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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):

The work is pertinent to the main conference objectives. Nevertheless, the content proposed is
very broad, addressing design thinking in education (and partly in the professional domain) over
a long time of teaching experience. I suggest the author to focus on a specific topic (maybe on
the survey part?), otherwise given the short extension of a full conference paper, the content
risks to be presented in a superficial way.
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 as well.
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Reviewer General Comments and Suggestions (mandatory written feedback):
The subject is potentially interesting, but the research seems to be headed in many directions – it’s
difficult to know what will be the real focus of the study. Most of the scores above reflect this lack of clarity
or focus – for example, regarding question #2, it’s not clear what, specifically, is novel about the author’s
approach to integrating Revit into beginning design studios. Some terminology is used but not clarified
(e.g., “selective taxonomy” or “containment thinking”), though the brief length of the abstract allowed
further explanation.

Reviewer Recommendation:
Please indicate which of the following actions you recommend.
( ) 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):
 Might be worth making some connections to existing research literature from CAD types
of conferences
 Interesting paper and useful
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( ) 2. Recommended with Reservation (suggest changes to the manuscript as specified in this review)
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