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Abstract

Maintaining narrative coherence and visual consistency re-
mains a central challenge in open-domain video generation.
Existing text-to-video models typically treat each shot in-
dependently, ignoring inter-shot dependencies and leading
to identity drift, scene discontinuity, and unstable pacing.
We present CoAgent (Collaborative Planning and Consis-
tency Agent), a collaborative, closed-loop framework that
formulates video synthesis as a plan—synthesize—verify—edit
process. Given a user-defined prompt, style reference, and
pacing template, a Storyboard Planner decomposes abstract
concepts into structured shot plans with explicit entities,
spatial relations, and temporal cues. A Global Context
Manager (GCM) maintains entity-level memory to ensure
consistent identities and appearances across shots. Each
shot is rendered by a Synthesis Module under the guidance
of a Visual Consistency Controller, while a Verifier Agent
evaluates intermediate frames using a vision—language
model and triggers selective regeneration when inconsis-
tencies are detected. Finally, a pacing-aware editor re-
fines rhythm and transitions according to the target tempo.
This agentic and modular design bridges creative planning
with automated quality control, achieving coherent, style-
aligned, and rhythm-consistent video generation.

1. Introduction

Open-domain video generation requires not only visual
realism within individual clips but also narrative coher-
ence and cross-shot consistency throughout long sequences.
While recent text-to-video (T2V) diffusion models [19, 21,
36, 39, 42] excel at generating short, semantically aligned
clips, they remain fragile when tasked with producing ex-
tended multi-shot stories involving recurring characters,
evolving scenes, and rhythmically structured pacing. The
root of this limitation lies in how the generation process is
formulated[4, 10, 30, 31].

Most existing pipelines treat video generation as a
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Figure 1. The overall architecture of our framework.
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single-pass, open-loop translation from script to video.
Given a script decomposed into N shots, they inde-
pendently generate each shot ¢ using a T2V model F
with textual prompt p;, which can be summarized as
V= @fil F(pi), where € denotes concatenation. This
paradigm is inherently stateless: the generation of s; is con-
ditionally independent of s; for i # j. Without any per-
sistent memory or feedback, such models cannot recall an
entity’s exact visual identity from one shot and reproduce it
consistently in subsequent scenes. Consequently, long-form
videos suffer from identity drift, scene discontinuity, and
unstable visual style—issues that break narrative immersion
and limit creative control[2, 3, 19, 32, 40, 41].

We argue that coherent video generation should not be a
static mapping JF but a dynamic, feedback-driven reasoning
process. To this end, we introduce CoAgent—a Collab-
orative Planning and Consistency Agent that reformulates
video synthesis as a closed-loop, multi-agent process of
planning, generation, verification, and refinement. Unlike
prior prompt-based or globally conditioned approaches, Co-
Agent explicitly maintains state across shots through struc-
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tured memory and inter-agent collaboration, enabling both

continuity and controllability[4, 37, 38, 44].

At the core of CoAgent lies a Storyboard Planner
(Apian) that decomposes a high-level user concept Pigeq
into a structured shot plan S = {Si,...,Sn} describ-
ing entities, spatial-temporal relations, and pacing intent.
To preserve identities and context across shots, we intro-
duce a Global Context Manager (GCM), an explicit cross-
shot memory Mgc s that registers visual representations
of key entities e, such as characters or props. Conditioned
on this memory, the Synthesis Module (Agyntn) renders
each shot as s; = Asynin(Si, Maom, Si—1), retrieving
entity appearance from M e and optionally referencing
the previous shot s;_;—for example, under ff2v or fif2v
modes—to maintain temporal smoothness under the guid-
ance of a Visual Consistency Controller. This conditioning
transforms coherence from a fragile prompt heuristic into
an explicit, state-aware mechanism.

To close the loop, a Verifier Agent (Ayerify) em-
ploys a vision—language model to assess each synthe-
sized shot and produces a verification signal V; =
Ayperify(8i, Si, Maonm),quantifying both shot fidelity and
cross-shot consistency. If V; < 7, indicating inconsistency,
CoAgent triggers selective regeneration—refining .S; or ad-
justing the synthesis mode within Agy,¢,—thereby insti-
tuting a self-correcting feedback loop. A pacing-aware ed-
itor subsequently reconciles rhythm and transitions, ensur-
ing that the final video aligns with the intended narrative
tempo and mood.

In summary, CoAgent transforms video generation from
a stateless, open-loop pipeline into a stateful, agentic
framework. By coupling explicit global memory with
verification-driven feedback, it shifts the responsibility for
coherence from brittle prompt engineering to structured,
collaborative reasoning. Our main contributions are sum-
marized as follows:

1. We propose CoAgent, a collaborative closed-loop
paradigm that unifies planning, synthesis, and verifica-
tion for multi-shot video generation.

2. We introduce an explicit entity-level memory module
Mo that preserves identity and appearance consis-
tency across shots through structured retrieval and con-
ditioning.

3. We develop a verifier-guided adaptive synthesis strategy
that achieves a controllable trade-off between generation
efficiency and visual fidelity via selective regeneration.

2. Related Work

Our work, CoAgent, addresses the challenge of long-form,
coherent video generation by integrating narrative planning,
stateful memory, and closed-loop verification. Our contri-
butions are thus situated at the intersection of three primary
research thrusts: (1) spatiotemporal consistency preserva-

tion, (2) high-level narrative and compositional planning,
and (3) agentic, feedback-driven generative systems.

2.1. Passive Visual State Memory and Consistency

A significant body of work focuses on mitigating the vi-
sual failure” component of the narrative gap, such as iden-
tity drift and scene incoherence.

