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The ’573 Patent 

2DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ex. 1001, Cover

HANDLING LONG – TAIL CONTENT 
IN A CONTENT DELIVERY 

NETWORK (CDN)

EX-1001, Cover, 13:34-16:17; Pet., 8-11. 

Earliest priority claim: April 4, 2008
Actual priority date: February 25, 2019

20 Claims 
(1, 11, and 19 independent)
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The ’573 Patent 

3DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1001, 3:53-57, 4:19-31; Pet., 2-3; EX-1006, ¶¶ 41-43. 

The ’573 Patent describes a CDN organized into 
hierarchical tiers with a popularity service.

Origin Tier

Parent Tier

Edge Tier
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The ’573 Patent 

4DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1001, Fig. 5, 6:65-7:30; Pet., 5-6 ; EX-1006, ¶¶44-46. 

If object has not reached first 
level of popularity (512): 
popularity service sends edge 
server instruction to redirect 
client's request to origin 
server (or to CDN origin 
cache) (514).

If object exceeds first level of 
popularity but not second, 
mid-tier threshold (516): 
popularity service sends edge 
server instruction to redirect 
client's request to parent 
server (518).

If object exceeds mid-tier 
threshold (is popular): 
popularity service sends edge 
server instruction to serve 
content itself (520) along with 
“follow me” flag to obtain and 
cache the resource.
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Representative Claim 1 

5
Ex-1001, 13:35-54. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Claim 1 

1(Pre) A method of content delivery in a content delivery network comprising:

1(a) 
receiving, at a first server of a first tier of servers of the content delivery network, a request from a 
requesting device for a resource available from the content delivery network;

1(b)
accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to determine a 
popularity designation associated with the requested resource;

1(c) requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery network;

1(d)
processing, at the first server of the first tier of servers, a redirect instruction from the second 
server of the content delivery network to obtain the resource from a content server of the content 
delivery network;

1(e)
receiving an instruction to not cache the portion of the resource at the first server of the first tier of 
servers when the portion of the resource is obtained from the content server of the content delivery 
network; and

1(f) providing the obtained resource to the requesting device.
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Grounds of Unpatentability

6DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground Claims 
Challenged Basis References 

1 1-20 § 102 Newton-471
2 1-20 § 103 Dilley, Pai, and Wang

Pet., 1; Institution Decision (Paper 15), 7.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 1

Newton-471 Anticipates Claims 1-20
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Undisputed: Newton-471 Discloses All Limitations

8

Element Representative Claim 1 Disputed?

1(Pre) A method of content delivery in a content delivery network comprising: No

1(a) 
receiving, at a first server of a first tier of servers of the content delivery 
network, a request from a requesting device for a resource available from 
the content delivery network;

No

1(b)
accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery 
network to determine a popularity designation associated with the 
requested resource;

No

1(c) requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery 
network; No

1(d)
processing, at the first server of the first tier of servers, a redirect 
instruction from the second server of the content delivery network to 
obtain the resource from a content server of the content delivery network;

No

1(e)
receiving an instruction to not cache the portion of the resource at the 
first server of the first tier of servers when the portion of the resource is 
obtained from the content server of the content delivery network; and

No

1(f) providing the obtained resource to the requesting device. No

Pet., viii; EX-1001, 13:35-54. 
DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 8 of 47



Determining to Not Cache ≠ Instruction to Not Cache

9

EX-1007, 17 (emphasis added). 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1007, 17 (emphasis added). 

EX-1006, ¶¶49-52, 60-65; Pet., 7-11; Pet. Reply, 3-4. 

Examiner: determining whether to cache ≠ 
instruction to not cache. 
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Ground 1 Turns on One Issue

10DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Google Sandpiper

No: Determining whether to cache 
in the absence of a “follow me” tag is 
different from sending/receiving an 
affirmative instruction to not cache. 

Pet. 7-8, 10-11; Pet. Reply, 3-5.

Yes: A “redirect … without the follow-me tag 
is an instruction to not cache and to forward 

the redirect” because “a redirect with the 
follow-me tag is an instruction to cache the 

resource and serve it to the client.” 
POR, 15.

Pet. 7-8, 10-11; POR, 15; Pet. Reply, 3-5; EX-1006, ¶¶54-65. 

Does the priority chain disclose “an instruction to not cache”?

