard generation causes the larger drop. Some variants score higher on
MS or Shadow-v2, but lower on alignment, consistency, or DD. Red and orange mark the best and
second-best results; higher is better.

Method Alignment Video Quality Aesthetic Quality
12vST I2VBT SCt BCt MST DD?T  Shadow-v2T Waifu-v31
w/o Refinement 0.778 0.754 0914 0.952 0.965 7.872 0.521 4.818
w/o Storyboard Gen. 0.766 0.745 0.896 0.947 0961 8.289 0.515 5.050
Full Model 0.791 0.768 0.931 0.958 0.960 9.457 0.518 5.090

Video generation mode. Manga2Animate supports both reference-conditioned and first-frame
video generation. In the former, the video model receives the complete storyboard as a reference
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image and generates a full video. In the latter, each storyboard panel serves as the first frame of its
corresponding clip, and the selected clips are assembled in order.

Table AS: Comparison of Video Generation Modes. Both modes use Gemini for storyboard
generation and Seedance 2.0 for video generation. Bold indicates the higher value for each met-
ric. Reference-conditioned generation gives better subject alignment, background consistency, and
aesthetic scores, while first-frame generation gives better background alignment and slightly better
subject consistency and motion smoothness.

Mode Alignment Video Quality Aesthetic Quality
12vST 12VvBt SCt BCt MStT DDt Shadow-v21 Waifu-v31

Reference-conditioned 0.791 0.768 0.931 0.958 0.960 9.457 0.518 5.090

First-frame 0.772  0.778 0.935 0.941 0.962 4.045 0.302 4.042

As shown in Table @ reference-conditioned mode obtains higher 12VS, BC, Shadow-v2, and
Waifu-v3 scores, while first-frame mode obtains higher I2VB and slightly higher SC and MS scores.
The results demonstrate that the pipeline can also operate with first-frame video generation when
full-storyboard reference conditioning is unavailable. We use reference-conditioned mode for the
main results.

E BASELINE ADAPTATION

StoryDiffusion (storyboard). StoryDiffusion’s official multi-character mechanism takes only
plain-text, per-shot prompts that tag which characters appear, with no interface for image-
conditioned identity. To keep the comparison fair, we take the same final best script produced by
Manga2Animate’s own creator-reviewer refinement (Sec. [3.4) and reformat character descriptions
and per-shot scene/action text into the per-shot prompts its official multi-character mechanism re-
quires. Because StoryDiffusion has no reference-image input, the manga-cropped character images
used elsewhere in our evaluation do not apply here; identity relies purely on text description, a limi-
tation of the method when processing image information. Each story yields 6 panels, composed into
the same 3 x 2 grid as the other backends for evaluation.

Story-Iter (storyboard). Story-Iter generates a sequence of story images from ordered text
prompts and maintains cross-image consistency through Global Reference Cross-Attention (GRCA)
over previously generated results. To unify the story content, we convert the final refined script of
Manga2Animate (Sec.[3.4) into six prompts ordered by manga panel, preserving the characters, in-
teractions, scenes, actions, and camera descriptions. Generation follows the official settings with
the comic style. Since Story-Iter does not accept external character reference images, we do not add
an identity-control module. The six generated images are composed into a 3 x 2 grid in order and
scored with MangaEval.

AnyStory (storyboard). AnyStory supports personalized story image generation with character
reference images. To unify the story content, we convert the final refined script of Manga2 Animate
(Sec.[3.4) into the structured script required by AnyStory, preserving the characters, scenes, actions,
interactions, and camera descriptions of the six panels, and we use the same manga-cropped char-
acter images as character references. All other stages follow the official AnyStory implementation,
without adding the Storyboard Creator or Reviewer of Manga2 Animate. The six generated images
are composed into a 3 x 2 grid in panel order and scored with MangaEval.

AniMaker (video). AniMaker natively takes a plain-text story and self-generates both the script
(via an LLM) and the character portrait (via Hunyuan3D (Zhao et al) 2025)). To compare video-
generation ability rather than manga-understanding ability, we replace only these two front-end
stages: the script is converted from Manga2 Animate’s own final, refined script (Sec. into Ani-
Maker’s native script . json format, and the character portrait is replaced with the same manga-
cropped reference image used by our pipeline. All remaining stages (environment-image generation,
scene-prompt synthesis, MCTS-based candidate clip generation and selection, narration, and final
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assembly) retain AniMaker’s original implementation and default hyperparameters, and outputs are
scored under the same MangaEval protocol as all baselines.

StoryMem (video). StoryMem generates multi-shot videos shot by shot from a structured story
script and a visual memory. To unify the story content, we convert the final refined script of
Manga2Animate (Sec. [3.4) into the StoryMem format, preserving the characters, actions, scenes,
and camera descriptions, and adopt the reference-initialized M2V setting, which uses the six manga
panels as the initial visual references. Video generation uses the Wan2.2-12V-A14B (Wan et al.,
20235)) backbone with the corresponding StoryMem LoRA checkpoint, and the visual-memory up-
date and shot-by-shot generation follow the official settings. We keep its original mechanism without
adding the storyboard, Video Reviewer, or candidate selection of Manga2Animate, and the gener-
ated shots are concatenated in script order for evaluation.

ViMax (video). ViMax supports a screenplay as input and automatically performs storyboarding,
shot planning, character image generation, and video clip generation. To prevent it from rewriting
the story from a short concept, we use its Script2Video workflow and convert the final refined script
of Manga2Animate (Sec. [3.4) into a screenplay input that preserves the characters, scenes, actions,
dialogue, camera descriptions, and narrative order. The manga-cropped character images serve as
ViMax’s character references to maintain appearance consistency. We use gemini-3.6-flash and
gemini-3.1-flash-image as the language and image generation models, and Seedance 2.0 (or Veo
3.1 Fast) as the video generation model through external APIs. All other storyboard, shot-planning,
and video-generation stages follow the original Script2Video pipeline of ViMax, without adding the
storyboard or reviewer modules of Manga2 Animate.

F EVALUATION DETAILS

Table A6: Storyboard Evaluation Metrics.

Table A7: Video Evaluation Metrics.

Domain Metric Brief Description Domain Metric Brief Description
Visual CLIP Style Average source-to-generated Alignment 12V Subject Subject similarity between the
Consistency  Disentanglement and inter-panel style Similarity source manga and generated
v.C) (CSD) consistency (I12VS) video frames using DINOv3
Character Average source-to-generated features
Identification and inter-panel character 12V Background Background similarity
Similarity identity consistency using Similarity between the source manga
(CIDS) SigLIP features (I2VB) and generated video frames
Content Prompt Alignment GPT-4.1 judgment of scene, Video Subject Temporal consistency of
Alignment (PA) shot, character interaction, Quality Consistency subjects across generated
(CA) and individual action V.Q) (SC) video frames
adherence Background Temporal consistency of
Onstage Character ~ Agreement between detected Consistency backgrounds across generated
Count Matching character counts in generated (BO) video frames
(occm and source manga panels Motion Temporal smoothness of
Aesthetic Aesthetic Shadow  General aesthetic quality of Smoothness motion across adjacent video
Quality V2 the generated storyboard (MS) frames
(A.Q) (Shadow-v2) Dynamic Degree ~ Continuous
Waifu Scorer V3 Anime-oriented visual quality (DD) optical-flow-based motion
(Waifu-v3) of the generated storyboard intensity, normalized to a
256-pixel short side
Cost Calls (VLM) Number of VLM calls - - - -
required for generation and Aesthetic Aesthetic Shadow  General aesthetic quality of
review Quality V2 the generated video
(A.Q) (Shadow-v2)
Calls (Img Gen) Number of external
image-generation API calls Waifu Scorer V3 Anime-oriented visual quality
. . (Waifu-v3) of the generated video
Time Total storyboard generation
time Cost Calls (VLM) Number of VLM calls

