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MAI LBOX NAMES FOR
COMMON SERVI CES, ROLES AND FUNCTI ONS

Status of this Meno

Thi s docunent specifies an Internet standards track protocol for the
Internet conmunity, and requests discussion and suggestions for

i mprovenents. Please refer to the current edition of the "Internet
O ficial Protocol Standards" (STD 1) for the standardization state
and status of this protocol. Distribution of this nemo is unlimted.

ABSTRACT

Thi s specification enunerates and describes Internet mail addresses
(mai | box name @host reference) to be used when contacting personne
at an organi zation. Mailbox names are provided for both operations
and business functions. Additional mail box nanes and ali ases are not
prohi bi ted, but organi zati ons whi ch support emmil exchanges with the
Internet are encouraged to support AT LEAST each mail box nane for

whi ch the associated function exists within the organization

1. RATIONALE AND SCOPE

Various Internet docunents have specified nmail box nanes to be used
when reaching the operators of the new service; for exanple, [RFC822
6.3, C. 6] requires the presence of a <POSTMASTER@onai n> mai | box nane
on all hosts that have an SMIP server. Qher protocols have defacto
standards for well known mmil box names, such as <USENET@omai n> for
NNTP (see [ RFC977]), and <VWEBMASTER@lomai n> for HTTP (see [HTTP]).

Def act o standards al so exist for well known nail box names which have
nothing to do with a particular protocol, e.g., <ABUSE@omai n> and
<TROUBLE@lomai n>.

The purpose of this menp is to aggregate and specify the basic set of
mai | box nanmes which organi zati ons need to support. Mbst

organi zations do not need to support the full set of mail box nanes
defined here, since not every organization will inplenment the all of
the associ ated services. However, if a given service is offerred,
then the associ ated mail box name(es) nust be supported, resulting in
delivery to a recipient appropriate for the referenced service or

rol e.
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If a host is not configured to accept mmil directly, but it

i mpl enents a service for which this specification defines a nail box
name, that host nust have an MX RR set (see [RFC974]) and the mmi
exchangers specified by this RR set nust recogni ze the referenced
host’ s domain name as "local" for the purpose of accepting mail bound
for the defined nmail box name. Note that this is true even if the
advertised domain name is not the same as the host’s domain nane; for
exanple, if an NNTP server’s host name is DATA. RAMONA VI X. COM yet it
advertises the domain name VIX.COMin its "Path:" headers, then mi
nmust be deliverable to both <USENET@/ X. COW and
<USENET@DATA. RAMONA. VI X. COM>, even though these addresses m ght be
delivered to different final destinations.

The scope of a well known nail box nanme is its domain name. Servers
accepting mail on behalf of a domain nmust accept and correctly
process mail box nanes for that domain, even if the server, itself,
does not support the associated service. So, for exanple, if an NNTP
server advertises the organization’s top |level domain in "Path:"
headers (see [ RFC977]) the nmmil exchangers for that top | evel domain
nmust accept mail to <USENET@lonai n> even if the mail exchanger hosts
do not, thenselves, serve the NNTP protocol

2. I NVARI ANTS

For well known names that are not related to specific protocols, only
the organi zation's top |l evel domain nanme are required to be valid.

For exanple, if an Internet service provider’s domain name is
COMPANY. COM t hen t he <ABUSE@COVPANY. COM> address mnust be valid and
supported, even though the custoners whose activity generates

conpl aints use hosts with nore specific domain nanes |ike

SHELL1. COVPANY. COM Note, however, that it is valid and encouraged
to support nmil box nanes for sub-donains, as appropriate

Mai | box nanes nust be recogni zed i ndependent of character case. For
exanpl e, POSTMASTER, postnaster, Postmaster, PostMaster, and even
PoSt MaStEr are to be treated the sane, with delivery to the sane
mai | box.

