Digital Accessibility
Testing Tools:
Selection and
Workflow Design

Y \ ® Choose tools and embed them into
) daily design, engineering, and
\.R_ i content workflows

@ ® No single tool, scan, or audit can
guarantee accessibility
® Align teams on shared tools,
signals, and handoffs
® Qutcome: a practical, tiered
workflow that catches issues early

----------




Why Manual-Only Accessibility Testing Fails

CD ¢ |ate audits are the most
VAN

expensive point to fix issues

Late-Stage
Accessibility
Failures

Many design, code, and
content failures are
predictable and preventable

Late discovery causes
rework, release delays,
and real user harm

Design Build Content  Test ! Release

Reframe accessibility as a Expensive Rework
t] kfl 4 Release Delays
continuous workflow, no Reai st o

da pre-release event



What Automated Testing Can and Cannot Do

WHAT AUTOMATED WHAT AUTOMATED
TESTING CAN DO TESTING CANNOT DO

Deterministic checks Requires human judgment,
that follow clear rules. context, and experience.
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Better accessibility usability

outcomes

o - Reliable for deterministic checks: contrast, labels, duplicate IDs, invalid ARIA
o - Typically catches only 30-50% of WCAG issues
o - Cannot judge alt-text quality, focus order, or screen reader usability

° - Treat automation as a fast floor—never a complete compliance statement



Core Tool Categories in a Complete Stack

| ASSEMBLY |

DESIGN-TIME
PLATFORMS

¢/>| DEVELOPER

PLATFORMS

VISUAL/DEVICE
PLATFORMS

@ Four complementary layers:
design-time, developer,
visual/device, and audit
platforms

@ Automated scanners:
browser extensions, linter
rules, Cl libraries, and
crawlers

@ Manual and assistive
technology catches what
automation cannot

@ A credible stack pairs
complementary tools, not
redundant wrappers



Mapping Tools to Team Responsibilities

/@\ Designers: (@ Engineers: (OTQ% Content teams:
|"9 3 e ﬁ\" H
O o </> { } /> (\d Aa = |I~A
* Designers: contrast, Engineers: linters, DOM * Content teams: readability,
focus order, semantics inspection, Cl gates, heading structure, alt text,
checks in Figma or targeted screen reader preflight checks
design systems checks

o ———

® Assign tools by daily workflow fit to
avoid duplicated effort and ownership gaps

____________________________________________________________




Choose the Right
Accessibility Tool

Standards &
Technical Fit /

4

Real-World @

Testing /

Integration& . ..._..

Workflow Fit  / :

j.

Total Cost of \
Ownership /

Realistic \

Expectations /

Evaluate standards coverage,
technical fit, learning curve, and
reporting quality

Test tools on your own pages,
including dynamic components,
authentication, and forms

Balance specialist tools against
integrated features; prioritize
workflow fit over feature counts

Include training, implementation,
scan limits, remediation effort, and
maintenance in total cost

Avoid vendor claims of complete
automated compliance; expect
30-50% detection rates



Designing a Tiered Testing Workflow

Layer checks: design,

Design =
g & - g development, puII request,
- staging, release

-
{ } Automate early layers;

schedule manual reviews

-l ¢ A at milestones
Pull Request
: g Clear pass/fail signals
‘ = \‘ + ” " _ andteséalBuion paths
Staging —

e)

at each tier

- v &> Fast deterministic checks
Release @ % first; manual effort for
|
\ 4
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Monitoring

id judgment-heavy issues



Embedding Checks into

Design and Content Work

® Design-time checks catch
contrast and semantics before handoff

® Reusable accessible patterns
reduce repeated manual review
R
v

® Preflight checks in publishing
tools catch issues early

7 ® Keepfrictionlow so accessibility
does not slow delivery

O o ® Surface issues in the tools
(Ol designers and editors already use




Engineering Hooks: Linters,

Cl, and Accessibility Trees

e Use framework-aware linters and unit
tests for common ARIA and label violations

e Add Cl checks as regression gates without
blocking every merge at first

® Apply baseline or threshold strategies to
prevent new violations

O

Teach engineers to inspect the accessibility
tree and run targeted screen reader checks




Making Cl Gates Practical with

Baselines and Thresholds

e Ordered stages: unit
tests first, browser
checks next, site
crawls last

0«00

e A check only matters
E] when it blocks merge

via required status
checks

e Baseline snapshots
distinguish new
@ violations from

legacy debt

e Quarantine flaky rules,
! N don't disable whole
pipeline stages

THRESHOLD DASHBOARD

BASELINE VIOLATIONS

AN

QUARANTINE SCOPES

I~
Tt 0

—— Baseline Violations

New Violations Quarantine Scopes




Human and Assistive-Technology Verification

e - Manual checks cover the
50-70% gap automation
misses

e - Core baseline: NVDA +
Firefox on Windows,
VoiceOver + Safari on i0OS

e - Add JAWS for regulated
sectors; TalkBack if
Android share is
meaningful

e - Supplement with AT-driver
tests and real-device
screen reader checks

Ch

Assistive
Technology

R)) NVDA
VoiceOver

Operating

Browser

&

Purpose / Role

Core baseline

Core baseline

Add for
regulated sectors

Add if Android
share is
meaningful



Reporting and Metrics

That Avoid False Confidence

Distinguish scanner coverage
from real user impact

®

o SCAN EVERYTHING

Track severity-weighted issues,
time to fix, repeat failures

FILTER AND
PRIORITIZE

G

FOCUS ON REAL
USER IMPACT

® Green dashboards and high
Lighthouse scores are not proof

000 e Reports should guide
CF prioritization and stakeholder
decisions

REPORTS THAT
DRIVE DECISIONS




Piloting and Selecting a First Workflow

Start with
one team

v

@

Define success
metrics

v

10

Test representative
pages, component
stories, and risky
user journeys

v

Run pilot about
two weeks

-
L]
L]

v

Decide based on
workflow fit

Pilot two
complementary

tools on free tiers

.b _.I. —

.

coverage, actionable
findings, false positives

J

before evaluating
[a) integration and support|

C.:> not feature-list

o marketing

. 11

- /

Start with one team, pilot
two complementary tools
on free tiers

Define success metrics:
coverage, actionable findings,
false positives

Test representative pages,
component stories, and
risky user journeys

Run pilot about two weeks
before evaluating integration
and support

Decide based on workflow
fit, not feature-list
marketing



From Pilot to Scaled

Accessibility Practice

- Adjust ownership, tooling, ’ 1
= severity rules, and training A\ 4
based on pilot findings

- Embed tools into design
E:;}) systems, Cl pipelines, issue

trackers, and reporting

© - Layer human validation and
Q occasional expert audits
over automated checks

N - Continuously review metrics

’& J to close detection gaps and
refine workflows




PersonWise.

PersonWise - Al digital-human course platform

Scan the code or click anywhere to watch this course live, with voice Q&A

personwise.ai/t/66f45adc/public


https://personwise.ai/t/66f45adc/public?entry_surface=public_courseware_pdf