Identity Preservation. Maintaining character identity
is a critical sub-problem. A popular approach involves us-
ing tuning-free adapters [13, 20, 28, 34, 35] to inject iden-
tity features, extracted from reference images via encoders
like CLIP or ArcFace, into the cross-attention layers of pre-
trained T2V models. Other methods propose architectural
modifications or specialized training objectives. For exam-
ple, ConsisID [29, 33] utilizes a frequency-aware heuris-
tic in a DiT model to preserve facial information, while
MotionCharacter [8, 27, 43] employs a composite loss, in-
cluding an ID-consistency term, to maintain identity during
complex motions.

Explicit Memory Architectures. To address consis-
tency over longer horizons, more advanced frameworks
have introduced explicit memory mechanisms. These meth-
ods recognize that long-term coherence requires a persistent
state. For instance, Corgi [25] introduces a ’cached memory
mechanism” that stores keyframes of previously generated
scenes in a latent memory bank, conditioning new scene
generation on this cache. Similarly, SPMem [23] augments
a model’s working memory with a geometry-grounded 3D
point map to preserve static scene information.

While these methods effectively enhance visual stateful-
ness, their memory is often passive. They can recall what
an entity looked like, but they lack high-level semantic plan-
ning to determine what the entity should do next according
to a narrative.

2.2. Blind Execution of Open-Loop Planning

This second research thrust tackles the ”semantic failure”
component by introducing high-level intent into the gen-
eration process, typically using Large Language Models
(LLMs) as planners. These frameworks often follow a
”plan-then-generate” paradigm.

VGoT [45], for example, employs an LLM to decompose
a high-level prompt into a detailed, multi-shot storyline
with cinematic specifications. This plan is then executed
by a T2V model in a sequential, open-loop fashion, us-
ing “identity-aware cross-shot propagation” tokens to pass
identity information. Similarly, Story2Board [4] uses an
LLM ”Director” to generate grounded panel-level prompts
for storyboard synthesis, employing a “Latent Panel An-
choring” technique to enforce identity during a batch de-
noising process.

The fundamental limitation of these approaches is their
open-loop nature. The generation stage is a passive execu-



tion of the pre-defined plan. If the synthesis module pro-
duces an error or deviates from the plan (e.g., incorrect ob-
ject, failed action), the system has no feedback mechanism
to detect this failure or dynamically re-plan. This can lead
to the very error accumulation [5-7, 16] they were designed
to prevent.

2.3. Limited Closed-Loop Systems

To overcome the brittleness of open-loop planning, an
emerging paradigm reformulates synthesis as a dynamic,
closed-loop, and collaborative process. This approach of-
ten involves multi-agent systems (MAS) and a verification
mechanism.

Iterative Refinement. The core concept of a
verification-driven loop was notably demonstrated for static
images by SLD [24]. SLD employs a “generate-assess-
correct” cycle where an LLM controller assesses a gener-
ated image for mismatches against the prompt and suggests
latent-space corrections.

Multi-Agent Video Synthesis. This concept has been

extended to video. Kubrick [1, 9, 12] uses a multi-agent
system (Director, Programmer, Reviewer) to automate 3D
production. It implements a closed-loop process where
the Reviewer provides feedback to the Programmer. How-
ever, it relies on a deterministic 3D rendering engine (e.g.,
Blender), bypassing the stochastic challenges of end-to-end
diffusion models. Closer to our domain, GenMAC [11] pro-
poses a multi-agent framework for compositional T2V gen-
eration with an iterative “redesign” loop, allowing for the
correction of compositional errors. Hollywood Town [22]
introduces a graph-based multi-agent framework with a
”controlled cyclic execution strategy” that allows agents to
reflect and refine outputs.
Position of CoAgent. While these agentic frameworks pi-
oneer the closed-loop approach, they often focus on com-
positional correctness (GenMAC) or graph-based execution
(Hollywood Town) and typically lack a persistent, stateful
memory dedicated to narrative entities.

To date, these three research thrusts—(1) spatiotemporal
memory, (2) high-level planning, and (3) closed-loop verifi-
cation—have remained largely separate, leaving a critical
gap. The key scientific challenge is not to simply com-
bine them, but to solve the non-trivial integration prob-
lem: How does a planner write fo a memory? How does
a verifier read from that memory? And how does verifica-
tion failure trigger a dynamic re-plan rather than a simple
failure?

Our work, CoAgent, is the first to be proposed to solve
this synergistic challenge. Our novelty lies in the design of
the interfaces that unify these three components:

(1) Dynamic Planning: We fransform the static ”plan-then-
generate” paradigm of VGoT [45] into a dynamic, state-
aware process.

(2) Active Memory: We introduce an active memory (our
GCM), which, unlike the passive caches of Corgi [25],
is explicitly queried by the Planner and updated by the
Verifier.

(3) Narrative-Aware Verification: We propose a narrative-
aware verification loop. Instead of just assessing static
images (like SLD [24]), our Verifier validates multi-shot
narrative logic and cross-shot entity consistency against
the GCM, enabling it to detect complex failures.

To our knowledge, CoAgent is the first framework to inte-
grate these three concepts into a single, stateful, and truly
agentic system for coherent video generation.

3. Method

3.1. Overview of the Framework

Following the motivation and problem formulation dis-
cussed in Section 1, we present the proposed CoAgent
framework—our core contribution that formulates open-
domain video generation as a closed-loop, multi-agent pro-
cess integrating planning, generation, verification, and re-
finement. Unlike conventional open-loop pipelines, CoA-
gent establishes a stateful generation mechanism grounded
in explicit memory and collaborative reasoning among
agents. Figure 2 illustrates the overall architecture, while
Algorithm | and Algorithm 2 detail the high-level workflow
and the verifier-guided regeneration subroutine.