EX-1011, ¶44. 
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Without Retrieval, There Is No Resource to “Not Cache”

11DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Two paths in ¶ 44: 

(1) “Follow me” flag  edge server obtains and caches resource

(2) Redirect with no “follow me” flag  edge server forwards request, 
does not obtain resource – there is no resource to cache/not cache

EX-1011, ¶44. 

EX-1001, 7:25-30; Pet. 5-7, 9-11; Pet. Reply, 3-5; EX-1006, ¶¶60-63. 
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Reasons to Not Cache ≠ Instruction to Not Cache

12DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
EX-1011, ¶¶68-69; POR, 16; Pet. Reply, 3-5. 
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“All the limitations must appear in the specification.” Lockwood

13DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

“It is the disclosures of the applications that count. Entitlement to a filing 
date does not extend to subject matter which is not disclosed, but would be 
obvious over what is expressly disclosed. It extends only to that which is 
disclosed….[A]ll the limitations must appear in the specification.”

Lockwood v. Am. Airlines, Inc., 107 F.3d 1565, 1571-1572 (Fed. Cir. 1997); see also Rivera v. ITC, 857 F.3d 1315 (Fed. Cir. 2017)

Pet. Reply, 2-5; Pet., 9-11; EX-1006, ¶¶60-65. 

Patent Owner Response, 16.

Patent Owner argues: 

But see: 
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Newton-471 Teaches an Instruction to Not Cache

14

EX-1002, Fig. 8; Pet., 13-14, 21-22; Pet. Reply, 5-6. 

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1002, ¶¶98-99; Pet., 21-22; Pet. Reply 5-6; EX-1006, ¶¶74-76, 96-99. 

This shows the same lead inventor knew how to describe it.
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Timeline

15DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 7-8, 10-11; EX-1006, ¶¶48, 56-65, 96-97. 

U.S. Prov. No. 61/042,412
Earliest provisional application

Apr. 4, 2008

U.S. Pat. App. No. 12/408,681
Claims priority to ’412 provisional

Mar. 21, 2009

U.S. Pat. App. No. 12/880,324
CIP of ’681 application

Sept. 13, 2010

U.S. Pub. No. 2016/0094471
Newton-471 filed with “instruction 
to not cache” disclosure

Sept. 30, 2015

U.S. Pat. App. No. 15/645,584
Continuation of ’324 application

Jul. 10, 2017

U.S. Pat. App. No. 16/284,791
’573 patent application filed; 
claims “instruction to not cache”

Feb. 25, 2019
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Ground 2

Dilley, Pai, and Wang 
Renders Obvious Claims 1-20

16Page 16 of 47



Ground 2 – Five Disputes

1. motivation to combine (all claims)

2. “popularity designation” (all claims)

3. “requesting the resource from a second server . . . based
at least on the popularity designation” (claim 19)

4. “redirect instruction” (claims 1, 11)

5. “the second server is a peer server” (claims 5 and 15)

17DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 17 of 47



Representative Claims 1 and 5

18

Element Claim 1 Disputed?

1(Pre) A method of content delivery in a content delivery network comprising: No

1(a) 
receiving, at a first server of a first tier of servers of the content delivery network, a request from 
a requesting device for a resource available from the content delivery network; No

1(b)
accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to determine a 
popularity designation associated with the requested resource; Yes

1(c) requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery network; No

1(d)
processing, at the first server of the first tier of servers, a redirect instruction from the second 
server of the content delivery network to obtain the resource from a content server of the 
content delivery network;

Yes

1(e)
receiving an instruction to not cache the portion of the resource at the first server of the first 
tier of servers when the portion of the resource is obtained from the content server of the 
content delivery network; and

No

1(f) providing the obtained resource to the requesting device. No

Pet., viii; EX-1001, 13:35-64. DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Element Claim 5 Disputed?

5 The method as recited in claim 1 wherein the second server is a peer server of the first tier of 
servers of the content delivery network. Yes
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Representative Claim 19

19

Element Claim 19 Disputed?

19(Pre) A method of content delivery in a content delivery network comprising: No

19(a) 
receiving, at a first server of a first tier of servers of the content delivery network, a request from 
a requesting device for a resource available from the content delivery network; No

19(b)
accessing a popularity service associated with the first server of the first tier of the content 
delivery network to determine a popularity designation associated with the requested 
resource;

Yes*

19(c)
receiving an instruction to not cache the resource at the first server of the first tier of servers 
when the portion of the resource is obtained from the content server of the content delivery 
network;

No

19(d)
requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery network based at 
least on the popularity designation associated with the requested resource; and; Yes

19(e)
providing the obtained resource to the requesting device.

