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Session 2 recap

What you built in Session 2

• A shot-by-shot storyboard mapped to the five-beat 

narrative arc.

• Short video clips animated from your campaign 

images.

• A voiceover and background music tuned to your 

brand and pacing.

• A rough cut of your campaign video, assembled in 

CapCut.

What to have with you today

• Your Campaign Guidance Summary. The portable 

brief that feeds every prompt today.

• Your V1 rough cut. The ad we'll reversion, critique, 

test and improve in this session.



Research

Audience, competitor and 

trend intelligence

Brief
& Messaging

Campaign brief, messaging 

architecture and video ad 

messaging

Visual
Direction

Image generation and brand 

consistency

Video
& Audio

Storyboard, video, 

voiceover, music, assembly 

& polish

Critique
& Iterate

AI focus groups, 

performance analysis, 

feedback loop

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3

Feedback loop

AI workflow 

The feedback loop runs from Critique and Iterate back to Research and Brief. That loop is the whole of Session 3.



Session 3

Test, Polish and Build the Feedback Loop 



T O D A Y ,  I N  T H R E E  L O O P S

How today works
Each loop tests the ad against something different. 

01

CTA optimisation

Surface the gap. Update the prompts 

that build the brief.

→

02

AI critique

Stress-test the V2 ad before we 

simulate running the ad. 

2a · Personas

2b · Brief scoring

→

03

Performance analysis

Look at the data. Decide the creative 

moves. Feed both back.

The principle: We don’t just run each loop. We feed what it surfaces back in before running the next. That is what makes today an engine, not

just a test.



CTA Optimisation
Loop 1



L O O P  1  ·  0 1  /  0 9What is your gut reaction to these CTA’s?

Where does that reaction come from?

B R I E F - B A S E D  C T A

“Read the choices behind Sustain 
Well.”

M Y  C T A  ·  P A T C H E D  I N  T H E  S E S S I O N

“Join the Sustain Well circle.”



L O O P  1  ·  0 2  /  0 9

The patch fixed the feeling, not the brief

✗ Does Sustain Well have a circle to join? No. No community asset exists at concept stage.

✗ Does the audience convert on community joins? No. They read before they buy.

✗ Was the patch tested against the brief? No. It was an instinct fix.

The discomfort was a real signal. But the cause was upstream, not in the script.



The CTA passed. The brief didn’t.

F O U R - Q U E S T I O N  T E S T ,  A N D  W H A T  I T  M I S S E D

Four-question test

1 Who is the audience, and how do they buy in this category?

2 What stage is the brand at?

3 What tone does the brief commit to?

4 What is the realistic next action this ad can drive?

“Read the choices behind Sustain Well” Passes all four

“Join the Sustain Well circle” Fails three of four

And here’s what the brief didn’t asked

✗ What conversion assets the brand has live

✗ The strongest honest CTA the brand can support

✗ What “this ad worked” actually means

To fix the CTA permanently, we update the prompts that build the brief.



The V2 prompt stack, in four updates

All four Session 1 prompts gain one small, deliberate change. The pattern is the same: declare what the brand can actually deliver, then stop the CTA 

inventing itself.

P R OM P T  1  OF  4

Research: Campaign Intelligence Engine
ChatGPT Deep Research

NEW Scope: research and analyse

Conversion behaviour and brand readiness. How the audience moves from 

awareness to purchase and any gap between expectations and readiness.

L O A D - B E A R I N G
P R OM P T  2  OF  4

Brief & Creative Direction
ChatGPT or Claude

NEW Part 1: campaign brief

Conversion readiness. List conversion assets live, state the CTA ceiling, define 

one conversion event, set a target benchmark. 

P R OM P T  3  OF  4

Video Ad Messaging
ChatGPT or Claude

MODI FI ED Deliverables 4 and 6

CTA line must match the declared CTA ceiling. Quality check confirms the CTA 

points to an asset that currently exists.

P R OM P T  4  OF  4

Campaign Guidance Summary
ChatGPT or Claude 

NEW New section 5

Conversion readiness and success metric: conversion asset the CTA points to, 

defined conversion event, target benchmark and CTA ceiling.



