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1. Chairs’ opening, Note Well, and WG status
The chairs opened the meeting, presented the Note Well, reminded attendees to sign
the blue sheet and to use the Meetecho queue, and reviewed the agenda. The agenda
consisted of 4 WG draft slots and 6 individual draft slots.
WG status highlights reported by the chairs:

e RFC 7757 was reclassified to STD 103, and RFCs 7755/7756 moved from
Informational to Proposed Standard.
RFC 9898 (“ND considerations”) was published.
The “claton” draft is in the RFC Editor queue.
draft-ietf-v6ops-framework-md-ipv6only-underlay passed WGLC.
app-testing, rfc7915-bis, and rfc6146-bis were adopted.
One milestone was completed and two milestones were deleted as already
largely achieved.

2. WG Drafts

2.1 draft-ietf-v6ops-nat64-wkp-1918 - NAT64 WKP update
Presenter: Jen Linkova
Discussion summary:
o The draft updates RFC 6052 to allow use of the Well-Known Prefix for non-
global IPv4 space, instead of requiring translators to drop such traffic by

default.

e The presenter emphasized this is fundamentally a policy decision for
operators.

e The updated text aims to permit translation, while allowing configured policy
to block it.

e The draft tries to avoid changing existing default behavior for managed
implementations, while providing clearer behavior for unmanaged CLAT
cases.

« Nick Buraglio supported the direction and suggested adding
implementation/examples; Jen asked Nick to contribute operational data.

Conclusion: strong support to proceed to WGLC. Poll result in the room: 15 yes, 0
no, 0 no-opinion.

2.2 draft-ietf-v6ops-rfc6146-bis - RFC 6146 bis
Presenter: Jordi Palet
Discussion summary:

« No functional changes since adoption; the work mainly resolves errata,
updates references, adjusts authorship/acknowledgments, and adds
implementation status and IANA text.

e A participant suggested updating text that says NAT64 is “expected to be
widely deployed” to reflect that it is widely deployed now.



« No other substantial technical objections were raised.
Conclusion: chairs judged the draft close to ready for WGLC, pending any final list
input and minor text updates. A room poll showed 10 yes, 0 no, 3 no-opinion for
WGLC.

2.3 draft-ietf-v6ops-rfc7915-bis - RFC 7915 bis
Presenter: Jordi Palet
Discussion summary:
e Only a minor typo was fixed since adoption; prior work mainly addressed
errata.
e The draft still needs to be aligned with the document replacing RFC 6791
references.
o Additional compatibility/reference updates are planned before progression.
e The chair suggested waiting for the newer revision of the related draft from
Jen/David before doing the full assessment.
Conclusion: no final room consensus call was taken; next step is an updated revision,
then reassess readiness for WGLC.

2.4 draft-ietf-v6ops-rfc7084bis - Basic Requirements for IPv6 Customer Edge
Routers
Presenter: Tim Winters
Discussion summary:
e Revision -05 added text to clarify CE router behavior when M/O flags change,
based on operational issues seen in the field.
o Additional requested updates include clarifying SLAAC wording, adding
DoT/DoH text, and expanding rationale around RA Guard behavior.
e Lorenzo raised concerns that the new M/O-flag text may need to be more
precise, especially around when DHCPv6 clients should stop or continue.
« Additional operational discussion touched on prefix renumbering behavior and
minimum lifetimes.
Conclusion: chairs asked the authors to publish -06 and then consider WGLC.

3. Individual Drafts

3.1 draft-ren-v6ops-ipv6-iid-patterns-measurement - Measurement and Analysis
of IPv6 11D Patterns in the Real World

Presenter: Wei Zhang

Discussion summary:

o The presentation reported that server 11D patterns have changed significantly
versus earlier assumptions; simple low-byte scanning is less effective than
before.

e On the client side, the presenter said EUI-64 usage has dropped sharply
overall, showing broad deployment of privacy-oriented addressing.

« The draft highlighted CPEs still using EUI-64 as a remaining privacy concern.

e Lorenzo questioned the threat model for tracking via CPE IID; discussion was
cut short and moved offline.

Conclusion: no adoption or WG action requested; authors asked for feedback on the
draft.

