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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):

The work is very original and pertinent to the conference objectives. 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. The topic of
translation is already a very promising ground.
Please, reinforce the literature review of similar case studies as well.
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( ) 2. Recommended with Reservation (suggest changes to the manuscript as specified in this review)
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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):
The abstract showed initial promise as a catalog of sorts, documenting selected examples of the crosspollination that’s occurred throughout the design/arts disciplines. In the end, it’s apparently more focused
on a specific approach by the author involving photographic and drawn abstraction and subsequent
reinterpretation. At least as it’s described in the abstract, it’s not clear what is truly novel about this
approach to form/concept generation – exercises like these are common in academic design studios and
frequently described in conference papers. The most interesting phrase is at the end: “transforming the
banal and mundane into the magical and marvelous.” But the abstract doesn’t describe how this is done,
or, more importantly, how it is assessed. Who’s to say what is “banal and mundane”? Can it be
objectively determined? Likewise, how does one claim with objective assurance that something has
become “magical and marvelous”? Answers to questions like these might lead to a more clear and
compelling case for the specific approach to cross-pollination advocated by the author.
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( ) 1. Recommended (no significant changes suggested)
(x) 2. Recommended with Reservation (suggest changes to the manuscript as specified in this review)
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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):





Need to articulate and address the physical-virtual dimensions of the work in more
tangible ways. Currently is sounds a bit vague.
Could some potential connections be made to deconstructive architectural
communication?
Very original
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( ) 1. Recommended (no significant changes suggested)
( ) 2. Recommended with Reservation (suggest changes to the manuscript as specified in this review)
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