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Abstract
Accessibility in screen media is typically framed as services for
discrete user groups (e.g. visually impaired users), with HCI work
largely focusing on post-production and playback interventions
rather than the wider production ecology. We report findings from
interviews and workshops with media practitioners spanning pre-
production, production, and post-production, surfacing a gap be-
tween practitioners’ orientation toward meeting audiences where
they are and the organisational conditions that systematically pre-
vent this. Our thematic analysis shows how access is (a) authored
into storytelling and planning when time and creative ownership al-
low, (b) undermined by fragmented responsibility and remit bound-
aries across handovers, and (c) constrained by workflow realities
and product economics that shape what can be delivered, main-
tained, and scaled. We also surface frictions between creative intent
and end-user comprehension, and between device-level personali-
sation and source-level authorship. We contribute a design agenda
for integrated media accessibility, including principles for mak-
ing space and time for access, supporting inclusive viewing, and
enabling accountable content creation and automation.

CCS Concepts
• Human-centered computing → Accessibility theory, con-
cepts and paradigms.
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1 Introduction
“How people work is one of the best kept secrets in America.”
— David Wellman

In ‘95, Lucy Suchman takes Wellman’s provocation to begin
her essay as a challenge to design: the way work is actually done
is rarely apparent from organisational charts, process models, or
the assumptions designers inherit [97]. Making work visible by
studying the situated judgement, coordination, and politics through
which organisations hold together and through which design inter-
ventions succeed or fail [97] has animated decades of CHI, DIS and
CSCW workplace research across domains, including industrial
operations [77], healthcare [96], digital market places [56], and
service industry [75], to name a few.

Yet “how work works” is not stable. Contemporary organisations
increasingly depend on distributed supply chains, specialist ven-
dors, and short-term contracts, where responsibility is fragmented
across handovers while accountability can be diffused across “many
hands” [20]. Similarly, in the media industry production settings
are rapidly retooling in response to infrastructural change and au-
tomation, including the uptake of generative AI and data-driven
pipelines [99]. These shifts make it timely for HCI to re-engage
with such ecologies as they are being reconfigured.

Screen media production offers a consequential case. In audio-
visual accessibility, access is often framed as a bounded set of ser-
vices; subtitles for d/Deaf and hard-of-hearing audiences, audio
description for blind and low-vision audiences delivered down-
stream once content is “locked.” Correspondingly, much HCI work
has focused on post-production and playback interventions: im-
proving subtitle presentation and placement, developing adaptive
or gaze-aware captioning, supporting sign-language presentation in
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Creative window closes as accountability arrives late

(a) CURRENT PROBLEM fragmented remits · lossy handovers · governance gaps · access as downstream service

Pre-Production Production Post-Production Distribution / Broadcast

Creative access window
open · authorship possible · expertise present

access expertise minimised from this point

Accountability (arrives late)

access commissioned too late expertise siloed by remit bolted on in post-production compliance-only · intent lost

When the proposed design commitments are enacted across the production lifecycle

① Creative Practice ② Contested Quality ③ Social Situatedness

(b) PROPOSED ECOLOGY upstream mandate · access embedded early · accountability continuous · intent preserved

Pre-Production Production Post-Production Distribution / Broadcast

Creative access window — sustained
upstream authorship · creative mandate · access expertise present throughout

Accountability — early
Accountability — continuous, growing

durable artefacts mandate established quality contested intent preserved

access baked in from development practitioners empowered upstream intent travels with artefacts audience meets access work intact

Creative Access Window · opportunity for access to be authored, embedded, and governed upstream
Accountability / Governance · moment at which access intent becomes auditable, traceable, and enforceable (see Discussion for full elaboration)

Figure 1: The production ecology of media accessibility. (a) Under current conditions, the creative access window—the opportu-
nity for access to be authored into production—narrows progressively across the lifecycle, while accountability mechanisms
arrive only at the delivery end. Three handover seams mark where access intent is most vulnerable to loss. (b) When the
proposed design directions are enacted, the creative window is sustained and accountability begins upstream. Each seam
corresponds to a design direction: Seam 1 (Pre→Production) is addressed by Governable Mandate; Seam 2 (Production→Post) by
Durable Artefacts; Seam 3 (Post→Distribution) by Layered Accessibility. See Discussion for full elaboration.

new display formats, and enabling personalisation controls during
viewing [21, 59, 61]. This work has produced important advances,
but it can also reinforce a retrofit model of access, where “accessible
media” is something appended to an already-finished artefact.

What becomes less visible in this model is the production ecol-
ogy through which accessibility is actually achieved or fails to be
achieved. Decisions that shape access are made long before cap-
tions are authored. Media accessibility is also shaped by labour
conditions and remit boundaries: who can negotiate creative intent

with access providers, and who carries responsibility when content
crosses organisational seams. Access, in other words, is negoti-
ated infrastructure that travels across pre-production, production,
post-production, and platform delivery.

Most of the research in media accessibility and design focuses
on a set of practices conducted at the end of the technology lifecy-
cle. A notable exception is Cieciura et al. [18]’s ethnographic work
tracing how personalised object-based media (OBM) experiences
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are produced, showing how new forms of “flexible” media intro-
duce metadata labour, tooling misfits, and coordination overheads
across development and post-production. This study demonstrates
the value of following media work across stages and roles when
new technical paradigms arrive [18]. However, how accessibility is
organised across everyday screen production, and how interven-
tions beyond standard services might be integrated into production
workflows, remains under-explored.

In this paper, we make accessibility work visible by studying how
media practitioners talk about, negotiate, and enact access across
the media lifecycle. As our title signals, our media practitioners
already orient toward meeting audiences where they are; what the
production ecology repeatedly fails to provide are the conditions
for this aspiration to be realised. We report findings from interviews
and workshops with 13 media practitioners with an extensive and
diverse knowledge spanning pre-production, production, and post-
production. We ask: How is media accessibility produced, constrained,
and expanded across the screen-media production lifecycle, and what
opportunities does this create for HCI to support integrated access
in practice? To this end, this study contributes (1) an empirically
grounded account of accessibility as a production ecology spanning
commissioning, planning, on-set practices, post-production, and
platform delivery; and (2) a design agenda for integrated media
accessibility, shown in Figure 1. We outline directions for mak-
ing space and time for access, supporting inclusive viewing, and
enabling accountable content creation and automation.

2 Related Work
2.1 Audiovisual Media Accessibility
Audiovisual media combines visual and audio streams that un-
fold over time, which sets baselines requirements for perceiving
both information channels and integrating them as the content
progresses [47]. From this, accessibility barriers arise when the
audio stream is inaccessible, such as for viewers who are d/Deaf
of hard of hearing (DHH), or when the visual stream is inacces-
sible, such as for viewers who are blind or low vision (BLV). The
time-sensitive nature of audiovisual media introduces additional
processing load [92], and the heavy reliance on language intro-
duces further comprehension challenges [14]. To support viewing,
therefore, researchers have developed accessibility features that
support viewing, often by translating information from one mode
to another, most commonly taking the form of subtitles or audio de-
scriptions (AD) [70]. Subtitles render speech and other meaningful
audio information as on-screen text [81], while AD translates visual
information into a verbalised description of on-screen action [73].
These two accessibility features are shaped by standards for best
practice, such as WCAG [57], and by legal mandates, such as the
EU Accessibility Act [100] or Section 508 [30], which set service
obligations for providing subtitles and AD.

These standard accessibility features were first developed for tele-
vision viewing [27, 43], and later extended to web-video [26, 101],
with early research establishing defaults such as reading speed,
line length, on-screen placement, and timing for subtitles [81].
Subsequent work explored richer semantic layers — font changes

conveying emotion [72], animated text representing prosodic fea-
tures [24, 82], and narrative modifications to AD enhancing engage-
ment [105]. Beyond subtitles and AD, sign language interpretation
has been studied in flat and immersive displays [102, 103], with auto-
mated avatar pipelines increasing availability [89]. Haptic and tan-
gible supports can convey spatial relations and emphasis through
touch, for example using small robots to represent on-screen ele-
ments [38] or adding affective cues to subtitle presentation via a
smartwatch [23].

As viewing moved onto smartphones and tablets, the constraints
of these devices introduced novel barriers, such as reduced read-
ability on small screens [34], which required adaptations, such as
pause-driven subtitle chunking and layout adjustments [61]. Ad-
ditionally, with this change in device use for viewing, AD could
be delivered in a portable setting [104]. In immersive and 360◦
viewing contexts, researchers explored how dynamic or speaker-
following subtitle positioning could improve experiences for DHH
viewers [11, 21, 87, 88]. Additionally, guidance cueswere explored to
help viewers explore their surroundings [48, 74], alongside broader
investigations of social and shared immersive viewing [66, 67]. Eye-
tracking has been used to inform subtitle placement and reduce gaze
switching [59]. AD for immersive formats has incorporated spatial
sound to convey scene layout and movement [51]. Recent advances
have also made personalisation more accessible during playback,
such as with subtitles that can vary complexity and pacing to align
with reading needs [35], or AD that can expose controls for descrip-
tion granularity and audio mix so that viewers can match density to
scene complexity [68]. Moreover, the development of text-to-video
generation machine-learning models [25, 106], content personali-
sation is likely to emerge as a standard viewing pattern.

