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Abstract: This study examined how artificial intelligence (Al) techniques affect the creation of user-friendly mobile application
interfaces. This study examined the effectiveness of incorporating accessibility standards into Al-generated user interfaces.
There were two stages to the research. In the first phase, an Al tool was chosen, and by providing various prompts, various
interfaces for a mobile application for food delivery were developed. In the second step, experts and users (older persons)
assessed the Al-generated interfaces to see how the accessibility features were implemented. The outcome led to the selection
of a certain interface, which was then manually constructed using guidelines to incorporate all the accessibility aspects. Once
more, users and specialists participated in the testing to gauge the existence of accessibility. Using this procedure, the effective-
ness of both manual and Al-generated user interfaces in integrating accessibility elements was assessed. All of these measure-
ments' results showed that manually created interfaces had more accessibility features than Al-generated ones. To create effi-
cient Al-generated interfaces with accessibility features, more research must be done on the subject and better models and
prompts are required to support the functioning.

Keywords: Accessibility; Inclusive design; Artificial Intelligence; Al generated interfaces; User Experience Design, User In-
terface

I. Usability and Inclusive Design

Usability is defined by the International Standards Organisation (1SO) as the degree to which a product may be used by desig-
nated users to accomplish particular goals in a designated context of use with efficacy, efficiency, and satisfaction (Barnum &
Dragga 2001; I1SO 1999). Ensuring the website is both helpful and easy to use for the target user base is essential to usability
(Murray & Costanzo 1999). What makes a web interface "usable" is still up for debate. All agree, however, that an interface
that is clear, straightforward, navigable, consistent, appealing, accessible, and forgiving of user errors is useful. Research has
indicated that roughly 60% of the time, users are unable to locate the information they are looking for on websites (Brinck et al.
2001). Time is lost, productivity is decreased, and irritation levels rise as a result. High usability is the key factor in achieving
maximum return on information technology investment by a corporation (Brinck et al. 2001).

Metrics related to accessibility are crucial for a variety of situations and goals. It is the primary determinant of interface usability
(Martins & Duarte 2022). Another area where accessibility is crucial is in inclusive design. Universal design and design for
everyone are related to inclusive design, however inclusive design also needs to define "reasonable” in its definition. The design
process must constantly adapt to accommodate a diverse range of users as we gain a deeper understanding of their needs, desires,
and expectations to achieve the goal of creating beautiful and functional environments that everyone, regardless of age, gender,
or disability, can use equally (Shipley 2002).

Accessibility Criteria’s

There are different accessibility standards are followed worldwide. The prominent standards followed in the industry include
Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG), Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), Material Design Accessibility guide-
lines, Apple Design Accessibility guidelines, and the Accessibility for Teams - An official website of the United States govern-
ment. Based on these standards, a few accessibility factors are found to be important to consider when studying the accessibility
in the interfaces. They are color contrast, hit target sizes, fonts, buttons, iconography, white space, and visual hierarchy.

The results of Hill & Scharff's (1996) study, which examined the effects of six foreground/background color combinations,
suggested avoiding sharp contrasts by showing that participants responded quickly to a median color contrast combination
(green and yellow had the fastest response time). Flanders (2002) advises limiting the number of text colors since the user
becomes confused when colors are mixed. Instead, she suggests utilizing contrasting backgrounds and text colors.

Important components of interface design that have a big impact on usability and user engagement are buttons and hit target
sizes. Buttons should have a distinctive look that makes them identifiable as interactive elements, according to Johnson & Jeff
(2000). The region of a clickable element that facilitates user interaction is referred to as the hit target size. The size and distance
of the objective from the beginning point affect the amount of time needed to approach it, according to Fitts' law, a well-known
principle in human-computer interaction (Fitts 1954). Fitts' law has been applied to interface design with validation from mul-
tiple studies, which show that larger hit target sizes result in faster and more precise pointing movements. According to Chapuis
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et al. (2011), enlarging interactive features, such as buttons, enhanced user performance and decreased errors. They suggested
that for touch interactions to be comfortable, the goal size should be at least 9mm. Similarly, Wobbrock et al. (2008) suggested
that desktop interfaces have a minimum target size of 9.2 mm.