| npl enent ati ons of these well known names need to take account of the
expectati ons of the senders who will use them Sending back an
automatic mail acknow edgement is usually hel pful (though we suggest
caution against the possibility of "duelling mail robots" and the
resulting mail | oops).
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3. BUSI NESS- RELATED MAI LBOX NAMES
These names are related to an organi zation’s |ine-of-business
activities. The INFO nane is often tied to an autoresponder, with a
range of standard files avail able.
MAI LBOX AREA USAGE
| NFO Mar ket i ng Packaged i nformation about the
organi zati on, products, and/or
services, as appropriate
MARKETI NG Mar ket i ng Product marketing and
mar ket i ng comuni cati ons
SALES Sal es Product purchase information
SUPPORT Cust omer Servi ce Probl ems with product or
service
4. NETWORK OPERATI ONS MAI LBOX NAMES
Operations addresses are intended to provide recourse for customers,
providers and others who are experiencing difficulties with the
organi zation’s Internet service.
MAI LBOX AREA USAGE
ABUSE Customer Rel ations |nappropriate public behaviour
NOC Net wor k Operations Network infrastructure
SECURI TY Net wor k Security Security bulletins or queries
5.  SUPPORT MAI LBOX NAMES FOR SPECI FI C | NTERNET SERVI CES
For major Internet protocol services, there is a nmailbox defined for
recei ving queries and reports. (Synonyns are included, here, due to
their extensive installed base.)
MAI LBOX SERVI CE SPECI FI CATI ONS
POSTMASTER SMIP [ RFC821], [RFC822]
HOSTMASTER DNS [ RFC1033- RFC1035]
USENET NNTP [ RFCO77]
NEWS NNTP Synonym f or USENET
VEBMVASTER HTTP [ RFC 2068]
WAV HTTP Synonym f or VEBMASTER
uuCP uuCP [ RFC976]
FTP FTP [ RFC959]
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6.

MAI LI NG LI ST ADM NI STRATI ON MAI LBOX

Mailing lists have an adm nistrative mail box name to which add/drop
requests and other meta-queries can be sent.

For a mailing list whose subm ssion nail box nane is:

<Ll ST@ONVAI N>

there MJUST be the adm ni strati ve mail box name:
<LI ST- REQUEST@PONVAI N>

Distribution List nanagenent software, such as Mj or Donb and

Li stserv, also have a single mail box nane associated with the
software on that system-- usually the name of the software -- rather
than a particular list on that system Use of such mail box nanes
requires participants to know the type of list software enpl oyed at
the site. This is problematic. Consequently:

LI ST- SPECI FI C (- REQUEST) MAI LBOX NAMES ARE REQUI RED,
| NDEPENDENT OF THE AVAI LABI LI TY OF GENERI C LI ST SOFTWARE
MAI LBOX NANMES.

DOVAI N NAME SERVI CE ADM NI STRATI ON MAI LBOX

In DNS (see [ RFC1033], [RFC1034] and [ RFC1035]), the Start O
Authority record (SOA RR) has a field for specifying the mail box name
of the zone's adm nistrator.

This field nust be a sinple word without nmetacharacters (such as "%

or "I'" or "::"), and a nmail alias should be used on the rel evant nail
exchanger hosts to direct zone administration nail to the appropriate
mai | box.

For sinplicity and regularity, it is strongly recommended that the
wel | known nail box nane HOSTMASTER al ways be used
<HOSTMASTER@lonmai n>.
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8.

10.

AUTONOMOUS SYSTEM MAI LBOX

Several Internet registries inplenent nmailing lists for Autononous
System contacts. So, for exanple, mail sent to <AS3557@RA. NET> wi |l |
at the tinme of this witing reach the technical contact for

Aut ononobus System 3557 in the BGP4 (see [ RFC1654], [RFCLl655] and

[ RFC1656]) .

Not all Autononous Systens are registered with all registries,
however, and so undeliverabl e mail box nanes under this schenme should
be treated as an inconveni ence rather than as an error or a standards
vi ol ati on.

SECURI TY CONSI DERATI ONS

Deni al of service attacks (flooding a mailbox with junk) will be
easier after this docunent becomes a standard, since nore systens
wi Il support the same set of nail box nanes.
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