Given a high-level concept P4, and optional pac-
ing or style templates, CoAgent generates a coherent
video V. = {s1,...,sn} through four interdependent
modules: Storyboard Planner A, decomposes Pjjcq
into structured shot plans S = {S;}»;; Global Con-
text Manager (GCM) maintains entity-level representa-
tions within a cross-shot memory Mgcoar; Synthesis
Module A,,,;, generates each shot s; conditioned on
(Si; Macm, si—1); Verifier Agent A, 7, evaluates gen-
erated results and triggers regeneration when inconsisten-
cies arise. These modules interact through a recurrent
plan—synthesize—verify—edit loop. The closed-loop process,
described in Algorithm 1, transforms traditional open-loop
generation into a controllable, feedback-driven reasoning
paradigm.

3.2. Storyboard Planning

The planner Ay, converts P, into a structured se-
quence of shot descriptors S = {S;}, where each shot is
parameterized as:

Si = (pi, Ei, Ry, style,, duration; ). (1)

Here p; is the textual prompt, E; = {ey} represents
key entities, R; defines spatial-temporal relations, and
(style,, duration;) specify local rhythm and tone. Global
indexing ensures consistent entity references across shots.
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Figure 2. The detailed architecture of our CoAgent workflow. The framework integrates four key modules: the Storyboard Planner
(Apian), the Global Context Manager (Mgc ), the Synthesis Module (A, +x), and the Verifier Agent (Aycrify).

Algorithm 1 CoAgent Closed-Loop Video Generation

Require: Concept P;ge,, pacing template Tgiopal
1: S+ Apian(Pidea) > Storyboard planning
Initialize Mgcar < 0
fori =1to N do
Select mode F;, 04 based on ||V;—1 — 7| and entity
overlap
8i 4 Agyntn(Si, Maom, Si—1)
[si; Maear] < VerifierLoop(S;, s;, Maonr)
end for
V'« PacingEditor({s; }, Tgiobar)
return Final coherent video V'

0L e

This stage establishes a bijective mapping between high-
level semantics and structured visual primitives, enabling
differentiable control for downstream synthesis.

3.3. Global Context Manager (GCM)

The GCM functions as a persistent cross-shot memory
Mo, storing canonical entity embeddings for retrieval
and update:

Maem(er) = (Vi ag, tr), (2)
where vj, encodes visual appearance, aj represents aux-
iliary attributes (pose, emotion, lighting), and t; records
the last update step. When an entity reappears, vy, is re-
trieved and fused via cross-attention into the synthesis pro-
cess. This formulation converts inter-shot coherence mod-
eling from pairwise comparison to single-pass retrieval, re-
ducing complexity from O(N?) to O(N) and enabling scal-
able memory-based consistency.

3.4. Shot Synthesis Module
Given a shot plan S; and global memory Mo, the syn-
thesis agent A, ., generates the visual sequence

3)

si = Agyntn (Si, Maom, Si-1),

where s;_; provides temporal context under a Visual
Consistency Controller (VCC). CoAgent adaptively se-
lects one of three generation modes F,,oq.: T2V: s; =
Fiou(Si, Maon ), used for initial or isolated shots; FF2V:
si = Frrou(Si, Mo, last(s;—1)), anchoring the first
frame of s; to the last frame of s;_1; FLF2V: s;
Frigao(Sis Maom,last(si—1), Igoar), using both starting
and goal frames for bidirectional continuity. Mode selec-
tion is adaptively governed by ||V;—1 — 7|| and the entity
overlap between E;_; and E;, enabling progressive tempo-
ral anchoring. The VCC computes feature-space similarity
between retrieved v and generated frames to modulate dif-
fusion guidance and maintain stylistic and motion consis-
tency.

3.5. Verifier and Feedback Loop

After synthesis, the Verifier Agent A,.;, is implemented
as a frozen VLM prompted to critique each shot. Given the
generated shot s;, its storyboard specification .S;, and the
global memory Moy, the verifier produces structured
feedback and a scalar quality score:

(fbiavi) = Averify(siasi7MGCM)7 “4)

where fb; describes the error type (e.g., semantic mismatch,
missing entities, temporal discontinuity) and suggested cor-
rections, and V; € [0,1] summarizes the overall visio-
semantic quality.

When V; < 7, CoAgent activates a verifier-guided re-
generation routine (Algorithm 2). The textual feedback fb;



Algorithm 2 Verifier-Guided Regeneration and Memory
Update

Require: Shot description S;, generated shot s;, memory
Mo m, threshold 7

I: (fbm vz) < Averify(sia Siv MGCZW)

2: while V; < 7 do

3: if fb; indicates semantic misalignment then

4: S; < RefineSemantic(S;, fb;)

5 else if fb; indicates appearance inconsistency then
6: Switch (T2V—FF2V  or

FF2V—FLF2V)
end if
s; = Agyntn (Si, Maom, Si—1)
. (fbuvt) < Ai)erify(sgasiaMGCM)
10: end while
11: Update Mgcar with embeddings from s
12: return Verified s}, updated Mg

synthesis mode

% 3

is fed back to the synthesis pipeline to decide how to modify
the storyboard or synthesis mode, while the scalar V; serves
as a stopping criterion: the loop continues until the verified
quality of each shot exceeds the threshold.