Another crucial factor in assessing accessibility is font size. The legibility, reading duration, and general font preference for two
font types—sans serif and serif—were investigated by Bernard et al. in 2001. The 12- and 14-point font sizes were shown to be
significantly preferred for elderly persons (aged 63 to 82). Additionally, it has been noted that serif fonts are better than sans-
serif fonts. According to research by Ivory and Hearst (2002), larger font sizes should be used to improve the appearance of the
content page.

Icons can improve information identification, retention, and comprehension, making interfaces more user-friendly and effective
(Dey et al. 2011). They make it easier to navigate, offer visual signals, and clearly and concisely communicate ideas. Tahir et
al. (2018) stress how crucial it is to create visually striking icons, a good representation of the ideas they convey, and cohesive
with the interface's overall design language. The effects of various icon styles on user perception and recognition have been
studied. For instance, Hsu et al. (2014) examined the efficacy of flat icons, which have a basic, minimalistic look, and skeu-
omorphic icons, which mimic real-world things. They discovered that consumers could identify and comprehend flat icons with
fewer details more quickly. Additionally, where icons are placed inside the user interface has a big impact on how users engage
and behave. According to research by Coursaris et al. (2008), users' performance and efficiency when performing activities can
be improved by placing icons strategically, such as in the upper left corner or at the top of the screen. Effective iconography is
a result of designing icons that are understandable, relevant, and visually distinct as well as taking accessibility issues into
account and placing them inside the interface.

The empty or vacant spaces that exist between design elements on a web page are referred to as "white space,"” often known as
"negative space," and are a key interface design principle. White space is essential for enhancing the readability and compre-
hension of interface material, according to Tullis & Kodimer (2014). Nielsen (2010) provides additional evidence in favor of
the theory that white space improves reading comprehension by lowering the cognitive load and offering visual pauses that
facilitate the processing of information. When used appropriately, white space can draw users' attention to key components and
calls to action on an interface, as well as enhance its visual appeal (Landa 2014; Kim & Moon 2018). Additionally, it will
contribute to improving the interface's dependability and quality (Kurniawan & Zaphiris 2001).

In graphic design, the idea of directing attention is referred to as building a strong "Visual Hierarchy." When a human looks at
a design initially and then again, elements like text style, color, and size are thought to have the most influence (Djamasbi et al.
2011). According to Faraday's (2000) research, an interface's elements' position, size, image, color, and text style can all predict
their sequence and affect a user's experience. Still (2018) argues that when establishing the hierarchy in a design, text style is
just as important as position. Looking back, a lot of research assumes that visual hierarchy is a real idea, but it hasn't been proven
to have an impact on the viewing experience. Additionally, according to Still (2018), designers can assist viewers in navigating
a design or layout more easily by drawing their attention to specific components that support a more obvious hierarchy of crucial
information. Fluency, also referred to as ease in a scenario, is a pleasant and good feeling that may be developed by visual
hierarchy (Reber et al. 2004).

Artificial Intelligence (Ai) & Accessibility in UX

User experience design is only one of the areas that artificial intelligence (Al) has revolutionized. The nexus between Al and
UX design offers fascinating opportunities to develop intelligent, personalized, and seamless user experiences. Al technology
may significantly improve the design process and optimize user interactions because of its capacity to analyze enormous vol-
umes of data, recognize patterns, and make well-informed conclusions.

Al-generated interface accessibility is an important factor that requires careful thought. Even though Al technology presents
innovative possibilities for interface design and creation, it is crucial to guarantee that the final products are user-friendly.