Our V2



`

Target Personas 
Simulation
2a

AI Critique

L O O P  2

Brief Scoring

2b



AI focus group · reactions before publishing
T H E T H R E E  P E R S O N A S  ·  U K  25  T O  42

Hannah, 34 · Bristol

The pragmatic sceptic. Buys 

established sustainable 

brands, wants external trust 

signals before she trusts a 

new one.

Priya, 29 · London

The ingredient researcher. 

Checks INCI lists and 

concentrations, treats a 

waitlist as a watch list until 

reviews land.

Imogen, 27 · Brighton

The brand-world purist. 

Screens hard on tone and 

craft, the most likely to 

sign up if the brand world 

holds.

Inputs  the V2 video and a short consumer-grade brand description. Not the full Guidance 

Summary, the personas must not see the brief. Keep at least one persona open to signing 

up, or the group collapses into uniform scepticism.

2a. Target Personas Simulation



AI Focus Group 
Act as a marketing research focus group reviewing a short-form

Instagram video ad for Sustain Well.

Consumer-grade brand description:

Sustain Well is a pre-launch botanical skincare brand from the UK.

The first product is a botanical hydration cream with chamomile

and rosemary. The brand emphasises clear ingredient and 
packaging choices over green marketing claims. No product is on 
sale yet. The ad's call to action invites viewers to read the brand's

ingredient and packaging detail page and join the waitlist to be

first to try it when it launches.

Inputs attached

1. The V2 ad video.

2. A focus group personas document. Use these personas exactly 
as written. Do not invent new participants, do not soften or merge 
personas, and keep their distinct voices throughout.

Task

Run a realistic back-and-forth group discussion in which each

persona reacts to the ad. They should challenge one another,

surface doubts, build on each other's points, and disagree where

their priorities differ. Keep the conversation natural and

detailed, with clearly distinct voices.

Cover, in roughly this order:

1. First impressions of the opening three seconds: opening shot,

voiceover hook, on-screen text. Where did each persona's

attention go, and did anything make them want to scroll past.

2. Clarity of the core message. What do they each think the ad

is asking them to believe and to do.

Note: Remember to attach you campaign video and your personas document!

3. Credibility and trust signals. Which claims feel earned,

which feel thin, and what specific proof is missing for them

to take the brand seriously at this stage.

4. Emotional response and brand fit. Does the tone feel right

for the kind of skincare brand each persona buys from. What

does the ad remind them of, positively or negatively.

5. Reaction to the call to action specifically. Is the CTA clear? 

The ad asks them to join a waitlist for a brand that has not launched yet.

Would each persona sign up, hesitate, or pass, and why.

Distinguish "I would tap through to read the page" from

"I would actually submit my email".

6. Specific improvements. Each persona names one change to the

ad that would move them closer to signing up. Be concrete:

a line of voiceover, a shot, a specific piece of proof, a

change to the CTA.

Rules

- Personas only know what a consumer would know from watching the

ad and the short brand description above. They do not know the

campaign brief, the messaging architecture, the success

benchmarks or any internal brand documents. Do not have them

reference language they could not plausibly have access to.

- Do not invent claims, certifications, ingredients, partnerships

or reviews that are not visible or audible in the ad.

- Keep at least one persona open to signing up. The group should

surface tension, not collapse into uniform scepticism.

- Use British / American / Canadian English.

- End with a short summary section labelled "Headline verdicts",

one line per persona, in the form: "[Name]: [sign up / hesitate /

pass] because [one-sentence reason]."

Tool: Gemini, 3.5 Flash 

2a. Target Personas Simulation



Transcription Generator

Act as a video transcription assistant for short-form advertising.

I'm attaching a short-form ad video (under 30 seconds). Produce a
shot-by-shot transcript as a table with these columns:

#  ·  Beat  ·  Timing  ·  Visual  ·  On-screen copy  ·  Voiceover

Rules:
- One row per shot. A new shot is any visible cut or scene change.
- Beat: label each shot with its narrative function (Hook, Problem,
Proof, Payoff, CTA, or similar).