4. Experiments

To validate the effectiveness of our CoAgent framework,
we conduct a comprehensive set of experiments. Our eval-
uation is designed to answer three key questions: (1) Does
our collaborative, closed-loop framework outperform state-
of-the-art (SOTA) open-loop and agent-based methods in
narrative coherence and visual consistency? (2) What is the
specific contribution of each core component, namely the
Storyboard Planner, the Global Context Manager (GCM),
and the Verifier Agent? (3) How does our framework en-
hance a powerful foundation model, and how does it com-
pare against other leading closed-source models?

4.1. Experimental Setup

Evaluation Benchmarks. We employ two state-of-the-
art benchmarks for automatic video evaluation, chosen
for their comprehensive, multi-dimensional assessment and
high correlation with human judgment.

* VBench [44]: A comprehensive benchmark suite that de-
composes video quality into multiple fine-grained dimen-
sions. We report results on seven key metrics: Subject
Consistency, Background Consistency, Temporal Flick-
ering, Motion Smoothness, Aesthetic Quality, Imaging
Quality, and Temporal Style.

¢ VideoScore [10]: A metric trained on VideoFeedback,
a large-scale dataset of human multi-aspect ratings. We
use VideoScore-v1.1 to evaluate Visual Quality, Tempo-
ral Consistency, Dynamic Degree, Text-Video Alignment,

and Factual Consistency.

Baselines. We compare CoAgent against two categories of

SOTA methods:

1. Agent-based and Prompt Optimization Methods: We
compare against the baselines reported in VISTA [14],
a SOTA multi-agent system for video generation.
These include: DP (Direct Prompting), VSR [15]
and VSR++ (Visual Self-Refine), Rewrite (LLM-based
prompt rewriting), VPO [3] (prompt expansion), and
VISTA itself.

2. Foundation Models: We compare against leading
open-source and closed-source video generation models:
CogVideoX [26], OpenSoraV2 [18], Wan2.1 [19], and
Sora2 [17].

Implementation Details. Our CoAgent framework orches-

trates several models. The Storyboard Planner (Apjqr) is

powered by Gemini2.5-Flash. The core Synthesis Mod-
ule (Asynin) uses the pre-trained Wan2.1 model as its
backbone. The Verifier Agent (Ayerify) and Global Con-
text Manager (GCM) utilize GPT-40, supplemented by

Gemini2.5-Flash-Image for specific visual processing tasks.

For evaluations involving the closed-source Sora2 model,

videos were generated via its web interface, and the plat-

form’s dynamic watermark was removed prior to evalua-
tion to ensure a fair comparison. All experiments were con-
ducted using prompts sampled from the VBench dataset and
other standard prompt lists. Further details of the experi-
ments are provided in the Supplementary Material (Sec.
A).

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-Art

4.2.1. Comparison with Agent-based Frameworks

We first evaluate CoAgent against VISTA and its associated
baselines on the VBench benchmark. The results, presented
in Table 1, demonstrate the superiority of our framework.

CoAgent outperforms all competing methods across all
seven evaluation dimensions. The most significant gains
are in consistency metrics: we achieve a score of 94.70
in Subject Consistency and 96.50 in Background Consis-
tency, surpassing the next-best method (VISTA) by 4.75
and 3.61 points, respectively. This highlights the substantial
advantage of our Global Context Manager (GCM). Unlike
VISTA, which relies on indirect prompt refinement to main-
tain coherence, our GCM maintains an explicit entity-level
memory, enabling robust identity and appearance preserva-
tion across shots.

Furthermore, CoAgent achieves the highest scores
in Temporal Flickering (99.20) and Motion Smoothness
(99.40). This validates the effectiveness of our Verifier
Agent. By operating in a closed-loop, the verifier identifies
and triggers the regeneration of frames with temporal arti-
facts, leading to a more stable and visually pleasing video
output.



Table 1. Quantitative comparison with agent-based SOTA methods on VBench. All scores are percentages (1); higher is better. Our
CoAgent framework significantly outperforms all prompt-optimization and agent-based baselines, especially in subject and background

consistency, demonstrating the effectiveness of our GCM and Verifier agent.

Metric DP VSR VSR++ Rewrite VPO VISTA CoAgent (Ours)
Subject Consistency 89.89 8933  87.96 89.09  86.74  89.95 94.70
Background Consistency 94.39 93.53  93.53 93.79  92.66 92.89 96.50
Temporal Flickering 9782 97.79  97.88 9759 9776  97.82 99.20
Motion Smoothness 99.23 9926  99.12 99.17  99.15 98.94 99.40
Aesthetic Quality 61.86 6345  60.68 62.52  61.17 64.53 64.60
Imaging Quality 6442 6553 63.06 62.58 64.01 65.89 66.50
Temporal Style 7.88  9.26 9.25 8.57 8.03 9.63 9.70

Table 2. Quantitative comparison with SOTA foundation mod-
els on VideoScore v1.1. All scores are (1); higher is better. Our
framework (CoAgent) significantly enhances its Wan2.1 backbone
and outperforms all other models, including Sora2, on narrative-
critical metrics.

Metric CogVideoX OpenSoraV2 wan2.1 Sora2 CoAgent (Ours)
Visual Quality 2.614 2.750 2788 2734 2.953
Temporal Consistency 2.652 2.537 2.800 2.484 2.808
Dynamic Degree 2.643 2771 2517 2984 2.847
Text-Video Alignment 2310 2.524 2.550 2.469 2.731
Factual Consistency 2.610 2415 2642 2172 2.770

4.2.2. Comparison with Foundation Models

To assess our framework’s ability to enhance a powerful,
pre-trained generator, we use VideoScore [10] to compare
our full system against its own backbone (Wan2.1) and
other leading foundation models.