Accessibility and Its Importance to People with Special Needs

People with disabilities can access and use digital products, services, and interfaces on an equal basis with others because of
accessibility in design (Martins & Duarte, 2022). According to a study on web accessibility, "websites need to be designed and
developed to support usability across these contexts; to achieve this, websites need to be accessible to all users, particularly
those who are older and disabled (Petrie et al. 2015)." It is an essential component of inclusive design as well as a necessity
under ethical and regulatory guidelines. UX designers can develop experiences that are useful, straightforward, and engaging
for all users, regardless of their abilities or impairments, by considering accessibility and applying it from the beginning.

In UX design, accessibility is more than just following rules and regulations. It involves developing an awareness of users'
varied demands, capacities, and constraints. Different people have different levels of vision, hearing, mobility, cognitive ability,
and other variables that can affect how they engage with digital interfaces. A truly accessible user experience takes these dif-
ferences into account. The substantial global population impacted by impairments emphasizes the importance of accessibility
in UX design. The World Health Organisation (WHO,2001) estimates that over a billion people, or 15% of the world's popula-
tion, are disabled in some way. A significant section of the population is prevented from fully engaging in the digital sphere
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when accessibility issues are not adequately addressed, which restricts their access to opportunities, services, and information.
Furthermore, the advantages of accessibility go beyond those who are disabled. Think about the elderly population, where aging-
related changes might impact cognitive, motor, hearing, and vision capacities. UX experts may improve usability for a wider
audience (i.e., for all possible users) by designing with accessibility in mind. This allows them to create interfaces that cater to
the demands of older users (Gregor et al. 2022)

Need for The Study

Although there are established accessibility standards and principles, they might not fully account for the particular difficulties
and factors that Al-generated interfaces present. It is crucial to recognize the need for accessibility improvements and to address
any potential obstacles experienced by users, particularly those with impairments, as Al technologies advance and become more
widely used.

Al-generated interfaces have the potential to completely transform how humans interact with technology, but their reliance on
machine learning algorithms and other automated processes, which might not have been designed with accessibility as a top
priority—presents special accessibility challenges. Under such circumstances, these interfaces might uphold current disparities
and marginalization of those with disabilities, restricting their capacity to fully engage in society. Therefore, there is a need for
research to evaluate and understand the methods to improve the accessibility of Al-generated interfaces.

11. Objectives

The purpose of this study is to investigate and assess the accessibility of Al-generated interfaces as it stands right now. It looks
for ways to improve the design of Al systems that prioritize inclusion and accessibility by identifying the gaps, problems, and
opportunities already present. The goal of this research is to improve the accessibility of Al-generated interfaces by examining
the relationship between Al and accessibility. The main objectives of the study are,

e To evaluate and compare the accessibility of different Al-generated interfaces
e To manually improve the accessibility of an Al-generated interface to meet accessibility guidelines and standards

e To understand the scope for improvement in the area of Accessibility in Al-generated interfaces by comparing the
accessibility score of the improved interface with the Al-generated interface.

I11. Methods and Procedure

An experimental study design has been used in this research to better understand how Al affects user interface accessibility.
There were two stages to this. The purpose of phase one is to determine how well an Al tool generates interfaces that meet
accessibility standards. Phase 2 involved a testing strategy with two groups, including older visually challenged persons and
design professionals, to see how the interfaces created by Al and manually modified versions differed and could be useful for
the special needs user group.

The Al tool for the study was chosen in Phase I. MidJourney is the Al tool that was selected for this study's analysis. Midjourney
is an artificial intelligence tool for creating photographs. It receives human input in the form of written prompts, parameters,
and other images, and then utilizes a machine learning algorithm that has been trained on a vast amount of image data to create
original images. One of the most widely used Al tools in the industry for creating Al interfaces is Midjourney. The volume of
blogs, YouTube videos, and other content accessible by utilizing the tool to quickly and attractively create user interfaces is
proof of this. Mid Journey offers both a premium subscription model and an open-source version. For the investigation's pur-
poses, a Basic paid package was subscribed to generate Al Interface images.