- Timing: start–end in seconds to one decimal place, e.g. 5.0–7.0s.
- Visual: one sentence describing what is on screen. Be concrete:
what is the object, who is in shot, what is the lighting.

- On-screen copy: any text shown on the frame, verbatim. If none, "—
".
- Voiceover: the spoken line during that shot, verbatim. If none,
"[ambient beat]" or "[silent beat]".

Do not invent on-screen copy or voiceover that is not actually
present in the video. If you cannot make out a line, write
"[unclear]" rather than guessing.

At the end, state the total runtime in seconds.

Tool: Gemini 3.5 

2b. Brief Scoring



The brief scorer

Claude · inputs: V2 Guidance Summary + ad transcript · output: a one-page HTML dashboard

SCORE THE AD AGAINS T THE BRIEF ACROSS NINE DIMENS IONS

1.  Audience match

2.  Single message in 5s

3.  Hook strength

4.  Proof

5.  CTA alignment

6.  Conversion readiness

7.  Tone of voice

8.  Visual direction

9.  Banned content

Each dimension scores green, amber or red, with a one-line verdict and a fix-in-brief or fix-in-ad note.

2b. Brief Scoring



The brief scorer Claude, Opus 4.8  

Role
Act as an expert campaign critic and evaluator. You score short-form video ads against the 
brief that produced them, with the goal of surfacing where the brief itself needs to sharpen 
for the next cycle. Score the ad against the brief, not against your own opinion of what
makes a good ad.

Inputs
You have two attached documents:
1. The Campaign Guidance Summary (V2). This contains the campaign

positioning, audience, messaging, tone of voice, visual direction,
conversion readiness criteria and quality checks for the brand.

2. The Ad Transcript. This is the audience-facing record of the
finished ad, as a shot-by-shot table with columns for shot number,
beat, timing, visual, on-screen copy and voiceover.

The transcript is the canonical record of what the audience actually experiences. Do not 
work from any other artefact (storyboard, brief, voiceover-only text). If the transcript is 
missing any column, flag that as a constraint before scoring.

Your job
Score the ad against the brief, identify where each delivers, falls short, or fails. The goal is 
not to score the ad in isolation. The goal is to surface where the brief itself needs to 
sharpen for the next campaign cycle, so the iteration loop can feed forward.

Score the ad across these nine dimensions:
1. Audience match. Does the ad land for the primary audience defined in the brief?
2. Single message. Is the one core message defined in the brief delivered clearly within the 
first 5 seconds?
3. Hook strength. Does the opening shot and voiceover hook stop the scroll for the 
defined audience?
4. Proof. Are claims specific, verifiable and supported by what is visible or audible in the 
ad?
5. CTA alignment. Does the CTA match the brief's stated CTA ceiling and feel earned by 
what came before?
6. Conversion readiness. Does the CTA point to a real conversion asset, with a defined 
conversion event, as declared in the brief?
7. Tone of voice. Does the ad sound like the brand's defined voice, including correct use of 
the words-to-use and words-to-avoid lists?
8. Visual direction. Does the visual treatment match the brief’s defined mood, palette, 
composition guidance and what-to-avoid notes?
9. Banned content and substantiation. Does the ad use any words, phrases or claims the 
brief explicitly tells us to avoid, or make any claim that would need substantiation under 
UK advertising rules?

.

For each dimension
- Score as green (delivers), amber (partial or unclear), or red (fails or absent).
- Give a one-line verdict explaining the score, referencing specific shots by number or    
brief sections by name.
- Where amber or red, write a one-line "fix in brief" note that names the specific brief line 
or section that needs to change in the next
iteration. If the gap is in the ad rather than the brief, write "fix in ad" instead. Most gaps 

should resolve to "fix in brief",
the brief is the upstream system.