Short-form video and live streaming introduce additional time
pressure for access services [39]. Much of this media is user gen-
erated, which leads to inconsistent subtitling practices on social
platforms [65], including variability in accuracy [63]. Similar in-
consistency occurs in institutional and educational contexts, where
studies report low compliance with accessibility practices despite
formal obligations [1]. Second-screen viewing changes how people
divide attention across devices, which raises questions about when
and where to surface accessibility elements [15, 85]. Genre further
shapes access needs, with news and learning-oriented content ben-
efiting from slower pacing, signposting, and chaptering to support
navigation and comprehension [32, 52, 76], and BLV audiences re-
porting distinct preferences for AD style and content that depend
on the material [49].

2.2 Accessibility in Production
During production, accessibility takes shape through routine creat-
ing decisions of production staff in the scripting, editing, and sound
design of the media [83]. Many of these decisions are translational
in nature, localising material to an audience and context within a
standardised editorial practice [17], in which switching to a more
accessible end product can require additional effort to maintain tone
and style [84]. Audiovisual translation theory treats audiovisual
media elements (e.g. sound, image, language) as adjustable, guiding
choices about how the media is assembled for viewing, as well as
for access [16]. Greco [36] describes an alternative, participatory
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view that sees access as cultural participation, placing disabled
stakeholders in decisions about how the different audiovisual el-
ements should be assembled [60]. This can be seen in co-created
subtitling, in which producers and viewers share authorship [80], or
in collaboration between audio describers and writers or directors,
aligning the descriptions with the editorial intent and narrative
coherence [78]. Accessibility choices can also be made when de-
signing the underlying audiovisual elements, such as embedding
access cues in the soundtrack [12, 64].

Accessibility can also be embedded through the use of flexible
media approaches which sees audiovisual media represented as con-
figurable elements with relevant metadata, adapting the content
at playback without re-authoring it [5]. Such adjustable represen-
tations can be carrier through authoring and delivery, so that one
production can create versions that match viewing needs [4]. To
make this practical, semantic metadata needs to be preserved across
the production process, integrating tools into editorial workflows so
producers can mark adaptable parts [46]. This continuity depends
on interoperability specifications that define shared data models,
ensuring that metadata survives between hand-offs [18]. Evidence
from case studies of flexible media show that such approaches are
feasible in real broadcast contexts [29], as well as through the devel-
opment of toolkits to label assets and define rules [3]. This can be
used in narrative personalisation by inserting contextual informa-
tion at delivery, such as adding contexts from the viewers location
to increase engagement [19]. Accessibility can also be improved by
allowing viewers to adjust assets and their presentation to meet
their needs, such as by associating narrative importance metadata
to audio stems, thus allowing DHH viewers to lower decorative
audio and improve intelligibility [107, 108]. The same logic can be
applied to subtitles, where chunking and pacing are authored as
metadata, so that presentation meets the viewers reading needs [35].
More broadly, this accessibility metadata can be treated as a co-
ordinative layer for ensuring access across platforms [54], with
mappings maintaining consistence accessibility behaviours as the
media moves between services [44].

Production tools and workflows turn these principles into oper-
ational practice. Creator-facing subtitle tools, for example, reduce
authoring time and improve consistency across user-generated sub-
titles while keeping editorial control with producers [93]. To further
support scale without sacrificing quality, semi-automated systems
can suggest timings or text that accelerate work under human re-
view for accuracy [110]. A similar balance appears in AD, where
large-language-model assistance can draft descriptions to reduce
effort, but workflows retain human oversight to ensure appropriate-
ness [94]. Rather than relying on automation alone, collaboration
with BLV describers adds audience accountability into production,
aligning detail, terminology, and tone with viewer expectations [50].
As productions grow, novice-expert teaming structures can distrib-
ute tasks by skill, allowing for community members to participate
while expert review preserves standards [69], or allowing the com-
munity to self-moderate in real time, such as community-led author-
ing of live-stream video [55]. These community-centred practices
matter because flexibility at playback depends on the choices made
during production, thus directly linking end-users with editorial
decisions better reflects viewer needs [68]. Seeing the creation of ac-
cessibility as socially distributed work helps clarify which artefacts

carry information, who edits them, and how responsibility moves
across roles [58]. This also promotes evaluations of outcomes rather
than simple presence of features and compliance with regulations
that in themselves do not produce a useable experience [26], and
often overlook diverse needs of individuals and their contexts [62],
sidelining problems experienced by minority groups [79]. Taken
together, this body of work has substantially advances media ac-
cessibility in terms of services, technologies, and viewer-facing
interventions. What remains under-examined, however, is how ac-
cessibility is practically produced, negotiated, and sustained across
the full media production lifecycle, spanning roles, handovers, and
organisational boundaries rather then isolated stages or features.

3 Methodology
This project spanned a year of recruiting and organising interviews
and workshops with media practitioners across commissioning,
planning, production, post-production, and distribution/delivery.
We outline our approach from the positionality of the research team:
a group of HCI researchers with a sustained programme of work on
accessible audiovisual technologies, oriented around co-design and
the development of working prototypes with disabled communities
(including people with aphasia). Our prior projects primarily en-
gaged post-production and post-post-production moments (e.g. the
authoring, rendering, and delivery of access assets; and how audi-
ences interact with accessible experiences). The motivation for the
present paper was to understand what this “downstream” vantage
point systematically misses: how earlier cycles shape what becomes
possible later, and how access work is negotiated, constrained, or
foreclosed before it ever becomes a “feature” a prototype can mean-
ingfully address.

We were prompted by a recurrent mismatch between (a) what
our co-designed prototypes attempted to change in the accessible
viewing experience and (b) the organisational and industrial real-
ities that condition whether such changes can be commissioned,
resourced, produced, assured and delivered. We positioned access
clearly as something that does not begin ‘in post’; but making an
assumption that is rather materialised by who holds budgets, who
sets schedules, who owns deliverables, and who controls distribu-
tion. Branson [9]’s account of “accessible filmmaking” makes this
point clear: accessibility is shaped by economic, historical, and so-
cial conditions, and the failures that emerge when trying to practice
access reveal the complexity of the networks that assemble in the
first place. We assumed that media accessibility cannot be reduced
to individual goodwill or to isolated stages of broadcasting; rather
disabling practices pervade all stages and remain precarious across
film’s ongoing life, from budgeting through streaming. This orien-
tation helped us articulate why a methods approach centred only
on audience interaction (or only post-production craft and design)
would be structurally incomplete risking mistaking downstream
symptoms for upstream causes.

Following this logic, our study design deliberately broadened
the unit of analysis to an ecology of access production wanting to
understand how accessibility travels across all media cycles: if ac-
cess is produced through handovers, contracts, schedules, different
views, and institutional routines, then it must be studied with the
people who enact those routines.
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Our theoretical stance – which shaped our thematic analysis [10]
is grounded in critical disability studies and aligned with the most
recent and critical work by scholars like Hamraie and Fritsch [42]
aligned with their idea to treat accessibility as political, contested,
and infrastructural rather than neutral or purely technical. We
centre disabled lived experience through the co-design relationships
that informed our prototypes and the questions we brought to
practitioners. We treat accessibility as a matter of power — who is
assumed to be the default audience, whose labour remains invisible
— and approach practitioners’ accounts not as neutral descriptions
but as situated expressions of remit, risk, and time pressure."

Finally, we draw on critical media access perspectives that cau-
tion against celebrating accessibility as an unqualified good without
examining the frictions and contradictions that underpin it. Alper
[2] argues for analysing access as contested and fluid process shaped
by institutional and infrastructural constraints, and by uneven dis-
tributions of social and economic resources. This framing resonates
with our conceptual and methodological choice to move beyond
prototype evaluation in isolation and conduct interviews and work-
shops across examining different production cycles.

3.1 Recruitment
Recruitment began in early 2025 with outreach to two of the UK’s
national broadcasters and continued until the end of the study
in late October 2025. Our initial point of contact was established
through a personal connection, who introduced us to a Head of
Access Technology. This relationship then shaped a two-month re-
cruitment strategy to identify additional interviewees with relevant
experience across production cycles.

Because accessibility work is often entangled with organisa-
tional risk, reputation, and contractual obligations, recruitment and
participation required careful handling. Recognising that industry
representativesmay face institutional constraints on candid critique,
we built anonymity into the study’s methodological foundations
from the outset — framing participation as an opportunity to reflect
on practices, constraints, and opportunities, with no attribution to
identifiable productions, organisations, or individuals.

