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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):

The work is very original and the investigation proposed is intriguing. Nevertheless, it has very
little connection to the main conference objectives. Thus, presenting the paper to the audience
in the actual form would not bring a great feedback to the author/s.
I suggest the author/s to better address and critically discuss the overall topic of the conference,
namely the relationships between virtual and actual in the process and product of design
execution.
Please, reinforce the literature review of similar case studies in the teaching practice.
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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):
Interesting design studio project, though it’s not clear how it relates to design communication, the broader
aims of design pedagogy, or the conference topics. It’s not clear whether residential typology is actually
the focus of the paper (as stated in the first line), or if the opposite of typology (i.e., unique, one-off,
custom design) is really the focus. It seems apparent that the author is questioning the validity of
residential typology, and is thus having her or his students go against type in a situation that ordinarily
calls for it. The abstract gets a bit lost in jargon and the repetition of certain terminology, and doesn’t
always communicate clearly the intentions of the study. Again, the studio project sounds interesting, but
the abstract doesn’t explain how the pedagogical aims are being evaluated, and therefore, finally, why the
project might be useful to others.
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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):
 Not related to virtual-physical theme
 Very interesting methods used
 Would like to see more process drawings
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