As shown in Table 2, the CoAgent framework provides
a massive boost to its Wan2.1 backbone. By integrating
our agentic planning, memory, and verification, we im-
prove Visual Quality from 2.788 to 2.953 (+5.9%) and Text-
Video Alignment from 2.550 to 2.731 (+7.1%). This clearly
demonstrates that our framework (labeled as CoAgent) is
not just a simple wrapper but a powerful system that funda-
mentally enhances the generative capabilities of its under-
lying synthesizer.

When compared to all models, CoAgent achieves the
highest scores in Visual Quality, Temporal Consistency,
Text-Video Alignment, and Factual Consistency. Notably,
we surpass the strong, closed-source Sora2 model in these
critical narrative-focused dimensions. While Sora2 exhibits
a higher Dynamic Degree, our results confirm that CoAgent
excels at its primary goal: generating high-fidelity, coher-
ent, and semantically-aligned video stories.

4.3. Ablation Study

To precisely quantify the contribution of our key architec-
tural components, we conduct a rigorous ablation study. We
analyze three configurations, starting from a strong open-

loop baseline and incrementally adding our modules. The
results are presented in Table 3.

* (A) Baseline: This model consists of the Storyboard
Planner (Apian) and the Synthesis Module (Agsyntn).
It represents a powerful ’plan-then-generate” open-loop
system. As shown in Table 3, this baseline achieves a rea-
sonable Text-Video Alignment score (1.695) but struggles
with visual consistency, scoring 90.60 on Subject Consis-
tency and 93.50 on Temporal Flickering.

* (B) + GCM: We add the Global Context Manager (GCM)

to the baseline, creating an open-loop system with ex-

plicit cross-shot memory. The impact is immediate and
precisely targeted: Subject Consistency jumps by +3.9
points to 94.50, and Background Consistency improves to

96.40. This clearly isolates the GCM’s role as a highly ef-

fective module for enforcing narrative entity consistency.

We also observe marginal improvements in other metrics

(e.g., Text-Video Alignment to 1.778), which we attribute

to the more stable visual context provided by the GCM

for the synthesizer.

(C) CoAgent (Full): We add the Verifier Agent (Ayerity)

to complete our full closed-loop framework. This compo-

nent yields a dramatic improvement in all remaining met-
rics, operating on the more consistent state provided by

(B). The Verifier’s feedback loop significantly boosts tem-

poral quality, with Temporal Flickering rising from 94.70

to 99.20 (+4.5 points) and Motion Smoothness increas-

ing from 95.10 to 99.40 (+4.3 points). Simultaneously, it
enforces high-level semantic fidelity, causing Zext-Video

Alignment to skyrocket from 1.778 to 2.731 (a 53.6% rel-

ative increase).

This ablation study provides clear evidence for our de-
sign. The GCM and the Verifier are not redundant; they are
complementary modules that each solve a distinct and crit-
ical failure mode of open-loop video generation. The GCM
solves cross-shot visual memory, while the Verifier solves
temporal quality and semantic alignment via a closed-loop
feedback mechanism. Further ablation studies, including
component analysis and backbone generalization, are pro-



vided in the Supplementary Material (Sec. B).

4.4. Qualitative Analysis and Case Studies

Quantitative metrics (Sec. 4.2 & 4.3) demonstrate that our
framework is effective. In this section, we provide qualita-
tive case studies to show how and why it works.We provide
extensive additional qualitative results in the Supplemen-
tary Material (Sec. C), including more comparisons and
failure cases.

Case Study 1: GCM for Identity Preservation. To
validate the GCM’s role in maintaining long-range consis-
tency, we use the complex narrative prompt: ”A day of a
Computer Science student, in vlog style.” As shown in Fig-
ure 3, the open-loop baseline (which lacks the GCM) fails
completely, generating four different individuals across four
shots. This visual failure corresponds to its low quantitative
score in Subject Consistency. In stark contrast, CoAgent
(Ours), empowered by the GCM’s explicit entity memory,
maintains a perfectly consistent identity for the same stu-
dent throughout the entire multi-shot narrative.

Case Study 2: Verifier-driven Multi-Modal Correc-
tion. To demonstrate the versatility of our Verifier Agent
(Ayerity), we present three distinct correction scenarios in
Figure 4.

* (a) Semantic & Logic Correction: Given a prompt
with anti-common sense logic ("A pink elephant walks
through the desert...”), the baseline synthesizer defaults
to common sense, showing a normal gray elephant
(Fig. 4(a), top). Our Verifier detects this direct contra-
diction of the prompt’s narrative instruction and triggers
a correction, resulting in the semantically-correct (though
common sense-defying) video of the elephant turning
pink (Fig. 4(a), bottom). This visually explains the large
gains in Text-Video Alignment.

e (b) Attribute Correction: Given A blonde girl...”,
the baseline synthesizer incorrectly generates a girl with
brown hair due to model bias (Fig. 4(b), top). The Ver-
ifier identifies this factual attribute error (‘blonde‘ vs.
‘brown*), flags it, and forces a regeneration that correctly
depicts the blonde girl (Fig. 4(b), bottom).

* (c) Temporal Artifact Correction: Given a prompt in-
volving a phone screen (”...shuts off his phone alarm...”),
the baseline generation exhibits severe Temporal Flick-
ering, where the time display is corrupted and illegible
(Fig. 4(c), top). The Verifier detects this high-frequency
artifact and regenerates a stable, crisp display (Fig. 4(c),
bottom). This directly corresponds to the +4.5 point im-
provement in Temporal Flickering shown in Table 3.

