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What

A new OCM endpoint that lets a user request access to a resource, rather than waiting 
for the owner to share it.



Why

Currently, OCM only supports a push model: the resource owner initiates sharing.

There is no standard way for a user to say: "I know about this resource and I would like 
access to it."

This becomes relevant when resources are discovered (e.g. via the Resource 
Discovery mechanism) but not yet shared.



How

1. User A discovers a resource on Server B (e.g. via resource advertisement).

2. User A sends a POST /request-share to Server B, identifying the resource and 
themselves.

3. Server B notifies the resource owner of the request.

4. If the owner accepts, a standard Share Creation Notification is sent back
    to User A.



POST /request-share

Request body (JSON):

sender       
  OCM address of the resource owner

shareWith    
  OCM address of the requesting user

shareId      
  Unique identifier of the requested resource



Response Codes

201  Request successfully received

400  Bad request (invalid parameters or missing shareId)

501  Server does not support requesting shares

503  Temporarily unavailable (includes Retry-After header)



Security and Requirements

TLS required for all requests.

Authenticated via HTTP Message Signatures (RFC 9421).

Content-Type: application/json.

The flow is asynchronous: the server accepts the request and later the owner
 decides whether to share.



Relationship to Other Proposals

Resource Discovery (PR #196) lets users find resources. Request for Share lets them 
act on what they find.

Together they enable a pull model alongside the existing push model in OCM.

Neither proposal depends on the other, but they complement each other well.



Open Questions for Discussion

Should the field name align with providerId from the existing NewShare schema?

Do we need human-readable paths in addition to opaque IDs?

Is this concept useful to your use case? Should it move forward or be dropped?
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