In the first recruitment round, we circulated a letter of intent,
a recruitment flyer, and a short project description via internal
mailing lists. In parallel, our primary contact supported targeted
recruitment by identifying practitioners with long-standing indus-
try experience and by ensuring coverage of complementary roles
(e.g. production engineering, access coordination, and accessibility
management). This process successfully brought in four additional
participants with extensive knowledge of media accessibility across
production and post-production. We then used snowball sampling
to extend recruitment into pre-production and production, leverag-
ing early participants’ networks to reach further practitioners with
relevant responsibilities. Alongside this, our research team drew on
personal contacts to recruit content creators and freelancers with
substantial media experience.

We aimed to speak with practitioners who either had direct ex-
perience working on accessibility or were motivated to reflect on
accessibility because they considered it an important and under-
addressed aspect of contemporary production. In total, we recruited

Table 1: List of participants in the workshops and across
interviews

Name Role

P1 Principal AC*
P2 Head of Technology for Accessibility
P3 AC; Audio Describer consultancy; TV and Theatre, 15+y
P4 AC; Race Consultant; Writer; TV and Film, 15+y
P5 AC; TV and Film production, 15+y
P6 AC; Editorial Consultant; film and industry, 10+y
P7 Head of Production Technology
P8 Accessibility Manager; Digital Access
P9 AC; Film and TV, under 10y
P10 AC; Intimacy Coordinator; Film and TV, 10+y
P11 Production and director assistant; independent filmmaker, 5+y
P12 Independent filmmaker, 3+y
P13 Independent filmmaker, 3+y

* Access Coordination is a newly established role within the industry (and still an
evolving one) that sits primarily in pre- and on-set production as a dedicated point of

contact for disability or any additional access related needs. In practice, access
coordinators (ACs) identify, anticipate, and coordinate reasonable adjustment for cast
and crew translating their needs into workable changes while liaising across departments.

13 media practitioners (see Table 1), each with 10+ years of expe-
rience spanning pre-production, production, and post-production.
Three participants disclosed that they themselves have disabilities;
two others shared that they have a close family member or partner
with a disability, which also shaped their engagement with the
topic.

Participants’ professional backgrounds reflect the uneven and
sometimes project-specific nature of accessibility work. Many had
worked across numerous productions where accessibility was not
treated as a central topic, alongside other projects where access
was explicitly commissioned or mandated. Several participants
had held access-focused roles (e.g. access coordination) on screen
work while also engaging accessibility in adjacent domains such as
theatre, including pre-production planning and consultancy. Some
participants worked as audio describers for blind audiences, and
in a small number of cases this intersected with their own lived
experience of disability. Employment arrangements also reflected
the fragmented nature of the sector: only five of the 13 participants
held permanent contracts with broadcaster organisations, with
the remainder working freelance or on fixed-term/project-based
arrangements.

3.1.1 Project Stages and Methods Used. The project progressed
through a sequence of linked stages (see Figure 2) that deliberately
moved from network building and shared framing, to hands-on
demonstration, to in-situ evidence, and finally to production-facing
accounts of feasibility and constraint.

*STAGE 1
Recruitment – 2 months. We focused on assembling a cross-

role participants base through ongoing exchange and snowball
sampling, resulting in a final list for the first workshop.

Workshop 1; May 2025 established a common reference point
by bringing partner’s broadcaster work into conversation with our
own, particularly through a live demonstration of prototype fea-
tures co-designed with people with aphasia. The workshop was
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Stage 1
Recruitment & Workshop 1

Prototype Demo

Miro-supported discussion 

Household field deployment

Results presented to broadcast professionals

Results presented to ACs

Probing constraints and challenges 

Interviews

Accessibility limits creative intent

Stage 2
Field Deployment and Workshop 2

Stage 3
Workshop 3

Stage 4
Interviews

Figure 2: Project Timeline

held via MS Teams, with a Miro Board functioning as both the ses-
sion framework and prompting tool (see Figure 3). It structured the
agenda and project aims, presented four carefully selected vignettes
as bespoke accessibility interventions (e.g. simplified subtitles for
people with aphasia), embedded a short walk-through video of the
prototype, and offered designated spaces for media practitioners
to map barriers, opportunities, workflow optimisation needs, and
pathways for integrating new technologies. The co-designed pro-
totypes were largely taken prima facie as solutions envisioned by
people with aphasia, which shifted the conversation away from cri-
tiquing them and toward constructively exploring how they might
be integrated into production workflows.

*STAGE 2
A plan two-month interval followed to enable field deploy-

ments, allowing prototypes to be trialled in realistic contexts and
producing concrete experiences – frictions, workarounds, and sit-
uated successes – that could be brought back into collaborative
space.

Workshop 2; late July 2025 was explicitly organised around
these deployments insights. Rather than revisiting concepts in ab-
stract, the session used lived experience to push toward a more
pragmatic discussion of integration: what organisational conditions,
evidentiary requirements, and coordination would be needed for
such solutions to reach people’s households.

*STAGE 3
Workshop 3; two weeks later extended the analysis to sector

specific infrastructure by engaging Access Coordinators, includ-
ing newly recruited AC and a lead AC. With a similar workshop
skeleton, discussions focused on AC roles and responsibilities, con-
straints of the job, recurrent challenges across productions, and
opportunities for change in the wide media ecosystem.

Building on this expanded contact base, we then shifted to indi-
vidual interviewing to accommodate practitioners’ schedules and
capture role-specific depth.

*STAGE 4
Interviews; Aug-Oct 2025 comprised six one-to-one interviews

with media practitioners and content creators. These retained core
concerns fromWorkshop 1 but foregrounded individual accounts of
accessibility limits, day-to-day problem solving, and the perceived
trade-offs such as tensions with time, remit, and artistic vision
through which accessibility is negotiated in practice.

Across all stages, each encounter informed the next: insights
from workshops shaped what we deployed; deployment experi-
ences reshaped the second workshop; Access Coordinator perspec-
tives widened the production lens; and interviews consolidated
fine-grained accounts of how accessibility work is accomplished,
constrained, and handed over across the production ecology.

3.2 Data Analysis
All video recorded sessions were transcribed via a locally-hosted
transcription model, and collated into a single qualitative corpus
(workshop and interviews). We analysed the corpus using reflec-
tive thematic analysis (RTA) [10], treating themes as interpretative
outcomes of an iterative reflexive engagement with the data rather
than discovered categories. Our analysis was additionally shaped by
the methodological lens outlines earlier: accessibility as production
ecology that is negotiated across roles, handovers, and organisa-
tional seams, and as a practice entangled with power, visibility, and
normative expectations about good access.

We imported transcripts into NVivo and conducted an initial
round of open, line-by-line coding to stay close to participants’ lan-
guage and situated examples. This first cycle prioritised semantic
coding while also capturing latent concerns (implicit hierarchies of
expertise, anxieties about ’breaking rules’). We wrote and visualised
analytic memos (via Miro Board) alongside coding to document
developing interpretations and to note tensions, absences and con-
tradictions. From this first cycle we assembled a codebook in NVivo
helping us navigate the dataset treating them as descriptive prompts
rather than indicators of prevalence or importance.

In the second analytic cycle, we moved from codes to candidate
themes by clustering codes that spoke to the same underlying
organisational concern and production actions (e.g. how access
is ’baked in’ vs ’bolted on’; how access labour travels or fails to
travel; how standards and proof of quality are negotiated). We
iteratively refined themes by returning to raw extracts seeking
boundary cases and rewriting themes in the memo. This led to
foregrounding who can act on access at particular moments (and
why), and how responsibilities become distributed, displaced, or
rendered someone else’s problem across the production ecology.

4 Findings
We present the findings as an account of access-in-the-making, trac-
ing how practitioners align production decisions with the realities
of audience experience. We surface four overarching themes that
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Figure 3: Workshop Agenda. This agenda fluctuated between stages but its core approach has stayed the same - presented above.
a) workshop agenda outline b) introductory slide explaining what key accessibility audiovisual challenges are for people with
aphasia c) co-created vignettes describing bespoke accessible intervention d) a video prototype demonstration that shows 5
different audiovisual accessible interventions - background blur e) affinity diagram listing barriers, opportunities and workflow
optimisation captured in real-time during the workshop

broadly follow the production cycle—starting with pre-production,
where access is first imagined, negotiated, and scaffolded, and then
moving through production and post-production, where these early
commitments are tested, translated, and sometimes constrained as
work becomes more distributed and time-critical. At the same time,
several subthemes necessarily cut across stages: practitioners de-
scribed no clean handoffs or clear-cut boundaries, but ongoing
adjustments across roles, vendors, and delivery contexts. The final
theme steps back from any single phase to examine who access
is imagined to be for, and what happens when those assumptions
are unsettled. Read cumulatively, these themes make a single case:
access failure in screen media is not a matter of individual negli-
gence or bad intent, but of a production ecology that repeatedly
marginalises access through the interaction of creative convention,

remit boundaries, economic constraint, and unexamined assump-
tions about audience.