3.2 draft-palet-v6ops-prefix-assignment - IPv6 Prefix Assignment to End Users



Presenter: Jordi Palet
Discussion summary:

e The draft aims to answer common operational questions on point-to-point link
sizing, numbering, pools, customer prefix size, and persistence of customer
prefixes.

« Since the previous presentation, the author added text covering PPPoE/IPoOE
deployments, clarified persistence vs. privacy, removed stronger normative
language, and aligned with related opsawg work.

« Eric Vyncke supported adoption and suggested changing the title to something
more specific.

e The author said the new revision attempts to capture earlier discussion and
resolve prior concerns.

Conclusion: room poll on adoption showed 12 yes, 0 no, 3 no-opinion. The chairs
indicated support for progressing this work.

3.3 draft-palet-v6ops-ipv6-only - IPv6-only Terminology Definition
Presenter: Jordi Palet
Discussion summary:

e The draft tries to reduce confusion around terms such as IPv6-only, IPv4-only,
dual-stack, and IPv6-mostly.

« The latest revision shifts from using “context” to using “scope.”

e The author argued for defining only the basic cases and then applying them by
scope, rather than trying to enumerate every possible deployment scenario.

« Brian Carpenter said the newer version was improved and that the scope
notion was the right direction, but noted that readers might still need
clarification that applications can see a dual-stack API even in an “IPv6-only”
network scope.

« Because of audio issues, some discussion will need to continue on the mailing
list.

« During the meeting, Mike Richardson noted that unnamed polls were
confusing and requested future polls include the draft name.

Conclusion: adoption poll for draft-palet-v6ops-ipv6-only showed 7 yes, 2 no, 2 no-
opinion. The room showed interest, but also some remaining concerns; discussion
should continue on list before chairs decide next steps.

3.4 draft-pang-v6ops-ipv6-monitoring-deployment - IPv6 Network Deployment
Monitoring and Analysis
Presenter: Jing Zhao
Discussion summary:
o The draft describes a three-layer architecture: data collection, intelligent
analysis, and visualization.
o It leverages existing mechanisms such as telemetry, NETCONF, and YANG.
e The authors added discussion of collection methods and relationship to
existing deployment-measurement approaches.
o A platform and use cases were presented to validate the draft.
Conclusion: no formal call was taken; authors requested comments on what is
missing and how to improve the work.

3.5 draft-ma-v6ops-5g-ipv6only - Considerations of Gradual IPv6-only
Deployment in 5G Mobile Networks



Presenter: Chenhao Ma
Discussion summary:

The draft describes gradual deployment of 464XLAT-based IPv6-only service
in mobile networks, including APN isolation and deployment experience.

Med questioned what is actually specific to 5G, noting that many issues
appear similar to 4G and earlier mobile architectures.

Med also cautioned that recommendations touching functions defined in 3GPP
may not be something the IETF can normatively specify here.

The authors replied that the document is intended as deployment guidance
based on operator experience, not as a protocol specification.

Jordi said many operational aspects seem common across 4G and 5G and
suggested the draft should better explain what is truly different in 5G.

Further discussion touched on single vs. multiple APNs, Apple CLAT support,
and roaming considerations.

Conclusion: no adoption call. Chairs encouraged further discussion, including with
the AD, to better frame the document and its scope.

3.6 draft-yc-ipv6-for-ioa - Capabilities and Future Requirements of 1Pv6 for
Internet of Agents (IOA)

Presenter: Jiaming Ye

Discussion summary:

The draft argues IPv6 is a foundational enabler for large-scale “Internet of
Agents” deployments because of address space, end-to-end connectivity,
SLAAC, and programmability.

It also raises potential future requirements around security, privacy, threat
defense, and observability.

Jen questioned why SRv6 was singled out, and whether the draft was implying
specific routing technologies should be required.

Jen also questioned whether the “long-lived session” issue really needs new
addressing mechanisms, versus simply better lifetime guidance.

Eric objected to language implying NAT is a security feature, stressing that
firewalling and NAT are different issues.

The author said the draft is intended as analysis at this stage and invited
further discussion.

Conclusion: no adoption call; feedback requested on list.



