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respondants….

• Open invitation to relevant mailing lists; 
180 usable respones

• Responders had moderate experience 
with DC technology and used with some 
frequency; saw need for DC technology 
increasing in future



Findings

– Research will require DC more than teaching 
and administration

– Lack of interoperability negatively impacts 
tool’s appeal

– Weak preference expressed for integrated 
tools



Features Surveyed
• Whiteboard
• Chat/IM
• Shared Text/Img doc
• File transfer
• Shared App’s
• Remote Control
• Pointers
• Surveys/Polls/Quiz
• Recording
• Telephone/VC bridge
• Video Streaming
• Animation Support

• Chair Control
• Scheduling and Timers
• Agendas for Meetings
• Announcement Board
• Participant List
• Management Console
• Directories
• Logging, Tracking
• Security

– AuthN
– Encryption

• Shared Repository, 
Meeting/Class Archives

+29 write-in features/functions desired.

Authorization (Group or Role);  Workflow ?



Important Features

• Multi-platform (windows 73%, Mac 48%, 
Linux 48%)

• Most wanted cost <$100 /year (unclear if 
that’s per person or whole package)

• Found correlations of specific scenarios w. 
specific functions 



http://www.cmsmatrix.org/

Available open source collaboration tools



Commercial space collaboration tools



My Conclusions from this info?
• There are many good reasons for the variety of 

features / functions desired
• It seems that a framework for assembling 

components to build the environment you  want 
would be desirable

• Required: membership list, authentication; 
(roles/groups, authorization) shared across 
applications.
– Portal does this
– myVOCS does this
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Science Gateways

• 10 original Teragrid Gateways
– LEAD; nanoHUB; Neutron Science; Flood 

Modeling; Homeland Security; NVO; HEP; 
OSG; Evolutionary Biology; NMBR



Requirements…..

• Accounts/Accounting
• Security
• Scheduling
• Portal Models/Portal Types
• User Models
• Security Models



Science Gateway Components

• User Model
• Targeted Community
• Services
• Org & Admin Structure



Accounts/Accounting

• Roles: individual, group, student, high-end 
researcher, developer

• Most gateways would like to have portal 
registration and do per-user authorization 
and accounting; none do so currently

• Multiple certs in use: 50% Teragrid; DoE, 
Europeans, DIY also; policies needed 
(federation!)

• No common auditing/accounting



Security

• Community allocations /accounts
• Dynamic Users (sandboxed)
• Anonymous Users
• Firewall issues: set of services and ports 

to be developed
• Export control issues



3 User Models

• Standard User: has Teragrid account and 
knows how to manage own cert

• Portal User: has Teragrid account; access 
is via Portal only

• Community User: uses community 
allocation.  Authenticate w. own 
Username/Password, then present 
community certificate to TG resources



3 Security Models

• Standard: all users have TG login & cert
• Portal: User logs into portal; community & 

local certs used; group permissions used;
• Community: community cert passed to 

portal (authN user and use TG on their 
behalf).



3 Portal Types

• “Gateway” is not identical to “Portal” (Eg: 
Open Science Gateway is not a portal)

• Half have existing portal URL; 3/9 use 
OGCE
– Portal Based (users in front of portal, 

resources behind portal)
– Application Based (app on user machine, 

accessing resources elsewhere)
– Grid Interop Based



And more…..

• All surveyed expressed desire for 
integration with other applications or 
services
– “web services”
– Other portal applications



• “While the gateways may be instantiated 
on Teragrid resources it is expected that 
many will be instantiated on community 
resources and be administered by the 
community itself”



My Conclusions from this info?
• It seems that a framework for assembling 

components to build the environment you  want 
would be desirable

• Required: membership list, authentication; 
(roles/groups, authorization) shared across 
applications.

• Federation, Group/Role Info, Policy, locally 
based Authorization
– Portal does [some of] this
– myVOCS does [some of] this