4.1 Access as Creative Grammar
Across our workshops and interviews, media practitioners did not
talk about access only as something that gets added at the end.
Instead, they often described accessibility as a creative matter that is
shaped by everyday production choices. These choices include how
dialogue is written, how scenes are paced, how shots are framed, and
what is made possible through planning and production routines.

4.1.1 Access as Convention, not Compromise. Practitioners repeat-
edly challenged the idea that accessibility necessarily conflicts with
creative intent. Two media practitioners expressed a strong senti-
ment arguing that the the idea of accesses can be shifted in terms
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of the conventions audiences already accept manipulating the “TV
Tropes” (P5). These conventions can be adjusted so that programmes
have room for captions, interpretation, or audio description “It’s
less rules, it’s more tropes... we all know and recognise and we ex-
pect [them].” They further continue expanding the argument to
make this design move more explicit. To this end, accessibility is
described as requiring “space and time”, but not necessarily major
changes “Accessibility does require space and time... I don’t think it’s
a massive adjustment... it’s just a slight adjustment and actually you
are not damaging the story“. P3 echoes this fear in more practical
terms. They argue that this is often not a problem of possibility, but
a problem of how access is positioned in the creative process and
who is trusted to work with it “They assume, well, if I start throwing
all this extra text... or customization... then I won’t have done what I
wanted to do”.

4.1.2 How to: Diegetic Access and Embedded Design. On the other
hand, while acknowledging the complexity of the matter P6, P5,
and P3 have insisted that in those cases where access interventions
confront the creative intent edits can be minimal but a significant
breakthrough for disabled groups “Those compromises. . . are very,
very small” (P5).

Alongside captions and audio description as separate deliver-
ables, practitioners described accessibility as something that can be
built into the fabric of a programme. P6 points to how access can
be shaped early through writing and sound, for example through
more descriptive dialogue and recognisable sonic cues that carry
meaning without extra explanation:

P6 Embedding audio descriptions sometimes can be done a little
bit within the script, just in the sense of using more descrip-
tive dialogue.

R1 Yes.

P6 It wasn’t on a project like Code of Silence, but I’ve worked on
somethingwhere I do know that theDPwas sort of verymuch
thinking about captions and sort of how he was framing the
shots [...]

P6 ...horror films they’ll have the villain has like a key chain that
like makes a noise... you hear that noise and you associate
it... and so you don’t need... the description doesn’t need to
be that that person’s arrived on screen.

Similarly, P3 argues that access can be treated as part of the
creative work, not something that arrives after the fact. They give
a concrete example of audio description (AD) being anticipated and
supported through writing and timing decisions “If that creative
audio description is embedded in the script and the audio description
itself is given time to do what it needs to do... then that’s all there.
And those choices can be made.

P11 described in-scene reinforcement as a practical facilitator,
noting that sometimes “what she’s saying, it’s shown on the screen ...
when it’s happening” effectively treating comprehension as some-
thing the scene can actively scaffold rather than a service added
later.

Other media practitioners illustrated moments in the production
process where upstream changes are still possible, telling us that
what is often assumed to be fixed or already decided in the script

and creative goals can, in fact, be renegotiated. In an exchange with
P4, opportunities to adjust for access are described as living in the
writing room and casting process, including very late-stage script
revisions:

R1 It seems that most directors don’t think about accessibility
as such?

P4 Yeah, I also, I also think you need to go back a bit. It’s also
the writer as well

R1 Ok, ok

P4 Because it’s still early on in the scripting, you could actually
probably change the writing... weeks before, sometimes days
before they start filming, they’re still writing the damn thing.
So, there is still process within production that it can be
changed. .

Media practitioners argued for an opportunity to reframe access
as aesthetic material that is not delivered to audiences, but rather
performed as dramaturgy “what I do for a theatre companies mostly
is actually attempt to embed it into the fabric of the show [...] You
meet an audience where they’re at, not where you want them to be”
providing alluring examples:

R1 Do you have a concrete example?

P3 The idea that sound on stage is audio description

R1 How that works?

P3 If you are placing the chairs down, if you just go BANG as
you put it down. That is audio description. You just go harder,
you bang it so that everyone can hear it.

P3 Or you are putting it there, don’t just say there’s a chair there,
go to the chair, make noise that chairs are here, you can drag
it, just make a sound.

While practitioners mostly responded from within their own
roles and experiences, our prototypes extending beyond audio de-
scription and subtitles, prompted them to consider how access
might be expanded and embedded earlier, particularly around com-
prehension: “It is all about seeing and hearing, but it’s also about
comprehension. Take Nolan’s movie Inception [...] When he is going
into the new world with an actress that is sort of the new world builder.
They are changing the landscape but they’re actually talking about
how they’re doing it just because they need to tell the audience this
is happening. (P3)”

P12 suggests that when confusion is an intentional narrative
device, accessibility can take the form of gentle orientation rather
than explanation: a “little warning” that “if you don’t understand
why things are happening, it’s on purpose”. At the same time, they
caution against overdoing this support “don’t think that your audi-
ence is stupid” arguing that any prompt should be “helpful enough”
without flattening the viewing experience.

Findings Synthesis: These findings challenge the assumption
that access necessarily begins at the point of delivery. When prac-
titioners have creative ownership and sufficient lead time, access
is not an add-on but a composable grammar embedded in how
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scenes are written, paced, and designed. The following section ex-
amines what happens when those conditions do not hold: when
practitioners carry the expertise but not the mandate to act on it.

4.2 Navigating the Remit Trap
4.2.1 Quiet Infrastructure and the Disclosure Bottleneck. Across
our interviews and workshops, practitioners described access co-
ordination as work that is mostly felt when it is missing. Much
of it happens through relationship-building, troubleshooting, and
making access needs legible to production without making individ-
uals carry the burden of explanation. P3, for example, describes
the value of an access coordinator as a mediator who can gather
requirements and feed them back to production “without any awk-
wardness”. “...someone who can... report back to production with
that information... just say you need to do this, this and this, for this
person, without any awkwardness or feeling like they have to work it
out for themselves.”

At the same time, this infrastructure relies on disclosure channels
that are often fragile. P5 explains that productions may hire an
access coordinator to provide a point of contact, but this can also
produce an assumption that access is already “covered”. “...there can
be an expectation that, well, we’ve got an access coordinator and so
we’re covered... and there isn’t necessarily thought put into. So now
what?”

In the same account, P5 contrasts how cast are routinely guided
around set because their presence is operationally critical, while
crew are expected to self-navigate. They link this to stigma around
requesting support “As standard actors are led around... the same
is not true of crew. Crew are almost always left to their own devices.
...I make it clear that people can call me... it can be done verbally as
well... but the uptake... is very low across the whole industry.”

Similarly,P3 notes that reporting and support routes differ across
networks and productions, and are not always experienced as wel-
coming. “...every network seems to have a slightly different attitude...
[and] their own way of reporting... and it isn’t particularly welcom-
ing.”

Most of the performed around on-set accessibility is essential for
production, relational and often invisible “We’re not even in a lot of
credits ... people aren’t seeing access coordination ... (P3).”. Most of
the work performed in production time is analogous to firefighting
“You are like a detective... a counsellor and also a negotiator ... you
are constantly fighting with the production about access.” All media
practitioners, especially those with the experience of coordinating
access during the production time have to come up with ad hoc
access solutions for either crew or cast. These interventions are to a
large extent creative and generated on the spot “People come to you
with all kinds of issues, back pain, noise levels, bright lights, issues
that need re-adjustments pre and during production. (P4)” Such
adjustments vary and are situation and person-specific “Have you
thought about ear defenders, not the big ones, those inner ones ... Ok,
let us look at the lighting. Can we get rid of one strip. You simply go
and you negotiate with the production team. It is often minor things,
and people are not aware we can easily fix that(P4)”

4.2.2 Paperwork Access and Wayfinding. Our findings show that
access work on productions often begins with mundane coordi-
nation artefacts, especially call sheets (see Figure 4) and on-site

This document is highly confidential

Name of Show 
Call Sheet 1 

Main Unit

Monday 1st September, 2025

Today’s filming location is: 

Queen Elizabeth Hall 
Southbank Centre 
London 
SE1 8XX

The Unit Base address is: 

Southbank Centre Food Market 
Belvedere Road 
London 
SE1 8XX

Today’s shooting hours are: 

8am to 6pm

The scenes being filmed today are: 

1/22, 2/12, 2/13, 4/6 part 1/3

Today’s breakfast and lunch times are: 

Breakfast 7am to 8am 

Lunch 1pm to 1:30pm

Figure 4: Easy Read Call Sheet - This template shows how
Access Coordinators turn complicated studio call sheets into
an easy read template to be used on the set

navigation. P5 notes that call sheets on large productions are “in-
credibly complex” documents where information is “crammed onto
a page” in “the tiniest font size”, making them “horrible documents
to look at and read”. In response, they describe producing “an easy
read call sheet” that contains “just the most basic information”. They
also point to unit-base navigation as another practical access site,
describing how unit base can be “quite difficult to navigate around”
and proposing simple wayfinding cues such as truck signage paired
with coloured shapes so people can locate key spaces “but people
aren’t having to read signs”.