We provide full definitions for the metrics summarized in Tables [A6and

Calls (Video Gen)

Time

required for generation and
review

Number of external
video-generation API calls

Total video generation time
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Storyboard level. Visual Consistency is measured by CSD and CIDS, each reporting the average
of a cross score (similarity between generated panels and the character reference images) and a self
score (similarity among generated panels). CSD (Somepalli et al., 2024) uses CSD-CLIP ViT-L
style features and is unmodified. CIDS detects characters in the generated panels with Ground-
ingDINO (Liu et al.| [2024b), assigns them to reference characters by Hungarian matching (Kuhn)
1955)), and compares identity features; we replace the original CLIP at 224px with SigLIP (so400m)
at 384px, and the cross score is computed over successfully matched character crops. Content
Alignment is measured by PA and OCCM. PA uses GPT-4.1 to score each panel on scene, character
action, and camera, and each character crop on single-character action, on a 0—4 scale; each item
is sampled 5 times at temperature 1.0 and averaged, and PA is the average over the four aspects.
The scoring reference is the per-panel text converted from the refined script, which is shared by all

script-conditioned methods. OCCM = 100 - exp(—%), where D is the number of char-

acters GroundingDINO detects in the generated panel and E is the expected count, now obtained
by applying the same detector to the source manga panel rather than taken from the script’s cast
list. Aesthetic Quality is measured by two anime-specific models: Aesthetic Shadow v2 (a 1.1B-
parameter high-/low-quality ViT classifier, score = P(high quality)) and Waifu-Scorer v3 (CLIP
ViT-L/14 features with an MLP regression head, output in [0, 10]), averaged over the six generated
panels. Computational Cost is the average number of VLM/LLM calls, image-generation calls, and
wall-clock time per story.

Video level. Each video is split into six segments corresponding to the six manga panels, and met-
rics are computed per segment and averaged. Manga Alignment is measured by 12VS and I2VB.
I2VS measures the subject similarity between the frames of each segment and the corresponding
character reference image using VBench++’s original formula, which combines the maximum sim-
ilarity to the reference with the mean and minimum similarity between consecutive frames, with
its DINO ViT-B/16 backbone replaced by DINOv3 ViT-B/16; segments without characters are ex-
cluded. I2VB measures the background similarity between the frames of each segment and the
corresponding source manga panel using DreamSim (Fu et al.| 2023) features, with both formula
and backbone unmodified. Video Quality is measured by Subject Consistency and Background
Consistency (DINO- and CLIP-based frame-to-first-frame and frame-to-previous-frame similarity,
respectively, both unmodified VBench++ metrics), Motion Smoothness (an unmodified VBench++
metric based on AMT frame interpolation (Li et al.,|2023))), and Dynamic Degree. We change DD
from VBench++’s binary decision based on the top-5% RAFT (Teed & Deng| 2020) flow magni-
tudes into a continuous motion-magnitude score: each video is resampled to about 8 fps, RAFT
computes optical flow between consecutive frames at the native resolution, and the flow magnitude
is averaged over all pixels and frame pairs and normalized by 256/ min(H, V). DD measures mo-
tion magnitude rather than motion correctness. Aesthetic Quality reuses Aesthetic Shadow v2 and
Waifu-Scorer v3 from the storyboard level, applied to every frame per video and averaged. Compu-
tational Cost is the end-to-end average number of VLM calls, generation calls, and wall-clock time
per story.

G REVIEWER CRITERIA

All reviewers are prompted to first describe each candidate with respect to every criterion before
reaching a verdict, and to output a structured JSON object containing per-criterion winners or scores,
an overall winner, and improvement suggestions for the winner. The suggestions include only crite-
ria on which the winner still shows observable weaknesses and serve as the feedback passed to the
next refinement round. The full prompts are listed in Appendix [H]

Character Reviewer. Inputs: the ordered manga panels, the character reference image(s), and
the character descriptions of all Ny candidate scripts. Criteria (one winner each, one point per
win): (1) clothing match, (2) physical appearance accuracy, including facial features, hairstyle, and
body proportions, (3) color accuracy with respect to the character reference image, and (4) left/right
specificity of asymmetric features such as scars, hair parts, and accessories. The manga panels serve
as the ground truth except for colors, which follow the reference image. Ties in total score are
broken in the priority order (2) > (1) > (4) > (3).
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Clip Reviewer. Inputs: one manga panel, the character descriptions (used only to identify charac-
ters), and the NN, candidate descriptions of that panel. Criteria (one winner each): (1) small objects
associated with each character, penalizing both missing and hallucinated objects, (2) facial expres-
sions and emotions, (3) background accuracy, (4) object placement and orientation, (5) character
body orientation and spatial relationships, and (6) dialogue speaker assignment. Ties are broken in
the priority order (6) > (5) > (4) > (2) > (1) > (3). The reviewer runs independently for each panel
position, and the winning descriptions are reassembled into the final script (Fig. [).

Storyboard Reviewer. Inputs: the six manga panels, the character reference image(s), two candi-
date storyboards A and B, and the script used to generate them. Thirteen criteria, one point each:
(1) character identity preservation, (2) overall art-style consistency with the manga, (3) color pres-
ence (not primarily black-and-white), (4) consistent panel size in the 3 x 2 layout, (5) only existing
characters, (6) narrative order consistency, (7) script alignment, (8) rich background, (9) background
consistency across panels, (10) character and object position consistency across panels, (11) panel-
internal object layout match with the manga, (12) no dialogue boxes or captions, and (13) left/right
consistency of asymmetric character features. Criteria (3), (4), (5), (6), and (12) are judged pass/-
fail for each storyboard independently, so both storyboards may receive the point; the others are
comparative. The storyboard with the higher total wins, and remaining ties are broken by a fixed
criterion priority order. From the second round onward, a variant of the prompt compares each new
candidate with the previous best storyboard, each judged against the script it was generated from.

Open-source panel reviewer. Inputs: the source manga panel, the character references for that
panel (possibly none), the corresponding script clip, and one candidate panel. Each candidate is
scored independently on a 0—4 scale for (1) manga/script follow, covering action, pose, composition,
and framing (the primary criterion), (2) character identity consistency, (3) art style and colorization
quality, penalizing black-and-white line art, screentone residue, and speech bubbles, and (4) back-
ground and environment fidelity. The candidate with the highest total is kept, with ties broken by
criterion (1).

Video Reviewer. Inputs: the generation prompt and two candidate videos A and B, plus the pre-
viously selected clip for every clip after the first in the first-frame mode. For the first clip, and in the
reference-conditioned mode, the criteria and weights are visual realism (0.35), physical common-
sense (0.30), and video-prompt alignment (0.35), where alignment also checks left/right directional
correctness. For subsequent clips in the first-frame mode, these weights become 0.2 each, and co-
herency with the previous clip is added with a weight of 0.4. Each criterion is scored 1 (A wins),
0 (B wins), or 0.5 (tie), and a penalty of 0.5 is subtracted for violating hard constraints, such as
sudden appearance or disappearance of main objects, unnecessary scene transitions, or unnaturally
fast or slow motion. If the weighted scores differ by less than 0.05, the two candidates are judged
comparable and the first candidate is kept.
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H AGENT PROMPTS

We list the full prompts of all creator and reviewer agents in pipeline order. Text in braces or angle
brackets (e.g., {Target Transcript}, <script>)is a placeholder filled in at run time.

**Role & Objective**

You are an expert Vision AL and Character Designer. Your fask is to analyze one or

more reference images(it could be manga panel or colored reference image) and produce a precise, structured visual description of
all

visible characters.

**Instruction**
Extract all visible visual details of each character and map them strictly info
the predefined template. The output must be a valid JSON object.

**Input Format**

- Image(s): One or more reference images, given in a fixed order, depicting one or
more characters. If a single image is given, it may show one character or
several characters together. If multiple images are given, each image shows one
character's clean design, and the images are given in the same order as that
character's id (the first image is Character 1, the second is Character 2, and
so on).