No

Pet., viii; EX-1001, 15:13-16:14. DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

*same argument as set forth for limitation 1(b)
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Motivation to Combine Dilley, Pai & Wang

20DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 34-40; Pet. Reply, 6-8; EX-1006, ¶¶195-219.

Dilley:
Tiered cache 
hierarchy that 
distributes popular 
content to the edge to 
reduce origin-server 
load

Pai:
Popularity-based 
distribution that  
dynamically updates 
popularity values and 
distributes content 
across tiers based on 
those values

Wang:
Redirects and 
identifies resources to 
not cache using cache-
control attributes to 
avoid unnecessary 
resource consumption

A POSITA would have used Pai’s popularity-based distribution in Dilley’s 
tiered architecture to provide an effective placement mechanism and would 
have incorporated Wang’s redirect and instruction to not cache content.
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Dilley and Pai Are Compatible

21DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 37-39, 64-66, 83-85; Pet. Reply, 7-10; EX-1004, Fig. 2; EX-1003, Fig. 3; EX-1006, ¶¶195-212.

Pai:
Uses popularity-based placement logic to 
determine where content resides within 
hierarchy

Dynamically adjusts popularity values based on 
requests and redistributes content accordingly

Dilley:
Uses retrieval logic to request content from 
the appropriate tier in the hierarchy when 
requested

Patent Owner wrongly argues that Dilley and Pai are incompatible as Dilley 
supports tiered retrieval and Pai supports popularity-based placement.
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Bodily Incorporation Is Not the Standard

22DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Patent Owner wrongly argues that Dilley and Pai cannot be combined 
because Dilley uses parent hubs for popular content and Pai stores 
popular content at level one servers.

Pet., 38, 44-45; Pet. Reply, 9-10; EX-1006, ¶¶196, 201, 206-211.
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Ground 2 – Five Disputes

1. motivation to combine (all claims)

2. “popularity designation” (all claims)

3. “requesting the resource from a second server . . . based
at least on the popularity designation” (claim 19)

4. “redirect instruction” (claims 1, 11)

5. “the second server is a peer server” (claims 5 and 15)

23DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 23 of 47



The Combination Discloses a Popularity Service to 
Determine a Popularity Designation

24

Independent Claim 1 

1(b) accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to 
determine a popularity designation associated with the requested resource;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1004, Fig. 2, ¶¶3, 13, 20, 47; Pet., 35, 37-39, 44-46, 60; Pet. Reply, 10.

Dilley discloses
Tiered CDN architecture with edge, parent, and origin 
servers, which is “particularly advantageous for flash-
popular content” 

Metadata-based retrieval and hierarchy that controls 
whether and where the content is cached and from where 
the content is served.

Pai discloses
Popularity service to determine content popularity values

Dynamically monitoring and adjusting popularity values 

Using popularity thresholds to determine content placement 
within a hierarchy

EX-1003, Fig. 3, 7:31-35, 9:57-65; Pet. 34, 37, 43-44, 65; Pet. Reply, 10. 
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Pai Determines a Popularity Designation Associated 
with Requested Content 

25

Independent Claim 1 

1(b) accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to 
determine a popularity designation associated with the requested resource;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 5-6, 35, 44-46; EX-1001, Fig. 5, 6:53-7:30; EX-1004, Fig. 6, ¶¶38-45.
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Popularity Designation Is a Popularity Threshold 
Determination

26DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Google’s Position Sandpiper’s Position

Popularity designation = a popularity 
threshold determination, e.g., whether the 
resource is popular or exceeds a threshold.

Pet., 44-46; Pet. Reply, 11-12.

Popularity designation = a prerequisite 
eligibility check to determine if the resource 
is even eligible for popularity-based routing.

POR, 26-27; Sur-reply, 5-6, 8.

Independent Claim 1 

1(b) accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to 
determine a popularity designation associated with the requested resource;
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Step 506 Does Not Access the Popularity Service

27DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1001, 6:27-34; Pet., 5-6; POR, 26-27; Pet. Reply, 12-13.