4.2.3 The Compliance Ecology Problem. Access coordination at
production time is often described as work that depends on per-
mission and persuasion rather than clear obligation. Practitioners
repeatedly return to the fact that access is easiest to do when it is
commissioned early and named as part of the job, but much harder
to raise when it sits outside a contract or is treated as an optional
enhancement.

P3 explains that access tends to be brought in late, which makes
the role feel like catching problems midstream rather than shaping
them upstream: “I might be bought in two weeks before production
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starts filming. So all of that stuff has happened. Casting has probably
happened.” They add, at present, “we’ve only got carrots at the mo-
ment. We can only show them the benefits. We can’t force them” and
frames this as a gap between what is expected in other workplaces
and what is tolerated in screen production.

Across the workshop with access coordinators, P6 makes the
same boundary tangible by contrasting two job labels. As an Access
Coordinator, they are unlikely to initiate story-level changes. As
an Editorial Consultant, they can: “If my contractor literally said
access coordinator... it’s not something I’m likely to bring up. Whereas
on projects where I’m there as an editorial consultant... embedding
audio description into dialogue... that would be my remit.”. P1 links
this to what broadcasters and organisations actually ask for. They
describe a persistent uncertainty about how far the role is allowed
to expand and who gets to decide what “counts” as access work.

P1 There’s definitely a disconnect... I do always wonder whether
that’s where the role is potentially going to expand.

P5 captures how this remit uncertainty can also show up as a
false sense of completion. They note that productions may assume
access is “handled” once a role exists, even if the work is under-
resourced or late: “We’ve got an access coordinator and so we’re
covered.” In the workshop with post-production media practitioners,
P1 offers a parallel example of how priorities become legible to
organisations through sponsorship and “what’s the big topic at the
moment...sustainability has been at the forefront for a while now
and lot of sponsorship have been focused around sustainability”,
suggesting that what becomes enforceable is often what becomes
strategically valuable and visible. P2 offers a similar example, as
they the historically first AD live sport event with the funding
coming from an external sponsor “Live audio description for sport
I think is where we are going to see a lot more of that, essentially
replacing the commentary with effectively a commentary for the blind
and partially sighted. This was sponsored by a third party commercial
sponsor and they covered a large chunk of it. But you’re kind of then
beholden to them, always wanting the sponsor.”

4.2.4 Agency Without Mandate (Beyond the Tick-Box). Across our
interviews and workshops with Access Coordinators (ACs), prac-
titioners repeatedly framed accessibility as a space for practical
innovation. They offered numerous examples of small, workable
adjustments and described how their situated presence can quietly
raise baseline practice and confidence across departments. Yet this
expertise rarely translates into upstream influence over what ulti-
mately appears on screen, because ACs often do not feel invited—or
entitled—to comment beyond what is formally commissioned. This
remit uncertainty is persistent: participants described that story-
and content-level interventions can feel inappropriate to propose
when one’s contract is narrowly scoped to access coordination,
even when the same practitioner might be authorised to raise them
under a different job label.

As a result, access coordination can be positioned as a form of
assurance rather than creative or editorial collaboration, producing
a sense of tokenistic inclusion: “The production will hire freelancers,
they’ll look at taking freelancers and taking us on board. But some-
times it feels like they are using us for a bit of like ’ticky box’.” (P9)
This is compounded by the fact that access coordination remains

an emergent role with uneven leverage. Many ACs hold substantial
cross-project knowledge because they routinely occupy adjacent
accessibility roles (e.g. AC on one production, audio describer on
another), yet still describe limited agency to propose protocols,
policies, or systematic change.

R Does this mean you can create protocols, policies, or suggest
ideas that would help production companies?

P10 We wish, we wish, we wish.

P9 Yeah.

P6 They can sometimes take our advice and choose to. But
that’s not us making any change. That’s them choosing to
make change.

Several ACs nevertheless emphasised that the role has value
through presence alone as a means of normalising access conver-
sations and upskilling crews: “That is why this role was created so
that we could upskill the everybody.” (P9) However, practitioners
also articulated a sharp disconnect between on-set accessibility
problem-solving and what audiences finally receive at home, de-
scribing a gap produced by outsourcing, late-stage handovers, and
fragmented responsibility across the production ecology.

R Do you think your role as an AC can affect the content that
is ultimately produced and what audiences receive at the end
of the cycle?

P1 That’s a really good question. There’s a massive gap between
what we do on a set and then what the audience gets to see
at home.

R Yeah. Ok. Hmm.

P1 Subtitling. More often than not this is outsourced and the
company won’t know who is doing it until a week before
it’s airing or after it is aired. But take (large movie project)
into account. This is a great example of where our role has
definitely kind of blend into what it’s going to look like a final
product.

Findings Synthesis: Taken together, these dynamics reveal
access coordination as quietly essential infrastructure, relational,
improvisational, and structurally undervalued. Practitioners hold
cross-production knowledge and situated judgment that could
meaningfully shape access outcomes; yet their remits consistently
constrain the scope of that intervention. A role exists, but authority,
documentation, and upstream influence often do not travel with it.

4.3 Product Economics and Accountable
Automation: Post-Production Realities

Practitioners frequently framed accessibility through the language
of cost, resourcing, and trade-offs. Rather than treating access as
a purely ethical commitment, they described how decisions are
shaped by where budgets sit, when work enters the pipeline, and
how much rework is created when accessibility is left until the end.

4.3.1 Accessibility as Cost and Timing. P5 argues that accessibility
becomes expensive when it is not planned early. He frames cost
as a consequence of timing and workflow, rather than an inherent
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property of disability: “Disability doesn’t have to be that expensive...
it’s expensive at the moment because people aren’t factoring in...
thinking about it earlier does make it... cheaper... faster.”. They then
give a concrete example of why late-stage access work is costly.
Captioning, signing, and audio description are often produced by
different teams, sometimes after the programme moves platform
or is rebroadcast. This is as a “backward way” of working because
accessibility becomes the last thing that happens (P5).

P7 and P2 similarly describe cost as tied to expectations of qual-
ity and where transformations are applied. P2 suggests audiences
may accept lower-quality processing when it is user-controlled on a
device, while broadcaster-led upstream versions must meet higher
standards and therefore higher costs:

P2 “If people are choosing to apply something under their own
control, using their own device, they would accept lower qual-
ity... Whereas if we do it... upstream and present it properly,
it’s going to need to be done properly and polished and be
expensive.”

P2 “...we can achieve quite a lot... inexpensively using the capa-
bility of the devices... and if you try and polish it too much...
it will cost it out of the market.”

P7 “...there are really good software solutions out there that
suppress background noise... the capabilities are there and as
P2 says people are more lenient about quality”

P3 also links progress to financial and organisational momentum.
He describes accessibility improvements as dependent on political
will and financial push aligning, and vulnerable to broader market
shifts: “...there’s a political will behind this, there’s a sort of financial
push behind this and those things need to line up... If companies stop
making product... that’s going to push us back.”

4.3.2 Pipeline Seamwork. Participants repeatedly describe access
work as distributed across teams, vendors, and timelines, which
makes it vulnerable at the seams. These seams show up as late-
arriving materials, and handovers where nobody “owns” continuity
of access from set to final distribution.

In the access coordinators workshop, P1 describes the access
services team as arriving last to the materials they need: “They
are the last possible people to get the final version of the script...
if they get it at all.” They connect this to a wider mismatch be-
tween what happens during production and what survives into
release: “There’s definitely... a disconnect between what’s achieved
on sets versus what then is the final product.”. P5 similarly describes
how captions, signing, and audio description are often produced
away from the original production team, sometimes only after a
programme changes context or platform: “A lot of the captioning
signing etcetera... is not done by the same people who made the pro-
gramme... sometimes not even done by the broadcaster... it’s the last
thing that happens which does make it more expensive.” P3 gives
a concrete example of what gets lost when distribution shifts: “A
show might have audio description and captions and all that sort of
stuff when it comes out on our channel. And then another third party
picks it up. And then this third party doesn’t take that accessibility
across.”.