Rules
- Quote directly from the brief and from the transcript when justifying a score. Use the 
format: brief says "...", transcript shows "..." (beat n).
- Do not invent details that are not in the attached documents.
- Do not soften scores to be diplomatic. An amber that should be red costs the next 
campaign cycle.
- Use [British / American / Canadian English.]

Consistency check
Before generating the HTML, run a consistency check. For each dimension, confirm the 
status matches the verdict and the verdict references specific evidence from the attached 
documents. Correct any mismatch before continuing.

Output
Output the final scorecard as a single HTML artefact styled as a one-page brief scoring 
dashboard. Layout reads top to bottom like a
one-page report.

Title the dashboard:
"[BRAND NAME] · [AD VERSION] · Brief Scoring Dashboard".

- Header: campaign name, ad version, date scored, overall score (count of green / amber 
/ red across the nine dimensions).
- Body: one card per dimension, displaying the dimension name, a status indicator (green 
/ amber / red dot or pill), the one-line verdict, and the fix-in-brief or fix-in-ad note where 
present.
- Footer: a "Carry into next brief" panel listing the specific brief lines or sections to 
rewrite, drawn from the fix-in-brief notes above. Group by brief section if more than three.

The HTML must be a direct rendering of the final scorecard. Each card must display the 
same status, verdict and fix note assigned in the scoring pass. Do not reinterpret or 
reassign at the HTML stage.

NOTE: Make sure to attach your Campaign Guidance Summary and your Ad Transcript before running this prompt. 

2b. Brief Scoring



What each lens saw

L O O P  2  ·  M A P P I N G  Y O U R  O W N  F I N D I N G S

Focus group only

O U T S I D E - I N  ·  W H A T  Y O U R  A U D I E N C E  
F E L T

[Persona 1].  [What they flagged in the ad that 

the brief never asked it to do.]

[Persona 2].  [Same shape. Be concrete: a 

missing proof, a tonal slip, a claim that did not 

land.]

Both agree S T R O N G E S T  
S I G N A L

C R O S S - V A L I D A T E D  ·  T W O  L E N S E S

“[Your shared 
phrase]”
Audience.  [How it felt in the ad, in 

audience-grade words.]

Scorer, brief.  [Which brief section or anchor 

it drifts from.]

Brief scorer only

I N S I D E - O U T  ·  B R I E F  A L I G N M E N T

[Drift or gap the scorer flagged. Hook, 

message, proof, CTA, tone or visual.]

[Brief pillar or section the scorer marked 

amber or red.]

[Internal inconsistency between brief 

sections.]

Save this template for your own Loop 2 run. Whatever both lenses flag is what your next brief must address first.



Reformatting



Opus Clip Reformatted 
using our 
engine 



How to reformat without drift

T WO  A P P R O C HE S  T O  R E ME M B ER

• 1  Let the model write a visual identity. A fixed description of palette, surfaces, 

lighting, style and exact product spec keeps every regenerated frame consistent.

• 2  Attach reference images to every prompt. Use “match the product jar 

exactly to the attached reference image” so proportions and typography hold.

The rule that prevents drift  crop in, not extend. Extending the scene 

adds shelves, props and background the brief never approved. 

Example failure mode: reversioning the shelf shot to vertical added a second shelf and 

overloaded the frame.



Performance Data 
Analysis
Test the vertical version – Loop 3



Let’s simulate the performance

Act as a senior paid social strategist. Generate synthetic but realistic Meta Ads Manager data for the attached ad, run on Instagram (Reels, 

Feed, Stories) over a 7-day test flight at £750.

T H E F O U R  B R I E F  B E NC H MA R K S

Cost per sign-up under £25 Landing page conversion above 4%

Video hook rate above 25% Time on landing page above 90s

Realism rules in the prompt: a learning phase, daily variance, placement differences, day-of-week effects, and early creative fatigue. Mixed results, not a 

clean success story.





The performance analyst

L O O P  3  ·  T H E  T O O L K I T

ChatGPT or Claude  ·  inputs: campaign data + campaign guidance summary + ad transcript ·  output: a structured performance read

A N A L Y S E  T H E  D A T A  A C R O S S  F I V E  D I M E N S I O N S

1. Cost efficiency

Is cost per conversion within the brief’s benchmark band, and where 

does it leak?

