
 

Q&A session feedback (10.07.2026) 

 

I.​  TEAM COMPOSITION AND CREDITS 

1. Scientific collaborators / advisors: if a proposal benefits from informal scientific input or 

validation from researchers at the relevant botanical institution (e.g. species selection, vegetation 

data), but these collaborators are not full design team members, is it acceptable to credit them as 

scientific advisors separately from the 5-person team limit? Or would any named contributor count 

toward the team cap regardless of role? 

The competition allows teams of up to 5 members, and this limit applies to the people who are part 

of the submitting team and responsible for the proposal. 

Informal scientific input, feedback or validation may be acknowledged separately, as long as these 

collaborators are not acting as members of the design team, are not producing the submitted design 

material, and do not create any conflict of interest with the jury, organisers or project partners. 

Any person who contributes substantially to the concept, design development, drawings, written 

submission or final proposal should be considered part of the team and would therefore count 

toward the 5-person limit. 

To preserve anonymity, names of team members or advisors should not appear on the presentation 

boards or concept image. 

 

II.​ SUBMISSION MATERIAL AND VISUAL COMMUNICATION 

2. Supporting data on boards: is it acceptable to include spatial/data-driven analysis (e.g. climate 

risk mapping, existing vegetation data) as supporting evidence within the presentation boards, 

alongside the required design content? Or should the boards remain purely conceptual/visual, 

with analytical methodology kept to the text document only?  

Yes. Participants may include spatial, ecological or data-driven analysis on the presentation boards, 

provided that it supports the design proposal and helps communicate the concept clearly. 

The boards do not need to be purely atmospheric or visual. Analytical material such as climate risk 

mapping, existing vegetation data, ecological connections, urban voids, or other forms of spatial 

research can be very useful, especially for explaining the Networked-City Vision. 

However, this material should not replace the required design content. The boards should still clearly 

communicate the project’s concept, its multi-scalar strategy, and how it operates across the three 

required scales: the Networked-City Vision, the Tiny Botanical Garden and the Node. 

 



 

A good approach is to use analysis as evidence for the design, keeping it clear, readable and directly 

connected to the proposal. 

 

3. Regarding the presentation of the Tiny Botanical Garden and The Node: what is the expected 

balance between technical drawings and atmospheric renderings? Should the visuals focus more 

on engineering accuracy (e.g., climate systems, modular construction details) or on experiential 

and atmospheric renderings that convey the design intent and human experience? 

The proposal should be clear enough for the jury to understand how the intervention works, but the 

competition is not asking for a construction-ready technical package. 

For the Tiny Botanical Garden and The Node, participants are encouraged to find a balance between 

drawings, diagrams and atmospheric visuals. Technical elements such as plans, sections, systems 

diagrams, modular logic, planting strategies or climate-response mechanisms can be included when 

they help explain the idea. At the same time, atmospheric renderings are very important to 

communicate the spatial experience, the relationship between people and plants, and the sensory or 

emotional dimension of the proposal. 

The key is not to choose between engineering accuracy and atmosphere, but to make sure that every 

visual helps communicate the concept, the experience, and the role of the botanical system in the 

city. 

 

III.​ DESIGN STRATEGY AND ECOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION 

4. The brief highlights the importance of "spontaneous urban vegetation." Can our Networked-City 

Vision explicitly incorporate and protect existing "wild" green patches (such as vacant lots or ruins) 

as functional components of the ecological infrastructure, or should the strategy strictly focus on 

introducing newly designed urban interventions? 

Yes. Existing “wild” green patches, vacant lots, ruins, informal vegetation and other overlooked urban 

ecologies can be incorporated into the Networked-City Vision. 

The brief encourages participants to think beyond isolated interventions and to identify existing 

green spaces, streets, voids, infrastructures and everyday places that could become part of a living 

botanical network. For Cagliari in particular, the brief explicitly refers to the importance of valuing 

both cultivated collections and spontaneous urban vegetation. 

This means that proposals do not need to focus only on newly designed interventions. They may also 

protect, reveal, connect or reinterpret existing spontaneous vegetation as part of the city’s ecological 

infrastructure, as long as this is done intentionally and clearly within the broader botanical strategy. 

 

5. Since the project responds directly to Cagliari’s climate, would it be highly valued by the jury to 

illustrate the Tiny Botanical Garden prototype in two distinct seasonal phases (e.g., active spring 

blooming versus the summer dormancy period) to demonstrate how the living infrastructure 

functions during extreme heat? 

Yes, illustrating the Tiny Botanical Garden in different seasonal phases can be a strong way to 

communicate the proposal, especially in the case of Cagliari. 
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The brief highlights Cagliari’s Mediterranean climate, including heat stress, drought, marked seasonal 

variability and climate instability. It also asks the Tiny Botanical Garden to communicate plants as 

living systems with cycles of growth, dormancy and regeneration. 

Showing the prototype in two seasonal moments, such as spring blooming and summer dormancy, 

could therefore help explain how the living infrastructure changes over time and responds to 

extreme heat. This is not a mandatory requirement, and it should only be included if it strengthens 

the clarity of the proposal, but it would be a relevant and meaningful way to demonstrate climate 

responsiveness, ecological performance and spatial experience. 
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