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Compulsory REVISION comments

The methodology does not clearly describe what was done, the study site,
what types of analyzes were done and in what consisted the interviews,
group discussion and personal observations. The methodological
procedures need to be better explained, because there is no sufficient
details of the methods / process provided so that another researcher is able
to reproduce the experiments described.

The test to ensure reliability of the results does not make sense, since in the
methodology were also not explained as analyzes would be performed.
How did Table 1 was elaborated? What were the criteria? Its contents are
not presented in the analysis, since general causes of the roof failures were
not the same in Figure 1. Furthermore, the criteria for analysis of the roof
failure should be in the methodology.

Minor REVISION comments

In the Introduction, the fourth and fifth paragraphs (line 46-76) have no
connection with the first three paragraphs (line 19-45), so it should be
rewritten. Also in the fifth paragraph, it is not clear where attempts to solve
the problems of failed roofs were performed.

The objectives of this work should be written in another way, for better
closure of the ideas in the Introduction.

Optional/General comments

With the great confusion in methodology and presentation/ discussion of the
results, the conclusion was impaired.
The article should be rewritten as a whole to have greater clarity.
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