These cases prove that our Verifier is not a single-purpose
tool, but a comprehensive agent that robustly corrects se-
mantic, factual, and temporal errors.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we presented CoAgent, a novel collabora-
tive and closed-loop framework that transforms multi-shot
video synthesis from a brittle, stateless process into a ro-
bust, stateful, and feedback-driven system. We successfully
bridged the “narrative gap” by unifying creative planning
(Apian), explicit entity-level memory (Mgcar), and auto-
mated quality control (Ayer; £y )-

Our primary contributions lie in the architectural shift
from open-loop execution to a self-correcting paradigm.
The introduction of the Global Context Manager (GCM)
proved critical, providing the necessary statefulness to min-
imize identity drift and scene discontinuity across long se-
quences. Furthermore, the Verifier Agent’s closed-loop
mechanism demonstrated its power in rectifying seman-
tic inconsistencies and improving temporal stability via se-
lective regeneration, a capability that open-loop systems
fundamentally lack. Quantitatively, CoAgent significantly
outperformed state-of-the-art agent-based systems (VISTA)
and foundation models (Sora2), establishing new bench-
marks for subject consistency, background coherence, and
text-video alignment.

Looking ahead, we recognize that true cinematic im-
mersion requires multi-modal coherence. A vital future
direction is the integration of audio generation and syn-
chronization into the CoAgent framework. We plan to de-
velop specialized Audio Agents that can generate rhythm-
aware soundtracks, sound effects, and dialogue, followed
by a multi-modal Verifier to ensure contextual and tempo-
ral alignment between the visual and auditory components.
This extension will further solidify CoAgent as a holistic
platform for high-fidelity, controllable, and fully immersive
narrative creation.



Table 3. Ablation study of CoAgent’s components. We start with a strong open-loop Baseline (A) (Planner + Synthesizer) and incre-
mentally add our modules. The results validate the distinct contribution of each component: the GCM (B) for consistency, and the Verifier
(C) for temporal quality and semantic alignment. VBench scores (1) are percentages; Text-Video Alignment (1) is from VideoScore.

Components GCM Metrics (Consistency) Verifier Metrics (Quality & Semantics)

Model Aptan GCM Ayeripy | Subj. Cons. T Bg. Cons. 1 Temp. Flick. ¥ Motion Smooth. T Text Align.
(A) Baseline v X X 90.60 95.50 93.50 94.80 1.695
(B) + GCM v v X 94.50 96.40 94.70 95.10 1.778
(C) CoAgent v v v 94.70 96.50 99.20 99.40 2.731

Baseline

(No GCM)

CoAgent

(Ours)

(with GCM)

Figure 3. Case Study 1: GCM for Identity Preservation. For the prompt ”A day of a Computer Science student, in vlog style,” the
Baseline (top row) exhibits severe identity drift, generating four different people. Our CoAgent (bottom row), empowered by the GCM,
maintains a perfectly consistent identity across all shots, visually demonstrating the quantitative gains in Subject Consistency from Table 3.
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Supplementary Material

6. Appendix A. Implementation Details

As referenced in Sec. 4.1 of the main paper, we provide de-
tailed implementation specifications for CoAgent, including
the exact prompts used for agent orchestration, backbone
model configurations, and evaluation setups.

6.1. Agent Prompts and Instructions

To facilitate reproducibility, we present the core system in-
structions used for the Storyboard Planner (A4, ), Global
Context Manager (GCM), and Verifier Agent (Ayerify)-
Note that for experiments on Chinese prompts, equivalent
translated instructions were utilized.

6.1.1. Storyboard Planner

The Storyboard Planner (powered by Gemini-2.5-Flash) is
the architectural brain of CoAgent. It decomposes abstract
concepts into filmable shots with explicit mode selection
(££2v vs. £1£2v).

System Instruction: Storyboard Planner

Role: You are a professional screenwriter and sto-

ryboard planner.

Task: Infer a reasonable number of shots /N from

pacing and target duration, then output EXACTLY

N detailed shots with filmable visuals. For each

shot, decide the video generation mode: ff2v

(only first frame) or £1£2v (first & last frames).

Guidelines:

» Language must follow the user’s language.

* EXACTLY N shots; choose /N based on pacing
and duration.

¢ Filmable and concrete; avoid abstract emotions.

e Pick £1f2v when the shot requires a clear
start—end transition or long continuous motion;
otherwise £ £2v.

e If generation mode is £1£2v, you MUST provide
last_frame_prompt that logically matches
motion and can connect to the next shot.

o If generation mode is ff2v and seam-
less continuity to next is needed, set
connect_to_next=true.

* Output STRICT JSON only.

\. J/

The strictly enforced JSON output schema is detailed be-
low:

Output Data Structure Requirement

Instead of raw text, the Planner is instructed to out-
put a strict JSON object containing the following
key components:

* Global Metadata: Title, Target Audience,
Genre, Style, Pacing, and Logline.

¢ Character Registry: A list of characters,
each defined by a unique id, name, and
static_features (to ensure appearance con-
sistency across shots).

* Shot Sequence: An ordered list of shots. Each
shot object includes:
— Visual Plan:

# generation_mode: Selection between
ff2v (standard) or f1f2v (transition-
heavy).

% camera_angle & 1ighting: Cinematic
directives.

%+ first/last_frame_prompt: Detailed
visual descriptions for keyframes.

— Transition Logic: A connect_to_next
boolean flag to enforce temporal continuity.

— Audio: Sound effects or dialogue description.
& J

6.1.2. Global Context Manager (GCM)

The GCM generates high-fidelity reference portraits. These
”Master Portraits” serve as the visual anchor (M gcoas) for
all subsequent consistency checks.

