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1. Introduction

TS 23.140 v 5.1.0 references RFC 2821 as the transport mechanism to be used to carry signalling and user data over MM4. RFC 2821 is an extensive document that itself references several other RFCs, including 7 SMTP service extension RFCs. 

This technical document is for discussion and information to clarify what MM4 actually contains in respect to referenced ESMTP RFCs. Based on this it will be easier to see if more specific requirements are needed for MM4 than a “mere” reference to RFC 2821.

2. MM4 Referenced ESMTP RFCs

In RFC 2821 there are 7 references to ESMTP RFCs:

· RFC 1869, SMTP Service Extensions. RFC 1869 is incorporated in RFC 2821, e.g. the support of the EHLO command that must be supported. In fact, RFC 2821 obsoletes RFC 1869. It is also stated that all “contemporary” SMTP servers must support the basic extension mechanisms, but no further details are given about what exactly those mechanisms are (other than the EHLO command).

· RFC 1985, Remote Message Queue Starting. The mechanism described in RFC 1985 can be implemented at the application layer, this is mentioned in RFC 2821.

· RFC 2920, Command Pipelining. Mentioned as a mechanism to loosen up the stop-and-go design of the command-reply exchange between two SMTP servers.

· RFC 1870, Message Size Declaration. RFC 2821 states that SMTP servers that have message size restrictions or will send large messages should support RFC 1870.

· RFC 1652, 8Bit-MIME transport. According to RFC 2821 RFC 1652 should be supported.

· RFC 1891, Delivery Status Notifications. Mentioned as one possible kind of notification.

· RFC 1830, Transmission of large binary MIME messages. Optional, mentioned as a part of the SMTP extension framework.
3. Conclusions
In RFC 2821 there are no SMTP service extensions, other than the EHLO command, that must be supported. For a service like MMS, which must be of carrier grade robustness, this is not enough. Several SMTP service extensions are crucial to make MMS work properly, normative references to such RFCs should be made directly in TS 23.140.







