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Address Specification Syntax for Network Mai

Experience with processing nmail on the Arpanet has pointed up nmany
addr essi ng issues, including:

1. People’s nanes are not the sanme as their addresses;
2. Mailing lists can get quite |ong;

3. To allow respondi ng, nmessages often need to carry all of their
mailing list with them

4. It would be very useful to be able to send nail to files other
than the person’s primary nail box.

The current mail syntax, specified in RFC 680, does not provide a
conveni ent mechani sm for distinguishing between a person’s nane and
their mailing address. In cases of shared directories, the ATTN. cl ause
is marginally adequate; however it is conpletely inappropriate for

singl e-user nail boxes in which the address specification is sinply
cryptic. CMJ s identification tags are good exanples of this problem
since they tend to appear to be random character sequences; the use of
initials as tags also points up the problem If you doubt the
referential anmbiguity of addresses, then try to use only the information
presented, rather than random personal know edge, to discern who
Mcro@Sl, JFH@SI, or G eep@SD are. By having a fornmal syntax for
separately specifying names and addresses, nail display software can
printout out nane lists which only contain human nanes. .. nakes things
friendlier.

The problemwith long mailing lists is that, if included in the text of
a nmessage, they often are longer than the main part of the nessage.
Group nanes are allowed in address fields primarily to circunvent this
probl em However the advent of seni-automated nmessage answering, in

whi ch a receiver’s nmessage system prepares address lists for reply
messages by copying appropriate fields fromthe original nmessage, makes
the current mechani smdeficient: having the group nane neans that the
recei ver does not have the nanes/addresses of the nenbers of the group
A convention is generally followed, now, which has the group name be a
pat hnanme to the file containing the list. Though facilitative, this
does not represent an adequate sol ution

And lastly is the issue of nultiple nail boxes for a single user. This
feature is probably has the largest potential for tel econferencing
applications, with nessages for an on-going di scussion autonmatically

pl aced into a separate nmail box. In the case of shared directories, this
mechani sm al so woul d al | ow easy channeling into each person’s own
mai | box.



Wth these needs in nmind, and until a nore robust nmail syntax and
protocol is specified, the follow ng general syntax is proposed to
augrment the existing syntax specified in RFC 680, for address fields
specified by the user:

Nane: ( Person(User-1d(Mil box) at Host),...),;
Wher e

"Name" is the name of the mailing list; "Person" presumably is
the nane of the person receiving the mail;

"User-1d" is their online reference nane (usually their signon
directory);

"Mail box" is a a secondary nail box/file;

and the rest conforns to RFC 680, although "@ nmay be used in
place of " at " in the specification.

Parent heses may be replaced by other bracketing pairs ([], {}, <>).
Quot ati on marks rmust be used any tine the string contains anbi quating
characters, such as space or parentheses. The brackets after Nane are
used to request exclusion of the address list fromthe nessage, instead
usi ng text which gives the pathnane to the source of the |ist.

The formal syntax for address specification, within network mail
actually sent, is included in the next section.

Not all of a specification is required, so perhaps sone exanples wll
clarify things:.

A nornmal specification, as used currently: Walker at 1Sl

A named list, to be carried with the nessage, with the | ast
address not a nenber of the list: List:Walker at
| SI, greep@ and-i sd; Acti on@ Sl

A named list, NOT to be carried with the nessage; the list
contents will be replaced with a text string indicating the source

of the list -- not very useful if the list is typed in by the
user, rather than pulled froma file; therefore

List: (Wal ker@ Sl , greep at rand); Action at ISi will be changed to
appear in the nessage as List:("/rnd/dcrocker/mail.list"); Action
at |8l

A list with personal nanes. separate from addresses: "Steve
Wal ker"[Wal ker at |1SlI], Bob<rha@ sd>

A tel econferencing address |ist:
Tal kers: "Dave C'(DCrocker(TC nsg)@si),...;
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For mal Specification

The following nodified BNF is to serve as a direct

addi tion/replacement for specifications within RFC 680. The fields
elimnated fromthe existing specification are: <addressee itenp,
<address |ist> <addressee>, <nuailbox> <host spec>, <attention spec>.
<user list> <mailbox group> <group nunbers> and <mail box |ist>.

<Attention spec> can be perforned through use of the person’s nane
and secondary file specification. Al so, <Sender> should be nodified
to be::

Sender = "SENDER " | ndi vi dual

And the added fields are:

Address-Field = Address-List / Address-List ,,:,
Address-Field

Addr ess-Li st = Individual -List / G oup-List
G oup- Li st = Group-Nane G oup- Menbers
Group-Nane =/ Nane ":"

G oup- Menbers = | ndividual -List / L-Bracket Pathname
R- Bracket

Pat hname = { A Nane which can at |east provide a
human wi th enough information to find
the file containing the G oup-List}

I ndi vi dual -Li st = I ndividual / |ndividual

I ndi vi dual - Li st
Address Specification Syntax for Network Mail

I ndi vidual = Mail box / Nanme L-Bracket Mil box

R- Br acket
L-Bracket = "(" [/ "[" [ "{" [ "<"
R-Bracket = ")" [/ "]" [ "}" [ ">"

Mai | box = Id Secondary-File At Host
Id = Name
At ="" at """/ "@

Host = {An acceptabl e host nane}



Secondary-File =/ L-Bracket Filenane R-Bracket
Fi |l ename = Nane

Name = {An Ascii string w thout carriage

return, line feed, space, o,
";", or any L-Bracket or R-Bracket} /

""" {An Ascii string with any doubl e
quot ati on mar ks doubl ed} "

The particul ar L-Bracket and R-Bracket characters used nust match
each other. The requirement for quotation marks has been made nore
severe than absolutely necessary in order to sinplify software
requirnments. Note also that the above specified syntax is for
inter-entity conmmuni cations and is not necessarily indicative of what

t he user types.