The testing procedure was carried out in phase two. Seven adults between the ages of 50 and 60 were selected as the target
group to concentrate on the visual design components impacting visual accessibility since they represent a segment of the
population with visual ability issues. Before scoring was generated, experts and users individually tested the Al-generated in-
terfaces. Next, with the assistance of a design professional, the interface was manually modified. It was then tested once more
with both experts and users. This was done to comprehend the distinctions between humanly developed interfaces and Al from
the perspectives of professionals and users.

Accessibility Metrics Used

The industry-wide accessibility standards from five different organizations were the basis for the metrics that were used to
measure the accessibility elements in the interface design. These include the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the Web
Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG), the Material Design Accessibility Guidelines, the Apple Design Accessibility
Guidelines, and the Accessibility for Teams website, which is an official US government website.

The parameters of the study were established following the accessibility guidelines established by these five businesses. The
accessibility components, which range from cognitive to physical accessibility, make up the parameters. The study's finalized
parameters are as follows:
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e Color contrast - Meet a 4.5:1 color contrast ratio regardless of what size your text is. (Web Content Accessibility
Guidelines (WCAG))

e Hit target size - A good size to remember is 44 x 44 pixels, for all hit targets. (WCAG/Apple design guidelines)

e Texton image - Don’t use images of text on your website except where necessary or for branding purposes, for exam-
ple, your logo. (Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG))

e Font size - Min 16px (Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA))

e Line width - 45-75 characters per line is acceptable and approximately 66 characters per line is comfortable. (Acces-
sibility for teams)

o Icons with text

o Legible font

° White space

o Single Hand accessibility

. Visual Hierarchy
Testing Procedure

Understanding users as they carry out tasks is the primary goal of usability or user testing. It is a methodical approach to seeing
real people utilize a product and gathering data on the particular ways that the product is simple or complex for them (Dumas
& Redish 1999). To find usability issues and progressively enhance the relevant product, an iterative cycle of tests can be carried
out (Rubin & Chisnell 2008). To determine the accessibility efficiency, two groups of participants were tested in this study. The
two methods are user testing and manual testing. By evaluating the user interface with a design professional, the manual testing
method aims to promote usability by identifying problems or opportunities for improvement in the interaction (Gray & Salzman
1998). To ascertain how the user interfaces created offer accessibility from the user's point of view during their interaction with
the product, user testing techniques were conducted with the target population (Nielsen & Mack 1994). The expert testing
process used the evaluator-based usability evaluation approach, whereas the user group testing method was based on the prin-
ciples of Hasan et al. (2012).

Additionally, the criteria were divided into two categories. While some of the other parameters were arbitrary and had no set
norms, the two-group classification was carried out using the stated design compliance guidelines/criteria, which could be man-
ually evaluated. As a result, the target (user) group is required to be used for testing. They are,

e Manual (Expert) Testing method:

o Color contrast

o Hit target size

o Texton image

o Fontsize

o Line width

o lcons with text

e  User Testing method:

o Legible font

o White space

o Single Hand accessibility

o Visual Hierarchy
Evaluation criteria

After the parameters were established, a scoring system was developed to put them into numbers. For each of the two techniques,
the parameters were scored independently. For manual testing, a score of one point was awarded to each parameter that satisfied
the necessary criteria. The parameters that did not meet the standard received a score of zero.
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Table 1 Accessibility metric for manual testing

Parameter Standard Score

Color Contrast 4:5:1 color contrast ratio Yes-1;,No-0
Hit Target Size 40 - 44 px Yes-1;,No-0
Text on Image No text on the image Yes-1;No-0
Font Size Min 16 px Yes-1;,No-0
Line Width 45 - 75 characters per line Yes-1;No-0
Icons with Text Custom icons supported with text Yes-1;No-0

For user testing parameters, the users were asked to rank the parameter on a scale of 0-2, 0 being bad, 1 being neutral, and 2 for
good.