Independent Claim 1 

1(b) accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to 
determine a popularity designation associated with the requested resource;
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Dependent Claims Confirm Petitioner’s Interpretation

28

EX-1001, 13:55-64, 14:4-9, 14:50-60, 15:1-5, Pet. Reply, 11-12.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Independent Claim 1 

1(b) accessing a popularity service associated with the content delivery network to 
determine a popularity designation associated with the requested resource;
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Patent Owner Imports a Prerequisite Eligibility Requirement

29
POR, 26-27.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR contends that the “designation” occurs before popularity checking:
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Patent Owner’s Sur-Reply Changes Its Theory

30
Sur-Reply, 8.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-Reply argues that popularity checking can be part of the “designation”:
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Ground 2 – Five Disputes

1. motivation to combine (all claims)

2. “popularity designation” (all claims)

3. “requesting the resource from a second server . . . based
at least on the popularity designation” (claim 19)

4. “redirect instruction” (claims 1, 11)

5. “the second server is a peer server” (claims 5 and 15)

31DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 31 of 47



The Combination Discloses Retrieval Based at Least 
on the Popularity Designation

32

Independent Claim 19

19(d) requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery network based 
at least on the popularity designation associated with the requested resource; and

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dilley discloses
Tiered CDN architecture with edge, parent, and origin 
servers, which is “particularly advantageous for flash-
popular content” 

Metadata-based retrieval and hierarchy that controls 
whether and where the content is cached and from where 
the content is served. 

Pai discloses
Popularity service to determine content popularity values

Dynamically monitoring and adjusting popularity values 

Using popularity thresholds to determine content placement 
within a hierarchy

Retrieving and serving content based on its popularity

EX-1004, Fig. 2, ¶¶3, 13, 17, 20, 47; Pet., 35, 37-39, 44-46, 60, 83-85; Pet. Reply, 10; 
EX-1006, ¶¶184, 188.

EX-1003, Fig. 3, 7:31-35, 9:57-65; Pet. 34, 37, 43-44, 65, 83-85; Pet. Reply, 10. 
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Patent Owner’s “Placement vs. Delivery” Distinction 
Is Artificial

33

Independent Claim 19

19(d) requesting the resource from a second server of the content delivery network based 
at least on the popularity designation associated with the requested resource; and

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

A CDN stores content so that it can later be retrieved. Retrieval follows placement. 
Placing popular content closer to users affects future delivery and retrieval.

EX-1004, Figs. 2, 6, ¶¶3, 13, 20, 38-45; Pet., 35-39, 44-46, 83-84; POR 26-29; Pet. Reply 14-16; EX-1006, ¶¶184-188.
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Patent Owner Attacks References Individually

34DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE
Pet. Reply, 13-16.

Patent Owner attacks references individually, arguing that Dilley or Pai 
alone must independently disclose the full claim 19 retrieval step.

POR, 31.

POR, 32.

POR, 33.
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Dr. Mowry Does Not Fill Gaps; He Explains the Combination

35DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. Reply, 14-15; Pet., 83-84; EX-1006, ¶¶352-355.

Dr. Mowry explained how a skilled artisan would have understood and 
combined Dilley and Pai:

Dilley ties server selection to popularity to prevent the origin from becoming 
“overwhelmed with requests for popular content.” EX-1006, ¶353

Pai dynamically distributes and manages content based on popularity such 
that requests can be served from given tiers based on popularity thresholds 
(most popular at level 1, less popular at level 2, least popular at level 3). 
EX-1006, ¶354

A POSITA would have understood the combination performs the claimed 
routing given the distribution of popular content at the edge, mid-level 
popular content at mid-tier servers, and the least popular content at the origin 
farthest from requesting end-users. EX-1006, ¶355
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Patent Owner’s Argument Misses the Point

36DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

But, in the combined system, retrieval follows popularity-based placement 

Indeed, the combination incorporates Dilley’s retrieval hierarchy with Pai’s 
popularity-based placement

Relatedness provides yet another reason why a skilled artisan would have 
combined these systems

Unified is distinguishable: 

Unified Patents Inc. v. DivX, LLC, IPR2019-01379, Paper 52 (P.T.A.B. Feb. 8, 2021) (emphasis added)

Pet., 83-84; EX-1006, ¶¶352-353; Pet. Reply, 7-8, 14-16.