**QOutput Format**
You must output ONLY a valid JSON object in the following structure:

{

"characters”: [

{
"id" 1,
"description”: "[Character summary]; [Hair]; [Face & eyes];[Body build];" }

}
**Strict Rules**

1. **Strict Template Order**
The description MUST follow EXACTLY this order:
- Character summary (age, gender, body build, posture if visible)
- Hair (color, length, style, bangs, special features)
- Face & eyes (face shape, expression, eye color, notable features)
- Body build (height, figure, color information)

Each section MUST be separated by a semicolon ;"

n

**Visibility Rule (IMPORTANT)**

If a part is NOT visible in the image:

- Leave the section EMPTY (i.e, do not keep the position).
- DO NOT write "noft visible" or any similar phrase.

Example:
"., Black hoodie; Backpack"

w

**Maximum Detail Requirement™*

Each section MUST be as specific as possible:

- Avoid vague terms like “casual body" or "light-color hair"

- Specify color, fexture, length, direction and style whenever visible
- Include patterns, layers, and materials if detectable

Bad example: "black hair"
Good example: "Short straight black hair with blunt bangs"

~

. **No Hallucination**
Only describe what is clearly visible.
Do NOT guess hidden parts.

o

**Multiple Characters / Multiple Images**

- If a single image shows multiple characters, assign IDs sequentially (1, 2,
3.) in a consistent left-to-right / most-prominent-first order, and output
each as a separatfe object.

- If multiple images are given (one clean image per character), assign IDs in
the SAME order the images were given: the first image is id 1, the second is
id 2, and so on. Do not merge multiple images info one character entry.

o

**No Exfra Text**
Output ONLY the JSON object.
No explanations, no markdown, no extra fext.
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Figure A2: Prompt for the Character Description Creator.

You are an expert Animation Script Generator and Storyboard Analyst. Your fask is to transform manga contfent into a structured
animation script by analyzing visual cues, provided character descriptions, and a transcript.

### Input Structure Context (CRITICAL)

All input images are manga **panel** images for the target manga**(the actual number depends on actual number of inputs, this is
critical)**

You will receive: a sequence of Target Individual Panel Images (e.g. panellpng, panel2.png..) + Target Character Description + Target
Transcript.

For the Actual Task, the manga is provided as a SEQUENCE OF INDIVIDUAL PANEL IMAGES in chronological reading order.

### Output Format (Strict JSON)
Generate the script in the following JSON format.
CRITICAL: Output ONLY a valid JSON object.

{
"characters”: [
{

"id" 1,

"description": "[Character summary (age/gender/build)]; [Hair style & color]: [Facial features & eye color]; [Upper garment style
& color]; [Lower garment style & color]; [Footwear style & color]; CRITICAL: Base this primarily on the provided character
description, BUT if the manga visual shows different clothing or appearance, OVERRIDE the fext and describe exactly what is in the
manga."

}
1
“clips”: [
{

“id": 1,

"visual_analysis": [CRITICAL STEP: Briefly describe exactly what is shown in Panel Image {id}. Explicitly state if there are speech
bubbles or if it is a silent reaction shot.]",

"environment": "[Time of day]. [Lighting, architecture, colors, atmosphere]. [CRITICAL: Detail the layout of the entire scene, the
EXACT QUANTITY of visible objects, and the spatial relationships between them (left/right).]",

"description": "[Camera shot type]. [CRITICAL: Detail character spatial positioning (e.g.. ‘Character[1] is standing at the left S|de of
the screen’), body orientation (e.g., ‘facing screen right’), actions, and expressions]. Use 'Character(id]’ format. Include Dialogue:
and Thoughts (if any). ONLY include dialogue that corresponds to the speech bubbles physically present in this specific panel.”,

"characters_in_panel": [1, 2]

}
]
}

##3# Rules & Guidelines (STRICTLY ENFORCED)

1. **Visual Source of Truth (CRITICAL)**: The manga images are the ultimate source of truth. If the provided character descriptions
or transcripts contradict the visual details (e.g. different outfits, different speakers, missing speech bubbles), YOU MUST FOLLOW
THE MANGA VISUALS. Update the output character descriptions accordingly.

2. **Scene Configuration & Object Quantities (CRITICAL)**: Within each clip, you MUST meticulously describe the layout of the entire
scene. Explicitly count and state the exact quantity of visible objects, and describe their left/right spatial relationships fo one another
(e.g. "Three boxes are stacked on the left side of the screen, with a desk to their right").

3. **Screen-Space Spatial Descriptions**: All spatial descriptions (e.g. left, right, front, back, near, far) MUST be explicitly defined
from the camera’s perspective. Always use phrasing such as "from the camera's perspective”, “on the left side of the screen’, or *
facing screen right".

4. **Absolute Clip Correspondence**: The number of clips MUST exactly match the number of farget panel images provided. Clip 1
MUST describe Panel Image 1, Clip 2 MUST describe Panel Image 2, and so on. Do not merge, split, or reorder clips based on the
transcript narrative.

5. **Visual-First Dialogue Mapping**: The provided transcript is a continuous flow of fext. You must chunk and assign the dialogue
based STRICTLY on the visual presence of speech bubbles in each specific panel image.

6. **Silent Panels**: If a panel image shows a character reacting without any speech bubbles, DO NOT assignh any leffover dialogue to
that clip. Describe it purely as a visual and silent moment.

7. **Cinematic Descriptions**: Use terms like "Medium shot", "Extreme close-up®, "Low angle". Analyze the visuals to accurately
represent the events, composition, and infent.

8. **No Override Annotation**: When manga visuals override the provided character descriptions or transcript, apply the correction
silently in the oufput. Do NOT explicitly mention or annotate that an override has occurred.

9.**Accessory & Small Object Rule**: Any small objects or accessories (e.g., bags, phones, glasses, jewelry, handheld items) MUST be
described within the corresponding clip's scene description, including their quantity and spatial placement. DO NOT include these
items in the character description fields.

10. **Do not add any description about speech bubbles and sound effect inside clip’s description**

11. **Characters In Panel (CRITICAL, additive field)**: In each clip's “characters_in_panel" field, list every integer Character[id] that
appears anywhere in that clip's "description” field above, as a JSON array of infegers in ascending order (e.g. [1, 2]). Use an empty
array [] if no character is referenced in this clip's description. Do NOT invent ids that are not present in the "characters” array.

## Actual Task
Now, analyze the provided sequence of Target Individual Panel Images, the Target Character Description, and the Target Transcript fo
generate the final JSON script.
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[Target Character Description]
{Target Character Description}

[Target Transcript]
{Target Transcript}

Figure A3: Prompt for the Script Creator (first round, without feedback).

You are an expert Animation Script Reviewer and Editor. Your task is to produce a refined, best-version animation script by applying
reviewer feedback fo an existing script.

### Input Structure Context (CRITICAL)

You will receive the following inputs:

- **Actual Task**: A sequence of Target Individual Panel Images (e.g. panellpng, panel2.png..) + A previously generated Script + Two
types of feedback:

1. **Script Reviewer Feedback**: Direct feedback on the script itself (e.g., character descriptions, dialogue accuracy, spatial
descriptions).

2. **Storyboard Reviewer Feedback**: Feedback derived from reviewing the storyboard that was generated from this script. These
issues indicate that the script's descriptions were ambiguous or incorrect, causing downstream errors in the sforyboard -- and must
be corrected at the script level.

The sforyboard feedback indicate that the script's descriptions were ambiguous or incorrect, causing downstream errors in the
storyboard -- and must be corrected at the script level.

### Output Format (Strict JSON)
Generate the script in the following JSON format.
CRITICAL: Output ONLY a valid JSON object.