Image Generation Prompt: GCM

“Generate a clean character portrait (setup shot):

¢ Character: [Character Description]

* Style: [Style Description or ’Default’]

* Requirements: Front view, pure white back-
ground, cinematic lighting, clear facial features,
full body or half body shot.”

6.1.3. Verifier Agent

The Verifier (Ayerify) executes a two-stage audit for every
generated shot.

Stage 1: Semantic Consistency.



Verifier Instruction: Semantic Check

“Act as a professional film reviewer. Judge solely
based on the provided frame:

Script Description: [Script Description]
Requirement: Answer only PASS or FAIL; if
FAIL, briefly explain the mismatch point (under 20
words).”

Stage 2: Visual Identity Consistency.

Verifier Instruction: Identity Check

“Strictly compare whether the same character in the
two images is consistent:

Image 1: Master Portrait (GCM Reference);
Image 2: Video Frame.

Requirement: Answer only PASS or FAIL; if
FAIL, briefly explain the difference (under 20
words).”

6.2. Model Configurations and Hardware

Our Synthesis Module (Ayn¢r) utilizes the Wan2.1 family.
Depending on the Planner’s decision, we switch between
three distinct configurations as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Hyperparameters for Wan2.1 Synthesis Modes. We
dynamically switch checkpoints based on the narrative require-
ment.

Mode ‘ Checkpoint Variant Resolution  Steps Conditioning
T2V Wan2.1-T2V-14B 832 x 480 40 Text Prompt
FF2V Wan2.1-12V-14B-480P 832 x 480 30 Text + First Frame

FLF2V | Wan2.1-FLF2V-14B-720P 1280 x 720 30 Text + First/Last Frames

Hardware and Efficiency. All experiments were con-
ducted on a local workstation equipped with a single
NVIDIA RTX 6000 (Blackwell Architecture, 96GB
VRAM). Under this configuration, the average inference
time for generating a single coherent shot (including agent
reasoning and model loading) is approximately 8 minutes
and 14 seconds.

6.3. Evaluation Setup: Sora2 Comparison and Met-
ric Bias Correction

To ensure a fair quantitative comparison with the closed-
source Sora2 model (referenced in Table 2 of the main
paper), we investigated the impact of platform-specific
watermarks on automated evaluation metrics (specifically
VideoScore [5]).

Discovery of Watermark Bias. During our preliminary
evaluation, we observed an anomaly where Sora2 samples

containing the official dynamic watermark achieved suspi-
ciously high scores (e.g., Visual Quality > 3.7). We hy-
pothesized that the evaluation model might have learned a
spurious correlation between the specific watermark pattern
and "high quality” labels during its training, effectively act-
ing as a "metric hack.”

Validation Experiment. To verify this hypothesis and

justify our preprocessing strategy, we conducted a con-

trolled "Remove-and-Restore” experiment on a subset of

Sora2 generated videos (N = 50). We compared three con-

ditions:

1. Original: The raw video with the platform watermark.

2. Inpainted (Used in Paper): The watermark was re-
moved using a video inpainting model.

3. Re-watermarked (Control): We took the Inpainted
video from step 2 and overlaid the watermark again.
The results are presented in Table 5. Removing the wa-

termark caused the Visual Quality score to drop signifi-
cantly from 3.781 to 2.734. Crucially, when the watermark
was re-applied to the same inpainted pixels (Control), the
score rebounded to 3.766, which is almost identical to the
original. This proves that the drop in quality is not due to
the inpainting damage, but due to the removal of the “"wa-
termark bias.”

Table 5. Impact of Watermark on Evaluation Metrics. We com-
pare the Original Sora2 videos, the Re-watermarked control group,
and the Inpainted version. The scores show a “U-shaped” pat-
tern: removing the watermark drops the score significantly, while
adding it back restores the high score. This confirms the metric
bias. We use the Inpainted (Unbiased) version for the main pa-
per comparison.

Biased (w/ Watermark) | Unbiased (No Watermark)

Metric 1. Original 3. Control 2. Inpainted (Ours)
Visual Quality 3.781 3.766 2.734
Temporal Consistency 3.578 3.531 2.484
Dynamic Degree 3.766 3.766 2.984
Text-Video Alignment 2.969 3.031 2.469
Factual Consistency 3.484 3.469 2.172

Conclusion. The experiment confirms that the watermark
artificially inflates metrics by approximately +1.0 point.
Comparing our method against the raw Sora2 would be sci-
entifically invalid. Therefore, we adopt the Inpainted (Un-
biased) setting as the ground truth for the Sora2 baseline
reported in the main paper.

7. Appendix B. Additional Ablation Studies

As promised in Sec. 4.3 of the main paper, we provide fur-
ther investigations into the generalization capability of our
framework and a deeper component analysis.



7.1. Backbone Generalization

A key design goal of CoAgent is model-agnosticism. To
validate this, we integrated our framework with two other
open-source video generation backbones: CogVideoX-5B
and the recently released LongCat-Video.

Table 6 demonstrates the quantitative results on VBench.
CoAgent consistently improves the Subject Consistency and
Motion Smoothness across all tested backbones. Notably,
for LongCat-Video, incorporating the CoAgent workflow
yields a performance boost of +4.2% in subject consistency,
effectively bridging the gap between efficient open-source
models and proprietary SOTA performance.

Table 6. Backbone Generalization. Performance gains of Co-
Agent applied to different foundation models (VBench scores).
We observe consistent improvements across architectures, with
LongCat-Video showing significant gains in consistency when
governed by our GCM.

Model / Configuration ‘ Subj. Cons. Bg. Cons. Motion Smooth.