Patent Owner argues “closely related” does not satisfy the particularity 
requirement of obviousness
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Ground 2 – Five Disputes

1. motivation to combine (all claims)

2. “popularity designation” (all claims)

3. “requesting the resource from a second server . . . based
at least on the popularity designation” (claim 19)

4. “redirect instruction” (claims 1, 11)

5. “the second server is a peer server” (claims 5 and 15)

37DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 37 of 47



The Petition Incorporates Wang’s Redirect into Dilley 

38

Independent Claim 1 

1(d) processing, at the first server of the first tier of servers, a redirect instruction from 
the second server of the content delivery network to obtain the resource from a content 
server of the content delivery network;

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Dilley discloses
Tiered CDN architecture with edge, parent, and 
origin servers

Cache-miss escalation through the CDN hierarchy 

Wang discloses
Hierarchical content lookup in a three-tiered CDN 

Redirect instructions and HTTP redirect 
mechanisms 

Cache/no-cache attributes

EX-1003, Fig. 3, 5:4-21, 7:31-40; Pet. 34-35, 42-43, 50.

EX-1005, ¶¶47-49, 123-124; Pet., 35-36, 39-40, 50-53.
.
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Wang’s Redirect Provides Predictable Benefits

39DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Wang’s redirect:
Allows the edge server obtain 
content directly from the origin 
server. EX-1006, ¶255

Prevents parent server from 
fetching and relaying large 
content, thereby reducing latency 
and processing burdens. EX-1006, 
¶256

Permits parent servers to remain 
available for other requests. EX-
1006, ¶257

Message transfer

Large/popular file processing

Message transfer

Large/popular file 
transfer

Large/popular file 
transfer

No large/popular 
file processing

EX-1006, ¶¶255-257; Pet., 51-52; POR 48 (annotated).

Annotations added to identify message transfers, 
large/popular file transfers, and file processing.
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Wang Was Part of the Petition’s Combination

40DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 50-51; see also Pet., 39-40.

Incorporation of Wang’s known 
redirect

Benefits to incorporating Wang
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Dilley’s Disclosures Does Not Preclude Obviousness

41DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 36-40; Pet. Reply, 6-7, 18-19; EX-1006, ¶¶214-219.

USAA argues that a skilled artisan would not be motivated to implement Garcia 
using a thin-client application because Garcia’s remote check deposit would 
already be achieved by using the mobile phone’s camera . . . . We disagree. 
PNC’s petition asserted, and the Board found, that Byrne’s thin-client 
application provided benefits that would render it obvious. 

See United Servs. Auto. Ass’n v. PNC Bank N.A., No. 2023-2171, 
2025 WL 339662, at *3 (Fed. Cir. Jan. 30, 2025) (emphasis added)

Patent Owner argues that Dilley’s origin retrieval thwarts the 
combination with Wang.  POR, 41-45; Sur-reply, 15-18.

Not so. Dilley’s retrieval path does not preclude a POSITA from 
modifying it with Wang given the benefits and reasons for doing so. 
Pet. 36-40, Pet. Reply, 6-7, 18-19.
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Wang Does Not Inject Redundant Architecture

42DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

POR 48 (annotated); EX-1006, ¶¶255-257; Pet., 50-52; Pet. Reply, 19-22.

Message transfer

Large/popular file processing

Message transfer

Large/popular file 
transfer

Large/popular file 
transfer

No large/popular file processing

Annotations added to identify message transfers, 
large/popular file transfers, and file processing.
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Ground 2 – Five Disputes

1. motivation to combine (all claims)

2. “popularity designation” (all claims)

3. “requesting the resource from a second server . . . based
at least on the popularity designation” (claim 19)

4. “redirect instruction” (claims 1, 11)

5. “the second server is a peer server” (claims 5 and
15)

43DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCEPage 43 of 47



The Combination Teaches That the Second Server Is a Peer

44

Dependent Claim 5

5. The method as recited in claim 1 wherein the second server is a peer server of the first
tier of servers of the content delivery network.

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet. 67-69; EX-1003, Fig. 3, Fig. 6, 8:11-18; EX-1006, ¶¶258-260, 305-307; Pet. Reply, 22-23.
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The Combination Teaches That the Second Server Is a Peer

45DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Pet., 51-52, 69
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Patent Owner Ignores Dilley and the Combination

46DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

Sur-reply, 24-25

* * *

Patent Owner argues that a peer driven redirect to the origin would 
bypass the parent server and eliminate the parent server’s buffering role 
to insulate the origin server.
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Patent Owner Ignores Dilley and the Combination

47DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT – NOT EVIDENCE

EX-1003, 5:22-30; Pet. 67-69; Pet. Reply, 23.

Patent Owner ignores Dilley’s disclosure that allows peer servers to 
function as another node in the request path before redirecting to an 
origin server.
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