{
"characters”: [
{
"id" 1,
"description”: "[Character summary (age/gender/build)]; [Hair style & color]; [Facial features & eye color]; [Upper garment style
& color]; [Lower garment style & color]; [Footwear style & color]; CRITICAL: Base this on the previously generated script's character
descriptions, BUT if the manga visual shows different clothing or appearance, describe exactly what is in the manga."
}
1
“clips": [

"id" 1,

"visual_analysis": '[CRITICAL STEP: Briefly describe exactly what is shown in Panel Image {id}. Explicitly state if there are speech
bubbles or if it is a silent reaction shot.]",

"environment": "[Time of day]. [Lighting, architecture, colors, atmosphere]. [CRITICAL: Detail the layout of the entire scene, the
EXACT QUANTITY of visible objects, and the spatial relationships between them (left/right).]",

"description”: "[Camera shot type]. [CRITICAL: Detail character spatial positioning (e.g. ‘Character[1] is standing at the left side of
the screen’), body orientation (e.g., ‘facing screen right’), actions, and expressions]. Use 'Character[id]’ format. Include Dialogue: ".
and Thoughts (if any). ONLY include dialogue that corresponds to the speech bubbles physically present in this specific panel.”,

“characters_in_panel": [1, 2]

}
]
}

### Rules & Guidelines (STRICTLY ENFORCED)

1. **Feedback-First Priority (CRITICAL)**: Both types of reviewer feedback are your primary directives.

- For every item listed in the **Script Reviewer Feedback**, you MUST apply the provided correction directly fo the corresponding
clip or character entry.

- For every item listed in the **Storyboard Reviewer Feedback**, you MUST identify the root cause in the script (e.g, ambiguous
spatial description, missing detail, incorrect character action) and revise the script fo eliminate that ambiguity or error.

- Any clip or charactfer entry NOT referenced in either feedback must be preserved exactly as-is.

2. **Visual Source of Truth (CRITICAL)**: The manga images remain the ultimate source of truth. If the existing script or character

descriptions contradict the visual details, follow the manga visuals in your corrected output.

3. **Screen-Space Spatial Descriptions**: All spatial descriptions (e.g, left, right, front, back, near, far) MUST be explicitly defined

from the camera’s perspective. Always use phrasing such as “from the camera’s perspective”, “on the left side of the screen®, or "

facing screen right". Detail characters’ body orientations clearly.

4. **Absolute Clip Correspondence**: The previously generated script already maintains a one-to-one correspondence between clips

and panel images. You MUST preserve this correspondence exactly. Do not merge, split, add, or reorder any clips.

5. **Scene Configuration & Object Quantities (CRITICAL)**: Within each clip, you MUST meticulously describe the layout of the entire
scene. Explicitly count and state the exact quantity of visible objects, and describe their left/right spatial relationships to one another
(e.g. "Three boxes are stacked on the left side of the screen, with a desk fo their right").

6. **Silent Panels**: If a panel image shows a character reacting without any speech bubbles, DO NOT assign any dialogue fo that

clip. Describe it purely as a visual and silent moment.
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7. **Cinematic Descriptions**: Use terms like "Medium shot", "Extreme close-up®, "Low angle". Accurately represent the composition
and intent of each panel.

8. **Accessory & Small Object Rule**: Any small objects or accessories (e.g, bags, phones, glasses, jewelry, handheld items) MUST be
described within the corresponding clip's scene description, including their quantity and spatial placement. DO NOT include these
items in the character description fields.

9. **Do not add any description about speech bubbles and sound effect inside clip's description**

10. **Characters In Panel (CRITICAL, additive field)**: In each clip's "characters_in_panel" field, list every integer Character[id] that
appears anywhere in that clip's "description" field above, as a JSON array of infegers in ascending order (e.g. [1, 2]). Use an empty
array [] if no character is referenced in this clip's description. Do NOT invent ids that are not present in the "characters” array.

## Actual Task
Now, analyze the provided sequence of Target Individual Panel Images, the previously generated Script, and the two sefs of Reviewer
Feedback fo generate the final best-version JSON script.

[Previously Generated Script]
{Previously Generated Script}

[Script Reviewer Feedback]
{Script Reviewer Feedback}

[Storyboard Reviewer Feedback]
{Storyboard Reviewer Feedback}

Figure A4: Prompt for the Script Creator (refinement rounds, with feedback).

You are a professional comic character script evaluator. The user will provide several images and N scripts:

* Images:

1. Several manga panels given by order in a manga page using different names (panell.png.et.c.) (the primary reference for
evaluating all scrist)

2. One or more character reference image(s), given after the manga panels (used as supplementary reference for color and
appearance) -- this may be a single composite reference sheet containing all characters, or several separate per-character images,
one per Characterid]

* Scripts 1-N: N different written descriptions of all characters appearing in the manga panel.

Evaluate all provided scripts based on the following criteria:

1. Clothing Match -- Which script most accurately describes all characters’ clothing as shown in the manga panel?

2. Character Physical Appearance Accuracy -- Which script most accurately describes all characters’ physical appearance as shown
in the manga panel, including facial features, facial structure, hairstyle, and body proportions?

3. Color Accuracy -- Which script most accurately describes each character's colors (hair, eyes efc.) according to the character
reference image?

4. Left/Right Specificity -- Which script most clearly and accurately specifies left/right placement for asymmetric character features (
e.g, scars, eye colors, hair parts, markings, accessories)?

Character Description:

{json}
Scoring Rules:

* Winner of a criterion = 1 point
* Non-winners = O poinfs
* Total score per script = total number of criteria won

After evaluating all criteria:

1. Calculate total scores for all provided scripfs.
2. Select the overall best script based on total score.
3. If scores are tied, prioritize:

* Character Physical Appearance Accuracy

* Clothing Match

* Left/Right Specificity

* Color Accuracy

Output your entire response as a single JSON object. Do not include any text outside the JSON.
The "scores" object and "criteria_results” winners must reflect the actual script IDs provided (e.g. "Script 1", "Script 2", .. "Script N").

Required JSON format:

"criteria_results": {

27



Preprint. Under review.

"Clothing Match”: { "description_for_scriptl": ".", "description_for_script2": "..", "description_for_scriptN": "..", "winner": "Script X", "
reason”: "." },
"Character Physical Appearance Accuracy": { "description_for_script1": ".", "description_for_script2": "..", "description_for_scriptN":
'winner": "Script X", "reason": "." },
"Color Accuracy": { "description_for_script1": "
reason”; "." },
"Left/Right Specificity": { "description_for_script1": "..", "description_for_script2": "..", "description_for_scriptN": "..", "winner": "Script X",
"reason"; "." }
b
"scores"; {
"Script 1" O,
"Script 2" 0,
"Script N*: 0
2
“overall_winner"; {
“script": "Script X",
“reason”:; "."
3
"improvement_suggestions_for_winner": {
"ONLY_INCLUDE_IF_NEEDED": "Omit this field entirely if no improvements are needed. Otherwise, only include criteria where the
overall winner still has room for improvement.”,
"Clothing Match": "..",
"Character Physical Appearance Accuracy™: ".",

}

, "description_for_script2": "..", "description_for_scriptN": "..", "winner": "Script X", "

Important:

* Input manga panels are given by order or you can fell the difference by their name(like panellpng..). Please be very careful and
dont mess up the order.

* Output JSON only. Do not include markdown.

* Every criterion must have exactly one winning script.

* The "scores" object must include an entry for every provided script.

* Be strict, comparative, and detail-oriented in evaluation.

* Evaluate descriptions holistically across ALL characters in the manga panel.

* For ‘improvement_suggestions_for_winner’, only include criteria where meaningful improvements can be suggested. Omit the field
entirely if none apply.

* First describe every character description according to the corresponding rule, then give the final answer.

* When there is any discrepancy between the manga panel and the character reference image, always prioritize the manga panel as
the ground truth. EXCEPT for color information: for colors, prioritize the character reference image.

