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Mail Priority

In RFC 539 (HIC=-=1764l,30:7y) Postel and I suggested that mail
senders te zllicwed to assign a degree of prioriuty to their maill.
White (KFC 555-=-17%93,fci2Y) cbjectea to definineg snades of uregency,
Without having theilr effects upon the rMail Protocol server also
defined.

If pricority levels were Lo pre assizned by autecrata, I would z2gree
with Jim. Unfertunately, the numar sender of the mail wWill usually
be the one to assign the priority, and humans will not be consistent
in that assifgnnent.

Also unfortunately, the concept of urzency is an integral part of
communication. If it wWeren't, we coula ignore its inclusgion invoc tae
MP.

Since distincticns in ureency are useful (recessairy?) ana since
humans will ve the ones assigninz =pecific degrees of urzency
(therevy makine it imnossiple for server processes to automatically
do the "right thing" in responsel), %we sufgested only including tne
INFOEMATION 25 part of the vrotocol. Letv the human and
server-porccess receivers deciae petween tnhemselves how the
server=-»reocess should deal with that information.

RECEIVED AT NIC OCTOBER 19, 1973.
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Mail Pricraivy

Now that I have arguced a2ll that, let me suggesst interpretations for
urvency valuezs, This is so that proegrarners can have
autonata-generated mail (e.g., notification of the status of
previousliy sent mail) cerry reasonable urgency values:

10 Phone in the @idcle oi the nignt, if necessary.

9

8 Deliver to user's terninal NOWe.

N .

6 Deliver to user's terminal conly if user is at "exec"
level. : ’

S .

L Deliver inmeaiately after sign-on or pefore sign-off.

3

2 Deliver into starndard railboX.

1l

0 Junk tail ' °



