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A study on about a Exclusive Firewall for operation the
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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 : T84t (Exclusive Firewall), Z=A[(Proxy), TiZZE{~I(Packet Filtering),
NAT(Network Address Translation), Z&(Policy), T&l(Rule)
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Fig 9. Network design of the Exclusive firewall
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Fig 10. Response time as rule numbers
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Table 3. Bandwidth and Latency’s comparison

Bandwidth Latency
(MB/sec) fusec)
Network 1355 125
TCP 70 14
Cateway 49 232
NAT 49 289
Proxy 29 350

71Ee] WS o] &% Trusted WEHA 7L ¥R
A1 B &9, FEAAER A UESAY &=A
A 59 B4Vt ok a3y Exclusive 93PA 281-E o]
83 Trusted WEHIZ FALS U VESA £58 4
A713, EE83 HAE HiAlsiy, Betyde ntze 2pd
el Hokd S AA WEYIAN RE FH o] bl
Yo WF vES A EfE S Aoz #Y 5 3
o weix E39 22 A& i) Aulela Bgsle A
o] olz}, Exclusive W3S ZiZlolr] £4sly] ujiol
a7 119 AFAHYE UR ESIN AHesle HgE &
EES 20l AT & 2E F Uo] A vES A
e PINE F ik

L. Mafaz|o) 7|ciE T

o 23129 13(11)2 W3] =E vl B 3
AL AP A4S, FHA 02 SPAzHE Helgo
A3kE vEpd Aol A wg 739 7t I A
¥, AN AdHm, Mage Ase @S Ho
T ek ES A Ase] wjalgE ¢ 4 ginh

©

o

et

EAIZHs)

=2
©
@»

»
:

@

32| 11 A o mE SEARE
Fig 11. Response time as rule numbers
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