Table 2 Accessibility metric for user testing

Parameter Score

Legible Font 0 - Bad; 1- Neutral; 2- Good
White Space 0 - Bad; 1- Neutral; 2- Good
Single Hand Accessibility 0 - Bad; 1- Neutral; 2- Good
Visual Hierarchy 0 - Bad; 1- Neutral; 2- Good

Accessibility Score Computation Method
The accessibility score of all the interfaces was computed using the following formula:

Y« MTSy + %Y=, UTS,
Y

Accessibility Score =

e where Y refers to the total number of users =7,

e X isanumber between 1 - 5 representing the interface,

e yisanumber between 1 - 7 representing the current user.
e  MTS refers to Manual Testing Score

e  UTS refers to User Testing Score

Figure 1, represents the graphical illustration of how the scores were computed from the prompt-generated interfaces

esignes 1 ntertace 1

SIERIEAE § <1l s
sl e el e (a8

Figure 1 Graphical representation of flow to compute Accessibility Score.
1V. Results of Al-Generated Interfaces
Generating Al interfaces

Five UI/UX designers were asked to give prompts to generate accessible interfaces for a food ordering application for the target
group. The related prompts and generated interface are discussed below.
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Interface 1

Ul design for a food delivery app Home Screen that can be easily accessible by a single hand following Web Content Accessi-
bility Guidelines (WCAG)

Figure 2 Al Generated Interface 1
Interface 2

Ul design for a food delivery app with contrast ratio 4:5:1, white space, dark font, button size: 40px, screen resolution: 828px
x 1792px

noeana w8 obo
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=== &>

rroodio 1 afeasl s« toecs

Figure 3 Al Generated Interface
Interface 3

A UI Screen for a food delivery mobile app, Material Design guidelines, Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, all mobile app
accessibility guidelines.
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Figure 4 Al Generated Interface 3
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Interface 4

Homepage Ul for a food delivery app, clear images, no text on images, 40px buttons, font size: 16px, Background color: Fore-
ground color:: 3: 1 for iPhone XR screen

) Ciavo Induic

)

Figure 5 Al Generated Interface 4
Interface 5

Ul Screen for a food delivery mobile app, Material Design guidelines, Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, all mobile app
accessibility guidelines

Figure 6 Al Generated Interface 5

The above section displayed the outcomes of the five expert-given prompts as well as the interface produced by the MidJourney
Al tool. To provide accessibility for a single-hand follower and convey the result, the first prompt was specifically designed to
adhere to the WCAG requirements. There were certain accessibility needs for Prompt 2. To comply with all mobile application
accessibility rules, Prompts 3 and 5 were provided. There were specifications for the iPhone screen in Prompt 4. The specialists
formulated the prompts to provide an interface based on distinct criteria tailored to various settings.

Manual (Expert) Testing Results for Al-Generated Interface

To evaluate Al generated interface firstly, the expert testing result was identified through MTS value. It is found that the values
range from 1 to 3 for all the interfaces. None of the Al-generated interfaces has the full value of 6. It is also proven that hit target
size and font size were not at all considered by the Al tool while generating the interface. Color contrast is also not considered
widely. The line width is incorporated by the Al tool in 5 interfaces out of 6. This shows that the improvement in Al-generated
interface is still needed in many categories of accessibility.

Table 3 Expert test result of Al-generated interface

Color contrast I_.“t target | Text on im- Font size | Line width Ic_ons MTS Value
size age with text
Interfacel 0 0 0 0 1 0 MTS, =1
Interface2 0 0 1 0 1 1 MTS, =3
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Interface3 0 0 1 0 0 0 MTS, =1
Interface4 1 0 0 0 1 0 MTS, =2
Interface5 0 0 1 0 1 1 MTS; =3

User Testing Results for Al-Generated Interface

To evaluate the user testing results, the UTS score was computed. The total score point is 56 to consider the best incorporation
of accessibility in interfaces. The UTS value of the Al-generated interface in this research ranges from 24-28. This shows that
the average 50% score itself cannot be matched by the interfaces. Comparing the four criteria used in user testing, based on the
value it is proven that legible font is the main problem followed by visual hierarchy, white space, and single-hand accessibility.
The result of user testing is also in line with expert testing.