Workshop discussions with post-production and technology spe-
cialists add a data-layer version of the same seam. P2 argues that
production workflows discard the structure needed for later au-
tomation and adaptation: “We throw away too much metadata in
the production process. It’s very lossy.” They push for scripts and
assets to be delivered as data rather than scanned documents, be-
cause then “we can then start to do stuff like that ’automagically’ ...
translate... produce condensed forms.” In this account, seamwork is
not only organisational but also informational: access interventions
become harder when the underlying materials are degraded by the
pipeline.

4.3.3 Thresholds, Metrics, and Equivalence. What is a “good” inter-
vention is justified through audience metrics and proxy population
estimates. P8 and P2 describe how a major broadcast organisation
estimates by combining platform telemetry with charity statistics:
“We do have viewing numbers... We can tell who’s had subtitles turned
on, who’s watched the sign language or the audio description version
(P8)”. P2 adds “We also tend to use stats from the big charities, so
RNIB, RNID... blend those numbers in... and you can start to extrapo-
late down.”

Practitioners discussed how automation is repeatedly evaluated
against prior human work and formal thresholds. P2 is explicit that
automation only matters if it produces the same output standard
as existing workflows: The key thing is, did it do the same job that
the humans were doing before? What’s the accuracy... and we can
measure.”. They further anchor this in regulator-facing performance
measures: “Ofcom... measure us against a measurement similar to that,
and we need to be able to achieve a minimum of 98%... so that gives
us two errors in every 100 words.” naming the specific measurement
model used to score the subtitle accuracy (ie., NER).

4.3.4 Accountable Automation: Reliability, Prep Work, and Oper-
ational Savings. In the second workshop practitioners framed au-
tomation as valuable when it reduces operational labour rather than
shifting it. P7 and P2 stressed that the operational saving depends
on running systems unattended: “For us the key is to have something
that we can prep in advance and then run unattended. Otherwise
there’s no operational saving... If you have to pay somebody to watch
it, you might as well just pay that person to do it.”

At the same time,P7 describes the hidden preparation that makes
“reliable” automation possible in live contexts. Because news con-
tains many named entities, a team pre-loads terms from the running
order to increase accuracy: The day’s news is variable and contains
many named entities... [we] add those... to squeeze a few more per-
centage points of accuracy.” P2 then warn that intervention can
become counterproductive if it grows into a second job: If people
spend so long doing the prep... they might as well have spent that
time doing the job.”

While P12 welcomed device-side effects such as highlighting
and slowing down, they tied their legitimacy to authorship and
intent, insisting that changes happen “only with the supervision of
the director” and warning that what seems like “background noise”
can be narratively loaded and “there for a reason”. When prompted
with an AI platform that would apply such effects automatically,
P12 rejected it outright “Yeah, that is awful” and “No, don’t do that”
and instead argued for human negotiation and role-based guidance,
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proposing an accessibility consultant analogous to an intimacy
coordinator or sustainability consultant.

P13 pushes for accessibility as opt-in “add-ons” rather than
automatic transformation, stressing that “it’s very important to give
people freedom to choose what they want to do, not have it forced”.
P13 further suggests lightweight cues that let viewers decide when
to activate support (e.g., “warning signs” for a “difficult Scottish
accent”), and proposes a minimal overlay borrowed from autism-
friendly screenings: “a red dot traveling on the screen to point your
attention towards the right thing.” Further P13 argues adaptations
should preserve authored meaning by “aiming to create the same
experience with different tools” and “not trying to create a different
experience”, but only if they “don’t require creators to spend like
extra money”.

4.3.5 Technical Barriers and Opportunities: Devices and Platforms.
A large portion of the work discussed in the post-productions fo-
cused on where accessibility functionality could realistically live
responding our research team’s demonstration of novel accessible
audiovisual interventions for people with complex communication
needs.

In our first workshop media practitioners linked technical oppor-
tunity to knowledge management. P2 describes how production
knowledge is often word-of-mouth and can leave the industry when
people retire. He frames the need for a directory and documented
case studies of accessible production solutions: “There’s not a very
easy way of propagating stuff... production is... ephemeral... when
people retire, some knowledge can just go out of our industry.”

Practitioners identified the set-top box as a plausible site for
device-level personalisation P7, while noting that platform frag-
mentation — different code bases across Amazon Fire, Apple TV,
and others — constrains feature parity P2. They also reframed per-
sonalisation as an interaction design problem, pointing to tangible
controls already normalised in post-production (e.g. jog shuttle
dials) as models for viewer-facing adjustments that prioritise im-
mediacy over menu navigation (see Figure 5).

P7 In post-production we use something called a jog shuttle dial
to quickly change direction and speed. Easy to handle, a more
tangible, physical thing. I am not saying this is a solution,
but just an example, of a control with macro buttons to do
functions instantly

Findings Synthesis: Across these findings, post-production
emerges not as the phase where access is finally delivered, but as the
phase where the costs of earlier fragmentation accumulate. Tight
thresholds governwhat counts as quality; lossy pipelines discard the
metadata that makes later adaptation possible; automation promises
efficiency but redistributes rather than eliminates labour etc. These
constraints are not primarily technical, they are organisational
and economic, shaped by where budget sits, and what vendors are
contractually held to. The next section steps back from any single
production stage to ask a more foundational question running
beneath all of these practical pressures: who is access imagined to
be for, and what happens when those assumptions are challenged.

4.4 Expanding the Access Horizon:
Representation Politics

Across the dataset, practitioners repeatedly questioned the idea that
accessibility is only a set of services for discrete groups. Instead, they
described access as something that travels across households, across
disabilities, and across viewing situations. This is an important lens
shift affecting what counts as a relevant audience, and what kinds
of access interventions are worth designing for.

4.4.1 Situated Standards of “Accuracy” (and Who They Serve). Dis-
cussions about “quality” repeatedly returned to how accessibility is
made legible through standards, and how those standards encode
assumptions about audiences. In Workshop 2, P5 described subtitle
accuracy as one of the few accessibility domains where a relatively
stable compliance regime exists within the broadcaster’s ecosystem
—including agreed expectations about verbatimness—yet empha-
sised that these norms are neither universal nor timeless. Rather,
they reflect historically contingent research, lobbying, and national
conventions: for example, the national preference for verbatim sub-
titles was linked to prior audience research, while other countries
have historically prioritised reading speed or textual correctness.

Crucially, the same conversation highlighted the limits of trans-
ferring an “accuracy” frame beyond subtitling. Compared with
subtitle metrics (and regulatory benchmarks), media practitioners
pointed to the absence of any equivalent mechanism for judging the
“accuracy” or usefulness of audio description, foregrounding how
evaluation becomes more contested once we move from transcrip-
tion like services to interpretive, experiential supports. These issues
were brought in the light our team’s novel audiovisual accessibility
work (e.g. simplification, slowing down, spotlighting, audio-mix
control) intended to support comprehension across heterogeneous
needs. To meet the audiences where they are at cannot rely on a
single inherited metric.

P5 There is consensus in our country. France tends to go for
textual accuracy. The Netherlands got very stuck on reading
speed. Our country media regulator . . . advises us to achieve
[a baseline model] and that’s how we measure it. If you com-
pare that with audio description, there is no mechanism for
marking the accuracy it’s all subjective.

P1 Yeah, that’s kind of what I’m thinking about . . . you want it
to be adjustable per person, but also useful to a wide range
of people . . . not even just for people with aphasia, but . . . a
much wider audience.

From a creators perspective, P11 pointed out that for people
with aphasia, access is not solved by simply translating modalities
arguing that “subtitles . . . audio descriptions . . . sign language . . . don’t
really work” when you problem is language in general.

4.4.2 The Missing Access Layer. A recurring barrier in our findings
is that accessibility is not consistently present in the materials and
routines that guide creative work. P1 explains how certain studio
formats already assume particular abilities, which then reduces
momentum to design for access earlier:
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Figure 5: A screenshot of dial/jog creative controller shared during the Workshop 2 to explain potential for innovative end-user
tactile interface

P1 So naturally the content is not accessible to everyone within
the studio, so therefore there’s not like that push to to make
it more accessible to to an audience... because it’s just not
kind of what it’s catered for.

Reflecting on their post-production challenges P2 points to
“lossy” workflows where practitioners describe how a wide range
of pre and production data exists, but is rarely retained in reusable
forms because there is little perceived value or mandate to keep it:

P2 What I’m trying to push for is for scripts to be delivered
in data form... If we can get them delivered in data form
rather than there’s a scan of a photocopy or a random word
doc, we can then start to do stuff like that automatically... we
throw away toomuchmetadata in the production process. It’s
very lossy... it’s difficult to preserve that information because
there’s no onus on us to do that.