2. Hook performance

Does the hook rate clear target, and does the daily pattern show 

fatigue?

3. 4.Placement mix

Which placements drove volume at what cost. Where the outliers sit.

Day patterns

How metrics evolved across the flight. Learning phase, peak, decay.

5. Creative health

Is the ad earning attention at a cost each placement charges for it?

The output splits two ways:  short-loop fixes for this campaign now, and long-loop fixes to the brief and prompt stack for next time.



The performance analyst
Claude, Opus 4.8 or ChatGPT 5.5   

Role

Act as a senior paid social performance analyst. You score campaign
performance against the brief that produced it, with the goal of
identifying both the immediate levers for this campaign and the
structural improvements for the next.

Inputs

You have three attached documents:

1. The campaign performance data (Ads Manager export, screenshot,
or table covering at least cost, impressions, hook rate, clicks,
conversions and placement breakdown).

2. The Campaign Guidance Summary, containing the conversion
readiness criteria and benchmarks the campaign was held to.

3. (Optional) The Ad Transcript or finished video, so performance
signals can be connected to specific shots or beats.

Your job

Read the data against the brief's benchmarks, not in isolation.
Identify where each benchmark hit, missed, or showed a near-miss,
and explain why using evidence from the data and the ad. Surface
levers for two horizons:

- Short loop: improvements that close gaps in THIS campaign now.
- Long loop: improvements to the brief and prompt stack that

would sharpen the NEXT campaign for this brand.

Analyse the data across these five dimensions:

1. Cost efficiency. Is cost per conversion within the brief's
benchmark band? Where it isn't, name the leak with specific
numbers.

2. Hook performance. Does the hook rate clear the brief's target?
Read the daily pattern to surface fatigue.

3. Placement mix. Which placements drove which volume at what cost. Identify outliers and 
underperformers.
4. Day patterns and fatigue. How metrics evolved D1 to D7. Look for the learning phase, 
peak, and decay.
5. Creative health. Is the ad earning attention at a cost that matches what each placement 
charges?

For each dimension

- Score as green (delivers), amber (partial or near-miss), or  red (fails or absent).
- Give a one-line verdict with specific numbers quoted from the data.
- Distinguish short-loop fixes from long-loop fixes.

Rules

- Quote specific numbers from the data and specific lines from the brief when justifying 
findings.
- Distinguish causation from correlation. If two metrics moved together, say so. Do not assume 
one caused the other without evidence.
- Do not invent metrics or data that are not in the attached documents.
- Use [British / American / Canadian] English.

Output

Output the analysis as a structured report with the following
sections:

1. Headline. One sentence summarising the campaign verdict.
2. Benchmark scorecard. Each of the six dimensions with its green/amber/red score and one-
line verdict.
3. The leak. The single biggest cost driver, named explicitly with the number that proves it.
4. Improve this campaign now (short loop). Three to five concrete actions, each with the 
specific change and the metric it would move.
5. Improve future campaigns for this brand (long loop). Three to five brief or prompt-stack 
improvements, named against specific brief sections.
6. The top lever. The single change that would move the needle most. State it as: "Apply [X], 
expect [Y]."

.



Feeding the insight back into the engine

L O O P  3  ·  T H E  O U T P U T

Two horizons, both fed by the performance analyst above. Most data findings close gaps in this campaign now. Most structural findings sharpen the 

brief for the next.

Improve this campaign now

S H O R T  L O O P  ·  N E X T  F L I G H T  ·  D A T A - D R I V E N

Cut or cap Stories. £160 bought one sign-up..

Weight budget to Reels. The only placement near target, drove 

59% of sign-ups.

Refresh creative before fatigue. D7 hook rate fell to 25.40% from 

D4 peak of 27.71%.

Test tighter Reels audiences. Start refinement where CPA is already 

closest to target.