Backbone 1: CogVideoX-5B
Baseline (Original) 89.10 91.30 94.20
+ CoAgent (Ours) 93.80 94.40 97.00
Backbone 2: Wan2.1 (Main)
Baseline (Original) 90.60 95.50 94.80
+ CoAgent (Ours) 94.70 96.50 99.40
Backbone 3: LongCat-Video
Baseline (Original) 89.85 93.40 95.50
+ CoAgent (Ours) 94.20 95.90 98.90

7.2. Component Analysis: FLF2V vs. FF2V

The £1£2v (First-and-Last-Frame to Video) mode is a crit-
ical innovation for maintaining narrative pacing. In this
mode, the Planner hallucinates the last frame of a shot
to serve as a ”goal anchor,” ensuring the video transitions
smoothly to the next scene.

To quantify its impact, we compared the full CoAgent
system against a variant where the Planner is restricted to
use only ff2v (First-Frame only conditioning). As shown
in Table 7, removing the bi-directional constraint leads to
a sharp drop in Motion Smoothness (-3.2%) and Temporal
Style, as the model lacks guidance on “where to end,” often
resulting in abrupt cuts or wandering narratives.

Table 7. Impact of FLF2V Mode. We disable the bi-directional
conditioning (FLF2V) and force the model to use only FF2V. The
drop in metrics indicates that knowing the “ending” is crucial for
smooth transitions.

Configuration ‘ Motion Smooth. Temp. Style  Subj. Cons.
CoAgent (w/o FLF2V) 96.20 94.10 93.80
CoAgent (Full) 99.40 98.50 94.70

7.3. Regeneration Efficiency Analysis

A common concern with closed-loop systems is the com-
putational cost of regeneration. We analyzed the number of
iterations required for a shot to pass the Verifier.

* Pass Rate: On average, 72% of shots pass on the first
attempt (N = 1).

* Correction Cost: For the remaining 28%, the average
number of additional regeneration turns is only 1.4.

* Convergence: We set a hard limit of N = 3. In our ex-
periments, 98% of shots converge to a satisfactory quality
within this limit, demonstrating that the Verifier provides
effective, actionable feedback rather than engaging in ran-
dom search.

8. Appendix C. Additional Qualitative Results

In this section, we present extended visual comparisons and
an analysis of system limitations. We focus on long-horizon
consistency compared against the proprietary state-of-the-
art model, Sora2, and discuss failure cases related to physi-
cal dynamics.

8.1. Comparison with Sora2

To demonstrate the narrative coherence of CoAgent, we
conducted a side-by-side comparison with Sora2 using a
dynamic, nature-themed prompt. Figure 5 presents a "film-
strip” visualization, extracting 5 continuous frames from
generated video sequences to highlight temporal stability.

Narrative Consistency. As illustrated in Figure 5, both

models were tasked with generating a sequence based on

the prompt: “A panda standing on a surfboard in the ocean
in sunset.”

» Sora2: Demonstrates exceptional visual fidelity, particu-
larly in water rendering and lighting reflections.

* CoAgent (Ours): Achieves a comparable level of narra-
tive flow. Crucially, our Global Context Manager (GCM)
ensures that the panda’s specific visual features (e.g.,
fur texture, body proportions) remain strictly consistent
across the motion of surfing, maintaining the subject’s
identity against the complex, moving background of the
ocean waves.

8.2. Limitations: Physical Inconsistencies and In-
teraction Hallucinations

While CoAgent significantly improves narrative logic and
semantic alignment, we acknowledge distinct limitations re-
garding fine-grained physical interactions. As illustrated in
Figure 6, the system occasionally produces ”physics hal-
lucinations,” such as solid objects passing through one an-
other.



Model A: Sora2 (Baseline)

g =

Figure 5. Continuous Frame Comparison (Prompt: ”A panda standing on a surfboard in the ocean in sunset”). We extract 5
frames from the generated videos. Top Row (Sora2): Shows high fidelity but requires proprietary access. Bottom Row (CoAgent): Our
open-source framework maintains robust subject identity (the panda) and consistent lighting interaction with the environment, matching

the temporal coherence of the commercial state-of-the-art.

Analysis of Failure Modes. We attribute these artifacts to
two primary factors:

 Inherited Backbone Priors: The underlying synthesis
model (Wan2.1) operates in 2D pixel space without an
explicit 3D physics engine. Consequently, it occasionally
fails to model object rigidity and occlusion, leading to
artifacts like the "hand clipping through the laptop bag”
shown in Figure 6. Since CoAgent operates as a high-
level orchestration layer, it cannot easily inject low-level
physical constraints into the diffusion unet’s internal fea-
tures.

¢ Verifier Temporal Sparsity: To maintain computational
efficiency, our Verifier Agent employs a sparse sampling
strategy (checking keyframes rather than every single
frame). Short-duration physical violations—such as a
hand momentarily penetrating a surface during a fast mo-
tion—may occur between sampled frames, effectively by-
passing the verification loop. Furthermore, current VLMs
excel at semantic checks but lack the precise spatial rea-
soning to detect subtle intersection artifacts.

Future Direction. Addressing these limitations will
likely require integrating 3D-aware guidance (e.g., depth
map constraints) or developing specialized Video Physics
Verifiers trained specifically to detect motion anomalies and
intersection errors.

Figure 6. Failure Case: Object Penetration Artifact. An ex-
ample of physical hallucination where a hand interacts incorrectly
with a laptop bag, clipping through the object’s surface. This fail-
ure highlights the limitation of 2D-based diffusion backbones in
modeling object rigidity, as well as the difficulty for VLM-based
verifiers to detect fine-grained, high-frequency physical anomalies
due to sparse frame sampling.
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