Net wor k Wor ki ng G- oup A Cargille
Request for Comments: 1648 Uni versity of Wsconsin
Cat egory: Standards Track July 1994

Post master Convention for X 400 Operations
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
Oficial Protocol Standards" (STD 1) for the standardization state
and status of this protocol. Distribution of this nenmo is unlimted.

Abst r act

Both STD 11, RFC 822 [1] and STD 3, RFC 1123 [2] (Host Requirenents)
require that the enmail address "postnaster" be supported at al

hosts. This paper extends this concept to X 400 mail domai ns which
have regi stered RFC 1327 mappi ng rul es, and which therefore appear to
have normal RFC822-styl e addresses.

1. Postnmaster Convention in RFC822

Qperating a reliable, large-scale electronic mail (email) network
requi res cooperation between many mail nmanagers and system

adm nistrators. As noted in RFC 822 [1], often mail or system
nmanagers need to be able to contact a responsible person at a renpte
host wi thout knowi ng any specific user nane or address at that host.
For that reason, both RFC 822 and the Internet Host Requirenents [2]
require that the address "postmaster"” be supported at every Internet
host .

2. Postmaster Convention and X 400

However, RFC 822 is not the only enail protocol being used in the
Internet. Sone Internet sites are also running the X 400 (1984) [ 3]
and X. 400 (1988) [4] email protocols. RFC 1327 specifies howto map
bet ween X. 400 and RFC 822 addresses [5]. Wen napping rules are
used, addresses map cleanly between X 400 and RFC 822. |In fact, it
is inmpossible to determine by inspecting the address whether the
recipient is an RFC 822 mail user or an X. 400 mail user

A paper by Rob Hagens and Al f Hansen describes an X 400 conmunity
known as the "d obal Open MHS Community" (GO-MHS) [6]. Many nmi

donmains in the GO MHS Community have regi stered RFC 1327 nappi ng
rules. Therefore, users in those domains have RFC 822-styl e enmi
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addresses, and these email donmmins are a |ogical extension of the RFC
822 Internet. It is inpossible to tell by inspecting a user’s
address whether the user receives RFC 822 mail or X 400 nmail

Si nce these addresses appear to be standard RFC 822 addresses, nai
managers, mailing |ist nanagers, host administrators, and users
expect to be able to sinply send nmail to "postnaster@onai n" and
havi ng the nmessage be delivered to a responsible party. Wen an RFC
1327 mapping rul e exists, the X 400 address el enent corresponding to
the | eft-hand-side "postmaster” is "Surname=Postmaster" (both 1984
and 1988). However, neither the X 400 protocols, North America X 400
| mpl ementor’s Agreenents [7], nor the other regional X 400

i npl enentor’s agreenents require that "Surnane=Postmmaster" and
"CommonNane=Post naster” be supported. (Supporting these addresses is
reconmended in X 400 (1988)).

For mapped X. 400 domai ns which do not support the postnaster
address(es), this nmeans that an address such as "user @one. pl ace. zz"
m ght be valid, yet mail to the correspondi ng address

"post mast er @one. pl ace. zz" fails. This is frustrating for renote
adnmi ni strators and users, and can prevent operational problenms from
bei ng conmuni cated and resolved. In this case, the desired seanl ess
integration of the Internet RFC 822 mail world and the mapped X 400
domai n has not been achi eved.

The X. 400 nmai | managers participating in the Cosine MHS Project

di scussed this problemin a nmeeting in June 1992 [8]. The discussion
recogni zed the need for supporting the postmaster address at any

| evel of the address hierarchy where these are user addresses.
However, the group only required supporting the postnaster address
down to certain levels of the OR Address tree. This approach sol ved
part of the problem but not all of it. A nore conplete solution is
required.

3. Proposed Sol ution
To fully achieve the desired seam ess integration of enmmil donains
for which RFC 1327 mappi ng rul es have been defined, the follow ng

convention nust be foll owned,

If there are any valid addresses of the form "user @omain", then
the address "post naster @onmai n" nust al so be valid.

To express this in terns of X 400: For every X 400 domain for which
an RFC 1327 mapping rule exists, if any address of the form

Sur nanme=User; <Qher X 400 Address El ements>
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is a valid address, then the address
Sur nanme=Post mast er; <Sanme X 400 Address El enents>

must al so be a valid address. If the X 400 systemis running
X. 400(1988), then the address

CommonNanme=Post mast er; <Sanme X 400 Address El enent s>

must al so be supported. (Note that CommobnNane=Postmaster will not be
generated by RFC 1327 mappings, but it is reconmrended in the 1988
X. 400 standard).

To remain consistent with RFC 822, "Mail sent to that address is to
be routed to a person responsible for the site’s mail systemor to a
person with responsibility for general site operation." [9].

3.1. Software Limtations

If software is unable to support this requirenent, it should be
upgraded. X. 400 software devel opers are strongly encouraged and
requested to support forwarding mail to a centralized postmaster
mai | box i n products.

It nmay be possible to support forwarding postnmaster nail to a centra
mai | box in software packages which do not explicitly support it by
appl yi ng work-around solutions. For exanple, sone packages support
creating a mailing list for "postmaster” which has one entry that
points to the desired centralized postmaster mmil box. Alternatively,
it may be possible to support a postnaster address using the X 400
Aut of orwar di ng feature. The software package may al so support
rewiting the address in sone other way.
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Security Considerations

Security issues are not discussed in this nmeno.
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