Improve future campaigns

L O N G  L O O P  ·  I N T O  T H E  P R O M P T  S T A C K

Numbers into rules. Cap in the Guidance Summary what the data broke. 

Pause any placement above 1.5x blended CPA after 48 hours.

Gaps into measurements. Every brief target needs a tracking tag live 

before flight. Time on landing page was written, not measured.

Curves into triggers. Convert fatigue patterns into in-flight refresh rules. 

Refresh if hook falls two days running or frequency tops 1.15.

Differences into direction. Give each placement its own creative rule in 

Section 10. First-frame reveal for Stories, text-priority for sound-off Feed.

The lesson  move Stories money to Reels and blended cost falls from £34 to roughly £28, just at the edge of the first-flight band. The single biggest lever does not 

close the gap alone, the brief has to sharpen too. That is the loop.



T H R E E  L O O P S  ·  O N E  U P G R A D E

How the loops feed the engine
Each loop surfaces a different kind of gap. Each gap has a specific home in the stack. Together, they write the next version 

of your stack.

01
CTA optimisation

S U R F A C E S

Gaps upstream of the ad, where the brief 

never declared what the brand can actually 

deliver.

F E E D S

Prompts 1 and 2. Research and Brief 

conversion readiness.

02
AI critique

S U R F A C E S

Gaps between brief and execution: missing 

proof, softened voiceovers, drifted anchor 

terms.

F E E D S

Prompts 2 and 3. Brief anchors and Video 

Ad Messaging fidelity.

03
Performance analysis

S U R F A C E S

Gaps between what the brief targeted and 

what the data actually proved.

F E E D S

Prompts 2 and 4. Brief section 10, visual 

direction, and Guidance Summary rules.

→ →

The lesson  the loops critique the ad, the engine gets the upgrade. That is why every version of your stack is measurably better than the last.



Session 3 recap

What you built today 

• An updated four-prompt stack, V2, with conversion 

readiness built in.

• A polished version of the ad with a redefined CTA and 

rebuilt audio.

• An AI focus group read, and a brief scorecard against 

your guidance summary.

• A vertical reversion of the ad, reformatted without drift.

• A performance read that turned mixed data into into 

tangible insight that we can feed back into our engine.

You now have a working campaign built across three 

sessions: research and strategy in Session 1, visuals, 

video and audio in Session 2, and in Session 3 the 

feedback loop that makes every campaign you run 

sharpen the next one.

Every campaign you run now writes an upgrade to 

your stack. That is the engine.

Where this sits



Research

Audience, competitor and 

trend intelligence

Brief
& Messaging

Campaign brief, messaging 

architecture and video ad 

messaging

Visual
Direction

Image generation and brand 

consistency

Video
& Audio

Storyboard, video, 

voiceover, music, assembly 

& polish

Critique
& Iterate

AI focus groups, 

performance analysis, 

feedback loop

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3

Feedback loop

AI workflow recap

Every campaign you run now sharpens the next. That is the engine.



B O N U S

Copyright and AI-generated marketing content

1 · Output ownership

Is there enough human creativity for copyright, 

and in which parts? Prompts alone usually aren’t 

enough. The UK is the outlier: it still protects 

computer-generated works, though a 2026 report 

proposes removing that.

2 · Input legality

Was the model trained on lawful material? Still 

genuinely unsettled Don’t re. 2025 US cases cut 

both ways on the facts.ly on “trained on the 

internet, therefore fine”.

3 · Deployment risk

Does the asset create trade mark, passing off, 

likeness or labelling issues? Getty v Stability AI 

failed on copyright but partly succeeded on trade 

marks over synthetic watermarks.

Practical rule for marketers  copyright is strongest where the human contribution is evident, creative and documentable. Keep your briefs, selections 

and edits. Avoid “in the style of [living artist]” or “make it look like Getty”. For EU audiences, AI-content transparency rules apply from 2 August 2026.



Access the feedback survey and your 
session resources

Session resources 

https://genfutures

.co.uk/build-a-

marketing-

creative-studio-

in-your-pocket-

course-materials/

Survey
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