%

Figure AS: Prompt for the Character Reviewer.

You are a professional comic script evaluator. The user will provide:

* Image: A single manga panel (the primary reference for evaluating all scripts)

* Character Description: A reference description of the characters” appearance. Use this only to help identify characters in the panel.
Do not evaluate the scripts based on if.

* Scripts (1 to N): N different written descriptions of the same panel, each describing the scene, characters, environment, and
dialogue.

Your task is to compare all provided scripts against each other based on how faithfully they match the manga panel.
Evaluation Rules:

*First describe every clip description according to the corresponding rule, then give the final answer.

*For each criferion, you MUST choose exactly ONE winning script. Do NOT give fies.

* Do NOT answer Yes/No for each script. Instead, compare all provided scripts and decide which single script performs best for that
criterion.

* The winning script receives 1 point for that criterion.

* All other scripts receive O points for that criterion.

* After evaluating all 6 criteria, sum the points for each script.

* You must choose exactly ONE overall winning script in the "Highest Script" field.

Criteria:

1. Character Small Object Accuracy

* Which script most accurately describes all small objects associated with each character exactly as shown in the panel (e.g. bags,
phones, food, accessories)?

* Missing visible objects should be penalized.

* Hallucinated or incorrect objects should be penalized.
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2. Character Emotion and Expression

* Which script most accurately captures the facial expressions and emotional states of the characters as depicted in the panel?
3. Background Accuracy

* Which script most accurately describes the background environment, seffing, architectural elements, and atmosphere shown in
the panel?
4. Object Placement and Orientation

* Which script most accurately describes the relatfive positions, directions, and orientations of objects within the panel?
5. Character Body Orientation and Spatial Relationship

* Which script most accurately describes each character’s body direction, pose orientation, and positional relationship to one
another within the panel?
6. Dialogue Speaker Assignment

* Which script most accurately assigns each line of dialogue fo the correct speaker as shown in the panel?

Scoring:

* For each criterion, only one script gets 1 point.
* All other scripts get O points.
* Total score per script = sum of points across all 6 criteria.

Tie-breaking Rules for Highest Script:

* If two or more scripts have the same fotal score, break the tie by comparing the following criteria in this exact priority order:
1. Dialogue Speaker Assignment
2. Character Body Orientation and Spatial Relationship
3. Object Placement and Orientation
4. Character Emotion and Expression
5. Character Small Object Accuracy
6. Background Accuracy
* If scripts are sfill tied after applying all criteria above, choose the one that is overall more precise, less hallucinatory, and more
faithful to the panel.
* The "Highest Script" field must contain exactly one script name.

Script:
{Script}

Output your entire response as a single JSON object in the following format. Do not include any fext outside the JSON.

{
"Character Small Object Accuracy": {
"description_for_script1": ".."
"description_for_script2

"description_for_scriptN":
"winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is befter than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion."

"Character Emotion and Expression”: {
"description_for_script1": "."
"description_for_script2
"description_for_script|
“winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is better than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion.”

2

"Background Accuracy": {
"description_for_script1":
"description_for_script2":
"description_for_scriptN":
"winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is better than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion."

B
"Object Placement and Orientation": {
"description_for_script1": "..",
"description_for_script2": ".",
"description_for_scriptN": "..",
"winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is befter than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion."

"Character Body Orientation and Spatial Relationship™ {
"description_for_scriptl
"description_for_script2
"description_for_scriptN":
“winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is better than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion."

2

"Dialogue Speaker Assignment": {
"description_for_script1": "."
"description_for_script2
"description_for_scriptN":
"winner": "Script X",
"explanation”: "Explain why this script is better than all other provided scripts specifically for this criterion."
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"Scoreboard": {
“Script 1" "X",
"Script 2" "X",

"Script N": "X"
3
"Highest Script": "Script X",

"improvement_suggestions_for_winner": {

"ONLY_INCLUDE_IF_NEEDED": "Omit this field entirely if no improvements are needed. Otherwise, only include criteria where the
highest script still has room for improvement.,

"Character Small Object Accuracy": ".."

"Character Emotion and Expression™:

Figure A6: Prompt for the Clip Reviewer.

Creatfe an animation storyboard: 3x2 grid, landscape A4 format

Image Input Order:
1-6. Target manga panels given by order in a manga page using different names (panellpng.et.c.)
7 onward. Target character reference image(s) -- one image per character, in

Character[id] order (id 1 first, then id 2, ..). The exact count varies by

target: it may be a single composite reference sheet (all characters in one

image) or several separate clean per-character images.

One-fo-One Correspondence Rule:

- The animation script is divided info numbered clips

- Each clip corresponds exactly fo one panel in the manga page

- Each clip must correspond fo exactly one panel in your sforyboard output

- Do NOT combine or split clips -- maintain strict 1 clip : 1 manga panel : 1 storyboard panel mapping

Convert Images 1-6 (target manga panels) and the target script below info your storyboard output, using the target character
reference image(s) -- the final group of images in the input, starting at Image 7 -- as the character reference(s).

Target Animation Script:
{Target Animation Script}

Requirements:

- Input manga panels are given by order or you can tell the difference by their name(like panell.png..). Please be very careful and
dont mess up the order.

- Each storyboard panel must be equally sized

- Strictly follow the 1 clip : 1 manga panel : 1 storyboard panel rule

- Include camera angles and character poses as described in each clip

- Character clothing must match both the script and the original manga.

- Character colors should follow the reference images, while still prioritizing the manga’s original style.

- Add panel number below each panel

- Professional storyboard quality, simple line art with color

- NO dialogue boxes or speech bubbles in panels

- Object placement must follow both the manga and the script.

- Maintain correct left-right spatial relationships between characters as defined in the manga and script.
- The overall style must remain consistent with the manga and the provided character references.

- Character's face must be clear and identical to the reference image(s)

Figure A7: Prompt for the Storyboard Creator (closed-source backend).
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You are a professional comic storyboard evaluator. The user will provide:

* Image 1-6: Target manga panels given by order in a manga page using different names (panell.png..et.c.)

* Image 7 onward, up fo but not including the final two images: one or more character reference images (one per character, in
Character[id] order; the exact count varies by farget -- it may be a single composite reference sheet or several separate per-
character images)

* The second-to-last image: Storyboard A

* The last image: Storyboard B

* Script JSON: A JSON file containing the original script used to generate the storyboards

Your task is o compare the two storyboard images and defermine which storyboard performs better for EACH evaluation criterion.

Script:
{Script JSON}

Evaluation Criteria:

1. Character Identity Preservation -- Which storyboard befter preserves character identity and recognizable character-specific traits
from the comic page and character reference sheet?

2. Overall Art Style Consistency -- Which sforyboard better preserves the overall visual art style, rendering style, and aesthetic fone
shown in the comic inner page?

3. Color Presence & Visual Variety -- Evaluate this criterion independently for each storyboard. A storyboard passes if it clearly
contains visible non-monochrome color and is not primarily black-and-white, grayscale, or hear-monochrome. If both storyboards
are clearly not black-and-white, both must pass this criterion. Do not force a single winner for this criterion, and do not compare
artistic quality, richness, or beauty of the colors.

4. Consistent Panel Size -- Does each storyboard maintain consistent panel sizes across panels? The storyboard must follow the 3*2
format.

5. Only Existing Characters -- Which storyboard better avoids introducing unauthorized or extra characters not present in the comic
page or Script JSON?

6. Narrative Order Consistency -- Which storyboard better follows the narrative order defined by the comic page and Script JSON?
7. Script Alignment Accuracy -- Which sforyboard better matfches the actions, scene fransitions, emotions, and events described in
the Script JSON?

8. Rich Background -- Which sforyboard has richer and more detailed backgrounds?

9. Background Consistency -- Which storyboard maintains more consistent backgrounds across panels in style, palette, and setting?
10. Character & Object Position Consistency -- Which storyboard better preserves relative positions between characters and objects
across panels?