4.4.3 Access as Shared Viewing: Diverse Households and Co-Viewing.
While practitioners spoke about accessibility across all production
cycles, they consistently oriented accessibility around the viewer,
their profile and shared viewing habits, as the thread that must
hold if access is to stretch across the whole media cycle. Practi-
tioners explicitly framed accessibility as a household and social
phenomenon, not an individual accommodation. P8 points to “in-
clusive households” as a driver for design, where access settings
and supports become part of everyday shared viewing rather than a
specialist feature used by a small group. “...a big area... [is] inclusive
households... you could have deaf or partially hearing parents... and
children, together ... It’s kind of like inclusive households.”

This was further extended in why co-viewing as a habit, be-
haviour and belief is important and fairly neglected from the pro-
duction side, and in general the broadcasters themselves. Again,
as previously mentioned above P2 describes live audio description
for sport as useful not only for blind audiences, but for helping
groups follow the action together in noisy, socially dynamic set-
tings: “...audio description in sport is so useful... you’re holding your
beer... you’re looking away... and it keeps you... in the game.”

Across interviews, P3 makes a similar point by describing em-
bedded description as something that can support multiple impair-
ments at once. They frame this as serving a wider audience than
the category implied by traditional AD provision: “...it helps across
disabilities... you’re actually thinking about your audience a lot more...
it always makes the end product better because you’ve served a wider
audience, not just the visually impaired.”

4.4.4 Beyond Ramps and Optics: Expanding What Counts as Access.
Practitioners also described a broadening of what the industry
recognises as accessibility. P2 characterises a growing awareness
that access is not only about physical barriers, and that production
teams are beginning to understand access needs beyond the most
visible markers: “...there is a better understanding of what it means
to be accessible beyond just is there a wheelchair ramp.”

Three practitioners agree that there is missing link with the lived
experience of disabilities. Directors who plan for a wider audience
in pre-production are those with personal disability experience or
stronger social awareness “...the directors I’ve worked with... who
have really thought about a more diverse audience are either people
who have a lived experience of disability... or people who are just...
more socially conscious. (P5)”
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This widening horizon also includes tensions about visibility and
representation. P5 describes moments where they would encourage
more visible disability on screen, for example through extras or
everyday markers of access, because disability is often missing from
mainstream depictions unless it is explicitly part of a programme’s
ethos. “...it’d be great if some [extras] had visible disabilities... or... a
sunflower lanyard... we get an idea that there is a more diverse world
happening.”

This, in fact, comes through strongly in an interview with P4 in
which they name the ambiguity of “disabled washing” as a strategic
concern. They pose it as an open question rather than a settled
critique, asking whether increased disability presence in media is
meaningful change or a symbolic strategy “...it’s always like... green
washing is a bad thing... is it a good thing a bad thing... I don’t know.
It’s still up for grabs.” P4 contrasted this with other national indus-
tries, noting that Korean drama routinely includes disabled side
characters in ways that remain exceptional in UK production.

Findings Synthesis: Considered together, these findings unset-
tle the categorical boundaries through which access is convention-
ally understood. Standard service provision like subtitles for the
deaf and audio description for the blind fails to capture the access
needs of inclusive households, socially dynamic co-viewing con-
texts, and audiences for whom language itself is the barrier. Equally,
the accuracy regimes that govern quality reflect particular national
histories and lobbying configurations rather than universal viewer
experience. What practitioners articulate across this section is not
a demand for more features, but for a different imaginary.

5 Discussion
Our findings position accessibility not as a discrete “feature” ap-
pended at delivery, but as a continual negotiation across a produc-
tion ecosystem shaped by handovers, remits, budgets, and who is
(and is not) in the room. This resonates with media-accessibility
scholarship critiquing dominant industrial models where trans-
lation and access services are treated as downstream work with
limited dialogue between makers and access practitioners [83]. It
also echoes arguments that accessibility should not remain an “af-
terthought” to a supposedly complete “original,” but be treated as
a constitutive part of the cinematic object and its authorship [9].
What our findings make visible is not only accessibility being han-
dled late in the workflow, but the organisational conditions that
repeatedly push it to the end: fragmented responsibility, shifting
ownership of assets, and the absence of artefacts that carry access
intent across handovers. Practitioners we talked to knowwhat good
access looks like, they articulate it as meeting audiences where they
are, not where the industry wants them to be but the ecology they
inhabit turns this aspiration into an individual achievement rather
than a systemic property.

This tension has been demonstrated in inclusive theatre, where
directors collaboratively iteratewith access teams through rehearsal
attentive practices [31]. Practitioners in our study pointed to anal-
ogous possibilities in screen work, but also a key constraint: in
broadcast contexts, access-related decisions are already “locked
in” by the time access expertise enters. This turns inclusion into

inclusionism [9], a pragmatic problem-solving rather than upstream
shaping of scripts, pacing, and information infrastructure.

Positioning: Three Registers of Intervention. Existing frameworks
address adjacent but distinct problems, each operating at a differ-
ent register. Universal Design operates at the normative register:
minimum standards mandated through regulators such as Ofcom
provide a necessary floor [13, 86]. However, UD’s trajectory has
been critiqued for progressively abstracting away from disabled
users’ specific needs in favour of a “design for everyone” rationale
that depoliticises access [40, 41]. Private broadcasters assembling
productions across short-term contracts cannot be moved beyond
the regulatory floor by a universal design principle alone. Romero-
Fresco’s accessible filmmaking [83] operates at the creative regis-
ter, proposing the director of accessibility and translation (DAT)
as an upstream role. This seems like a genuine advance centred
on directorial agency most available in auteur and documentary
contexts where a single creative vision can be enforced. Engineer-
ing approaches such as Badii et al. [6]’s “accessibility-by-design”
framework operate at the technical register, proposing automated
adaptation profiles at the delivery layer while observing that “ac-
cessibility considerations are taken into account at the very last
stage.”

Our HCI contribution operates at a fourth register: the organisa-
tional governance register. The question is not what access should
look like at any given stage, but what analytical orientations, de-
sign artefacts, and accountability structures are required to make
upstream access agendas durably achievable across a fragmented
broadcast industry inwhich creative decisions are distributed across
dozens of short-term contractors who may never share a room. We
structure this contribution in two tiers. First, we offer an empiri-
cally grounded analytical orientations that redirect HCI attention
toward dimensions of media accessibility that existing frameworks
underspecify. Second, we derive from these a design agenda com-
prising three directions organised around the production lifecycle’s
vulnerable seams (see Figure 1), functioning as intermediate-level
design knowledge [22, 45] concrete enough to generate specific
research programmes.

5.1 Two Reframings
We offer two sensitising reframings [7], analytical lenses that help
design researchers notice dimensions of media accessibility that
existing frameworks underspecify.

5.1.1 Access as authored, not appended. The dominant model of
media accessibility treats the cinematic object as complete and
access as a downstream translation: subtitles render speech as text,
audio description verbalises visual information, and both arrive
after the “original” is locked. Our findings challenge this model on
two fronts.

First, access can be embedded in the formal grammar of production.
This aligns with Bordwell’s historical poetics of cinema [8]: if stylis-
tic norms are historical rather than fixed, then accessibility does
not require violating the grammar of media. It requires redesigning
it. P3 offered a precise illustration: in horror films, a villain’s dis-
tinctive keychain sound serves as audio description embedded in
the sound design itself—“you hear that noise and you associate it. . .
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the description doesn’t need to be that that person’s arrived on screen.”
P5’s observation that accessibility can work with “TV Tropes” is
not merely a pragmatic tip; it is an ontological claim that the formal
grammar of screen media—shot duration, dialogue pacing, infor-
mation density—is a learned repertoire that can be redesigned. We
read this through Hamraie and Fritsch [42]’s framing of access as
world-building and Siebers [91]’s disability aesthetics: when access
modalities are treated as artistic materials, the boundary between
“the work” and “the access to the work” dissolves.

Second, quality itself is contested, not stable. Our findings sur-
face how quality in media accessibility is institutionalised through
standards, audits, and evidence practices that encode political as-
sumptions about whose experience counts as the baseline [28, 71].
The asymmetry is concrete: P5 described how subtitle accuracy is
measured against a 98% NER threshold enforced by Ofcom, while
audio description has no equivalent mechanism: “there is no mecha-
nism for marking the accuracy, it’s all subjective.” This is not merely
a measurement gap; it is a governance gap. The existence of a
metric for subtitling and the absence of one for audio description
means that one modality can be contractually enforced while the
other depends on professional judgement operating without in-
stitutional backing. This reframing directs attention away from
“how do we measure accessibility quality” and toward “who gets to
define quality”—treating quality as a political object, not a technical
property.