Intarface 1 Intarface 2 Intarface 3 Intarface 4 Intarface 5

IF| Wi| SHA| VH| LF| Wi| 3HA| VH| LF| W3| 3HA| VH| LF| Ws| 3HA| VH| LF| Wi| 3HA| VH
Ul . 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 1 2 1 1
U2 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 i} 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 i} 1 2 0
U3 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 } 1 2 1 1
U4 i} 1 1 1 0 1 2 2 i} 1 2 2 1 2 2 0 i} 1 2 2
U5 1 2 0 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 0} 1 1 1
U4 U, 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 i} 1 0 1 y 1 2 y 1 2 1 0
U7 0} 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 0} 1 2 0
UTS | 23 24 28 27 28
“ahie
Mote: U- Uszer, LF — Leagtble Font, W5 — White Space, 3HA — Smels Hand Accessthility, WVH- Visuzl Hisrarchy

Figure 7 User Testing results of Al-generated interface
Accessibility Score for Al interface based on MTS & UTS value

Here the total accessibility score was computed based on the UTS and MTS value calculated based on testing. The five inter-
faces' accessibility scores fell between five and seven points, and there was no relationship between them and the accessibility
prompt's level of complexity. This leads to the conclusion that the Al tool does not currently consider accessibility when creating
interfaces using its algorithm.

Table 4 Accessibility Score

Interface Accessibility Score
Interface 1 4.6

Interface 2 6.4

Interface 3 5

Interface 4 5.9

Interface 5 7

To evaluate the potential for accessibility in Al-generated interfaces to be improved. The accessibility score, which is covered
in the next part, was calculated by personally improving and retesting the interface with the greatest accessibility score.

Result of Manually Generated Interface
Designing Interface Manually

The Al-generated interface with the greatest accessibility score was selected, and its accessibility requirements were manually
adjusted. This process involved calculating the accessibility scores for each Al-generated interface. The following adjustments
were made as per the industry standard guidelines mentioned above:

e Using a contrast checker & adjusting color

e Increasing font size
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e Increasing and matching the hit size of all clickable elements

e Changing to more legible fonts (Inter)
e Increasing white space

After implying the changes, the following interface (figure 2) was designed by the designer manually for further testing

Grab Grub

Figure 8 Manually Improved Interface
Manual (Expert) & User Testing Results for Manually Generated Interface

The manually enhanced interface's accessibility score rose dramatically from 7 to 13 points. When compared to Al-generated
interfaces, there is room for development in terms of accessibility, as evidenced by the notable rise in accessibility score. The
MTS value of expert testing also shows that all the improvisations related to accessibility in the interface is better in manual
design.

Table 5 Expert Testing result of manual design

Color Hit target | Texton Font N Icons MTS Value
; ) . Line width .
contrast | size image size with text
Impro- 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
vised In-
terface

Table 6 User Testing result of manual design
LF WS SHA VH UTS Value | Accessibility Score
49 13

User 1
User 2
User 3
User 4
User 5
User 6
User 7

Nl P N N N PN
RN NN R NN
| N NN NN
N N N N PN DN

Artificial intelligence (Al) algorithms can also be easily programmed and trained to improve the accessibility of the interfaces
they generate, since manually improving the interface mostly involves making sure the parameters adhere to the current acces-
sibility standards and do not require any creative or intellectual effort from the designer.