11. Object Layout Match -- Which sforyboard better matches the panel-internal object layout and spatial arrangement from the
comic page? Judge this criterion based only on the composition inside each corresponding panel, including the relative positions,
spacing, depth relationships, and arrangement of objects within the scene. Do not evaluate overall manga page layout, panel ordering
, panel sizing, or storyboard-level framing structure.

12. No Dialogue Boxes -- Which sforyboard better satisfies the requirement of having no dialogue boxes, speech bubbles, captions,
subfitles, or narrative text? Except for the caption of panel x under the images.

13. Left/Right Feature Consistency -- Which storyboard more accurately preserves asymmetric character features on the correct side
across panels, such as a scar over a specific eye, a one-sided hairstyle parfing, asymmetric accessories, unique markings, or
differently colored eyes, without unintentionally flipping them between shots?

Scoring Rules:

* Winner of a comparative criterion = 1 point
* Loser of a comparative criterion = O points
* For criteria 3, 4,5, 6 and 12:
* Pass = 1 point
* Fail = O points
* Both storyboards may receive the same score
* Total score = total number of points earned

Affer evaluating all criteria:
1. Calculate fotal scores for Storyboard A and Storyboard B.
2. Select the overall winner based on fotal score.
3. If scores are tied, choose the storyboard with better style consistency, narrative consistency, script alignment, and visual coherence
4. Provide detailed improvement suggestions for the winning storyboard so the model can further improve future generations.
Improvement Suggestions Rule (IMPORTANT):
* ONLY include items that the model detects as problematic in the winning storyboard.
* DO NOT include all categories by default.
* OMIT any category that is already good or acceptable.
* First describe storyboard A and storyboard B according fo the corresponding rule, then give the final answer.
* Each suggestion must be concrete, actionable, and based on observed weakness.
Output ONLY valid JSON. Do not include markdown.
Required JSON format:
“criteria_results": {

"Character Identity Preservation": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B ", "winner": "A or B", "reason":
"Overall Art Style Consistency”: { "description_for_A" "..", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B', "reason”: ".." },
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"Color Presence & Visual Variety": { “"description_for_A" "..", "description_for_B": ".", "A": "pass or fail", "B": "pass or fail", "reason": ".."

"Consistent Panel Size": { "description_for_A": *
"Only Existing Characters”: { "description_for_A
"Narrative Order Consistency": { "description_for_A" "description_for_B":
"Script Alignment Accuracy": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B" winner”: "A or B', "reason”: ".." },

"Rich Background": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B": " "A or B", "reason": "." },

"Background Consistency": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": ".." },
"Character & Object Position Consistency”: { "description_for_A" descripfion_for_B": q " "A or B", "reason”:
"Object Layout Match": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B" "winner": "A or B", "reason"; ".." },

"No Dialogue Boxes": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B" . "A": "pass or fail', "B": "pass or fail", "reason": ".." },
"Left/Right Feature Consistency": { "description_for_A" ".", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": "." }

"description_for_B":

: "pass or fail", "B": "pass or fail", "reason": "
description_for_| §

"pass or fail*, "B" “pass or fail", "reaso
“A": "pass or fail', "B": "pass or fail", "reason”: "..

"scores”: {
"A" 0,
"B" 0

3

"overall_winner": {

"storyboard": "A or B",
“reason”: "."
b
"improvement_suggestions_for_winner": {
"ONLY_INCLUDE_IF_NEEDED": "Omit this field entirely if no improvements are needed. Otherwise, only include criteria where the
winning storyboard still has room for improvement.”,
"Character Identity Preservation": ".",
}
}

Important Rules:

* Input manga panels are given by order or you can tell the difference by their name(like panellpng..). Please be very careful and
don't mess up the order.

* For every criferion, you MUST choose ONLY ONE winning storyboard, except for criteria 3 and 4, 5 ,6, 12.

* The selected storyboard receives 1 point for that criterion, and the other storyboard receives O points.

* Use the provided Script JSON to verify whether the storyboard correctly reflects the intended scene progression, actions, emotional
flow, and scene deftails.

* Output JSON only. Do not include markdown.

* Do not prefer any particular sforyboard.Be strict, comparative, and objective in evaluation.

* Improvement suggestions must be concrete, actionable, and directly related to the winning storyboard’s weaknesses or remaining
limitations.

Figure A8: Prompt for the Storyboard Reviewer (first round, candidates from the same script).

You are a professional comic storyboard evaluator. The user will provide:

* Image 1-6: Target manga panels given by order in a manga page using different names (panell.png..et.c.)

* Image 7 onward, up fo but not including the final two images: one or more character reference images (one per character, in
Character[id] order; the exact count varies by farget -- it may be a single composite reference sheet or several separate per-
character images)

* The second-to-last image: Storyboard A

* The last image: Storyboard B

* Script 1 JSON: The script corresponding fo Storyboard A

* Script 2 JSON: The script corresponding fo Storyboard B

Your tfask is fo compare the two storyboard images and defermine which storyboard performs better for EACH evaluation criterion.
Script Matching Rule:

* Script 1 JSON corresponds only fo Storyboard A.

* Script 2 JSON corresponds only fo Storyboard B.

* When evaluating script-related criteria, always judge each storyboard against its own corresponding script.

* Do hot evaluate Storyboard A using Script 2.

* Do not evaluate Storyboard B using Script 1.

* Use the comic inner page and character reference sheet as shared references for both storyboards.

* Use Script 1 JSON to verify whether Storyboard A correctly reflects the infended scene progression, actions, emotional flow, and
scene details.

* Use Script 2 JSON to verify whether Storyboard B correctly reflects the intended scene progression, actions, emotional flow, and
scene details.

Script 1 JSON:
{Script 1 JSON}
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Script 2 JSON:
{Script 2 JSON}

Evaluation Criteria:

1. Character Identity Preservation -- Which storyboard befter preserves character identity and recognizable character-specific traits
from the comic page and character reference sheet?

2. Overall Art Style Consistency -- Which storyboard better preserves the overall visual art style, rendering style, and aesthetic fone
shown in the comic inner page?

3. Color Presence & Visual Variety -- Evaluate this criterion independently for each storyboard. A storyboard passes if it clearly
contains visible non-monochrome color and is not primarily black-and-white, grayscale, or hear-monochrome. If both storyboards
are clearly not black-and-white, both must pass this criterion. Do not force a single winner for this criterion, and do not compare
artistic quality, richness, or beauty of the colors.

4. Consistent Panel Size -- Does each storyboard maintain consistent panel sizes across panels? The storyboard must follow the 3*2
format.

5. Only Existing Characters -- Evaluate this criterion independently for each storyboard. A storyboard passes if it avoids infroducing
unauthorized or exfra characters not present in the comic page or its corresponding script. Both storyboards may pass or fail
independently.

6. Narrative Order Consistency -- Evaluate this criterion independently for each storyboard. A storyboard passes if it follows the
narrative order defined by the comic page and its corresponding script. Both storyboards may pass or fail independently.

7. Script Alignment Accuracy -- Which storyboard better matches the actions, scene transitions, emotions, and events described in its
corresponding script?

8. Rich Background -- Which sforyboard has richer and more detailed backgrounds?

9. Background Consistency -- Which storyboard maintains more consistent backgrounds across panels in style, palette, and setting?
10. Character & Object Position Consistency -- Which storyboard better preserves relative positions between characters and objects
across panels?

11. Object Layout Match -- Which sforyboard better matches the panel-internal object layout and spatial arrangement from the
comic page? Judge this criterion based only on the composition inside each corresponding panel, including the relative positions,
spacing, depth relationships, and arrangement of objects within the scene. Do not evaluate overall manga page layout, panel ordering
, panel sizing, or storyboard-level framing structure.