5.1.2 Access as socially situated, not individually accommodated. A
second reframing concerns the unit of analysis. Standard accessi-
bility provision assumes a discrete user with a discrete impairment:
subtitles for the deaf, audio description for the blind. Our findings
unsettle this framing. Practitioners consistently described access
as a household and social phenomenon. P8 pointed to “inclusive
households” as a design driver “you could have deaf or partially
hearing parents. . . and children, together.” P2 described live audio
description for sport as useful not only for blind audiences but for
keeping mixed groups engaged in noisy, socially dynamic settings
“you’re holding your beer. . . you’re looking away. . . and it keeps you. . .
in the game.”

This echoes longstanding HCI arguments that the unit of de-
sign should be the group or situation rather than the individual
user [37], and resonates with Kafer’s [53] political/relational model
of disability. The practical consequence is that access systems de-
signed for a singular ‘disabled user’ will systematically mis-serve
the co-viewing, mixed-ability contexts our practitioners described.

Our study speaks to practitioners, not viewers. The social situ-
atedness reframing emerges from how practitioners imagine and
describe their audiences, not from direct evidence of how disabled
viewers experience co-viewing. This shapes the scope of our design
agenda: we can identify what production conditions would need to
change, but not yet confirm that such changes would serve disabled
audiences as intended. Future design work must close this loop.

5.2 A Design Agenda: Three Seams, Three
Interventions

The reframings above identify what HCI should notice while mov-
ing forward we want to specify where to intervene. Our findings
reveal three vulnerable seams in the production lifecycle where

access intent is most likely to be lost (see Figure 1), yet this is not
conclusive. Each seam corresponds to a design direction, and each
direction is grounded in both reframings. Table 2 summarises the
mapping.

Table 2: Mapping seams to design directions

Seam What Breaks Design Direction

Pre→ Production Creative intent not
carried; access ex-
pertise siloed by re-
mit

Governable Mandate: account-
ability pathways that autho-
rise upstream intervention

Production →
Post

Metadata discarded;
quality contested
without metrics

Durable Artefacts: structured
manifests that carry access in-
tent across handovers

Post → Distribu-
tion

Assets stripped at
platform bound-
aries; personalisa-
tion divorced from
authorship

Layered Accessibility: princi-
pled division of what must be
authored vs. adapted

5.2.1 Seam 1: Governable Mandate. The first seam sits between
pre-production and production, where creative intent is most vul-
nerable to being overridden by remit boundaries. Our findings show
access coordinators holding substantial cross-project knowledge
yet lacking authority to convert it into protocols or procurement
requirements. P6 captured this precisely: as an ‘Access Coordinator’
they are unlikely to raise story-level concerns, but as an ‘Editorial
Consultant’ on the same production, embedding audio description
into dialogue falls within their remit. The difference is not neces-
sarily their expertise, it is mandate.

The ‘access as authored’ reframing explains why mandate mat-
ters: if accessibility can be achieved by redesigning the formal con-
ventions of screen media (P5’s tropes argument), then the access
coordinator’s remit could extend to commenting on shot framing,
dialogue pacing, and information architecture. If that remit does
not exist, convention-level change is impossible regardless of in-
dividual willingness. The ‘contested quality’ dimension adds that
governance is also needed around evidence practices: as AI-assisted
production expands, the risk is that automation renders contested
judgements neutral while shifting accountability away from human
decision-makers [99].

Research direction.HCI can contribute boundary objects [95] that
let access practitioners formally register concerns in ways legible to
producers and editors: structured access-concern registers linked to
scene breakdowns, procurement-facing templates translating access
concerns into requirements vendors can be held to, and auditability
pathways specifying who can sign off on access decisions. Crucially,
these should not assume access workers can simply “speak up” into
existing hierarchies. They must reflect the realities participants
described: remit boundaries, risk aversion, and the social cost of
commenting beyond one’s place. Empirically, we need longitudinal
methods that trace how access decisions persist or dissipate through
handovers and contracts [90].
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5.2.2 Seam 2: Durable Artefacts. The second seam sits between
production and post-production, where metadata is discarded and
quality becomes contested without shared metrics. P2 captured
this directly: “We throw away too much metadata in the production
process. It’s very lossy.” When local knowledge and lived experience
are absent from the artefacts that travel, downstream teams must
re-derive access intent under deadline pressure, making ableist
defaults more likely to slip through.

The ‘access as authored’ reframing adds a dimension beyond
metadata logistics. When a sound designer embeds a character cue
that doubles as description (P3’s keychain example), or when pacing
is adjusted to create space for captions without damaging the story
(P5), these are deliberate creative-access decisions. Downstream
teams need to know theywere intentional; otherwise, a remixmight
strip them out, or a subtitle vendor might duplicate what the sound
design already achieves. The durable artefact thus becomes not
only a container for access data, but a legibility layer that makes
creative-access decisions visible to people who were not in the
room when they were made.

Our findings caution against standards will solve it narratives.
Even where formats exist (e.g. TTML, EBU-TT), adoption is con-
strained by procurement realities and vendor misalignment [98].
The gap between a format existing and its consistent adoption
across a fragmented vendor ecosystem, where a production assem-
bled from six contractors may involve four incompatible subtitle
authoring tools, is itself a design research problem.

Research direction. HCI is well-positioned to study how metadata
travels (or fails to travel) through real workflows, rather than evalu-
ating standards in isolation. Structured access manifests that encode
speaker identities, access-critical scene flags, modality dependen-
cies, and creative-access intent could travel with media content
across platform boundaries. Editing interfaces could preview how
access interventions render in frame and flag scenes where criti-
cal narrative information is carried in only one modality, enabling
upstream teams to anticipate downstream access needs before the
edit locks.

5.2.3 Seam 3: Layered Accessibility. The third seam sits between
post-production and distribution, where assets are stripped at plat-
form boundaries and personalisation becomes divorced from au-
thorship. P3 described this failure directly: a show with full audio
description and captions on one broadcaster was acquired by a
streaming platform, which did not carry the accessibility across.
Every access artefact was discarded at the point of distribution.

The recurring tension our participants articulated is between
what can be authored upstream and what can be adapted at play-
back. Practitioners framed upstream integration as desirable but
difficult under real production conditions, while device-side per-
sonalisation was seen as a pragmatic route to scale [5, 68]. Rather
than a binary choice, layered access is a design space for deciding
what must be authored to preserve intent and equity, and what can
be safely delegated to client-side control [18].

The ‘access as authored’ reframing clarifies what belongs on the
authoring side: if conventions can be redesigned to embed access
(P3’s diegetic sound cues), then source-level authorship is about
adjusting the formal grammar of production itself—pacing, framing,
information density, sound design. What can then be delegated

to playback is the degree of personalisation around that already-
accessible grammar: audio mix balance, caption prominence, de-
scription density, playback speed. The ‘social situatedness’ refram-
ing adds that these controls should be designed for households and
groups, not isolated individuals [37, 109]. P2’s sports AD example
demonstrates that mass-scale accessibility need not mean a single
universal experience; it can be designed as situated configurations
for particular contexts [79].

Research direction. One concrete instantiation is device-level mid-
dleware, a set-top box or smart TV layer enforcing consistent access
behaviours across streaming applications [33]. Viewers in mixed-
ability households would adjust audio mix, caption prominence,
and description density through physical dials, borrowing from
the jog shuttle controllers practitioners already normalise in post-
production (ie., P7), without navigating nested platform-specific
menus. Co-viewing scenarios would support collaborative access
controls where settings are negotiated socially, so that a deaf parent
and hearing child watching together do not need to repeatedly
reconfigure their shared screen. Such designs remain hypotheses
requiring validation with disabled audiences; our practitioner data
can identify what production conditions would need to change,
but not yet confirm that such changes would be experienced as
beneficial.

6 Conclusion
This paper reframes media accessibility as a production ecology
rather than a downstream service. Drawing on interviews and
workshops with 13 media practitioners, we show how access is re-
peatedly shaped by fragmented remits, precarious labour, and lossy
handovers. We contribute at two levels: two reframings that reori-
ent how HCI approaches media accessibility: access as authored
(not appended) and access as socially situated (not individually
accommodated); and a design agenda organised around the pro-
duction lifecycle’s three vulnerable seams, comprising governable
mandate, durable artefacts, and layered accessibility.

Our sample is drawn from a single national broadcasting context,
and crucially, speaks to practitioners rather than disabled viewers.
The design agenda identifies what production conditions would
need to change, but cannot yet confirm that such changes would
be experienced as beneficial by the audiences they are intended to
serve. Future work must close this loop: tracing how access intent
authored upstream is received by disabled audiences, and examining
how emerging AI-assisted workflows—automated captioning, LLM-
drafted audio description, algorithmic quality control—introduce
new layers of accountability and contestation into the ecology we
describe. The production-ecology framing is not limited to broad-
cast: games, podcasting, interactive documentary, and immersive
media face analogous challenges, and the orientations offered here
provide transferable starting points. Meeting audiences where they
are, the aspiration our participants articulated, demands more than
individual good will; it requires redesigning the organisational
ecology through which media is made.
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