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A study on about a Exclusive Firewall for operation the
efficient network security
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Abstract

Firewall system is a security system for protect the network and is needed for constructing

the trusted network. However, these firewall systems deteriorate the performance of whole
network in about 60% because of Inefficiency policy establishment and unnecessary traffic

occurrence. Therefore, there is a strong needs to establish the network performance elevation,
efficient operation and reassignment of the firewall system. In this dissertation, we will analyze
how each functionalities of the firewall system affect to the network performance via using a
simulation result according to functionality of the firewall system and propose a exclusive

firewall system for the efficient network operation.

» Keyword : d245}E (Exclusive Firewall), Z2HA|(Proxy), HZIZE{Z(Packet Filtering),

NAT (Network Address Translation), Z&(Policy), 7&/(Rule)
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Table 3. Bandwidth and Latency’s comparison

Bandwidth Latency
(MB/sec) (usec)
Network 135.5 12.5
TCP 70 14
Gateway 49 232
NAT 49 289
Proxy 29 350
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