12. No Dialogue Boxes -- Evaluate this criterion independently for each storyboard. A storyboard passes if it contains no dialogue
boxes, speech bubbles, captions, subtitles, or narrative text. Except for the caption of panel x under the images. Both storyboards
may pass or fail independently.

13. Left/Right Feature Consistency -- Which storyboard more accurately preserves asymmetric character features on the correct side
across panels, such as a scar over a specific eye, a one-sided hairstyle parting, asymmetric accessories, unique markings, or
differently colored eyes, without unintentionally flipping them between shots?

Scoring Rules:

* Winner of a comparative criterion = 1 point
* Loser of a comparative criterion = O points
* For criteria 3, 4, 5, 6, and 12:
* Pass = 1 point
* Fail = O points
* Both storyboards may receive the same score
* Total score = total number of points earned

Affer evaluating all criteria:

1. Calculate total scores for Storyboard A and Storyboard B.
2. Select the overall winner based on fotal score.
3. If scores are tied, choose the storyboard with beffer style consistency, narrative consistency, script alignment, and visual coherence

4. Provide detailed improvement suggestions for the winning storyboard so the model can further improve future generations.
Improvement Suggestions Rule (IMPORTANT):

* ONLY include items that the model detects as problematic in the winning storyboard.

* DO NOT include all categories by default.

* OMIT any category that is already good or acceptable.

* First describe storyboard A and storyboard B according fo the corresponding rule, then give the final answer.
* Each suggestion must be concrefe, actionable, and based on observed weakness.

Output ONLY valid JSON. Do not include markdown.

Required JSON format:
Required JSON format:
{
“criteria_results": {
"Character Identity Preservation”: { "description_for_A" ".", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": "..
"Overall Art Style Consistency”: { "description_for_A" "..", "description_for_B" "winner": "A or B", "reason"; ".." },
"Color Presence & Visual Variety": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B": "..", "A": "pass or fail", "B": "pass or fail", "reason”: ".."

B

"Consistent Panel Size": { “description_for_A" "
"Only Existing Characters”: { "description_for_A

"description_for_B":
description_for_|

il", "B" "pass or fail", "reaso

"Narrative Order Consistency": { "description_for_A" "description_for_B": ": "pass or fail', "B": "pass or fail", "reason":
"Script Alignment Accuracy": { "description_for_A": ".", "description_for_B" winner": "A or B", "reason": ".." },
"Rich Background": { "description_for_A": ".", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": ".." },

"Background Consistency": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": ".." },
"Character & Object Position Consistency”: { "description_for_A" descripfion_for_B": ".", "winner": "A or B", "reason":
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"Object Layout Match": { "description_for_A" "..", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": ".." ),
"No Dialogue Boxes": { "description_for_A": "..", "description_for_B": "..", "A": "pass or fail", "B": "pass or fail', "reason": "." },
“Left/Right Feature Consistency": { "description_for_A" "..", "description_for_B": "..", "winner": "A or B", "reason": "." }
3
"scores": {
"A" 0,
"B" 0
}

"overall_winner": {
“storyboard": "A or B",
"reason”: "."

%

"improvement_suggestions_for_winner": {

"ONLY_INCLUDE_IF_NEEDED": "Omit this field entirely if no improvements are needed. Otherwise, only include criteria where the
winning storyboard still has room for improvement.”,
"Character Identity Preservation": ".",

}

Important rule:

* Input manga panels are given by order or you can fell the difference by their name(like panellpng..). Please be very careful and
don't mess up the order.

* Output JSON only. Do not include markdown.

* Do not output ties for comparative criteria.

* Criteria 3, 4, 5, 6, and 12 are evaluated independently for each storyboard and may both pass or fail.

* Be strict, comparative, and objective in evaluation.

* Treat Script 1 JSON as the script reference only for Storyboard A.

* Treat Script 2 JSON as the script reference only for Storyboard B.

* Improvement suggestions must be concrete, actionable, and directly related fo the winning storyboard's weaknesses or remaining
limitations.

Figure A9: Prompt for the Storyboard Reviewer (later rounds, new candidate vs. previous best).

You are a professional storyboard-panel evaluator, scoring ONE candidate redraw of
a manga panel. The user will provide:

* Image 1: The original source manga panel this frame must be redrawn from

* Image 2 to Image (1 + {Num Reference Images}): Character reference image(s), one
per character, showing the exact color design for the character(s) appearing in
this panel ({Num Reference Images} images total -- this may be 0)

* The last image: ONE candidate redraw of the source panel, to be scored

You are shown only this single candidate -- you are NOT comparing it to any other
candidate, and there is no "other candidate" to reference. Score it purely on its
own merits against the criteria below.

Panel: {Panel ID}
Characters appearing in this panel: {Characters In Panel}

Script Clip (what this panel is supposed to show):
Environment: {Clip Environment}
Description: {Clip Description}

Evaluation Criteria (score each independently, 0-4 infeger scale: O = fails badly,
1 = poor, 2 = mediocre, 3 = good, 4 = excellent):

-

Manga/Script Follow (PRIMARY -- weight this most heavily) -- Does the candidate
faithfully reproduce the action, pose, composition, and camera framing described
by the Script Clip above AND depicted in the original source manga panel image?
A candidate that looks beautiful but shows the wrong action/pose/framing must
score LOW here.

Character Identity Consistency -- Does the candidate match the character
reference image(s) (hairstyle, eye color, outfit colors)? If no reference images
were provided for this panel, judge this against the character description

implied by the clip fext instead, and do not penalize the candidate just for

lacking a reference image fo match.

Art Style & Colorization Quality -- Is the candidate fully colorized, in a clean
anime cel-shading style, with NO black-and-white line art or screentone residue,
and NO speech bubbles or dialogue boxes? These are known failure modes -- check
for them explicitly and score harshly if present.

. Background/Environment Fidelity -- Do the background, objects, and spatial

n

w

~
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layout match the Environment description above and the source manga panel?
Scoring Rules:

* Be strict and specific: cite concrete visual evidence for every score, not vague
impressions.

* fotal_score = the sum of the 4 criterion scores (range 0-16).

* Provide improvement suggestions only for criteria where this candidate has real
room for improvement -- omit a criterion entirely if it is already good.

Output ONLY valid JSON. Do not include markdown.

Required JSON format:
{
"criteria_scores": {
"Manga/Script Follow": {"score": 0, "reason": ".."},
"Character Identity Consistency": {"score": 0, "reason": ".."},
"Art Style & Colorization Quality": {"score": 0, "reason": "."}
"Background/Environment Fidelity": {"score”: O, "reason "

3
“total_score": O,
"improvement_suggestions": {
"ONLY_INCLUDE_IF_NEEDED": "Omit this field entirely if no improvements are needed. Otherwise, only include criteria where this
candidate still has room for improvement.”,
“Manga/Script Follow": "..",
}
}

Important Rules:

* Output JSON only. Do not include markdown.

* Be stfrict and objective -- do not default to high scores.

* "Manga/Script Follow" is the most important criterion -- a visually polished
candidate that depicts the wrong action/pose/camera framing is a bad candidate.

Figure A10: Prompt for the open-source panel reviewer.

[Image 1] is a storyboard where each panel corresponds fo one clip in the 'Script’ JSON, in order.

Rules:

1. ** Do not render any fext in the video -- this includes dialogue boxes, speech bubbles, and sound effect fext. The storyboard may
contain sound effect text (e.g. "BANG", "WHOOSH"); implement the corresponding visual effect but eliminate the text entirely.**

2. Inferpret the 'Script’ JSON to generate a consistent video.

3. Use character descriptions for visual appearance and ‘environment’ for the setting.

4. Execute the actions described in ‘clips’ with natural motion.

5. Maintain visual continuity across the entire duration.

6. Don't add any elements that are not described in the ‘Script’ JSON. Strictly adhere to the provided character descriptions and
environment settings without introducing new objects, characters, or backgrounds that are not mentioned in the script.

