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This question borders on agency. 

The issues in the scenario are 

1. Whether an agency relationship exists between the two neighbors, that is, Hassan and Okon. 
2. Whether Hassan would be liable for the fees of Jakatu.  

According to Fridman, agency is the relationship that exists between two persons when one called the agent is considered in law to represent the other called the principal in such a way as to be able to affect the principal�s legal position in respect of strangers to the relationship by the making of contracts or the disposition of property. An agent can be created by; agreement either express or implied, by the doctrine of estoppel, by subsequent ratification  and by operation of law under which agency of necessity and agency presumed by cohabitation are subsumed. 

The fact that there was no implied or express agreement between the neighbors may bring into light the Agency of Necessity. Agency of necessity usually occurs in emergency conditions, where a person is obliged to act in order to prevent an irreparable loss to the property or similar interest of the person on whose behalf the act is performed. In such a situation, even though the person who so acts has no authority to do so, yet because of the urgent need, the law regards what has been done by someone as having been done with the authority of some other person, and therefore as his agent. For agency of necessity to arise, certain conditions have to be fulfilled. These elements are to be proven conjunctively, thus, where the plaintiff fails to prove one element, it is fatal to his case. 
Firstly, there has to be a prior contractual relationship between parties in which case, this type of agency is readily implied. Thus, the act constituting the agency of necessity is a mere extension of that relationship. In Great Northern Rly Co v. Swaffield, it was held that although the company had no express or implied authority to incur charges, it acted in an emergency as an agent of necessity and could claim an indemnity over the defendants. It should also be noted where no prior contractual relationship exists, the doctrine of agency is hardly applied as the courts are very reluctant to increase the class of this agency relationship. It is pertinent to note that there is a general principle that benefits or burdens cannot be imposed on a person behind his back. In Binstead v. Buck, the court held that no agency can arise if someone takes it upon themselves to look after the property of another. 

Secondly, there must be an actual or imminent commercial necessity or genuine emergency to warrant an agent. This element usually applies to perishable goods or livestock. In Great Northern Rly Co v. Swaffield, where a need arose to look after a horse, otherwise it might have perished through lack of food and care. In Munro v. Willmot, the court held the defendant was liable because there was no justification in selling the car, as there was no state of emergency; it was just an inconvenience. 

Thirdly, it must be impossible to communicate with the owner of the goods in order to get his instructions. In Springer v. Gt. Western Rly Co, the defendants were held liable as they made no attempt to communicate with the plaintiff to ask for instructions when the ship arrived.

Lastly, the agent must act bonafide in the interest of all the parties. In Prager v. Blastspiel Stamp& Heacock Ltd, it was held that skins were not likely to deteriorate in value if properly stored and the defendant had not acted bonafide in selling the skin. 

In application of this principle to the instant case, there was no existence of a prior contractual relationship. Thus, although all the requirements as to the existence of agency are present, the requirement for the prior contractual relationship which is substratum upon which the agency of necessity is built is not present. Thus, Okon cannot be said to be an agent of necessity to Hassan.
In relation to the second issue, an agency relationship exists to bring a relationship between the principal and third party. Thus, where no such agency relationship exists, a person purported to be a principal will not be liable to a third party. In relation to the instant case, Hassan didn�t appoint Okon as his agent to bring a contractual relationship between himself and Jakatu and neither can it be said that Okon was an agent of necessity, as already established above. Thus, Hassan will be exempted from liability for the reimbursement of Okon and the payment of Jakatu�s fees.

In conclusion, Okon cannot be said to be an agent of necessity to Hassan. Also, Hassan  is not liable to Okon for the reimbursement of the cost of replacing the missing slate on the roof neither is he liable to pay Jakatu�s fees. However, the only remedy available to Jakatu will be to claim the payment of his fees from Okon. 