By altering the code to make sure that the parameters adhere to accessibility standards and norms, Al algorithms can be devel-
oped to create accessible interfaces. Although these code modifications might not fully render the final design accessible, they
can undoubtedly contribute to increasing the accessibility of the interface's visual features.
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V. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to comprehend the current state of Al tools for creating user interfaces. For this reason, the Al-
generated interfaces were created using the currently widely utilized technology, Mid Journey. To confirm that the interfaces
adhered to the accessibility criteria, both experts and users tested them. These inputs were used to manually improve and retest
the interfaces with experts and users. A comparative analysis was then conducted to determine how well Al and humanly
generated interfaces implemented accessibility options.

Prompts were provided to develop the home screen interface for the food delivery mobile application in the initial step of
employing the Al tool. Five distinct prompts were provided following the accessibility requirements. Prompts to design an
interface utilizing various accessibility criteria were presented three times (interface 1, 3, 5). Specific prompts indicating the
contrast ratio, font, button, and screen requirements were supplied once (interface 2). Interface 4 (the operating system for the
iPhone), button, typeface, and color characteristics were included in another query. The accessibility requirements, which in-
clude color contrast, hit target size, text on image, font size, line width, and icon with text, were being used by experts to test
the interfaces. The interfaces, which were requested to be created following broad guidelines, have not passed the expert testing
criteria. Each of these interfaces complies with one or more accessibility requirements. More accessibility features are present
in the interfaces created by providing precise prompts for contrast, font, screen, button, and OS elements than in the previous
one. None of the five Al-generated interfaces has more than 50% accessibility elements, even though it is a greater percentage
than the other group. The user group likewise received identical interfaces to test with. Legible font, white space, single-handed
accessibility, and visual hierarchy were all tested during user testing. It is discovered that the five interfaces are not able to
provide readable fonts. The interfaces created in response to particular instructions have neutrally conformed to the white spac-
ing option. One interface has no single-handed accessibility, two have neutral accessibility, and two have strong accessibility.
Three interfaces have the visual hierarchy either prominently or neutrally present, whereas two interfaces lack it. The outcomes
of the user testing demonstrate once more how accessible interfaces may be made by including prompt controls that specifically
explain each accessibility choice individually. This demonstrates that when analyzing the various accessibility criteria in inter-
faces, experts and users arrive at nearly identical conclusions.

The interfaces in the second level were improved by modifying the colors, contrasts, text size, hit size for each clickable element,
and white space in addition to using readable fonts. Following the manual enhancement of the interface through the application
of all accessibility standards, the Manual Testing (MTS) score was 6 out of 6. The User Testing (UTS) score during the process
was 49 out of 56. For Al-generated interfaces, the same figure was in the 20s. At the same time, Al-generated interfaces' acces-
sibility scores ranged from 4.6 to 7, whereas the humanly improved version received a score of 13. This illustrates clearly how
designing interfaces can be made more vulnerable by following generic instructions on adopting accessibility requirements,
even while they are Al-generated. Thus, it can be concluded that to match the manually produced interface version, a more
precise prompt-based system needs to be established in Al models.

V1. Conclusion

The current state of Al tools for creating mobile application user interfaces has been assessed by this study. Overall, this research
has shown that there is still room for development in the Al-generated tools' ability to incorporate accessibility requirements in
the user interface. The testing procedure used in this study makes it clear. The recommendation made in the research’s conclusion
is to improve Al models by including explicit prompts for implementing accessibility in user interface design. This will enable
interface development to be implemented more widely.

Limitations and Future Scope

The technical details of applying this technique to train or create an Al tool are revealed and outside the purview of the study,
even if this study confirms the necessity of developing Al models with accessibility in mind.

This work provides evidence that the current Al algorithms must be enhanced to make them more accommodating to users with
a range of needs. Although the focus of this paper is on improving the accessibility of Al-generated interfaces, its scope can be
further expanded to implement the findings by altering Al algorithms to take accessibility parameters into account and produce
interfaces that are more widely usable. The study was also restricted to the visual design component of accessibility; other
components, such as navigation, perceivability, and discoverability, might be examined and improved by adopting and utilizing
comparable procedures. The study also considered only one Al tool. In future comparison between tools can be identified for
effective output.
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