7. The generated video can only use English audio.

Script:
<script>

Figure A11: Prompt for the Video Creator (reference-conditioned mode).

[Image 1] is the storyboard panel corresponding to the clip in the 'Script’ JSON.

Rules:

1. Inferpret the 'Script’ JSON to generate a consistent video.

2. Use character descriptions for visual appearance and 'environment’ for the setting.

3. Execute the actions described in ‘clips’ with natural motion and cinematic 1k quality.

4. Maintain visual continuity across the entire duration.

5. Maintain a fixed camera position and angle throughout the clip unless a specific camera movement or shot change is explicitly
mentioned in the description.
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6. Do not render any text in the video -- this includes dialogue boxes, speech bubbles, and sound effect text. The storyboard may
contain sound effect text (e.g. "BANG", "WHOOSH"); implement the corresponding visual effect but eliminate the text entirely.

7. Don't add any elements that are not described in the 'Script” JSON. Strictly adhere fo the provided character descriptions and
environment settings without introducing new objects, characters, or backgrounds that are not mentioned in the script.

8. Ensure that the characters’ movements and interactions are coherent and contextually appropriate based on the provided script,
avoiding any actions that would be out of character or inconsistent with the described scenario.

9. Do not change the characters’ appearances, the environment, or the overall style across different panels. Each panel's video
should visually align with the others fo create a cohesive narrative flow when viewed in sequence.

Script:
<script>

Figure A12: Prompt for the Video Creator (first-frame mode).

You are a very critical and mindful expert video evaluator tasked with comparing two animated videos, A and B, to determine which
more accurately and effectively addresses the User Prompt:

User Prompt:
<user_prompt>

Your task is to mindfully and thoroughly compare the two videos, reasoning step-by-step.

**Important Constraints**:

- The winning scene must better adhere to the User Prompt.

- The winning video must have all main objects being free from sudden appearances or disappearances.
- The winning video must be free from foo many unnecessary scene fransitions.

- The winning video must have characters’ movements free from unnaturally fast or slow speeds.

For each criterion below, assign a score of 1 (A wins), 0 (B wins), or 0.5 (TIE). Justify your score with 150-200 words per criterion.

- Visual Realism (Weight: 0.35): Which video has fewer non-realistic elements (e.g, distorted faces, impossible physics, sudden object
appearances or disappearances, Al artifacts except watermark)? (If both are equally realistic and well-presented, mark TIE.)

- Physical Commonsense (Weight: 0.3): Which video's character actions, environmental setting, events, movements, and dialogue (if
any) are more infernally logical and plausible given the scene description? (If both are equally logical, mark TIE.)

- Video-Prompt Alignment (Weight: 0.35): Which video more accurately matches the User Prompt in terms of visuals, actions, and
constraints? The evaluation should also consider directional correctness, including whether actions (e.g., turning left/right) match the
prompt and avoid left-right inversion errors. (If both match equally, mark TIE.)

Perform the Following Steps One-by-One:
1. Criterion Evaluation:
- For each criterion, evaluate A vs. B based on the sub-criteria.
- For each criterion, assign a score: 1 (A wins), 0 (B wins), 0.5 (TIE).
- For each criterion, provide 150 to 200 words explanation, citing specific evidence.
2. Weighted Score Calculation:
- Apply guideline penalties: subtract 0.5 from s_A or s_B if violations were found.
- Compute raw weighted score for each scene:
s_A = sum(w_i * score_i), s_B = sum(w_i * score_i),
where w_i is the criterion weight and score_i is 0, 0.5, or 1.
3. Final Decision:
- If the absolute difference |s_A - s_B] is less than 0.05, output COMPARABLE.
- Otherwise, output A_BETTER if s_A > s_B, or B_BETTER if s_B > s_A.
4. Output:
- Refurn a JSON object with Decision and final weighted scores for A and B.
##+# Note: Be fair in your judgements. Avoid bias towards any scene. Your evaluation should be based solely on the content of
the videos and how well they meet the criteria and user prompt.

Output strictly as JSON block:

“json

{

"Reasoning_VisualRealism": "<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Reasoning_PhysicalCommonsense": "<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Reasoning_VideoPromptAlighment": "<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Decision”: "<A_BETTER | B_BETTER | COMPARABLE>",
"WeightedScoreA": <float>,

"WeightedScoreB": <float>

)

Figure A13: Prompt for the Video Reviewer (reference-conditioned mode and the first clip in the
first-frame mode).
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You are a very critical and mindful expert video evaluator tasked with comparing two animated videos, A and B, fo determine which
more accurately and effectively addresses the User Prompt, and is more continuous and smooth from the provided reference video:

User Prompt:
<user_prompt>

Your task is to mindfully and thoroughly compare the two videos, reasoning step-by-step.

**Important Constraints**:

- The winning scene must better adhere to the User Prompt.

- The winning video must have all main objects being free from sudden appearances or disappearances.

- The winning video must be coherent fo the reference previous video.

- The winning video must be free from foo many unnecessary scene fransitions.

- The winning video must have characters’ movements free from unnaturally fast or slow speeds that break immersion or realism,
unless such motion is explicitly directed by the user prompt.

For each criterion below, assign a score of 1 (A wins), 0 (B wins), or 0.5 (TIE). Justify your score with 150-200 words per criterion.
Your justification must reference observations from the scenes. Avoid general, vague, or absfract reasoning -- be concrefe, focused,
and evidence-based.

- Visual Realism (Weight: 0.2): Which video has fewer non-realistic elements (e.g. distorted faces, impossible physics, sudden object
appearances or disappearances, Al artifacts except watermark)? (If both are equally realistic and well-presented, mark TIE.)

- Physical Commonsense (Weight: 0.2): Which video's character actions, environmental setting, events, movements, and dialogue (if
any) are more infernally logical and plausible given the scene description? (If both are equally logical, mark TIE.)

- Video-Prompt Alignment (Weight: 0.2): Which video more accurately matches the User Prompt in terms of visuals, actions, and
constraints? The evaluation should also consider directional correctness, including whether actions (e.g., turning left/right) match the
prompt and avoid left-right inversion errors. (If both match equally, mark TIE)

- Coherency (Weight: 0.4): Which video is more coherent with the reference previous video in terms of character appearance and
style? (If both match equally, mark TIE.)

Perform the Following Steps One-by-One:
1. Criterion Evaluation:
- For each criterion, evaluate A vs. B based on the sub-criteria.
- For each criterion, assign a score: 1 (A wins), O (B wins), 0.5 (TIE).
- For each criterion, provide 150 fo 200 words explanation, citing specific evidence.
2. Weighted Score Calculation:
- Apply guideline penatties: subtract 0.5 from s_A or s_B if violations were found.
- Compute raw weighted score for each scene:
S_A = sum(w_i * score_i), s_B = sum(w_i * score_i),
where w_i is the criterion weight and score_i is 0, 0.5, or 1.
3. Final Decision:
- If the absolute difference |s_A - s_B| is less than 0.05, output COMPARABLE.
- Otherwise, output A_BETTER if s_A > s_B, or B_BETTER if s_B > s_A.
4. Output:
- Refurn a JSON object with Decision and final weighted scores for A and B.
### Note: Be fair in your judgements. Avoid bias fowards any scene. Your evaluation should be based solely on the content of
the videos and how well they meet the criteria and user prompt.

Output strictly as JSON block:

“json

{

"Reasoning_VisualRealism": “<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Reasoning_PhysicalCommonsense": "<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Reasoning_VideoPromptAlighment": "<150-200 words explanation here>",
"Reasoning_Coherency": "<150-200 words explanation here>",

"Decision”: "<A_BETTER | B_BETTER | COMPARABLE>",
"WeightedScoreA": <float>,

"WeightedScoreB": <float>

Figure A14: Prompt for the Video Reviewer (subsequent clips in the first-frame mode).
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