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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This research contributes significantly to the literature of the practice of public policy since it incorporates an external variable of public participation into the classic model proposed by Van Meter and Van Horn. The study fills a definite gap in regulation and practice in the area of disclosure of information to the populace particularly in the case of Gorontalo Province. Its results are of theoretical importance to the policy implementation research and practical significance to enhance the level of transparency, accountability, and participatory governance in Indonesia and other territories.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The title is clear and reflects the study’s focus. However, it could be more concise.

Suggested alternative:

“Reconstructing Van Meter & Van Horn’s Model: Public Participation in Public Information Disclosure in Gorontalo Province.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is quite well-organized but has some redundancy on the Methodology and Aims sections. It could use better differentiation of its goals, approaches and results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound in terms of science. It employs a well-known theoretical framework, makes use of suitable qualitative techniques (such as case studies, interviews, and observation), and synchronizes results with previous research. The Results & Discussion section, on the other hand, would benefit from more distinct subheadings and a better division of theoretical discussion from empirical data because it is somewhat dense.
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	Although the references are pertinent, they may be improved with more recent research on participatory transparency and digital government.

Suggested additions:

D. Linders (2012). We-government to e-government.

A. Meijer (2015). transparency of the government in the past.

Current KPI reports from Indonesia's Central Information Commission (after 2022).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Overall, the language is appropriate for academic communication.
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