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Optional/General comments 
 

Summary: 

This paper presents a comparative study of Istio, Linkerd, Kuma, and Consul in relation to 

multi-cluster Kubernetes management. The analysis centers on operational complexity, 
security, 

scalability, performance, and ease of use. The objective is to give businesses information about 

which service mesh best meets their requirements, regardless of whether they value 

sophisticated capabilities, deployment simplicity or effective multi-cluster management. 

Pros: 

● The experimental setup used to explain the concepts in the paper covers a brief 

documentation of all key terms. The author(s) have done well in being concise and yet 

clear. 

● A comparative view of all the four tools is well presented in Table 1 and their concepts 

with respect to multi-cluster management in Table 2 is also clear. Overall, section 9 is the 

key highlight of the paper and clear and well-presented. 

Cons: 

● Figure 4 could have been explained better. 

● Addition of a few real world examples in section 11 could better explain best practices 
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