List of responses to the reviewer’s comments
	Comments
	Response

	Consider revising the title: These are the comments of one of the reviewers: 

Include some more descriptive information of the article. Maybe a couple of words about the goals of the literature review or the findings, to get the reader’s attention: “A literature review of VW and ICT for People with Disability: ____ ”
	Thank you for the helpful suggestion on the paper title, I hope the new title catches the intent of the paper.

	Introduction: Excessive quoting; No self-voice found in the paragraphs before the goals.


	Introduction has been rewritten to give a better flow and clearer message, as suggested by the reviewer.

	The use of a systematic review process is appropriate, though I wondered whether citation should also relate to Bryman’s work, and not just the two authors who have used that method in the cited article (Haddara & Zach).
	Thank you for this comment.  The review process has also been related to and cited the work of vom Brocke et. al (2009), however Bryman’s work is also appropriate and is now cited in the manuscript.
(vom Brocke, J., Simons, A., Niehaves, B., Riemer, K., Plattfaut, R. and Cleven, A. (2009). Reconstructing the giant: on the importance of rigour in documenting the literature search process. Proceedings of the 17th European Conference on Information Systems, Verona, Italy)

	A listing of the articles contained within each theme (Article 1) would enhance the work, though this would presumably require the use of numeric citation. 
	A table has been added to the literature review section of the manuscript, I hope this addition will help enhance the work as pointed out by the reviewers.  The table presents a literature matrix classifying all reviewed articles.

	As mentioned below, stating frequencies for the three chosen categories will only be useful to readers if they are all 1) cited in the themes or 2) are clearly linked to the bibliography. I note that the author qualifies this selection prior to the start of theme 1 (‘full list of articles reviewed is available on request’), which might mean that an earlier draft included all 54. As the ‘full list’ is contained in the bibliography, I don’t quite understand this.
	All reviewed articles are now added in a table to address this concern.   

	The ‘summary’ suffers as a result of the points made above, in that the logic of why the articles cited provide the ‘main research findings’ is not made explicit.
	For each theme, the main findings from the articles reviewed (as listed in the new Table 1) are presented, and with example citations from the sample of articles reviewed.



	The author alludes to websites ‘not being designed to create an  ‘easy to access’ environment’, but I cannot see any coverage of that issue in any of the three themes.

	This issue has now been removed from the manuscript as it was not in fact relevant.

	Table 2 would be enhanced by some indication of how (for example) ‘Few standards’ maps onto the literature, and a reflection on the desirability of stating ‘little or no’ research (surely it is one or the other, and not both?). Further down the page, the author states that ‘… there is little research which focuses on virtual worlds and people with disability’ – same point – if this article is primarily a literature review, it requires citation of whatever ‘little’ research there is.
	This table has now been removed..

	I don’t like the inclusion of ‘in general’, nor the fact that the ‘twelve articles on virtual worlds and people with disability identified in this review’ do not appear (from my reading) to have been identified at all to the reader.
	Thank you for pointing this outThis has now been clarified through the addition of the full table of reviewed literature in “Literature Review” section.  

	The last paragraph on page ? (with Table 2 at the top), and the first paragraph of the following page contain one reference. The latter reads as loose opinion (‘do not necessarily’, ‘however’, ‘Generally’, ‘possibility’ ‘which may’). ‘Large minority group’ is also referred to twice (already defined in the first sentence of the article) in this passage of the article.
	Thank you, the manuscript has been tightened throughout.

	Readers should not need to be reminded that ‘activities such as skiing or to go to a club for dancing, which many take for granted, are not necessarily available for some people with disability’. 
	Thank you, this has been removed from the manuscript.

	The latter parts of section 4 tend toward polemic in places.
	These sections have been rewritten in an attempt to be less polemic.

	The paper is logically presented through to 5 (Literature Review – numbers out of sequence), but loses its clarity thereafter. As above, the themes do not seem to adequately reflect the amount of research that was located during the search, and some elements of section 4 would appear to fit into the three themes encountered earlier in the article.
	Number sequence has been fixed.  And section 4 (now section 5) has been rewritten to ensure clarity and brevity in description of the research gaps presented.  

	My suggestion is that relevant material contained in section 4 is covered in the themes, with a shorter section on research gaps then following.
	This section has now been rewritten to ensure a clearer description of the research gaps.

	The conclusion as is stands is very weak, and seems to be primarily derived from the abstract. This needs, in my opinion, to be completely re-written to tie in with the aims stated towards the start of the article.

	Conclusion has been rewritten and strengthened to tie in with the aims stated earlier in the article as suggested by the reviewer.

	Language issues: Lot of passive voices; Some word mistakes; Punctuations marks missing; The work flits between the past and present tense in places; there are minor grammatical mistakes evident (plus use of ‘gotten’). A good example of tense is contained in section 4: ‘There is a call for universal design …’ (citing a 2001 article), followed by ‘A set of international standards were presented in 2011 …’.
	I have cleaned up the language throughout the manuscript.


