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Abstract

Abstract

A protocol that allows email applications to set up mail accounts and related accounts 
with only the email address and password.

“This document specifies a protocol that allows …”

https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/draft-ietf-mailmaint-autoconfig-06#abstract


Section 3.2.2: emailProvider

Element <emailProvider> is within the root element. This element has no semantic purpose 
and exists for legacy reasons only, but its content is significant.

How can these both be true?



Section 3.1: Example

The section contains a complete XML example.  The sections that follow formally define each element, 
and an appendix contains a compiled formal definition.

Should this section also be an Appendix?



Section 3.2.4: displayName and displayShortName

 The <displayName> element contains the name of the provider, e.g. as preferred by the 
marketing of the provider itself. It SHOULD be no longer than 30 characters, but MUST be no 
longer than 60 characters.

The <displayShortName> element contains the name of the provider, as typically used by 
end users. It SHOULD be no longer than 12 characters, and it MUST NOT be longer than 20 
characters.

Where do these numbers come from?



Section 3.9: XML validation

The client SHOULD validate that the configuration file is valid XML, and if the XML 
syntax is invalid, the client SHOULD ignore the entire file. In contrast, if there are 
merely unknown elements or attributes, the client MUST NOT ignore the file.

I don't understand why those are SHOULDs.  You're giving the implementer a choice and asking them to 
make an educated one, but not explaining that choice.  When would I decide not to validate the config file, 
or to not ignore an entire file when syntax validation fails?



Section 4.1.1: Customzing the configuration …

Autoconfig servers that customize the returned configuration file to the email address 
should avoid that email addresses can be tested for validity by hostile parties like 
spammers or attackers. For that reason, Autoconfig servers SHOULD return a real 
configuration, even if the email address sent as URL parameter does not exist. If the query 
contains a non-existing email address, the server should not return an error nor a fake 
configuration, but rather a random real configuation, e.g. a random host out of the pool of 
real hosts. Supporting mail clients should test the login before completing setup, so 
spelling mistakes in the email address will be signaled to the user as login error in later 
stages of the setup process.

Same problem with this SHOULD.



Section 8: Alternatives considered

Can this be an appendix?



Well Known URIs

We need to observe RFC 8615. We can expect friction from HTTPBIS if we don’t.

Important points:

● -03 tried to do this, without registering the well-known URI
● This was half removed in -06; abstract still refers to it
● “Well-known” started in RFC 5785 in 2019, but this work came much earlier
● RFC 8615 says it apples to “future” work
● Still, HTTPDIR really doesn’t like specs that reserve part of the namespace directly
● We can expect resistance if we try
● Compromise: Try the well-known method, and if that fails, fall back to the “legacy” path



Extensible or not?

We believe the WG has (or had) consensus that autoconfig documents existing practice, but PACC is the 
preferred way going forward.  That means there’s no need to leave extensibility hooks in autoconfig.

Do we need to confirm this?


