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	 This paper is a descriptive study of the bureaucratization of the social safety net program of Indonesia. It described the various stumbling blocks in the implementation of the program and its potential impasse or deadlock in its implementation. However, in the conclusion, it already concluded that there is an impasse in the implementation which is different from the “potential impasse” in the title.
The study aimed that by mapping out potential obstacles, it can provide a number of key solutions for resolving obstacles in the field. However, the paper focused mainly in the discussion of the convoluted process of implementation without presenting a valid solution to improve the implementation process. It should be noted that the problems mentioned are not different from the problems experienced by the Philippines in implementing its own program for the “poorest of the poor” during this COVID pandemic. But to solve these problems is not enough to describe them.  Discussing the obstacles without a thorough analysis their causes is just a mere criticism to the program.  The paper should look into the reasons, for example, in the delayed and difficult documentation of recipients, efforts should have been made to find out why or what are the reasons for the delay.  If some are already dead and others have erroneous documents or missing documents, the database must be very old or the gathering of information is faulty.  The same happened in the Philippines but the documentation was later downloaded to the local governments for information gathering and verification because the local officials know their people.  So the documentation process was fast tracked and the documents obtained from the local were inputted into the data base which served as the final data needed in order to enjoy the support provided by the government.  In other words, the paper described the problem without looking into their causes in order to present alternative processes or solutions to identified problems.  For example, why so many people or authorities involved in the documentation and verification process.  Was there an effort to find out what is sufficient because other levels might be redundant and unnecessary. There were 16 items required in the identification of recipients. Why these many? Are some items untrustworthy? Then eliminate it if it is unreliale.  There might be some items that can be collapsed and merged into one if both serve the same purpose. If these stages are not necessary, we can recommend alternative courses of actions.  Unfortunately, the paper did not come up with recommended alternative courses of actions that would eliminate too much bureaucratization.    It ended up with a conclusion without clear recommendations to fast tract the process.
 It was asserted by the author that research on social safety net policies must not only look at how policies are carried out, but must also look at how policies should be carried out, as well as predict their impact when they are done.  This assertion is true by the paper did not give any predicted impact.
As a part of the methology, policy documents were gathered by the author.  But there was no analysis presented regarding the rationale, objectives and procedures set forth in the documents.  These are important point in the event that improvements are recommended through policy amendments,
In the case of e-Warung which showed that some of those validated cannot produce the goods required by the policy, what is the recommended alternative to take in order to achieve the intent of the policy?  So it is not only the validation process that is problematic but also the capability of the e-Warung to provide what is required, so is it the policy that is at fault?  These may not be a part of the study but it could be recommended for further research on the same topic. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In summary it is not enough to pinpoint the bureaucratization of a policy as the problem.  The research identify the causes of bureaucratization as a problem.  Moreover, knowing the problem is not the only objective articulated in the study.  A solution should be identified and recommended for policy improvement. 
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